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Preface

We have been very greatly encouraged by the continuing and consistent demand for the New Bible Dictionary since it was first published in 1962 and revised in 1982. The major part of this reference work still Stands and has required little or no modification to maintain its Claim to be ‘New’ and up-to-date. Recent research, however, especially in the cultural and archaeological areas, needed to be incorporated. This has been done in this third edition wherever possible, subject to the limits imposed by the existing format. The opportunity has been taken to update the bibliographical entries and to make them more relevant for the reader of today. Also the work now makes reference to the New International Version of the Bible and other more recent translations in addition to the Revised Standard Version.

The revised volume reflects the same evangelical viewpoint as the previous editions and continues to embody loyalty to Holy Scripture as God’s Word to humankind. The contribu-tors are drawn largely, but not exclusively, from the membership of the Tyndale Fellowship for Biblical Research, part of the Universities and Colleges Christian Fellowship (formerly Inter-Varsity Fellowship). Individual authors and revisers are responsible only for their own contri-butions and do not necessarily endorse all the opinions expressed by their colleagues; no attempt has been made to impose any rigid uniformity upon the work as a whole or to exclude the expression of different opinions within the bounds of our basic understanding of Holy Scripture.

We are grateful to many academic colleagues for their helpful co-operation. In most cases the original authors of articles have been responsible for updating their entries. Where this has not been possible, other contributors have made the necessary revisions. In addition, a number of fresh entries have been written for this volume.

We are indebted above all to Derek Wood for undertaking the hard task of organizing this revision; also to Philip Hillyer and Andrew Warren for their painstaking work on the bibli-ographies, to Steve Carter for patient labour on both the bibliographies and the index and to Lyn Saville for checking both manuscripts and proofs.

This new edition of the New Bible Dictionary builds on the foundations laid by the editors of former editions and we gratefully acknowledge our indebtedness to J. D. Douglas, the Organizing Editor of the original work and Norman Hillyer, Revision Editor for the second edition. We remember too with gratitude the masterful work of our late colleagues R. V. G. Tasker (first edition), F. F. Bruce and Donald Guthrie (first and second editions). The patient care, consistent labour and wide understanding of these and other fellow-labourers have ensured a continuing life for a volume that is still, we believe, much needed for on-going Christian witness in the church today.

Our desire and prayer is that this new edition will, like its predecessors, enable all its users, teachers and students of the Bible alike, to reach a fuller understanding of the Word of God and its message for us today.

I.H.M.

A.R.M.

J.I.P.

D.J.W.

How to use this Dictionary

Articles are arranged in alphabetical Order and are easily found under the headline at the top of each page. Where the reference required does not appear as an article, reference should be made to the index.

Index

A comprehensive index containing the significant references to each topic is to be found on p. 1273. This includes locations on maps and an index to the illustrations.

Cross-references

An asterisk before a word indicates that further relevant information will be .found in the article under that title and is equivalent to the abbrevia-tion </. v.

Abbreviations

A full list of abbreviations used in the Dictionary will be found on pp. (x)—(xiv).

Authorship of articles

The authors and co-authors of articles are indi-cated by their initials at the foot of each article. A full index of contributors is to be found on pp. (xv)-(xviii). The entries are listed in alphabetical Order of initials, not of sumames.

Bibliographies

To assist those wishing to study subjects in greater detail, bibliographies appear at the end of most of the longer articles. These usually provide references to the recent general works on the subject and may include detailed studies or books which take up a position different from that of the contributor.

Acknowledgments

The source and/or holders of Copyright for the illustrations are listed on p. 1297.

Bible versions

The Bible translation adopted for this Dictionary is the Revised Standard Version. In a few cases contributors have selected quotations from the King James (Authorized) Version, or, when avail-able at the time of writing, the New International Version.


Maps

There is no map Supplement to the Dictionary, but maps are to be found alongside the articles them-selves for easy reference.

Names of regions, provinces, kingdoms, etc., are printed in large roman capitals, e.g. BABYLONIA.

Tribes and ethnic groups: large italic capitals, eg AMORITES.

Towns and villages: lower case roman, eg. Jerusalem.

Geographical features such as mountains, rivers, lakes, seas, etc.: lower case italic, eg Great Sea.

Modern place-names: as above but in brackets, eg (Mediterranean Sea). Absolute consistency has not been possible but, in general, where the modern name is clearly derived from the ancient (eg. Creta = Crete, Italia = Italy) or where it would be pedan-tic to place modern names in brackets (e.g Egypt, Jerusalem) brackets have been omitted. In a few other cases, where nearly all the place-names are modern, the principle has been abandoned for the sake of simphcity.

Features to be noted particularly, such as the subject of the article concerned, are underlined, eg Ashdod.

Where a site was known by two or more alternative names they are divided by an oblique stroke. e.g Ezion-geber/Elath.

The word 'or’ indicates uncertainty about the name or the location, as does a question mark.


Transliteration

The following Systems have been adopted throughout the volume. In fairness to our contributors it should be said that some have disagreed on philological grounds with our transliteration of Hebrew words generally and of the divine name Yahweh in particular, but have graciously subordinated their convictions to editorial policy.
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Abbreviations


I. Books and Journals



	
AASOR
	
Anmial of the American Schools of Oriental Research


	
AB
	
Anchor Bible


	
ABD
	
D. M. Freedman et ai (eds.), Anchor Bible Dictionary, 6 vols., 1992


	
ACA
	
Sir Moses Finley, Atlas of Classical Archaeology, 1977


	
AfO
	
Archiv für Orientforschung


	
AJA
	
American Journal of Archaeology


	
AJBA
	
Auslralian Journal of Biblical Archaeology


	
AJSL
	
American Journal of Semitic Lan-guages and Literalures


	
AJT
	
American Journal of Theology


	
ALASP
	
Abhandlungen zur Literatur Alt -Syrien Palästinas


	
ALU OS
	
Annual of the Leeds University Oriental Society


	
ANEP
	
J. B. Pritchard, The Andern Near East in Pictures, 1954;21965


	
AN ET
	
J. B. Pritchard, Ancient Near Eastern Texts, 1950;21965;’1969


	
ANRW
	
Aufstieg und Niedergang der römischen Welt


	
ANT
	
M. R. James, The Apocryphal New Testament, 1924


	
AOTS
	
D. W. Thomas (ed.), Archaeology and Old Testament Study, 1967


	
ARAB
	
D. D. Luckenbill, Ancient Records of Assyria and Babylonia, 1926


	
ARE
	
J. H. Breasted, Ancient Records of Egypt, 5 vols., 1906-7


	
ARV
	
American Revised Version (see asv)


	
AS
	
Anatolian Studies


	
ASAE
	
Annales du Service des Antiquites de TEgypte


	
ASV
	
American Standard Version, 1901 (American Version of rv)


	
ATR
	
Anglican Theological Review


	
AU SS
	
Andrews University Seminar Studies


	
AV
	
Authorized Version (King James'), 1611


	
BA
	
Biblical Archaeologisl


	
BAI CS
	
The Book of Acts in its First Century Setting, 6 vols.


	
BAGD
	
W. Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature, revised and aug-mented by F. W. Gingrich and F. W. Danker t'rom 5th ed., 1979


	
BANE
	
G. E. Wright (ed.), The Bible and the Ancient Near East, 1961


	
BAR
	
Biblical Archaeology Review


	
BASOR
	
Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research


	
BC
	
F. J. Foakes-Jackson and K. Lake, The Beginnings of Christianity, 5 vols., 1920-33





	
BDB
	
F. Brown, S. R. Driver and C. A Briggs, Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament, 1906


	
BECNT
	
Baker Exegetical Commenlary on the New Testament


	
Bib
	
Biblica


	
BibRes
	
Biblical Research


	
BIES
	
Bulletin of the Israel Exploration Society


	
BJRL
	
Bulletin of the John Rylands Library


	
BNTC
	
Black's New Testament Commentaries


	
BO
	
Bibliotheca Orienlalis


	
BRD
	
W. M. Ramsay, The Bearing of Recenl Discovery on the Truslworthiness of the New Testament, 1914


	
BRev
	
Bible Review


	
BS
	
Bibliotheca Sacra


	
BSOAS
	
Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies


	
BST
	
Bible Speaks Today


	
BTh
	
Biblical Theology


	
BZ
	
Biblische Zeitschrift


	
BZAW
	
Beiheft. Zeitschrift für die alt-testamentliche Wissenschaft


	
CAH
	
Cambridge Ancient History, 12 vols., 1923-39; revised ed. 1970—


	
CB
	
Century Bible


	
CBP
	
W. M. Ramsay, Cities and Bishoprics of Phrygia, 1895—7


	
CBQ
	
Catholic Biblical Quarterly


	
CBSC
	
Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges


	
CD
	
Qumran Damascus Document


	
CDC
	
Cairo Geniza Documents of the Damascus Cqvenanters


	
CE
	
Chronique d’Egypte


	
CGT
	
Cambridge Greek Testament


	
CIG
	
Corpus Inscriptionum Graecarum


	
CIL
	
Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum


	
CML
	
G. R. Driver (ed.), Canaanite Mylhs and Legends2, 1978


	
CQ
	
Classical Quarterly; Crozer Quarterly


	
CRE
	
W. M. Ramsay, The Church in the Roman Empire before AD 170, 1903


	
CTJ
	
Calvin Theological Journal


	
DAC
	
J. Hastings (ed.), Dictionary of the Apostolic Church, 2 vols., 1915-18


	
DBA
	
E. M. Blaikiock et al. (eds.), Dictionary of Biblical Archaeology. 1983.’


	
DBS
	
Dictionnaire de la Bible, Supplement. 1928


	
DBT
	
X. Leon-Dufour (ed ), Dictionary of Biblical Theology*, 1973, reprinted with corrections 1988


	
DCG
	
J. Hastings (ed.), Dictionary of Christ and the Gospels, 2 vols., 1906-08





	
DJG
	
J. B. Green, S. McKnight and I. H. Marshall (eds.), Dictionary of Jesus and the Gospels, 1993


	
DOTT
	
D W. Thomas (ed.), Documents of Old Testament Times, 1958


	
EB
	
Exposilor 's Bible


	
EBC
	
Exposilor's Bible Connnentary


	
EBi
	
Encyclopaedia Biblica


	
EBr
	
Encyclopaedia Britannica


	
EBT
	
J. B. Bauer (ed.), Encyclopaedia of Bib-lical Theology, 3 vols., 1970


	
EDNT
	
H. Balz and G. Schneider (eds.), Exe-getical Dictionary of the New Testament, 3 vols., E.T. 1990-93


	
EEP
	
K. Lake, The Earlier Epistles of St Paul, 1911


	
EGT
	
W. R. Nicoll, The Exposilor’s Greek Testament1', 1910


	
Eis
	
Encyclopaedia of Islam, 1954-


	
EJ
	
C. Roth (ed.), Encyclopaedia Judaica, 15 vols., 1971


	
EQ
	
Evangelical Quarterly


	
ERE
	
J. Hastings (ed.), Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, 13 vols., 1908— 26


	
ETL
	
Ephemerides theohgical lovanienses


	
ExpT
	
Expository Times


	
FOTL
	
Forms of Old Testament Lileralure


	
FRLANT
	
Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments


	
FT
	
Faith and Thought (formerly JTVI)


	
GB
	
Ginsburg's Bible (New Masoretico-Critical Text of the Hebrew Bible), 1896


	
GNB
	
Good News Bible (=tev)


	
GTT
	
J. Simons, Geographica1 and Topo-graphical Texts of the Old Testament, 1959


	
HAT
	
Handbuch zum Allen Testament


	
HDB
	
J. Hastings (ed.), Dictionary of the Bible, 5 vols., 1898-1904


	
HES
	
Harvard Expedition to Samaria, 1924


	
HHT
	
J. Lightfoot, Horae Hebraicae et Tal-mudicae, 1658-64


	
HJ
	
Hibben Journal


	
IUP
	
E. Schürer, A History of the Jewish People in the Time of Christ, 2 vols., E.T. 1885-1901; revised ed., M. Black, G. Vermes and F. Miliar (eds.), 3 vols., 1973-


	
IINT
	
H. Lietzmann, Handbuch zum Neuen Testament


	
/ISS
	
Harvard Semitic Series


	
HTKNT
	
Herders Theologischer Kommentar zum Neuen Testamient


	
I1TR
	
Harvard Theological Review


	
HU CA
	
Hebrew Union College Annual


	
IB
	
G. A. Buttrick et al. (eds.), Interpreter's Bible, 12 vols., 1952-7


	
IBA
	
D. J. Wiseman. Illustrations from Bib-lical Archaeology, 1958


	
ICC
	
International Critical Commentary


	
IDB
	
G. A. Buttrick et al. (eds.), The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible, 4 vols., 1962


	
IDBS
	
IDB, Supplement vol., 1976


	
IEBP
	
F. N. Hepper, Illustrated Encyclopedia of Bible Plants, 1992


	
IEJ
	
Israel Exploration Journal


	
IG
	
Inscripliones Graecae


	
IGRR
	
Inscriptiones Graecae ad res Romanas pertinentes





	
Int
	
Interpretation


	
INT
	
Introduction to the New Testament


	
IOSCS
	
International Organization for Septu-agint and Cognate Studies


	
IOT
	
Introduction to the Old Testament


	
ISBE
	
International Standard Bible Encyclo-paedia3, 4 vols., 1979-88


	
IVPNTC
	
IVP New Testament Commentary


	
JA OS
	
Journal of the American Oriental Society


	
JB
	
Jerusalem Bible, 1966


	
JBL
	
Journal of Biblical Lileralure


	
JBQ
	
Jewish Bible Quarterly


	
JCS
	
Journal of Cuneiform Studies


	
JCSBR
	
Journal of the Chicago Society of Biblical Research


	
JEA
	
Journal of Egyptian Archaeology


	
JEH
	
Journal of Ecclesiastical History


	
JewE
	
I Singer et al (eds.), Jewish Encyclopaedia, 12 vols., 1901-06


	
JHS
	
Journal of Hellenic Studies


	
JJS
	
Journal of Jewish Studies


	
JNES
	
Journal of Near Eastern Studies


	
JNSL
	
Journal of Northwest Semitic Lan-guages


	
JPOS
	
Journal of the Palest ine Oriental Society


	
JQR
	
Jewish Quarterly Review


	
JRAS
	
Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society


	
JRS
	
Journal of Roman Studies


	
JSOT(SS)
	
Journal for the Study of the Old Testament (Supplements)


	
JSS
	
Journal of Semitic Studies


	
JTS
	
Journal of Theological Studies


	
JTVI
	
Journal of the Transactions of the Victoria Institute (now ET)


	
JWH
	
Journal of World History


	
KAT
	
Kommentar zum Alten Testament


	
KB
	
L. Köhler and W. Baumgartner, Hebräisches und aramäisches Lexicon zum Alten Testament ’, 1967


	
KEK
	
H. A. W. Meyer (ed.), Kritischexegetischer Kommentar über das Neue Testament


	
KJV
	
King James' Version (= av)


	
KTU
	
Die keilalphabetischen Texte aus Ugarit


	
LA
	
Liber Annus (Jerusalem)


	
LAE
	
A. Deissmann, Light from the Andern East*, 1927


	
LAPO
	
Lilleralures anciennes du proche Orient


	
LBC
	
Laymans Bible Commentary


	
LOB
	
Y. Aharoni, The Land of the Bible1. 1979


	
LOT
	
S. R. Driver, Introduction to the Lit-erature of the Old Testament, 1913


	
LSJ
	
H. G. Liddell, R. Scott and H. S. Jones, Greek English Lexicon'1, 1940


	
MM
	
J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan, The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament illustrated from the Papyri and other non-literary sources, 1930


	
MNTC
	
Moffall New Testament Commentary


	
MofTatt
	
J. MofTatt, A New Translation of the Bible1, 1936


	
NAC
	
New American Commentaries


	
NASB
	
New American Standard Bible, 1963


	
NBC
	
F. Davidson (ed.), The New Bible Commentary, 1953


	
NBCR
	
D. Guthrie et al (eds.), The New Bible Commentary Revised, 1970




NCB    New Century Bible

NCIB    New Clarendon Bible

NEAEHL E. Stern (ed.), New Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavations in the Holy Land, 4 vols., 1993

neb    New English Bible: NT, 1961; OT,

Apocrypha, 1970

Nestle    Nestle's Novum Teslamenlum

Graece22, 1956

NIBC    New International Biblical Commentary

NIC    New International Commentary

NIDNTT C. Brown (ed.), The New International Dictionary of New Testament The-ology, 3 vols., 1975-8

NIGTC    New International Greek Testament

Commentary

Niv    New International Version: NT, 1974;

complete Bible, 1978 NLC    New London Commentary

NovT    Novum Teslamenlum

NTC    New Testament Commentary

NTD    Das Neue Testament Deutsch

NTS    New Testament Studies

OCD    M. Cary et al. (eds.), The Oxford Clas-

sical Dictionary, 1949

ODCC F. L. Cross and E. A. Livingstone (eds.), The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Chureh2, 1974 Or    Orientalia

OTL    Old Testament Library

OTMS    H. H. Rowley (ed.), The Old Testa

ment and Modern Study, 1951 OTS    Oudlestamentische Studien

Pauly-Wissowa See RE Pelican Pelican Commentaries PEQ    Palestine Exploration Quarterly

PG    J. P. Migne, Patrologia Graeca

Phillips J. B. Phillips, The New Testament in Modern English, 1958; revised ed. 1972 PJB    Palästina-Jahrbuch

PL    J. P. Migne, Patrologia Latina

POTT    D. J. Wiseman (ed.), Peoples of Old

Testament Times, 1973 P.Oxy.    Papyrus Oxyrhynchus

PR U    Le Palais Royal d' Ugarit

PTR    Princeton Theological Review

RA    Revue d'Assyriologie

RAC    T. Klausner et al. (eds.), Reallexicon

für die Antike und Christentum, 1941-RAr    Revue d'Archeologie

RB    Revue Biblique

RE    A. F. Pauly, G. Wissowa et al. (eds.),

Real-Encyclopädie der klassischen Al-tertumwissenschaft, 1893-R&E    Review and Expositor

RGG    K. Galling (ed.), Die Religion in Ges

chichte und Gegenwart', 7 vols., 1957-65 RUR    Revue de l’Histoire des Religions

RQ    Revue de Qumran

RSP    Ras Shamra Parallels

RSR    Recherches de Science Religieuse

rsv    Revised Standard Version: NT, 1946;

OT, 1952; Common Bible, 1973 RTR    Reformed Theological Review

(Australia)

rv    Revised Version: NT, 1881; OT, 1885

SB    H. L. Strack and P. Billerbeck, Kom

mentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, 6 vols., 1926-61 SBET    Scottish Bulletin of Evangelical

Theology

SBLR    Society of Biblical Lilerature

SBLDS

SBT

Schürer

SHERK

SIG

SJOT

SJT

SNTSMS

SP

SPEM

SPT

ST


Society of Biblical Literalure Dissertation Series

Studies in Biblical Theology See IUP

The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopaedia of Religious Knowledge*, 1949-52 W. Dittenberger (ed.), Sylloge Inscrip-lionum Graecarum, 1915-24 Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament

Scottish Journal of Theology

Society for New Testament Studies

Monograph Series

Samaritan Pentateuch

G. S. Duncan, St Paul's Ephesian Min-

istry, 1929

W. M. Ramsay, St Paul the Traveller and Roman Citizen4, 1920 Studia Theologica


Strack-Billerbeck See SB


TB

TBC

TCERK

TDNT


TDOT


TEV

Th

THAT


THB

Them

ThL

THNT

TJ

TNT

TNTC

TOTC

TPINTC

TR

TS

TSEB


TU

TWBR

TynB

TZ

UBL

UF


UG


UT

VC

VT

VT Supp.


Babylonian Talmud Torch Bible Commentary The Twenlielh Century Encyclopaedia of Religious Knowledge, 1955 G. Kitteil and G Friedrich (eds). Theologisches Wörterbuch zum Neuen Testament, 1932-74; E. T. Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, ed. G. W. Bromiley, 10 vols., 1964-76 G. J. Botterweck and H. Ringgren (eds.), Theologisches Wörterbuch zum Alten Testament, 1970- ; E.T. Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament, trans. by J. T. Willis, 1974-Today’s English Version4, 1976 (= gnb) Theology

E. Jenni and C. Westermann (eds.), Theologisches Handwörterbuch zum Alten Testament, 2 vols., 1971-6 Tyndale House Bulletin (now TynB) Themelios

Theologische Literaturzeitung Theologische Handbuch zum Neuen Testament Jerusalem Talmud
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Ignatius, Philadelphians


	
Ep. Mor.
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adlocum (Lat.), at the place
	
E
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Akkad.
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eccl. Lat.
	
ecclesiastical Latin


	
Apoc.
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Ecclus.
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Aq.
	
Aquila’s Gk. tr. of OT, c. ad 140
	
ed. (eds.)
	
edited by, edition, editor(s)


	
Arab
	
Arabic
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Aram.
	
Aramaic
	
Eng.
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Assyr.
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ET.
	
English translation
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et al.
	
et alii (Lat.), and others


	
Bab.
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Eth.
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EVV
	
English versions
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forthcoming


	
cf
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fig-
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Copt.
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D
	
Deuteronomist
	
Gk.
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Heb.
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ibid.
	
ibidem (Lat.), the same work
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idem (Lat.), the same author
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pl.
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Lat.
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Quelle (Ger.), source thought to be


	
lit.
	
literally
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L.L.
	
Late Latin
	

	
Mt. and Lk.


	
loc. cit.
	
loco citato (Lat.), in the place already
	
?•>’■
	
quod vide (Lat.), which see


	

	
quoted
	
R.
	
Rabbi


	
LXX
	
Septuagint (Gk. Version of OT)
	
Rom.
	
Roman


	
Macc.
	
Maccabees (Apoc.)
	
S
	
South, Southern


	
mg.
	
margin
	
Sem.
	
Semitic


	
mod.
	
modern
	
Suppl.
	
supplementary volume


	
MS (MSS)
	
manuscript(s)
	
J. r.
	
sub verbo (Lat.), under the word


	
MT
	
Massoretic text
	
Symm.
	
Symmachus’ Gk. tr. of OT. 2nd Cen


	
N
	
North, northern
	

	
tury AD


	
n.f
	
neue Folge (Ger.), new series
	
Syr.
	
Syriac


	
n.s.
	
new series
	
Targ.
	
Targum


	
NT
	
New Testament
	
Theod.
	
Theodotion’s Gk. tr. of OT. 2nd Cen


	
OE
	
Old English
	

	
tury AD


	
OL
	
Old Latin
	
TR
	
Textus Receptus


	
op. cit.
	
opere citato (Lat.), in the work cited
	
tr.
	
translated, translation


	
above
	
Turk.
	
Turkish


	
OT
	
Old Testament
	
V. (vv.)
	
verse(s)


	
P
	
Priestly Narrative
	
V./.
	
vario lectio (Lat.), variant reading


	
par.
	
and parallel(s)
	
vol.
	
volume


	
passim
	
to be found at various places through-
	
vss
	
versions


	

	
out the text
	
Vulg.
	
Vulgate


	
Pent. per se
	
Pentateuch by or in itself
	
W
	
West, Western
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AARON (Heb. 'ah“r6n). According to the geneal-ogy of Ex. 6:14ff., Aaron wasoneof the two sonsof Amram and Jochebed (the other being Moses) and third in line of descent from Levi (Levi-Kohath-Amram-Aaron); according to Ex. 7:7 he was 3 years older than Moses. Miriam, their sister, was older still, if she is Moses’ unnamed ‘sister’ of Ex. 2:4,7ff.

Aaron first appears in the Exodus narrative as ‘Aaron the Levite’ who went to meet his brother Moses on the latter’s return to Egypt after the theophany at the burning bush; because of his superior eloquence he was to be Moses’ spokes-man to the Israelites and to Pharaoh (Ex. 4:14flfi). Throughout his career he was very much a lay figure alongside his dynamic brother; on the one occasion when he acted independently of Moses’ instructions he acted wrongly (Ex. 32:1-6). In add-ition to being Moses’ spokesman he also filled a thaumaturgic role: it was he who wielded the rod which became a serpent and swallowed up the rod-serpents of the Egyptian magicians (Ex. 7:8ff.) and which, when he stretched it out, turned the Nile into blood and then brought forth the successive plagues of frogs and gnats (Ex. 7:19; 8:5f, 16f).

After the Crossing of the Sea of Reeds Aaron was one of Moses’ two supporters during the battle with the Amalekites (Ex. 17:8fE), and ascended Mt Sinai in his Company (Ex. 19:24), together with his sons, Nadab and Abihu, and seventy elders of Israel; there they had a vision of the God of Israel and shared a meal in his presence (Ex. 24:9flf.). On the next occasion, however, when Moses went up Mt Sinai attended by Joshua only (Ex. 24:12fr.), Aaron was persuaded by the people to make a visible image of the divine presence and fashioned the golden bulUcalf, thus incurring Moses’ severe displeasure (Ex. 32:1 ff.). His for-mula of presentation of the bull-calf to the people, ‘These are your gods, O Israel, who brought you up out of the land of Egypt!’ (Ex. 32:4), provided a precedent for Jeroboam I when he installed the golden bull-calves at Bethel and Dan (1 Ki. 12:28).

In the priestly legislation of the Pentateuch Aaron is installed as high priest and his sons as priests, to minister in the wilderness tabernacle (Ex. 28:1 ff.; Lv. 8:1 ff.). Aaron isanointed with holyoiland is henceforth ‘the anointed priest’ (Lv. 4:3, etc:,cf. the oil on Aaron’s beard in Ps. 133:2). He and his sons receive special vestments, but Aaron’s aredistinctive. The headband of his turban is inscribed ‘Holy to Yahweh’ (Ex. 28:36); his scapular (ephod) incorpor-ates a breastpiece with twelve jeweis (one for each tribe) and accommodation for the Urim and Thummim, the objects with which the sacred lot wascast to ascertain Yahweh’s will for his people (Ex. 28:15ff.).

The outstanding day of the year for Aaron (and for each ‘anointed priest’ who succeeded him) was the Day of Atonement (Tishri 10), when he passed through the curtain separating the outer compart-ment of the sanctuary (the holy place) from the inner (the holy of hohes) and presented the blood of an expiatory sacrifice in the latter for the sins of the people (Lv. 16:1 ff ). On this occasion he did not wear his colourful vestments of ‘glory and beauty’ but a white linen robe.

Aaron’s wife was Elisheba, of the tribe of Judah. Their elder sons Nadab and Abihu died in the wilderness after using ‘unholy fire’ for the incense-offering (Lv. 10:lff.); from their two surviving sons, Eleazar and Ithamar, rival priestly familiesTater traced their descent (1 Ch. 24:3).

Despite Aaron’s Status, Moses remained Yahweh’s prophet to Israel and Israel’s prevailing intercessor with Yahweh, and this excited the envy of Aaron and Miriam (Nu. 12:1 ff.). Aaron himself (with Moses) attracted the envy of other Levitical families, whose leader was Korah (Nu. 16:1 ff.). Their doubts about Aaron’s Privileges were an-swered by the phenomenon of * Aaron’s rod.

Aaron, like Moses, was debarred from entering Canaan at the end of the wilderness wanderings; he died and was buried on Mt Hör, on the Edomite border, and his functions and vestments passed to Eleazar (Nu. 20:22ff.).

The priesthood in Israel came to be known comprehensively as ‘the sons of Aaron’. The ‘sons of Zadok’, who served as priests in the Jerusalem Temple from its dedication under Solomon to 171 bc (apart from the hiatus of the Babylonian exile), are incorporated into the family of Aaron, among the descendants of Eleazar, in the genealogy of T Ch. 6:1 ff. Ten years after the abolition of the Zadokite priesthood Alcimus, appointed high priest by the Seleucid authorities, was recognized by the Hasidaeans as ‘a priest of the line of Aaron’ (1 Macc. 7:12ff.), his genealogy being reckoned perhaps through Ithamar. Ben Sira pronounces Aaron’s encomium in Ecclus. 45:6ff. The men of Qumran formed a community of ‘Israel and Aaron’, i.e. of Jewish laymen and priests (CD 1:7), the priests constituting an ‘Aaronic holy of hohes’ (1QS 8:5fi, 8f), and Iooked forward to the Corning of an Aaronic (priestly) Messiah alongside the (lay) ‘Messiah of Israel’ (1QS 9:11; CD 12:23f; 20:1).

In NT Aaronisnamedastheancestorof Elizabeth, mother of John the Baptist (Lk. 1:5), and receives incidental mention in Stephen’s retrospectof the his-tory of Israel (Acts 7:40). The writer to the Hebrews contrasts Aaron’s circumscribed and hereditary priesthood with the perfect and perpetualministryof Jesus in the heavenly sanctuary (Heb. 5:4; 7:11, etc.).

Bibliography. R. de Vaux, Andern Israel1, 1965, pp. 345—401.    f.f.b.

AARON’S ROD. The rebellion of Korah and his associates (Nu. 16:1 ff.) made it clear that the sacral Status of the tribe of Levi, and the priestly Status

of Aaron and his descendants within that tribe, should be publicly established. Accordingly, the leader of each of the tribes had his name written on the rod or sceptre (matteh) belonging to his tribe—Aaron’s name being written on that of the tribe of Levi—and the twelve rods were placed ‘in the tent of meeting before the testimony’ (i.e. the tables of the law contained in the ark). Next morn-ing the rod bearing Aaron’s name was found to have put forth buds, blossoms and ripe almonds— a token that he was God’s chosen priest. His rod was then put back ‘before the testimony’ as a warn-ingagainstfurtherrebellion(Nu. 17:1-11). Accord-ing to Heb. 9:4 it was kept with the ‘tables of the covenant’ inside the ark. It was apparently the same rod that was used to strike the rock in Kadesh (Nu. 20:7-11); cf. the ‘rod of God' (Ex. 4:20; 17:9).    f.f.b.

ABADDON. The satanic angel of the bottomless pit (Rev. 9:11) whose Greek name is given as Apol-lyon, ‘destroyer’. In Hebrew baddön means ‘(place of) destruction’, and in the OT it is used as a synonym of ’death and Sheol. (*Hell.)

J.D.D.

ABANA. One of two Syrian rivers mentioned by the leprous Naaman in 2 Ki. 5:12. Named Chrys-orrhoas (‘golden river’) by the Greeks, it is prob-ably identical with the modern Barada, which rises in the Anti-Lebanon mountains 29 km NW of Damascus, and then, after flowing through the city, enters a marshy lake, Bahret-el-Kibliyeh, some 29 km to the E. The fertile gardens and orch-ards which it waters may explain Naaman’s boast.

J.D.D.

ABARIM.A name for themountains which rise from the E shore of the Dead Sea, where the edge of the * Moabite plateau is broken up by a succession of E-W wadis: literally it means ‘the regions beyond’, i.e. beyond the Dead Sea from the point of view of Judah. At the N end of the ränge Stands Mt * Nebo, from which Mosescould look across over the land of Canaan (Nu. 27:12; Dt. 32:49). According to the itinerary in Nu. 33 the Israelites’ last encampment before they reached the Jordan valley was in these mountains (vv. 47-48). *Iye-abarim (vv. 44-45; cf. Nu. 21:1 !)must havelain near the Send of the Dead Sea. In accordance with modern translations, against av which translates‘passages’(c/.Targ.),this name should also be read in Je. 22:20, where two other mountains which overlook Canaan are mentioned.

Bibuography. G. Adam Smith, The Hislorical Geography of the Holy Land !S, 1931, pp. 380-381; GTT, pp. 261,444.    g.i.d.

ABBA. An Aramaic word, in the emphatic state, meaning ‘father’. The word passed into Hebrew, and occurs frequently in TB, where it is used by a child to its father and also as a style of address to rabbis. The term conveyed both a sense of warm intimacy and also filial respect; but in Jewish circles it has never been a form of address to the Almighty.

In the NT the word occurs 3 times, transliterated into Greek; in each instance it is a vocative, addressed to God, and the Greek equivalent is appended (Mk. 14:36; Rom. 8:15; Gal. 4:6). It appears that the double phrase was common in the Greek-speaking church, where its use may well have been liturgical. (The Lord’s Prayer in its Aramaic form probably began with ’abba.)

It appears that it was Jesus who first applied the term to God, and who gave authority to his dis-ciples to do so. Paul sees in its use a Symbol of the Christian’s adoption as a son of God and his pos-session of the Spirit.

Bibuography. J. Jeremias, Abba, 1966, pp. 1-67, idem, New Testament Theology, E.T. 1971, pp. 61-68; 7TWn.pp. 5ff,; 5, p. 1006; NIDNTT\, pp. 614fr.    d.f.p.

ABDON (Heb. ’abdön). 1. A levitical town in Asher (Jos. 21:30, speit Ebron in 19:28); Kh. ‘Abdeh (Avdon), 6 km inland from *Achzib, com-manding a way into the hills. 2. Last of the minor judges; from * Pirathon (Jdg. 12:13ff.). 3. Head of a father’s house in Benjamin (1 Ch. 8:23). 4. A Ben-jaminite ancestor of Saul (1 Ch. 8:30; 9:36). 5. A member of Josiah’s court (2 Ch. 34:20).

J.P.U.L.

ABEDNEGO. The name given to Azariah, com-panion of Daniel in exiie (Dn. 1:7). Made an official of a Babylonian province until deposed on refusing to bow to an image(Dn. 3:13), but restored after escaping the furnace (3:30). He is mentioned in 1 Macc. 2:59 and, by implication, in Heb. 11:33-34. The name may be an Aramaic (Chaldean?) equivalent of a Babylonian one meaning ‘servant of the shining one’, perhaps making word-play on the name of the Babylonian god Nabu (*Nebo).

d.j.w.

ABEL. The second son of Adam and Eve, and the brother (perhaps the twin, Gn. 4:1-2) of *Cain. The name is sometimes connected with Akkadian aplu, Sumerian ibila, ‘son’, or Akkadian ibilu, ‘camel’, but these remain conjectures. Abel was a righteous (dikaios, Mt. 23:35) man and when he, as a shepherd (Gn. 4:2), brought an offering of the firstlings of his flock, God accepted it (Gn. 4:4; Heb. 11:4). He was subsequently murdered by Cain, leaving, so far as we know, no offspring, It is clear that to Christ he was a historical person (Mt. 23:35; Lk. 11:51).

Bibuography. KB, p. 227; and cf. S. Landersdorfer, Sumerisches Sprachgut int Alten Testament, 1916, pp. 67-68.    t.c.m.

ABEL. An element of certain place-names, chiefly in Transjordan. The traditional interpretation ‘meadow’ is not at all certain. and Baumgartner (KB, p. 7) prefers ‘brook, watercourse’, comparing Heb. ’übäl, yübäl, yäbäl. ‘Abel’ of MT of 1 Sa. 6:18 (cf. av) is probably a textual error, and 'eben = ‘stone’ should be read (cf. lxx and modern versions). In 2 Sa. 20:18 ‘Abel’ Stands for ‘Abel (of) Beth-maacah’ (vv. 14-15), and in 2 Ch. 16:4 (corrupt text?) Abel-maim seems to be the same place (cf. 1 Ki. 15:20). The exact locations of Abel-mizraim ‘beyond (or ‘beside’, with neb) the Jordan’ (Gn. 50:11) and Abel-keramim (Jdg. 11:33: somewhere in Ammon) are unknown, but see Skinner and Kidner on Gn. 50:11, and LOB, pp 243, 371 for possible sites.    g.i.d.

ABEL-BETH-MAACAH (Heb. äbel bet_ ma'"kä, ‘meadow of the house of oppression’). The town in N Naphtali in which Joab besieged Sheba, son of Bichri (2 Sa. 20:14); captured by the Syrians under Ben-hadad (c. 879 bc, 1 Ki. 15:20; 2 Ch. 16:4) where it is called Abel-maim. Captured by the Assyrians under Tiglath-pileser III (c. 733 bc, 2 Ki. 15:29). Possibly part of the Syrian state of *Maacah. It has been identified with Teil Abil 20 km N of Lake Huleh. The use of the name Abel alone in the Egyp. Execration Texts and in 2 Sa. 20:18, as well as the use of the explicative conjunc-tion in 2 Sa. 20:14 (‘Abel, i.e. Beth-maacah’), shows that these are two alternative names rather than one consisting of three parts.    d.w.b.

ABEL-MEHOLAH. A town named in conjunc-tion with the flight of the Midianites from Gideon (Jdg. 7:22). It became part of Solomon’s fifth district (1 Ki. 4:12) and was Elisha’s birthplace (1 Ki. 19:16). The site is unknown, but is usually placed in the Jordan valley S of Beth-shean.

D.W.B.

AB1ATHAR (Heb. ’ebyätär, ‘father of excel-lence’). Son of Ahimelech and with him priest at Nob, he escaped alone from the massacre of his family by Saul to join David at Keilah, bringing with him an ephod (1 Sa. 22:20-22; 23:6, 9). He helped to take the ark to Jerusalem, where he was one of David’s counsellors (1 Ch. 15:11; 27:34). He was sent back to Jerusalem with his son Jonathan, when David fled, to act in the king’s interests against Absalom (2 Sa. 15:25fT.; 17:15). At the close of David’s reign he conspired to make Adonijah king, and was expelled from office by Solomon (1 Ki. 1-2), ending Eli’s line. High priest during David’s reign, he seems to have been senior to Zadok (1 Ki. 2:35; cf. Mk. 2:26). It is uncertain whether he had a son Ahimelech or whether the two names have been transposed in 2 Sa. 8:17; 1 Ch. 24:6. In Mk. 2:26, ‘when Abiathar was high priest’ is better rendered ‘in the passage about Abiathar’, by analogy with Mk. 12:26.

A.R.M.

ABIEL (Heb. ’“biel, 'God is my father’). I. Saul’s grandfather (1 Sa. 9:1 and 14:51). 2. One of David’s heroes (1 Ch. 11:32), called Abi-albon (2 Sa. 23:31), albon being a copyist’s transference from the following verse. Some Codices of lxx have Abiel here.    r.a.h.g.

ABIEZER (Heb. bt'ezer, ‘my father is help’). 1. A clan of Manasseh (Jos. 17:2) of which Gideon was a member (Jdg. 6:11). In Gideon’s time the clan was centred on Ophrah (Jdg. 6:11, 24), prob-ably to be identified with al-Jayibeh N of Beth-shean. A district of Abiezer is mentioned in the Samaria Ostraca (nos. 13, 28) from c. 800 bc and is located SW of Shechem (see LOB, pp. 315-327). Iezer (Nu. 26:30) is a contraction.

2. One of the thirty mighty men of David (2 Sa. 23:27; 1 Ch. 11:28) and a native of Anathoth, 4 km N of Jerusalem. He commanded the ninth division of David’s militia in the ninth month (1 Ch. 27:12).

R.P.G.

ABIGAIL (Heb. '"bigayil, ‘my father is joy’(?)).

1.    The wife of Nabal the Carmelite or Calebite, a wealthy boor who lived in Maon, was a contrast to her husband. She realized that his veiled insult in his refusal to give gifts to David’s men, at the time of sheep-shearing, endangered the whole house-hold, and so, on her own responsibility, she took gifts of loaves, wine, sheep, com, raisins and figs. and waylaid David as he was planning his attack, thus preventing bloodshed. Her wisdom, beauty and dignity impressed him and he blessed God. When she told Nabal of her action he appreciated the narrowness of their escape, and from fright feil into an apoplectic fit and died—at the hand of God. David then married her and thus secured a new social Position and a rieh estate. With Ahi-noam, the Jezreelite, she shared David’s life at Gath. They were captured by the Amalekites near Ziklag and rescued (1 Sa. 30:18). She was the mother of Chileab (2 Sa. 3:3), or Daniel (1 Ch. 3:1), David’s second son.

2.    The wife of Ithra (2 Sa. 17:25) or Jether (1 Ch.

2:17; 1 Ki. 2:5) the Ishmaelite—terms easily con-fused in Hebrew—and mother of Amasa. She was a daughter of Nahash (2 Sa. 17:25) orJesse(l Ch. 2:13-16). Modern critics dismiss * Nahash as a scribal error.    M B.

ABIHAIL (Heb. bihayil, ‘my father is might’). Man’s and woman’s name. 1. A Levite, father of Zuriel (Nu. 3:35). 2. The wife of Abishur (1 Ch. 2:29). 3. A Gadite living in Bashan (1 Ch. 5:14). 4. The mother of Rehoboam’s wife Mahalath, and daughter of Eliab, David’s eldest brother (2 Ch. 11:18). 5. Father of Esther and uncle of Mordecai (Est. 2:15; 9:29).    ra.h.g.

ABIHU (Heb. ’“bthü\ ‘my father is he’ [sc. Yahweh]). Son of Aaron, a priest. He saw God in his glory (Ex. 24:1, 9) yet acted independently of the requirements of the ritual law and was killed by holy fire (Lv. 10:1-8).    a.r.m.

ABIJAH (Heb. ’°b!yä, ‘my father is Yahweh’, or ‘Yahweh is father’). A name borne by several men and women in the OT. Chief among them are the second son of Samuel (1 Sa. 8:2; 1 Ch. 6:28), a des-cendant of Eleazar who gave his name to the eighth of the twenty-four courses of prlests (1 Ch. 24:10; cf. Lk. 1:5), the son of Jeroboam I (1 Ki. 14:1-18), and the son and successor of Rehoboam king of Judah (1 Ch. 3:10; 2 Ch. 11:20; 13:1). The name of the latter appears as Abijam fbiyäm, ‘father of sea’, or ‘father of west’) in 1 Ki. 14:31; 15:1, 7-8. Several Heb. mss, however, read Abijah here and this reading is supported by the lxx Abiou.

Abijah reigned 3 years over Judah (1 Ki. 15:2; 2 Ch. 13:2). The accounts of his reign in Kings and Chronicles stand in marked yet reconcilable contrast to each other. In the formet he is censured for his adherence to the corrupt religious policy of his father (1 Ki. 15:3). The account in Chronicles (2 Ch. 13) is almost wholly concerned with a decisive victory with Yahweh’s help over the numerically stronger army of Jeroboam I. Abijah’s oration before the battle condemns the apostasy of the N kingdom and affirms the divine sanction attaching

to the Davidic dynasty and the worship ofTered at the Temple at Jerusalem.    j.c.j.w.

ABILENE. A region of Anti-Lebanon, attached to the city of Abila (cf. Heb. ’äbel, ‘meadow’), on the bank of the Abana (mod. Barada), some 29 km NW of Damascus (its ruins still stand round the village of Es-Suk). Abilene belonged to the Ituraean king-dom of Ptolemy Mennaeusfc. 85-40 bc) and hisson Lysanias I (40-36 bc); it was later detached to form the tetrarchy of a younger * Lysanias, mentioned in Luke 3:1. In ad 37 it was given by the emperor Gaius to Herod Agrippa I as part of his kingdom, and in 53 by Claudius to Herod Agrippa II. Cf. Jos.. BJ2. 215, 247; Am. 18. 237; 19. 275; 20. 138.

Bibliography. HJP, I, 1973, pp. 561-573.

F.F.B.

ABIMELECH (Heb. bimelek, ‘the (divine) king is my father’). 1. Philistine kings of Gerar bearing this name figure in episodes involving Abraham (Gn. 20:1-18) and Isaac(Gn. 26:1-33). The similar-ities between the accounts have led many to suppose that they are doublets, but Abimelech may have been a cognomen of Philistine kings (cf. Egyptian ‘Pharaoh’); there are also significant differentes in the stories (and note the relevance of Gn. 20:13 for both Abraham and Isaac). Nor need the reference to the presence of Philistines in Canaan in patriarchal days be anachronistic, for ‘Philistine’ may mean that the Gerarites were an advance party of the Sea Peoples who later settled in Palestine; of these the Philistines were to become the dominant element. In the superscription to Ps. 34 the name Abimelech is given to Achish king of Gath.

2.    A son of Gideon by a Shechemite concubine (Jdg. 8:31). With the aid of his mother’s family he murdered all seventy of his brothers, with the exception of Jotham. Although he proclaimed him-self ‘king’—a title which his father had repudiated (Jdg. 8:23)—his territory cannot have extended beyond W Manasseh. After 3 years the Shechemites turned against their king and sided with Gaal. Abimelech responded vigorously and cruelly; he later died somewhat ingloriously while besieging Thebez. For the archaeological background to Jdg. 9, see G. E. Wright, Shechem, 1965, pp. 123-128.

3.    A priest, the son of Abiathar (1 Ch. 18:16) ac-

cording to MT, but perhaps a scribal error for A/iimelech (so rsv; cf. 2 Sa. 8:17).    r.p.g.

ABIRAM (Heb. birätn, ‘my father is exalted’). I. A son of Eliab, a Reubenite, who with his brother, ♦Dathan, and *Korah, a Levite, and others insti-gated a rebellion against Moses (Nu. 16). 2. The eldest son of * Hiel of Bethel whose life was lost during the rebuilding of the fortress of Jericho c. 870 bc(1 Ki. 16:34; cf. Jos. 6:26). d.w.b.

ABISHAG (Heb. ’“bisag\ possibly, ‘father has wandered’). A beautiful ‘Shunammite girl brought to David to nurse him in his old age. After he died, Adonijah, his eldest son, wished to marry her, but Solomon, seeing this as an attempt to gain the throne, since apparently a king’s harem were inherited by his successor (cf. R. de Vaux, Andern Israel, 1961, p. 116), had his brother killed (1 Ki. 2:13-25).    d.w.b.

ABISHAI (Heb. '“bisay, ‘father of gift’ or ‘my father is Jesse’). Son of Zeruiah and brother of Joab and Asahel (2 Sa. 2:18). 2 Sa. 23:18; 1 Ch. 11:20-21 show him to be chief of ‘the three’, which must mean (as the Vulgate translates) ‘the second group of three’, next in Order to ‘the three’ of 2 Sa. 23:8-12. However, two Hebrew mss and the Syriac of 2 Sa. 23:18-19 and 1 Ch. 11:20 make him the chief of ‘the thirty’. He had an eventful career as a high officer in David’s army.    g.w.g.

ABNER (Heb. 'abner, but '"biner in 1 Sa. 14:50). Saul’s cousin and the commander-in-chief of his army (1 Sa. 14:50); one of the very few state offi-cials mentioned in Connection with Saul’s reign. On Saul’s death Abner secured for his remaining son Eshbaal (Ishbosheth) the allegiance of all but the Judahites (2 Sa. 2:8-10), installing him in a new Capital (Mahanaim) on the E side of the Jordan. In the ensuing struggle between the house of Saul and the house of David (cf. 2 Sa. 3:1) Abner loyally supported his protege until the latter insinuated that, by taking Saul’s concubine, Abner was him-self staking a Claim to the throne. He now began to make overtures to David, promising to unite all Israel behind their rightful king. But Joab did not trust Abner and, partly to avenge the death of his brother Asahel (2 Sa. 2:18-23), murdered him in the gate of Hebron (2 Sa. 3:27).    r.p.g.

ABOMINATION. Four Hebrew words are trans-lated thus. X.piggülis used of sacrificial flesh which has been left too long (Lv. 7:18, etc.). 2. siqqiis refers to idols (‘Milcom the abomination of the Ammonites’, I Ki. 11:5), and to customs derived from idolatry (Je. 16:18). 3. The related word seqes is used in much the same way, a notable extension of meaning being its application to food prohibited for Israelites as being ‘unclean’ (Lv. 11:10f.). 4. tö'ebä is the most important word of the group. This may denote that which offends anyone’s religious susceptibilities: ‘every shepherd is an abomination to the Egyptians’ (Gn. 46:34; so with eating with foreigners, Gn. 43:32). Or it may be used of idols (in 2 Ki. 23:13 siqqüs is used of Ashtoreth and Chemosh and tö'ebä of Milcom). It denotes practices derived from idolatry, as when Ahaz ‘burned his son as an offering, according to the abominable practices of the nations whom the Lord drove out’ (2 Ki. 16:3), and all magic and divination (Dt. 18:9-14). But the word is not confined to heathen customs. Sac-rifice ofTered to Yahweh in the wrong spirit is ‘abomination’ (Pr. 15:8; Is. 1:13). So is sexual sin (Lv. 18:22). And the word attains a strongly eth-ical connotation when such things as ‘lying lips’ and ‘diverse weights’ are said to be an abomination to the Lord (Pr. 12:22; 20:23, cf. also 6:16ff., etc.).    L.M.

ABRAHAM. A descendant of Shem and son of Terah; husband of Sarah and, as father of Isaac, ancestor of the Hebrew nation and, through Ish-mael, of other Semites (Gn. 17:5; 25:10-18). His life (Gn. 11:26-25:10; summarized in Acts 7:2—8) is taken as an example of outstanding faith in God (Heb. 11:8-12) by Jew, Christian and Muslim.
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Possible roules for Abraham's journey from Ur into Canaan.

I.    The name

The etymology of the name Abram (Heb. ’abräm; used Gn. 11:26-17:4 and rarely else-where, e.g. 1 Ch. 1:27; Ne. 9:7) is uncertain. It probably means ‘the father is exalted’ and is a typ-ical specific early W Semitic personal name form of Ab(i)ram. After the covenant of Gn. 17:5 his name is changed to Abraham (’abrähäm) and explained as ‘father of a multitude’ of nations. Both these name forms occur in cuneiform and Egyptian texts from the 19th Century bc onwards, but not as identical persons. The lauer form, pos-sibly as populär etymology, is generally considered a dialectical variant of Abram, though a distinct new name is implied (which may incorporate an early form of Arabic rhm = ‘multitude’).

II.    His career

Abraham was born in *Ur and moved with his wife Sarai, his father, brother Nahor, and nephew Lot to Harran (Gn. 11:26-32). At the age of 75, on his father’s death, Abraham moved on to Palestine (Canaan) near Bethel, to Mamre near Hebron, and to Beersheba. At each place he set up an altar and tent-shrine.

His relations with foreigners while staying near Shechem, in Egypt, Gerar and Machpelah, portray him as a respected leader of a group with whom they dealt as with an equal. He acted as acknow-ledged leader of a coalition which rescued his nephew Lot who had been taken from Sodom by a group of ‘kings’ (Gn. 14). Stress is laid on his life, not so much as a ‘pilgrim’, but as a ‘resident-alien’ (ger) without a Capital city. He was a wealthy man with servants (14:14) and possessions (13:2), living amicably among Canaanites (12:6), Perizzites (13:7), Philistines (21:34) and Egyptians, and nego-tiating with Hittites (23).

III.    *Covenants

In accordance with the form of early treaty-covenants, Abraham is granted a covenant-treaty by the ‘Great King’ Yahweh (15:17-21) and entered into parity-treaties with Contemporary powers.

(/) The land

By covenant Yahweh promised Abraham and his successors the land from the river Euphrates and SW for ever. Abraham’s faith was shown both by taking Steps to appropriate this divine land-grant from Beersheba (21:33) to Dan (14:14) by symbolic acts, or by taking it over as ‘leader’ of its multi-racial inhabitants by virtue of defeating others who had once controlled it. Yet he did not set up any Capital and had to purchase a place to bury his wife (Gn. 23).

(/V) The family

The same divine covenant promised and reaffirmed to him a family and nations as successors (13:16). Being childless, he first made his major-domo Eliezer of Damascus his heir (15:2). He treated his nephew like an heir, giving him a preferential share in his ‘promised’ land until Lot chose to move out-side to Sodom (13:8-13). Then, aged 86, he had a son, Ishmael, by an Egyptian concubine, Hagar, given him by his wife. They were later expelled. Then, when Abraham was 99, the promise of family, nation and law was repeated, and Yahweh gave him his change of name and the covenant-sign of male circumcision (17). Again the covenant-promise was confirmed by another theo-phany at Mamre, despite Sarah’s disbelief (18:1—

19). A year later Isaac was born.

The great test of Abraham’s faith came when Yahweh ordered him to sacrifice Isaac at Moriah. He obeyed, his hand being stayed at the rnoment of slaughter when a ram was provided as a Substitute (22:1-14). Thereupon the covenant between Yahweh and Abraham was reaffirmed (vv. 15-20). Sarah died, aged 127, and was buried in a cave at
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Genealogical table of Abraham and his family.


Machpelah, the freehold of which Abraham pur-chased from Ephron (23). As his own death ap-proached Abraham made Eliezer swear to obtain a wife for Isaac from his kinsfolk near Harran. Thus Abraham’s great-niece Rebekah became the bride of Isaac (24).

Abraham himself in his advanced age married Keturah, whose sons became the ancestors of the tribes of Dedan and Midian. After giving ‘all he had’ to Isaac and gifts to his other sons Abraham died, aged 175, and was buried at * Machpelah (25:1-10).

Abraham was acknowledged as one able to ‘charge his children and his household after Ihm to keep the way of the Lord by doing righteousness and justice’ (18:19). He was hospitable, entertain-ing strangers with respect (18:2-8; 21:8).

IV. His character

Abraham openly declared his faith in God as al-mighty (Gn. 17:1), eternal (21:33), the most high (14:22), possessor (Lord) of heaven and earth (14:22; 24:3), and the righteous judge of nations (15:14) and of all mankind (18:25). To him Yahweh was just (18:25), wise (20:6), righteous (18:19), good (19:19) and merciful (20:6). He ac-cepted the judgment of God upon sin (18:19; 20:11) yet interceded with him for erring Ishmael (17:20) and Lot (18:27-33). Abraham communed with God in close fellowship (18:33; 24:40; 48:15), and was granted special revelation from him in visions (15:1) and visits in human (18:1) or angelic (‘messenger’) form (22:11, 15). Abraham wor-shipped Yahweh, calling upon him by that name (13:4) and building an altar for this purpose (12:8; 13:4, 18). His clear monotheism is to be contrasted with the polytheism of his ancestors (Jos. 24:2).

Abraham’s faith is perhaps best seen in his ready obedience whenever called by God. By faith he left Ur in *Mesopotamia (11:31; 15:7), an act em-phasized by Stephen (Acts 7:2-4). Similarly he was guided to leave Harran (Gn. 12:1,4).

He lived for 100 years in the land of Canaan, which had been promised him (Gn. 13:12; 15:18), but this was only a partial fulfilment, since he occu-pied just a small plot of land at Machpelah and had rights near Beersheba. The supreme trial of his faith came when he was asked to sacrifice Isaac his son, who was, humanly speaking, the only means where-by the divine promises could be fulfilled. His faith rested in a belief in God’s ability, if need be, to raise his son from the dead (Gn. 22:12, 18; Heb. 11:19).

His role has been compared with a governor or ruler who, like the later kings, exercised justice under the ‘Governor of all the world who will do right’ (18:25). Like them he was responsible for law and Order, for rescuing abducted persons, defeating the Great King’s enemies, ensuring the freedom of local worship (14:20). He was able, and brave enough, to wage war against superior numbers (14:5), and was generous without seeking personal gain (13:9; 14:23).

Incidents which have been considered grave weaknesses in Abraham’s character are the appar-ent deception of the king of Egypt and of Abime-lech of Gerar by passing Sarah off as his sister to save his own life (Gn. 12:11-13; 20:2-11). Sarah was Abraham’s half-sister (20:12; cf. 11:29). Sup-posed parallels with Hurrian wife-sister marriage are to be rejected. Sarah was considered faithful both to her husband and to his God (Is. 51:2; Heb. 11:11; 1 Pet. 3:6), so that, while this might be an example of the way the Scriptures portray the for-tunes of even the greatest heroes (cf. * David), it may well bc questioned whether this incident is as yet fully understood.

Abraham’s Statement to Isaac (Gn. 22:8) has been considered deceptive in view of the task ahead. It can, however, be taken as a supreme example of faith (‘we will come again’, 22:5; cf. Heb. 11:17-19). This incident is moreover an early condemnation of child-sacrifice which was itself rare in the ancient Near East.

V.    Thcological significancc

Israel was considered ‘the seed of Abraham’, and Yahweh’s action in raising much people from one man was held to be a particularly significant fulfilment of his word (Is. 51:2; Ezk. 33:24). ‘The God of Abraham’ designated Yahweh throughout Scripture and was the name whereby he revealed himself to Moses (Ex. 3:15). Abraham’s monotheism amid idolatry (Jos. 24:2), the way God ap-peared to him (Ex. 6:3), chose (Ne. 9:7), redeemed (Is. 29:22) and blessed him (Mi. 7:20), and Abraham’s faith were a constant theme of exhortation and discussion (1 Macc. 2:52).

In NT times also Abraham was revered as the ancestor of Israel (Acts 13:26), of the levitical priesthood (Heb. 7:5), and of the Messiah himself (Mt. 1:1). Though the populär Jewish Superstition that racial descent from Abraham brought divine blessing with it is refuted by the Baptist (Mt. 3:9) and Paul (Rom. 9:7), the unity of the Hebrews as his descendants was a picture of the unity of be-lievers in Christ (Gal. 3:16, 29). The oath (Lk. 1:73), covenant (Acts 3:13), promise (Rom. 4:13) and blessing (Gal. 3:14) granted Abraham by God’s free choice are inherited by his children by faith. Abraham’s faith was a type of that which leads to justification (Rom. 4:3-12), a pre-Christ proclamation of the universal gospel (Gal. 3:8). His obedience by faith to his call from Ur to the nomadic life of a ‘stranger and pilgrim’ and his offering of Isaac are listed as outstanding examples of faith in action (Heb. 11:8-19; Jas. 2:21).

As a great prophet and recipient of the divine covenant Abraham plays a unique role in both Jewish (Ecclus. 44:19-21; Bereshith Rabba\ Pirqe Abolh 5. 4; Jos., Ant. 1.7-8) and Muslim traditions (188 rel's. in Qur’an).

VI.    Archaeological background

The social institutions, customs, personal and place names, and general literary and historical situations compare well with other evidence of the early 2nd millennium bc. However, though many scholars view the patriarchal narrative as substan-tiaily historical and datable, from the known occu-pation of named sites, to the Middle Bronze Age, c. 20th-19th (Albright, de Vaux), or later, 19th 17th (Rowley) or 15th—14th Century bc (Gordon), a number Support the theory that these narratives stem from the time of David (Emerton, Clements), though some argue on a traditio-historical basis for a later date (Thompson, van Seters) based on supposed anachronisms between the semi-nomadic movements, history (especially on Gn. 12) and references to Philistines, camels and cer-tain place names (* Ur ‘of the Chaldees’), all point-ing to the late Ist millennium bc. For them the tradition is of later composition (Thompson, van Seters). Most of these points can be answered indi-vidually on the basis of all available evidence (de-tails of the ’Ebla texts, c. 2300 bc, may provide additional data). It is to be noted that the precise details, the absence of ‘saga’ personification of Abraham as a tribe, and the fact that the majority of Abraham’s deeds are recorded as those of an individual, are indications of early sources.

Bibliography. A. R. Millard and D. J. Wise-man, eds., Essays on the Patriarchal Narratives, 1980; T L. Thompson, Historicily of the Patriarchal Narratives, 1974; A. R. Millard, ABD 1, pp. 35-41.    d.j.w.

ABRAHAM’S BOSOM. A figure of Speech used by Jesus in the parable of * Lazarus and Dives (Lk. 16:22—23), illustrating the ‘great gulf fixed’ be-tween the bliss of paradise and the misery of Hades (cf. Mt. 8:11—12). The dead Lazarus is por-trayed as reclining next to Abraham at the feast of the blessed, after the Jewish manner, which brought the head of one person almost into the bosom of the one who sat above him, and placed the most favoured guest in such a relation to his host (e.g Jn. 13:23). To sit in Abraham’s bosom, in Talmudic language, was to enter * Paradise (cf. 4 Macc. 13:17). Such Oriental imagery should not be regarded as evidence of Jewish belief in an interim state.    j.d.d.

ABRECH. An obscure term proclaimed before Joseph as Pharaoh’s chief minister (Gn. 41:43). W. Spiegelberg interpreted it as Egyp. lb-r.k, ‘attention!’, ‘look out!’ J. Vergote suggests l.brk, ‘pay homage!’, ‘kneel!’, an Egyptian_ imperative of a Semitic loan-word (Joseph en Egypte, 1959, pp. 135-141, 151). Recent discussions add nothing to these suggestions.    k.a.k.

ABSALOM (Heb.    ’absälöm,    ‘father is/of


peace’). 1. Third son of David, with a foreign mother, Maacah, daughter of Talmai, king of Geshur (2 Sa. 3:3). His personal comeliness was shared by Tamar. his sister, and was the cause of her being violated by Amnon, David’s first-born son by another mother (2 Sa. 13:1-18). When Ab-salom learnt of this incident. hc brought about the death of Amnon. thus ihctifring the displeasure of his father, before which he fled to Geshur (2 Sa. 13:19-39). The first part of Nathan’s prophecy had come true (2 Sa. 12:10). After 3 years of exile, and a further 2 years of banishment from the court, David received his son back into favour, and was repaid by a plot against his throne (2 Sa. 15:1-15). The ‘forty years’ of v. 7 does not seem to square with 18:5, and the reading Tour’ has been sug-gested. The second part of Nathan’s prophecy now came true (2 Sa. 12:1 la). The third part (v. 1 lb) was also soon fulfilled (2 Sa. 16:20-23) and there was now no turning back. There is pathos and spiritual profit in the words of David when the Levites sought to take the Ark into flight with the deposed king (2 Sa. 15:25-26). The end of Absalom is well known. With the help of Hushai (2 Sa. 15:32-37 and 17:1-16) and Joab (2 Sa. 18:1-21; see also 19:1-7) David was able to defeat him in battle. 2 Sa. 18:9-17 describes his ignominious death. The third Psalm purports to come from the period of Absalom’s rebellion.

2. Rehoboam’s father-in-law (2 Ch. 11:20-21; called ‘Abishalom’ in 1 Ki. 15:2, 10).

3. In the Apocrypha, an ambassador of Judas Maccabaeus, the father of Mattathias and Jonathan (1 Macc. 11:70; 13:11; 2 Macc. 11:17).

T.H.J.

ABYSS. The Greek word abyssos (‘bottomless [pit]’, ‘deep’) appears 9 times in the NT. It is trans-lated in rsv as ‘abyss’ (the abode of demons, Lk. 8:31; the place of the dead, Rom. 10:7) and ‘bottomless pit’ (the place of torment, Rev. 9:1-2, 11; 11:7; 17:8; 20:1, 3). lxx renders Heb. t'höm, ‘deep place’, as ‘abyss’ (Gn. 1:2, etc ), with reference to the primitive idea of a vast mass of water on which the World floated, or to the underworld (Ps. 71:20). (♦Hell.)    j.d.d.

ACCAD, AKKAD. One of the major cities, with Babylon and Erech, founded by Nimrod (Gn. 10:10). It bore the Semitic name of Akkadu, Sumerian Agade. Its precise location near Sippar or Babylon is uncertain,_ though some identify it with the ruins of Teil Sesubär or even Babylon itself.

Inscriptions show that an early Semitic dynasty founded by Sargon I (c. 2350 bc) flourished here. At this time Akkad controlled all Sumer (S Baby-lonia), and its armies reached Syria, Elam and S Anatolia. With the great trade and prosperity which followed the rule of Sargon and his succes-sor Naram-STn the dynasty became symbolic of a ‘golden age’. When Babylon later became the Capital, the term ‘Akkad’ continued to be used to describe the whole of N Babylonia until the late Persian period in the records of the kings of ♦ Assyria and * Babylonia.

Akkadian (Accadian) is now used as a conveni-ent term for the Semitic Assyrian and Babylonian languages, the dialect of the famous dynasty of Agade being designated ‘Old Akkadian’.

D.J.W.

ACCEPTANCE. The English words ‘accept’, ‘ac-cepted’, ‘acceptable’ and ‘acceptance’ translate a variety of Hebrew and Greek words of cognate meaning. God is normally the subject; and the object may be the worshipper’s sacrifices (Ps. 119:108), his prayers (Gn. 19:21), the whole tenor of his life, and particularly his person. In contrary distinction to the pagan viewpoint, the biblical doctrine is that the prayers and sacrifices are acceptable to God because a man’s person is acceptable. Thus ‘the Lord had regard for Abel and his offering: but for Cain and his offering he had no regard’ (Gn. 4:4-5). The acceptance of Abel’s offering was a witness that Abel’s person had already been accepted. Through his ofTerings ‘he received approval as righteous, God bearing witness by accepting his gifts’ (Heb. 11:4), and Cain was ad-monished that his offering would be accepted if his life were acceptable (Gn. 4:7).

The OT prophets inveighed against the notion, so congenial to the natural man, that God can be persuaded to accept a man’s person through accepting a correctly-offered ritual worship. They constantly affirmed that the divine order was the reverse. The ofTerings were acceptable only when the persons were acceptable (Ho. 8:13; Mal. 1:10, 13). Throughout the Bible the teaching is under-lined that God does not accept a man’s person because of his social Status or importance. He does not respect persons (Gal. 2:6). This is a virtue which all are to imitate. However, it was not tili the Cornelius incident that the early church appre-hended the truth that God does not require Jewish nationality, nor circumcision, as a prerequisite for acceptance with him (Acts 10:35).

The well-doing that God requires for acceptance must not in any point fall short of his perfections. Only those who by patience persist in well-doing may Claim the reward of eternal life for their works (Rom. 2:6-7). None achieves this. All fall short of the glory of God through sin (Rom. 3:9-23). Our Lord alone is accepted. He alone has merited God’s verdict: ‘With thee I am well pleased.’

Ezekiel foretold that it would be the work of God to make sinners acceptable to him (Ezk. 20:40-41; 36:23-29). It is through incorporation into Christ, and the gift of his righteousness (Rom. 5:17), that believers are accepted with God. This is the work of God, who through his grace makes us ‘accepted in the beloved’ (Eph. 1:6, av). d.b.k.

ACCESS. An intermediary in the Oriental court introduced suppliants and guaranteed their genu-ineness {cf. Barnabas, Acts 9:27-28). The OT por-trait of God as King (Ps. 47:7) posed to NT writers the problem of the sinner’s prosagöge or access into his presence. He has no independent right of personal approach, and obtains introduction only through Christ (Rom. 5:2; Eph. 2:18; 3:12; 1 Pet. 3:18), whose death removes the barriers of hostility (Eph. 2:16), and enables believers to draw near with confidence to the throne of grace (Heb. 4:16).

D.H.T.

ACHAIA. A small region of Greece, on the S coast of the gulf of Corinth, which twice gave its name to the whole country. In Homer the Greeks are fre-quently called Achaeans. Again, in the age of the Hellenistic kings, the Achaean confederacy cham-pioned the freedom of the republics, and after its defeat by the Romans (146 bc) the name was used by them for Greece in general. The area was ad-ministered with Macedonia at first, and even after Organization as a separate province (27 bc) is linked in common usage with Macedonia (Acts 19:21; Rom. 15:26; I Thes. 1:8). The province was in the regulär senatorial allotment, and was hence governed by a proconsul (anthypatos, Acts 18:12), with two exceptions: from ad 15 to 44 it was under the Caesarian Iegate of Moesia; and from ad 67 Roman supervision was entirely sus-pended for several years by Nero’s benevolence, and the 40 or so republics in the area enjoyed their liberty without even the appearance of permission.

The old confederacy was maintained under the Romans, with its Capital at Argos, the seat of the imperial cult, but the much larger province was governed from Corinth. It is always in connection with Corinth that the name occurs in the NT, and it is uncertain whether anything more is meant (see 2 Cor. 1:1; 9:2; 11:10). We know, however, that there was a church at Cenchreae (Rom. 16:1), and there were believers at Athens (Acts 17:34). We may assume, therefore, that in referring to the household of Stephanas as the ‘first converts in Achaia’ (1 Cor. 16:15), Paul isapplying the term to Corinth as having a primacy due to its position as

the Roman Capital. He is not thinking of tle rest of the province.

Bibuography. Pausanias 8. 16.10—17.4; Strabo 8; J. Keil, CAH 11, pp. 556-565; D. W. J Gill, BAI CS 2, pp. 453-454.    ea.j.

ACHAICUS. A Corinthian Christian (1 Cor. 16:17): on his position see "Fortunatus The name suggests a slave or ex-slave of Achaia, or possibly in the Service of the Mummii: it was the title of L. Mummius, creator of Roman Achaia (and destroyer of * Corinth), and was retaiied in his family in Paul’s lifetime {cf. Suetonius, Galba 3).    a.f.w.

ACHAN (Heb. ’äkän). A Judahite of clan Zerah, who was in the assault on Jericho and violated the sacrificial ban, stealing gold, silver and fine cloth-ing. This was discovered when inquiry was made by lot after the failure to take Ai. Achan with his family and possessions was stoned and cremated in the Vale of "Achor (Jos. 7). Joshua, in pro-nouncing sentence, used the similarity of his name to the verb ’äkar, ‘to distress’; the chronicler spells his name thus(Achar, 1 Ch. 2:7). Theevent is recalled in Jos. 22:20.    j. p.u.l.

ACHISH. The king of Gath (called Abirmelech in the title of Ps. 34) with whom David lived incog-nito when fleeing from Saul and from whom he escaped by pretending to be mad (1 Sa. 21:10—15). The second time David went for refuge im Gath, Achish gave him the town of "Ziklag on his bor-der with Israel (1 Sa. 27). He appointed David as his bodyguard in a battle against Israel (1 S.a. 28:1-2), but the other Philistines would not hav<e David fight with them (1 Sa. 29). Achish contimued as king into the reign of Solomon (1 Ki. 2 :39-40).

D>.W.B.

ACHOR (Heb. ‘äkör). The valley near Jericho where "Achan was executed. Jewish and Christian tradition placed it N of Jericho (Eusebius,, Onom 18, 84; J. T. Milik, Discoveries in the Judaeian Des-ert, 1962, vol. 3, p. 262), probably in the W! Nifei-ma. If so, Jos. 15:7 refers to another valtey, s of the Judah-Benjamin border; el-Buqei‘a i:s likely {GTT, pp. 137, 139, 271; L. E. Stager, RB 8II, I974 pp. 94-96; NEAEHL, pp, 267-269; see * Secacah). The W Qilt has been suggestedl oq the assumption that Jos. 7 and 15 mean thce xame place, but it suits neither. Is. 65:10; Ho. 2’.:IS are perhaps most pointed if referred to the W Nu'ei-ma.    j.P'.u l.

ACHSAH (Heb. ’aksä, ‘anklet’). The daugihter of Caleb who, on being married to Othniel, (Caleb’s nephew, as a reward for Othniel’s captiurc of Kiriath-sepher, encouraged him to ask Ca.leh for extra territory and herseif asked for aprings of water (Jos. 15:16-17; Jdg. 1:12—15; 1 Ch. 2:49).    a. e.c.

ACHSHAPH (Heb. ’aksäp). An importamt Ca-naanite city (Jos. 11:1; 12:20), mentioned in Egyp-tian lists and Papyrus Anastasi, I (ANET, p. 477):

near Acco, apparently E or SE. The alternatives most favoured are Teil Keisan (W. Albright, BASOR 83, 1941, p. 33) and Khirbet Harbaj (Teil Regev) (LOB. pp. 22, etc.). Occupied by Asher (Jos. 19:25).    j.p.u.l.

ACHZIB. 1. A Canaanite harbour town assigned to Asher (Jos. 19:29) which they never occupied (Jdg. 1:31). Taken by Sennacherib in 701 bc (ANET, p. 287). Identified with the modern ez-Zib, 14 km N of Acco (Acre). 2. A town of Judah (Jos. 15:44) in the Shephelah. Probably the Chezib of Gn. 38:5; conquered by Sennacherib (cf. Mi. 1:14): tentatively identified as the modern Teil el-Beida (see NEAEHL, pp. 32-36).    d.w.b.

ACTS, BOOK OF THE. The Acts of the Apos-tles' (Gk. praxeis apostolön) is the title given, since the latter years of the 2nd Century ad, to the second volume of a history of Christian begin-nings whose first volume we know as ‘The Gospel according to Luke’.

I.    Outline of Contents

The book takes up the story where the Gospel (the ‘first book’ of Acts 1:1) ends, with the resurrection appearances of Jesus, and goes on to record his as-cension, the coming of the Holy Spirit and the rise and early progress of the church of Jerusalem (1-5). Then it describes the dispersal of the Hellenistic members of that church which followed the execu-tion of their leader Stephen, their evangelization of more distant regions as far N as Antioch, and the beginning of the Gentile mission in that city. In the course of this narrative we have also the ac-count of Paul’s conversion and Peter’s evangelization of the plain of Sharom, culminating in the conversion of the first Gentile household in Caesarea. This section of Acts ends with Paul’s arrival in Antioch to take part in the Gentile mission there. and Peter’s departure from Jerusalem after his escape from death at the hands of Herod Agrippa 1 (6-12). From then on Paul's apostolic ministry is the main subject of Acts: wdth Barnabas he evan-gelizes Cyprus and S Galatia (13-14), takes part in the Council of Jerusalem (15), with Silas crosses to Europe and evangelizes Philippi, Thessalonica and Corinth (16-18), with other colleagues evangelizes provincial Asia from his headquarters in Ephesus (19), pays a visit to Palestine, where he is rescued from mob-violence and kept in custody for 2 years (20-26), is sent to Rome to have his case heard by the emperor at his own request, and spends 2 years there under house arrest, with complete lib-erty to make the gospel known to all who visit him (27-28). While the gospel was no doubt car-ried along all the roads which branched out from its Palestinian homeland, Acts concentrates on the road from Jerusalem to Antioch and thence to Rome.

II.    Origin and purpose

The preface to the ‘first book’ (Lk. 1:1-4) applies equally to both parts of the work: the whole work was undertaken in Order that one * Theophilus might have a consecutive and reliable account of the rise and progress of Christianity—a subject on which he already possessed a certain amount of information.

The date is not indicated precisely; Acts cannot

have been written earlier than the latest event it re-cords, Paul’s spending 2 years in custody in Rome (Acts 28:30), covering probably the years 60 and 61, but how much later it was written is uncertain. If its dependence on the Antiquilies of Josephus were established, then its date could not be earlier than ad 93. but such a dependence is improbable. We might think of a time when something had happened to stimulate special interest in Christianity among responsible members of Roman society, of whom Theophilus may be regarded as a repre-sentative. One such time was the latter part of Domitian’s principate (ad 81-96), when Christianity had penetrated the imperial family. It has even been suggested that Theophilus might be a pseudonym for Domitian’s cousin, Flavius Clemens. An earlier occasion may be found in the later sixties, when the moment seemed opportune to dis-sociate Christianity from the Jewish revolt in Palestine, or even earlier in the sixties, when the leading propagator of Christianity came to Rome as a Roman Citizen to have his appeal heard by the imperial tribunal. The optimistic note on which Acts ends, with Paul proclaiming the kingdom of God in Rome without let or hindrance, might suggest a date before the outbreak of persecution in ad 64. The internal evidence for the dating of Luke is relevant here, but if it be feit that Luke, as we have it now, must be dated after ad 70, it might be con-sidered whether the ‘first book’ of Acts 1:1 could not be ‘Proto-Luke’ (so C. S. C. Williams and others). The remitting of Paul’s case to Rome would certainly make it needful for imperial offi-cials to look more seriously into the nature of Christianity than had previously been necessary; the author of Acts may well have thought it wise to provide such people with an account of the matter.

The author, from the 2nd Century onwards, has been identified (rightly, in all probability) with Luke, Paul’s physician and fellow-traveller (Col. 4:14; Phm. 24; 2 Tim. 4:11). Luke was a Greek of Antioch, according to the late 2nd Century anti-Marcionite prologue to his Gospel (his Antiochene origin is also implied by the ‘western’ reading of Acts 11:28). His presence at some of the events which he records is indicated unobtrusively by the transition from the third person to the first person plural in his narrative; the three ‘we-sections’ of Acts are 16:10-17; 20:5-21:18; 27:1-28:16. Apart from the periods covered by these sections, he had ample opportunity of tracing the course of events from the first, as he had access to first-hand information from people he met from time to time, not only in Antioch but also in Asia Minor and Mac-edonia, in Jerusalem and Caesarea, and finally in Rome. Among these informants an important place should doubtless be given to his hosts in various cities, such as Philip and his daughters in Caesarea (21:8f) and Mnason, a foundation-member of the church in Jerusalem (21:16). He does not appear to have used Paul’s Epistles as a source.

III. Historical character

The historical trustworthiness of Luke’s account has been amply confirmed by archaeological dis-covery. While he has apologetic and theological interests, these do not detract from his detailed ac-curacy, although they control his selection and pre-sentation of the facts. He sets his narrative in the framework of Contemporary history; his pages are full of references to city magistrates, provincial governors, dient kings and the like, and these ref-erences time after time prove to be just right for the place and time in question. With a minimum of words he conveys the true local colour of the widely differing cities mentioned in his story. And his description of Paul’s voyage to Rome (27) re-mains to this day one of our most important documents on ancient seamanship.

IV.    Apologetic emphasis

Luke is obviously concerned, in both parts of his work, to demonstrate that Christianity is not a menace to imperial law and Order. He does this particularly by citing the judgments of governors, magistrates and other authorities in various parts of the empire. ln the Gospel Pilate thrice pro-nounces Jesus not guilty of sedition (Lk. 23:4, 14, 22), and when similar charges are brought against his followers in Acts they cannot be sustained. The praetors of Philippi imprison Paul and Silas for interference with the rights of private property, but have to release them with an apology for their illegal action (16:19ff., 35ff.). The politarchs of Thessalonica, before whom Paul and his com-panions are accused of sedition against the em-peror, are content to find citizens of that place who will guarantee the missionaries’ good behaviour (17:6-9). A more significant decision is taken by Gallio, proconsul of Achaia, who dismisses the Charge of propagating an illicit religion brought against Paul by the Jewish leaders of Corinth; the practica] implication of his decision is that Christianity shares the protection assured by Roman law to Judaism (18:12ff.). At Ephesus, Paul enjoys the friendship of the *Asiarchs and is exonerated by the town clerk from the Charge of insulting the cult of Ephesian *Artemis (19:31, 35ff.). In Judaea the governor Festus and the dient king Agrippa II agree that Paul has committed no offence deserv-ing either death or imprisonment, and that in fact he might have been liberated forthwith had he not taken the jurisdiction out of their hands by appeal-ing to Caesar (26:32).

It might well be asked, however, why the pro-gress of Christianity had so frequently been marked by public riots if Christians were as law-abiding as Luke maintained. His reply is that, apart from the incident at Philippi and the demon-stration stirred up by the silversmiths’ guild at Ephesus, the tumults which attended the proclam-ation of the gospel were invariably instigated by its Jewish opponents. Just as the Gospel represents the Sadducean chief priests of Jerusalem as prevailing upon Pilate to sentence Jesus to death against his better judgment, so in Acts it is Jews who are Paul’s futterest enemies in one place after another. While Acts records the steady advance of the gospel in the great Gentile centres of imperial civiliza-tion, it records at the same time its progressive rejection by the majority of the Jewish com-munities throughout the Empire.

V.    Theological intcrcst

On the theological side, the dominating theme of Acts is the activity of the Holy Spirit. The promise of the outpouring of the Spirit, made by the risen Christ in 1:4ff., is fulfilled for Jewish disciples in ch. 2 and for Gentile believers in ch. 10. The apostles discharge their Commission in the power of the Spirit, which is manifested by supernatural signs; their converts’ acceptance of the gospel is likewise attended by visible manifestations of the Spirit’s power. The book might indeed be called ‘The Acts of the Holy Spirit’, for it is the Spirit who Controls the advance of the gospel throughout; he guides the movements of the preachers, e.g. of Philip (8:29, 39), Peter (10:19f.), Paul and his compaiions (16:6fT); he directs the church of Antioch to set Barnabas and Saul apart for the more extended Service to which he himself has called them ( 3:2); he receives pride of place in the letter conveying the decision of the Jerusalem * Council to the Gentile churches (15:28); he speaks through prophets (11:28; 20:23; 21:4, 11) as he did in OT days (1:16; 28:25); he it is in the first instance who appoints the elders of a church to take spiritual Charge of it (20:28); he is the principal witness to the truth of the gospel (5:32).

The supernatural manifestations which accom-pany the spread of the gospel signify not only the Spirit’s activity but also the inauguration of the new age in which Jesus reigns as Lord and Messiah. The miraculous element, as we should expect, is more prominent in the earlier than in the later part of the book: ‘we have a steady reduction of the emphasis on the miraculous aspect of the working of the Spirit which corresponds to the development in the Pauline Epistles’ (W. L. Knox, The Acts of the Apostles, 1948, p. 91).

VI. Acts in the early church

Unlike most of the NT books, the two parts of Luke’s history do not appear to have been primar-ily associated with Christian churches, whether as addressed to them or as circulating within them. Martin Dibelius may be right in thinking that the work circulated through the Contemporary book trade for the benefit of the Gentile reading public for which it was intended. There may thus have been some lapse of time between the first publica-tion of the twofold work and its more general circulation in the churches as an authoritative Christian document.

Early in the 2nd Century, when the four Gospel writings were collected and circulated as a fourfold group, the two parts of Luke’s history were separ-ated from each other, to pursue their several paths. While the future of Luke was assured by reason of its incorporation with the other three Gospels, Acts proved increasingly to be such an important document that it can justly be called, in Harnack!s words, the pivot-book of the NT.

The wider circulation of Acts in the churches may have had much to do, towards the end of the Ist Century, with the move to collect the Pauline Epistles to form a corpus. If Paul tended to be for-gotten in the generation following his death, Acts would certainly bring him back to Christian memory and also emphasize what an interesting and extraordinarily important man he was. But, while emphasizing the importance of Paul’s Pole, Acts bore witness to the work of other apostles too, especially Peter.

For this last reason Marcion (c. ad 140) cciuld not include Acts in his Canon, although he did in-clude his edition of Luke as a preface to the Pauline corpus. Acts, while it bore eloquent witness to the apostleship of Paul, at the same time cut right across Marcion’s insistence that the original apostles of Jesus had proved unfaithful to their Master’s teaching. Marcion and his followers are probably the main target of Tertullian’s Charge of inconsistency against those heretics who con-fidently appeal to the exclusive apostolic authority of Paul while rejecting the one book above all others which provides independent testimony of his apostleship (Prescriplion 22f).

To the Champions of the catholic faith, on the other hand, the value of Acts now appeared great-er than ever. For not only did it present irrefragable evidence of Paul’s Status and achievement as an apostle, but it also safeguarded the position of the other apostles and justified the inclusion of non-Pauline apostolic writings alongside the Pauline collection in the volume of Holy Writ. It was from this time that it came to be known as ‘The Acts of the Apostles’, or even, as the Muratorian list calls it with anti-Marcionite exaggeration, ‘The Acts of all the Apostles’.

VII. Its abiding value

The title of Acts to occupy its traditional place be-tween the Gospels and the Epistles is clear. On the one hand, it is the general sequel to the fourfold Gospel (as it is the proper sequel to one of the four); on the other hand, it supplies the historical background to the earlier Epistles, and attests the apostolic character of most of the writers whose names they bear.

Moreover, it remains a document of incalculable value for the beginnings of Christianity. When we consider how scanty is our knowledge of the pro-gress of the gospel in other directions in the dec-ades following ad 30, we may appreciate our indebtedness to Acts for the relatively detailed ac-count which it gives of the progress of the gospel along the road from Jerusalem to Rome. The rise and progress of Christianity is a study beset with Problems, but some of these problems would be even more intractable than they are if we had not the Information of Acts to help us. For example, how did it come about that a movement which began in the heart of Judaism was recognized after a few decades as a distinctively Gentile religion? And how has it come about that a faith which originated in Asia has been for centuries pre-dominantly associated, for better or worse, with European civilization? The answer is largely, though not entirely, bound up with the missionary career of Paul, apostle to the Gentiles and Citizen of Rome; and of that career Luke, in Acts, is the historian. His narrative is, in fact, a source-book of the highest value for a significant phase of the his-tory of World civilization.

Bibliography. BC, 5 vols., 1920-33; H. J. Cad-bury, The Book of Acts in History, 1955; M. Dibel-ius, Studies in the Acts of the Apostles, 1956; R. P. C. Hanson, The Acts in the Revised Standard Version. 1967; E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles, 1971; W. W. Gasque, A History of the Interpretation of the Acts of the Apostles, 1989; F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles!, 1991; idem, The Book of the Acts2, NIC, 1988; BA1CS    f.f.b.

ADAH (Heb. ‘ädä, meaning uncertain). 1. One of the wives of Lamech and mother of Jabal and Jubal (Gn. 4:19ff.). 2. One of the wives of Esau, daughter of Elon a Hittite and mother of Eliphaz (Gn. 36:2fr.).    t.c.m.

ADAM (Heb. ’ädäm). A town 28 km N of Jericho. near * Zarethan, Controlling the Jordan fords just below the confluence of the Jabbok; modern Teil ed-Damiyeh. The blocking of the Jordan here

made it possible for the Israelites to cross at Jericho (Jos. 3:1 OfT).    j.p.u.l.

ADAM.

I. In the Old Testament

The first man, created (bära, Gn. 1:27) by God in his own image (selem), on the sixth day by means of forming him (as a potter forms, yäsar, Gn. 2:7) of dust from the ground ('“dämä), and uniquely breathing into his nostrils the breath of life (niSmat hayytm; see b, below). The result of this was that ‘the man’ became a living being (nepes hayyä). Sumerian and Babylonian myths of the creation of man are known, but compared with the Creation Story in the Bible all are crude and polytheistic.

a.    Etymology

The name Adam (’ädäm), in addition to being a proper name, also has the connotation ‘man-kind’, a sense in which it occurs in the OT some 500 times, so that when the noun occurs with the definite article (hä'ädäm) it is to be translated as the proper noun rather than as the name. The word ’adm occurs also in Ugaritic in the sense ‘man-kind’. In the accounts of the ‘creation in Gn. 1 and 2 the article is used with ’ädäm in all but three cases: 1:26, where ‘man’ in general is evi-dently intended; 2:5, where ‘a man’ (or ‘no man’) is ciearly the most natural sense; and 2:20, the first permissible use of the proper name according to the text. The av has projected this use back into the preceding verse (2:19) in spite of the article there, whereas rv, rsv, observing that in this occurrence, and indeed in all those (3:17, 21) without the article up to Gn. 4:25 the name is prefixed by the preposition T-, which might be read (lä-<Thä-) to include the article without alteration to the con-sonantal text, prefer to assume that the Massoretes have wrongly pointed the text and that the proper name does not occur until Gn. 4:25. Though at-tempts have been made to determine the etymology of the name, there is no agreement, and the fact that the original language of mankind was not Hebrew renders such theories academic. It is clear, however, that the use of the word '"dämä, ‘ground’, in juxtaposition to the name ’ädänt in Gn. 2:7 is intentional, a conclusion reinforced by Gn. 3:19.

b.    Adam’s early condition

Adam was distinguished from the animals, but this not because the epithets nepes and niah were applied to him, for these terms are also used on occa-sion of the animals, but because he was made in God’s image, given dominion over all the animals, and perhaps also because God individually breathed the breath (n'sämä) of life into his nostrils {VT 11, 1961, pp. 177-187). God made a garden for Adam in "Eden (Gn. 2:8-14) and put him in it to work it and watch over it. The word ‘to work it’ ('äbad) is that commonly used for labour (e.g. Ex. 20:9), so Adam was not to be idle. His food was apparently to be fruit from the trees (Gn. 2:9, 16), berries and nuts from the shrubs (siah, EW plant’) and cereals from the herbs (’eseb, Gn. 2:5). God then brought all the animals and birds to Adam for him to give them names, and presumably in the process to familiarize himself with their characteristics and potentialities (Gn. 2:19-20). It is possible that some dim reflec-tion of this is to be found in a Sumerian literary text which describes how the god Enki set the world in Order, and among other things put the animals under the control of two minor deities.

c. The Fall

God said ‘It is not good that the man should be alone’ (Gn. 2:18), so he made a woman (2:22), to be a help to him (* Eve). At the inducement of the serpent the woman persuaded Adam to eat from the fruit of the tree which he had been commanded by God not to touch (Gn. 3:1-7) (* Fall), and as a result he and the woman were banished from the garden (Gn. 3:23-24). It is evident that until this time Adam had had direct communion with God. When Adam and the woman recognized their nakedness they took fig leaves and sewed them to-gether to make loin cloths (hagörä, Gn. 3:7), evi-dence perhaps for the practice of such simple skills as sewing. Adam was punished by expulsion from the garden and subjection to the future lot of ob-taining his livelihood in painful toil and in the sweat of his face, since the ground (’“dämä), to which he would now return at his death, was cursed and would bring forth thorn bushes and thistles. He was still to be a farmer, therefore, though his labours would be now more arduous than they had been (Gn. 3:17-19, 23). Parallels have been drawn between these episodes and the Akkadian myth of Adapa, who mistakenly refused the bread and water of life, thus losing immortality for mankind; but the Connections are remote. God provided the two with leather tunics (Gn. 3:21), implying that they would now need protection from uncontrolled Vegetation or cold weather.

Adam had two sons, *Cain and *Abel, but as Cain killed Abel he had another son, *Seth, to take Abel’s place (Gn. 4:25) and to carry on the faithful line of descent. Adam was 130 (lxx 230) years old when Seth was born and he lived 800 (lxx 700) years after this event, making 930 years in all (Gn. 5:2-5 agreeing with lxx and Samaritan Pentateuch, the latter agreeing with MT in all three figures) (*Genealogy). In comparison, it is to be noted that the first pre-flood king, Alulim, in the Sumerian king list is given a reign of 28,800 years (a variant text gives 67,200), and his counterpart, Alöros, in Berossos’ Babylöniaka, is credited with 36,000 years. It is to be presumed that Adam had other children than the three specifically men-tioned in Genesis. The date of Adam’s existence and the exact area in which he lived are at present disputed.

Bibliography. KB\ p. 14; C. Westermann, Biblischer Kommentar AT, 1/1, 1976; for the Creation of man, see A. Heidel, The Babylonian Genesis1, 1951, pp. 46-47, 66-72, 118-126; W. G. Lambert and A. R. Millard, Atrahasis. The Babylonian Story of the Flood, 1969, pp. 8-9, 15, 54-65; S. N. Kramer, ‘Sumerian Literature and the Bible’, Ana-lecta Biblica 12, 1959, pp. 191-192; for Enki and the world Order, see Hislory Begins at Sumer, 1958, pp. 145-147; for Adapa, see Heidel, Genesis, pp. 147-153; E. A. Speiser in ANET, pp. 101-103; for king list, see T. Jacobsen, The Sumerian King List, 1939, pp. 70-71; A. L. Oppenheim in ANET, p. 265.    t.c.m.

II. In the New Testament

Adam’s name appears in only seven verses in the NT (Lk. 3:38; Rom. 5:14; 1 Cor. 15:22, 45; 1 Tim.

2:13-14; Jude 14), but his significance is far griater than this implies, particularly for Paul. He isseen

as:

(i)    The prototype of the human race. Luke’s geneaology of Jesus goes right back to Adam, ‘the son of God’ (Lk. 3:38). This geneaology ur.der-lines the single relatedness of the whole human family, not just to one human ancestor, but to God (and now also to Jesus, who is also God’s son Lk 3:22). ‘We have borne the image of the man of dustl’ (1 Cor. 15:49) expresses in a nutshell Paul’s perception of the human problem. His comparison of Adam and Christ in Rom. 5:12-21 also rests on our relatedness to Adam - a fatal bond arising from our common humanity.

In the teaching about marriage in Mt. 19:4-6 Adam and Eve set the pattem for all humankind.

It is widely maintained that the teaching in 1 Tim. 2:12-14 depends on a ‘headship’ of Adam over Eve, because Paul apparently uses it to argue that women should not teach men in church. But he may well be countering a ‘feminist’ rewriting of the Genesis genealogy (cf. Tim. 1:4) which emphasized Eve’s supremacy and thus sought to justify bossy and disruptive behaviour by women in the church.

(ii)    The archetype of disobedience. Paul shared the Jewish belief that ‘sin came into the world through one man and death through sin’ (Rom. 5:12 - referring to Adam). But views on the level of Adam’s culpability differed. The author of 4 Ezra blamed Adam wholly for the corruption of humanity (4 Ezra 3:20-22). The author of 2 Baruch tried to make Adam the origin of death (‘Adam sinned first and brought death upon all’) but not the cause'. ‘Adam is not the cause, except omly for himself, but each of us has become the Adlam of his own soul’ (2 Baruch 54:15, 19).

Paul straddles the two traditions. On tlne one hand, he cites Adam to underline our respmnsibil-ity. Probable allusions are: in Rom. 1:21-23 to the fall as he describes the corruption of the Gentile world for which ‘they are without excuse’ (1 ::20); in Rom. 3:23 to the Jewish tradition that Adam in the Garden shone with the glory of God, which he lost when he sinned: ‘fall short of’ could be tramslttted ‘are deprived of’; in Rom. 7:8-11 to the story’ of the deception of Eve by the serpent, who usied the commandment to ‘kill’ her and Adam. Patul Uni-versalizes it with an T which speaks for adl; su-premely, in Rom. 5:12 Paul makes Adam thie door of sin into the world, but immediately disqmalifies a rigid determinism: ‘death spread to all, biectwse all sinned’.

On the other hand, Paul underlines the com-pulsive effect of Adam’s sin in his comparisoms between Adam and Christ: ‘By one man’s sin, many died’ (5:15); ‘God’s judgment spread frorm one man and produced condemnation’ (5:16)); ‘By one man’s sin, death reigned’ (5:17); ‘through one man’s disobedience a vast crowd were madle sin-ners’(5:19); or, tersely, in 1 Cor. 15:22,‘in Adtant all die'.

Paul thus maintains a careful balance beitween our responsibility and the culpability of Adam. How should we interpret his teaching? Theire are two respects in which he Stands out from his Jlewush background:

1.    in the emphasis he lays on death as the fotcus of our inheritance from Adam;

2.    in the cosmic scope of his thought.

In Rom. 8:20-22 he explains that the wholle creation feil with Adam: so ‘sin entered the world’ in 5:12 does not merely mean ‘sin entered the human race’. And in Rom. 5:13-14 he explains that it is the universal presence of death which supremely testifies to the effect of Adam’s disobedience.

Paul thought of the human race as a ‘solidarity’, bound with Adam in the disobedience which cut him off from God, but also of the world as indwelt by ‘sin’, the alien power which Adam introduced. We partake of the world’s now mortal substance, and share and reinforce its alienation from God, unless delivered by Christ. Notably in 1 Cor. 15 it is not just our sin which stops us from inheriting the Kingdom of God, but our flesh and blood (1 Cor. 15:50).

(iii) The antitype of Christ. Paul’s understanding of the solidarity of humanity in Adam, which he in-herited (and developed) from Judaism, was one of the sources of his understanding of God’s action through Christ. In three ways:

1.    The person of Christ. When Paul calls Jesus ‘the image of God’ (2 Cor. 4:4, Col. 1:15), he is refer-ring to Adam and Eve as bearing God’s ‘image’ (Gn. l:26f., 9:6). ‘Form’ is a closely related word: ‘who being in the form of God, did not count equal-ity with God a prize to be hoarded, but emptied himself, taking the form of a servant...’ (Phil. 2:6f). Many scholars have pointed to ‘Adam’ ideas in this hymn in Philippians (2:6-11). God’s image is seen in Christ as he takes on himself the image of ‘a servant’ and binds himself to mortal humanity.

Paul applies Ps. 8 to Jesus: he is the true (and only) ‘man’ to whom everything is really submitted (Ps. 8:4-6; 1 Cor. 15:27, E,ph. 1:22, Heb. 2:6-9). This promise was made to Adam (Gn. 1:28-30), but lost by him (Gn. 3:17-19) and fulfilled in Christ.

2.    The obedience of Christ. The contrast between Christ’s obedience and Aidam’s disobedience is drawn out in Rom. 5:19. This obedience is not Submission to the law, but a life of unbroken union with, and Submission to, God, ‘obedience unto death, even death on a cross’ (Phil. 2:8). By this obedience Jesus expresses both the ‘forms’ that he bears - the form of God, whose will he obeys, and the form of humankind, whose death he shares.

3.    The people of Christ. Because he bears both these ‘forms’, Jesus is qualifed to be the head of a new humanity. We touch here on the heart of Paul’s understanding of the atonement. United to Christ, the Adam promise of rule over the earth is fulfilled in us too: ‘If by the sin of one man death reigned through that one man, how much more will those who receive this massive gift of grace and righteousness reign in life through the one man Jesus Christ!’ (Rom. 5:17).

Bibliography: M. D. Hooker, From Adam to Christ, 1990, chs. 5-7; N. T. Wright, ‘Adam, Israel and the Messiah’ in The Climax of the Covenant, 1991, pp. 18-40.    s.m.

ADAMAH (Heb. ’“dämäh). A town in Naphtali (Jos. 19:36). Possibly at Qarn Hattin (Y. Aharoni, JNES 19, 1960, pp. 179-181, identifying it with Shemesh-adam of Egyptian sources). j.p.u.l.

ADAMI-NEKEB. A place mentioned in Jos. 19:33, on the border of Naphtali. It was apparently a pass and has been identified with the modern Kh. ed-Dämiyeh. See LOB.    r.a.h.g.

ADMAH. One of the Cities of the *Plain (Gn. 14:2, 8; Dt. 29:23), linked specially with *Zeboiim (Ho. 1 1:8). The association with Gaza (Gn. 10:19) suggests the correctness of the modern locating of the pentapolis as submerged beneath the S waters of the Dead Sea.    j.a.m.

ADONI-BEZEK (Heb. '“döni-bezeq, ‘lord of Bezek’). Judah and Simeon, preparatory to con-quering their own territory, combined to defeat 10,000 Canaanites at Bezek, probably modern Khirbet Ibziq, 21 km NE of Shechem (Jdg. 1:4-7). Their king, Adoni-bezek, not to be equated with *Adoni-zedek (Jos. 10:1-27), fled, but was re-captured and incapacitated in the Contemporary customary manner. He acknowledged a certain rough justice in this, as he had inflicted similar mu-tilations upon seventy kings. He was brought to Jerusalem, where he died. As the Israelites were not able to hold and develop all captured cities, Jerusalem was later occupied by the Jebusites (Jdg. 1:21).

Bibliography. LOB, p. 197.    a.e.c.

ADON1JAH (Heb.    döniyyä, ‘my lord is

Yahweh’). 1. The fourth son of David, by his wife Haggith. After the death of the three eldest he re-garded himself as the heir-presumptive. (Amnon had been murdered by his brother Absalom, who himself died in the rebellion against his father. As no mention is made of Chileab, the son of Abigail, it is assumed that he died before any question of the succession arose.) It would appear, however, that David had promised Bathsheba (1 Ki. 1:17) that her son Solomon should succeed him. It may have been knowledge of this that provoked Adoni-jah to make his futile attempt at gaining the crown while his father was alive. His supporters included two of his father’s right-hand men, Joab the commander-in-chief of the army, and Abiathar the priest, and no doubt Adonijah hoped that they would draw the power of the army and the sanc-tion of the priesthood But before that hope ma-terialized those faithful to the king, Nathan his prophet-counsellor, Zadok the priest and Benaiah the Commander of the royal bodyguard, took action. While Adonijah was making a feast for his supporters, Bathsheba was instructed to approach David and remind him of his oath, and while she was yet speaking Nathan came in and reproached the king for his not having told him of his (sup-posed) plans for Adonijah. David confirmed his oath to Bathsheba and secured the accession of Solomon. The noise and the news of the acclam-ation reached Adonijah and his guests in En-rogel, and threw them into a panic. The would-be aspir-ant for the throne fled for sanctuary to the altar, and Solomon promised to spare his life on condition of future loyalty (1 Ki. I). No sooner was his father dead than his former ambitions again made themselves apparent. Thus at least did Solomon in-terpret his request for Abishag, his father’s young concubine who had nursed him in his old age. This Charge of a renewed attempt on the throne was probably not without foundation in the light of oriental custom (cf. 2 Sa. 3:7; 16:21). The sentence of death on the ambitious and tactless Adonijah was speedily carried out (1 Ki. 2:13-25).

2. One of the Levites whom Jehoshaphat sent to teach in the cities of Judah (2 Ch. 17:8).

3. One of those who sealed the covenant (Ne. 10:16). This is the same as Adonikam (Ezr. 2:13, etc.).    M.A.M.

ADONIRAM (Heb. döniräm, ‘my lord is exalt-ed’). The official in Charge of forced labour during Solomon’s reign (1 Ki. 4:6; 5:14). Probably the Adoram who had the same responsibility during the reigns of David (2 Sa. 20:24) and Rehoboam (1 Ki. 12:18; ‘Hadoram’ in 2 Ch. 10:18). People of Israel stoned him to death as the first act of their revolt and the division of the monarchy under Jeroboam c. 922 bc.    d.w.b.

ADONI-ZEDEK (Heb. '“döni-s[edeq, ‘my lord is righteous’). An Amorite king of Jerusalem who led four other Canaanite kings against the Israel-ites and their allies of Gibeon. The five kings were defeated by divine intervention and hid themselves in a cave at "Makkedah. They were humbled in common oriental style, then executed by Joshua and buried in the cave (Jos. 10). The meaning of the name may be compared with Melchizedek (‘my king is righteous’), king of "Salem (Gn. 14:18). There is not sufficient evidence for the existence of a god Zedek to give a meaning ‘my king is Zedek’.

A.R.M.

ADOPTION.

I. In the Old Testament

Adoption occurs comparatively rarely in the OT. Hebrew possesses no technical term for the prac-tice, and it makes no appearance in the laws of the OT. This Situation is probably explained by the existence among the Israelites of several alternatives to the problem of infertile marriage. Polyg-amy and levirate "marriage lessened the need for adoption, while the principle of maintaining prop-erty within the tribe (Lv. 25:23ff.; Nu. 27:8-11; Je. 32:6fr.) allayed some of the fears of childless parents.

Adoption in the OT is considerably illuminated by comparative material from Mesopotamia and Syria. Ancient Near Eastern adoption was a legal act by which a person was brought into a new family relationship, with the full Privileges and re-sponsibilities of one who participated in that relationship by birth. Applying this description to the OT, a small number of adoptions can be identified, the majority in Gn. 12-50. A preference for adoption within the family is discernible, and it seems that the OT, in common with ancient Near Eastern texts, included adrogation and legitimation along-side adoption within a single umbrella concept, whereas Roman law made clear distinctions between these practices.

According to cuneiform legal custom, adoption would have been required for Eliezer to become Abraham’s heir (Gn. 15:3) and for the sons of Hagar, Bilhah and Zilpah to participate in the in-heritance of Abraham and Jacob (Gn. 16:1-4; 30:1-13; cf. 21:1 — 10). Although Eliezer’s apparent removal from the inheritance is untypical (Gn. 24:36; 25:5-6), his case is paralleled by an Old Ba-bylonian letter from Larsa (Textes cuneiformes du Louvre 18, 153) which indicates that a man without sons could adopt his own slave. The adoptive Status of the concubines’ sons is supported by

Sarah’s and Rachel’s declarations, T shall be built up’ (Gn. 16:2; 30:3; cf. Rvmg.), and by Rachel’s Statement, ‘God has ... given me a son' (Gn. 30:6). Although no evidence exists for Jacob’s adoption by Laban (cf. Gn. 31:3, 18, 30; 32:3fif.), Jacob him-self probably adopted Ephraim and Manasseh. The adoption of a grandson also occurred in Ugarit (PRU 3, 70-71). Elsewhere in the OT. Moses (Ex. 2:10) and Esther (Est. 2:7, 15) were almost certainly adopted, probably according to non-Israelite law, though the case of Genubath (1 Ki. 11:20) is more doubtful.

An adoption formula seems to occur in Ps. 2:7 (‘you are my son’; cf. Gn. 48:5, ‘your two sons ... are mine’). A similar phrase appears in an Ele-phantine adoption contract (E. G. Kraeling. The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri, 1953, No. 8), and a negative equivalent also occurs, chietTy in Old Babylonian texts. The OT contains no refer-ence to adoption rites, however, since the custom of ‘bearing upon the knees’ (Gn. 30:3; 50:23; Jb. 3:12) is associated with birth and recognition by the head of the family.

Adoption also had a theological aspect. The nation Israel was regarded as God’s son (Is. l:2f; Je. 3:19; Ho. 11:1), especially as his first-born (Ex. 4:22; Je. 31:9), and the Davidic king was simiilarly privileged, though his humanity and account-ability were equally emphasized (2 Sa. 7:14; 1: Ch. 28:6f.; Ps. 89:19ff.). It was this divine choice that lay behind Paul’s Statement that sonship belomged to the Israelites (Rom. 9:4).

Bibliography. H. J. Boecker, ZA IE86, 19741, pp. 86-89; S. Paul, Maarav 2, 1979-80, pp. 173-185; F. Lyall, Slaves, Citizens, Sons, 1984, pp. 677-99.

M.J .S.

II. In the New Testament

Adoption in the NT has as its backgroundi not Roman law, in which its chief aim was to conttinue the adoptive parent’s line, but Jewish cusitom. which conferred the benefits of the family ont the adoptee. It occurs only in Paul, and is a relattion-ship conferred by God’s act of free grace w'hich redeems those under the law (Gal. 4:5). Its imten-tion and result is a change of Status, planned tfrom eternity and mediated by Jesus Christ (Eph. 1:5), from slavery to sonship (Gal. 4:1 ff.). The cry ‘Abba! Father!’ (Rom. 8:15 and Gal. 4:6; in, ihe context of adoption) may perhaps be the ttrad-itional cry of the adopted slave. The adopted! son of God possesses all family rights, including aexess to the Father (Rom. 8:15) and sharing with Clhrist in the divine inheritance (Rom. 8:17). The prestence of the Spirit of God is both the instrument (Rtom. 8:14) and the consequence (Gal. 4:6) of this :son-ship. However complete in Status this adopuion may be, it has yet to be finally made real in, the deliverance of the creation itself from bomdage IRom. 8:2111.).

Adoption is implicit as a relationship of gracce in John’s teaching about ‘becoming a son’ (Jn. 1:112; I Jn. 3:1-2), in the prodigal’s acceptance into full family rights (Lk. 15:19fT.) and in Jesus’ oft-repeated title of God as Father (Mt. 5:16; 6:9; Lk. 12:32).

Bibliography. W. H. Rossell, ‘New Testarment Adoption—Graeco-Roman or Semitic?’, JBL 71. 1952, pp. 233ff.; D. J. Theron, ‘“Adoption” in, the Pauline Corpus’, EQ 28, 1956, pp. 1 IT.; F. Lsyall, ‘Roman Law in the Writings of Paul—Adoptiion’, JBL 88, 1969, pp. 458ff.    f.h.ip.

ADORAIM. City of SW Judah fortified by Reho-boam (2 Ch. 11:9), identified today with the village of Dura, some 8 km SW of Hebron. It became a major Idumaean city, and as such figured in vari-ous historical events in the intertestamental period.

D.F.P.

ADRAMMELECH. 1. A god brought from * Sepharvaim to Samaria, where the colonists sac-rificed children to him (2 Kl 17:31). Attempts to identify the name include ’ddr rnlk, The king (or Molek) is powerful’. There is no need to change to read Adad-Malik.

2. One of the sons of Sennacherib, brother of Sharezer, who murdered their father in 681 bc (2 Ki. 19:37; Is. 37:38). This event is also recorded in the Babylonian Chronicle without naming the son (DOTT, pp. 70-73). A W Semitic name for one of the sons is likely, as Sennacherib’s wife Naqi’a-Zakutu was of W Semitic origin; cf. the name ’drmlk, king of Byblos, on a Phoen. coin of the 4th Century bc.    d.j.w.

ADRAMYTTIUM. Seaport in Mysia, in Roman Asia, facing Lesbos: the site is Karatash, but the modern inland town, Edremit, preserves the name. Rendel Harris (unconvincingiy) suggested a S Arabian origin for the original Settlement (Contemporary Review 128, 1925, pp. 194fL). Its com-mercial importance, once high, was declining by NT times.

An Adramyttian ship conveyed Julius and Paul from Caesarea (Acts 27:2). It was doubtless homeward bound, engaging in coastwise traffic with ‘the ports along the coast of Asia’, where a connection for Rome might be obtained—an expectation soon justified (vv. 5f).

Bibliography. Strabo, 13. 1. 51, 65-66; Pliny, NH 13. 1.2 (for a local export); W. Leaf, Strabo on the Troad, 1923, pp. 318ff    a.f.w.

ADRIA. The 'sea of Adria' (Acts 27:27), across which the ship of the Alexandrian grain fleet, which was taking Paul to Italy, drifted in a W dir-ection for 14 days, was the Central Mediterranean, including the lonian Sea (cf. Strabo, Geog. 2. 5. 20; Jos. Vita 15; Pausanias, Description of Greece 5. 25. 3; Ptolemy, Geog. 3. 4. 1; 15. 1). It is to be dis-tinguished from the gulf of Adria (cf. the town of Adria or Hadria N of the Po), which is known to us as the Adriatic Sea.    f.f.b.

ADULLAM. A Canaanite city in Judah (Jos. 12:15); fortified by Rehoboam (2 Ch. 11:7); men-tiomed by Micah (Mi. 1:15) and inhabited after the Exile (Ne. 11:30). Identified with Teil esh-Sheikh Madhkur (Horvat ‘Adullam), midway between Jerusalem and Lachish, the place is usually associ-ated with the cave in which David hid when pur-sued by Saul (1 Sa. 22:1).    j.w.m.

ADUMMIIV1. A steep pass on the boundary between Judah and Benjamin (Jos. 15:7; 18:17) on the roatd from Jericho to Jerusalem. Traditionally the scene of the Good Samaritan story (Lk. 10:34), it is known today as Tal‘at ed-Damm (‘ascent of blood’), probably from the red marl of the soil, though Jerome attributed the name to the murders and robberies said to have taken place there.

J.D.D.

AENON (from Gk. ’ainön, ‘fountain’). A place W of Jordan where John baptized (Jn. 3:23), perhaps to be identified with ‘Ainun, NE of Nablus, near the headwaters of the Wadi Far‘ah (hence ‘there was much water there’). (1 2 Salim.)    f.f.b.

revival of the 18th and 19th centuries. Even within the biblical period it had a measure of fulfilment; not only were there Jewish Settlements in Africa (cf. Zp. 3:10) but an Ethiopian in Jewish Service did more for God’s prophet than true-born Israelites (Je. 38), and the high-ranking Ethiopian of Acts 8 was evidently a devout proselyte.

Despite a long tradition of perverted exegesis in some quarters, there is nothing to connect the curse of Ham (Gn. 9:25) with a permanent divinely instituted malediction on the negroid peoples; it is explicitly applied to the Canaanites.

1

AFRICA

I. Early knowledge and nomenclature

The Greeks designated the continent ‘Libya’, but of its extent and its relation to Asia there was doubt. Herodotus (5th Century bc) is already con-vinced of its being almost surrounded by sea, and cites (Hist. 4. 42) an alleged circumnavigation by a Phoenician crew in the Service of Pharaoh

2

Neco. A translation of a Punic document, the Periplus of the Erythraean Sea, recounts a Carthaginian voyage, evidently as far as Sierra Leone, before 480 bc. The Romans applied ‘Africa’ to the whole continent (Pomponius Mela,

I.    4), but far more regularly to Proconsular Africa, comprising the area (roughly modern Tunisia) annexed from Carthage in 146 bc, plus the Numidian and Mauretanian domains later added. But, though the Carthaginians may have known more about the Trans-Sahara than we realize, the knowledge of Africa possessed by the ancient peoples who have left most literary remains was largely confined to the areas partici-pating in, or accessible to, the Mediterranean civilizations, rarely penetrating the colossal bar-riers of the Atlas Mountains, the Sahara and the perils of the Upper Nile.

II.    Africa in the Old Testament

Similarly, Israel’s main concerns in Africa were naturally with her powerful neighbour, Egypt. Whether as the granary of the Patriarchs, the oppressor of the bondage or the broken reed of the period of Assyrian advance, the changing roles of Egypt could not be ignored. Despite the cruel past, a tender feeling towards Egypt remained (Dt. 23:7), which prepares us for the prophecies of Egypt’s eventually sharing with Israel, in the knowledge and worship of the Lord (Is. 19—note the changing tone as the chapter proceeds). Other African peoples are mentioned from time to time (2 Libya, 2 Put), but the most frequent allusions are to Cush (2 Ethiopia), the general designation for the lands beyond Egypt. The characteristic skin and physique of the inhabitants was remarked (Je. 13:23; Is. 45:14, and probably Is. 18:2, 7).

At some periods historical circumstances linked Egypt and Ethiopia in Hebrew eyes, and they stand together, sometimes with other African peoples, as representative nations on which God’s righteous judgments will be executed (Is. 43:3; Ezk. 30:4fT; Na. 3:9), as those who will one day recog-nize the true Status of God’s people (Is. 45:14), and as those who will ultimately receive Israel’s God (Ps. 87:4, and especially Ps. 68:31). The picture of Ethiopia, Symbol of the great African unknown beyond the Egyptian river, Stretching out hands to God, was like a trumpet-call in the missionary

AGAG. From Balaam’s use of the name (Nu. 24:7, etc.) it would appear to be the common title of the


III. Africa in the New Testament

Jesus himself received hospitality on African soil (Mt. 2:13ff.). The Jewish Settlements in Egypt and Cyrene, prefigured, perhaps, in Is. 19:18f. et alia, were evidently a fruitful field for the early church Simon who bore the cross was a Cyrenian, and that his relationship with Christ did not stop there may be inferred from the fact that his children were apparently well known in the primitive Christian community (Mk. 15:21). Egyptian and Cyrenian Jews were present at Pentecost (Acts 2:10); the mighty ‘Apollos was an Alexandrian Jew (Acts 18:24); Cyrenian converts, probably including the prophet ‘Lucius, shared in the epoch-making step of preaching to pure pagans at Antioch (Acts 11:20f.). But we know nothing cer-tain about the foundation of the Egyptian and N African churches, some of the most prominent in the world by the late 2nd Century. The tradition, which cannot be traced very early, that Mark was the pioneer Evangelist of Alexandria (Eusebius, EH 2. 16) is itself, when applied to 1 Pet. 5:13, the only support for the theory of Peter’s residence there (but cf. G. T. Manley, EQ 16, 1944, pp. 138ff.). Luke’s vivid picture in Acts of the march of the gospel through the N lands of the Mediter-ranean may obscure for us the fact that the march through the S lands must have been quite as effect-ive and probably almost as early. There were Christians in Africa about as soon as there were in Europe.

But Luke does not forget Africa. He shows how, by means the apostolic church never anticipated, and before the real Gentile mission began, the gospel went to the kingdom of Meroe (Acts 8:26fT), as if in earnest of the fulfilment of the purpose of God for Africa declared in the OT.

Bibliography. M. Cary and E. H. Warmington, The Ancient Explorers, 1929; B. H. Warmington, The North African Provinces, 1954; C. K. Meek, Journal of African History 1, 1960, pp. Iflf.; C. P. Groves, The Planting of Christianity in Africa, 1, 1948, pp. 31 ff; idem, Carthage2, 1968-9. a.f.w.

AGABUS. Derivation uncertain; possibly equals OT Hagab, Hagabah.

A Jerusalem prophet whose prediction of ‘a great famine’ was fulfilled in the reign of Claudius (Acts 11:27-28). Suetonius, Dio Cassius, Tacitus and Eusebius mention famines at that time. At Caesarea he acted a prediction of Paul’s fate at Jerusalem (Acts 21:10-11). In late traditions, one of the ‘Seventy’ (Lk. 10:1) and a martyr.

G.W.G.

kings of Amalek as ‘Pharaoh’ was in Egypt. ln particular, the name is used of the king of the Amalekites taken by Saul and, contrary to God’s command, spared along with the spoil. He was slain by Samuel. Saul’s disobedience was the occa-sion of his rejection by God (1 Sa. 15). m.a.m.

AGAGITE. An adjective applied to Haman in Est. 3:1, 10; 8:3, 5; 9:24. Josephus (Ant. 11.209)makes him an Amalekite, presumably descended from *Agag, whom Saul spared (1 Sa. 15). Mordecai, who brought about Haman’s fall, was, like Saul, descended from Kish (Est. 2:5; 1 Sa. 9:1). The lxx has Bougaios (meaning obscure) in Est. 3:1. and Makedön (Macedonian) in 9:24; elsewhere it omits the adjective.    j.s.w.

AGE, OLD AGE. Throughout the ancient Near East the aged were held in honour for their experi-ence and wisdom (Jb. 12:12; 32:7). Among the Hebrews this was not simply because of the outward sign of the grey beard (hence ‘aged', zäqen) or of grey hair (sbh), but because the attainment of ‘fullness of days’ or ‘entering into (many) days’ was considered to be a sign of divine favour for fearing the Lord and keeping his commands (Lv. 19:32; Dt. 30:19-20) and thus showing dep^endence on the God-appointed authority (Ex. 20:12). Yet without righteousness the hoary head is no crown of glory (Pr. 16:31; cf. Ec. 4:13). Christ in glory is depicted as with ‘white hair’ (Rev. 1:14) and iden-tified with the ‘Ancient of Days’ (cf. Dn. 7:9).

Older men were expected to lead in posi tions of authority and responsibility as ‘elders. ‘The beauty of old age’ is grey hair (Pr. 20:29). Age should equally be marked by wisdom (1 Ki 12:6-8; Jb. 12:20; 15:10; 32:7). Thus failure to resjpect the aged is a mark of a decadent society (Is. 3:5), as of the Babylonians who ‘had no compassioni on old man or aged’, lit. ‘the one who stooped through age’ (2 Ch. 36:17; but cf. Herodotus 2. 80). Con-versely respect for age brings blessing to tlhe community (Is. 65:20; Zc. 8:4).

The disabilities of old age are not oveuiooked (Ps. 71:9) and are pictured in Ec. 12:2-7 as a loss of vision, vigour and teeth, as well as inecreasing insomnia, anxiety and waning ambition. A brnliam and Sarah were believed to be beyond the; age of child-bearing (Gn. 18:11-14; cf. Lk. 1:18), and blindness afflicted Isaac (Gn. 27:1), Jacob (Gn 48:10), Eli (1 Sa. 3:2; 4:15) and Ahijah (1 Ki. 14:4). Barzillai lost his sense of taste and hearinjg (2 Sa. 19:35), while David suffered from poor circiulation, or hyperthermia (1 Ki. 1:1-4). Apart fnom the unusual years attributed by the pre-flood * geneal-ogies of Gn. 5 and 11, as to early Bab’ylonian rulers, the Patriarchs attained great age (Albraham 175, Gn. 25:7; Isaac 180, Gn. 35:28; Jacob 1 47, Gn. 47:28; and Joseph 110, Gn. 50:22). Yet rmen like Moses at age 120 (Dt. 34:7), or Jehoiada alt 130 (2 Ch. 24:15), were still full of vigour.

The change from maturity to ‘old age’ w/as considered as age 60 (cf. Lv. 27:1-8; Ps. 90:101). Thus ‘at 60 one attains old age; at 70 the hoary hiead, at 80 special strength, at 90 bending, and at 1010 (is) as though already dead’ (Pirqe Aboth 21). Tlnis may be compared with a Contemporary BaNylonian view in which ‘60 is maturity; 70 length of days (long life); 80 old age; 90 extreme old age’ ((Sultan Tepe Tablet 400:45-49).    d .j.w.

AGRICULTURE. The excavations of OT Jericho have demonstrated that Palestine was one of the earliest agricultural centres yet discovered. Good farming can be dated here around 7500 bc. Jericho represents irrigation culture which was common in the prehistoric period in the Jordan valley, not along the river itself but beside the streams that flowed into it. About the same time the hill country also was showing signs of agriculture, for the Natufian culture shows flint sickle-blades and hoes. Irrigation as an ancient Science reached its peak and held it in Egypt and Babylonia. By Abraham’s time, however, in Palestine irrigation farming was declining in importance, and even dry farming, as in the Negeb, was coming in.

Most of Palestine’s farmers depended on rain. The drought of a 6 months’ summer ended with the ‘early rains’, and as soon as the sun-baked earth could be farmed (late November or Decem-ber) the seed was broadcast and ploughed under. Sometimes the land was also ploughed before seeding. The heavy winter rains gave the crops their major moisture, but the ‘lauer rains’ of March and April were needed to bring the grain to head.

The principal grain crops were wheat and barley, the former the more valuable, but the lauer had the advantage of a shorter growing season and the ability to grow on poorer soil. Various legumes, such as lentils, peas and beans, formed a secondary crop. “Vegetables added variety to the meal, with onions and garlic playing a prominent part. * Herbs, seeds and other condiments gave variety to a menu that was basically bread. Newly-sprouting wild ‘plants served as salads.

After the invention of the sickle, where flint teeth were set into a bone or wooden haft, the next improvement was the plonigh. The best tree from which to fashion a woodien plough was the oak. The poorest farmer never Ihad a metal ploughshare (Heb. ’et, as ‘coulter’ av iin 1 Sa. 13:20(). By the time of David, however, iron was sufficiently plen-tiful, and a good-sized iron one could be used. The result was much better crops and a heavier popula-tion on the same land area.

The single-handled wooden plough had a virtue in its lightness, as the fields were often stony and the plough could be easily lifted over boulders. On level land, as in Bashan, cxccss rocks were gathered into piles in the fields. But on the hillsides they were built into terraces to keep the good soil from washing away and to conserve moisture. Large stones served as boundary marks of a grain field, and no fencing was used. The single-handled plough left the farmer’s other hand free to use the ox-goad.

Grain crops matured first in the deep hot Jordan valley, and then the harvest season followed up the rising elevation of the land, first the coastal and Esdraelon areas, then the low hills and finally the higher mountains. The barley harvest of April and May preceded the wheat by several weeks or even a month. By that time a summer crop of millet had often been sown on other land which had been left fallow through the winter.

To harvest the crop, the grain was grasped in one hand and then cut with the sickle held in the other hand. These bundles were tied into sheaves, which in turn were loaded on to donkeys or camels to be carried to the threshing-floor. Arnos mentions the use of wagons. Gleaners followed the reapers, and then animals were let into the stubble in the following Order: sheep, goats and camels.

Threshing-floors were located near the village at a point where the winds would be helpful for win-nowing. The floor itself was either a rock outcrop-ping or a soil area coated with marly clay. The sheaves were scattered about a foot deep over the floor and protected at the edges by a ring of stones. The animals, which were sometimes shod for this purpose, were driven round and round until the grain was loosened. A faster method was to use a wooden sied with stones or iron fragments fastened into the under side. The grain was winnowed by tossing it into the wind with wooden shovels or fans. The grain might be sifted with sieves (Heb. k'bärä in Am. 9:9 and näpä in Is. 30:28) to remove grit before being bagged for human use. The straw was saved as fodder for the animals. Fire in a ripening field or a threshing-floor was a major crime, as that year’s food supply was lost. Sam-son’s fox-fire episode (Jdg. 15:4—5) was a catas-trophe to the Philistines. Threshing might last to the end of August or even later with bumper harvests.

The best grain lands were the benches of the Jordan valley that could be irrigated by the tribu-taries of the Jordan, the Philistine plain, Esdraelon (although part of it was then marshy), Bashan and Moab. But since bread was the principal food of the country, even poor bench land was often cultivated to produce grain. Narrow stair-like terraces were erected on the mountainside, and in Lebanon today they still creep up the mountains to the very snow-line. The lower hills, such as the Shephelah, gave a wider distribution to crops, adding the *vine and the * olive to the grains, making a famous trio of crops often referred to in OT. The better sections of the higher land were farmed, but much was left for graz-ing or forestry.

The heavy summer dews in many parts of the country supplemented the sub-soil moisture from the winter rains and made possible the cultivation of grapes, cucumbers and melons. These were far more valuable crops than many Bible readers real-ize, for Palestine has no summer rain, and most of the streams dry up. These fruits and vegetables then become an extra water ration to both man and beast. Many varieties of grapes were grown, and they were not only a valuable food item in summer but, when dried as raisins, they were also winter food. The wine made from the grape was an item of export. Grapes were usually a hillside crop, with beans and lentils often grown between the vines. Is. 5:1-6 provides a good picture of the vineyard.

Fruits and nuts were other means of adding variety to the menu. The olive tree and the sesame plant were principal sources of cooking oil; animal fat was very expensive. Nuts, although rieh in oil, were primarily used as condiments. The pods of the carob tree were an excellent food for animals. * Flax was the only plant grown for cloth.

The farmer’s major enemy was drought. The failure of any one of the three rain seasons was ser-ious, and prolonged droughts were not uncom-mon, especially in certain sections of the land. The farmer was also plagued by locust invasions, plant diseases, such as the mildew, and the hot sirocco winds. War, too, was a common enemy of the farmer, for war was usually conducted at the harvest season so that the invading army could live off the land. Palestine’s chief exports were wheat, olive oil and wine. These were not only shipped to other countries, but large quantities of these items were consumed by the Caravans traversing the land of Palestine itself.

The levitical laws of Moses laid down certain agricultural principles, some of which have been mentioned above. These were often sound agricultural practice for soil Conservation, e.g. fallow in the seventh year (Lv, 25), or social reasons, e.g. leaving the residual grain for the poor to glean (Lv. 23:22). If God’s principles were not observed, the crops would not grow and famine would follow (Lv. 26:14fT.): moral and practical lessons that are still relevant and yet to be learnt throughout the world.

Bibliography. D. Baly, The Geography of the Bible1 2 3, 1974; A. Reifenberg, The Desen and the Sown, 1956; F. N. Hepper, IEBP; P. J. Ucko and G. W. Dimbleby (eds.), The Domestication and Exploitation of Planls and Animais, 1969.
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in Samaria with its pagan altar, asherah and at-tendants (1 Ki. 16:32). She encouraged a large group of l'alse prophets together with the devotees of Baal (1 Ki. 18:19-20), and later instigated open Opposition to Yahweh. The true prophets were slain, altars of the Lord were torn down and Elijah forced to flee for his life. One hundred prophets were, however, hidden by Obadiah, Ahab’s godly minister (1 Ki. 18:3-4).

Ahab’s failure to stand for the law and true just-ice was exemplified in the fake trial and subsequent death of Naboth, whose vineyard was annexed to the adjacent palace grounds at Jezreel (1 Ki. 21:1 16). This brought Elijah once again into open Opposition; his stand was vindicated by Yahweh at the test at Carmel which routed the Claims of the false prophets. Elijah prophesied the fate of Ahab. his wife and the dynasty (1 Ki. 21:20-24). The reign, marked by idolatry and the evil influence of Jezebel (1 Ki. 21:25-26), affected succeedtng gen-erations for evil, and was also condemmed by Hosea (1:4) and Micah (6:16).

2. Ahab, son of Kolaiah, was one of the two false prophets denounced by Jeremiah for u sing the name of Yahweh. His death, by fire, at the Ihand of the king of Babylon was foretold by the prophet (Je. 29:21).    d.j. w.

AHASUERUS (“haswerös, the Heb. eqtuivalent of the Persian khshayarsha). In the Elephantine Aramaic papyri the consonants appear as h.sy'rs. The resemblance of the latter to the Greek X.erxes is reasonably close, and the Babylonian veirsion of Xerxes’ name on the Behistun inscription is close to the Hebrew as above. Xerxes I was lkinig of Persia (485-465 bc). The name occurs in threie different contexts:

1.    Ezra 4:6. It is probable that in Ezr. 4:6>-23 the author has deliberately introduced two late* ex-amples of Opposition in the reigns of Xerxces II and his successor, Artaxerxes I. The context spealks of Opposition to the building of the city wa.lls,, and not of the Temple, as in 4:1-5, 24 (see J. Sta-fford Wright, The Date of Ezras Coming to Jerusalem, 1958). An alternative but improbable theorjy iss that the king here is Cambyses, the successor otf Cyrus (529-522 bc).

2.    The book of * Esther. Almost certainly Xerxes I, although the lxx reads throughout ‘Arta.-xeirxes’, and some identify Ahasuerus here with Arhaxierxes II (404-359 bc).

3.    Dn. 9:1. The father of ’Darius the Miede.

-E.S.'W.

AHAVA. A Babylonian town and also, probafely, a canal named after the town, where Ezra assiermbled returning exiles (Ezr. 8:15-31). The site may well be the classical Scenae (Strabo, Geog. 16. 1. 127)), an important caravan junction not far from Babylon.

D.Jl.A.C.

AHAZ (Heb. 'ahaz, ‘he has grasped’). 1. KLinig of Judah (732-715 bc), son of Jotham. The; niame Ahaz is an abbreviated form of Jehoahaz. Tlnis is confirmed by an inscription of Tiglath-pilese* 111 (Yauhazi, see ANET, p. 282). His age at the ttitme of his accession and the length of his reign (2! Ki. 16:2; 2 Ch. 28:1) both give rise to chronolojgical Problems (* Chronology of the Old Testa.ment)

Early in his reign, Pekah, king of Israel, and Rezin, king of Syria, tried to force him to join their anti-Assyrian alliance. Failing in this, the allies in-vaded Judah (2 Ki. 16:5), The Judaeans suflered heavy casuallies and many were taken prisoner. The intervention of the prophet Oded secured the repatriation of the prisoners (2 Ch. 28:5-15),. Isaiah sought vainly to encourage Ahaz at the height of the crisis to put his trust in Yahweh (1s. 7:1-12), but the faithless king preferred to appeal to Assyria for help. The price of Assyrian aid, be-sides being a heavy drain on the exchequer, was a Century of vassalage for Judah. The Philistines and the Edomites took advantage of Judah’s weakened condition to make hostile incursions (2 Ch. 28:17-18).

These calamities are represented as divine judg-ment on Ahaz for his flagrant apostasy. He ‘even burned his son as an offering’, encouraged corrupt worship of the high places, placed an Assyrian-type altar in the temple court, used the displaced Solomonic bronze altar for divination and closed the temple sanctuary (2 Ki. 16:3-4, 10-16; 2 Ch. 28:2-4,23-25).

2. Ahaz was also the name of a son of Micah, great-grandson of King Saul (1 Ch. 8:35-36; 9:41 — 42).    j.c.j.w.

AHAZIAH (Heb. '“hazyä or hazyähü, ‘Yahweh has grasped’). 1. Son and successor of *Ahab, king of Israel, whose religious policy he continued un-changed (1 Ki. 22:51-2 Ki. 1:18). Consequently, the main interest in his 2-year reign for the biblical narrator is his clash with * Elijah after he had sent to consult with »Baalzebub, god of Ekron. At his accession, the revolt of Moab., which the * Moabite Stone suggests may have started during the closing years of Ahab’s reign, was successfully concluded (2 Ki. 1:1; 3:5). Ahaziah also faced failure in his ill-fated attempt at a maritime alliance with Je-hoshaphat, king of Judah (2 Ch. 20:35-36; 1 Ki. 22:48-49). He died prematurely after a fall, and, having no son, was succeeded by his brother Jehoram.

2. Also called Jehoahaz (2 Ch. 21:17), a variant form of the same name: the youngest son of Jehoram, king of Judah. Complementary accounts of his accession and assassination, based on independent sources which reflect diflering interests, are found in 2 Ki. 8:25-29; 9:16-29; and 2 Ch. 22:1-9. He was placed on the throne by the in-habitants of Jerusalem as the sole surviving heir. His reign of less than a year was characterized by a close association with his uncle, Jehoram, king of Israel, no doubt under the influence of his mother, »Athaliah. He was murdered during the purge of Jehu whilst visiting Jehoram, who was con-valescing in Jezreel.    h.g.m.w.

when the 10 N tribes revolted from Rehoboam, Solomon’s son, and Jeroboam became king of Israel (922-901 bc). Jeroboam, however, led Israel into idolatry and was also denounced by Ahijah. The prophet foretold the death of Jeroboam’s son, the extinction of his house and the future captivity of Israel (1 Ki. 14:6-16).

2.    In 1 Sa. 14:3, 18 Ahiah appears as the name of the great-grandson of Eli. fje is elsewhere called Ahimelech, priest of Nob and father of Abiathar (1 Sa. 21:1 ff.; 22:9ff).

3.    Other men bearing the name are mentioned

briefly: one of Solomon’s secretaries (1 Ki. 4:3); the father of Baasha (1 Ki. 15:27, 33); the son of Jerahmeel (1 Ch. 2:25, where the rendering is un-certain); the son of Ehud (1 Ch. 8:4, 7, av respect-ively ‘Ahoah’ and ‘Ahiah’); one of David’s heroes (1 Ch. 11:36); a guardian of the Temple treasure (1 Ch. 26:20, where again the text is dubious); and one of Nehemiah’s fellow-signatories to the cov-enant (Ne. 10:26, rsv ‘Ahiah’).    c.f.p.

AH1KAM (Heb. “htqäm, ‘my brother has arisen’). Son of Shapiian (probably not Shaphan the scribe, 2 Ki. 22:12), and father of *Gedaliah, whom Nebuchadrezzar appointed governor in 587 bc (2 Ki. 25:22; Je. 39:14). One of those sent by Josiah to enquire of * Huldah the prophetess (2 Ki. 22:14; 2 Ch. 34:20-22), he later saved Jeremiah from death (Je. 26:24).    d.w.b.

AHIMAAZ (Heb. '“htma'as, ‘my brother is wrath’). 1. Father of Saul’s wife, Ahinoam (1 Sa. 14:50).

2.    Son of Zadok. Famed for his swift running (2 Sa. 18:27). With Jonathan, Abiathar’s son, he acted as messenger from David’s secret allies in Jerusalem during Absalom’s rebellion (2 Sa. 15:27, 36), and escaped capture at En-rogel only by hiding in a well (2 Sa. 17:17-21). He was one of the two messengers who brought news of Absalom’s defeat, though he did not report his death, either through ignorance of the fact or a natural re-luctance to teil David (2 Sa. 18:19-32).

3.    Solomon’s commissariat offlcer for Naphtali,

who married his daughter, Basemath (1 Ki. 4:15). Some identify with Zadok’s son.    j.g.g.n.

AHIMELECH (Heb. htmelek, ‘brother of a king’, ‘my brother is king’). The name is also found on the ostraca from Samaria and an ancient Hebrew seal. 1. Son of Ahitub and father of Abiathar. He was priest at Nob and gave David the showbread and Goliath’s sword, for which he was killed by Saul (1 Sa. 21-22) (»Ahijah). 2. Son of »Abiathar, a priest under David, perhaps grandson of 1 (2 Sa. 8:17). 3. A Hittite in David’s Service before he became king (1 Sa. 26:6). a.r.m.

AHIRAM. A son of Benjamin (Nu. 26:38), pos-sibly corrupted to Ehi in Gn. 46:21 and to Aharah in ICh. 8:1.    j.d.d.

AHITHOPHEL (Heb. '“hUöpel, possibly ‘brother of foolish talk’). A native of Giloh and David’s respected counsellor (2 Sa. 16:23). When he conspired with Absalom, David prayed that his advice might be rendered useless, perhaps playing on the narae (2 Sa. 15:12, 31 ff ). Ahithophel sug-gested that Absalom should assert his authority by taking possession of his father’s harem. His plan for attacking David before he could muster his forces was thwarted by the king’s friend Hushai. Ahithophel, perceiving that Absalom had taken a disastrous course, wem home and hanged himself lest he fall into the hands of his former lord (2 Sa. 16-17). Jehoiada and Abiathar took his place as David’s counsellors (1 Ch. 27:33-34). His son, Eliam, evidently remained faithful to David, as he was one of the thirty heroes (2 Sa. 23:34).

ARM.

AHITUB (Heb. '“hitüb, ‘brother of good’, ‘my brother is good’. lxx Achitöb and Assyr. Ahutäb suggest a reading Ahitob). 1. Son of Phinehas, grandson of Eli, father of 4 5Ahijah (1 Sa. 14:3). 2. Father of Ahimelech, perhaps the same person as 1 (1 Sa. 22:9). 3. A Levite, son of Ama-riah (1 Ch. 6:7-8), father of Meraioth and ‘chief officer of the house of God’ (1 Ch. 9:11). Zadok was evidently his grandson (2 Sa. 8:17; 1 Ch. 18:16; Ezr. 7:2; cf. 1 Ch. 9:11; Ne. 11:11). a.r.m.

AHLAB. Situated in the territory of Asher (Jdg. 1:31), it is possibly the Mehebel of Jos. 19:29. Probably to be identified with Khirbet el-Mahälib, 8 km NE of Tyre, the Mahalib captured by 5Tiglathpileser III in 734 bc and later by 5Sen-nacherib. See D J Wiseman, Iraq 18, 1956, p. 129.

D.J.W.

AI. The name is always written with the definite article in Hebrew, haay, the heap, ruin. The city lay E of Bethel and the altar which Abram built (Gn. 12:8) adjacent to Beth-aven (Jos. 7:2) and N of Michmash (Is. 10:28). The Israelite attack upon it, immediately following the sack of Jericho, was at first repulsed, but after Achan’s sin had been punished a successful stratagem was employed. The people of Ai were killed, their king executed, and their city burned and made into ‘a heap’ (Heb. tel; Jos. 7:1-8:29). It became an Ephraimite town (1 Ch. 7:28, ‘Ayyah’), but was inhabited by the Benjaminites after the Exile (Ne. 11:31). Isaiah pic-tured the Assyrian armies advancing on Jerusalem by way of Ai (Is. 10:28, ‘Aiath’).

Modern Et-Tell (Arab. lall, heap, mound) about 3 km SE of Bethel (Teil BeitTn) is usually identified with Ai on topographical grounds and on the correspondence in the meanings of the ancient and modern names. Excavations in 1933-5 by Mme J. Marquet-Krause and in 1964-72 by J. A. Callaway revealed a city which prospered in the 3rd millen-nium bc. There was a strong city-wall and a temple containing stone bowls and ivories imported from Egypt. It was destroyed c. 2400 bc, perhaps by Amorite invaders. No traces of later occupation were found except for a small Settlement which made use of the earlier ruins about 1200-1050 bc. Those who believe in this identification have made various attempts to explain the discrepancy be-tween the biblical account of Joshua’s conquest and the archaeological evidence. It has been sug-gested that the story originally referred to Bethel but was later adapted to suit Ai or even invented to explain the impressive ruin as the result of an attack by the hero Joshua. There is no evidence to Support these hypotheses: indeed, it would be stränge to credit a hero with failure at first More plausible is the explanation that Ai, with its massive old walls, was used as a temporary stronghold by the surrounding population: but the account points rather to an inhabited town with its own king. While it is possible that Ai is to be located elsewhere, no completely satisfactory solution has yef been proposed (for the question of identification see D. Livingston, WTJ 33, 1970, pp. 20^14; A. F. Rainey, WTJ 33, pp. 175-188; D. Livingston. WTJ 34, 1971, pp. 39-50). The later town (Ezr 2:28; Ne. 7:32) may be identified with some other site in the vicinity. For references to the excavation results and proposed Solutions of the problem they raise, see J. A. Callaway, NEAEHlL, 1, pp. 39-45; 1 M. Grintz, Bib 42, 1961, pp. 201-216.

Ai is also the name of a city in Moab (Je. 49:3) of unknown location.    a.r.m.

AIJALON, AJALON (Heb. ’ayyälön). 1. A town on a hill commanding from the S the entrance to the valley of Aijalon. The earliest traces (2000 bc) are at Teil el-Qoq’a, near Yalo. ln successive phases of Israel’s history it was inhabited by Danites (who could not expel the Amorites), Ephraimites and Benjaminites (Jos. 19:42; Jdg. 1:35; 1 Ch. 6:69; 8:13). A levitical town, fortified by Rehoboam to guard the NW approach to Jerusalem, it was occu-pied by the Philistines in the reign of Ahaz (2 Ch. ll:IO;28:18).

Bibuography. D Baly, Geog. Companion. 1963. pp. 92f; LOB, pp. 174, 31 lf., etc.

2. A town in Zebulun (Jdg. 12:12), where the judge Elon (same Heb. letters) was buried; lxx Ailom. Possibly Kh. el-Lön; cf. F. M Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 2, 1937, p. 241. j.p. u.L.

AKELDAMA. Acts 1:19 gives the meaning of the word (in av Aceldama) as ‘field of blood’—the Ar-amaic phrase being h“qel d'mä. The ground was previously known as the Potter’s Field, and this has been equated with the Potter’s House (Je. 18:2) in the Hinnom Valley. Jerome placed it on the S side of this valley; and the site accepted today is there. Eusebius, howcver, said this ground vyäs N of Jerusalem. The traditional site certainly can provide potter’s clay; and it has long been us.ed for burials. See J. A. Motyer in NIDNTT 1, pp. 9)3-94, for bibliography and a brief discussion of the prob-lems.    d.f.p.

AKRABBIM (Heb. ’aqrabbitn, ‘scorpions,’). A mountain pass at the S end of the Dead Seai (Nu. 34:4; Jos. 15:3 [‘Maaleh-acrabbim’, av]; Jdg. 1:36) between the Arabah and the hill-country of J udah, identified with the modern Naqb es-säfä.

J.n.D.

Woolley. who in 1937-9 and 1946-9 uncovered six-teen levels of occupation since c. 3100 bc (XVI) to

c. 1200 (I) with early affinities with both Palestine and Mesopotamia.

The 172 texts from Yarimlim’s palace (VII) were primarily contracts and ration lists. The city was controlled by a W Semitic family ruling Aleppo (Halab) whose governor Abba’el (or Abban) sup-pressed a revolt at Irrid near Carchemish and, c. 1720, gave Alalah to his brother Yarimlim (AT 1). This early covenant-treaty text, and associated agreements, describes the historical Situation, stipulations, divine witnesses and curses, as is common in the later ‘covenant formulae. A separate document by the same scribe lists the religious obligations (AT 126). Yarimlim left the city to his son in his will (AT 6), attested by state officials, perhaps to avoid rivalry on his death (cf. 1 Ki. 1:17-36). However, another son, Irkabtum, suc-ceeded and made peace with the semi-nomadic Hapiru (* Hebrew, ‘Abraham). The city feil to the Hittite Mursilis I when he captured Aleppo (c. 1600 bc).

After a gap (V), Idrimi, the youngest son of a king of Aleppo, was driven into exile, as he teils in his autobiography, inscribed as a speech on his statue. After living among the Hapiru in Canaan for 7 years he received divine assurance to mount an amphibious Operation to recapture Mukish. He re-entered his Capital Alalah to populär acclaim, was made king and built a palace and temple with spoil taken in war (c. 1470 bc). This narrative has been compared with the experiences of David (1 Sa. 22:3flf.). Idrimi made treaties with neighbour-ing States regulating the extradition of runaway slaves (AT 3, ANET\ p. 532). Similarly Shimei entered Philistine territory to search for his two slaves and Achish of Gath returned them on demand (1 Ki. 2:39-40). This would imply a similar type of treaty, perhaps between Solomon and Gath, fol-lowing David’s experience there (1 Sa. 27:5fT). It would also throw light on the Provision prohibiting the extradition of Hebrew fugitives in Dt. 23:15-16 (1EJ 5, 1955, pp. 65-72). Another treaty makes city elders responsible for returning fugitives (AT 2, ANET', pp. 531 f.; Dt. 23:15-16). Alalah later came under Hittite control (Level III), as it had earlier been governed by northerners in the 20th-19th centuries bc. There is no reason to doubt that ‘Hittites might be resident in S Palestine in the daysof Abraham (Gn. 23:5-7; JTVI, 1956, p. 124). Alalah was finally destroyed by ‘Sea-peoples’, perhaps those allied to the * Philistines.

The main interest in these texts for the OT lies in the comparison of customs and language with the Gn. narratives. In marriage contracts (AT 91-94), the future father-in-law was ‘asked’ for the bride (cf. Gn. 29:18), to whom betrothal gifts were made (AT 17). Some contracts state that failing a son within 7 years the husband could marry a concu-bine (cf. Gn. 29:18-21); however, if the first wife later bore a son he would be the first-born (AT 92; cf Gn. 21:10).

The king held a firm control legally and eco-nomically over citizens of all classes including the elite maryamt-warriors (who also had religious obligations, AT 15), the freedmen and the semi-free rural retainers, among whom were listed the hupsu (hopst, Dt. 15:12-18).

Some individuals were made to work off their debt by going to the palace to ‘dwell in the house of the king’ (AT 18-27, 32; cf. Ps. 23:6). Slaves were not numerous and could be received as prisoners of war or as gifts (AT 224). They were shekels and some contracts included clauses against release at a royal amnesty (AT 65). The corvee (mas) was enforced at Alalah as in later Israel (AT 246; Jos. 17:13). All this would be in the mind of Samuel at least when the Israelites asked for a similar type of kingship (1 Sa. 8).

Other customs which may illustrate biblical practices are the exchange of villages to preserve inter-state boundaries along natural and defensible features. This may be reflected in Solomon’s ‘gift’ of 20 villages to Hiram of Tyre in return for wood and gold (1 Ki. 9:10-14; JBL 79, 1960, pp. 59-60). Treaty ceremonies involved the slaughter of sheep over which the participants declared: Tf ever I take back what I have given ...’, implying ‘may the gods cut off my life’, a similar idea to that in OT oaths (e.g 1 Sa. 3:17). In some contracts clothes were given as additional payment, as also in Syria later according to 2 Ki. 5:5-27. Ahab may have at-tempted to justify his action in confiscating Naboth’s property (1 Ki. 21:15) on the basis of the practice whereby a rebel against the king had his property taken by the palace after the execution of an evil-doer (AT 17, AN ET', p. 546, no. 15). The use of mistannu, ‘equivalent’ (AT 3, ANET6 7, p. 532), in the manumission of slaves (cf. misneh, Dt. 15:18) argues against Je. 16:18 as ‘stigmatizing God as unreasonable and unjust’ (HUCA 29, 1958, pp. 1251'.).

The mixed Semitic and Hurrian population of the area from early times (VII) gives significant Hurrian (*Horite) parallels to such names as Anah, Aholibamah, Alian, Ajah, Dishon, Ezer (Gn. 36), Anah and Shamgar (Jdg. 3:31), To‘i (2 Sa. 8:9), Agee (2 Sa. 23:11), Eli-hepa (2 Sa. 23:32) (JTVl 82, 1950, p. 6).

Bibliography. C. L. Woolley, A Forgotten Kingdom, 1953; Alalakh, 1955; D. J. Wiseman, The Ala-lakh Tablets, 1953 (=AT); AOTS, 1967, pp. 119-135; IDBS, 1976, pp. 16-17; Sidney Smith, The Statue of Idrimi, 1949; cf. ANET, 1969, pp. 557— 558.    D.j.w.

Chalceus’. When Paul adds ‘the Lord will requite him for his deeds’, the tense marks this as a predic-tion (rsv, tev), not a curse (av).

Those identifying 3 and 5 (e.g. P. N. Harrison, Problem of the Pastoral Epistles, 1921, pp. 118f.) can point to the Ephesian location, the origin of the riot with the craft-guilds. and the introduction of Alexander in Acts 19:33 as if well known; but nothing there indicates the sort of Opposition be-tokened in 2 Tim. 4:14. Little can be said for or against identifying 4 and 5; but 3 and 4 cannot be identical, for the lauer would Claim to be a Christian.    A.F.W.

ALEXANDER THE GREAT. The youthful king of Macedon whose pan-hellenic expedition of 336 bc to liberate the Greeks of Asia Minor unexpect-edly demolished the Persian Empire. Only the mutiny of his troops turned him back in India, and he died in 323 while planning the conquest of the

W. His generals established the concert of Hel-lenistic kingdoms to which the Herods performed the epilogue. Probably from necessity rather than idealism, Alexander abandoned the isolationism of the Greeks in favour of racial co-operation. Hel-lenism became an international norm of civil-ization. Hence the agonies of the Jews in the Maccabean age, and the tensions that surrounded the crucifixion. Hence also the inspiration of the cosmopolitan philosophies that chimed in with Christian ideals.

Presumably it is Alexander to whom reference is made in Dn. 8:21; 11:3.

Bibliography. Arrian, Anabasis\ Plutarch, Life of Alexander', C. B. Welles, Alexander and the Hel-lenistic World, 1970; R. L. Fox, Alexander the Great, 1973; J. R. Hamilton, Alexander the Great, 1973; P. Green, Alexander of Macedon, 1974.
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tained also the royal harbour, and was flanked on the E by the royal palace. S of the shore-line, extending all along behind it and as far as Lake Mareotis, stretched the city.

b.    Population

Right from the Start, Alexandria was a thoroughly cosmopolitan city. Besides its Greek citizens and numerous poor Greek immigrants, there was a considerable Jewish Community (cf. later, Acts 6:9; 18:24) under their own ethnarch and having their own quarter (though not restricted to it until ad 38), and quite a large native Egyptian populace, especially in the Rakotis district in the W. In Rakotis was localized the Serapeum, temple of the Egypto-Hellenistic deity Sarapis, whose cult was specially promoted by Ptolemy 1, just possibly to serve as a common bond for both Greeks and Egyptians (Sir H. I. Bell).

c.    The city's role

Politically, Alexandria became Capital of Egypt under the ’Ptolemies, Graeco-Macedonian kings of Egypt, c. 323-30 bc. Under the first and ener-getic kings of this line it became the greatest Hel-lenistic city of the day. Alexandria continued as Egypt’s administrative Capital into the Roman imperial and Byzantine epochs. Alexandria was the banking-centre of all Egypt, an active manufactur-ing city (cloths, glass, papyrus, etc.) and a thriving port. Thence were transhipped the exotic products of Arabia, India and the East, and thence in Roman times sailed the great grain-ships of Alexandria (cf. Acts 27:6; 28:11) to bring cheap corn for the Roman plebeians. Finally, Alexandria quickly became and long remained a brilliant seat of learn-ing. To the reign of either Ptolemy I (323-285 bc) or Ptolemy II (285-246 bc) belongs the founding of the ‘Museum’, where scholars researched and taught in arts and Sciences, and of the Library which eventually contained thousands of works upon many tens of thousands of papyrus rolls.

II. Judaism and Christianity

Alexandria’s very large Jewish community was concentrated in the E sector, but with places of worship all over the city (Philo, Legatio ad Gaium 132). One famous synagogue, magnificently fitted, was so vast that flags had to be used to sigrläl the Amen (TB Sukkah 51b, cited in BC, 1, pp. 152f.) But beyond this, Alexandria was the intellectual and literary centre of the Dispersion. It was, there that the Greek OT, the Septuagint (‘Text-s and Versions), was produced, and from there came such works as the Book of Wisdom (‘Apocrypha) with its Platonic modifications of OT categories and its Greek interest in cosmology and immortal-ity. It was the home of the voluminous * Philo, perhaps the first considerable Scholar to use the biblical material as philosophic data—though ‘his object is not to investigate but to harmonize’ (Bigg. p. 32)—and the first major exponent of the al legor-ical exegesis of Scripture. Whatever the demetrits of the attempted synthesis of Athens and Jerusalem by Alexandrian Jews (and some of them amoiunt to enormities), the literary remains testify to intellectual energy, missionary concern and, despite audacious departures from traditional form.ation. a profound seriousness about the Scriptures.

These features had considerable indirect influ-ence on early Greek Christianity. It is signiificant that the eloquent travelling preacher ‘Apollos, who became an important figure in the apostolic church, was an Alexandrian Jew, and ‘well versed in the Scriptures’ (Acts 18:24). The Epistle to the Hebrews, because of its use of terminology be-loved at Alexandria, and its characteristic use of OT, has been associated, if not necessarily with him, at least with an Alexandrian background; and so, with less reason, have other NT books (cf. J. N. Sanders, The Fourth Gospel in the Early Church, 1943; S. G. F. Brandon, The Fall of Jerusalem and the Christian Church, 1951). Apart, however, from unreliable traditions about the agency of the Evangelist Mark (which may relate originally to the reception of his Gospel in Alexandria), the origin and early history of the Alexandrian church are completely hidden (*Africa).

It has been suggested that Alexandrian Judaism had so philosophized away the Messianic hope that the earliest Christian preaching made slow headway there. There is not sufficient evidence to test this hypothesis. It is unmistakable, however, that when Alexandrian Christianity comes into full view it is patently the heir of Alexandrian Judaism. The missionary zeal, the philosophic apologetic, the allegorical exegesis, the application to biblical commentary and the passion for intellectual syn-thesis which sometimes leads doctrine to disaster, are common to both. Some thoroughfare, at present unlit, links Philo and Clement of Alexandria; but it is hardly too bold a conjecture that the road lies through the conversion to Christ of a substan-tial number of Jews or their adherents in Alexandria during the apostolic or sub-apostolic period.

Bibuography. For a Standard historical and cultural background for Alexandria, Ptolemaic and Byzantine, see respectively CAH, 7, 1928, ch. IV, sect. vii, pp. 142-148, and chs. VIII—IX, pp. 249-311, and ibid., 12, 1939, ch. XIV, sect. i, pp. 476-492. Useful and compact, with reference to actual remains is E. Breccia, Alexandrea ad Aegyp-tum, A Guide ..., 1922. A populär account of the history and manner of life in ancient Alexandria is H. T. Davis, Alexandria, the Golden City, 2 vols., 1957. An excellent study of paganism, Judaism and the advent and triuniph of Christianity in Egypt generally, and Alexandria also, is Sir Harold Idris Bell, Culls and Creeds in Graeco-Roman Egypt, 1953. On Alexandria and Christianity, see also J. M. Creed in S. R. K. Glanville (ed), The Legacy of Egypt, 1942, pp. 300-316; A. F. Shore in

J. R. Harris (ed.), The Legacy of Egypt9, 1971, pp. 390-398; C. Bigg, The Christian Platonists of Alexandria9, 1913; J. E. L. Oulton and H. Chadwick, Alexandrian Christianity, 1954; L. W. Barnard, ‘St Mark and Alexandria’, HTR 57, 1964, pp. 145— 150; P. M. Fraser, Ptolemaic Alexandria, 3 vols., 1972.    a.f.w.

ALMIGHTY. Used of God 48 times in the OT (31 of them in Job) to translate Heb. saddai, and fol-lowing lxx in some verses, Gk. pantokratör. Inter-preted by early Jewish commentators as ‘the all-sufficient’ (hikanos in Jewish-Greek OT versions of 2nd Century ad and later). Modern scholars offer a wide ränge of derivations, none certain. Outside the OT the name apparently occurs in the Teil Deir Alla Aramaic text c. 700 bc (*Writing) in the plural form sdyn, denoting supernatural beings. Within the OT saddai carries ideas of power to injure and protect (Pss. 68:14; 91:1; Is. 13:6; Joel 1:15). The name is used six times in relation to the Patriarchs, as stated in Ex. 6:3, sometimes in the compound ’el saddai, ‘God Almighty’. Each case concerns the promise of blessing upon Abraham and his descendants, again with the note of power. In Job ‘the Almighty’ Stands as a poetic parallel to ‘God’, as also in Ruth 1:20-21 to Yahweh, showing their identity for the writers of these books.

Gk. pantokratör (‘all-powerful’) occurs in 2 Cor. 6:18, and nine times in Rev., where the power of God is stressed (1:8; 4:8; 11:17; 15:3; 16:7, 14; 19:6, 15; 21:22).

Bibuography. N. Walker, ZAW 72, 1960, pp. 64-66; L. Morris in A. E. Cundall and L. Morris, Judges and Ruth, TOTC, 1968, pp. 264-268; K. Koch, VT 26, 1976, pp. 299-332; W. Michaelis, TDNT3, pp. 914-915.    a.r.m. 10 11 which our neighbour has a rightful Claim on us in the eyes of God who gives us means for this very end (Eph. 4:28).

(‘Poverty; ‘Communion; ‘Compassion.)

J.D.D.

ALPHA AND OMEGA. This juxtaposition of the first and last letters of the Gk. alphabet, corres-ponding to the Heb. ’alep and täw, is used in Rev. alone as a self-designation of both God (Rev. 1:8; 21:6, where ‘the Alpha and the Omega’ is ex-plained by the parallel ‘the beginning and the end’) and Christ (22:13, with the same parallel, and the additional phrase ‘the first and the last’), ln Rev. 22:13 the Son’s divinity is confirmed by applying to him what is said of the Father. In each of these cases the term refers to the eternal, dynamic and comprehensive activity of God or Christ in Creation and salvation; that is, the origin, preservation and goal of all things are to be found in the God-head (cf. Rom. 11:36). The Hebrews, Greeks and Romans all used their alphabetic letters as nu-merals, so that ‘alpha and omega’ could easily stand for ‘first and last’ (cf. Is. 44:6, ‘Thus says the Lord, ... “I am the first and I am the last”’; also Rev. 2:8).    s.s.s.

ALPHAEUS. 1. The father of Levi, the tax col-lector (Mk. 2:14) who is generally identified with the apostle Matthew. Nothing eise is known about him.

2. The father of the apostle James, who is called ‘the son of Alphaeus’, to distinguish him from James the son of Zebedee (Mt. 10:3; Mk. 3:18; Lk. 6:15; Acts 1:13). There is no valid reason for identi-fying him with the father of "Levi 1. Attempts have also been made to identify him with Cleopas (Lk. 24:18) and Clopas (Jn. 19:25). However, it is improbable that ‘Cleopas and ‘Clopas are the same person and that Alphaeus is the same as either of them. The Aramaic of Alphaeus is Hal-phai, which could be transliterated as Klöpas, but even if the same individual is signified, we cannot assume from Jn. 19:25 that this James was in any way related to our Lord and certainly not that he was James the Lord’s brother.    r.e.n. 12 9

(Gn. 26:25), Jacob erected altars at Sheclem and Bethel (Gn. 33:20; 35:1-7), and Moses erected one at Rephidim after the victory of the hraelites over Amalek (Ex. 17:15). The altars w;re evi-dently erected mainly to commemorat; sorr.e event in which the principal had had iealings with God.

b.    Pre-Israelite altars in Palestine Discounting domestic, agricultural or irdustrial installations formerly believed to be alters, true altars have been uncovered from different oeriods. At Ai, Mme J. Marquet-Krause discovereda small temple of the Early Bronze Age in which was an altar of plastered stones, against the wall, on which animal and food-offerings had been rrade. In Middle Bronze Age * Megiddo (level XV) two temples were found containing rectangula- altars, one of mud bricks and the other of lime-plastered stones. Temples of the Late Bronze Age containing altars of similar type have been found at Lachish, Beth-shean and Hazor. In the levels of this period at Hazor a great hewn block of stone was dis-covered, with two hollowed basins on one face, perhaps for catching the blood of sacrificed ani-mals. At Megiddo and Nahariyeh great platforms of stones which were probably used as places of sacrifice were uncovered, but these were more * ‘high places’ than they were true altars.

A number of hewn limestone altars with four horns at the upper corners, dating from about the period of the conquest, were found at Megiddo. These, however, to judge from their relatively small size (largest c. 70 cm high), were probably incense altars. Numerous clay Stands which may have been for burning incense have been uncovered at such sites as Megiddo, Beth-shean and Lachish, from Bronze and Iron Age Levels.

Thus altars were in use among the Canaanites in the Promised Land, a fact that gives point to the careful regulations on this matter in the Sinai reve-lation. That altars were not limited to Palestine is shown by the discoveries at such sites as Eridu, Ur, Khafajah and Assur in Mesopotamia, and the epi-sode in which Balaam erected, and offered bul-locks on, 7 altars at Kiriath-huzoth (Nu. 23) may perhaps be understood in this light.

c.    The altars of the tabernacle

At Sinai God revealed to Moses the specifications for two altars which were to be used in the ‘tabernacle: the altar of burnt-olfering and the altar o( incense.

d.    Built altars

In Ex. 20:24-26, God instructed Moses to teil tht people to make an altar of earth (mizbah dämä or (unhewn) stones (mizbah '“bänlrv), upor which to sacrifice their offerings. In neither cast were there to be Steps, so that the ‘nakedness’ ol the offerer might not be uncovered. The form ol this passage, in which God teils Moses to pass or this instruction to the people, suggests tihat it, liki the Ten Commandments at the beginniing of thi chapter, was addressed to each Israelite individu ally, rather than to Moses as their representative a: in Ex. 27. It may be that under this Provision thi layman was permitted to perform this hitmself, am it is perhaps in the light of this that the ailtars buil by Joshua on Mt Ebal (Jos. 8:30-31; cf. Dt. 27:5) by Gideon in Ophrah (Jdg. 6:24-26), by David oi the threshing-floor of Araunah (2 Sa. 24:18-25 and by Elijah on Mt Carmel (1 Ki. 18), as well as the episodes described in Jos. 22:10-34 and I Sa. 20:6, 29, are to be viewed (cf. Ex. 24:4).

e.    The Ternple of Solomon

In building his ‘Ternple, Solomon, though influ-enced by his Phoenician associates, sought to follow the basic layout of the tabernacle and its court. Though David had already built an altar of burnt-oflferings (2 Sa. 24:25), Solomon probably built a new one, as is indicated by I Ki. 8:22, 54, 64 and 9:25 (not mentioned in the main description, 1 Ki. 6-7). Altars of this period are well illustrated by the finds (IAII period) at Arad where in the ternple courtyard stood an altar made of brick and rubble for burnt-offerings (cf. Ex. 20:25) which measured 5 cubits sq. (2.5 m) like that of the tabernacle (Ex. 17:1; cf. 2 Ch. 6:13). Two stone incense-altars with concave bowl-shaped tops were found on a Step leading up to the ‘holy of hohes’. Other Israelite incense-altars of the Israelite period have been recovered front Beersheba, and also a large altar which was probably used for burnt offerings. This large altar had been destroyed in the 8th Century and its stones used to repair the wall of a storehouse. Protrusions at its top corners illustrate what is meant by ‘the horns’ of an altar.

f.    False altars

Unlawful altars were in use in both Israel and Judah, as is shown by the condemnations of the prophets (Am. 3:14; Ho. 8:11) and the account of Jeroboam’s sins in I Ki. 12:28—33, as well as by archaeological finds.

g.    EzekieTs Vision

Düring the Exile, Ezekiel had a vision of Israel re-stored and the Ternple rebuilt (Ezk. 40-44), and while no incense altar is mentioned, the altar of burnt ofTering in this visionary ternple is described in detail (43:13-17). It consisted of 3 stages reach-ing to a height of 11 cubits on a base 18 cubits square. It was thus in form reminiscent of a Baby-lonian ziggurat, and this impression is furthered by the names of some of its parts. The base, heq haäres (Ezk. 43:14, av ‘bottom upon the ground’, literally ‘bosom of the earth’) recalls the Akkadian irat irsiti with the same meaning, and the terms har'el and '“ri'el translated ‘altar’ in vv. 15-16 may be Hebraized forms of Akkadian arallu, one of the names for the underworld, which had the secondary meaning ‘mountain of the gods’. Such borrowings front the Babylonian vo-cabulary, which would be independent of their etymological meaning, would have been normal after an exile of many years in Babylonia. The altar was ascended by a flight of Steps, and the 4 upper corners bore horns.

h.    The second Ternple

When the Ternple was rebuilt after the Return it was presumably provided with altars. These are re-ferred to in Josephus (Contra Apionem 1. 198) and in the Letter of Aristeas, but on this period neither of these authors can be followed uncritically. In 169 bc Antiochus Epiphanes carried off the ‘golden altar’ (1 Macc. 1:21), and 2 years later he surmounted the altar of burnt ofTering with a ‘deso-lating sacrilege’ (1 Macc. 1:54), probably an image of Zeus. The Maccabees built a new altar and re-stored the incense altar (1 Macc. 4:44-49), and these must have continued in use when Herod en-larged the * Ternple in the lauer part of the 1 st Century bc. In his time the altar of burnt ofTering was a great pile of unhewn stones, approached by a ramp.

II. In the New Testament

In the NT two words for altar are used, that most frequently found being thysiaslerion, which is used often in the lxx for mizbeah. This word is used of the altar on which Abraham prepared to offer Isaac (Jas. 2:21), of the altar of burnt ofTering in the Ternple (Mt. 5:23-24; 23:18-20, 35; Lk. 11:51; 1 Cor. 9:13; 10:18; Heb. 7:13; Rev. 11:1), and of the altar of incense, not only in the earthly Ternple (Lk. 1:11) but also in the heavenly (Rev. 6:9; 8:5; 9:13; 14:18; 16:7; cf. also Rom. 11:3; Heb. 13:10). The other word, bömos, is used once (Acts 17:23). It was used in the lxx for both mizbeah and bämä (‘High Place), and had primarily the meaning of a raised place.

Bibuography. R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel. Its Life and Institutions, 1961, pp. 406-414, 546; Y. Aharoni, ‘Arad: Its Inscriptions and Ternple’, BA 31, 1968, pp. 2-32; idem, ‘The Horned Altar of Beersheba’, BA 37, 1974, pp. 2-6; A. Biran, ‘An Israelite Horned Altar at Dan’, BA 37, 1974, pp. 106-107.    J.McK.

T.C.M.

AMALEK, AMALEKITES. Amalek (Heb. '“mäleq) was the son of Eliphaz and the grandson of Esau (Gn. 36:12, 16). The name is used as a col-lective noun for his descendants, Amalekites (Ex. 17:8; Nu. 24:20; Dt. 25:17; Jdg. 3:13, etc.).

Some writers distinguish the nomadic Amalekites normally found in the Negeb and Sinai area, from the descendants of Esau, because Gn. 14:7, which pre-dates Esau, refers to ‘the country of the Amalekites’ (Heb. ‘"mäleqi). The distinction is unnecessary if we regard the phrase as a later edi-torial description.

Israel first met the Amalekites at Rephidim in the wilderness of Sinai (Ex. 17:8-13; Dt. 25:17-18). Because of this attack, the Amalekites came under a permanent ban and were to be destroyed (Dt. 25:19; 1 Sa. 15:2-3). On that occasion Aaron and Hur held up Moses’ hands and Israel pre-vailed. A year later, after the report of the spies, Israel ignored Moses’ command and sought to enter S Palestine. The Amalekites defeated them at Hormah(Nu. 14:43,45).

From the days of the Judges two encounters are recorded. The Amalekites assisted Eglon, king of Moab, to attack Israelite territory (Jdg. 3:13), and later combined forces with the Midianites and the children of the E to raid Israelite crops and flocks. Gideon drove them out (Jdg. 6:3-5, 33; 7:12; 10:12).

From the Exodus onwards, Amalekites were to be found in the Negeb, but for a time they gained a foothold in Ephraim (Jdg. 12:15). Balaam, the for-eign prophet, looked away to their lands from his vantage-point in Moab, and described them as ‘the first of the nations’ (Nu. 24:20), which may mean in regard either to origin or to Status.

Samuel commanded Saul to destroy the Amalekites in the area S of ‘Telaim. Booty was forbid-den. Saul pursued them from Havilah to Shur but captured their king alive. Later, Samuel slew Agag and rebuked Saul (1 Sa. 15).

David fought the Amalekites in the area of

Ziklag which Achish, king ol' Gath, had given him (1 Sa. 27:6; 30:1-20). The Amalekites declined later, and in Hezekiah’s day the sons of Simeon attacked ‘the remnant of the Amalekites that had escaped’, taking their stronghold in Mt Seir (1 Ch. 4:43).

Bibliography. F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 2, 1933» pp. 270-273; D. Baly, The Geography of the Bible1, 1974.    j.a.t.

AMARNA. (Teil) el-Amarna is the modern name of Akhetaten, Capital of Egypt under Amenophis IV (Akhenaten) and his immediate successors, c. 1375-1360 bc. The ruins lie some 320 km S of Cairo on the E bank of the river Nile. The site extends about 8 x 1 km and has been partially ex-cavated. The impressive remains include temples, administrative buildings, tombswith wall paintings as well as the buildings of many prosperous estates with houses often of uniform plan.

The importance of Amarna for biblical studies lies in the series of letters written in cuneiform on clay tablets found by chance in 1887. With sub-sequent discoveries, the number of documer.ts recovered now totals about 380. The majority are letters from various Asiatic rulers to the pharaohs Amenophis 111 and IV in the period c. 1385-1360 bc; nearly half come from Palestine and Syria. They supply important Information concerning the history of the area, providing a vivid picture of the intrigues and inter-city strife which followed the weakening of Egyptian control shortly before the Israelites entered the land.

In S Syria, Abdi-ashirta and his son Aziru, though protesting their loyalty to their Egyptian overlords, were in reality increasing their own domains with the connivance of the Hittites of N Syria, and thus preparing the way for the eventual conquest of all Syria by the Hittite Suppiluliumas. Rib-baddi of Byblos, a loyalist who wrote 53 letters to the Egyptian court, desctibes the un-certainty and chaos which followed his unanswered pleas for military assistance. He reports the capture by Aziru of an adjacent town, where the Egyptian resident had been slain, and the attack on Byblos from which he was forced to flee. Similarly Lab’ayu of Shechem, despite his protests of innocence (EA 254), was increasing his hold in the central hills in league with the semi-nomadic ‘Apiru, who are fre-quently named in the texts, mainly as small armed bands (*Hebrews). The activities of these ‘Apiru are reported by many cities. When Lab’ayu threat-ened Megiddo, its ruler, Biridiya, begged Egypt for help.

Abdi-beba of Jerusalem makes frequent reports, complaining that Milkilu of Gezer and others are engaged in raids. He cannot, therefore, understand why the pharaoh should allow Gezer, Lachish and Ashkelon to escape from the duty of providing the Egyptian garrison with food when they have plenty. He himself has been robbed by Egyptian troops and warns the pharaoh that his tribute and slaves being sent to Egypt will probably not arrive, as Lab’ayu and Milkilu have planned an ambush (EA 287). The latter might be a ruse to avoid sending any gifts, for in another letter Shu-wardata of Hebron warns the pharaoh that Abdi-beba of Jerusalem is a rogue.

Our knowledge of the political geography of Palestine at this time is helped by references to various local rulers, such as Ammunira of Beirut,

Abimilki of Tyre, Akizzi of Qatna and Abdi-tirsi of Hazor. Some of these names can be correlated with Contemporary texts from * Ugaiit (Ras Shamra). ln addition to the local histoncal evi-dence, these letters are important for tle widei implications of alliances between Egypt and tht rulers of Mitanni and Babylon, often cotcluded or supported, by marriages between th; rulin^ families.

References to an Egyptian official namet Yanbamu, who attained high office, reminl onc ol the Position of Joseph, though the two ctnnot bi identified. Yanbamu’s name is a Semitic ferm, anc one of his functions was the supervisioi of th< grain supply during a time of scarcity for the phar aoh’s Syrian subjects.

The tablets are also of great linguistic import ance. All but two are written in Akkadian, tlu linguafranca of the whole ancient Near Ea>t in thi period. The presence at Amarna of Mesopotamiai literature (myths of Nergal and Adapa, a story o Sargon of Akkad) and lexical texts includng a lis of Egyptian and Akkadian words indicates the in fluence of Akkadian, and this is supported by th discovery in 1946 of a fragment of the Gilgamesl Epic (c. 1400 bc) at Megiddo. The letters fron Palestine and Syria are written mainly in local V Semitic dialects of Akkadian, and they provid valuable information about the Canaar.ite lan guage in its various local forms before the arrivt of the Israelites. Letters from King Tushratta o Mitanni have also added considerably to ou knowledge of the non-Semitic Hurrian languag (* Horites).

Since some have argued that the ‘Apiru of thes texts are to be identified with the Hebrews unde Joshua, instead of being evidence of the state o the land prior to the Conquest, the followin aspects of the Amarna evidence should perhap be stressed. The bablpiru (SA.GAZ) (=‘Apin here, as indicated also by the Ras Shamra an *Alalab texts, were occupying the areas not stric ly controlled by the larger towns; they operate usually in small numbers throughout Palestin and Syria, and do not appear as Besiegers of ci ies. Moreover, these texts show a Situation diffe ent from that under Joshua: Lachish and Geze far from being destroyed (Jos. 10), are in acti\ support of the ‘Apiru The namgs of the rille: also differ, the king of Jerusalem at this time bein Abdi-beba, and whereas the ‘Apiru were vei active in the Jerusalem area, the city did m become Israelite until the time of David. Finali the ‘Apiru made use of chariots, but the Israeliti knew nothing of this method of warfare uni David’s reign.

Bibuogrxphy. W F. Albright, ANET, pp. 48: 490; idem, ‘The Amarna Letters from Palestint CAH2/2, 1975, pp. 98-116; F. F. Bruce, AOTS, p 1-20; B. J. Kemp, Lexikon der Ägyptologie, 6, p 309-319; W. L. Moran, The Amarna Leiters, 199

M.J.S.

AMASA. 1. Son of Jether (or Ithra) an Ishmaelit and of David’s sister Abigail, Amasa commandt Absalom’s rebel army (2 Sa. 17:25), was defeati by Joab (2 Sa. 18:6-8), pardoned by David, ar replaced Joab as commander of the army (2 S 19:13). Taken off his guard, he was slain by tl double-dealing Joab at ‘the great storae of GiBeo (2 Sa. 20:9-12). Amasa may possibly be tl

Amasai of I Ch. 12:18. but the evidence is inccnclusive.

2. An Ephraimite who, among others, obeyed the prophet Oded and opposed the entry into Samrria of the Jewish prisoners taken by Pekah, king of Israel, in his campaign against Ahaz (2 0.28:9-15).    j.d.d.

AMAZIAH (Heb. '"masyä or    masyälni,

‘Yahweh is mighty’). 1. Son and successor of Joash, king of Judah (2 Ki. 14:1-20; 2 Ch. 25). He inflicted a severe defeat on Edom, which had pre-viously regained its independence from Judah (2 Ki. 8:20-22), though apparently without subduing it completely (cf. 2 Ki. 14:22). Elated with his suc-cess. and perhaps also angered by the raiding of some dismissed Israelite mercenaries, he chal-lenged Jehoash of Israel to a battle which proved his undoing. His overwhelming defeat led to the dismantling of part of Jerusalem’s defences and the plundering of the Temple and palace. He him-self was captured (2 Ki. 14:13). It has been sug-gested that at this time his son Azariah began to rule as co-regent, a Suggestion which certainly eases some of the difficulties of the *chronology of his reign. He was eventually assassinated for reasons which are not disclosed.

2.    The priest of Jeroboam II who sought to silence the prophet Arnos at Bethel (Am. 7:10-17).

3.    A Simeonite (1 Ch. 4:34).

4.    A Levite of the family of Merari (1 Ch. 6:45).

HG.MW.

AMBASSADOR (Heb. mal'äk, 'messenger'; lüs, ‘Interpreter’; sir, ‘to go’). A term used to describe envoys sent to other nations on special occasions, e.g. to congratulate (1 Ki. 5:1; 2 Sa. 8:10), solicit favours (Nu. 20:14), make alliances (Jos. 9:4), or Protest against wrongs (Jdg. 11:12). Usually men of high rank, ambassadors became more common after Israel had developed relations with Syria, Babylon, etc. They did not represent the person of their Sovereign, nor, as a general rule, were they empowered to negotiate (but see 2 Ki. 18:17-19:8). They were nevertheless treated with respect, and the only biblical infringcment of this brought severe retribution (2 §ä, 10:2-5). The word (Gk. presbeuö, ‘to be a senior’) occurs metaphorically in the NT (2 Cor. 5:20; Eph. 6:20), applied to the representative of Christ in carrying his message of reconciliation. The collective term ‘ambassage’ is found in Lk. 14:32 (av; rsv ‘embassy’). j.d.d.

AMBER. Heb. hasmal, occurring only in Ezk. 1:4, 27; 8:2 (av). The context requires hasmal to be something shining, but the exact denotation of the word has puzzled scholars from the rabbinic to present times. lxx renders elektron, meaning ‘amber’ or ‘an alloy of gold and silver’ (LSJ). Delitzsch suggests the Assyrian esmaru as a cognate, which is phonologically possible, and which de-notes a shining metallic alloy. G. R. Driver suggests ‘brass’, comparing Akkadian elmesu. See VT 1, 1951, pp. 60-62; VT Supp. 16, pp. 190-198.

R.J.W.

AMEN. Heb. 'amen, ‘surely’, from a root meaning ‘to be firm, steady, trustworthy’; cf. ’'münä, ‘faithfulness’, vmer, ‘truth’. It is used in the OT as a liturgical formula in which a congregation or individual accepts both the validity of an oath or curse and its consequences (Nu. 5:22; Dt. 27:15ff.; Ne. 5:13; Je. 11:5). It was also the response to a benediction (1 Ch. 16:36; Ne. 8:6), and is found incorporated in the doxologies which conclude the first four books of Psalms (Ps. 41:13; 72:19; 89:52; 106:48). Other uses are Jeremiah’s ironic response to Hananiah’s prophecy of a brief exile (Je. 28:6) and Benaiah’s willing acceptance of David’s com-mand to make Solomon king (1 Ki. 1:36); in both cases it introduces a prayer for God’s blessing on the proposal. Its connection with both blessings and cursings is sufficient explanation for the de-scription of God as ‘the God of truth (lit. amen)’ in Is. 65:16. Outside the OT, the word is used in a 7th-century bc document to introduce a sworn declaration of innocence: ‘Amen, I am free of guilt. . .’

By NT times the word is regularly used at the close of prayers and doxologies and is a natural response to be expected in public worship (1 Cor. 14:16). Christ’s use of it in the introductory ‘Amen, I say to you’ was probably peculiar to him-self, there being no evidence that the apostles fol-lowed his example, and gave his words their dis-tinctive Messianic authority. Hence the association of the term with the promises of God, uniquely fulfilled in him (2 Cor. 1:20), and the attribution to him of the title ‘the Amen’ (Rev. 3:14).

Bibliography. H. Bietenhard, NIDNTT 1, pp. 97-99; S. Talmon, Textusl, 1969, pp. 124-129.

J.B.Tr.

AMMON, AMMONITES. Ammon (Heb. ’arnmön) was the name of the descendants of Ben-ammi, Lot’s younger son by his daughter, born in a cave near Zoar (Gn. 19:38). They were regarded as relatives of the Israelites, who were commanded to treat them kindly (Dt. 2:19).

At an early date the Ammonites occupied the territory of the Zamzummim between the Arnon and Jabbok rivers (Dt. 2:20-21, 37; 3:11). Later, part of this territory was taken from them by the Amorites, and they were confined to an area to the E of the Jabbok (Nu. 21:24; Dt. 2:37; Jos. 12:2; 13:10, 25; Jdg. 11:13, 22). Archaeology shows that the Ammonites, like others, surrounded their terri-tories by small fortresses (Nu. 21:24).

At the time of the Exodus, Israel did not con-quer Ammon (Dt. 2:19, 37; Jdg. 11:15). However, the Ammonites were condemned for joining the Moabites in hiring Balaam, and were forbidden to enter the congregation of Israel to the 10th gener-ation (Dt. 23:3-6).

Their chief town was Rabbath Ammon, mod. Amman (* Rabbah), where the ironstone sar-cophagus (‘bedstead of iron’) of Og, the king of Bashan, rested (Dt. 3:11).

In the days of the Judges, the Ammonites as-sisted Eglon of Moab to subdue Israelite territory (Jdg. 3:13). Again, at the time of Jephthah they en-croached on Israelite lands E of Jordan (Jdg. 11) and were driven out. Their religion influenced some of the Israelites (Jdg. 10:6), and this caused the Ammonite oppression in Gilead which led to Jephthah’s campaign (Jdg. 10). Later Nahash, king of the Ammonites, besieged Jabesh-gilead just before Saul became king. Saul rallied Israel and drove off Nahash (1 Sa. 11:1-11; 12:12; 14:47). A few years later Nahash was a l'riend of David (2 Sa. 10:1-2), but his son Hanun rejected a kindly visit of David’s ambassadors and insulted them. He hired Syrian mercenaries and went to war, but David’s generals Joab and Abishai defeated them (2 Sa. 10; 1 Ch. 19). A year later the Israelites cap-tured Rabbah, the Ammonite Capital (2 Sa. 12:26-31; 1 Ch. 20:1-3) and put the people to work. Some Ammonites befriended David, however, e.g. Shobi son of Nahash, who cared for him when he fled front Absalom (2 Sa. 17:27,29) and Zelek, who was one of his 30 mighty men (2 Sa. 23:37; 1 Ch. 11:39).

Solomon included Ammonite women in his harem, and worshipped *Milcom (*Molech) their god (1 Ki. 11:1, 5, 7, 33). An Ammonitess, Naamah, was the mother of Rehoboam (1 Ki. 14:21,31; 2 Ch. 12:13).

In the days of Jehoshaphat, the Ammonites joined Moabites and Edomites in a raid on Judah (2 Ch. 20:1-30). About 800 bc, Zabad and Jehoza-bad, both sons of an Ammonitess, conspired to slay Joash king of Judah (2 Ch. 24:26). Later in the Century, both Uzziah and Jotham of Judah re-ceived tribute from the Ammonites (2 Ch. 26:8; 27:5). Josiah defiled the high place that Solomon erected (2 Ki. 23:13). Ammonites joined others in troubling Jehoiakim (2 Ki. 24:2), and after the fall of Jerusalem in 586 bc, Baalis their king provoked further trouble (2 Ki. 25:25; Je. 40:11-14). They were bitterly attacked by the prophets as inveterate enemies of Israel (Je. 49:1-6; Ezk. 21:20; 25:1-7; Am. 1:13-15; Zp. 2:8-11).

After the return from exile Tobiah. the governor of Ammon, hindered the building of the walls by Nehemiah (Ne. 2:10, 19; 4:3, 7). Intermarriage be-tween the Jews and the Ammonites was censured by both Ezra and Nehemiah (Ezr. 9:1-2; Ne. 13:1, 23—31). The Ammonites survived into the 2nd Century bc at least, since Judas Maccabaeus fought against them (1 Macc. 5:6).

Sedentary occupation of the area was resumed about the beginning of the 13th Century bc after an almost complete break of some centuries. A few Middle Bronze tombs from the 17th to 16th Century bc, a shrine near Amman and occupation levels in the city of the Late Bronze Age suggest some limited occupation, prior to the 13th Century. There was a vigorous resurgence of urban life at the Start of the Iron Age which is evidenced by a string of small circular tower fortresses built of large stones. Other structures from the period were square or rectangular. Several Settlements have been investigated, each consisting of several flintblock houses together with one or more towers, e.g. Khirbet Morbat Bedran. Clearly Ammonite occupation was vigorous during the Iron II period (840-580 bc). During the 7th Century bc Ammon flourished under Assyrian control, as numerous references in Assyrian documents show. Ammon paid considerable tribute to Assyria. Tombs found in the region of Amman give evidence of a high material culture, to judge from the pottery, anthropoid coffins, seals, statues, figures, etc. A grow-ing volume of written material including seals (7th Century bc), an inscribed copper bottle from Siran (c. 600 bc) and an eight-line fragmentary inscrip-tion from the Amman citadel (9th Century bc) dis-play a language similar to Heb., but a script influ-enced by Aram. The copper bottle contained seeds of emmer wheat, bread wheat and hulled six-row barley, three domesticated grasses in use by the Ammonites of the 6th Century bc. At least eleven

Ammonite kings can now be listed from vtrious sources.

Archaeological work suggests that sedenta'y occupation was interrupted by the Babylonian cam-paigns of the 6th Century bc and did not rtsume until the 3rd Century. Bedouin groups occupitd the area until the Tobiads (4th-2nd Century bc), the Nabataeans (Ist Century bc) and the Romars (Ist Century BC-3rd Century ad).

Bibliography. P. Bordreuil, Syria 50, 1973, pp. 181-195 (seals); G. Garbini, Arm. de ITnst. Or Napoli 20, 1970, pp. 249-257; idem. JSS 19,1974, pp. 159-168; N. Glueck, The Other Side of Jordan. 1940; idem. AASOR 18, 19, 25-28; P. C. Ham-mond, BASOR 160, 1960, pp. 38-41; S. H. Horn, BASOR 193, 1967, pp. 2-13; G. M. Landes, BA 24.3, 1961, pp. 66-86; H. O. Thompson, AJBA 2.2, 1973, pp. 23-38; idem and F. Zayadine, BASOR 212, 1973, pp. 5-11; POTT, pp. 229-258 and mdex.

J.A.T.

AMON. The son of Manasseh, Amon reigned for 2 years over Judah (2 Ki. 21:19-26; 2 Ch. 33:21-25). Before his reign was cut short by assassination, he gave the clearest evidence of his complete ac-ceptance of the gross idolatry of his father’s earlier years. It is not certainly known what motive in-spired his assassins, but the fact that they were in turn put to death by ‘the people of the land’ suggests that Amon was the victim of court intrigue rather than of a populär revolution. j.c.j.w.

AMON (Egyp. Amün, ‘the hidden’). An Egyptian god whose essential nature is as unclear as his name indicates. Often associated with the wind, and in certain forms embodying the power of gen-eration, he was first prominent as a local god of ♦Thebes, whence came the powerful 12th Dynasty pharaohs (1991-1786 bc). Through Union with the cosmic and royal sun-god Re‘ as Amen-Re‘, Amün became chief god. Later, when the 18th Dynasty Theban pharaohs established the Egyptian Empire (1552 bc ff.), Amün became state god, ‘king of the gods’, gathering up many of their powers and attributes, while his priesthood ac-cumulated vast wealth and lands. Hence, the fall of Thebes (No) and the wealth of its priesthoods to the Assyrians in 663 bc was fittingly selected by Nahum (3:8) in prophesying the crash of equally mighty Nineveh. After this, Amün and Thebes, still his holy city, regained some measure of pros-perity, but even this was doomed by prophecy of Jeremiah (46:25). (*Egypt.)    k.a.k.

AMORITES. A people of Canaan (Gn. 10:16) often listed with the Hittites, Perizzites, etc., as op-ponents of Israel (Ex. 33:2). They were scattered throughout the hill country on either side of the Jordan (Nu. 13:29). Abraham had an alliance with the Amorites of Hebron and, with their aid, routed the four kings who had attacked the Dead Sea plain, including the Amorite town of Hazazon-tamar (Gn. 14:5-7). The name was also used as a general term for the inhabitants of Canaan (Gn. 48:22; Jos. 24:15). Ezekiel well indicates the mixed population of Palestine (caused largely by con-tinuous infiltrations from the eastern steppes), de-scribing Jerusalem as the offspring of Amorite and Hittite (Ezk. 16:3, 45).

D-iring the latter half of the 3rd millennium bc, Surrerian and Akkadian inscriptions refer to the Amorites (Sum. mar-tu, Akkad. amurru) as a desert people unacquainted with civilized life, graii, houses, cities, government. Their head-qua'ters were in the mountain of Basar, probably Jebd Bishri N of Palmyra. About 2000 bc these peoale, who had been infiltrating for centuries, mo\ed into Babylonia in force. They were partly respansible for the collapse of the powerful 3rd Dyrasty of Ur and took over the rule of several towas (e.g. Larsa). An ‘Amorite’ dynasty was es-tablshed at ‘Babylon, and its most powerful king, Hammurapi, conquered the two other important ‘Amorite’ States of Assur and Mari (c. 1750 bc). Amorites are traceable by linguistic, mainly onomastic, evidence. Such is not always reliable or conclusive, but these dynasties were clearly of Western origin, Hammurapi’s being termed Amorite in a Contemporary text. The 20,000 texts found at * Mari are mostly written in Akkadian with many W Semitic features. Personal name forms common in these texts show that the names of the Patriarchs followed well-known styles. The Mari texts give information about nomadic tribes in Syria, notably the Mare-Yamina (or possibly Bene-Yamind) connected with the area of Mt Basar. Another group had settled in the Lebanon and engaged in the trad-ing of horses. This kingdom survived into the period of the Amarna letters and the 19th Dynasty of Egypt when tribute is recorded from the state of Amor. The Capital of this seems to have been the port of Sumur (modern Teil Kazel) S of Arvad. This is the country mentioned in Jos. 13:4.

The general unrest of the years c. 2100-1800 bc both in Mesopotamia and in Palestine was closely connected with increased Amorite movement. The break in occupation of several Palestinian cities between the Early and Middle Bronze Age was caused by an influx of nomadic folk who left many graves behind them, but little trace of buildings. The pottery of these people has clear affinities with pottery from Syria, which may indicate that they were related ‘Amorites’ (see K. M. Kenyon, Amorites and Canaanites, 1966; W. G. Dever, HTR 64, 1971, pp. 197-226). The journeys of Abraham may be associated with the latter part of this period.

1

AHAB (Heb. ’ah’äb', Assyr. Ahäbu, ‘the (divine) brother is father’).

2

 The son and successor of Omri, founder of the dynasty, who reigned as seventh king of Israel for 22 years, c. 874-852 bc (1 Ki. 16:28ff.). He mar-ried Jezebel, daughter of Ethbaal, king of Sidon and priest of Astarte.

I.    Political history

Ahab fortified Israelite cities (1 Ki. 16:34; 22:39) and undertook extensive work at his own capital, * Samaria, as is shown also by excavation (1 Ki. 16:32). His own palace was adorned with ivory (1 Ki. 21:1; 22:39; cf. Am. 3:15). Throughout his reign there were frequent wars with Syria (cf. 1 Ki. 22:1) especially against Ben-hadad who, with his allies, besieged Samaria but was driven off (1 Ki. 20:21). Later, in battle near Aphek, Ahab heavily defeated Ben-hadad but spared his life (1 Ki. 20:26-30), perhaps in return for commercial con-cessions in Damascus similar to those allowed to Syrian merchants in Samaria. Economic ties were maintained with Phoenician ports through his marriage.

The Assyrian annals show that in 853 bc, at the battle of Qarqar on the Orontes, Ahab supported Ben-hadad with 2,000 chariots and 10,000 men in the successful, though temporary, eflbrt to stay the advance SW by *Shalmaneser III (cf. AN ET, pp. 278-281). This Intervention was one of the first causes of the later Assyrian advances against Israel. The preoccupation with Syrian affairs en-abled Moab, once Ahab’s vassal, to revolt (*Moa-bite Stone). Later in his reign, however, Ahab, with Jehoshaphat of Judah, once more warred against Syria (1 Ki. 22:3). Though warned by Micaiah’s prophecy of the fatal outcome, Ahab entered the final battle at Ramoth-gilead, but in disguise. He was mortally wounded by a random arrow, and his body taken to Samaria for burial. His son Ahaziah succeeded to the throne (1 Ki. 22:28—40).

3

    Religious affairs

Elijah was the principa! prophet of the reign. Ahab was influenced by his wife Jezebel whom he allowed to build a temple dedicated to Baal (of Tyre)

AHIJAH, AHIAH. 1. A prophet from Shiloh who protested against the idolatry of Solomon. Ahijah symbolically divided his robe into 12 parts, 10 of which he gave to Jeroboam, a minor oflicial in Solomon’s government (1 Ki. 11:28ff.). Ahijah stated that the kingdom of Solomon would be divided and that 10 of the tribes would become sub-ject to Jeroboam (1 Ki. 11:30-40). To escape the wrath of Solomon, Jeroboam fled to Egypt, where he was granted asylum by Pharaoh Shishak. After Solomon’s death, Ahijah’s prophecy was fulfilled

4

ALALAH (Akkad., Hurrian a-la-la-ah: E'.gypt. ’irrh). Capital of a city-state on the river Orontes in the Amq plain of N Syria from which 468; texts from Level VII (c. 1900-1750 bc) and IV (c. 11500 1470 bc) provide details which may be comjpared with the patriarchal period of Gn. (also 51Ebla,

5

Mari, 5Ugarit). The site of Teil Atsänä (Turk. Acana) was excavated by Sir Leonard

6

ALEXANDER. A common Hellenistic name. Its widespread adoption among Jews displeased some strict rabbis and gave rise to an amusing aetio-logical Story that a demand by Alexander the Great for a golden statue in the Temple was coun-tered with the proposal that all boys born that year should be called Alexander (see E. Nestle, ExpT 10, 1898-9, p. 527). The frequency is reflected in the NT.

7

 The son of Simon of Cyrene (* Rufus). 2. A member of the high priestly family, unknown apart from Acts 4:6. 3. The would-be spokesman of the Jewish interest in the Ephesian riot (Acts 19:33f.). His function was presumably to dissociate the regulär Jewish community from the Christian trouble-makers: the anti-Semitism of the mob, however, allowed him no voice. 4. A pernicious teacher of subverted morals (1 Tim. 1:20), whom Paul ‘delivers to Satan’ (* Hymenaeus).

5. A bitter enemy of Paul and the gospel (2 Tim. 4:14f.), evidently (since Timothy is put on guard against him) operating in the Ephesus-Troas area. Had he been responsible for an arrest in Ephesus? He was a coppersmith (the word was then used to designate all kinds of metal-worker), though some have read the title as a proper name, ‘Alexander

ALEXANDRIA.

8

 The city

a. Location

A great seaport on the NW coast of the Egyptian Delta, on the narrow isthmus between the sea and Lake Mareotis. It was founded in 332 bc by Alexander (the Great) of Macedon and named after himself. A small Egyptian Settlement, Rakotis, was its only predecessor on the site and was absorbed into the W side of the new city; in native Egyptian parlance (exemplified by Coptic, centur-ies later), the name Rakotis was extended to Alexandria. The city was apparently laid out on a ‘grid’ plan of cross-streets and insulae; but as the remains of the ancient city are inextricably buried underneath its modern successor, any reconstruc-tion of its lay-out and location of its great build-ings must draw heavily on the none-too-precise literary references virtually by themselves, and hence cannot be exact. Not until the time of Ptolemy II (c. 285-246 bc) did Alexandria first attain to the architectural splendours so famed in later writers’ accounts. Between the shore and the Pharos island stretched a connecting causeway, the ‘Heptastadion’ (‘seven stadia’, 1,300 m long); this divided the anchorage into a W harbour. and an E or Great harbour, whose entrance was dom-inated by the Pharos lighthouse-tower. It con-
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 In the Old Testament

In all but four of the OT occurrences of the word. ‘altar’, the Heb. is mizbeah, which means ‘place of sacrifice’ (from zäbah, ‘to slaughter for sacri-fice’), and one of the remaining occurrences (Ezr. 7:17) is simply its Aram. cognate madbah. While etymologically the term involves slaughter, in usage it was not always so restricted, being applied also to the altar for burning incense (Ex. 30:1). For other occurrences of ‘altar’ in the evv, see g, below.

a. The Patriarchs

The Patriarchs built their own altars and offered their own sacrifices on them without having any re-course to a priesthood. Noah built one after the flood and made burnt-offerings on it (Gn. 8:20). Abraham built altars to Yahweh at Shechem, be-tween Bethel and Ai, at Hebron and at Moriah, where he offered a ram instead of Isaac (Gn. 12:6— 8; 13:18; 22:9). Isaac did likewise at Beersheba
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ALMS, ALMSGIVING. From Gk. eleemosyne via eccl. Lat. eleemosyna and Old English arlmysse. The Gk. word signifies pity, prompting relief given in money or kind to the poor.

Though not explicitly mentioned in the English OT, almsgiving is implied as an expression of com-passion in the presence of God. It had a twofold development: (a) The Mosaic legislation looked on compassion as a feeling to be cherished in ideal conduct (cf. Dt. 15:11); (6) The prophets con-sidered almsgiving as a right which the needy might justly Claim.

From the fusion of these two concepts there arose in the intertestamental age the idea of right-eousness secured through almsgiving as efficacious in annulling the guilt of sin, and as ensuring divine favour in time of trouble (cf Ps. 112:9; Dn. 4:27). Righteousness and almsgiving were at times re-garded as synonymous terms, as in the lxx (and in our modern use of ‘charity’ to denote almsgiving), but this is scarcely justifiable from either the Hebrew OT or the true text of the NT.

After the cessation of sacrifice, almsgiving seems to have ranked among the Jews as the first of re-ligious duties. In every city there were collectors who distributed alms of two kinds, i.e. money col-lected in the synagogue ehest every sabbath for the poor of the city, and food and money received in a dish. ‘Therefore no disciple should live in a city where there is no alms-box’ (Sanhedrin 17b). It is significant that in the OT scarcely a trace of beg-gars and begging in the Street can be found (but see
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 Sa. 2:36; Ps. 109:10). Ps. 41:1 can be taken as not merely an exhortation to almsgiving, but also as an adjuration to take a personal interest in the poor.

Jesus does not reject almsgiving as futile in the search for right Standing with God, but stresses the necessity for right motive, ‘in my name’. He re-buked the ostentatious charity of his day (Mt. 6:1-4; note rsv ‘piety’, translating dikaiosynen for av ‘alms’, translating TR eleemosynen), and em-phasized the blessedness of giving (cf. Acts 20:35), and its opportunities.

In the early Christian community the first elec-tion of officers was made to ensure a fair distribu-tion of alms; the needs of the poor were met (Acts 4:32, 34); and every Christian was exhorted to lay by on the first day of each week some portion of his profits to be applied to the wants of the needy (Acts 11:30; Rom. 15:25-27; 1 Cor. 16:1-4).

‘Alms’ are equated with ‘righteousness’, not because they justify a man (Rom. 3-4), but because they constitute an action which is right and for
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ALTAR.


At the time of the Israelite invasion of Palestine, Amorite kings (Sihon of Heshbon and Og of Bashan) ruled most of Transjordan (Jos. 12:1-6; Jdg. 1:36). The conquest of these two kings was the first stage of the possession of the Promised Land and was looked upon as a most important event in Israelite history (Am. 2:9; Pss. 135:11; 136:19). Gad, Reuben and half of Manasseh occupied this territory (Nu. 32:33), and it later formed one of the twelve regions supporting Solomon’s court (1 Ki. 4:19). The men of Ai are called Amorites (Jos. 7:7) and Jerusalem, Hebron, Jarmuth, Lachish and Eglon were Amorite principalities which Israel overcame (Jos. 10:1-27). Northern Amorites aided the king of * Hazor (Jos. 11:1-14). After the land was settled, the Amorites became menials and were gradually absorbed (1 Ki. 9:20). Their evil memory remained, providing comparison for the idolatry of Ahaband Manasseh (1 Ki. 21:26; 2 Ki. 21:11; cf. Gn. 15:16).

Invasions of other peoples, the Kassites, Hur-rians and Indo-Europeans in Mesopotamia, the Is-raelites in Palestine and the Aramaeans in Syria weakened the Amorites as a power by 1000 bc. The name survived in Akkadian as a designation for Syria-Palestine until superseded by ffatti (Hit-tite), and was also a Word for ‘West’.

Bibuography. S. Moscati, The Semites in Andern History, 1959; J. R. Küpper, Les Nomades en Mesopotamie au lemps des Rois de Mari, 1957; review by A. Goetze, JSS4, 1959, pp. 142—147; I. J. Gelb, JCS 15, 1961, pp. 24-47; M. Liverani in POTT, pp. 100-133.    a r m.

AMOS, BOOK OF.

I.    Outline of contents

On the whole the Hebrew text of Arnos’ prophecies has been well preserved. In addition, the progressive orderliness of his writings makes it possible to divide the book up into sections which are not artificial. It falls into four parts.

a.    1:1-2:16. After a simple introduction (Elf.) in which Arnos teils who he is, when he proph-esied and wherein resided his authority to preach, he announces judgment upon the sur-rounding peoples (1:3—2:3), upon his native Judah and upon Samaria (2:4-16). Judgment falls on Gentile nations for offences against humanity, violations of those conscience-taught Standards which make people human; Judah and Israel are judged for turning away from divine revelation (2:4, 11-12) with consequent moral and social collapse.

b.    3:1-6:14. The series of addresses in this sec-tio'n are each introduced by a clearly defined for-mula (3:1; 4:1; 5:1; 6:1). Here the emphasis is upon Samaria’s Privileges, but the nation’s sinfulness has turned privilege into a ground upon which Arnos bases his doctrine of judgment. Privilege involves God’s people in penalty, hence Arnos’ insistence that Status does not save (3:1-2) and that the ‘day of Yahweh’ will bring darkness and not the light complacently expected (5:16-20).

c.    7:1-9:10. A series of five visions of judgment, in each of which the judgment is set forth under a symbol: locusts (7:1-3), fire (7:4-6), a plumbline (7:7—9), summer fruit (8:1-14) and a smitten sanc-tuary (9:1-10). In 7:10-17 Arnos displays his credentials for thus addressing the people of God.

d.    9:11-15. An epilogue which describes the restoration of the Davidic kingdom.

II.    Authorship and date

Nothing is known of the prophet Arnos outside of his writings. He was a native of Tekoa (1:1; cf. 2 Sa. 14:2; 2 Ch. 11:6), situated about 16 km S of Jerusalem. The surrounding countryside yielded pasture for the flocks, to tend which was part of Arnos’ calling (1:1). In addition, he was a fig farmer (*Trees, Sycomore; 7:14). The significance of this information is that Arnos had no background in prophetic activity: he had not previously con-sidered himself a prophet, nor was he trained in the prophetic schools (7:14f). We know from 1:1 that he lived during the reigns of Uzziah, king of Judah (779-740 bc) and Jeroboam II, king of Samaria (783-743 bc). Uzziah and Jeroboam II reigned concurrently for 36 years (779-743). We do not know the date of the earthquake (1:1) and can place the ministry of Arnos only by general indications. The level of prosperity and security which seems to have been enjoyed by Israel would indicate a date possibly about the middle of the reign of Jeroboam, c. 760 bc.

III.    Circumstances

A Hebrew prophet’s ministry and message were in-timately bound up with the conditions in which the people to whom he preached lived, and in this Arnos’ book is no exception.

a.    Political and social conditions. Over 40 years before Arnos’ ministry Assyria had crushed Syria, Samaria’s N neighbour. This permitted Jeroboam II to extend his frontiers (2 Ki. 14:25), and to build up a lucrative trade which created a powerful mer-chant dass in Samaria. Unfortunately the wealth that came to Samaria was not evenly distributed among the people. It remained in the hands of the merchant princes, who spent the new-found riches on improving their own living Standards (3:10, 12, 15; 6:4), and neglected completely the peasant dass which had hitherto been the backbone of Samaria’s economy. The unmistakable Symptoms of a morally sick society began to declare themselves in Samaria. In Arnos’ day oppression of the poor by the rieh was common (2:6f.), and heartless indif-ference among the wealthy towards the affliction of the hungry (6:3-6). Justice went to the highest bidder (2:6; 8:6). In drought (4:7-9) the poor had recourse only to the moneylender (5:1 lf; 8:4-6), to whom he was often compelled to mortgage his land and his person.

b.    The state of religion. Naturally the social conditions in Samaria affected religious habits. Religion was being not neglected but perverted. At the national religious shrines (5:5) ritual was being maintained (4:4f), but it went hand in hand with godlessness and immorality. Far from pleas-ing Yahweh it invited his judgment (3:14; 7:9; 9:1-4); it did not remove but increased transgression (4:4). God was not to be found at the national shrines (5:4f.) because he could not accept the wor-ship there (5:21 -23); the true preoccupations of the people were with other gods (8:14). In addition, this rieh ceremonial and the costly sacrifices were being oflered at the expense of the poor (2:8; 5:11).

IV.    Arnos and the sacrificial System

Arnos was well aware of the traditions of his own nation, historical (2:9ff.; 3:1, 13; 4:11; 5:6, 25; 7:16), religious (4:4ff.; 5:22; 8:5) and legal (2:8, cf. Ex. 22:26; Am. 8:5, cf. Lv. 19:35; Am. 2:4, cf. Dt. 17:19). This helps to give background to an under-standing of his apparently hostile attitude to the religion he saw around him, and particularly to what is often thought of as his rejection of the whole System of sacrifices as lacking divine author-ization (5:25). In Company with other occasional verses in the pre-exilic prophets (cf. Is. 1:10-15; Je. 7:21 f.; Ho. 6:6; Mi. 6:7f.) we have here, however, not a condemnation of the sacrificial code as such but of the way in which it was currently abused (* Prophecy). On any reading of the Pentateuch, the people of Arnos’ day would have been in-structed in the patriarchal and Mosaic traditions that sacrifice had ever been part of the religion of God’s people and that he had accepted this with approval. Bearing in mind, then, that in 5:25 Arnos does not make an assertion but asks a rhetorical question, only one answer is possible: an immedi-ate affirmative. The balance of the Hebrew, however, suggests that Amos did not aim his question at the institution of sacrifice but at the prominence currently given to it: ‘Was it sacrifices and offerings you brought me...?’ The implication (‘Was that the sum total of your religion then as it is now?’t suits the context in Amos. Verses 22-23 and verse 24 are an either/or in appearance only (a frequent b blical mode of emphasizing a due priority in things, e.g. Pr. 8:10a, 10b; Lk. 14:26); they are an appeal for the restoration of a true balance wherein, as in the Mosaic norm, the sacrifices act as a divine Provision for the lapses of a people committed to a life of ethical obedience to the law of God.

V. The prophet’s message

a. Amos’ concept of God is fundamental to an understanding of his message to Samaria The Lord is the Creator of the world (4:13), but he is still actively present as its Sustainer. He it is who brings day and night to pass, and Controls the waves of the sea (5:8; 9:6). He determines whether famine (4:6-11) or plenty (9:13) shall prevail. In the light of this knowledge of the God of creation there is no need to reject as later insertions 4:13; 5:8-9; 9:5-6. They are neither theologically pre-mature, as used to be asserted, nor contextually misplaced: each in turn relates the foregoing dec-laration of judgment to a clear understanding of the divine nature and capability. The Lord also Controls the destinies of the nations. He restrains this nation (1:5), raises up that (6:14) and puts down another (2:9). He also Controls their distribu-tion (9:7). He is therefore their Judge (1:3—2:3) when they offend against his moral laws.

b.    Naturally Amos’ message betrays a particular interest in Israel. In a quite special sense it was Yahweh’s will to elect her to covenant relation with himself (3:2). Through his servants he has made known his will to her (2:11; 3:7). But these high Privileges involve Israel in heavy responsibility: and failure to accept this brings upon his people a far more severe judgment than that which was to fall upon pagan nations. When Israel broke Yahweh’s laws (2:4) there could be only a fearful look-ing forward to judgment (4:12).

c.    Amos was also concerned to proclaim that a law broken through unrighteousness could not be mended by means of ritual, festival or offering alone. Indeed, Yahweh was already Standing at the altar waiting to smite it (9:1-4). The most elaborate ritual was an abomination to him so long as it was oflered by a people who had no intention of meas-uring up to the ethical Standards laid down in his holy laws. Such a religion of ceremonial and ritual was divorced from morality, and this Yahweh could only hate (5:21 f).

d.    The foregoing means that Amos’ main con-cern was to demand righteousness in the name of the Lord from the people of the Lord (5:24). Righteousness was for Amos the most important moral attribute of the divine nature. Every outrage of the moral law, whether perpetrated by pagan nations (1:3—2:3) or by Israel (2:4-16), was an outrage upon the nature of God and was, therefore, a provocation of divine justice. If Yahweh is right-eous, then injustice, dishonesty, immorality, cannot be tolerated by him, and must receive Stern retribu-tion from him.

e.    But judgment was not Amos’ final Word to Samaria (5:4). Indeed, he closes with a promise of a brighter day for her (9:11-15). The prevailing fashion for refusing these verses to Amos ought to be resisted. It is not out of place for a Judahite to assert the Davidic hope nor inappropriate for Amos (notwithstanding his stress on judgment) to crown the negative ruling out of final loss (7:1-6) with a matching positive Statement of final glory.

Bibliography. W R. Harper, A Criücal and Exegetical Commentary on Amos and Hosea, 1910; S. R Driver, Joel and Amos, 1915; R. M. Gwynn, The Book of Amos, 1927; R. S. Cripps, A Crilical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Amos, 1929; E. A. Edghill, The Book of Amos, 1914; J. Marsh, Amos and Micah, 1959; J. L. Mays, Amos, 1969; J. A. Motyer, NBCR, ‘Amos’, 1970; idem, BST, The Message of Amos, 1974; H W Wolff, Amos the Prophet, 1973; R. Gordis, ‘The Composition and Structure of Amos’, HTR 33, 1940, pp. 239-251; H. H. Rowley, ‘Was Amos a Nabi?’ Eissfeldt Festschrift, 1947; J. D. Watts, Vision and Prophecy in Amos, 1958; E. Hammers-haimb, The Book of Amos, 1970. j.G.s.s.t.

j.a.m.

AMPHIPOLIS. An important Strategie and commercial centre at the N of the Aegean, situated on the river Strymon (Struma) about 5 km inland from the seaport Eion. Prized by the Athenians and Macedonians as the key both to the gold, silver and timber of Mt Pangaeus and also to the control of the Dardanelles, it became under the Romans a free town and the Capital of the first dis-trict of Macedonia. Amphipolis is about 50 km WSW of Philippi on the Via Egnatia, a great Roman highway, and Paul passed through it on his way to Thessalonica (Acts 17:1).    k.l.McK.

AMPLIATUS. Paul’s friend, aflectionately greeted (Rom. 16:8). The best mss show ‘Ampliatus’, a Latin slave name: ‘Amplias’ (av) is a Gk. pet-form. Lightfoot (Philippians, p. 174) finds the name in in-scriptions of ‘Caesar’s household’ (cf. Phil. 4:22); but it was common. Those addressing Rom. 16 to Ephesus can find one there (CIL, 3, 436). A tomb-inscription ‘Ampliati’, perhaps late Ist Century, in the catacomb of Domitilla, is ornate for a slave, perhaps reflecting his honour in the church (cf. Saniday and Headlam, Romans, p. 424). A Connection with Paul’s Ampliatus or his family is not im-pos:sible (cf. R. Lanciani, Pagan and Christian Rome, 1895, pp. 342ff.). Ampliatus, Stachys and Urbanus (cf. v. 9) were commemorated together as mairtyrs (Acta Sanctorum, Oct. 13, p. 687).

A.F.W.

AMRAM (Heb. ’amräm, ‘people exalted’). 1. The hus;band of Jochebed, and father of Moses, Aaron and! Miriam (Ex. 6:20; Nu. 26:59; 1 Ch. 6:3; 23:13). He was a ‘son’ (i.e. probably descendant, cf. I Ch. 7:2(0-27) of Kohath (Ex. 6:18; Nu. 3:19), and so of Lev/i. 2. An Amram is mentioned in Ezr. 10:34 as hav'ing taken a foreign wife.    e.j.y.

AMRAPHEL. A king of “Shinar who attacked Sodom and its neighbours with the aid of * Chedor-laoimer and other kings, but was repulsed by Abiram (Gn. 14:1 ff.). His identity is uncertain. The equiation with * Hammurapi is unlikely. d.w.b.

AMULETS. The practice of wearing on the perrson a small symbolic object as a charm or pro-teettion against evil was common throughout the ancient Near East. Such amulets were usually in the form of small Ornaments, gems, stones, seals, beads, plaques or emblems, sometimes inscribed with an incantation or prayer. The Hebrews were unique in condemning their use and Is. 3:18-23 gives a list of such trinkets worn by women. These include ‘soul boxes’ and ‘amulets’ (PhäStm—a word meaning ‘whisper’, either an incantation or perhaps snake-charming) (Is. 3:20, av ‘earrings’; cf. Ps. 58:5; Ec. 10:11; Je. 8:17). The presence of amulets may also be inferred in ‘stones conferring favour’ (Pr. 17:8; Avmg. ‘stones of grace’) for most stones were thought to have magical properties. Thus all stones and rings used as * seals were con-sidered as amulets (cf. Je. 22:24; Hg. 2:23), as were most personal Ornaments like those used to make the golden calf (Ex. 32:2) or buried by Jacob (Gn. 35:4). In common with the condemnation of those who employed charms (as Is. 3:3, rsv), the bronze serpent made by Moses was destroyed as soon as it became an object of superstitious reverence in itself (2 Ki. 18:4).

Archaeological evidence reveals the common use of Ornaments in the shape of the sun disk or in-verted moon crescent, a Symbol of the goddess Ishtar-Astarte, worn by women or animals to in-crease their fertility (Jdg. 8:21). Egyptian-style fig-urines, and animal and fruit Symbols (ankh for life, sacred eye) also generally relate to fertility and protection. The frontlets between the eyes (töläpöl, Ex. 13:16; Dt. 6:8; 11:18) and fringes (sfsft, Nu. 15:38-39; Mt. 23:5) on garments were designed to act as a reminder of the law and as a deterrent to Superstition and idolatry, which it condemned (Ex. 13:9; Dt. 6:8ff.; Pr. 3:3). These crimson cords have been compared with the Hittite use of blue and red cords as amuletic fringes, and some have thought that the bells on the fringe of the high priest’s garment had a similar function (Ex. 28:33) as they had on horses in Assyria (cf. Zc. 14:20). Judas Maccabeus found amulets on the bodies of his dead soldiers (2 Macc. 12:40), pre-sumably used as ‘phylacteries (Gk. phylakterion, ‘safeguard’), much as the small box containing a tiny scroll with a biblical passage and fixed to the doorpost (m'züzä; Dt. 6:9) came to be regarded by later Jews.    d.j.w.

ANAH. 1. rsv, following Samaritan lxx, and Syr. Pesh., reads ‘son’ (av, with Heb., ‘daughter’) of Zibeon, the Hivite, and father of Oholibamah, one of Esau’s Canaanite wives (Gn. 36:2, also vv. 14, 18, 24-25; 1 Ch. 1:40). If in Gn. 36 Hivite and Horite (Hurrian) may be equated, Anah found the hot springs in the wilderness as he pastured his father’s asses (v. 24). Further, if Oholibamah of Gn. 36:2 may be identified with Judith (Gn. 26:34), Beeri the Hittite of this verse will be another name for Anah, and commemorates the discovery of the hot springs, Heb. b’’er meaning ‘well’.

2. A Horite chief, brother of Zibeon and son of Seir (Gn. 36:20, 29; 1 Ch. 1:38).    r.a.h.g.

ANAK, ANAKIM. The Anakim (Heb. näqim), descendants of an eponymous ancestor Anak, were among the pre-Israelite inhabitants of Pales-tine. The name Anak occurs without the article only in Nu. 13:33 and Dt. 9:2, but elsewhere it ap-pears in the form ‘the Anak’ (hä'“näq), where it is presumably to be taken as the collective, equivalent to Anakim. The phrase ‘the city of Arba (qiryat 'arba', * Kiriath-arba), father of Anak’ in Jos. 15:13 apparently indicates that an individual named Arba was the ultimate ancestor of the Anakim, unless the noun ‘father’ is taken to qual-ify the city, in which case this city, later known as "Hebron, was considered the ancestral home of the Anakim.

The stature and formidable nature of the Anakim were almost proverbial, for they were taken as a Standard for comparison to stress the size of such other peoples as the Emim (Dt. 2:10) and the Rephaim (Dt. 2:21), and there was a saying, ‘Who can stand before the sons of Anak?’ (Dt. 9:2). In the account of the Promised Land brought back by the ten faint-hearted spies, em-phasis was laid on the fact that the Anakim were there (Dt. 1:28; the lxx here renders '“näqim by gi-gantes, *Giant). It was even stated that they were descended from the Nephilim, who were also claimed as sons of Anak, and the spies said that they feit like grasshoppers beside them (Nu. 13:33). They were settled in the hill-country, particularly at Hebron (Nu. 13:22), where Ahiman, Sheshai and Talmai, ‘descendants of Anak’, were found. Joshua cut off the Anakim from the hill-country (from Hebron, Debir and Anab), but some were left in Gaza, Gath and Ashdod (Jos. 11:21f), and it feil to Caleb finally to drive them out from Hebron, which had been allotted to him. Nothing is known of these people outside the Bible, unless they are, as some scholars hold, among the peoples men-tioned in the Egyp. 18th-century Execration Texts, or they represent an early ‘Philistinian-type’ title.

Bibliography. ANET, p. 328; VT 15, 1965, pp. 468-474.    t.c.m.

ANAMMELECH. A deity worshipped, with "Adrammelech, by Sepharvaim colonists placed in Samaria by the Assyrians (2 Ki. 17:31). If * Sepharvaim is interpreted as Babylonian Sippar the name is ‘Anu is king’. However, as the name has initial ' the link with Anu is unlikely, because Akkadian divine names with initial vowels are written with in Aramaic transcriptions (as is Anu in 3rd Century bc Uruk). More probable is identification with ‘An, male counterpart of ‘Anat, known in Ugaritic and Phoenician (F. Gröndahl, Die Personennamen der Texte aus Ugarit, 1967, pp. 83, 110). d.j.w.

ANANIAS, Gk. form of Hananiah (‘Yahweh has dealt graciously’). Ein Acts 5:1 ff. a member of the primitive church of Jerusalem whose contribution to the common fund was less than he pretended; he feil dead when his dishonesty was exposed. 2. In Acts 9:1 Off. a follower of Jesus in Damascus, ‘a devout man according to the law’, who befriended Saul of Tarsus immediately after his conversion and conveyed Christ’s Commission to him. 3. In Acts 23:2; 24:1, Ananias the son of Nedebaeus, high priest ad 47-58, President of the Sanhedrin when Paul was brought before it, notorious for his greed; killed by Zealots in 66 for his pro-Roman sympathies.    f.f.b.

ANATHEMA. 1. Gk. anathema originally meant ‘something set up (in a temple)’, hence a votive of-fering, a form and sense preserved in Lk. 21:5 (av ‘gifts’).

2. Gk. anathema (short e) is later; the forms are distinguished by lexicographers such as Hesychius, but are related in meaning and offen confused in practice.

The lxx offen uses anathema to represent Heb. herem, "curse, ‘the devoted thing’, the thing to be put to the "ban, involving total destruction (eg. Lv. 27:28f; Nu. 21:3, of Hormah; Dt. 7:26, and cf. the striking Judith 16:19). Pagan imprecatory texts show that the Word was used as a cursing formula outside Judaism (see Deissmann, LAE, pp. 95ff.; and MM).

So it was that Christians might hear, Hellenistic syncretism being what it was, the horrid blasphemy ‘Anathema Jesus’ from the lips of apparently ‘inspired’ preachers (1 Cor. 12:3): whether as an abjuration of allegiance (Pliny, Ep. 10 96 and other sources show persecuted Christians were called on to ‘curse Christ’), or by way of dis-paraging the earthly Jesus in contrast to the exalted Christ. Whatever the condition of the Speaker, no message degrading Jesus came from the Holy Spirit. Again, Paul could wish himself for the sake of his unconverted brethren ‘under the ban’, involving Separation from Christ (Rom. 9:3), and could call the ban, involving the abolition of Christian recog-nition, on preachersof’any other gospel’ (Gal. 1:8-9). In all these cases rv transliterates anathema, while av and rsv render it ‘accursed’ or ‘cursed’.

In one place, 1 Cor. 16:22, av has transliterated anathema putting haters of Christ under the ban, attaching the following *maranatha to it. This would perhaps give the general sense ‘and may our Lord swiftly execute his judgments’ (cf. C. F. D. Moule, NTS 6, 1960, pp. 307ff.). But maranatha may be a separate sentence (cf. rsv). In view of the contents of 1 Cor., these words amid the affection-ate closing greetings are quite appropriate, without any special Connection of the anathema with the dismissal before the Eucharist, which some find (cf G. Bornkamm, ThL 75, 1950, pp. 227ff.; J. A. T. Robinson, JTS n.s. 4, 1953, pp. 38ff).

The conspirators in Acts 23:14 put themselves under an anathema (rsv ‘oath’; av, rv ‘curse’): i.e. they called the curse upon themselves if they failed (cf. the OT phrase ‘May the Lord do so to me and more also if I do not...’).

The ecclesiastical sense of excommunication is an extension, not an example, of biblical USäge, though it is not impossible that synagogue practice (cf. SB, 4, pp. 293ff.)gave some early colouring to it.

The cognate verb appears in Mk. 14:71; Acts 23:12, 14,21.

Bibliography. H. Aust, D. Müller, NIDN'TT 1, pp. 413^415; J. Behm, TDNT 1, pp. 354f.

A.F ,W.

ANATHOTH. A town in Benjamite territoiry as-signed to Levites (Jos. 21:18). It was the home of Abiezer (2 Sa. 23:27), Abiathar (1 Ki. 2:26 ) and Jehu, David’s warriors (1 Ch. 12:3). Sennacherib conquered it (Is. 10:30). Jeremiah had proiperty there (Je. 1:1; 32:7-9). Excavations at Anäta, DeTr es-Sid, about 5 km NE of Jerusalem, uncowered buildings and pottery of the 7th and 6th cenlturies bc, whereas Ras el-Kharrübeh, another site pro-posed for Anathoth, yielded very little frorm that date. The area was repopulated after the exile..

Bibliography. A. Biran, EI 18, 1985, pp. 209-214.    d.j. w.

A.R..M.

ANCESTOR WORSHIP. Most primitive pagan peoples believe in the existence of spirits, good and evil.and many consider that among these are the spiris of the dead. The desire to provide for the comört of the benevolent, and to placate the ill-will >f the malevolent, among these, often leads to a ‘eilt of the dead’, where such Services as fitting buriil and Provision of food and drink are per-forrred to achieve these ends. The overt worship of the cead in the sense of adoration or even deifica-tion is, however, comparatively rare; the best-knovn example is that of Confucian China. It is mor: appropriate therefore to speak of a ‘cult of the cead’ than of ‘ancestor worship', since there is no cuestion of the latter’s being found in the Bible.

Ir the latter part of the 19th and early years of the ’Oth Century the reports of travellers and mis-sionrries of the beliefs of modern primitive peoples gave material for anthropologists to specu-lateon the ‘development’ of religion. In the light of the resultant theories the Bible was re-exanined, and the supposed traces of early stages in the development of Israelite religion detected Among these traces were indications of ancestor wonhip. Thus it was claimed that evidence of this was to be found in the translation of * Enoch to be with God (Gn. 5:24), an indication that he was deifed, but this is entirely gratuitous. It was sug-gested likewise that the ‘teraphim were originally wonhipped as ancestor images, but there is again no foundation for such a view.

Vith the rediscovery of the civilizations of the ancient Near East, which formed the milieu of the OT, the customs of modern primitive peoples were seer to be largely irrelevant, but many of the theories of the development of religion remained, though now the religion of the OT was viewed as something of an amalgam of the beliefs and prac-tices of the surrounding peoples.

In the ancient Near East belief in the after-life led to widespread cult practices connected with the dead. The provisions by the Egyptians for the comfort of the deceased, in what was believed to be a basically enjoyable future existence, were elaborate. In Mesopotamia less is known of the funeral rites of individuals, but a gloomy view was taken of the life to come, and it was in consequence important to ensure, by the Provision of necessities as well as by ritual and liturgy, that the dead did not return as dissatisfied spirits to molest the living. The case of kings was different, and there was a tendency, in form at least, to their deification. The names, for example, of such early rulers as Lugaibanda and Gilgamesh were written with the divine determinative, an honour also accorded particularly to the kings of the 3rd Dynasty of Ur, and prayers were on occasion oflfered to them. In Syria also a cult of the dead is well attested. as, for instance, in the dis-coveries at Ras Shamra, where tombs were found provided with pipes and gutters to make it possible for libations to be poured from the surface into the tomb vaults.

Few cemeteries or tombs of the Israelite period have been excavated in Palestine, but those which have show, perhaps, a decline in furniture from the Canaanite Bronze Age or, in other words, a decline in the cult of the dead. That the Israelites, however, were continually falling away from the right path and adopting the religious practices of their neigh-bours is clearly stated by the Bible. It is to be ex-pected that among these practices should have been some associated with the cult of the dead. Thus, the declarations in Dt. 26:14 suggest that it was necessary to prohibit olferings to the dead; it appears that it was expected that incense would be burned for (T) Asa at his burial (2 Ch. 16:14), and at Zedekiah’s funeral (Je. 34:5); and Ezk. 43:7-9 implies that there was worship of the dead bodies of kings. The practice of necromancy (* Divin-ation) is also attested (1 Sa. 28:7), though clearly condemned (Is. 8:19; 65:4).

Other biblical passages are sometimes cited as evidence that such practices were acquiesced in, or accepted as legitimate. Thus, in Gn. 35:8 it is de-scribed how the oak under which Rebekah’s nurse was buried was called Allon-bacuth, ‘Oak of weep-ing’, and again in Gn. 35:20 Jacob set up a massebä (*Pillar) over Rachel’s grave. These actions have been taken to indicate a belief in the sanctity of graves, and, as a consequence, cult practices associated with the dead. But weep-ing over the dead may just as well be genuine as ritual, and there is no evidence to suggest that the raising of a memorial pillar necessarily implies a cult practice. The custom of levirate marriage (Dt. 25:5-10; * Marriage, IV) has been interpreted as partly aimed at providing someone to carry out the cult of the dead for the deceased. This interpret-ation, however, is again one which exceeds the simple testimony of the text. Despite various theories, the participation in family sacrifices (e.g. 1 Sa. 20:29) provides no evidence of a cult of the dead. It has been further suggested that some of the mourning customs (* Burial and Mourning) show signs of a cult of, or even worship of, the dead. But such of these practices as were legitimate (cf. Lv. 19:27-28; Dt. 14:1) may just as well be ex-plained as manifestations of sorrow over the loss of a dear one.

It is thus clear that neither ancestor worship nor a cult of the dead played any part in the true religion of Israel.

Bibliography. R. H. Lowie, An Introduetion to Cullural Anthropology, 1940, pp. 308-309 (modern primitives); J. N. D. Anderson (ed.), The Worlds Religions\ 1975, pp. 40 (modern primitives), 202-203 (Shinto), 223-224 (Confucian); A. H. Gardiner, The Altitude of the Ancient Egyptians to Death and the Dead, 1935; H. R. Hall in ERE, 1, pp. 440-443 (Egypt); A. Heidel, The Gilgamesh Epic and Old Testament Parallels1, 1949, pp. 137— 223; H. W. F. Saggs, ‘Some Ancient Semitic Con-ceptions of the After-life’, Faith and Thought 90, 1958, pp. 157-182; C. F. A. Schaeffer, The Cunei-form Texts of Ras Shamra, 1939, pp. 49-54; G. Margoliouth in ERE, 1, pp. 444-450; M. Burrows, What Mean These Stones?, 1941, pp. 238-242; R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel, E.T. 1961, p. 38.

T.C.M.

ANDREW. One of the twelve apostles. The name is Greek (meaning ‘manly’), but it may have been a ‘Christian name’ like ‘Peter’. He was the son of Jonas or John and came from Bethsaida in Galilee (Jn. 1:44), but afterwards wem to live with his brother Simon Peter at Capernaum (Mk. 1:29), where they were in partnership as fishermen (Mt. 4:18). As a disciple of John the Baptist (Jn. 1:35-40) he was pointed by him to Jesus as the Lamb of God. He then found Simon and brought him to Jesus (Jn. 1:42). Later he was called to full-time discipleship (Mt. 4:18-20; Mk. 1:16-18) and became one of the twelve apostles (Mt. 10:2; Mk. 3:18; Lk. 6:14). His practical faith is shown in Jn. 6:8-9; 12:21-22. He was one of those who asked about the judgment coming on Jerusalem (Mk. 13:3^4). He is last mentioned as being with the other apostles after the ascension (Acts 1:13).

It is probable that he was crucified in Achaia. The Synoptic Gospels say little about him, but in John he is shown as the first home missionary (1:42) and the first foreign missionary (12:21-22). Of the former, William Temple wrote, ‘Perhaps it is as great a Service to the Church as ever any man did’ (Readings in St John's Gospel, p. 29).

R.E.N.

ANDRONICUS AND JUN1AS, JUNIA. (av

‘Junia’ is feminine—perhaps Andronicus’ wife? rsv ‘Junias’ would be masculine, contracted from Junianus.) Affectionately greeted by Paul (Rom. 16:7) as (1) ‘kinsmen’, i.e. probably fellow-Jews, as in Rom. 9:3 (but see MM, syngenes, for this Word as a title of honour); Ramsay (Cities of St Paul, pp. 176ff.) infers membership of the same Tarsian civic tribe; (2) ‘fellow-prisoners of war’, probably to be understood of literal imprisonment (see Abbott, ICC, on Col. 4:10), but at what time this occurred is unknown; (3) ‘distinguished among the apostles’ (‘well known to the apostles’ is improbable): on this see “Apostle, and (4) Christians before him, as one might expect of apostles. For hypotheses con-necting them with the foundation of the Ephesian or Roman churches, see B. W. Bacon, ExpT 42,

1930- 1, pp. 300ff., and G. A. Barton, ibid., 43,

1931- 2, pp. 359flf.    a.f.w. 2 1

or any other evildoers may be smitten by them. Theirwarlike potential, implied in Gn. 32:1 f, 1 Ki. 22:19, is more specific in Jos. 5:13-15; 2 Ki. i: 17— hence the familiär title of deity, Lord Goc of hosts.

Man’s early thinking associated angel: with stars. This prompted one of the poetic thoujhts of Job, where the angels are also witnesses of creation (Jb. 38:7, see below; cf. Jdg. 5:20; Rev. 9:1). Ba-laam’s ass is more aware of the presence af the angel of the Lord than her greedy, blinded naster, who merits divine rebuke (Nu. 22:21-35). Vtry familiär are the angels in converse with Ab'aham (Gn. 18:1-16) or on Jacob’s ladder (Gn. 28:12). Individual guardian angels are probably relected in Ps. 91:11; some discern the angel of death in Jb. 33:23 (cf. ICC, ad loc.). These ideas, rudimmtary in OT, become strong speculative tenets in tne un-inspired rabbinic literature. The term ‘sons of God’ means simply angels—the descent impl.ed is mental or spiritual, not physical. The beings thus denoted may be clearly good angels (Jb. 38:7; see above), possibly good angels (Jb. 1:6; 2:l)or clearly fallen angels (Gn. 6:4). Another special term is q'dösim, ‘holy ones’, av ‘saints’ (Jb. 5:1; Ps 89:5, 7; Dn. 8:13, etc). This lauer term is perhaps a little technical, for it may be used even in a context of potential criticism (cf. Jb. 15:15). The word 'löhim (Ps. 8:5; cf. Heb. 2:7) is rendered ‘God’ (rsv) or ‘divine’ (Moffatt), yet the familiär av rendering ‘angels’ remains arguable. Noteworthy also is Nebuchadrezzar’s Aram. term ‘wakeful one’ or ‘watcher’, Tr; cf. Dn. 4:13, 17. Cf. also “Cherubim, “Seraphim.

Excepting minor references to Dn., the material so far examined is broadly pre-exilic, in origin at least. Here the angels still remain echoes of a higher will, lacking in that independent personality which will broaden in the later writings.

In the post-exilic books, the angel unquestion-ably gains in firmness and contour. The ‘man’ who acts as Ezekiel’s divinely appointed guide to the ideal temple is a midway concept (chs. 40ff.), his counterpart becomes explicitly an interpreting angel in Zc. 1-6. The intercessory ministry on behalf of Israel in Zc. 1:12 calls for special men-tion. If it be remembered that ‘saints’ means ‘angels’ in that context, the last words of Zc. 14:5 make interesting reading in the light of the Synoptic predictions of the second coming.

OT angelology reaches its füllest development in Daniel, the earliest Jewish apocalypse. Here angels are first endowed with proper names, and attain to something like personality. Gabriel explains many things to Daniel, much in the spirit of Zechariah’s divine visitant (6n. 8:16ff.; 9:21 ff.). In both books the angel is the fiuent mouthpiece of God, and may be questioned, but Daniel’s Gabriel is more rounded and convincing. Michael has a special function as guardian angel of Israel (Dn. 10:13,21: 12:1), and other nations are similarly equipped (Dn. 10:20). This became rabbinic commonplace. There is a visionary glimpse into the heavenly places, where there are countless myriads of throne angels (Dn. 7:10; cf. Dt. 33:2; Ne. 9:6; Ps. 68:17 for slighter echoes).

II. In the New Testament

The NT largely endorses and underlines the OT, though developments in the intervening uninspired literature are historically important. Heb. 1:14 defines the angel both as messenger of God and as minister to man; the NT as a whole suggests a deepening bond of sympathy and Service (cf. Rev. 19:10; Lk. 15:10). The concept of the personal guardian angel has sharpened, as in the rabbinic literature (Mt. 18:10; cf. SB, ad loc:, and on Acts 12:15). Special missionsof communication to indi-viduals are not lacking: the Visitation of Gabriel to Daniel may be compared with that to Zechariah (Lk. 1:11-20) and Mary (Lk. 1:26—38; cf. also Mt. 1-2 passim; Acts 8:26; 10:3ff.; 27:23, etc). The role of active succour to humanity is perceived in Acts 5:19f.; 12:7-10, which recalls Elijah under the juni-per tree. God’s throne is surrounded by countless myriads of angels, as Daniel had alreadv declared (Heb. 12:22; Rev. 5:11, etc.).

The OT implies that angels were the joyful wit-nesses of, though not necessarily active partici-pants in, God’s act of creation (Jb. 38:7). In the NT they are closely associated with the giving of the law (Acts 7:53; Gal. 3:19; Heb. 2:2), and it is not inconsistent that they should be coupled with final judgment (Mt. 16:27; Mk. 8:38; 13:27; Lk. 12:8f.; 2 Thes. l:7f., etc.). It may be their special task also to carry the righteous dead into Abra-ham’s bosom (Lk. 16:22f). Little is attempted by way of direct description of the angelic form. There are hints of lustrous countenance and apparel, of awesome, other-worldly beauty, which Christian art has attempted to express in its own way (Mt. 28:2f. and parallels; Lk. 2:9; Acts 1:10). The OT shows a comparable restraint in dealing with the * cherubim (Ezk. 10) and * Seraphim (Is. 6). The splendour on the face of the condemned Stephen reflects the angelic loveliness (Acts 6:15). The incarnate Christ received the angelic min istry on several occasions(Mt. 4:11; Lk. 22:43), and he could have commanded thousands of angiels, had he been prepared, at Gethsemane or any'where eise, to deviate from the appointed sacri-ficiail path (Mt. 26:53).

There is a Strange undertone of hostility or sus-pichon towards angels in certain passages. This has inte:resting though unconnected parallels in the rabbinic literature. Rom. 8:38 refers to fallen angiels, and this explains also the puzzling passage

1    Gor. 11:10, which should be read in the light of Gn. 6:1 ff. Some special exegesis is still necessary for Gal. 1:8 and 1 Cor. 13:1, also for the Stern warning of Col. 2:18. It was doubtless through docitrinal errors on the part of his readers that the writter to the Hebrews urged so forcefully the supieriority of the Son to any angel (Heb. 1).

The essential meaning of Jude 9 (partial parallel

2    Piet. 2:10f.) would seem to be that fallen angels retaiin from their first condition a Status and dig-nity' such that even their Unfällen former com-panhons may not revile them, but must leave the finail condemnation to God. The incident referred to tey Jude is said to have been recorded in the Assiumption of Moses, a fragment of apocalyptic midlrash. There Satan Claims the body of Moses for his Ikingdom of darkness, because Moses killed the Egy/ptian (Ex. 2:12), and was therefore amurderer, whaitever his subsequent virtues may have been. The: final honours do not go to Satan, but even Michael the archangel must bridle his tongue befcore the foe of mankind.

BIibliography. L. Berkhof, Systematic The-ologgy. 1949, pp. 141-149, and similar manuals; H. Heprpe, Reformed Dogmatics, 1950, pp. 201-219; TDiNT 1, pp. 74-87; NIDNTT1, pp. 101-105,449-454t (with biblios.). For rabbinic background, see SB,, under particular NT passages; R. A. Stewart,

Rabbinic Theology, 1961. For Qumran aspect, Y. Yadin, The Scroll of the War of the Sons of Light againsl the Sons of Darkness, 1962, pp. 229-242.

RAS.

ANGEL OF THE LORD. The angel of the Lord, sometimes ‘the angel of God’ or ‘my (or ‘his’) angel’, is represented in Scripture as a heavenly being sent by God to deal with men as his personal agent and spokesman. In many passages he is vir-tually identified with God and speaks not merely in the name of God but as God in the first person singulär (eg. with Hagar, Gn. 16:7ff.; 21:17f.: at the sacrifice of Isaac, Gn. 22:11 ff.; to Jacob, Gn. 31:13, T am the god of Beth-el’; to Moses at the burning bush, Ex. 3:2; with Gideon, Jdg. 6:11 ff.). Sometimes he is distinguished from God, as in 2 Sa. 24:16; Zc. 1:12f.; but Zechariah does not consist-ently maintain the distinction (cf. Zc. 3:1 f.; 12:8).

In the NT there is no possibility of the angel of the Lord being confused with God. He appears as “Gabriel in Lk. 1:19, though from Acts 8:26, 29 some would infer an Identification with the Holy Spirit. In function, the angel of the Lord is the agent of destruction and judgment (2 Sa. 24:16; 2 Ki. 19:35; Ps. 35:5f.; Acts 12:23); of protection and deliverance (Ex. 14:19; Ps. 34:7; Is. 63:9, ‘the angel of his presence’; Dn. 3:28; 6:22; Acts 5:19; 12:7, 11); he offers guidance and gives instructions (Gn. 24:7, 40; Ex. 23:23; 1 Ki. 19:7; 2 Ki. 1:3, 15; Mt. 2:13, 19; Acts 8:26); he gives advance warning about the birth of Samson (Jdg. 13:3ff.), John the Baptist (Lk. 1:11 ff.) and Jesus (Mt. 1:20, 24; Lk. 2:9). He is not recognized at once in Jdg. 13:3ff. and is not even visible to Balaam (Nu. 22:22ff.); but mostly when appearing to men he is recognized as a divine being, even though in human form, and is addressed as God (Gn. 16:13, etc.). j.b.Ti-.

ANGELS OF THE CHURCHES. The ‘seven stars’ of the Patmos vision are explained as refer-ring to ‘the angels (angeloi) of the seven churches’ (Rev. 1:20), to whom the letters of Rev. 2 and 3 are then addressed. The ‘angel’ concept is problematic. It is offen taken either of guardian angels or of human leaders or bishops of the churches. Both suggestions involve difficulty. Elsewhere in Rev. angelos certainly means ‘angel’, but the ‘angel’ can scarcely be made to share responsibility for the sins of the church. The interpretation ‘bishop’ seems contrary to usage, and unsupported by effective parallels. There is no such emphasis on episcopacy as later in Ignatius. Nor can this view be based on the inferior reading ‘your wife’ in 2:20 (sou inserted by dittography). And again it would be stränge to hold one man individually and absolutely respon-sible for the church. angelos is literally ‘messenger’, but the initially attractive idea that the angeloi might be messengers appointed by the churches breaks down for a combination of similar reasons.

The real difficulty is probably that the image be-longs to a context and genre which eludes the logic of modern categories, angelos must be rendered verbally as ‘angel’, but the verbal equivalence does not sufficiently explain the underlying thought. The ‘angel’ is perhaps something like a heavenly counterpart of the church. In practice we may visualize this as amounting to a personification of the church, even if this does less than justice to the connotations of the original concept. c.j.h.

ANIMALS OF THE BIBLE.

(For an alphabetical list see page 1295.) In the earliest evv, especially av. lack of precise know-ledge of the Palestine fauna was a major reason for inaccuracy and it is not surprising that translators used the names of European species with which they were familiär. The precise study of animal life began only in the 19th Century, and it was formerly usual to give names only to animals which were obvious or of practical importance. Animals re-sembling each other in general appearance or usage would thus be called by the same or by simi-lar names. These general principles apply to animal life as a whole. There is usually little difficulty in identifying animals mentioned several times in varying contexts likely to provide clues, but the correct transiation of many names found only in the various lists of Lv. and Dt. will always be dif-ficult. evv published since about 1900 have cor-rected some early mistakes, but there is lack of uni-formity within and among the evv and most in-clude some stränge translations. Not all of these names, some now obsolete or indefinite, are mentioned below but most are discussed. Two major sections may be recognized - the wild animals that usually form part of the incidental background, and the domestic animals that were a basic part of daily life. The lauer is the more important and is treated first.

Two Heb. words are translated ASS: ätön, re-ferring to its endurance, and h“mör from the red-dish coat of the most usual colour form. The latter is used much more frequently than the formen which is found mainly in the two incidents of Ba-laam’s ass (Nu. 22) and the asses of Kish (1 Sa. 9-10). These words refer only to the domesticated ass. DONKEY, of unknown origin, is not found before the end of the 18th Century: applied only to the domesticated form, it is used in some modern evv, including jb and neb.

ln addition, two words are generally translated WILD ASS - ’äröd and pere’. The former is found both in the Äram. form ‘“räd (Dn. 5:21), and as Heb. ’äröd (Jb. 39:5), but the transiation is questioned by some authorities. pere' occurs 9 times and its transiation ‘wild ass’ in Jb. 39:5-8 is well endorsed by the context. This species is known today as the ONAGER (Equus onager) and it is still found in parts of W and Central Asia. A form closely related to the sub-species that became extinct about mid-19th Century has now been successfully introduced into the Hay Bar Nature Reserve in the S Negeb.

The ASS is descended from the Nubian wild ass (Equus asinus) and is thought to have been domesticated in Neolithic times in NE Africa. The first biblical mention is during Abram’s stay in Egypt (Gn. 12:16), but he had probably used asses as transport from Mesopotamia, where several dis-tinct breeds were recognizable by c. 1800 bc. ‘Asses’ which drew wheeled carts in ancient Mesopotamia more than 1,000 years earlier are now known from stone carvings and drawings to have been onagers, but this species was never fully domesticated. Asses were vitaily important to poor nomadic peoples and provided their basic transport, allowing an average joumey of about 30 km a day. A text from Mari shows that as early as the 17th Century bc it was considered improper for royalty to ride a horse rather than an ass. The biblical picture is consistent, that royal persons rode asses on peaceful occasions, while horses ire as-sociated with war. In the light of this, cf. Tjc. 9:9 and Mt. 21:2f.

Both COLT and FOAL are correctly u:ed for the young of members of the horse tribe; in evv they refer only to the ass, except for Gn 32:15 where colt applies to a young camel.

The OT contains numerous references :o the HORSE (ms), many of them figurative, and its use is especially frequent in the prophetic literatire and poetic books. Throughout OT and NT the lorse is regularly associated with war and power, ard very sefdom mentioned singly. A further word, päräs. translated ‘horseman’ in most evv, could nean a mounted horse of the cavalry or perhaps a horse with rider; süs is a more general word, used n par-ticular for horses drawing chariots.

Of all the animals that have become betsts of bürden, the horse is the most important, though it was domesticated long after cattle and the iss In contrast to the wild ass, which lived in the semi-desert of N Africa, the ancestors of the horte were native to the grasslands of Europe and Ash. It is likely that domestication took place indeperdently in several different areas - W Europe, Sw Atia and Mongolia. Horses in the biblical record p'esum-ably come from the second of these.

A Bab. tablet of the period of Hammurapi, c.

1750 bc, gives the first record of the horse, rtferred to as ‘the ass from the east’. Horses were already in Egypt when Joseph was in power, and they were used in pursuit at the Exodus It is unlikely that the children of Israel owned horses but in any case they would have been unsuited to a desert joumey.

The nations living in Canaan had horses and rode them in battle (Jos 11:4, etc.). Davd frequently fought against them: ‘David hamstrung all the chariot horses (of 1,700 horsemen), but left enough for 100 chariots’ (2 Sa. 8:4), which seems to be the first record that he owned any. (In av the obsolete word ‘hough’ is used for hamstring; now speit, as pronounced, ‘hock’, it is the joint between knee and fetlock in the hind leg. Cutting this tendon permanently crippled a horse.) David’s sons ignored the prohibition in Dt. 17:16 (referring to the time when the people would demand a king), ‘He must not multiply horses for himself; cg ‘Ab-salom got himself a chariot and horses’ (2 Sa. 15:1), while Solomon later had great numbers of horses, kept in special establishments at Hazor, Megiddo and Gezer. These were imported from Egypt and Kue (S Anatolia) and exported to neighbouring States, the price of a horse being 150 shekels of silver (1 K.i. lu:28fi).

Although the Eng. word MULE has a number of other meanings it was first, and still is primarily, applied to the offspring of a horse by a donkey. TTiese hybrids were probably first bred soon after the horse was introduced into areas where the donkey was kept, although such breeding seems to be specifically forbidden by Lv. 19:19, 'You shall not let your cattle breed with a different kind' (cattle, b'hemä, here means any domesticated stock). This may explain why it was not until to-wards the end of David’s reign (2 Sa. 13:29) that mules appear in the record. It is generally agreed that Heb. yemim (Gn. 36:24) should be translated ‘hot springs’ (rsv) and not ‘mule’ (av). pered and pirdä are used for the male and female, but this hybrid is always sterile. Mules are valuable in that they combine the strength of the horse with the endurance and sure-footedness of the donkey, as well as its ability to thrive on poorer food; they also have the extra vigour characteristic of hybrids, both plant and animal.

In Est. 8:14 Heb. rekes is better translated ‘swift horses’ (rsv).

Although the early history of the CAMEL (Heb. gämäl; Gr. kamelos) has major gaps and its wild ancestor is unknown, there is ample evidence of early domestication. The one-humped camel, usu-ally known as Arabian, is often called dromedary, though this name strictly refers to the fast riding breed; it is typical of the deserts of the Middle East and features in the biblical narrative. The two-humped, or Bactrian, camel (named after Bactria, probably near the Oxus river in SW Asia) is now associated with Central and NE Asian deserts, where winters are very cold. This form was some-times brought farther S and an Obelisk at Nimrod (841 bc) shows it as part of the booty taken by Shalmaneser III. Anatomically there is little differ-ence between the two and they are known to interbreed.

The camel is wonderfully fitted to life in dry zones. The hump is a storage organ which is drawn on when food is short, as it often is on desert cross-ings. Its water economy allows it to go for a week without drinking, a feat made possible by a camel’s ability to lose up to one-third of its body weight without danger; when given access to water this is replaced in about 10 minutes. There is also an un-usual physiological mechanism whereby body temperature rises from a morning reading of 34°C to 40°C in the afternoon, thus avoiding water loss through sweating. Mouth, nose, eyes and feet are all anatomically adapted to desert life. The camel’s Products are widely used; the winter hair is woven into rough cloth and the droppings are collected for fuel. The camel chews the cud but is not cloven-hoofed, so under Mosaic law it was unclean; it is not certain that this ban applied to the milk, which is a valuable source of food, for thecowmay stay in milk for nearly 2 years. Camel hides are made into lea-ther. Camels can live on poor Vegetation, of which the high fibre content makes the droppings useful.

A camel can carry about 200 kg and its rider, but only half that for desert reaches. Freight camels can average 45 km a day but a fast riding camel has covered 150 km in 13 hours.

There has been much argument about the use of camels by the Patriarchs, but archaeology has now shown that there were domesticated camels in Egypt at least 1,200 years earlier. The problem arises largely because there were long periods when the camel seems to have been unknown in Egypt, possibly for reasons of taboo; it was in one such period that Abram went there (Gn. 12:16), and the inclusion of camels in the list of presents from the pharaoh is considered a scribal addition, but there is no reason to reject later mentions. The evidence for the camel’s early use is detailed in Zeuner (ch. 13) and Cansdale (ch. 4). More recent excavations in Oman confirm its occurrence there c. 2500 bc.

In the narrative from Gn. 24:35 onwards camels formed an important part of wealth and were also used for long-distance transport (Gn. 24:1 Off. and 31:34), but camel nomadism and the regulär use of camels did not become general until c. 16th Century bc. David appointed an Ishmaelite as his camel master (I Ch. 27:30) and the Queen of Sheiba’s baggage was carried on camels from SW Ara.bia (1 Ki. 10:2).

Camels were valuable for transport in and around deserts but were never populär with the Hebrews. There is no clear biblical reference to camels as draught animals, but they have been widely used in cultivation, sometimes paired oddly with a donkey. In contrast to the 57 wholly literal OT mentions only two of the six NT references are literal - the material for John the Baptist’s clothes in Mt. 3:4 and Mk. 1:6. The others are in colourful comments by Christ which are perhaps proverbial in origin - ‘straining out a gnat’ (Mt. 23:24) and ‘the eye of a needle’ (Mt. 19:24). See also separate articleon "Camel.

The importance of the domestic SHEEP to the Israelites is shown by its being mentioned some 400 times, with 12 Heb. words. Of these some are simple alternatives; others refer to age and sex, while at least one word (kar, Aram. d'kar) may denote a separate breed. sö'n, the most common word, is a collective term, discussed under ‘Goat’, to which it refers equally. kebes occurs over 100 times and with only 5 exceptions applies to sacri-ficial animals; the frequent qualification ‘a year old’ suggests that it may refer to a lamb of 1 year and upwards. Four Gk. words cover the more than 70 NT occurrences, in which probaton is most used. For a complete list of Heb. and Gk. words and their usage, see Cansdale, pp. 53-55.

The origins and early history of the sheep are complex and disputed. It was kept by Neolithic man c. 5000 bc and by 2000 bc at least five different breeds had reached Mesopotamia. Its ances-tors were probably mountain sheep, perhaps from more than one source; a wide ränge of breeds has now been developed which serve many purposes and utilize habitats ranging from marshland to near desert. Sheep were first domesticated for their meat and fat, especially the latter, of which the earlier goat provided little. The wool was developed by careful breeding and became very valuable, being the most useful and easily available fibre for clothing. Mesha, king of Moab (2 Ki. 3:4), paid as annual tribute the wool of 100,000 rams, with fleeces perhaps averaging 1 kg. The tanned skins were used for clothes and also for the inner covering of the tabernacle (Ex. 25:5, etc.). The milk was mostly used in the form of curds and as a basic food it was probably more important than the meat. which was usually eaten only as part of sac-rificial meals.

The sheep is mainly a grazer, i.e. it feeds on grasses and is thus more selective than the grazing goat. The fat-tailed breed is now the most common in Palestine. This Strange feature, which may weigh 5 kg, is known from Egyp. mummies of c. 2000 bc; it is a storage organ, analogous to the camel’s hump, and is useful in the hot dry summer and cold winter. The main limiting factor was probably winter feed, and in NT times flocks were often kept under cover from the November rains until Passover and fed on chaflf and barley.

It is clear from Gn. 30:32 that both sheep and goats were already in various colours and patterns, and possibly few were pure white. This suggests that the correct translation of Heb. lämim (Nu. 28:3) is ‘without blemish’ (most modern evv) and not ‘without spot’ (av), referring to general imper-fections rather than to colour markings.

Although archaeological material is rieh in tools and other objects made from sheep bones, there is no biblical reference other than to the use of rams’ horns as Containers of oil (1 Sa. 16:1) and as musical instruments (Jos. 6:4, etc).

Throughout the Bible the sheep has deep meta-phorical significance and in the NT the only en-tirely non-figurative references are to their being soid in the Temple (Jn. 2:14, etc ). Sheep were always a familiär part of the scene, with the shep-herd leading and protecting his sheep and building folds for them. It is therefore not surprising that the sheep is consistently a picture of man - -helpless, easily led astray and lost, essentially soci-able, unable to fend for itself or find its way home, e.g. Is. 53:6, ‘All we like sheep have gone astray; we have turned every one to his own way.’ The alternative, of man restored, is stated in Ps. 23, written by David from his early experience as a shepherd. The NT unfolds the great paradox of Jn. 1:29, ‘Behold, the Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world!’ and Jn. 10:14, ‘I am the good shepherd’, with Rev. 5:6, ‘a lamb Standing, as though it had been slain’.

The meaning of separating the sheep from the goats (Mt. 25:32) becomes clear when a mixed flock is inspected; the two may look alike, and close scrutiny is needed to distinguish them. Of the highly figurative passage in Ct. 4:2 it is enough to say that although the phrase ‘all of which bear twins’ is a disputed translation, the shepherd’s ara-bition is for all ewes to have twin lambs and lose none by abortion.

CATTLE (from OE catel) first meant property, of which livestock was then a major part. This usage is close to Heb. miqneh. Today cattle are wild and domesticated bovines, i.e. members of the ox tribe, but biblical reference is confined to domestic animals. Ten Heb. words apply to cattle, which be-tween them are mentioned over 450 times. The fol-lowing are the most important: b'hemä (sing, and collective) denotes larger domestic animals and not only bovines, sör, usually a bull, though occasion-ally female, is the basic Word for a single animal. bäqär is another collective term for adult horned cattle, often translated herd, while b''ir is a collective term used mostly for beasts of bürden, which could include oxen. par is a bull; its feminine, pärä, is used of the red heifer of Nu. 19. ‘egel and 'eglä (fern.) (from a root ‘to roll’) are used of young animals. m'rf, translated fat beast, almost always refers to animals for sacrifice.

Six Gk. words are used. damalis, the (red) heifer; thrennna, moschos and sitistos mostly refer to fat-tened cattle; tauros, ox; and bous, bull.

All domestic cattle are thought to be derived from the aurochs or wild ox (see below). It was first tamed in Neolithic times, probably in several different parts of the world independently, and later than sheep and goats. The primary reason for do-mestication was for meat; later the cows were used for milking and the bulls for draught purposes, which greatly increased the area of land that could be cultivated. Their size and the need for good grazing limited the ränge of cattle-keeping and they did best in the hilly country of Upper Galilee. However, they seem to have been widely kept in small numbers and were everywhere used as multi-purpose animals.

Several humanitarian rules about oxen are re-corded in both OT and NT. They were included in the sabbath rest (Ex. 23:12). A straying ox should be led to safety (Ex. 23:4). Watering cattle was permitted on the sabbath (Lk. 13:15). Paul twice quoted the Mosaic injunction (Dt. 25:4) not to muzzle the ox treading out corn (1 Cor. 9:9; 1 Tim. 5:18). These and other precepts show a concern for animal welfare still unknown in many comtries and not recognized in the West until well iito the 19th Century.

Domesticated in antiquity - from the tVILD GOAT (Capra aegagrus) - the GOAT was usful to the Patriarchs (Gn. 15:9), for though kep with sheep it had the advantage of being able tcthrive on poorer ground. The story of Jacob am Esau (Gn. 27:9) stresses its value as meat, but nomally only kids were used for food. The she-goas pro-vided milk, skins were used for leather and is bottles, and the hair of some varieties was wovtn into cloth; but goats have also done untold danage to the habitat of lands where they have been intro-duced and not properly controlled. This k espe-cially true of hilly terrain of the E Mediternnean, with hot, dry summers and winter rains.

As would be expected, such an important tnimal has a ränge of Heb. names for male (säpfr, sair, tayif), female (’ez, s'drä), young (gcdi, g'di ’izzim, pl. b'nt ’izztm), etc. In additioi, two collective nouns, sö'n or sr'6n ‘flock’ and seh or se ‘member of the flock’, are found more often than any other names. Unless specified by ittach-ing ’ez, ‘goat’, or kebes, ‘sheep’, these worcs may refer equally to either sheep or goats, or to r mix-ture of both. It is therefore often difficult tospeak of relative numbers.

The domestic SWINE of Palestine was cerived from Sus scrofa, the wild boar of Europe tnd W Asia. The children of Israel were divinel;/ pro-hibited from eating swine (h“zir, Lv. 11:7; Dt 14:8). This was for two hygienic reasons. First, the pig, as a frequent scavenger, may pick up dheased material and either carry infection mechankally or itself become infected. Secondly, the pig is host of the tapeworm causing trichinosis; this pass;s one Stage in the muscles of a pig and can be trwismit-ted only by being eaten. The tape worms then invade various tissues in man and can even cause death. Thorough cooking kills the worms bat this is not always possible when firewood is scarce, so that only a complete ban is safe. This relationship was proved only in the 20th Century.

This prohibition became a national loathing with the Jews, with the pig Standing for what is de-spicable and hated. Thus in Pr. I 1:22 a woman of doubtful character is associated with a swine, and the prodigal son had reached the utter depths when feeding the swine (choiros) of a Gentile (Lk. 15:15). Herds were kept by local Gentile communities in NT times (Mt. 8:30ff., etc.). The demons’ plea to be sent into a nearby herd of swine would not appear stränge to a Jew, who considered swine and demons of the same order. Similarly, in Mt. 7:6 Jesus warns his followers not to throw pearls before swine. The author of 2 Pet. 2:22 regards false teachers as those who will return to their (swinish) pagan nature.

Pig, which once meant young swine, is now the name in general use; swine is obsolete other than in some technical terms, but is still retained in most

EW.

The contempt and disgust with which the DOG is regarded in the OT cannot easily be understood by Western people, to whom the dog is a com-panion and auxiliary. It is generally agreed that it was the first animal to be domesticated and that by the late Stone Age it was being kept in many parts of the world. Most authorities regard the wolf as the ancestor of all the many and varied breeds of domestic dog.

In many parts of the East the dog is still basic-ally a scavenger. It was useful in disposing of refuse but was by its very nature unclean and a potential carrier of disease, and therefore could not be touched without defilement. Heb. kebeb and Gr. kyön are without doubt the semi-wild dogs which roamed outside the city walls waiting for rubbish or dead bodies to be thrown over. Dogs were dif-ferently regarded in other lands, especially in Egypt, where they were used in hunting and also held in reverence. A second Gk. word, the diminutive kynarion, is used in the incident of the Syro-Phoenician woman (Mt. 15:26fif). The context suggests that this was a pet dog allowed about the house.

The ‘dogs’ of Phil. 3:2 are Judaizing intruders who disturb the peace of the church; the ‘dogs’ who are excluded from the new Jerusalem in Rev. 22:15 are people of unclean lives, probably an echo of Dt. 23:18, where ‘dog’ seems to be a technical term for a male temple prostitute.

In OT times Palestine was fairly rieh in wild RUMINANTS (animals that chew the cud) that were allowed as food. There is frequent mention of * hunting and hunting methods, with a wide ränge of nets, traps, pitfalls, etc. Many of these are in fig-urative contexts and cannot always be identified exactly, but they were certainly the tools of the hunter, and it must be assumed that hunting yield-ed useful meat. It seems likely that all the major species find mention in the Heb. text, but there has been no consistency in the evv, only in part because the Palestine fauna was not known when the early translations were made, for even in modern evv the treatment is often erratic. The wild ruminants known to have occurred in Palestine will be listed, with brief notes, but there is no point in tabulating all the evv translations. For a fuller discussion see Cansdale, ch. 5, ‘Beasts of the Cha.se’.

Heb. r'tffl is without doubt the AUROCHS or WILD OX, ancestor of domestic cattle. It had dis-appieared from Palestine before the Christian era, and the last-known specimen was killed in Poland early in the 17th Century, evv now generally trans-late ‘wild ox’, and the av ‘unicorn’ is rightly dropped. Heb. te’6 is translated ‘wild ox’ and ‘wild bull" (av) and more widely ‘antelope’. jb has ORTX, which is correct. Properly called the Ara-biam or desert oryx, it is a specialized desert animal able to survive long periods without water; almost whitte in coat, it Stands 1 m high and both sexes have long, straight horns. Modern weapons and tramsport brought disaster and this oryx may al-readly be extinct in the wild. Is. 51:20 speaks of its bemig taken in a net, a method of hunting practised by Arabs up to the end of the 19th Century.

The ADDAX is another rare desert antelope; it still survives in the Sahara, but was lost to Bible lands before 1900. Heb. disön is translated ‘pygarg’ (av) via the Gk. in lxx. Long tradition, and> its placing between two desert species in the food lists suggest that this is probably the addax. Tbe:x’ (rsv) cannot be right.

Hieb, yahntür is the most difficult in the list of cleain animals in Dt. 14:5. Tradition, backed by lxx., suggests the BLiBAL HARTEBEEST, now exthnct in the N part of its ränge, but this is made less likely by its indusion in Solomon’s daily provi-siom for the table (1 Ki. 4:23), for this seems to impily a herd animal or one that could be penned. ‘Falllow deer’ (av) and ‘roedeer’ (rsv) are unlikely.

The last name in this food list is also difficult. zetner (‘leaper’) is translated ‘chamois’ (av, rv), which cannot be right, for this is an animal of the high mountains. MOUNTAIN SHEEP (rsv) is ac-ceptable but this name is not precise. It cannot be the Barbary sheep, confined to N Africa and the Sahara, but it would be one of the now extinct forms of MOUFLON, of which other sub-species are still found in S Europe and SW Asia.

The NUBIAN IBEX can be seen today in its true habitat on the rocky slopes above the oasis of En-gedi - the ‘spring of the wild kid’. There is no doubt that this is the correct translation of y''elim, ‘wild goats’ (av). The root means ‘climber’; it is always associated with mountains and the name is always plural, as befits a herd animal: ‘The high mountains are for the wild goats’ (Ps. 104:18). It seems probable that Heb. ’aqqö (Dt. 14:5) is a synonym for yael, the singulär form; it is not un-usual for well-known animals to have two names.

To many Eng.-speaking people any hoofed animal with horns or antlers is just a DEER. In fact, deer form a large well-defined group of ruminants; they are distinguished by having antlers that are shed and regrown annually, and most typ-ical of the N temperate regions. There are many species and to be meaningful the word must be qualified.

Three kinds once lived in Palestine. The RED DEER. the species found commonly through much of Europe and SW Asia, is the largest, Standing about 1.5 m. It could not have been common, for Palestine offered little shelter, and it disappeared early, perhaps before the arrival of the Israelites. The FALLOW DEER, which is a common park deer in many countries today, Stands only 1 m at the shoulder and is distinguished by having a coat more or less spotted at all ages and not just when young. This kind was lost to Palestine by about 1922. The ROE DEER is no taller than 80 cm; unlike the other two it is found only in ones and twos, and it is hard to see, so its presence may not be noticed. The last Palestine specimen was re-ported on Mt Carmel early in the 20th Century. It is likely that Heb. ’ayyäl and its feminine forms, translated stag, hart, hind, etc., in most evv, refer to both fallow and roe deer generally and are therefore best translated deer.

The key to Heb. s'bf is found in Acts 9:36, ‘Tabitha, which means Dorcas’ (dorkas, GAZELLE). This latter word had not reached England when the av translated ‘roe’ and ‘roedeer’, but later evv are fairly consistent with gazelle. Two species are found in Palestine: the dorcas and Palestine gazelies, both Standing under 70 cm. Once ser-iously in danger of extermination, they have re-covered under protection, and today can be seen in the Judaean hills and the central plains, as well as around the desert. Gazelles are typically dry-zone antelopes, pale coloured and often with forward-pointing horns.

The WILD BOAR is mentioned above as the ancestor of the domestic pig. Heb. h“zir refers to both forms. The wild boar is still common in parts of the Middle East, where the food habits of both Jew and Muslim give no extra incentive for control. Its main habitat is forest and reed beds; e.g. Ps. 80:13, ‘the boar from the forest ravages it’. In Ps. 68:30 ‘the beasts that dwell among the reeds’ are thought to be wild boars.

The ELEPHANT is not directly mentioned in Scripture but there are 12 references to *ivory, which came from both African and Asiatic species. Methods of taming and training elephants were worked out in India in the 3rd millennium bc. But this was not true domestication, for the animals were caught young and reared to become beasts of bürden or, frequently, for use in war. The books of Maccabees (e.g 1 Macc. 6:30, 35) have several ref-erences to the fighting elephants used against the Jews by the Seleucid, Antiochus Epiphanes. The Asiatic elephant was once found as far W as the upper reaches of the Euphrates where, according to Assyrian records, it was taken in pits; in such country it is not likely to have been common and it was killed out late in the Ist millennium bc.

At one time LIONS were found from Asia Minor through the Middle East and Persia to India, with a similar form in Greece up to nearly ad 100. This European/Asiatic lion resembles the African lion closely. Of all the carnivorous animals only the lion has certainly disappeared from Bible lands, though the cheetah and bear have almost gone. The last Palestine lion was probably killed near Megiddo in the !3th Century; lions were still known in Persia in 1900; they had gone by 1930 at the latest. Lions were reported in Syria up to 1851 by Burton (Travels in Syria) and in parts of Iraq up to the early 1920s. The few Asiatic lions surviving today are in a small patch of forest in the Kathia-war peninsula of India.

The word ‘lion’ occurs some 130 times in av/ rsv, with one general Heb. word ’aryeh and 8 other words, perhaps applied to various ages of the two sexes, though at least some are probably poetical names. This rieh vocabulary suggests that the lion was common and well known in OT times, and many contexts confirm this, even though the usage is largely metaphorical for strength. The lion was also a Symbol of royalty in the ancient Near East (*Lion of Judah). Lions were frequently kept in captivity (cf. Dn. 6:7flf). They were being bred by Ashurnasirpal II (883-859 bc) at Nimrud (’Calah) and kept in large numbers (E. W. Budge and L. W. King, Annals of the Kings of Assyria, 1901).

In populär Eng. usage the word LEOPARD, usually with a qualifying word, Stands for a number of different spotted cats. It is possible that Heb. nämer refers to both the true leopard and the CHEETAH, or hunting leopard, and also to one or two other spotted wild cats of Palestine. All the few references are proverbial and figurative, and the precise species is therefore immaterial. Perhaps the most familiär use of the word is in the proverb of Je. 13:23, ‘Can the Ethiopian change his skin or the leopard his spots?’

The JUNGLE CAT (Felis chaus) still lives in the more wooded parts, especially in Galilee. The leopard (Pantherapardus) is now very rare in Israel and Jordan, but several were seen or killed in the late 1960s, including two near the shore of the Dead Sea and one in Galilee.

Heb. z’’eb (Is. 11:6, etc.) and Gk. lykos (Mt. 7:15, etc.) refer to the SE Asiatic form of the WOLF. Its ränge and numbers have been drastic-ally reduced by the growth of population and modern methods of control, but up to NT times it was common enough to be a menace to livestock, though it is now agreed that wolves have never been the danger to man that populär legend sug-gested. Their carnivorous nature is implied in most passages but the wolf is mentioned only meta-phorically throughout. It is notable that in more than half the references the wolf Stands forsome-one in authority who is misusing his Position, e.g. Zp. 3:3, ‘Her judges are evening wolves’. Tie wolf of Palestine is similar to, though rather '.maller than, the wolf that is found in Central tnd N Europe.

Both FOXES and JACKAI.S are found throughout the Middle East. They are memters of the Canidae, the dog family, and closely related, but the fox is usually solitary, whereas jackals offen go in packs. It is likely that Heb. sü'äl ar.d Gk. alöpex include both fox and jackal, and modern Evv translate fox in some passages and jackal in others. Both species eat fruit and other vegetable matter, including grapes (Ct. 2:15). In Jdg. 15:4 the 300 animals caught by Samson were probably jackals.

Another Heb. word tannim, always plural, which av translates ‘dragon’ is now translated ‘jackal’ in rv/rsv. It is possible that this is a poetical name used to suggest desolation.

The Syrian form of the widely distributed BROWN BEAR may still be found in parts of the Middle East though no longer within the actual area of Palestine, but its Status is doubtful and it may already be extinct. The last bear in Palestine was killed in Upper Galilee in the 1930s but a few iived around Mt Hermon for a further 10 years or so. It is clearly Heb. döb (Arab. dub). It is paler than the typical race and usually referred to as a sub-species Ursus arctos syriacus. Like most bears other than the polar bear, the brown bear is om-nivorous or vegetarian for most of the year, so its attacks on livestock, especially sheep, would be most likely during winter when wild fruits are scarce.
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 In the Old Testament    ,

Apart perhaps from the * angel of the Lord, the executive or even manifestation of Yahweh, angels are spiritual beings separate from God, yet, unless they be fallen, of unquestioned integrity, goodwill and obedience to him (cf. 1 Sa. 29:9; 2 Sa. 14:17, 20; 19:27). Angels may appear to men as bearers of God’s specific commands and tidings (Jdg. 6:11 — 23; 13:3-5, etc.; see II, below). They may bring specific succour to needy mortal servants of God (I Ki. 19:5-7; see II, below). They may undertake commissions of military assistance (2 Ki. 19:35, etc.) or, more rarely, active hostility (2 Sa. 24:16f) towards Israel. The men of Sodom (Gn. \9passim)

2

ANGEL. A biblical angel (Heb. trtal'äk, Gk. an-gelos) is, by derivation and function, a messenger of God, familiär with him face to face, therefore of an Order of being higher than that of man. He is a creature certainly, holy and uncorrupted spirit in original essence, yet endowed with free will, therefore not necessarily impervious to temptation and sin. There are many indications of an angelic fall, under the leadership of Satan (Jb. 4:18; Is. 14:12-15; Ezk. 28:12-19; Mt. 25:41; 2 Pet. 2:4; Rev. 12:9), though this belongs properly to the realm of de-monology. The Qumran Scrolls have a double hierarchy of angels, with associated mortals, those from the respective realms of light and darkness. Both Testaments use the selfsame word for mortal and for quite mundane messengers. The biblical material will be considered roughly in its time order, but without discussing chronological Problems.


The term ‘bear robbed of her cubs’ (2 Sa. 17:8; Pr. 17:12) seems to be proverbial; also the expres-sion in Am. 5:19, ‘as if a man fled from a lion and a bear met him’. The bear is more feared than the lion because its strength is greater and its actions less predictable.

The WEASEL is mentioned only in Lv. 11:29, translating höled. Several members of the weasel tribe are found in Palestine, and also a mongoose; there is nothing to confirm that höled refers to all or any of them but it is widely thought to refer to the actual weasel.

It is obvious that smallcr animals are hard to identify unless the context includcs some clues. Heb. säpän is clearly recognizable from its 4 OT occurrences (Lv. 11:5; Dt. 14:7; Ps. 104:18; Pr. 30:26) as the SYRIAN ROCK HYRAX. This be-longs to a small Order classified nearest to the elephants and is about the size of a rabbit, 30-40 cm long. It feeds on a variety of plants and lives in rocky hills where it can shelter in crevices. This identification was clearly made last Century and confirmed by Tristram in his The Natural History of the Bible (1867). It is thus hard to understand why modern evv, though rightly dropping ‘coney because of its confusion with ‘rabbit’, use sucli non-names as ‘rock-rabbit’ and ‘rock-badger’. je gives ‘hyrax’ in the Mosaic lists, though ‘rock-badger’ elsewhere, and is one of the few evv tc translate säpän correctly.

Heb. tahas is the material used for covering the tabernacle when erected (Ex. 25) and the Ark ol the Covenant when being carried (Nu. 4). This is translated badgers’ skin (av), sealskin (rv), goat skin (rsv). Tristram (1867) seems to have berat tht first to suggest that the most likely source of this

skin was the DUGONG. a large marine mammal belonging to the Sirenia which, until the early 19th Century, was fairly common in the Gulf of Aqaba. neb translates ‘porpoise hide’, with mg. note ‘strict-ly sea-cow’. The latter is a populär name for dugong. which is not at all related to the porpoise, one of the toothed whales.

Heb. ’akbär is found 6 times in OT and uni-formly translated MOUSE. In populär usage this name is applied to a wide ränge of small rodents, and one would expect ’akbär to have this force when used as a prohibited item of food in Lv. 11:29, i.e. it probably covered voles, jerboas, ger-bils, etc., as well as true rats and mice. Four occur-rences are in 1 Sa. 6, the incident of the pestilence that struck the Philistines. The Symptoms seem to fit bubonic plague precisely, which suggests that 'akbär here refers to the BLACK RAT (Rattus rattus) whose flea is the main carrier for this lethal disease, which was the black death of the Middle Ages in Europe.

Heb. 'arnebel is mentioned only as a forbidden food but the similarity to Arab. ’arneb and the reason for the ban suggests that this is the Palestine HARE Lv. 11:6, ‘because it chews the cud but does not part the hoof’ (i.e. is not cloven-hoofed), was long misunderstood, for clearly the hare, related to rodents, does not really chew the cud. However, it is now known that hares, like the closely related rabbit, pass two different kinds of droppings, one of which is chewed and swallowed again, giving the appearance of cud-chewing. This Strange habit serves somewhat the same purpose as rumination, for it allows digestion of material otherwise hard to utilize.

BAT is a reasonable translation for '“tellep (Lv. 11:19 and Dt. 14:18) among the flying animals in the Mosaic lists. Many species are found abun-dantly throughout the Middle East, some of which roost communally in large numbers in caves, either hanging from the roof or clustering in crevices. They would have been some of the most obvious animals at certain seasons and logically included in the forbidden foods, for most species are insect-ivorous. The only other mention of bats is in Is. 2:20. ‘men will cast forth their idols ... to the bats’, where this unclean animal is used almost to signify desolation.

Heb. qöp, generally translated APE, is usually taken to be a loan-word from Egyp. g(i]f, gwf, MONKEY. These animals were included in car-goes brought to Egypt by her Red Sea fleets from ‘Punt’, a land possibly located in SE Sudan and Eritrea These would have been baboons or vervet monkeys. Another Suggestion is that this word is derived from Tamil and therefore indicates an E origun, in which case the monkeys would have been MACAQUES or LANGURS. None of these is, technically, an ape.

Heb lannin is discussed under ‘DRAGON, which is the commonest translation in most evv, thouigh serpent, whale and sea monster are also founid. (See Cansdale, Appendix B, for detailed an-alystts.) There has been some confusion with Heb. tann.im which is probably a poetic name for jackal, but it is unlikely that the two words are related. tann.in :s mostly found in wholly figurative contexts and it is not at all certain that a living animal is in-tendied. these therefore merit no comment here. However, tannin is also found in the creation narrative, 5th day (Gn. 1:21), ‘great whales’ (av), ‘sea momsters’ (rsv). In this context it is a general word and not specific, and ‘giant marine animals’ is perhaps the best translation. It is also translated ‘serpent’ in the incident where the rods became serpents (Ex. 7:9-10, 12) In two other vv. av has ‘whale’ where the context is clearly figurative.

In Mt. 12:40 Gk. ketos is translated WHALE (most Evv) referring to the great fish (Heb. däg) of Jon. 1:17. For anatomical reasons it seems most unlikely that ‘fish’ is correct, but several toothed whales are recorded from the E Mediterranean, in-cluding some that are capable of swallowing a man. In the early part of this Century there were one or two reasonably authenticated cases of men surviving after being swallowed (PTR 25, 1927, pp. 636IT.). This is the only NT occurrence of ketos, which is used by Homer and Herodotus for a wide ränge of sea animals, real and mythical, and the precise meaning must remain in doubt.

The word BEHEMOTH came into the Eng. language when the early translators failed to find an animal that seemed to fit the context of Jb. 40:15. It is the plural of Heb. b'hetnä, a common general word for beast. This is found 9 times and in all but one it has the normal plural meaning of animals or cattle. The passage in Jb. 40, however, is a special case, for the plural seems to be used for intensive effect and a specific animal is probably meant. Although various suggestions have been made, the opinion of most scholars over the years is that Job was writing about the HIPPO-POTAMUS, an animal that received its Eng. name after the av appeared. This comes from the Gk., meaning ‘river horse’, though the two species are not at all related. This huge water animal lived in the lower Nile until the 12th Century ad and, much earlier, in the Orontes river in Syria (and perhaps elsewhere in SW Asia) until after the time of Joseph, so it was well known in Bible lands. This passage is a difficult one, but several points in the rsv translation seem helpful. It is aquatic and powerful (vv. 21-23) and vegetarian (v. 15). ‘The mountains yield food for him’ (v. 20). It is true that hippos can climb steep slopes as they leave the water in search of food. This problem is discussed fully in Cansdale, pp. lOOf.

Heb. qippöd is one of a number of difficult words applied to creatures of desolation, and it is found 3 times in connection with God’s judgment on Babylon (Is. 14:23), Idumaea (Is. 34:11) and Nineveh (Zp. 2:14). Numerous alternatives have been suggested, such as bittern, heron, bustard, porcupine, hedgehog and lizard. Neither philology nor the context gives much help. Bittern and heron are marsh and water birds, and most unlikely, while the bustards are rarely seen in the region. Perhaps HEDGEHOG is the most probable. In Zp. 2:14 Nineveh was to become a waste and the city has ac-tually been buried in sand, so it is literally possible for hedgehogs to ‘lodge in her capitals’. Three kinds of hedgehog live in the region, two being desert or semi-desert forms, with one in the N of Palestine similar to the British species.

The PORCUPINE is still found in Israel, where it is by far the largest rodent, with a weight of some 20 kg. Nothing connects it with qippöd or any other Heb. word in the Bible.

Palestine is a land very rieh in BIRDS. It has a great ränge of habitats, varying from semi-tropical to true desert; moreover, one of the main migra-tion routes from Africa into Europe and W Asia runs from the N point of the Red Sea through the whole length of Israel. The resident birds therefore are augmented by numerous migrants, and there is some movement in progress in almost cvery month.

This wealth of bird life makes it difficult to identify with certainty some of the birds named in the Bible, and in some cases it is not possible to state whether the Heb. words refer to birds or other classes of animals. With the exception of ‘hawk’, which is also mentioned in Jb. 39:26, the following birds are found only in the food lists of Lv. and Dt.: SEA GULL (sahap), HAWK (nes), NIGHT-HAWK (lahmäs), CÖRMORANT (säiäk), HOOPOE '(dükipet), OSPREY (’ozniyyä) and WATER HEN (tinsemef). These may not indicate even the major group to which each bird belongs, and Driver (1955) gives an interesting new list of translations.

Palestine is still rieh in large birds of prey, and outside the main towns the traveller is likely to see some of them in the air almost every day.

Heb. rähäm (Lv. 11:18; Dt. 14:17), ‘gier eagle’ (av), ‘vulture’ (rsv), rendered by R. Young as ‘parti-coloured vulture’, is likely to be the Egyp. VULTURE, a conspicuous black-and-white bird frequently seen scavenging on garbage tips.

Among several birds of prey forbidden as food (Lv. 11:13) is the OSSIFRAGE or bone-breaker (Heb. peres). This accurately describes the LÄMMERGEIER or BEARDED VULTURE, which drops bones from a height on to rocks in Order to break them and get the marrow within.

Some true EAGLES are still found in, or travel through, Palestine: Heb. neser is probably as much a generic term as the Eng. Word ‘eagle’. It could in-clude all large birds of prey, and the many refer-ences, most of them figurative, give few clues to the species. Mi. 1:16, ‘make yourselves as bald as the eagle’, clearly suggests the GRIFFON VULTURE, whose pale down-covered head contrasts with the well-feathered heads of all eagles. Some authorities consider that in all cases neser should be the grif-fon vulture, just as Gk. aelos, translated ‘eagle’ in Mt. 24:28 (‘there the eagles will be gathered to-gether’), should be so rendered. This clearly describes the Docking of vultures to a carcass.

Heb. ’ayyä (Jb. 28:7), dä'ä (Lv. 11:14) and dayyä (Dt. 14:13; Is. 34:15) is probably the KITE, of which both the black and the red species are common.

OWLS are referred to 8 times in the OT by 4 Heb. words. The translation is probably correct, and several different species may be intended.

Heb. lillt is found only in Is. 34:14 among several other much disputed names which together seem to signify a setting of desolation. It is thought to be a loan-word from the Assyr. female demon of the night, lilitu. The following translations have been suggested - screech owl (av), night monster (Avmg., rv), night hag (rsv), nightjar (neb), * Lilith (jb). According to rabbinical tradition it was a ghost in the form of a well-dressed woman which lay in wait at night. Israeli zoologists suggest ‘tawny owl’. /f/ft may be a real animal, but in the absence of further evidence it must be left as ‘unidentified’.

The WHITE STORK is one of the most striking migratory birds of Palestine, slowly travelling N, especially along the Jordan valley in March and April. Je. 8:7, ‘the stork in the heavens knows her times’, suggests Ifstdä may well be the stork, though it could refer to several other large birds, including the kite and heron.

The CRANE is a bird of similar build to the white stork and is also a migrant. It is thou;ht that in Is. 38:14 and Je. 8:7 ‘ägiir should be traislated ‘crane’ and süs ‘swallow’. from its note. B>th are migrants as Je. 8:7 suggests. Another Word d'rör, is translated SWALLOW in Ps. 84:3 and Fr. 26:2. and in the former it is implied that it nestswithin the temple buildings. This would be true of several species of swallow and also of the SWIFT a bird of similar build and habits, but unrelated to the swallow. At least 4 species of swallow, 4 spicies of MARTIN and 3 species of swift oeur in Palestine.

SPARROWS are associated with human habita-tions in many parts of the world, and tht house sparrow so common in Palestine today is almost identical with the W European form. Thi: could well have been the bird to which our Lord teferred (Mt. 10:29, etc.), though Gk. strouthion im[lies as-sorted small birds such as were, and still art, killed and offered for sale in Palestine. In Ps. 843 Heb. sippör is translated ‘sparrow’; Ps. 102:7, ‘a sparrow alone upon the house top’ (av) hardly suggtsts the sociable house sparrow, and it could refer to the BLUE ROCK THRUSH, a solitary bird which sometimes perches on houses.

The absence of any mention of the DOMESTIC FOWL from the OT is at Drst surprising, since there is some evidence that Assyria paid trbute to Egypt in the form of HENS, c. 1500 k, and COCKS are shown on seals of the 7th centrry bc. However, Homer (c. 9th Century bc) does not refer to hens, though he mentions GEESE. Some authorities consider that the fatted fowl of 1 Ki. 4:23 could be domestic fowls. The importaton of PEACOCKS (1 Ki. 10:22), if this translation is correct, suggests that Solomon had traffic with Ceylon or India, the original home of the domestic fowl, and he could therefore have introduced them.

The only mention of the hen in the NT is in Mt. 23:37 and Lk. 13:34, where in one of our Lord’s most poignant similes it is obvious that Gk. ornis is the domestic hen. The cock (alektör) is mentioned in two incidents. In Mk. 13:35 Jesus mentioned the four night-watches, including ‘at cockcrow’ (mid-night to 3 a.m. by Roman reckoning). The crowing of the cock was thought to take place at set times, and in many countries the domestic cock was re-garded as an alarm clock, but it would be tlnwist to read any speciDc hours into the incident of Peter and the cock-crowing, Mt. 26:74-75, etc. See W. L Lane, The Gospel according to Mark, NIC, 1974, p 512, n. 69, and p. 543, for some remarkable obser-vations on the conscientious time-keeping of cockt in Jerusalem.

The PEACOCK is native to the jungles of tht Indo-Malayan region. There is no independeni evidence to conDrm the identiDcation tukkiyyim, ii is suggested that this word is derived from tht Tamil tokai, but this means ‘tail’ and is not now known to refer to the peacock itself. This splendic bird had reached Athens by 450 bc, and had beer kept on the island of Samos earlier still.

The QUAIL, almost the smallest of tthe gami birds, features in only one incident, Ex. 16:13, etc. Tn the evening quails (s'läw) came up anc covered the camp’. There has been specuilation a: to the correct translation, but the quail fits bette than any other. Ps. 78:27, ‘winged birds’, conDrm: that s'läw were birds; they also belonged to om of the few groups regarded as clean. QuaiJs are mi grants, and at certain seasons travel in large Dock a mctre or two above the ground. Their migrations takc them across the route tbllowed after the

Exodus.

The only other gallinaceous bird identifiable is the PARTRIDGE: I Sa. 26:20, Mike one .who hunts a partridge in the mountains’. Heb. qöre’ is the rock partridge (Alectoris graeca), which is hunted regularly in many parts of the Middle East and SE Europe. It is similar to the red-legged partridge (A. rufa) of SW Europe. The significance of the prov-erb in Je. 17:11 is not clear.

Two members of the CROW family can be seen very frequently in Palestine - the RAVEN and the hooded crow. Heb. ’öreb and Gk. korax are analagous to the Eng. ‘crow’ in that they probably refer primarily to the raven but are also used of crows as a whole. Both raven and hooded crow are similar in appearance and habits to the British birds.

The OSTRICH finds mention in several pas-sages, but the general view is that ba( ya'“nä should be ‘ostrich’ and not ‘owl’ (av) in S passages. Jb. 39:13-18 is clearly a description of the ostrich, a bird which once lived in the Middle East. Heb. yr'enlm is also translated ‘ostriches’ in La. 4:3, but a bird such as an ostrich may well have several native names.

‘A PELICAN of the wilderness’ (Ps. 102:6) (most evv except rsv, ‘vulture’) has been thought a contradiction, but * wilderness does not always connote desert. A swamp could also be described in this way, and the drained swamps of the N Jordan valley are still visited by flocks of white pel-icans passing on migration.

Several species of DOVES and PIGEONS are found in Palestine, and there is some confusion of names (so the Eng. wood-pigeon is also known as ring-dove). Heb. yönä is usually translated ‘dove’, but in the sacrificial passages of Lv. and Nu. it is always translated ‘(young) pigeon’. In the same verses is the lör, turtle or turtle dove; this has the scientific generic name Turtur, from its call, and this can be identified with both the common turtle dove and the collared turtle dove, mostly the latter, which has long been domesticated with the name Barbary dove. Heb. yönä is therefore the rock dove (Columba livia), which was domesticated in an-tiquity and has been used widely as a source of food and for message-carrying.

Speckled bird (säbüa'), Je. 12:9, is considered by many authorities to be better rendered HYENA’

Bibliography. G. R. Driver, ‘Birds in the Old Testament’, PEQ 86, 1954, pp. 5ff.; 87, 1955, pp. 129ff ; ‘Once Again, Birds in the Bible’, PEQ 90, 1958, pp. 56ff.; G. S. Cansdale, Animais of Bible Lands, 1970, chs. 10-15.

LIZARDS are by far the most conspicuous rep-tiles in Palestine, with some 40 species, and they are the only reptiles that the traveller can be sure of seeing. The two most obvious are the AGAMA or RAINBOW LIZARD, which frequents roadsides and t he vicinity of humans; it is easily recognized by its habit of doing ‘press-ups’; and the ROCK GEC KO that often basks on boulders in the early morniing. Mention of lizards may therefore be ex-pected and there are, in fact, 6 Heb. words that evv generally translate lizard. Each occurs only in the food list of Lv. 11:29f., with no help from the con-text other than that they are unclean; this suggests that tthey are carnivorous but any identification is largely conjecture, from slender philological evi-dence and tradition, that this is a series of reptiles.

1.    säb. Tortoise (av) is incorrect. rv, rsv translate ‘great lizard’, a non-specific name. Tradition identifies this with the spiny-tailed lizards, reaching some 50 cm. Arab. dhubb or dhabb may be suf-ficiently alike to give some confirmation.

2.    ’"näqä. Ferret (av) is not correct. GECKO (rv, rsv) is more probable.

3.    köah. Chameleon (av) and land crocodile (rv, rsv). The latter expression is meaningless but was once applied to the desert monitor, the largest lizard of the region.

4.    l'taä. Lizard (most evv). Perhaps lizards of the Lacerlid family.

5.    hörnet. Snail (av) is not correct. rv, rsv translate ‘sand lizard’. Perhaps the fast, stream-lined SKINKS so typical of sandy areas.

6.    tinsemet is very difficult. Mole (av) is not correct. rv, rsv translate chameleon.

In addition s'mämU (Pr. 30:28) is translated spider (av) or lizard (rv, rsv). This could well be a GECKO, or house lizard; several species, some of which live on and inside buildings, are found in Palestine. The specially modified feet allow them to cling to smooth walls and even ceilings.

One of the geckos, Ptyodactylus hasselquisli, was called abubrais (Arab.), ‘father of leprosy’, perhaps because of its fleshy colour, perhaps because of (incorrectly) supposed poisonous qualities. The CHAMELEON is small (up to 15 cm) and rather uncommon, living in the more wooded areas of Palestine. Its colour, shape and habits make it in-conspicuous and one would not expect it to feature in the food lists.

Several species of TORTOISE are found in the Middle East. The tortoise could be the säb (av) in Lv. 11:29, for it is a reptile that would be seen from time to time, but other authorities translate ‘lizard’ and the identity must be considered doubt-ful. Tortoises were known in ancient Assyria, whence a curse runs, ‘May you be turned upside down like a tortoise (and die)’ (Iraq 20, 1958, p. 76).

The words ‘SERPENT and SNAKE are of roughly equal age: snake has always had a specific meaning, a member of the sub-order of reptiles known as Ophidia, but serpent, while having been popularly used for snake, also had a wide applica-tion, including many mythical creatures. Although serpent is obsolescent it is retained generally by modern evv, even in literal passages. neb and jb use both snake and serpent.

Three Heb. words are translated serpent (rsv) of which nähäs occurs most often and is a general word, probably including other creeping reptiles also. The Heb. word translated ‘divination’ etc. is from the same root - to foretell by observing ser-pents. The first mention of nähäs is in Gn. 3:1, introducing the fall of man. säräp is a common root usually translated fiery or burning; in Nu. 21:6 it qualifies nähäs and is translated fiery serpent, but Stands alone in vv. 8 and 9 for the bronze serpent cast by Moses. It is translated flying serpent in Is. 14:29; 30:6. tannin, usually translated dragon, is translated serpent only in the incident of Aaron’s rod (Ex. 7:9fr.).

Gk. ophis, specific for snake, is found 14 times in a variety of NT contexts, including the reference to the serpent in the wilderness (Jn. 3:14) and the serpent of Gn. 3 (Rev. 12:9).

Snakes are found in all habitats from desert to closed woodland and marsh, with a wide ränge of species, some under 30 cm while others may reach 2 m. Most are harmless; about 6 species are poten-tially lethal, but only a low percentage of bites prove fatal if given any treatment. All feed only on animals, from insects to mammals, which they swallow whole with no chewing. They can pass long periods, sometimes over one year, without food but need water more often.

Snakes are today widely regarded with terror and are a common object of phobias. This has probably always been true. One cannot expect snakes to be clearly identified in the Bible or their habits described, but contexts and roots sometimes allow deductions to be made.

Heb. pelen must represent a poisonous species. It occurs 6 times and while most evv, including rsv, translate adder and asp, neb has cobra twice and asp 4 times. There is general agreement that COBRA is correct, since the bite of the ASP (now obsolete) was used in Egypt to commit suicide; a cobra’s neurotoxic venom would usually cause a quick death. Is. 11:8 speaks of the ‘hole of the asp’; cobras typically live in holes. Snake-charming is clearly mentioned in Ps. 58:4-5, ‘the voice of charmers’, referring to pelen; cobras are trad-itionally used for this purpose.

The figurative importance of the fiery serpent is emphasized by our Lord’s reference to it in Jn. 3:14. The context of Nu. 21, where both nähäs and säräp are used, allows some deductions, and 4 facts suggest the CARPET VIPER Echis. It is notorious for striking without provocation, which is rare in snakes; its venom is largely haemo-lytic, causing death after several days; it is more active by day than other desert vipers; in parts of Asia and Africa it is known to become very nu-merous over limited areas. When the Israelites cried for help God told Moses to cast a serpent in bronze and put it on a pole so that those who looked in faith would live. It seems that the brazen serpent, or a copy of it, later became a focus for heathen worship, so that Hezekiah destroyed it in his reformation (2 Ki. 18:4). There isevidence of a snake-cult in early Palestine and a direct Statement in Wisdom 11:15 that they worshipped ‘irrational serpents’. A flat relief stela of the serpent goddess was found at Beit Mirsin. A bronze snake, c. 15th Century bc, from Gezer has the expanded neck of a cobra and there are many examples of jars and in-cense vessels with relief patterns of snakes. It is likely that snakes were among ‘all kinds of creeping things’ worshipped by the Jerusalem elders (Ezk. 8:10).

Five futher Heb. words are translated ADDER and VIPER, sip'öni (Pr. 23:32) translated adder (rsv), adder, asp, basilisk (rv), is found only in figurative passages from which little can be inferred; but in Je. 8:17 ‘adders which cannot be charmed’ suggest DESERT VIPERS. sepa (Is. 14:29) was earlier translated cockatrice (av) and basilisk (rv), both words indefinite and now obsolete; rsv now translates adder. s'pipön is found only in Gn. 49:17, ‘a viper by the path that bites the horses’ heeis’. (Arrowsnake (Avmg.j has no known meaning.)

The desert vipers Cerastes cerastes and C. vipera became the Egyp. hieroglyph for ‘f’ from the ono-matopoeic fy, fyl\ the above 3 names may be related to this. Tristram notes that shiphon is Arab. for the horned viper. Although the words adder and viper are nearly synonymous and refer to the

Old World viperine snakes, adder first referred to snakes generally (a NADDER [OE] became an adder). Viper, derived from viviparous (live-bearing), was first used by Tyndale in the early 16th Century.

Both ’ep’eh and 'aksüb are translated viper (rsv) in figurative passages. The former is identical with Arab. afa'ä, used sometimes of snakes generally, sometimes of vipers. ‘aksüb is related to an Arab. root ‘to coil itself’, which describes a habit of the desert vipers.

Palestine’s largest viper (Vipera palestina) is found over much of the country except the desert; it cannot be identified with any of the above but it is common in Galilee and Judaea and could be the species to which Gk. echidna largely refers. Four of its 5 mentions are to a ‘brood of vipers’ used by Christ and John the Baptist of the Pharisees. This is apt, for these vipers bear live young in batches. The fifth mention is the only literal one, in Acts 28:3; the snake which bit Paul is traditionally held to be the common viper, which is still found on Sicily and other islands, though not on Malta.

For further details on biology and distribution see Cansdale, pp. 202-210.

The word CROCODILE is not found in any ev other than Rsvmg. where it translates leviathan (Jb. 41:1) and though this passage is wholly figurative there are several points suggesting crocodile is correct: e.g. vv. 13 and 15, ‘Who can penetrate his double coat of mail? ... his back is made of rows of shields.’ The precise setting of Job is uncertain but it is likely to have been somewhere around the E Mediterranean. In biblical times the Nile crocodile was found from source to mouth of the Nile. While its distribution N of Egypt in that period is un-known, returning Crusaders reported crocodiles in the Zerka river, which runs into the Mediterranean near Caesarea and is still known locally as the Crocodile river. Crocodilians are eaten in various parts of the World and though they cannot be identified in the Mosaic food lists it is certain that their camivorous habits would make them unclean.

Apart from one figurative use in Rev. 16:13 (Gk batrachos), the word FROG (Heb. s’pardea') occurs only in connection with the seoond of God’s plagues upon Egypt (Ex. 8:2fT.). Frogs belong to the dass Amphibia, all memtoers of which must pass their early stages in water. Several frogs, especially of the genus Rana, are comunon in the Nile valley, and more than one species could have been the s'parded which caused this plague.

LOCUSTS are the most important biblücal in sects, with some 56 appearances under 9 Heb names and one Gk. To the ancient Heb. the locus was primarily a destroyer but it was also ar usefu source of animal protein. Three suggestions for in terpreting the Heb. names are:

1.    They refer to different species. This camnot bi wholly true, for only 3 species of true loc:ust an involved - migratory, desert and Moroccai locusts.

2.    They represent various colour phases and/o the stages through which locusts pass ais the; mature. The list in Joel 1:4 is sometimes tatken t< describe such a series.

3.    These names are descriptive nicknames., for al with identifiable roots refer to one or other attrib ute of locusts. This is most likely, though ((1) am (2) may be true in part.

Locusts, of the section Saltatoria (leapers)) of th

Order Orlhoplera, were the only insects regarded as ‘clean', described vividly as having ‘legs above their feet, with which to leap on the earth’ (Lv. 11:21). Locusts are, in fact, GRASSHOPPERS and 2 of the Heb. words may refer to species other than true locusts - hagäb, from a root ‘to hide’, could have been a recognizable smaller species, for 3 of its 5 occurrences refer to smallness. sol'änt, from a root ‘to swallow up or destroy’, is sometimes trans-lated ‘bald locust’ from old Talmudic Statements that its head is smooth in front, which would well fit the Tryxalinae, a distinct family of grasshoppers.

The Evv handle these names so variously, espe-cially in the food lists and Joel 1:4, that it is not useful to tabulate them. ’arbeh (24 times) is the general term, from a root ‘to multiply’, always used of the 8th plague and often considered to be specific for migratory locust. The other Heb. words are hargöl, incorrectly beetle (av) and cricket (rsv), probably from root ‘to run swiftly’; gäzäm, from root ‘to cut off’; yeleq, perhaps from root ‘to lick or eat up’; häsil, from root ‘to consume’; s'läsal from root ‘to whir’; and göb, literally ‘a swarm’.

Locusts are typically highly gregarious but there is now evidence that they also have solitary phases and that swarming is probably a physiological response to conditions. Migrations follow no precise pattem and swarms are largely wind-driven, cer-tainly over long distances (‘the east wind had broughtthe locusts’, Ex. 10:13). The biology of all species is roughly the same. The female lays packets of eggs just beneath the surface of the soil where they may stay for many months before mois-ture allows them to hatch. The locust does not pass through the 3 distinct stages of a typical insect; when the egg hatches, the larva has the general shape of the adult, but without wings, which it ac-quires gradually over the 5 or 6 moults. The young are often known as hoppers. Locusts are wholly vegetarian and exist in such numbers that disas-trous damage is done to crops; in 1889 a desert locusit swarm that crossed the Red Sea was reck-oned to cover 5,000 sq. km.

Thiere is no direct Statement that the Israelites ate locusts, but the reference in the food lists implies nt. Their potential food value in ancient times is oftcen forgotten but there is much evidence in the literatture for their wide use. Until recent years large numbers have been eaten by desert and other tribes; and at some seasons it was probably a main source of protein, as well as of fat and minerals.

Thie locust was almost synonymous with ‘des-troyeir’ and a plague of locusts was often regarded as Giod's judgment; in 3 cases, apart from the 8th plagtue, locusts were sent or threatened by God as punisdinent.

AMTS, BEES and WASPS form the insect order Hynuenoptera (membranous-winged), many of whosie species have complex social Organization. Nurmerous kinds are found in Palestine and of these the most important is the honey bee, for until the 1 8th Century honey was the basic material for sweettening. The general name BEE is properly giveni tcday to several families of this order, includ-ing scoliiary and bumble bees as well as honey bees. Heb. d'börä could have covered an even larger ränge; cf insects, including bee-like flies, but it is clear from their contexts that 3 out of 4 OT occur-rencets refer to the honey bee (Jdg. 14:8; Ps. 118:12; Dt. 11:44). The fourth passage using this word is a figurative one - Is. 7:18, ‘The Lord shall whistle ... for the bee that is in the land of Assyria.’ This translation for säraq is preferred to ‘hiss’ (av). A tradition that the natives of Palestine called their bees by making a whistling or hissing sound sug-gests that d'börä here also refers to the honey bee.

The numerous references to * honey in OT and NT imply that its use was common and wide-spread. It is likely that much of the honey was pro-duced by wild bees nesting in hollow trees or rocky holes, but from very early times bees have been en-couraged to occupy simple hives of basket or earthenware.

All evv translate Heb. sir'ä as HÖRNET, which is a large colonial wasp with a very painful oreven dangerous sting, still common in parts of Palestine, including the desert around the Dead Sea. All the mentions are in rather similar contexts, as Ex. 23:28, ‘I will send hornets before you’. The reference could be literal, for there are records of hornets, and even bees, causing horses and cattle to panic and stampede. J. Garstang’s Suggestion (Joshua-Judges, 1931, pp. 112ff., 285ff.) that the hörnet of Jos. 24:12, etc., represents the Egyptian empire in Canaan has not found much acceptance.

The ANT (Heb. n'mälä) is mentioned only in Pr. 6:6 and 30:25. Ants vary widely in size and habits, but all are social, living in colonies of a dozen or so to hundreds of thousands. Many types of ants occur in Palestine, but the context clearly identifies this as the harvester ant, sometimes called the agricultural ant, which is about 6 mm long. Its colonies are common and conspicuous in many parts of Israel outside the actual desert. It collects seeds of many kinds, especially grasses, during spring and early summer and Stores them in Underground gal-leries, often after removing the husks and letting them blow away in the wind, which clearly indi-cates the nest entrance.

MOTH is the name given correctly to the larger section of the order Lepidoptera (scale-winged insects) which includes the most colourful and conspicuous insects. Palestine has many species of both butterfly and moth, but the only biblical reference is to the atypical clothes moth, Heb. 'äs and Gk. ses (Jb. 4:19; Lk. 12:33, etc.). The contexts all confirm identification of this pest, which is always associated with man and his goods. In countries with fairly high average temperatures for much of the year, where clothes were regarded as a form of wealth and therefore stored in quan-tity, damage by the larvae of these clothes moths could be serious. When the moths emerge the damage has already been done, for the adults do not feed.

FLEAS, belonging to a wingless insect order, have always been parasitic on man and his do-mestic stock and they are particularly numerous among nomadic peoples. Heb. par'ös occurs only in 1 Sa. 24:14; 26:20. The metaphor is clear and the jumping habit of the flea confirms the translation. Although mostly known just as nuisances, fleas are also potential carriers of serious diseases, notably bubonic plague (see ‘Mouse’, above).

Although the word FLY is widely and loosely used it is strictly applied only to Diptera, a large insect order having only one pair of wings. The word occurs only twice in av/rsv, each time trans-lating Heb. z'biib, but nothing in the context of either allows more precise identification. In Is. 7:18 it is used figuratively, while Ec. 10:1 is the familiär proverb, ‘Dead flies cause the ointment of the apothecary to send l'orth a stinking savour’ (av). A wide variety of insects, and not only true flies, might be attracted to embalmers’ spices and un-guents. Heb. äröb is translated ‘swarms of flies’ (Ex. 8:21 ff.; Pss. 78:45; 105:31). These passages refer to the plague of flies in Egypt; many species have mass hatchings into profuse swarms that are dangerous or gravely inconvenient from sheer weight of numbers. These swarms could well have consisted of ‘divers sorts of flies’ (av).

GNAT is an imprecise word given to several groups of small two-winged insects, similar to and sometimes including midges and mosquitoes. The only NT occurrence of Gk. könöps is in Mt. 23:24, which should be read as in rsv ‘straining out a gnat’. (av ‘strain at a gnat’ seems to be a printer’s error.) This comment was based on the Pharisaic practice of drinking water through a straining cloth to avoid swallowing an insect regarded as un-clean. Many small insects breed in and near water and their larval forms are common in stagnant water, könöps probably had as wide a meaning as the Eng. ‘gnat’.

rsv prefers ‘gnat’ to ‘louse’ (Heb. kinnäm) in Ex. 8:16-18, but the most probably translation is TICK. The louse is a wingless insect but the tick is an eight-legged arthropod more nearly related to spiders. Both are specialized blood-sucking para-sites and vectors of dangerous human diseases. This problem is discussed in Cansdale, p. 229.

The SCORPION (Heb. 'aqräb\ Gk. skorpios) is one of the arthropods that can be identified with certainty. Members of this Order vary widely in size and toxicity; though the largest of the Palestine species is up to 15 cm, most of the 12 species are much smaller and none has a sting likely to be fatal under normal conditions. All have the typical scorpion shape - heavy pincers, 4 pairs of legs and a long up-turned tail ending in a sting. Scorpions are largely nocturnal, especially in desert country, spending the day hidden under stones or in holes and emerging at night to hunt the small animals on which they feed. Several mentions in the OT and NT are in proverbial form, e.g. 1 Ki. 12:11, T will chastise you with scorpions’, possibly a reference to a many-tailed whip, loaded with hooked knobs of metal and known as a scorpion (cf. 1 Macc. 6:51; ‘machines [Gk. skorpidia] to shoot arrows’). Our Lord vividly likens a scorpion to an egg in Lk. 11:12; the main Segment of some scorpions is lat and almost egg-shaped.

Palestine has a large ränge of SPIDERS, an-other order of eight-legged arthropods, of which the web-spinners are clearly referred to in Jb. 8:14 and Is. 59:5-6 (Heb. ‘akkäbis). s'mämit_ also is translated ‘spider’ in Pr. 30:28, 'The spider taketh hold with her hands’ (av). A more likely translation is GECKO.

Finally, there is a series of names that refer to less easily identified invertebrates (animals without backbones). The context clearly confirms SNAIL as the translation for Heb. sabliil ‘as a snail which melteth’ (av), Mike the snail which dissolves into slime’ (rsv), Ps. 58:8. Both translations reflect an ancient belief that in leaving a visible trail behind it the snail was gradually melting away. There is nothing to confirm ‘snail’ as the translation of Heb. hörnet in the list of forbidden meats in Lv. 11:30. rsv renders it ‘sand lizard’ and there is general agreement in modern evv that it is a LIZARD of some kind.

The word WORM is technically correct only for several phyla of invertebrate animals, butpopular language uses it much more widely. Win-worms and wood-worms are beetles; cut-worms ae moth Caterpillars; slow-worms are lizards, and 9 on. In ancient times and among less-developed peoples the usage is even more vague. Five Heb. wirds are translated ‘worm’ and in the populär seise this translation can be accepted. In most passiges the use is solely figurative and more precise idmtifica-tion is difficult, but see Cansdale, pp. 235f. for dis-cussion. There is no word for ‘worms’ in he Heb. text of the well-known passage in Jb. 19:1 fand the Avmg. and rsv should be followed: ‘aftermy skin has been destroyed’.

Found only in Pr. 30:15 the word ‘hoseleach’ (av), Meech’ (rsv), is a translation of Hel. ‘“lüqä. ‘sucking’; but in most evv there is mg. omment that the text is obscure. Two interpretatons are found. I. Most scholars, following av, Rsv.assume a reference to the LEECH, probably of sone aqua-tic type such as the horse leech (Limnatis lilotica). still found in stagnant waters of Egypt md the Near East, which is a serious menace to nen and animals when swallowed with drinkirg-water. Leeches belong to the world-wide Phylim An-nelida, or segmented worms. 2. Others, ncting the similarity to the Arab. word ‘alaqeh, idmtify it with a female demon, perhaps a blood-sucking Vampire (cf. Rvmg.) which the Arabs cal ’Alüq. this lauer cannot be accepted, for blood-sucking bats, the true vampires, are found only in Central and S America.

The phrase CREEPING THINGS is a non-specific term in evv translating two Heb words which are used particularly in the *creatior narrative. The comments below refer mainly to av. In rsv the translation of these two words is rot uniform and in one case (I Ki. 4:33) seres is translated reptiles.

1.    remes, from the verb rämas, to creep. move’, and having, with römes, the participle of that verb, the meaning ‘creeping or moving thing’. It is apparently applied to all animals in Gn. 9:3, but is sometimes used of sea (Gn. 1:21; Ps. 104:25) or land (Gn. 1:24-25; 6:20; 7:8, 14, 21, 23) cieatures exclusively, and in 1 Ki. 4:33 and Ezk. 38:20 it is distinguished from beasts (b'hemä), fowls (’öp) and fishes (däg). Though some commentators have argued that in the creation account it refers to reptiles, it cannot correspond exactly to any modern scientific category, referring rather to all creatures moving close to the ground.

2.    seres, from the verb säras, ‘to swarm. teem’, and meaning ‘swarming thing’, translated in the av as ‘creeping thing’ (Gn. 7:21; Lv. 5:2; 11:21 23, 29, 41-44; 22:5; Dt. 14:19) and ‘moving crea-ture’ (Gn. 1:20; ‘Creation). It could be applied tc water (Gn. 1:20; Lv. 11:10) and land (Gn. 8:2F creatures, and in Lv. 11:29 is specifically defined a‘ including weasels, mice and lizards. In short seres, like remes, seems to refer to creature; which appear to move close to the ground with ; ränge of possibilities according to the context.

In NT Gk. herpeton, derived from herpö, ‘tc creep, crawl’ (not in the Bible), and therefore mean ing ‘creeping thing’, is used 4 times (Acts 10:12 11:6; Rom. 1:23; Jas. 3:7), probably meaning ‘rep tile’ in each case. In the lxx it is used chiefly as; translation for remes and seres.

Bibliography. G. S. Cansdale, Animals of Bibh Lands. 1970; F. E. Zeuner, A History of Domesti cated Animals, 1963; ABD, s.v.    G.s.c.

ANNA (Gk. form of Heb. hannä, ‘grace’). An aged vidow, daughter of Phanuel, of the tribe of Ashei (Lk. 2:36-38). Like Simeon, who also be-longeJ to the remnant which ‘waited for the con-solation of Israel’, she had prophetic insight, and was a regulär attender at the morning and evening Services in the Temple. On hearing Simeon’s words at the presentation of Jesus, she commended the child as the long-awaited Messiah, and praised God for the fulfilment of his promises. j.d.d.

ANNAS. Annas or Ananos, son of Seth, was ap-pointed high priest in ad 6 and deposed in ad 15. In the NT he is still referred to as high priest after ad 15. This may be for one of three reasons. First, though the Romans deposed high priests and ap-pointed new ones, the Jews thought of the high priesthood as a life office. The Mishnah (Horayoth

3. 4) says: ‘A high priest in office differs from the priest that is passed from his high priesthood only in the bullock that is offered on the Day of Atonement and the tenth of the ephah.’ Secondly, the title ‘high priest’ is given in Acts and Josephus to members of the few priestly families from which most high priests were drawn, as well as to those exercising the high-priestly office. Thirdly, Annas had great personal influence with succeeding high priests. Five of his sons and Caiaphas his son-in-law became high priest. At the trial of Jesus we find Annas conducting a preliminary investigation betöre the official trial by Caiaphas (Jn. 18:13-24). When Lk. 3:2 says that the high priest was Annas and Caiaphas, the singulär is probably deliberate, indicating that, though Caiaphas was the high priest officialiy appointed by Rome, his father-in-law shared his high-priestly power, both de facto by his personal influence and, according to strict Jewish thought, also de jure (cf. Acts 4:6). d.r.h.

ANNUNCIATION. The vision of Mary (Lk. 1:26-38) ‘announces’ the conception of a Messiah-Son and describes with poetic imagery Messiah’s human (Lk. 1:32) and divine (Lk. l:34f.) character and the eternal nature of his kingdom (Lk. 1:33). Machen and Daube give the most helpful treat-ment of the literary questions. See also * Virgin Birth, * Incarnation.

Bibliography. R. E. Brown, The Birth of the Messiah, 1977; D. Daube, The New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism, 1956; E. E. Elfis, The Gospel of Luke \ 1974; J. G. Machen, The Virgin Birth, 1931;

J. McHugh, The Mother of Jesus in the New Testament, 1975; DCG, ODCC.    e.e.e.

ANOINTING, ANOINTED. Persons and things were anointed, in the OT, to signify holiness, or Separation unto God: pillars (cf. Gn. 28:18); the tabernacle and its furniture (Ex. 30:22ff.); shields (2 Sa. 1:21; Is. 21:5: probably to consecrate them for the ‘holy war’, see Dt. 23:9fT.); kings (Jdg. 9:8; 2 Sa. 2:4; I Ki. 1:34); priests (Ex. 28:41); prophets (1 Ki. 19:16). The importance and solemnity of the anointing is shown, first, by the fact that it was an offence meriting excommunication to compound the holy oil for a common purpose (Ex. 30:32-33); secondly, by the authority which the anointing car-ried, such that, for example. while Jehu’s fellow-commanders scorned the prophet as a ‘madman’.

they did not dare resist the implications of his action, but accepted without question that he who was anointed as king must indeed be king (2 Ki. 9:11-13); thirdly, by the effect produced in the anointed, the person or thing becoming holy (Ex. 30:22-33) and sacrosanct (1 Sa. 24:7, etc.). Fundamentally the anointing was an act of God (1 Sa. 10:1), and the Word ‘anointed’ was used meta-phorically to mean the bestowal of divine favour (Pss. 23:5; 92:10) or appointment to a special place or function in the purpose of God (Ps. 105:15; Is. 45:1) (* Messiah). Further, the anointing symbol-ized equipment for Service, and is associated with the outpouring of the Spirit of God (1 Sa. 10:1, 9; 16:13; Is. 61:1; Zc. 4:1-14). This usage is carried over into the NT (Acts 10:38; 1 Jn. 2:20, 27). The use of oil in anointing the sick (Jas. 5:14) is best understood thus, as pointing to the Holy Spirit, the Lifegiver. Or, on the OT model of setting aside kings by anointing, the oil may signify a separating off of the sickness from the patient to Christ (cf. Mt. 8:17).

Bibliography. E. Kutsch, Salbung als Rechtsakt im A.T. (ZA IT Beiheft 87), 1963; W. Brunotte, D. Müller, NIDNTT 1, pp. 119-124.    j.a.m.

ANTICHRIST. The expression antichrislos is found in the Bible only in the Johannine Epistles (1 Jn. 2:18, 22; 4:3; 2 Jn. 7), but the idea behind it is widespread. We should probably understand the force of anli as indicating Opposition, rather than a false claim, i.e. the antichrist is one who opposes Christ rather than one who Claims to be the Christ. If this is so, then we should include under the head-ing ‘antichrist’ such OT passages as Dn. 7:7f., 211'., and those in 2 Thes. 2 and Revelation which deal with the strong Opposition that the forces of evil are to offer Christ in the last days.

The concept is introduced in John as already well known (‘you have heard that antichrist is coming’, 1 Jn. 2:18). But though he does not dis-pute the fact that at the end of this age there will appear an evil being, called ‘antichrist’, John in-sists that there is a temper, an attitude, character-istic of antichrist, and that already exists. Indeed, he can speak of ‘many antichrists’ as already in the world (1 Jn. 2:18). He gives something in the nature of a definition of antichrist when he says, This is the antichrist, he who denies the Father and the Son’ (1 Jn. 2:22). This becomes a little more explicit when the criterion is made the refusal to acknowledge ‘the coming of Jesus Christ in the fiesh’ (2 Jn. 7). For John it is basic that in Jesus Christ we see God acting for man’s Salvation (1 Jn. 4:9f.). When a man denies this he is not simply guilty of doctrinal error. He is undercutting the very foundation of the Christian faith. He is doing the work of Satan in opposing the things of God. At the end of the age this will characterize the work of the supreme embodiment of evil. And those who in a small way do the same thing now demonstrate by that very fact that they are his henchmen.

Paul does not use the term ‘antichrist', but the 'man of lawlessness’ of whom he writes in 2 Thes. 2:3ff. clearly rel'ers to the same being. The charac-teristic of this individual is that he ‘opposes and exalts himself against every so-called god or object of worship’ (v. 4). He Claims to be God (ibid.). He is not Satan, but his coming is ‘by the activ-ity of Satan’ (v. 9). It cannot be said that all the difficulties of this passage have been deared up, and, in particular, the identification of the man of lawlessness is still hotly debated. But for our present purpose the main points are clear enough. Paul thinks of the supreme effort of Satan as not in the past, but in the future. He does not think of the world as gradually evolving into a perfect state, but of evil as continuing right up tili the last time. Then evil will make its greatest challenge to good, and this challenge will be led by the mysterious figure who owes ins power to Satan, and who is the instrument of Satan’s culminating challenge to the things of God. Paul is sure of the outcome. Christ will consume the man of lawlessness ‘with the breath of his mouth’ (v. 8). The last, supreme challenge of Satan will be defeated.

That is surely the meaning of some, at least, of the imagery of the book of Revelation. Biblical students are far from unanimous about the right way to interpret this book, but nearly all are agreed that some of the visions refer to the final struggle of the forces of evil with Christ. Sometimes the symbolism refers plainly to Satan. Thus the ‘great red dragon’ of Rev. 12:3 is expressly identified with Satan (v. 9). But the ‘beast’ of Rev. 11:7 is not. He is closely related to Satan, as his works show. Other similar figures appear (Rev. 13:11, etc.). It is not our purpose here to identify any particular one with the antichrist, but simply to point to the fact that this book too knows of one empowered by Satan who will oppose Christ in the last days. This may fairly be said to be characteristic of the Christian view of the last days.

Bibliography. W. Bousset and A. H. Keane, The Antichrist Legend, 1896; art. ‘Antichrist’ in EBi, M. R. James, art. ‘Man of Sin and Antichrist’ in HDB, G. Vos, The Pmtline Eschatology1, 1961, pp. 94-135; NIDNTT 1, pp. 124-126; G. C. Berk-ouwer, The Return of Christ, 1972, pp. 260-290.
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ANTIOCH (PISIDIAN). This Asia Minor city lo-cated in Phrygia towards Pisidia, according to Strabo, was one of a number of Antiochs founded by a Macedonian cavalry leader, Seleucus I Nica-tor (312-280 bc), probably on the site of a Phry-gian temple-village. Situated astride a main trading route between Ephesus and Cilicia, it became a prominent centre of Hellenism in the pre-Christian period. The Seleucids brought Jewish colonists into Phrygia for political and commercial reasons, and the more tolerant descendants of these settlers received Paul kindly on his first missionary journey (Acts 13:14). The Romans included Pisidian Anti-och in the province of Galatia, and Augustus made it one of a series of Roman colonies in Pisidia.

In Phrygia, women enjoyed considerable pres-tige and sometimes occupied civic Offices. Paul’s enemies employed some of these to obtain his ex-pulsion from Antioch (Acts 13:50). The ruined site is near Yalvaq in modern Turkey, and from that lo-cality have come inscriptions, damaged stelae and other artifacts relating to the cult of the god Men, which was prominent in Pisidian Antioch in the Ist Century ad.

Bibliography. B. Levick, JHS 91, 1971, pp. 80-84.    R.K.H.

ANTIOCH (SYRIAN). Antioch on the Orontes, now Antakya in SE Turkey, some 500 km N of Jerusalem, was founded c. 300 bc by Seleucus I Nica-tor after his victory over Antigonus at Isius (310 bc). It was the most famous of sixteen Antijchs es-tablished by Seleucus in honour of his fathm Built at the foot of Mt Silpius, it overlooked the navig-able river Orontes and boasted a fine seaport, Se-leucia Pieria. While the populace of Antioch was always mixed, Josephus records that the Sdeucids encouraged Jews to emigrate there in large num-bers, and gave them full citizenship rights (Ant. 12. 119).

Antioch feil to Pompey in 64 bc, and he made it a free city. It became the Capital of the Roman province of Syria, and was the third largest city of the empire. The Seleucids and Romans erected magnificent temples and other buildings.

Even under the Seleucids the inhabitants had gained a reputation for energy, insolence and in-stability, which manifested itself in a series of re-volts against Roman rule. Nevertheless, Antioch was renowned for its culture, being commended in this respect by no less a person than Cicero (Pro Archia 4). Close by the city were the renowned groves of Daphne, and a sanctuary dedicated to Apollo, where orgiastic rites were celebrated in the name of religion. Despite the bad moral tone, life in Antioch at the beginning of the Christian era was rieh and varied.

Apart from Jerusalem itself, no other city was so intimately connected with the beginnings of Chris-tianity. Nicolas, one of the seven ‘deacons’ of Acts 6:5, was of Antioch, and had been a Gentile con-vert to Judaism. Düring the persecution which fol-lowed the death of Stephen, some of the disciples went as far north as Antioch (Acts 11:19), and preached to the Jews. Later arrivals also took Christianity to the Greek populace, and when nu-merous conversions occurred the Jerusalem church sent Barnabas to Antioch. When he had assessed the Situation he went to Tarsus and brought Saul back with him, and both of them taught in Antioch for a whole year. The disciples were first called ‘Christians’ there (Acts 11:26).

The energetic nature of the Christians in Antioch was displayed in the way in which alms were sent to the mother church in Jerusalem when famine Struck (Acts 11:27-30). lt was fitting that the city in which the first Gentile church was founded, and where the Christians were given. perhaps sarcastically, their characteristic name. should be the birthplace of Christian foreign mis-sions (Acts 13:1-3). Paul and Barnabas set out from the seaport of Antioch and sailed for Cyprus This first journey into Asia Minor concluded when Paul and Barnabas returned to Antioch and re-ported to the assembled church.

Some of the refugees from the persecution ovei Stephen had taken the lead in preaching at Anti och to Gentiles equally with Jews (Acts 11:20). Ths Gentile problem came to a head when some Jew: visited Antioch and proclaimed the necessity o! circumcision for Gentiles as a prerequisite to be coming Christians. Resisting this principle, th< church at Antioch sent a deputation headed b; Paul and Barnabas to Jerusalem to debate th< matter (Acts 15:1-2).

With James presiding, the question of whethe: or not circumcision was to be obligatory for Gen tile Christians was thoroughly discussed. Peter hat already encountered the difficulties involved in thi relationships between Jews and Gentiles at othe than commercial levels (Acts 10:28). Although ap
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Plan of the city of Anlioch in the Ist Cent. ad.

pearing favourable to such contacts, he had been censured by the Jerusalem church for eating in un-circumcised Company (Acts 11:3; cf. Gal. 2:12). He now acknowledged that God had not diflferenti-ated between Jew and Gentile after Pentecost.

After Paul had related the blessings which the Gentiles had received, James gave his opinion that abstinence from blood, things strangled, idolatry and immorality should alone be required of Gentile converts. These provisions were written into the apostolic letter to the churches of Antioch and its province. Paul returned to Antioch as the recog-nized apostle to the uncircumcision (Acts 15:22— 26).

There is good reason for the view that *Gala-tians was written on the eve of this Jerusalem Council, possibly from Antioch. It appears that the Council settled in principle the contentions for which Paul had to battle in Galatians.

Paul began and ended his second missionary journey at Antioch. This notable city saw also the Start of his third missionary Visitation. Its evangel-istic zeal aflforded Antioch great Status in the sub-sequent history of the church. Archaeological ex-cavations at the site have unearthed over twenty ruined churches dating from the 4th Century ad.

Bibliography. D. Wallace-Hadrill. Christian Antioch, 1982.    R.k.h.

c.j.ii.

ANTIOCHUS. The name of 13 kings of the Se-leucid dynasty which in the 40 years following the death of Alexander the Great in 323 bc had becotne master of Asia Minor, Syria and the more westerly of Alexander’s E dominions. Being a Hellenistic dynasty, they sought to maintain hold of this vast empire by founding or resettling a chain of Graeco-Macedonian cities throughout its length and breadth. ’Antioch on the Orontes was their Capital, with Seleucia on the Tigris a second Capital administering the eastern provinces.

Antiochus I was the son of Seleucus 1, founder of the dynasty, and Apama I. Joint-king with his father front 292, he succeeded him early in 280 and ruled until his death on 1 or 2 June 261. About 275 he was honoured with the title Söler (‘saviour’) for delivering several cities of Asia Minor front the Gauls: he founded many Hellenistic cities. Düring his reign there was much conflict with the Ptole-maic dynasty of Egypt.

Antiochus II, the younger son of Antiochus I and Stratonice, succeeded his father in 261. He lib-erated Ephesus, Ionia, Cilicia and Pamphylia from Egyptian domination, and in return for their au-tonomy the cities of Asia Minor gave him the title Theos (‘god’). He banished his first wife, his cousin Laodice and her two sons and two daughters, and in 252 married Berenice, daughter of Ptolemy II Philadelphus of Egypt. He died in 246.

Antiochus III, the younger son of Seleucus II and grandson of Antiochus II and Laodice, succeeded his older brother Alexander Seleucus III Soter on the latter’s assassination in 223. While re-ducing S Syria and Palestine in 217 he was defeated at Raphia by Ptolemy IV Philopator of Egypt, but a victory at Panion (the NT Caesarea Philippi) in 198 bc gave him secure control of those regions, formerly part of the empire of the Ptolemies. After putting down two domestic revolts, he led a vic-torious army E as far as Bactria to regain the old Seleucid empire: for this he was called by the Greeks ‘the Great’ as he had assumed the Achae-menid title of the ‘Great King’. Campaigns in Asia Minor and Greece resulted in successive defeats by Rome, culminating in the battle of Magnesia (189) and the subsequent Treaty of Apamea, by which he ceded to Rome all Asia Minor N and W of the Taurus Mountains. In 187 he died and was succeeded by his son Seleucus IV Philopator.

Antiochus IV, the youngest son of Antiochus III and Laodice III, succeeded his brother Seleucus IV in 175. Until 170/169 he reigned with his nephew Antiochus, Seleucus’ baby son, who was murdered in Antiochus’ absence by Andronicus, who ar-ranged also the assassination of Onias III, the illegally deposed high priest, and was himself re-warded with execution (2 Macc. 4:32-38). Düring his reign there was much intrigue for the high priesthood on the part of Jason and Menelaus, and because of their misbehaviour Antiochus visited Jerusalem in 169 and insisted on entering the holy of hohes, and carried off some of the gold and silver vessels. Pressure from Egypt convinced him of the necessity to hellenize Palestine, and meas-ures against the old religion resulted in the cessa-tion of the sacrifices in the Temple and the erection of a Greek altar on the site of the old one on 25 December 167. The revolt led by Mattathiah of the house of Hashmon and his 5 sons led to the re-consecration of the Temple just 3 years later. Antiochus, who on coins of the later years of his reign called himself (Theos) Epiphanes, ’(god) manifest’, died on campaign in Media in 164.

Antiochus V Eupator, son of Epiphanes and Laodice, was put to death by the army in 162 on the arrival in Syria of his cousin Demetrius 1 Soter, the younger son of Seleucus IV and Epiphanes’ rightful successor.

Antiochus VI Epiphanes Dionysus, the infant son of the pretender Alexander Balas (ruled 150— 145), was put forward as king by Diodotus (Tryphon) in 143, dethroned by him in 142 and murdered by him in 138.

Antiochus VII Sidetes, son of Demetrius I Soter, deposed Tryphon in 139 and ruled until 130/129. After his decree to the Jews (1 Macc. 15:1-9), permitting them to coin their own money for the first time, he invaded and subdued Judaea in 134, granting the people religious freedom.

The rest of the history of the dynasty is a story of constant rivalry for the throne. Antiochus VIII Grypus (nephew of Sidetes) ruled from 125 to 115, when he was expelled by Antiochus IX Philopator (Cyzicenus), son of Grypus’ mother, Cleopatra Thea, and Sidetes. Grypus returned in 111 and re-gained all except Coele-Syria, which Cyzicenus ruled until his death in 95. In 96 Grypus died, and among subsequent contestants for the throne bear-ing this name were two sons of Grypus (Antiochus XI Epiphanes Philadelphus and Antiochus XII Dionysus), and a son and grandson of Cyzicenus (Antiochus X Eusebes Philopator and Antiochus XIII Asiaticus). The last-named ruled from 69 to 65 and was the last of the Seleucid monarchs: in his settlement of the E in 64 Pompey annexed Syria to Rome.

Bibliography. CAH, 6-9; D. J. Wiseman in Iraq 16, 1954, pp. 202-211; E. Ferguson, Backgrounds of Early Christianity, 1987.    d.h.w.

ANTIPAS. An abbreviation of Antipater.

1.    * Herod Antipas, who ordered the execution of John the Baptist.

2.    A martyr of the church of Pergamum (Rev. 2:13), who tradition States was roasted in a brazen bowl during Domitian’s reign.

Bibliography. H. Hoehner, Herod Antipas, 1972.    j.D.D.

ANTIPATRIS. Formerly Kaphar-Saba., the modern Ras el-Ain, this city, about 42 km S of Caesarea on the road to Lydda, was rebuilt by Herod the Great in memory of his fatheir Antipater (Josephus, Ant. 16. 143; BJ I. 417). Paul was taken there on his way from Jerusalem to Catesarea (Acts 23:31). Vespasian occupied it in ad 68 (BJ 4. 443). Codex Sinaiticus reads Antipalris inshead of patris (home-country) in Mt. 13:54, with anti-subsequently crossed out. (’Aphek.) d.h.w.

APELLES. Greeted by Paul as a tried Chiristian (Rom. 16:10). Lightfoot (Philippians, p. 174) found the name - which was often adopted by Je\ws (cf. Horace, Sal. 1. 5. 100) - in Imperial houisehold

circles: Lagrange in loc. notes the sculptured Contemporary Apelles in CIL, VI, 9183, just possibly Christian. Some mss have ‘Apelles’ for ‘Apollos’ at Acts 18:24; 19:1, perhaps through Origen’s guess that they may have been identical.    a.f.w.

APHEK, APHEKAH (Heb. '“peq(ä), ‘fortress’). Name of several places in Palestine. 1. Jos. 13:4. Defining the land remaining to be occupied to the N. Probably Afqa, NE of Beirut at the source of Nähr Ibrahim (BDB, Abel, Geographie de la Pales-line, p. 247; LOB, p. 217). A different view places it at 1 2 Ras el-‘Ain (cf. GTT, p. 110).

2.    Jos. 12:18; 1 Sa. 4:1; 29:1. Later 2Antipatris, now Ras el-Ain, Heb. Tel Afeq, at the source of Nähr el-Auga (Jarkon, Jos. 19:46) on the trunk road to Egypt. Listed by Tuthmosis III, Ameno-phis II, Ramesses II and III, probably the Execra-tion Texts. Esarhaddon mentions 'Apku in the territory of Samaria’, and it occurs in the Aramaic letter of Adon, c. 600 bc (see ANET, 242,246,292, 329). Excavations by Tel Aviv University since 1972 have found important Late Bronze Age and Philistine remains (NEAEHL, pp. 87-89).

3.    Jos. 19:30; Jdg. 1:31 (Aphik). In Asher, modern Teil Kurdaneh, Heb. Tel Afeq, at the source of Nähr Na’amein which flows into the Bay of Haifa.

4.    1 Ki. 20:26, 30; 2 Ki. 13:17. FTq or Affq at the head of Wadi FTq, E of the sea of Galilee may pre-serve the name, the place being ‘En-Gev, a teil on the shore (LOB, p. 304, n. 60).

5.    Jios. 15:53 (Aphekah). SW of Hebron, either Khirbet ed-darrame (A. Alt, Palästinajahrbuch, 28, pp. 16>f.) or Khirbet Kana‘an (Abel, op. cit., p. 247).

A.R.M.

various groups within Judaism, including Essenes, Pharisees, Zealots, Jewish Christians. (The variety of the apocalyptic literature should be remembered whenever generalizations about apocalyptic are at-tempted.) Apocalyptic flourished especially in times of national crisis, and the last great Jewish eschatological apocalypses come from the period between the fall of Jerusalem in ad 70 and the failure of Bar Kokhba’s revolt.

The most important post-canonical Jewish apocalypses are: 2 1 Enoch, a collection of writings of which the earliest may date from the 5th Century bc and the latest from the Ist Century ad; The Testament of Moses (also called Assumption of Moses), which should be dated either c. 165 bc or early Ist Century ad; 4 Ezra (or 2 Esdras, in the English Apocrypha), 2 Bantch and the Apocalypse of Abraham, all from the period ad 70-140. The Jewish Sibylline Oracles contain apocalyptic material cast in the style of the pagan oracles of the Sibyls. Other works, such as 2 Jubilees and The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, contain apocalyptic passages, and some new apocalyptic texts have been found at Qumran.

The apocalypses just listed are largely eschatological in content, continuing, in some sense, the tradition of OT prophecy. They reveal (Gk. apoka-lypto) the secrets of God’s plans for history and for his coming triumph at the end of history. But the apocalyptic literature also includes a tradition of cosmological apocalyptic, which reveals the mys-teries of the cosmos. This tradition has its origin in parts of I Enoch, where Enoch is taken by angels on journeys through the heavens and the realms of the dead. Cosmology really comes into its own in hellenistic apocalypses of the Christian era, such as 2 Enoch and 3 Baruch, where the eschatological hope has largely faded. In the rest of this article we connne our attention to eschatological apocalyptic.

In literary terms, apocalyptic is a highly stylized form of literature, with its own conventions of symbolism and terminology, continually feeding on OT sources. It is a literature of dreams and vi-sions, often centred on a vision of the heavenly throne-room. Eschatological prophecy may take the form of long discourses or of symbolic imagery, which is sometimes very artificial, some-times vivid and eflective. Probably the apocalyp-tists never intended to depict the End in literal terms. In their attempt to portray a future salvation which transcends ordinary historical experi-ence, they seem to have borrowed Symbols from Canaanite myth and from the mythology they encountered in the Eastern Diaspora and in hellenistic Palestine. Apocalyptic literature often exhibits a close but critical interaction with the international culture of its time.

If Jewish apocalyptic was often indebted for its imagery and forms to its non-Jewish environment, its eschatological content derived from OT prophecy In this respect apocalyptic was the heir of prophecy. Its role was to reassert the prophetic promises for the future in their relevance to the apocalyptist’s own generation. The apocalyptists were not themselves prophets. They lived in an age when prophecy had ceased, and probably for that reason they adopted the device of pseudonymity, writing under the name of an OT saint from the period of prophetic revelation. This need not be regarded as a fraudulent device, as though they wished to pass off their work as belonging to the age of prophecy; rather it should be seen as a liter-ary form expressing the apocalyptists’ role as Interpreters of the revelation given in the prophetic

age.

From this fictional standpoint in the past, the apocalyptists often give reviews of history up to their own time in the form of predictive prophecy. Again, this device need not be intended to deceive. It is the apocalyptist’s means of penetrating the divine plan of history and presenting an interpret-ation of the prophecies of the past, which he re-writes in the light of their fulfilment in order to show how they have been fulfilled and what still remains to be fulfilled.

The apocalyptists, then, are Interpreters of OT prophecy. This does not mean they do not Claim inspiration. There is good reason to think that the visionary experiences attributed to the pseudonym often reflect the real experience of the apocalyptist himself. The apocalyptist’s inspiration, however, was the source not so much of fresh prophetic revelation as of interpretation of the revelation already given through the prophets. The authority of his message is thus derivative from that of the prophets.

if this view of the apocalyptists’ self-understanding is adopted, it will be seen that they occupy an essentially intertestamental position. They interpret the prophets to an age when prophecy has ceased but fulfilment is still awaited. Their exclusion from the Canon is not therefore a negative judgment on their value for the intertestamental development of Jewish religion. On the con-trary, by sustaining and intensifying the eschato-logical hope they played a decisively important role as a bridge between the Testaments.

The apocalyptic understanding of history and eschatology developed in the context of the post-exilic experience of history, in which Israel re-mained under the domination of the Gentile powers and the prophetic promises of glorious res-toration remained largely unfulfilled. In the ex-tended period of contradiction between God’s promises and the reality of Israel’s historical experience, the apocalyptists sought to assure the faithful that God had not abandoned his people, that the promised salvation was coming. To this end they stressed the divine sovereignty over history: God has predetermined the whole course of world history and the End will come at the time he has appointed. The power of the pagan empires survives only so long as he permits. This strongly deterministic view of history does not, however, become a fatalism which contradicts human free-dom and responsibility, for the apocalyptists also call their readers to repentance and intercession and ethical action. Only rarely do they venture to set a date for the End.

1

APOCALYPTIC. The word designates both a genre of literature (the Jewish and Christian apocalypses;) and also the characteristic ideas of this literatture. Within the Canon apocalyptic is repre-sented especially by the books of 2 Daniel and

2

 Revielation, but there are many other apocalypses from the intertestamental and early Christian periods.

Already within the OT prophetic books there are passajges which must be classified as apocalyptic in some respects at least. Apocalyptic 2eschatology can bie found especially in Is. 24-27; 56-66; Joel; Zc. 9M4. In these passages the eschatological future: is envisaged in terms of direct divine Intervention, a universal judgment of the nations and a new aige of salvation, in which the cosmos will be radicatlly transformed. This transcendent eschat-ology is the central core of apocalyptic belief. The apocatlyptic doctrine of the resurrection of the dead is also probably found already in Is. 26:19, as well ;as in Dn. 12:2. The literary forms of the apocatlypse, however, are anticipated especially in the vitsions of Ezekiel and Zc. 1-6.

It was after the cessation of prophecy that apocatlyptic flourished as a literature distinct from prophtecy. Its first great flowering was in the mid-2nd-«entury crisis of Jewish faith under Antiochus Epiplhanes, when apocalyptic was the literary ve-hicle (of the Hasidic movement, which stood for nationall repentance, uncompromising Opposition to hellemization and eschatological faith in God’s immiment intervention on behalf of his people. Thereeafter apocalyptic probably characterized


The coming eschatological salvation is envisaged in transcendent and universal terms. It is an event which far transcends the great events of the salvation-history of the past. It amounts to a new creation, in which all forms of evil and suffering will be eliminated. It is characteristic of the apocalyptists to believe that even death will be con-quered: this belief appears in the form both of bodily resurrection and of spiritual immortality. The eschatological age will be the kingdom of God, replacing all earthly empires for ever. Ex-pectations of the fate of the Gentiles vary. The oppressors of Israel will be condemned, but fre-quently the nations may come to share in the salvation of the righteous in Israel, while the apostates in Israel will bejudged. The universalism of apocalyptic results both from post-exilic Israd’s in-volvement in the history of the world-empres, and from the apocalyptists’ intense awareness of the universal problem of evil.

The negative experience of present his.ory, in which apocalyptic arose, contrasted with tke transcendent future salvation, gives rise to the temporal dualism of apocalyptic: its distinction between this age and the age to come which follows the r.ew creation. This dualism became fully developed only at a late stage. The terminology of the two ages appears only in the Ist Century ad (when it is also found in the NT). It is never an absolute dualism, for although the powers of evil have become dominant in this age, God remains in sovereign control over them. The new creation is seen as a renewal of this world (though the degree of continuity envisaged seems to vary). Apocalyptic dualism is at its stärkest in 2 Baruch and 4 Ezra, where there is a deepening pessimism and a strong tendency to view the history of this age in wholly negative terms. From this extreme eschatological dualism it is not too great a Step to the cosmological dualism of Gnosticism.

The relation between apocalyptic and the NT has been much debated. There are passages which strongly resemble the Jewish apocalypses in both form and content: especially Mt. 24; Mk. 13; Lk 21; 1 Thes. 4:16f.; 2 Thes. 2; Rev. But even aparl from these apocalyptic passages it is clear thal both Jesus and the early church were broadly indebted to the apocalyptic world of thought, as i; evident from their use of such apocalyptic con cepts as resurrection, the two ages, the Son of man, the time of tribulation, the kingdom of God.

On the other hand, the purely future orientatior of Jewish apocalyptic is modified in the NT by thi conviction that eschatological fulfilment has al ready begun in the historical event of Jesus Christ Christians live between the ‘already’ and the ‘no yet’. In this way the apocalyptic tendency to t negative evaluation of present history is super seded by the conviction that God’s redemptivi purpose is already at work within the history o this age.

Moreover, NT apocalyptic is Christ-centrea God’s decisive act of eschatological salvation ha taken place in the history of Jesus, and Jesus i therefore also the focus of the future hope o Christians. For NT writers apocalyptic become primarily a means of declaring the significance o Jesus Christ for the destiny of the world.

One aspect of eschatological fulfilment is the re newal of prophecy, and so NT apocalyptic is form of fresh prophetic revelation. It is no longe pseudonymous and no longer takes a fictiom standpoint in the past: the prophet John, for ex ample, writes in his own name (Rev. 1:1) and abar dons the Convention of writing for the distar future (22:10).

Bibliography. K. Koch, The Rediscovery c Apocalyptic, 1972; P D. Hanson, The Dawn c Apocalyptic, 1975; C. Rowland, The Open Heavei 1982; P. D. Hanson (ed.), Visionaries and the, Apocalypses, 1983; D. Hellholm (ed.), Apocalypt cism, 1983; J. J. Collins, The Apocalyptic Iimagit ation, 1984; H.Kvanvig, Roots of Apocialypti< 1987; D. S. Russell, Divine Disclosure, 1992.
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APOCRYPHA.

I.    Definition

The term ‘apocrypha’ (neuter plural of the Gk. ad-jective apokryphos, ‘hidden’) is a technical term concerning the relation of certain books to the OT Canon, signifying that, while they are not ap-proved for public lection, they are nevertheless valued for private study and edification. The term covers a number of additions to canonical books in their lxx form (viz. Esther, Daniel, Jeremiah, Chronicles), and other books, legendary, historical or theological, many originally written in Hebrew or Aramaic but preserved or known until recently only in Greek; these figure in the loosely defined lxx Canon, but were rejected from the Hebrew * Canon at Jamnia, Christian usage and opinion about their Status were somewhat ambiguous until the 16th Century, when twelve works were included in the Canon of the Roman Church by the Council of Trent; but Protestant thought (e.g Luther, and the Anglican Church in the Thirty-Nine Articles) admitted them only for private edification. Works other than the twelve here under discussion are nowadays usually termed ‘‘pseudepigrapha’. These, too, were freely drawn upon before the 16th Century in the outlying Eastern churches in whose languages alone they have been preserved (e.g. Ethiopic, Armenian, Slavonic).

II.    Contents

We may proceed to summarize the contents and chief critical problems of the twelve books which go to make up what we know today as the Apocrypha.

1    L.sdras in evv is called 2 Esdras in the Lucianic recemsion of the lxx, and 3 Esdras in Jerome’s Vulg. This gives a parallel account of events re-corde:d in Chronicles-Ezra-Nehemiah, with one large addition (viz. the ‘Debate of the Three Youtlns’ in 3:l-5:6). 1:1-20, 23-25 = 2 Ch. 35:1-36:21 ; 2:1-11 = Ezr. 1:1-11; 2:12-26 = Ezr. 4:7-24; 5:7-7 l=Ezr. 2:l-4:5; 6:1-9:36 = Ezr. 5:1-10:44; 9:37-55 = Ne. 7:72-8:13. The ‘Debate of the Three Youths’ is an adaptation of a Persian tale, and im its details evidence of this may still be dis-cerneid: it is adapted as the means whereby Zerubbabel, guardsman of Darius, by winning a debaUe on the strongest power (wine, women or Trutht?), gains opportunity to remind the Persian monairch of his Obligation to allow the Temple to be relbuilt. Detailed comparison of it with the lxx Ezra shows that the two are independent transla-tions from the MT: 1 Esdras is probably the earlier of the two. They present contrasts not only of text but ailso in chronological Order of events and of the P’ersian kings. In a number of these cases schokarship is still undecided as to which work to followv. Certainly in some cases 1 Esdras provides good textual evidence. It is a free and idiomatic transllation, and was known to Josephus.

2    Eisdras in evv is 4 Esdras in the Vulg.; it is also calledi the Apocalypse of Ezra or 4 Ezra. This Version, :as it now Stands in the Old Latin, is an expan-sion Iby Christian writers of an original Jewish apocailyptic work found in chs. 4-14. The other chaptters, i.e. the Christian additions, are lacking in some oriental versions. The original body of the book consists of seven visions. In the first (3:1 — 5:19) the seer demands an explanation of the suf-fering of Zion, whose sin is not greater than that of her oppressor. The angel Uriel answers that this cannot be understood, but that the era shortly to dawn will bring salvation. The second (5:20-6:34) deals with a similar problem - why Israel, God’s chosen, has been delivered up to other nations; this, too, is declared to be incomprehensible to men. The age to come will follow this age without interval, preceded by signs of the end and a time of conversion and salvation. This should give comfort to the seer. The third vision (6:35-9:25) asks why the Jews do not possess the earth; the answer is given that they will inherit it in the age to come. Various other matters about the after-life and the age to come are dealt with, including the fewness of the elect. The fourth vision (9:26-10:59) is of a mourning woman who recounts her woes, and is thereupon transformed into a glorious city. This is a symbol of Jerusalem. The fifth vision (10:60— 12:51) is of a twelve-winged and three-headed eagle - the symbol of Rome, which is explicitly declared by the interpreting angel to be the fourth kingdom of Dn. 7. The Messiah is to supplant it. By the most probable Interpretation, this vision is to be dated in the reign of Domitian. The sixth vision (13:1-58) is of a man arising from the sea, and annihilating an antagonistic multitude. This is an adaptation of the Son of man vision of Dn. 7. The final vision (14) deals with the distinct topic of Ezra’s restoration of the sacred books of the He-brews, by means of a vision and with the help of supernaturally aided scribes. There are 94 such books, viz. the 24 of the Hebrew Canon and 70 esoteric or apocalyptic works.

Tobit is a pious short story of a righteous Hebrew of the northern captivity, Tobit, and his son Tobias. Tobit suflers persecution and priva-tions because of his succour of fellow Israelites under the tyranny of Esarhaddon. At length he is blinded accidentally; and to his shame, his wife is obliged to support him. He prays that he may die. At the same time, prayer is offered by Sarah, a young Hebrew woman in Ecbatana, who is haunt-ed by the demon Asmodaeus, who has slain seven suitors on their wedding night with her. The angel Raphael is sent ‘to heal them both’. Tobias is sent by his father to collect 10 silver talents left in Media. Raphael takes on the form of Azariah, who is hired as a travelling companion. In the Tigris a fish is caught, and its heart, liver and gall are preserved by Tobias on Azariah’s advice. Tobias ar-rives in Ecbatana and becomes betrothed to Sarah, who is found to be his cousin. On the bridal night he burns the heart and liver of the fish, the stench of which drives the demon away to Egypt. On his return home (preceded by his dog), where he had been given up as lost, Tobias anoints his father’s eyes with the fish-gall and restores his sight. The story apparently originated in the Babylonian or Persian Exile, and its original language is likely to have been Aramaic. Three Greek recensions are known, and fragments in Hebrew and Aramaic have been found by the Dead Sea.

Judith teils the story of a courageous young Jewess, a widow, and the overthrow of Nebuchad-rezzar’s host by her guile. A native of Bethulia, be-sieged by Holofernes, she visits him in his camp, under the ruse of giving military secrets away: she then begins to entice him by her charms, until at length, banqueting with him alone at night, she is able to behead him. She then returns with his head to the city, greeted by rejoicing. The Assyr-ian(!) host retreats on the discovery of its general’s assassination. Judith and the women of Bethulia rejoice in a psalm before God. The Story is frank fiction - otherwise its inexactitudes would be incredible - and dates front the 2nd Century bc. Its original was Hebrew, and a Greek translation in 4 recensions has preserved the tale for us.

Additions to Daniel are found in the lxx and Theodotion’s translation. To chapter 3 is added the Prayer of Azariah uttered in the furnace and the Song of the Three Holy Children (i. e. paidön, ‘ser-vants’) sung to God’s praise as the three walk about in the fire. This is the Benedicite of Christian worship. These two additions evidently existed in a Hebrew original. Prefaced to Daniel in Theodo-tion but following in lxx, is the story of Susanna. She is the beautiful and virtuous wife of a wealthy Jew in Babylon. Two elders of the people who lust after her come upon her bathing and offer her the alternatives of yielding to their desire or facing false accusation as an adulteress. She chooses the lauer: her detractors are believed, and she is con-demned protesting her innocence. Daniel, though but a mere youth, cries out against the injustice of this, and in a second trial before him the lie is un-covered and the woman justified.

The Stories of Bel and the Dragon are plainly written to ridicule idolatry. Daniel shows that the priests of Bel, and not the image of the god, devour the nightly offering of food; the king thereupon destroys the image. A mighty dragon worshipped in Babylon is destroyed by Daniel. He is thrown into the lions’ den and is preserved alive for 6 days; on the 6th the prophet Habakkuk is miraculously transported from Judaea to give him food; on the 7th he is released by the king. These two stories are probably trans-lated from a Semitic original, but the matter is not finally decided. These additions are examples of pious legendary embroidery of the Daniel story and date from about 100 bc.

Additions to Esther considerably increase the size of the Greek Version of the book. There are 6 additional passages. The first deals with Mordecai’s dream and his prevention of a conspiracy against the king; it precedes chapter 1. The second is the king’s edict for the destruction of all Jews in his realm. This follows 3; 13 of the Hebrew. The third comprises prayers of Esther and Mordecai to follow chapter 4. The fourth describes Esther’s audience with the king, to Supplement 5:12. The fifth is the king’s edict permitting Jewish self-defence, to follow 8:12. The sixth includes the Interpretation of Mordecai’s dream; and a historical note giving the date of the bringing of the Greek version into Egypt. The majority of scholars con-sider that all this is in fact addition to the shorter work of the Hebrew Canon, and that some, if not all, was composed in Greek. Scholars of the Roman obedience and a minority of others (in-cluding C. C. Torrey) argue, however, that the Hebrew is an abbreviation of a larger work, in Hebrew or Aramaic, of which the Greek is a translation. The colophon Claims that the work was translated in Palestine some time before 114 bc, by one Lysimachus, son of Ptolemy, a Jerusalemite.

The Prayer of Manasses Claims to give the prayer of which record is made in 2 Ch. 33:11-19. In the opinion of most scholars it is a Jewish composition and probably was written originally in Hebrew. However this may be, it is first attested in the Syriac Didascalia (3rd Century ad), and found also among the Ödes (i.e. hymns from OT and NT used in Christian worship) appended to the Psalms in some lxx mss, such as the Codex Alexancrinus.

The Epistle of Jeremiah is a typical Hellenistic— Jewish attack on idolatry in the guise o:' a letter from Jeremiah to the exiles in Babylon, similar to that mentioned in Je. 29. Idols are ridiculed; the evils and follies connected with them areexposed, and the captive Jews are told neither to worship nor to fear them. It is written in good Greek, but it may have had an Aramaic original.

The Book of Baruch is allegedly the work of the friend and scribe of Jeremiah. The work is brief, but, in the opinion of most scholars, it is acompos-ite work, variously attributed to two, three or four authors. It falls into the following sections. (a) 1:1-3:8. In the setting of the Babylonian Exile of 597, Baruch is depicted as addressing the exiles, setting out a confession of sins, a prayer for forgiveness and a prayer for Salvation. (b) 3:9-4:4. This section sets out the praises of Wisdom which may be found in the law of Moses, and without which the heathen have come to naught, but with which Israel will be saved. (c) 4:5—5:9. A lament of Jerusalem over the exiles, followed by an exhortation to Jerusalem to be comforted, since her children will be brought back to their home. The first part was patently written in Hebrew, and, although the Greek of the two later sections is more idiomatic, a plausible case for a Hebrew original can be made.

Ecclesiasticus is the name given in its Greek dress to the Wisdom of Joshua ben-Sira. He was a Palestinian living in Jerusalem, and parts of his work survive in the original Hebrew in mss of the Cairo Geniza. The work figures in Greek among the apocrypha in the translation made by his grandson, who furnishes chronological details in a preface. The most likely date for Ben-Sira himself is c. 180 bc, since his grandson apparently mi-grated to Egypt in the reign of Ptolemy VII Euer-getes (170-117 bc). The author composed his work in two parts, chapters 1-23 and 24-50, with a short appendix, chapter 51. Like the Wisdom books, it is advice for a successful life conceived in the widest sense; fear of the Lord and the observance of his law are allied in the author’s experience and teach-ing with practical ‘wisdom’ drawn from Observation and his own life. Personal piety will express itself in the observance of the law, in which Wisdom is revealed; and in daily living moderation will be the keynote of all aspects of life. The second book concludes with the praise of famous men, a list of the worthies of Israel, ending with Simon II the high priest (c. 200 bc), who is known also from the Mishnah (Aboth 1:2) and Josephus (Ant. 12. 224). The book represents the beginnings of the ideal of the scribe, such as Ben-Sira himself, which became the type of orthodox Jewry - -devoted to God, obedient to the law, sober in living and setting the highest value on learning in the law. It became a lavourite Christian book, as its title (‘The Church-book’) shows; and though never ca-nonical among the Jews, it was held in high honour by them, being occasionally cited by the Rabbis as if it were Scripture. The Syriac version is of Jewish origin and is based upon the Hebrew text.

The Wisdom of Solomon is perhaps the highlight of Jewish Wisdom writing. Its roots are in the stream of Wisdom literature which is to be found in the OT and Apocrypha, but here under the in-fluence of Greek thought the book achieves a greater formality and precision than other examples of this literary type. The book is an exhortation to seek Wisdom. Chapters 1-5 declare the blessings which accrue upon the Jews who are the seekers after Wisdom; chapters 6-9 speak the pfaises of the divine Wisdom, hypostatized as a feminine celestial being, foremost of the creatures and servants of God; chapters 10-19 review OT history in illustration of the theme that throughout it Wisdom has helped her friends the Jews, and has brought punishment and damnation upon her ad-versaries. The work may thus be interpreted as an encouragement to Jews not to forsake their ances-tral faith, but the missionary motive so evident in Hellenistic Judaism is not lacking. The author drew on sources in Hebrew, but it appears clear that the work as it Stands was composed in Greek, since its prosody is Greek, and it makes use of Greek terms of philosophy and depends on the Greek Version of the OT. The description of Wisdom, in which Stoic and Platonic terminology is utilized, and the author’s convictions about the immortality of the soul, are the points at which his dependence on Greek thought is most clearly in evidence. ln the opinion of most scholars there are no conclusive arguments for subdividing the authorship of the book, but various sources may be discerned. The author of the book is unknown, but an Alexandrian origin is most likely.

Several works are entitled Maccabees: of these, two figure in the Apocrypha as printed in the Eng-lish versions. These are the historical works 1 and 2 Maccabees. 1 Maccabees covers events between 175 and 134 bc, i.e. the struggle with Antiochus Epiphanes, the wars of the Hasmonaeans, and the rule of John Hyrcanus. The book ends with a pan-egyric on John and was evidently written just after his death in 103 bc. Originally written in Hebrew, it is translated in the literal style of parts of the lxx. The aim of the work is to glorify the family of the Maccabees seen as the Champions of Judaism. 2 Maccabees is a work of different origin: its subject-matter covers much of the same history as its name-sake, but does not continue the history beyond the campaigns and defeat of Nicanor. Its unknown author is sometimes called the ‘epitomist’, since much of his book is excerpted from the otherwise unknown work of Jason of Cyrene. There are a number of discrepancies in chronological and numerical matters between the two works, and it is customary to place more reliance on 1 Maccabees. There is debate also over the historical value of the letters and edicts which figure in the two works. Nevertheless, neither work is to be discredited as an historical source. 3 and 4 Maccabees are found in a number of mss of the lxx. The former is an account of pogroms and counter-pogroms under Ptolemy IV (221-204 bc) not unlike the book of Esther in tone and ethos. 4 Maccabees is not a narrative but a diatribe or tract on the rule of reason over the pas-sions, illustrated from biblical Stories and the mar-tyr stories of 2 Macc. 6-7. The writer seeks to enhance the law, though he is greatly influenced by Stoicism. (See also * New Testament Apocrypha.)

Bibliography. R. H. Charles (ed.), The Apocrypha and Pseitdepigrapha of the Old Testament, 1913; C. C. Torrey, The ApocryphaI Literatitre, 1945; HJP, 3 passim, M. E. Stone (ed.), Jewish Writings of the Second Temple Period, 1984.

J.N.B.

APOLLONIA. A town on the Via Egnatia some 43 km WSW of Amphipolis. It lay between the

rivers Strymon and Axius (Vardar), but its site is not known for certain. Paul and Silas passed through it on their way from Philippi to Thes-salonica (Acts 17:1). There were several other towns named Apollonia in the Mediterranean area.    k.l.mc.

APOLLOS. An Alexandrian Jew (Acts 18:24). The name is abbreviated from Apollonius. He came to Ephesus in ad 52 during Paul’s hasty visit to Pales-tine (Acts 18:22). He had accurate knowledge of the story of Jesus, which may have come to him (possibly at Alexandria) either from Galilean dis-ciples of our Lord or from some early written Gospel. He combined natural gifts of eloquence (or learning) with a profound understanding of the OT, and he was enthusiastic in proclaiming such truth as he knew (Acts 18:24-25). The conspicuous gap in his knowledge concerned the outpouring of the Holy Spirit and the consequent rite of Christian baptism. This was made good by the patient instruction of Priscilla and Aquila (Acts 18:26). From Ephesus Apollos went on to Corinth, where he showed himself to be an expert at Christian apologetics in dealing with the Jews (Acts 18:27-28). At Corinth there sprang up factions in the names of Paul, Apollos, Cephas and Christ himself (1 Cor. 1:12). Paul seeks to show that this was not due to himself or Apollos, who were both working together under the hand of God (1 Cor. 3:4-6). All belonged to the Corinthians, including himself and Apollos (1 Cor. 3:21-23), and there could be no cause for party spirit (1 Cor. 4:6). The factions were probably due to the preference of some for the polished eloquence of Apollos. His desire to lessen the controversy may be the reason for his not returning to Corinth despite Paul’s re-quest (1 Cor. 16:12). He is last mentioned in Tit. 3:13 as making some sort of journey.

Since the time of Luther, Apollos has often been suggested as the author of the Epistle to the He-brews. This is possible, if he used the allegorical exegesis of his native Alexandria, but it is by no means proved.

Bibliography. H. W. Montefiore, A Commen-tary on the Epistle to the Hebrews, 1964, pp. 9ff.; F. F. Bruce, New Testament History, 1969, pp. 304ff.; idem, ‘Apollos in the NT’, Ekklesiastikos Pharos 57, 1975, pp. 354fT.; L. D. Hurst, ‘Apollos, Hebrews and Corinth’, SJT 38, 1985, pp. 505-513.

A.S.W.

APOSTASY. In classical Gk. apostasia is a tech-nical term for political revolt or defection. In lxx it always relates to rebellion against God (Jos. 22:22; 2 Ch. 29:19), originally instigated by Satan, the apostate dragon of Jb. 26:13.

There are two NT instances of the Gk. word. Acts 21:21 records that Paul was maliciously ac-cused of teaching the Jews to forsake Moses by abandoning circumcision and other traditional ob-servances. 2 Thes. 2:3 describes the great apostasy of prophecy, alongside or prior to the revelation of the man of lawlessness (cf. Mt. 24:10-12). The al-lusion is neither to the political nor to the religious infidelity of the Jews, but is entirely eschatological in character and refers to ‘the final catastrophic revolt against the authority of God which in apocalyptic writings is a sign of the end of the world’ (E. J. Bicknell, The First and Second Epistles to the Thessalonians, 1932, p. 74). It may be re-garded as the earthly counterpart of the heavenly rebellion in Rev. 12:7-9.

Apostasy is a continual danger to the church, and the NT contains repeated warnings against it (cf. 1 Tim. 4:1-3; 2Thes. 2:3; 2 Pet. 3:17). Its nature is made clear: falling ‘from the faith’ (1 Tim. 4:1) and ‘from the living God’ (Heb. 3:12). It increases in times of special trial (Mt. 24:9-10; Lk. 8:13) and is encouraged by false teachers (Mt. 24:11; Gal. 2:4), who seduce believers from the purity of the Word with ‘another gospel’ (Gal. 1:6-8; cf. 2 Tim. 4:3-4; 2 Pet. 2:1-2; Jude 3—4). The impossibility of restoration after deliberate apostasy is solemnly urged (Heb. 6:4-6; 10:26).

Bibliography. NIDNTT 1, pp. 606-611; I. H. Marshall, Kepl by the Power of God: A Study of Perseverance and Falling Away, 1969. A.s.w.

APOSTLE. There are over 80 occurrences of the Gk. word apostolos in the NT, mostly in Luke and Paul. It derives from the very common verb apos-lellö, to send, but in non-Christian Gk., after Herodotus in the 5th Century bc, there are few re-corded cases where it means ‘a person sent’, and it generally means ‘fleet’, or perhaps occasionally ‘admiral’. The sense of 'sent one, messenger’ may have survived in populär speech: at least, isolated occurrences in the lxx and Josephus suggest that this meaning was recognized in Jewish circles. Only with Christian literature, however, does it come into its own. In NT it is applied to Jesus as the Sent One of God (Heb. 3:1), to those sent by God to preach to Israel (Lk. 11:49) and to those sent by churches (2 Cor. 8:23; Phil. 2:25); but above all it is applied absolutely to the group of men who held the supreme dignity in the primitive church. Since apostellö seems frequently to mean ‘to send with a particular purpose’, as distinct from the neutral pempö (save in the Johannine writings, where the two are Synonyms), the force of apostolos is prob-ably ‘one commissioned’ - it is implied, by Christ.

It is disputed whether apostolos represents in NT a Jewish term of similar technical force. Rengstorf, in particular, has elaborated the theory that it re-flects the Jewish säliah, an accredited representa-tive of religious authority, entrusted with messages and money and empowered to act on behalf of the authority (for the idea, cf. Acts 9:2); and Gregory Dix and others have applied ideas and expressions belonging to the säliah concept (e.g. ‘a man’s säliah is as himself’) to the apostolate and even-tually to the modern episcopate. Such a process is full of perils, and not least because there is no clear evidence that säliah was used in this sense until post-apostolic times. apostolos. in fact, may well be the earlier as a technical term, and it is safest to seek its significance in the meaning of apostellö and from the contexts of the NT occurrences.

a. The origin of the Apostolate Essential to the understanding of all the Gospels as they stand is the choice by Jesus, out of the wider Company of his followers, of a group of 12 men whose purpose was to be with him, to preach, and to have authority to heal and to exorcize (Mk. 3:14f). The only occasion on which Mark uses the word ‘apostle’ is on the successful return of the Twelve from a mission of preaching and healing (Mk. 6:30; cf. Mt. 10:2flf). This is usually taken as a non-technical use (i.e. ‘those sent on this particular assignment’), but it is unlikely that Mark would use it without evoking other associations. This prep-aratory mission is a miniature of their future task in the wider world. From this preliminary training they return ‘apostles’ indeed. There is then nothing incongruous in Luke (who speaks of the ‘apostles’ in 9:10; 17:5; 22:14; 24:10) declaring that Jesus conferred the title (already in Gk.?) himself (6:13).

b. The functions of the Apostolate Mark’s first specification on the choice of the Twelve is for them ‘to be with him’ (Mk. 3:14). It is no accident that the watershed of Mark’s Gospel is the apostolic confession of the Messiahship of Jesus (Mk. 8:29), or that Matthew follows this with the ‘Rock’ saying about the apostolic confession (Mt. 16:18f.; * Peter). The primary function of the apostles was witness to Christ, and the witness was rooted in years of intimate knowledge, dearly bought experience and intensive training.

This is complementary to their widely recognized function of witness to the resurrection (cf, e.g, Acts 1:22; 2:32; 3:15; 13:31); for the special significance of the resurrection lies, not in the event itself, but in its demonstration, in fulfilment of prophecy, of the identity of the slain Jesus (cf. Acts 2:24ff., 36; 3:26; Rom. 1:4). Their witness of the resurrection of Christ made them effective wit-nesses to his Person, and he himself commissions them to world-wide witness (Acts 1:8).

The same Commission introduces a factor of profound importance for the apostolate: the coming of the Spirit. Curiously enough, this is most fully treated in Jn. 14-17, which does not use the word ‘apostle’ at all. This is the great commis-sioning discourse of the Twelve (apostellö and pempö are used without discrimination): their commission from Jesus is as real as his from God (cf. Jn. 20:21); they are to bear witness from their long acquaintance with Jesus, yet the Spirit bears witness of him (Jn. 15:26-27). He will remind them of the words of Jesus (Jn. 14:26), and guide them into all the truth (a promise often perverted by ex-tending its primary reference beyond the apostles) and show them the age to come (of the church) and Christ’s glory (Jn. 16:13-15). Instances are given in the Fourth Gospel of this process, where the significance of words or actions was recalled only after Christ’s ‘glorification’ (Jn. 2:22; 12:16; cf. 7:39). That is, the witness of the apostles to Christ is not left to their impressions and recollections, but to the guidance of the Holy Spirit, whose witness it is also - a fact of consequence in assessing the recorded apostolic witness in the Gospels.

For this reason the apostles are the norm of doc-trine and fellowship in the NT church (Acts 2:42; cf. 1 Jn. 2:19). In their own day they were regarded as ‘pillars’ (Gal. 2:9 - cf. C. K. Barrett in Studio Paulina, 1953, pp. lff.) - perhaps translate ‘mark-ing posts’. The church is built on the foundation of the apostles and prophets (Eph. 2:20; probably the witness of the OT is intended, but the point re-mains if Christian prophets are in mind). The apostles are the assessors at the Messianic judg-ment (Mt. 19:28), and their names are engraved on the foundation stones of the holy city (Rev. 21:14).

Apostolic doctrine, however, originating as it does with the Holy Spirit, is the common witness of the apostles, not the perquisite of any individual. (For the common preaching, cf C. H. Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching and its Developments, 1936; for the common use of the OT, C. H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures, 1952.) The chief apostle could by implication betray a fundamental principle he had accepted, and be withstood by a colleague (Gal.

2:11fr.).

The Synoptists, as already noted, view the inci-dent of Mk. 6:7(T. and parallels as a miniature of the apostolic mission, and healing and exorcism, as well as preaching, were included. Healing, and other spectacular gifts, such as prophecy and tongues, are abundantly attested in the apostolic church, related, like the apostolic witness, to the special dispensation of the Holy Spirit; but they are strangely missing in the 2nd-century church, the writers of those days speaking of them as a thing in the past - in the apostolic age, in fact (cf. J.

S. McEwan, SJT1, 1954, pp. 133flf.; B. B. Warfield, Miracles Yesterday and Today, 1953). Even in the NT, we see no signs of these gifts except where apostles have been at work. Even where there has previously been genuine faith, it is only in the pres-ence of apostles that these gifts of the Spirit are showered down (Acts 8:14ff; 19:6 - the contexts show that visual and audible phenomena are in question).

By contrast, the NT has less to say than might be expected of the apostles as ruling the church. They are the touchstones of doctrine, the purveyors of the authentic *tradition about Christ: apostolic delegates visit congregations which reflect new de-partures for the church (Acts 8:14flf.; 11:22ff.). But the Twelve did not appoint the Seven; the crucial Jerusalem Council consisted of a large number of elders as well as the apostles (Acts 15:6; cf. 12, 22): and two apostles served among the ‘prophets and teachers’ of the church at Antioch (Acts 13:1). Government was a distinct gift (1 Cor. 12:28), normally exercised by local elders: apostles were, by virtue of their Commission, mobile. Nor are they even prominent in the administration of the sacraments (cf. 1 Cor. 1:14). The identity of func-tion which some see between apostle and 2nd-century bishop (cf. K. E. Kirk in The Apostolic Ministry, p. 10) is by no means obvious.

c. Qualifications

lt is obvious that the essential qualification of an apostle is the divine call, the commissioning by Christ. In the case of the Twelve, this was given during his earthly ministry. But with Matthias, the sense of the divine commissioning is not less evident: God has already chosen the apostle (Acts 1:24), even though his choice is not yet known. No laying on of hands is mentioned. The apostle, it is assumed, will be someone who has been a disciple of Jesus from the time of John’s baptism (‘the be-ginning of the gospel’) to the ascension. He will be someone acquainted with the whole course of the ministry and work of Jesus (Acts 1:21 —22). And, of course, he must be specifically a witness of the resurrection.

Paul equally insists on his direct Commission from Christ (Rom. 1:1; 1 Cor. 1:1; Gal. 1:1,15ff.). He in no sense derived his authority from the other apostles; like Matthias, he was accepted, not appointed by them. He did not fulfil the qualifications of Acts 1:21 f., but the Damascus road experi-ence was a resurrection appearance (cf. 1 Cor. 15:8), and he could Claim to have ‘seen the Lord’ (1 Cor. 9:1); he was thus a witness of the resurrection. He remained conscious that his background - an enemy and persecutor, rather than a disciple - was different from that of the other apostles, but he counts himself with their number and associates them with his own gospel (1 Cor. 15:8-11).

d.    The number of the apostles

‘The Twelve’ is a regulär designation of the apostles in the Gospels, and Paul uses it in 1 Cor. 15:5. Its symbolic appropriateness is obvious, and recurs in such places as Rev. 21:14. The whole Matthias incident is concerned with making up the number of the Twelve. Yet Paul’s consciousness of apostle-ship is equally clear. Further, there are instances in the NT where, prima facie, others Outside the Twelve seem to be given the title. James the Lord’s brother appears as such in Gal. 1:19; 2:9, and, though he was not a disciple (cf. Jn. 7:5), received a resurrection appearance personal to himself (1 Cor. 15:7). Barnabas is called an apostle in Acts 14:4, 14, and is introduced by Paul into an argu-ment which denies any qualitative difference between his own apostleship and that of the Twelve (1 Cor. 9:1-6). The unknown "Andronicus and Junias are probably called apostles in Rom. 16:7, and Paul, always careful with his personal pro-nouns, may so style Silas in 1 Thes. 2:6. Paul’s en-emies in Corinth evidently claim to be ‘apostles of Christ’ (2 Cor. 11:13).

On the other hand, some have argued strongly for the limitation of the title to Paul and the Twelve (cf, e.g, Geldenhuys, pp. 71 ff.). This involves giving a subordinate sense (‘accredited messengers of the church’) to ‘apostles’ in Acts 14:14 and Rom. 16:7, and explaining otherwise Paul’s lan-guage about James and Barnabas. Some have introduced more desperate expedients, suggesting that James replaced James bar-Zebedee as Matthias replaced Judas, or that Matthias was mis-takenly hurried into the place which God intended for Paul. Of such ideas there is not the remotest hint in the NT. However it may be explained, it seems safest to allow that there were, at an early date, apostles outside the Twelve. Paul’s own apostleship makes such a breach in any more re-strictive theory that there is room for others of God’s appointment to pass with him. A hint of this may be given in the distinction between ‘the Twelve’ and ‘all the apostles’ in 1 Cor. 15:5, 7. But everything suggests that an apostle was a witness of the resurrection, and the resurrection appearance to Paul was clearly exceptional. Whether, as old writers suggested, some who are later called ‘apostles’ belonged to the Seventy sent out by the Lord (Lk. 10:1 ff.), is another matter. The special significance of the Twelve for the first establish-ment of the church is beyond question.

e.    Canonicily and conlinuity

Implied in apostleship is the Commission to witness by word and sign to the risen Christ and his com-pleted work. This witness, being grounded in a unique experience of the incarnate Christ, and dir-ected by a special dispensation of the Holy Spirit, provides the authentic interpretation of Christ, and has ever since been determinative for the universal church. In the nature of things, the office could not be repeated or transmitted: any more than the underlying historic experiences could be transmitted to those who had never known the incarnate Lord, or received a resurrection appearance. The origins of the Christian ministry and the succession in the Jerusalem church are beyond the scope of this article; but, while the NT shows the apostles taking care that a local ministry is provided, there is no hint of the transmission of the peculiar apostolic functions to any part of that ministry.

Nor was such transmission necessary. The apostolic witness was maintained in the abiding work of the apostles and in what became normative for later ages, its written form in the NT (see Gelden-huys, pp. lOOff.; O. Cullmann, ‘The Tradition’, in The Early Church, 1956). No renewal of the office or of its special gifts has been called for. It was a foundational office: and church history ever since has been its superstructure. (* Bishop; ‘Tradition.)
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APPEAL TO CAESAR. When * Festus succeeded ‘Felix as Roman procurator of Judaea in ad 59 (Acts 24:27) and re-opened Paul’s case, which Felix had left unsettled, Paul soon had reason to fear that the new governor’s inexperience might be ex-ploited by the high priest to his own disadvantage. Accordingly, he availed himself of his privilege as a Roman Citizen and ‘appealed to Caesar’ - i.e. ap-pealed for the transfer of his case from the provin-cial court to the supreme tribunal in Rome (Acts 25:1 Of).

The citizen’s right of appeal (prouocatio) to the emperor appears to have developed from the earl-ier right of appeal in republican times to the Sovereign Roman people. According to Dio Cassius {Hist. 51. 19), Octavian in 30 bc was granted the right to judge on appeal. It was in this period, too, that the lex Iulia de ui publica (Julian law on the public use of force) was enacted, which forbade any magistrate vested with imperiwn or potestas to kill, scourge, chain or torture a Roman Citizen, or to sentence him aduersus prouocalionem (‘in the face of an appeal’) or prevent him from going to Rome to lodge his appeal there within a fixed time. A. H. M. Jones (Studies in Roman Government and Law, 1960, p. 96) concluded that, from the date of this enactment, a Roman Citizen anywhere in the empire was protected against summary magisterial punishment (coercitio), although the provincial magistrate might deal with cases which involved a plain breach of established Statute law (which Paul’s case manifestly did not). By the beginning of the 2nd Century ad it evidently became the regulär practice for Roman citizens in the provinces, charged with offences extra ordinem (not covered by the Standard code of procedure), to be sent to Rome almost automatically, without going through the formality of appealing to Caesar. In this, as in many other respects, the picture of

Roman practice given in Acts is true to the dra-matic date of the book; the case of Paul’s appeal fits in with what we know of conditions in the late fifties of the Ist Christian Century, and Luke’s ac-count of it is a substantial contribution to the available evidence.

It was with some relief that Festus heard Paul's appeal to Caesar: he himself would now be quit of the responsibility of adjudicating in a case where he knew himself to be out of his depth. One responsibility remained, however: he had to send to Rome along with the accused man an explanatory Statement (litlerae dimissoriae) outlining the nature of the case and its history to date. ln drafting this Statement he was glad to have the timely aid of one who was reputed to be an expert in Jewish religious affairs, the younger Agrippa, who came to Caesarea about this time with his sister Bernice to greet the emperor’s new representative.

After the normal exchange of courtesies, Festus acquainted Agrippa with his problem. The charges against Paul, he said, seemed to revolve around ‘one Jesus, who was dead, but whom Paul asserted to be alive’ (Acts 25:19). Agrippa’s interest was immediately aroused and he expressed a desire to meet Paul. Festus was only too glad to arrange an interview. After listening to Paul, Agrippa agreed with Festus that he could not reasonably be con-victed on any of the serious charges brought against him. Indeed, said the king, Paul might have been discharged on the spot had he not appealed to Caesar, but for Festus to prejudge the issue now by releasing him would have been ultra vires (Acts 26:30-32). But Agrippa presumably gave Festus the help he required in drafting the litlerae dimissoriae.

Paul did not appeal to Caesar while Felix was in office, presumably because Felix had virtually de-cided on his innocence and was simply postponing his formal acquittal and release. One day (Paul might have hoped) Felix’s procrastination would come to an end and Paul would be discharged and be able to carry out his long-cherished plan of travelling to Rome and the West. But with the recall of Felix and his supersession by Festus a new and dangerous Situation was developing for Paul; hence his decision to appeal.

The uppermost consideration in Paul’s appeal to Caesar was not his own safety, but the interests of the gospel. 7 or 8 years previously he had experi-enced the benevolent neutrality of Roman law in the tacit decision of ‘Gallio, proconsul of Achaia, that there was nothing illegal in his preaching (Acts 18:12-16). He might reasonably expect a similarly favourable verdict from the supreme court in Rome. Not only so: even a man of smaller intelli-gence than Paul must have realized that the consideration which moved Gallio would not be valid much longer. Gallio had ruled in effect that what Paul preached was a variety of Judaism, and there-fore not forbidden by Roman law. But, thanks in large measure to Paul’s own activity, it would soon be impossible to regard Christianity as a variety of Judaism, since it was now manifestly more Gentile than Jewish. A favourable hearing from the emperor in Rome might win recognition for Christianity, if not as the true fulfilment of Israel’s ancestral religion (which Paul believed it to be), at least as a permitted association (collegium licitum, or group of collegia licita) in its own right. Besides, if Caesar in person heard Paul’s defence, what might the outcome not be? The younger Agrippa had politely declined to admit the logic of Paul's argument, but Gerades had regularly shown themselves more amenable to the gospel than Jews, and a Roman emperor might be more easily won than a Jewish client-king. It would be precarious to set limits to Paul’s high hopes, however impracticable they may appear to us in retrospect.

But the fact that it was to Caesar that Paul ap-pealed does not necessarily mean that Caesar would hear the case personally. According to Taci-tus (Annals 13. 4. 2), Nero announced at the begin-ning of his principate that he would not judge cases in proprio persona, as his predecessor Claudius had done; and indeed, during his first 8 years he generally delegated them to others. Thus, ‘if Paul came to trial some time after the period of 2 years mentioned in Acts 28:30, it is probable that his case was heard by someone other than the Princeps’ (A. N. Sherwin-White, Roman Society and Roman Law in the New Testament, 1963, p. 366). This ‘someone other’ might be the prefect of the praetorian guard, ‘representing the Emperor in his capacity as the fountain of justice, together with the assessors and high officers of the court’ (W. M. Ramsay, SPT, p. 357). But this is a matter on which we have no information.

Neither have we any information on the out-come of the appeal - whether Paul was heard and condemned, or heard and acquitted. We do not even know whether his appeal was ever heard. The Prolongation of his stay in Rome over 2 full years could have been due to congestion of court busi-ness as much as anything eise; and if indeed he was discharged without coming to trial, this would probably have been the result of an act of imperium on Caesar’s part. ‘Perhaps Paul benefited from the clemency of Nero, and secured a merely casual re-lease. But there is no necessity to construe Acts to mean that he was released at all’ (A. N. Sherwin-White, op. cit., p. 109). By the account of Paul’s night vision at sea, in which he was assured that he would stand before Caesar (Acts 27:23f.), Luke probably implies that Paul’s appeal did at length come up for hearing, whatever the outcome was.

Bibliography. H. J. Cadbury, ‘Roman Law and the Trial of Paul’, BC 5, pp. 297fT.; A. H. M. Jones, Studies in Roman Government and Law, 1960; T. Mommsen, Römisches Strafrecht, 1899; A. N. Sherwin-White, Roman Society and Roman Law in the New Testament, 1963; idem, The Roman Citi-zenship1, 1973; BAI CS 3.    f.f.b.

APPHIA. Addressed in Phm. 2 in a manner sug-gesting that she was Philemon’s wife, and hostess to the Colossian church (but see *Philemon, Epis-tle to). rsv’s text ‘our sister’ is probably to be preferred to av’s ‘our beloved’. The name was common in W Asia and is probably native Phry-gian. (See examples in Lightfoot, Colossians, p. 304, MM, and the Colossian inscription, CIG, 3, 4380K, 3.)    A.F.w.

AQUILA AND PRISCA, PRISC1LLA. A Jewish leatherworker (rsv ‘tent-maker’, Acts 18:3) and his wife, staunch friends of Paul. Aquila came from Pontus, but the couple were in Rome when Claudius’ edict of c. ad 49 expelled all Jews from the city. Obscure words of Suetonius (Claudius 25. 4) suggest that the purge followed disturbances in the Roman Jewish Community over Christianity, and there is every likelihood that Aquila and Prisca were already Christians on meeting Paul in Cor-inth. He stayed with them and shared in their craft (Acts 18:1-3; an inferior reading in v. 7 adds that Paul left them after the split in the synagogue). It was doubtless in this period that they endangered their lives for his sake (Rom. 16:3); perhaps, too, they turned the apostle’s mind to the needs and opportunities of Rome.

When Paul left, they accompanied him as far as Ephesus, where they received and assisted to a füllet faith the very influential *Apollos (Acts 18:18-28). They were still at Ephesus, and a church was meeting in their house, when 1 Cor. was writ-ten, and they had not forgotten their Corinthian friends (1 Cor. 16:19 - a gloss Claims that Paul was again their guest). Not long afterwards, perhaps taking advantage of relaxations towards Jews after Claudius’ death, they seem to be back in Rome (Rom. 16:3). Since 2 Tim. 4:19 evidently indicates a renewal of the Ephesian residence, the references to the couple have been a primary argument for re-garding Rom. 16 as a separate letter to Ephesus (cf. especially K. Lake, EEP, pp. 327fT); but the force of it is much reduced by the obvious propensity of Aquila and Prisca for travel.

Aquila’s name is attested in Pontus (cf. MM) - -his namesake, the translator, also came from there. The best mss indicate that Paul uses the proper form, Prisca, for the lady, Luke, characteristically, the diminutive, Priscilla.

Rom. 16:3 shows how widely this peripatetic and ever-hospitable Jewish couple were known and loved in the Gentile churches, and the temptation to fill in the blanks in our knowledge about them has proved irresistible. The curious fact that Prisca is usually named first has been interpreted as indi-cating that she was a Roman lady of higher rank than her husband (cf. Ramsay, CBP, 1, p. 637, for a Contemporary analogy), or that she was more prominent in the church. The true reason is un-discoverable. Attempts have been made to trace their final return to Rome (cf. Sanday and Head-lam, Romans, pp. 418fT., for archaeological data), or even Pontus, or to show that Aquila was a member or freedman of the gens Pontia or the gens Acilia. While some are attractive, none is conclu-sive; and still less is Harnack’s attribution to the couple, with the lady in the lead, of the Epistle to the Hebrews.

Bibliography. F. F. Bruce, The Pauline Circle, 1985, pp. 44-51.    A.F.w.

AR. The chief city of Moab, E of the Dead Sea nearfhe Arnon river (site unknown). Something of the early history of the city was known to the Hebrews from records in the Book of the Wars of the Lord (Nu. 21:15), and populär proverbs (Nu. 21:28). Isaiah appears to have had access to similar sources (Is. 15:1). In the later stages of the wilderness wanderings the Hebrews were forbidden to dispossess the Moabite inhabitants of the city and settle there themselves, for this was not the land which the Lord their God had given them. (Dt. 2:9, 18, 29; lxx‘Seir’.)    r.j.w.

ARABAH (Heb. ‘“räbä). In the av the word is used only once in its original form (Jos. 18:18), al-though it is of frequent occurrence in the Hebrew text.
[image: ]

The Arabah: the rift valley running from ihe Sea of Tiberias to Ihe Gulf of Aqabah.

the Gulf of Aqabah. For its physical features see “Jordan.

3.    The plural of the same word, ‘Araboth, with-out the article, is used in its primary meaning to describe certain waste areas within the Arabah, es-pecially around Jericho (Jos. 5:10, rsv ‘plains’; 2 Ki. 25:5; Je. 39:5, rsv ‘plains’), and the wilderness of Moab. The Araboth Moab (‘plains of Moab’, rsv) is plainly distinguished from the pastoral and cultivated lands of the plateaux above the Rift Valley, the Sede-Moab (see Nu. 22:1; 26:3, 63; 31:12; 33:48-50; Dt. 34:1, 8; Jos. 4:13; 5:10, etc ).

4.    Beth-arabah (the house of Arabah) refers to a Settlement situated near Ain el-Gharba (Jos. 15:6, 61; 18:22).

Bibliography. D. Baly, Geography of the Bible2 3 4 1, 1974, pp. 191-209.    j.M.H.
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Ancient Arabia

Burckhardt rediscovered Petra in 1812, but interest was focused on the S when J. R. Wellsted published in 1837 the first S Arabian inscriptions to be seen in Europe, an event which led to their decipher-ment in 1841 by W. Gesenius and E. Rödiger. These inscriptions were known as ‘Himyaritic’, from the name of the kingdom which dominated the whole of the SW of the peninsula in the last centuries bc, and was therefore considered by later historians to be the source of the inscriptions, though in fact they stemmed from the earlier king-doms. Some thousands of these inscriptions are now known, many as a result of the explorations of J. Halevy and E. Glaser in the second half of the last Century, but also from more recent expeditions and from numerous individual explorers. Since then a considerable amount of survey work has been undertaken in S Arabia, with some archaeo-logical soundings and a number of full-scale ex-cavations. Other international excavations have been undertaken in E Arabia.

Many explorations have been made in other parts of Arabia, notable among which are those of A. Musil, in central and N Arabia (1909-14), of N. Glueck, in Transjordan and Sinai (1932-71), and those of G. Ryckmans and H. St J. Philby, who col-lected some thousands of Arabic inscriptions from Sa‘udi Arabia in 1951-2, not to mention the travels on a lesser scale of such men as Burton, Hurgronje, Doughty, Rutter and Thomas. Important among inscriptions from the N are the Taima’ Stone, which bears an Aramaic inscription of about the 5th Century bc, obtained by Huber in 1883 (*Tema), and a second Aramaic inscription of the 4th Century bc, found at Taima’ in 1982.

c. History and civilization

Apart from the *nomads of the steppe lands of Arabia, whose life has continued with little change for millennia, the main areas of historical civilization were in the SW corner of the peninsula, and in the zone to the N where the steppe merges into the settled regions of Syria.

In the 2nd millennium bc various Semitic-speaking tribes arrived from the N in the area of modern Yemen, and formed the Settlements which were later to emerge as the kingdoms of Saba’ (*Sheba, 7), Ma'Tn (* Minaeans), Qatabän and Hadramaut (Hazarmaveth, Gn. 10:26). The main cause of their prosperity was their intermediate Position on the trade routes from the frankincense lands of the S coast and Ethiopia (*Herbs, Frankincense), to the civilizations in the N. The first of these kingdoms to emerge was Saba’, as revealed by the appearance in about the 9th-8th Century of native inscriptions which indicate a well-organized polity under a ruler who evidently combined cer-tain priestly functions in his office. Religion was in-volved in most aspects of life, and there were annual festivals at the shrines of national deities. Its prosperity is indicated by the fact that it paid tribute to Sargon and Sennacherib, possibly from a

N trading colony. In c. 400 bc the neighbouring kingdom of Ma'Tn came into prominence and infringed on much of Sabaean authority. In the4th Century themonarchy was founded in Qatabän, and in the last quarter of the ist millennium the domin-ion of Saba’, Ma'Tn, Qatabän and Hadramaut fluctuated with turns of fortune, until the area came under the control of the Himyarites. At their height, the S Arabian kingdoms had colonies as far afield as N Arabia, and inscriptions in their characters have been found on the Persian Gulf and in Mesopotamia (Ur, Uruk). The alphabets of the Thamüdic, Lihyänite and Safäitic inscriptions also show their influence in the N, and the Ethi-opic language and script öfter similar evidence from Africa.

In the N the history is one of the contacts made by nomads with the settled civilizations of Mesopotamia and Syria. In Transjordan the process of infiltration and Settlement is evident, though there were periods when this was very sparse. In the early part of the Middle Bronze Age the whole of Transjordan was dotted with Settlements (*Abraham), but this was followed by a reduction (but not a total absence, as older books state) of sedentary occupation, c. 1900-1200 bc, until Settlement was increased again in the late 2nd millennium bc. The name ‘Arab’ first appears in the Contemporary inscriptions in the annals of Shalmaneser III, when one Gindibu from Arabia’ (Kurkh Stele 2. 94) fought against him at Qarqar (853 bc), and there-after they frequently appear in the Assyrian inscriptions as camel-borne raiding nomads, and they are so depicted in the bas-reliefs of Ashurba-nipal at Nineveh (*Camel). One of the unusual episodes in Mesopotamian history was the sojourn of Nabonidus, king of Babylon (556-539 bc) at Taima' (*Tema) in the N. He stayed there for 10 years while his son Bel-sar-usur (* Belshazzar) ruled for him in Babylon.

In the latter part of the 4th Century bc the Aramaic-speaking Arab kingdom of the * Nabatae-ans, with its Capital at Petra, began to emerge, and it flourished as a trading state from the 2nd Century until well into the Roman period. Farther S in the same period the Lihyänite kingdom of *Dedan was formed by Arabs settling at an ancient Mi-naean colony. In the Ist Century bc another Arab state, which adopted Aramaic as its official language, began to come to prominence at Palmyra (*Tadmor), and in the Christian era it largely eclipsed Petra as a trading state, and became a serious rival to Rome.

d. Biblical references

Arabia is not often referred to by this name in the Bible, since its inhabitants were generally known by the political or tribal names of the smaller groups to which they belonged. The Table of the ♦Nations in Gn. 10 lists a number of S Arabian peoples as the descendants of *Joktan and of *Cush. A number of mainly N Arabian tribes are listed as being descendants of Abraham through * Keturah and * Hagar (Gn. 25). Again among the descendants of Esau (Gn. 36) a number of Arabian peoples are mentioned. In the time of Jacob two groups of Abraham’s descendants, the Ishma-elites C'Ishmael) and the ‘Midianites, are found as Caravan merchants (Gn. 37:25-36; * Nomads). It is, however, in the time of Solomon that contacts with Arabia become prominent in the OT narrative, mainly as a result of his extensive trade rela-tions, particularly from his port of Eziongeber on the Red Sea. This is emphasized by the famous visit of the Queen of *Sheba (1 Ki. 9:26-28; 10), and nearer home by the tribute he received from the malke ‘"rab (2 Ch. 9:14) which the evv render ‘kings of Arabia’. The name räb, ‘“räbi seems to have originally meant ‘desert’ or ‘steppe’ and by extension ‘steppe dweller’, and therefore in the biblical context it referred chiefly to those people who occupied the semi-desert areas to the E and S of Palestine (* East, Children of). It is not possible, however, to say whether the Word is always to be taken as a proper name ‘Arab’, or as a collective noun ‘steppe dweller’.

In the 9th Century, Jehoshaphat of Judah received tribute from the '“räbi (2 Ch. 7:11), but his successor Jehoram suffered a raid in which the “räbi carried off his wives and sons (2 Ch. 21:16— 17), and only Ahaziah, the youngest, was left (2 Ch. 22:1). ln the 8th Century Uzziah reversed the Situation and restored * Elath to his dominion (2 Ki. 14:22).

Though the S Arabian kingdoms were known (e.g. Joel 3:8), most of the contacts of Israel with Arabia were with the nomadic tribes of the N. In the time of Hezekiah these people were very familiär (Is. 13:20; 21:13). In the time of Josiah (Je. 3:2), and in the closing days of the kingdom of Judah, the Arabians were coming to prominence as traders (Je. 25:23-24; Ezk. 27; * Kedar).

The growing tendency of the Arabs to settle and build trading centres is illustrated by * Geshem, the Arab who tried to hinder Nehemiah rebuilding Jerusalem (Ne. 2:19; 6:1), presumably because he feared trade rivals. The kingdom of the Nabatae-ans was to follow, and in the Apocrypha the term ‘Arab’ usually refers to these people.

Bibliography. (a) General: J. Bright, A History of Israel‘, 1972; I. Eph’al, The Ancient Arabs, 1982; W. C. Brice, South-West Asia, 1966, pp. 246-276; P. K. Hitti, History of the Arabsk, 1956, pp. 1-86; M. HofTner in H. W. Hausseg (ed.), Wörtebuch der Mythologie, I. 1, n. d., c. 1962, pp. 407-552; A. Grohmann, Arabien, 1963; G. W. van Beek in G. E. Wright (ed.), The Bible and the Ancient Near East, 1961, pp. 229-248; A. K. Irvine in POTT, pp. 287-311; S. Moscati, The Senates in Ancient History,-1959, pp. 104-132; G. Ryckmans, Les religions arabes preislamiques, 1951; Proceedings of the Seminar for Arabian Studies, 1- (1970—); Atlal, I-(1977-); Raydan, 1- (1978-); Arabian Archaeology and Epigraphy, 1- (1990—); Archäeologische Berichte aus dem Yemen, 1 — (1982—).

(b) S Arabia: A. F. L. Beeston, Sabaic Grammar, 1984; Beeston et al, Sabaic Dictionary, 1982; S. D. Ricks, Lexicon of Inscriptional Qalabanian, 1989; ‘Theocracy in the Sayhad Culture’, Proceedings of the Seminar for Arabian Studies, 7 (1977), pp. 5-10; B. Doe, Southern Arabia, 1971; Monuments of South Arabia, 1983; K. A. Kitchen, Documents from Ancient Arabia, I (1994), II—IV (in prepara-tion).

(r) N Arabia: W. Wright, A Grammar of the Arabic Language\ rev. by W. R. Smith and M. J. de Goeje, 1896; A. Musil, Oriental Explorations and Studies, 1-6, 1926-8; N. Glueck, Explorations in Eastern Palestine, I-IV (AASOR 14, 15, 18, 19, 25, 28), 1934-51; and more populär accounts - The Olher Side of the Jordan1, 1970; The River Jordan, 1946; and Rivers in the Desert, 1959; see also BA 22, 1959, pp. 98-108; F. V. Winnett and W. L. Reed, Ancient Records from North Arabia, 1970; on

Tema, see W. G. Lambert, Proceedings of the Seminar for Arabian Studies, 2 (1972), pp. 53-64 and C.
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II. In the New Testament

Arabia did not, as it does today, denote the whole of the great peninsula between the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf, but only the area to the immediate E and S of Palestine. This territory was occupied by an Arab tribe or tribes called the * Nabataeans, who had settled in the area during the 3rd Century bc. By the Ist Century they had established their control over an area which stretched from Damascus on the N to Gaza to the S and far into the desert to the E. Their Capital was the red-rock city of Petra.

Arabia is mentioned only twice in the NT. Paul relates how, after his conversion, he went away into Arabia (Gal. 1:17). No other account of this inci-dent occurs in the NT. The exact location of this event is very uncertain. Since Arabia to the Graeco-Roman mind meant the Nabataean king-dom, it is likely that he went there, possibly to Petra, the Capital city. Why he went is not revealed. Perhaps his purpose was to be alone to commune with God. K. Lake suggests that Paul conducted a preaching mission there, because in the Epistle to the Galatians, where he mentions this incident, the antithesis is not between conferring with the Christians at Jerusalem and conferring with God in the desert, but between obeying immediately his Commission to preach to the Gentiles and going to Jerusalem to obtain the authority to do this (The Earlier Epistles of St Paul, 1914, pp. 320f.).

In the only other occurrence of the word Arabia in the NT (Gal. 4:25) it is used in the narrower sense to denote the Sinai Peninsula, or the territory immediately to the E, across the Gulf of Aqabah.

Bibliography. G. A. Smith, The Historical Geography of the Holy Land, 1931, pp. 547f., 649; HDAC\ IDB; J. A. Montgomery, Arabia and the Bible, 1934.    w.w.w.

ARAD. I. A Canaanite town in the wilderness of Judah whose king vainly attacked Israel during the Wandering. Arad was destroyed, and renamed ♦Hormah (Nu. 21:1-3; 33:40). Jos. 12:14 lists a king of Arad and a king of Hormah amongst the conquered, while Jdg. 1:16-17 teils of Kenites set-tling in the area, and of Judah and Simeon destroy-ing Zephath, renamed Hormah. Now Teil Arad 30 km NE of Beersheba, excavated from 1962 to 1974 by Y. Aharoni and R. B. K. Amiran. A large forti-fied city existed in the Early Bronze Age (Lower City), then the site was deserted until Iron Age I, when a mound at one side was occupied. Here a fortress was built in the 10th Century bc that was used until the 6th Century. During several phases of remodelling a shrine with stone altars and pil-lars existed in one corner. Potsherds inscribed in Hebrew found there include the names of the priestly families Pashhur and Meremoth. More texts were recovered from other parts of the fort, dealing with military affairs and supplies in the troubled years about 600 bc. One mentions ‘the house of yhwh’. Arad of the Late Bronze Age (Canaanite Arad) may have been the present Teil Malhatah, 12 km to the SW. Two Arads, Arad Rabbat and Arad of Yeruham, were listed by * Shishak after his invasion. See NEAEHL, pp. 62-72 and Y. Aharoni, Arad Inscriptions, 1981.

2. A Benjaminite, son of Beriah (1 Ch. 8:15-16).

ARM.

ARAM, ARAMAEANS.

I.    Ancestral and personal

a.    The son of Shem, so named with Elam, As-syria and others in Gn. 10:22-23 and 1 Ch 1:17, having four others grouped under him. On this association of Aram with the E and NE parts of the ancient East, see section II.«t, below.

b.    A personal name borne by individuals and heads of later clans in the patriarchal age and after, thus: Aram, grandson of Nahor, Abraham’s brother (Gn. 22:21); an ‘Aramitess’ was mother of Machir by Manasseh (1 Ch. 7:14); another Aram is mentioned as a descendant of Asher (1 Ch. 7:34).

In the genealogies of Mt. 1:3-4 and Lk. 3:33 (av) Aram is simply the misleading Gk. form of Ram (rsv), an entirely different name.

II.    People, lands and language

a. Origins

Aram and Aramaeans are usually called ‘Syria(ns)’ in the English OT - a misleading appellation when applied to the period before c. 1000 bc. From the 3rd millennium bc, W Semitic-speaking semi-nomadic peoples are known from cuneiform sources to have been constantly infiltrating into Syria and Mesopotamia from almost the whole of the Arabian desert-fringe. In Mesopotamia under the kings of Akkad and of the 3rd Dynasty of Ur (c. 2400-2000 bc) these ‘Westerners’ (MAR.TU in Sumerian, Amurru in Babylonian) eventually pene-trated right across the Tigris to the steppelands far-ther E, reaching the Iranian mountains. Evidence shows that they became well established there. (For a good discussion of this see J.-R. Küpper, Les Nomades en Mesopotamie au Temps des Rois de Mari, 1957, pp. 147f„ 166, 177f, 196.) But these NE regions were no empty land. In the steppes and hills beyond, the Hurrians were at home, and the two populations doubtless mingled. These facts provide an illuminating background for the origins of the Aramaeans of biblical and external sources.

At this period mention is made of a Settlement called Aram(e.i) in the E Tigris region N of Elam and ENE of Assyria. If this fact is linked with the presence of W Semitic-speaking settlers there, these may justifiably be considered as proto-Aramaeans. Küpper rejects this interpretation, but has apparently overlooked the importance of some OT passages here. This association of the earliest ‘Aramaeans’ with the E and NE is evident in Gn. 10:22-23, where Aram, Elam and Assyria occur together - a mark of very early date. Am. 9:7 carries on this tradition in later times: God brought Israel from Egypt (S), the Philistines from Caphtor (W) and the Aramaeans from Qir (NE). Qir occurs only once more (Is. 22:6) - Standing for Assyria - -along with Elam, so Arnos is in line with Gn. 10 and with the ascertainable NE occurrences of proto-Aramaeans. On the cuneiform evidence (but not using the biblical passages adduced here), these earliest Aramaeans were accepted by A. Dupont-Sommer, VT Supp. Vol. I, 1953, pp. 40^19; by

S. Moscati, The Semites in Ancient History, 1959, pp. 66-67, and in earlier works; and by M. McNamara, Verbum Domini 35, 1957, pp. 129— 142; but rejected (e.g.) by I. J. Gelb, JCS 15, 1961, p. 28, n. 5; D. O. Edzard, Die zweite Zwischenzeit Babyloniens, 1957, p. 43, n. 188.

Aramu is attested as a personal name in the 3rd Dynasty of Ur (c. 2000 bc) and at Mari (18th Century 196 bc); at Alalalj in N Syria about this time occurs the form Arammü for the doubled ‘m’ cf. the Heb. ''rammt, ‘Aramaean’. This corresponds with Aram as an OT personal name about that time. The name Aram may even be Hurrian; at Alalab and at Nuzi appear a series of Hurrian-type names compounded with initial Aram- or Arim- (Küpper, Nomades, p. 113). ‘Aram’ may have been the name of a tribal group that first crossed the Tigris into the Hurrian regions, and its name has been applied by the Hurrians to all such W Semitic-speaking infiltrators and settlers (cf. Sum-erian and Babylonian use of terms MAR. TU and Amurru, above) - hence its occurrence in place-names, or it might even have been a Hurrian epi-thet, which would better explain its occurrence in personal names. As the Hurrians spread right across upper Mesopotamia and into Syria by the beginning of the 2nd millennium, they would then perhaps use this term of the many W Semitic settlers in these regions - known from non-Hurrian cuneiform sources (e.g. Mari), Haneans, Suteans and others; but this remains wholly uncertain.

b. Early history, 19th-12th centuries BC The Hebrew Patriarchs, after leaving Ur, first set-tled in this upper Mesopotamian area, at Harran (Gn. 11:28-32), in ‘Aram-naharaim’ (see below). One part of the family stayed on here (Nahor, Bethuel, Laban) as ‘Aramaeans’ (i.e., named after the place where they lived), while the other (Abraham) went on to Canaan. But the wives of both Isaac and Jacob came from the Aramaean branch of the family (Gn. 24:28ff.), thoroughly justifying the later Israelite confession of descent from ‘a wandering Aramaean’ (= Jacob) in Dt. 26:5. The speech of Jacob’s and Laban’s families already showed dialectal differences (‘Canaanite’ and ‘Aramaic’), see Gn. 31:47; note the early form of this Aramaic phrase, using direct (construct) geni-tive and not circumlocution with dt.

Aram-naharaim (‘Aram of the two rivers’) or Paddan-aram was basically the area within the great bend of the river Euphrates past Carchemish bounding it on the W, with the river Habur as limit in the E. In this area arose the Hurrian kingdom of Mitanni (16th— 14th centuries bc). ln the ‘Amarna Letters (c. 1360 bc) it is called Nahrima with Can-aanitic dual in ‘m’ (like Heb.), while in Egyptian texts of c. 1520-1170 bc appears the form Nhrn, clearly exhibiting an Aramaic-type dual in ‘n’, not assimilated to Canaanite as in the Amarna letters. The form in Egyptian is clear evidence - deriving directly from Egyptian military contact with Aram-naharaim - for Aramaic dialect-forms there from the 16th Century bc. The forms Na\)rimal Nhrn are mentioned briefly in Gelb, Hurrians and Subarians, 1944, p. 74 and n. 208. Further hints of (proto-)Aramaic forms in the early 2nd millennium in this area are found in Albright, AfO 6, 1930-1, p. 218, n. 4.

From Ugarit (14th—13th centuries bc) come personal names Armeya and B(e)n-Arm(e)y(a), and a plot of land called ‘fields of Aramaeans’ (Küpper, Nomades, p. 114), which continue the Story. An Egyptian mention of Aram occurs under Ameno-phis III (c. 1370 bc), cf. E. Edel, Die Orlsnamenlis-ten aus dem Totentempel Amenophis III, 1966, pp.

28f. Thus the place-name ‘the Aram’ or ‘Pa-Aram’ in the Egyptian Papyrus Anastasi III (13th Century bc) probably Stands for Aram, not Amurru. It was in the 13th Century bc that Balaam was hired from *Pethor (in ‘Amaw?) by the Euphrates in Aram (-naharaim) and the ‘mountains of the easf, in Order to curse Israel (Nu. 22:5, rsv; 23:7; Dt. 23:4).

In the chaos that befell the W part of the ancient E just after c. 1200 bc when the sea peoples destroyed the Hittite empire and disrupted Syria-Palestine (*Canaan; *Egypt, History), one of Israel’s oppressors was the Opportunist *Cushan-rishathaim, king of Aram-naharaim, whose far-flung but fragile dominion lasted only 8 years (Jdg. 3:7-11). Still later in the Judges’ period, the gods of Syria proper could already be called ‘the gods of Aram’ (c. 1100 bc?) in Jdg. 10:6 (Heb.); this ties up with the accelerating inflow of Aramaeans and settling in the later !2th and 1 Ith centuries bc in Syria and Mesopotamia, culminating in the found-ing of Aramaean States. Just at this time, Tiglath-pileser I of Assyria (1100 bc) was trying unavail-ingly to stem the advance of ‘Akhlamu, Aramaeans’ across the length of the middle Euphrates (ANET, p. 275). The Akhlamu occur in the 13th, 14th and (as personal name) 18th centuries bc as Aramaean-type people, thus further witnessing to an Aramaean continuity from earlier to later times. On this section see also Küpper, Nomades', R. T. O’Callaghan, Aram Naharaim, 1948; M. F. Unger, Israel and the Aramaeans of Damascus, 1957; ANET, p. 259 and n. 11; W. T. Pitard, Ancient Damascus, 1987.

c. Israel and the Aramaean States (c. 1000-700 bc)

(i) Saul (c. 1050-1010 bc). Düring his reign, Saul had to fight many foes for Israel: Moab, Ammon and Edom in the E, the Philistines in the SW and the ‘kings of Zobah’ in the N (1 Sa. 14:47; or ‘king’, if lxx be followed). This was probably at the height of his power (c. 1025 bc?), before the final disasters of his reign.

(ii) David (r. 1010-970 bc). David’s first known Aramaean contact is with Talmai son of Ammi-hur, king of Geshur, whose daughter he married (Absalom being her son by him) within his first 7 years’ reign at Hebron (1010-1003 bc), 2 Sa. 3:3, 5 -Talmai still ruled Geshur late in David’s reign when Absalom fled there for 3 years (2 Sa. 13:37-39). In the second half of his reign, David clashed with Hadadezer son of Rehob, king of Aram-zobah (N of Damascus). This king had already ex-tended his rule as far as the Euphrates (subduing the hostile Toi, king of Hamath, 2 Sa. 8:10), but his N subjects must have revolted, for when David at-tacked him Hadadezer was then going to ‘restore’ his conquests there (2 Sa. 8:3). Perhaps David and Toi found Hadadezer too dangerous; at any rate, David annexed Damascus and Toi of Hamath became his (subject-) ally, 2 Sa. 8:5-12. The revolt against Hadadezer probably followed the two heavy defeats that David inflicted on him as ally of Ammon (2 Sa. 10; 1 Ch. 19) with other Aramaean States (see Unger, pp. 42-46). No direct time-relation between 2 Sa. 8:3-12 and 2 Sa. 9-12 is stated - but the Ammonite war probably preceded that of 2 Sa. 8. Henceforth, David was doubtless overlord of Hadadezer and all Syria. The earlier wide but ephemeral power of Hadadezer may be reflected in later Assyrian texts which report how, under Ashur-rabi II (c. 1012-972 bc), ‘the king of Aram’ gained control of Pethor (Pitru) and
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 In the Old Testament

a. Geography

In structure the Arabian peninsula consists of a mass of old crystalline rock which forms a ränge of mountains on the W, rising above 3,000 m in places, with a series of strata of younger formation uptilted against its E side. In the W mountains, and particularly in the SW corner of the peninsula, where the annual rainfall exceeds 500 mm in parts, settled life based on irrigation is possible, and it was in this area, the modern Yemen, that the andern kingdoms of S Arabia chiefly flourished. The capitals of three of these, Qarnäwu (of Ma‘Tn), Märib (of Saba’) and Timna* (of Qatabän), were situated on the E slopes of the mountain ränge, on water-courses running off to the E, and Shabwa the Capital of Hadramaut lay farther to the SE on a water-course running NW off the Hadramaut table-land. An area of rainfall of 100-250 mm extends N along the W mountains and E along the coast, and here settled life is also possible. In the whole of the rest of the peninsula the annual rainfall is negligible and life depends upon oases and wells.

Between the escarpments formed by the uptilted strata and the E coast the scarp slope of the uppermost provides level areas ranging from steppe to sandy desert. The zones of desert which exist in this area and between the central escarpments widen out in the S into the barren sand desert of al-Rub‘ al-Häli (‘the empty quarter’), with the smaller sand sea, the Ramlat Sabatayu, to the SW, round which lay Marib, Timna' and Shabura, and in the N to the smaller desert of al-Nafud. At various points along the foot of the escarpments springs provide oases, and consequent trade routes. Apart from the areas of sandy and rocky desert, the terrain of the peninsula is largely steppe, yielding grass under the sporadic annual rains, and supporting a poor nomadic population (“Nomads), particularly in the N area between Syria and Mesopotamia. It was where this Zone graded into the settled areas of Syria that such me-tropolises as Petra, Palmyra and Damascus flourished.

b. Exploration

The first notable European explorer in the Arabian peninsula was the Danish Orientalist, Carsten Nie-buhr, who visited the Yemen in 1763. In the N, J. L.

2

    The root rb, meaning ‘dry’, ‘burnt up’ and therefore ‘waste land’, is used to describe the desert steppe (Jb. 24:5; 39:6; Is. 33:9; 35:1,6; Je. 51:43; rsv usually translates as ‘wilderness’ or ‘desert’).
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    Used with the article (hä-'°räbä), the name is applied generally to the rift valley which runs from the Sea of Tiberias to the Gulf of Aqabah. Although the topographical significance of this word was ignored by the earlier commentators, it has a precise connotation in many OT references. Its location is connected with the lake of Tiberias (Dt. 3:17; Jos. 11:2; 12:3) and as far S as the Red Sea and Elath (Dt. 1:1; 2:8). The Dead Sea is called the Sea of Arabah (Jos. 3:16; 12:3; Dt. 4:49; 2 Ki. 14:25). Today, the valley of the Jordan downstream to the Dead Sea is called the Ghör, the ‘depression’, and the Arabah more properly begins S of the Scorpion cliffs and terminates in
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ARABIA.


Mutkinu on either side of the Euphrates; this may mark the foundation there of the Aramaean king-dom of Bit-Adini - perhaps the source of Hada-dezer’s troops front beyond the Euphrates. For further discussion, see Landsberger, Sam'al I, 1948, p. 35, n. 74; and Malamat, BA 21, 1958, pp. 101-102.

(iii)    Solomon (c. 970-930 sc). Probably it was in the first half of his reign that Solomon overcame ‘Hamath-zobah’, i.e. presumably crushed a revolt in the S part of the country of Hamath that ad-joined Zobah - perhaps a rising against Hamath’s subject-ally Status? At any rate Solomon’s overlordship was effective enough for him to have store-cities built there (2 Ch. 8:3-^). But in the last part of David’s reign, after the discomfiture of Hadadezer of Zobah, a mere youth, Rezon, went off and gathered a marauding band around him-self. For some time, into Solomon’s earlier years, he was probably little more than a petty, roving in-surgent. But for the latter half of Solomon’s reign he gained control of Damascus and became king there, briefly surviving Solomon, whom he had always opposed (1 Kt. 11:23-25); Rezon, it seems, played bandit tili c. 955 bc, reigning in Damascus perhaps c. 955-925 bc, tili at last - full of years - -he passed away, and a new ‘strong man’, Hezion, seized the Damascus throne.

(iv)    The Dynasty of Hezion. The new Opportunist founded a dynasty that lasted a Century. Hezion (c. 925-915?), his son Tabrimmon (c. 915-900?) and grandson Ben-hadad I (c. 900-860?) are at-tested in this order and relationship, from 1 Ki. 15:18. (The Melqart Stele, commonly held to show the same line (DOTT, pp. 239-41; AN ET, p. 501), is in fact impossible to read with confidence.) These kings speedily made of Damascus the para-mount kingdom in Syria proper, rivalled only by Hamath. When attacked by Baasha of Israel, Asa of Judah sought aid from Ben-hadad I (1 Ki. 15:18fr.).

The * Ben-hadad who clashed with Ahab (1 Ki.

20) and was murdered by Hazael in Joram’s time,

c. 843 bc (2 Ki. 6:24fF; 8:7-15) is probably a different king, a Ben-hadad II (c. ?860-843), but it is possible to argue, with Albright, that this is still Ben-hadad I (then, c. 900-843 bc - a long reign but not unparalleled). This Ben-hadad II/I is almost certainly the Adad-idri (‘Hadad-ezer’) of Damascus whom Shalmaneser III attacked in 853, 849, 848 and 845 bc, and whose murder and replace-ment by * Hazael are also alluded to by the Assy-rian. Double names are common among ancient Near Eastern rulers; Ben-hadad/Adad-idri is but one more example. It was Ben-hadad of Damascus and Urhileni of Hamath who led the Opposition to Assyria and contributed the largest armed contin-gents, though their efforts were handsomely matched in this respect by Ahab of Israel in 853 bc at Qarqar (ANET, pp. 278-281; Wiseman in DOTT, p. 47).

(v)    Hazael to Rezin. The usurper * Hazael (c. 843-796 bc) almost immediately clashed with Joram of Israel (842/1 bc), cf. 2 Ki. 8:28-29; 9:15. Jehu gained the Israelite throne at this time, but he and others paid tribute to Assyria (ANET, p. 280; DOTT, p. 48; IBA, p. 57, fig. 51), leaving Hazael of Damascus to oppose Assyria alone in 841 and 837 bc (Unger, op. eil., pp. 76-78). Thereafter, Hazael savagely attacked Israel under Jehu, seizing Transjordan (2 Ki. 10:32-33), and throughout the reign of Jehoahaz, c. 814/3—798 bc (2 Ki. 13:22). But temporary relief did occur; the ‘dcliverer’ sent by God then (2 Ki. 13:5) may have been Adad-nirari III of Assyria who intervened against Hazael (cailed ‘Mari’) about 805-802 bc.

In the Israelite Joash’s early years the pressure was at first maintained by Hazael’s son Ben-hadad III (2 Ki. 13:3). But as promised by God through Elisha, Joash (c. 798—782/1 bc) was able to recover from Ben-hadad the lands previously lost to Hazael (2 Ki. 13:14-19, 22-25). Ben-hadad ac-ceded c. 796 bc, and reigned tili roughly 770 bc on evidence of Zakur’s Stele (see Unger, op. cit., pp. 85-89; DOTT, pp. 242-250). Ben-hadad headed a powerful coalition against Zakur of Hamath, a usurper from Lu‘ash who had seized control of the whole kingdom Hamath-Lu'ash. But Zakur and his allies defeated Ben-hadad’s coalition and so speit the end of the dominance in Syria of the Aramaean kingdom of Damascus.

Shortly after this, discredited Damascus came under the overlordship of Jeroboam II of Israel (2 Ki. 14:28). Still later, perhaps after Jeroboam II’s death in 753 bc, a king * Rezin (Assyrian Rahianu) appeared in Damascus and menaced Judah as Israel’s ally, even (like Hazael) conquering Transjordan again; but Ahaz of Judah appealed to Tiglath-pileser III of Assyria, who then in 732 bc defeated and slew Rezin (2 Ki. 16:5-9; ANET, p. 283), deporting the unhappy Aramaeans to Qir, ironically their ancient homeland. as prophesied by Arnos (1:4-5).

(vi) Other Aramaean kingdoms are rarely men-tioned in Scripture. Sennacherib in 701 bc mocked Hezekiah over the impotence of the kings and gods of *Arpad, * Hamath, *Gozan, ‘Harran, *Rezeph (Assyr. Rasappa) and the ‘children of Eden in Telassar’ (2 Ki. 18:34; 19:12-13). The last-named are the people of the Aramaean province (former kingdom) of Bit-Adini, the ‘House of Eden’ or Beth-eden of Am. 1:5.

Bibliography. M. F. Unger, R. T. O’Callaghan,
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B.    Landsberger, Sam'al /, 1948; W. F. Albright in AS 6, 1956, pp. 75-85, on Assyrian penetration of Aramaean politics and art; A. Malamat, in POTT, pp. 134-155. Inscriptions, cf. J. C. L. Gibson, Text-book of Syrian Semitic Inscriptions, 2, 1975.

d.    Language

See * Language of the Old Testament.

It should be recognized that the occurence of Aramaisms in OT Hebrew offen indicates an early, not a late, date. Note the 2nd-mi!lennium traces of Aramaic forms (II.6, above). Aramaean States in Syria which existed from at least Saul’s reign, and marriages in the time of David (Talmai), imply Aramaic linguistic influence in Palestine then. Finally, some ‘Aramaisms’ are actually Hebraisms (or Canaanisms) in Aramaic (cf. K. A. Kitchen, Ancient Orient and Old Testament, 1966, pp. 143— 146; A. Hurwitz, IEJ 18, 1968, pp. 234-240).

e.    Aramaean culture

The Aramaeans’ one major contribution to ancient Oriental culture was their language: at first, in

commerce and diplomacy, then for communication over wide areas (see above), but also as a literary medium (see R. A. Bowman, ‘Aramaic, Arameans and the Bible’, JNES1, 1948, pp. 65-99). The story and proverbs of Ahiqar are set in the Assyria of Sennacherib and certainly go back in origin to almost that time; from the 5th Century bc come the religious texts in demotic (Egyptian) script (Bowman, JNES 3, 1944, pp. 219-231) and the Papyri Blacassiani (G. A. Cooke, A Textbook of North-Semilic Inscriptions, 1903, pp. 206-210, No. 76). Still later come magical texts, including one in cuneiform script of the Seleucid era (C. H. Gordon, AfO 12, 1937-9, pp. 105-117). Syri-ac in the Christian epoch was a great province of Christian literature. The chief gods of the Ara-maeans were Baal-shamain and other forms of Baal, Hadad the storm-god, Canaanite deities such as Ashtar, and Mesopotamian ones, including Marduk, Nebo, Shamash, etc. (J. A. Fitz-myer, The Aramaic Inscriptions of Sefire, 1967, pp. 33ff.). See Dupont-Sommer, Les Arameens, pp. 106-119; Dhorme and Dussaud, Religions, Babylonie, etc., 1949, pp. 389fif.    k.a.k.

ARARAT.

I.    Biblical evidente

The name Ararat occurs four times in the Bible. It was the mountainous or hilly area {höre '“rärät, ‘mountains of Ararat’) where Noah’s ark came to rest (Gn. 8:4. Reports linking supposed remains of wood from Lake Kop on Mt Ararat with the ark of Noah’s *flood have not been confirmed archaeo-logically nor dated prior to c. 2500 bc); the land (’eres) to which Adrammelech and Sharezer, the parricides of Sennacherib, fled for asylum (2 Ki. 19:37 = Is. 37:38); and a kingdom (mamläkä) grouped by Jeremiah with Minni and Ashkenaz in a prophetic summons to destroy Babylon (Je. 51:27). The av reads ‘Armenia’ in both Kings and Isaiah, following Armenian in the lxx of Isaiah.

II.    Extra-biblical evidence

There is littlc doubt that biblical '“rärät was the

Urartu of the Assyrian inscriptions, a kingdom which fiourished in the time of the Assyrian empire in the neighbourhood of Lake Van in Armenia. While it is frequently mentioned by the Assyrian kings as a troublesome N neighbour, it was much influenced by Mesopotamian civilization, and in the 9th Century the cuneiform script was adopted and modified for writing Urartian (also called ‘Vannic’ or ‘Chaldian’, not to be confused with ‘Chaldean’), a language unrelated to Akkadian. Nearly 200 Urartian inscriptions are known, and in these the land is referred to as Biainae and the people as ‘children of Haldi’, the national god. Excavations, notably at Toprak Kaie, part of the ancient Capital, Tuspa, near the shore of Lake Van, at Karmir Blur, a town site near Erivan in the USSR, and at Alting Tepe, near Erzincan, have re-vealed examples of art and architecture.

III. L'raru

In the 13th Century, when Urartu is first mentioned in the inscriptions of Shalmaneser I, it ap-pears as a small principality between the lakes of Van and Urmia, but it seems to have grown in power in the following centuries when Assyria was suffering a period of decline. In the 9th Century re-ports of Assyrian campaigns against Urartu, whose territory now extended well to the N and W, become more frequent, and about 830 bc a new dynasty was founded by Sardur I, who established his Capital at Tuspa. His immediate successors held the frontiers, but the kingdom was badly shaken at the end of the 8th Century by the Cimmerian (*Gomer) invasions, and was only briefly revived in the mid-7th Century by Rusa II, who may have been the king who gave asylum to Sennacherib’s assassins. The end of Urartu is obscure, but the Indo-European-speaking Armenians must have been established there by the late 6th Century bc, as is shown by the Behistun inscription which gives arminiya in the Old Persian Version where the Babylonian version reads urastu, and the Aramaic version from Elephantine gives ’rrt. Urartu probably disappeared as a state in the early 6th Century, at about the time of Jeremiah’s prophetic summons.
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The localion of Ararat in Armenia.


Bibliography. A. Goetze, Kleinasien2, 1957, pp. 187-200, 215-216; F. W. König, Handbuch der chal-dischen Inschriften (AfO, Beiheft 8), 1,1955,11,1957; M. N. van Loon, Urartian Art, 1966. t.c.m.

ARAUNAH (Heb.    rawnä, also ha“warnä,

'“ranyä). In 2 Sa. 24:16ff. a Jebusite whose threshing-floor was bought by David when he saw the destroying angel hold his band there, so that he might build an altar on the spot and ofler a sacri-fice to check the pestilence which broke out after his numbering of the people. In 1 Ch. 21:18ff. (where Araunah is called Oman) David buys the area surrounding the threshing-floor too, to be the site of the future Temple which, in due course, Solomon built there (1 Ch. 22:1; 2 Ch. 3:1). Arau-nah’s name has been derived from Hittite arawanis, ‘freeman’, ‘noble’. H. A. Hoffher (POTT, p. 225) suggests rather reading ’wrnh (cf. Ch. and lxx) = Hurrian ewri-ne, ‘the lord’. Ugarit supplies both iwrn (Hurrian) and arwn (Hittite) as personal names (F. Gröndahl, Die Personennamen der Texte aus Ugarit, 1967, pp. 224, 272). In 2 Sa. 24:16 the name is preceded by the definite article, and in v. 23 it is glossed by hammelek (‘the king’), whence it has been conjectured that he was the last king of Jebusite Jerusalem. (* Hittites.)    f.f.b.

ARCHAEOLOGY.

I. General

Within the rapidly developing Science of archae-ology the special study of ‘Biblical Archaeology’ selects those material remains of Palestine and its neighbouring countries which relate to the biblical period and narrative. These include the remains of buildings, art, inscriptions and every artefact which helps the understanding of the history, life and customs of the Hebrews and those peoples who, like the Egyptians, Phoenicians, Syrians, Assyrians and Babylonians, came into contact with and influenced them. Interest in places and times mentioned in the Bible provided the initial incentive to many of the earlier excavations, and the broad picture of the historical, religious and ethical background to the Bible now available from archaeological discoveries has done much to explain, illustrate and sometimes to corroborate biblical Statements and counteract theories insuffi-ciently based on facts.

The limitations of archaeology are due to the vast span of time and area to be covered and to the hazards of preservation. Objects of wood, leather or cloth rarely survive and their existence has to be assumed. No biblical site has ever been, or prob-ably can be, completely excavated. Only in recent years have accurate methods of stratification and recording enabled detailed comparisons to be made between sites. This has led to the revision of some earlier conclusions, e.g. Garstang’s dating of Jericho walls to centuries earlier by Kenyon. Moreover, the dearth of inscriptions from Palestine itself means that direct extra-biblical insight into the thoughts and life of the early peoples is rare. As archaeology deals primarily with ma-terials, it can never test such great biblical truths as the existence and redeeming activity of God and Christ, the incarnate Word.

In Palestine (taking this term to include the modern States of Israel and Jordan) the archaeological technique of sequence dating was first worked out. At Teil el-Hesi in 1890 Flinders Petrie realized that different levels of occupation could be distinguished by the characteristic pottery and other features found in them. This scheme of stra-tigraphy and typology is now applied throughout the world; in Palestine it has been improved by later excavators, especially at Teil Beit Mirsim, Samaria, Lachish and Jericho. By comparison between sites within Palestine and farther afield a network of related finds has been established, link-ing with historical records, to give a remarkably close-knit chronology from the 4th millennium bc. Dates before that time are still imprecise, even when the Carbon 14 method supplies some evi-dence. The accompanying table (p. 74) gives the currently-accepted designations for these archaeological periods:

II.    Prehistory

The Near East was the scene of man’s first emer-gence as a food-gatherer in the Palaeolithic period of which remains are found in the Carmel caves (Wadi al-Mughärah), ‘Eynan and ’Oren. After a gap he is traced as a food-gatherer in the so-called ‘Neolithic revolution’. Many find early associ-ations with pre-historic Europe rather than Africa and physical relationships with European Nean-derthal types. Open Settlements with huts dated c. 9000 bc are found at Shanidar (Iraq), ‘Eynan (Lake Huleh), Jericho and Beidha (near Petra). These lead on to the pre-pottery Neolithic B with the development of the economy of production. At Jericho at this time (c. 7500 bc) there are found massive defences and unusually plastered skulls and figurines of unidentified purpose. Neolithic sites have been traced in Yarmuk and Galilee (Sh’ar Haggolan) and at Ain Ghazzal in Jordan. These are Contemporary with Settlements in the Nile Valley, on Cyprus, in Anatolia (Cayönü, Catal Hüyük) and in N Mesopotamia (Jarmo, Nemrik).

In the Chalcolithic period wall paintings, paint-ed pottery and simple copper come from the Jordan Valley, Telulat Ghassul, Esdraelon, near Gaza, and in the N Negeb. Elaborate objects were cast in copper for cultic purposes (Nahal Mishmar) and gold was worked. Clay models show that curved vaulted roofs were a feature of Underground Stores (Abu Matar), rock cisterns and some dwellings.

The transition to the Early Bronze Age is ill-defined in Palestine. Some trace this at a number of Settlements which later grew into city States (Meg-iddo, Jericho, Beth-shan, Beth-yerah and Teil el-Far‘a near Shechem) or were later abandoned for a time (Samaria and Teil en-Nasbeh). Invaders, prob-ably former nomads from the N or E, brought a new type of pottery and buried their dead in mass grav-es cut in the rocks. These tombs sometimes includ-ed pottery types known from the previous Late Chalcolithic period, Esdraelon burnished wares and painted pottery later found in abundance (EB I). The term Proto-Urban, corresponding to the Protoliterate (Jemdet Nasr) period in Iraq c. 3200 bc has been used to describe this phase.

III.    The Canaanite (Bronze) Age

Towns with mud-brick walls begin to appear in the Early Bronze Age I. At the same time the pottery in the N (Beth-yerah, level II; Beth-shan, level XI) diflers from that in the S, found at Ophel (Jerusalem), Gezer, Ai, Jericho (VI-VII) and Teil en-Nasbeh. The towns in the N conünued tü flourish in EB II c. 2900 bc (Megiddo, XVI-XVII; Beth-yerah, III; Beth-shan, XII) although in the S some Egyptian influence can be seen (Jericho, IV). The well-developed lower city at Arad (IV—I) with its twin temples shows affinities with the N Canaa-nite towns (cf. *Ai). There were striking develop-ments, notably in a fine new ‘Khirbet Kerak’ wäre which shows the gradual improvement in pottery technique in Palestine and Syria.

About 2200 bc saw the appearance of a people with distinctive burial customs, pottery and weapons. These were local nomadic groups thought to have been new arrivals to the Tand and were identified with the Amorites (e.g. Tel Ajjul, Jericho, Megiddo). The incoming IsraeTites later noted the Amorites (Nu. 13:29; Jos. 5:1; 10:6) as people of the hill-country, and earlier the Execration Texts (*Egypt IV 61) attest an Amorite presence there.

Other types of pottery, weapons and burial customs show there were people connected with the city-states of Syria and Phoenicia, and soon the numerous city-states begin to appear which are characteristically Canaanite. Their kings probably included the Asiatic ‘Foreign Rulers’ (Hyksos) who overran Egypt c. 1730 bc. It was a time of wealth, though of frequent inter-city warfare. Major cities had a citadel and a lower town enclosed by high ramparts (e.g. Carchemish, Qatna, Hazor).

This Middle Bronze Age was a time when semi-nomadic groups, including Habiru, among whom may well have been the Patriarchs, infiltrated the scrub-land between the defended towns (* Patriarchal Age). The tombs of such people have been found at Jericho. The towns and their houses (e.g. Beit Mirsim, Megiddo and Jericho) remained small but with little change until they were violently des-troyed (LB) probably by the Egyptians (Tuthmosis III) repulsing the Hyksos, c. 1450 bc. Despite trade contacts with the E Mediterranean (Mycenaean pottery), the hill towns of Palestine were now poorer and fewer than the neighbouring Coastal cities.

Once again the major cities were reoccupied, but only to be sacked again later in the 13th Century. Traces of the Israelite attack under Joshua have been seen in the burnt ruins of Hazor, Bethel, Beit Mirsim and Lachish, but it is impossible to sub-stantiate this Claim. According to the OT, Joshua did not set fire to many places. At Jericho the town has been found to have been abandoned c. 1325 bc, but the fallen walls once thought to belong to this LB period (Garstang) are now known to have been destroyed in EB (Kenyon).

Examples of at least six different types of * writ-ing have been found in the LB sites of Canaan: Babylonian cuneiform, Egyp. hieroglyphic and hieratic, the Canaanite linear alphabet (ancestor of the Heb. and Gk. alphabets), and an alphabet of 25 to 30 cuneiform signs related to that of * Ugarit, the syllabic script of Byblos and Scripts of Cypriot or Cretan type.

Canaanite religious practices can be glimpsed in the remains of temples and shrines at Hazor, Lachish, Megiddo, and other places, with *altars, of-fering tables and cultic furniture. Metal figurines represent * Baal, and clay ones Astarte. These are commonly found. Cylinder * seals also show gods and goddesses, one from Bethel bearing the name Astarte in Egyptian.

(For a new Statement of the archaeological and
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other evidence for a 15th-century-BC date for the Exodus, see J. J. Bimson, Redaling the Exodus and Conquesl2, 1981.)

IV. The Israelite (Iron) Age

By the 12th Century the Philistine settlement in SW Canaan is attested by a new ränge of decorated pottery inspired by Late Mycenean forms yet with local Palestinian, Cypriote and Egyp. elements. Philistine pottery occurs throughout Philistia, the Shephela from Beit Mirsim to Gezer and as far N as Joppa. Other than small amounts attributable to trade, it is not found at first in the central hills (Teil en-Nazbeh, Gibeah, Jerusalem, Beth-zur), but by 1050 bc traces of their inroads to Shiloh and Beth-shan have been discovered. Such pottery found along the coast N of Philistia, in Dor, Akko, and Megiddo, probably belong to other groups of the Sea People. The Bible relates that the Philistines were the first people to use iron in Palestine. The Israelites were slow to break this monopoly and their consequent economic superiority (I Sa. 13:18-22). Wealthy and well-constructed Canaanite strongholds held out for at least another Century (Beth-shan). The Israelites at this time lived in small villages throughout the central hill-country (’zbet Sartah) and Galilee (Dan). They are recog-nized by their four-roomed houses (three parallel to each other and the fourth at right angles to them at one end), by the large number of storage pits for grain around the houses, and large storage jars with thick collar rims.

Archaeologically it is very difficult to attribute the construction of cities to any specific king of the United Monarchy. Saul had a citadel at Gibeah (Teil el-Fül), and the first fortification there has been attributed to him. It shows the adoption of a new fortification System of casemate walls which were a characteristic feature of this period of *architecture. Similar casemate walls have been found at a number of sites including Shechem, Beth-shemesh and Beit Mirsim. A small town at Megiddo, whose houses form a defensive ring around the perimeter of the mound, has been attributed to David.

1 KL 9:15 relates how Solomon had built up
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Hazor, Megiddo and Gezer. Hazor of the period of the monarchy has a casemate wall, a six-chambered gate and a ‘governor’s residence’. On the basis of this it was attributed to Solomon. At Megiddo the first fortified city also has a six-chambered gate, and another has been found at Gezer. Lachish had a fortified tower which con-trolled the collection of taxes and the storage of grain in the region. The material prosperity of Solomon’s reign must have been largely due to the construction and development of many copper-and iron-smelting *mines. Ezion-geber at Aqabah was used for importing many Commodities by *ship. A potsherd found at Teil Qasileh inscribed ‘gold from Ophir’ attests this trade at a slightly later date.

The defeat of the Philistines opened the way for an undisputed expansion of Phoenician trade, and this is reflected in the building of Solomon’s Temple. The plan followed a Syro-Phoenician style already adopted at Hazor and Teil Tainat. The en-trance, flanked by twin free-standing pillars (cf. ♦Jachin and Boaz), led by a direct axis through a Vestibüle into the large sanctuary (heklßt) into the small, inner sanctuary (d'bir). A peculiar Solo-monic development was the Provision of consider-able storage space for the treasuries along the sides of this building. The decoration of the * Temple, with its Cherubim, palms, open-work patterns or furnishings, can be paralleled from Contemporary ivories found at Samaria, Arslan Tash (Syria) or Nimrud (Iraq), and attested in earlier *art also at ♦Ugarit. Other items, altars, Stands, tongs and Utensils, have been found during excavations.

The invasion of Shishak I of Egypt, c. 926 bc, resulted in destruction as far N as Teil Abu Hawan and at Beit Mirsim (b) and Beth-shemesh (Ha). The period of the divided Monarchy has been illuminated by a number of excavations. At Tirzah (Teil el-Far‘a) de Vaux has shown that after the 10th Century the town was abandoned, as would be expected when Omri transferred his Capital to Samaria (1 Ki. 16:23-24) which gave him better Communications with the Phoenician sea-ports.

At Samaria the summit was laid out as a royal quarter surrounded by a wall of fine masonry.

Many ivories found in the Omri-Ahab palace may have come from the decorations or furnishings of Ahab’s ‘ivory house’ (1 Ki. 22:39; Am. 6:4), and some are inscribed with Phoenician marks common in the working of * ivory. The script is identical with that of the inscription of Mesha, found at Dibhan, describing relations between him and Israel c. 825 bc (‘Moabite Stone). In the palace courtyard at Samaria was an open cistern or ‘pool’, perhaps that in which Ahab’s chariot was washed down (1 Ki. 22:38). Sixty-three inscribed ostraca, accounts of wine and oil brought to the royal Stores, testify to the administrative Organization, probably under Jeroboam II.

Official buildings similar to those at Samaria (I) have been found at Beth-shan (V) and Megiddo (V). At Megiddo, Hazor and Beer-sheba large storehouses have been uncovered where the taxes paid in kind were kept. At Hazor (VIII) Ahab ap-pears to have extended the town by building new fortifications round the whole of the high ground around the citadel. There, as at Samaria (II = Jehu), the solid defence walls now built were to stand until the Hellenistic reconstructions, c. 150 bc. About 800 bc Teil el-Far‘a was reoccupied as a local residence for a governor with excellent private houses near by. The pottery found there is similar to that at Samaria (IV), where Jeroboam II was in residence.

Teil en-Nasbeh (Mizpah) and Gibeah were strongly refortified as frontier towns during the divided Monarchy. Both sites were reconstructed on an identical plan and with similar material which may show that this was the work of Asa after he had destroyed the nearby fort of Baasha at Ramah (1 Ki. 15). The invasion of Tiglath-pileser III of Assyria, c. 734 bc, resulted in the heavy destruction of Hazor (V) and Megiddo (IV). In the debris of the former a sherd inscribed tpqh (‘be-longing to Pekah’) recalls that, according to 2 Ki. 15:29; 16:5-8 and the Assyrian Annals, Pekah ruled there at this time. The same Assyrian king mentioned (Jeho)ahaz whose tribute is recorded in 2 Ki. 16:8.

In 722 bc Sargon II concluded the siege of Samaria and, as he Claims, removed 27,290 prisoners ‘and their gods’ from the city and district, import-ing foreigners to take their place (2 Ki. 17:24). Archaeologically, this can be seen by the poorer and partial habitation of the site, which included imported Assyrian and foreign pottery types. Henceforth Israel was under Assyrian domination and influence. In 701 bc Hezekiah rebelled against Assyria. As a result Sennacherib led an expedi-tion against Judah which destroyed most of the cities of the Shephelah. The fall of Lachish, an event shown on the Assyrian palace reliefs, has been confirmed by the armour, weapons and helmets of fallen attackers near the ramp leading to the main city gate. A communal grave for 1,500 victims may be dated to this time. Hezekiah, whom Sennacherib Claims to have ‘shut up in his capital Jerusalem like a bird in a cage’, was helped to withstand the Assyrian siege of his Capital by the tunnel he had had the foresight to have cut to bring water 500 m into the city from the Virgin’s Spring (2 Ki. 20:20; 2 Ch. 32:30). The inscription found in the *Siloam tunnel in 1880 is one of the longest monumental Heb. texts extant (DOTT, pp. 209-211). Other Contemporary Heb. *writing includes a possible inscription of

*    Shebna.

The ardour of Josiah’s Opposition to Egypt is seen in the destruction of Megiddo (II) by Neco in 609 bc while on his way to Carchemish, a city which excavation shows to have been destroyed by fire soon afterwards. This was during the battle in 605 bc when Nebuchadrezzar II captured the city and overran Syria and Palestine, which became subject to the Babylonians. When Judah rebelled, Stern punishment was inevitable. The Babylonian Chronicle describes the capture of Jerusalem on 16 March 597 bc. Many towns and fortresses in Judah, but not in the N, show the ravages of the Babylonian attacks at this time and, following Zedekiah’s revolt, during the war of 589-587, some were destroyed and never again reoccupied (Beth-shemesh, Teil Beit Mirsim). In the debris at

*    Lachish (III) 21 inscribed potsherds bear witness to the anxiety of the defenders {DOTT, pp. 211 — 217).

Archaeological surveys show that the country was greatly impoverished during the Exile, al-though the royal estates in Judah continued to be administered on behalf of Jehoiachin, who is named in texts from his prison in Babylon. Stamp sealings of ‘Eliakim, Steward of Yaukin’; * seals of Jaazaniah from Teil en-Nasbeh and of Gedaliah from Lachish (2 Ki. 25:22-25) are witnesses to the activities of these leaders.

The resettlement of Judah was slow, and excav-ations show that it was not until the 3rd Century that Judah was repopulated to the same density as in former times. Samaria, Bethel, Teil en-Nasbeh, Beth-zur and Gezer were, however, occupied almost continuously, and cemeteries at ‘Athlit (Carmel) and Teil el-Far‘a (Negeb) produced Iron Age III pottery and Persian objects. The Persians allowed a measure of local autonomy, and locally minted coins begin to appear in the 5th and are abundant by the 3rd Century. Most are imitations of Attic drachmas, but some bear Hebrew-Aramaic inscriptions (yeluid, ‘Judah’) similar to those found on the Jewish coin which shows also a male deity seated on a chariot holding a hawk (early 4th Century bc; see IBA, fig. 96). This may be an early instance of the use of ‘money. Many jar handles of this period are stamped with inscriptions such as ‘Judah’ (yhd), Jerusalem (yrslm) or the place-name Mosah. Gk. influence steadily in-creased through the imports via their Coastal trad-ing colonies. Attic red-figured and, later, Ionian and Attic black-figured wares are increasingly found. Trade from Arabia flourished with the es-tablishment of the Tdumaean’ kingdom. S Palestine was controlled by an Arab, Gashmu (Ne. 6:1); the name of this ‘king of Kedar’ is inscribed on silver bowls, and it is possible that the supposed Persian villa at Lachish, of a design similar to the Parthian palace at Nippur in Babylonia, was a centre of his administration. Persian silver vessels have been unearthed at Gezer and Sharuhen. Carved limestone incense burners of a shape known in Babylonia and S Arabia have been found at Teil Jemmeh, Lachish and other sites.

V. Exploration and excavation

Interest in traditional biblical sites revived after the Reformation, and many wrote of their travels in Palestine. It was not, however, until 1838 that the Americans Edward Robinson and Eli Smith car-ried out the first planned surface exploration, iden-tifying several ancient sites with places named in the Bible. The first excavation was undertaken by the Frenchman De Saulcy, near Jerusalem in 1863, and this was followed by a series of surveys on behalf of the Palestine Exploration Fund in 1865-1914. The areas visited and mapped included W Palestine, Kadesh (Conder), Galilee and the Arabah (Kitchener), the desert of the Exodus (Palmer) and sites including Capernaum, Samaria and Caesarea (Wilson). Interest centred on Jerusalem itself, where Underground tunnelling revealed the foundations of walls, and rock levels and parts of the S wall and gates and Ophel were explored between 1867 and 1928. Following the excavation in 1890 by Sir Flinders Petrie of Teil el-Hesi, which established the first ceramic index and strati-graphical chronology based on comparisons with Egypt, many scientific expeditions led by American, British, French, German and Israeli scholars have worked at a variety of sites, principally ‘Gezer, ‘Taanach, ‘Megiddo, ‘Samaria, ‘Shechem and ‘Beth-shemesh. Subsequent surface surveys by N. Glueck in Jordan (1930s) and the Israelis in the Negeb have made detailed arch-aeological maps possible.

In 1920 the Department of Antiquities of Palestine encouraged the development of careful tech-niques of excavation and interpretaticn. A pottery chronology was established by Albright and fur-ther developed by Amiran, and is constantly being revised as new data emerges. The data has been compared with similar data from the rest of the ancient Near East. Excavation has continued at a great number of sites and those listed here are just a small number of the more important biblical sites. Pre-1967 excavations included, Abu Hawam, Achziv, *Ai, ‘Arad, ‘Ashdod, Azeqah, Beit Mirsim, ‘Bethel, *Beth-zur, ‘Dothan, *En-gedi, ‘Gibeah, ‘Gibeon, ‘Hazor, ‘Jericho, Masada, en-Nasbeh, Samaria, Shechem, and ‘Tirzah. Sites ex-cavated or re-excavated since 1967 include Akko, ‘Aphek, ‘Ashqelon, *Beer-sheba, *Beth-shan, ‘Beth-shemesh, ‘Caesarea, ‘Dan, Dor, Ekron, ‘Gezer, Haror, ‘Hebron, Jemmeh, ‘Jerusalem, ‘Jezreel, Kinneret, ‘Lachish, ‘Megiddo, Qasileh, Qeisan, ash-Shariah, ‘Shiloh, and Yoqne’am Large-scale surface surveys have also been undertaken covering much of the land including lower
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Galilee, the central hill-country, the Negev, and Sinai.

In Jordan important work has been undertaken at Buseirah (‘Bozrah), ‘Heshbon (Hesban), Madeba, Petra, Deir Alla, Teil es-Sa’idiyeh, Amman and Ezion-geber. The results of all this work have been reported regularly in journals (some listed in the bibliography), encyclopaedias of archaeology and in special volumes devoted to specific sites. A continued enlargement of the knowledge of biblical lands and times is to be expected.

VI. Inscriptions (Old Testament)

Many excavations have resulted in the discovery of documents, both in archives and in isolation. These employ various forms of writing on diverse materials. It is to be expected that such inscrip-tions, especially those from * Egypt, ‘Assyria and * Babylonia which can be closely dated, will be of much value in comparison with the documents preserved in the OT. Some bring direct reference, others illustrate the widespread nature of literacy and literary styles spread through the whole of the ancient Near East. Products of these schools of writing are also found in Palestine in addition to indigenous and local writing on papyri and os-traca, * seals, and ‘money in the form of coins, stone, wood and other surfaces.

Some collections of documents or archives are of particular importance for comparison with the OT. These include for * Egypt the Execration Texts (c. 1800 bc) and for Syria the texts from *Ebla (c. 2300 bc), * Mari and * Ugarit (Ras Shamra). While these, and the texts from *Nuzi (15th Century) and ‘Amarna (14th Century), illustrate the early his-tory down to the patriarchal period, later ostraca from * Samaria and * Lachish give background to the later kingdoms of Israel and Judah. Other in-scriptions illustrate the development of ‘writing throughout the OT period.

The study of biblical (Palestinian) archaeology requires comparisons to be made with both the general evidence of neighbouring * Egypt, * Syria, ‘Assyria and * Babylonia, and with the particular aspects, e.g. *art and * architecture, and its specific aspects, building, ‘palace, ‘house and artefacts (e.g ‘altar, ‘amulets, ‘glass, ‘pottery, * money) and sites (e.g ‘Jerusalem, etc.).

Bibliography. Sites: NEAEHL, Current details are given in such period icals as The Biblical Archaeologist (American Schools for Oriental Research); Israel Exploration Journal, Iraq, Levant, Palestine Exploration Quarterly.
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VII. The Hellenistic-Roman period

When the Macedonian Alexander the Great won Palestine as part of the former Persian empire in 332 bc, the country was yet further opened to Hel-lenistic influence. However, after his death inter-necine warfare between his generals retarded this development. Only isolated pottery and coins can be assigned with confidence to the ruling Lagides in 332-200 bc. At Mareshah (Marisa) in Idumaea a carefully laid-out Greek town has been un-covered. The streets set at right angles and parallel to each other led near the city gate to a market square (agora), round three sides of which were shops. Near the city were tombs of Greek, Phoeni-cian and Idumaean traders (c. 250-200 bc).

The stern days in which the Maccabees fought for Jewish independence (165-37 bc) are attested by refugee camps and caves (Wadi Habsa) and forts like that built at Gezer by Simon Maccabaeus. Traces of the N line of forts said to have been cre-ated by Alexander Jannaeus (Jos., BJ 7. 170) have been found near Tel Aviv-Jaffa. At Beth-zur, com-manding the road from Hebron to Jerusalem, Judas (165-163 bc) had built a fort on top of an earlier Persian structure, and this in turn was later rebuilt by the general Bacchides. Shops, houses, fortifications, reservoirs, Rhodian stamped jar handles and coins help to illustrate the life of the Hasmonaean princes, one of whom, John Hyrca-nus (134-104 bc), destroyed the pagan Greek cities of Samaria and Marisa.

Herod the Great (37-4 bc), an able and ambi-tious ruler, carried through many grandiose building projects. At Jerusalem the massive walls which he built around the Temple Mount, enlarged and embellished, have been found in situ on bedrock and rising above the present ground-level to a con-siderable height. The upper parts of the wall were surrounded by pilasters, and would have looked exactly like the wall—still Standing—at Hebron (Machpelah). This wall too surrounded a sacred place, where the Patriarch Abraham and his wife Sarah had been buried. Recent work around the Temple Mount at Jerusalem has also located a' complex of streets and terraces, as well as ornamental fragments from gates and cloisters (reconstructions and plans on pp. 26-31, 34-35 in Jerusalem Revealed). In the Upper City remains of wall-paintings and polychrome mosaics from lux-urious upper-class houses have been excavated by Avigad (ibid., pp. 41-51; colour-plate before p. 41) together with various items of furniture, tableware and so on. The so-called Tower of David in the Upper City, excavated long ago by Johns, is also Herodian work in situ, built over Hasmonaean walls. This was one of three Herodian towers which defended the NW angle of the city; just inside the city-wall at this point was the palace of Herod (in the Upper City), and the substructures of this too have recently been excavated. Outside the palace was the site of Gabbalha, and the Pave-ment where Jesus was tried by Pilate. On the other side of the city, at the N end of the Temple Mount, was the Antonia tower. The various remains at the Convent of the Sisters of Zion are now thought to be too far N to come from the Antonia; they are probably from the re-founded Hadrianic city, Aelia Capitolina. The Pools of Bethesda were outside the city-wall just N of the Temple Mount in the

time of Jesus; they were brought into the city by Agrippa's Wall (the 3rd N Wall of Jerusalem) c. ad 41-44. The respective lines of the 2nd and 3rd N Walls of Jerusalem are not agreed by scholars; but certainly, whether one assumes the Sukenik/Mayer line or the British School line, the sites of Golgo-tha and the tomb at the traditional Holy Sepulchre were outside the 2nd N Wall. These have a strong Claim to be the sites of the crucifixion and burial of Jesus, supported by a tradition which seems to go back at least to Hadrian (ad 135). But the form of the burial-chamber with its trough-arcosolium, as described by the pilgrim Arculf, is atypical for the period, and constitutes a problem. The other site, the Garden Tomb, is congenial, but can’t be au-thentic as it dates to the 8th Century bc. Very many tombs of the 1 st Century bc/ad have been located at Jerusalem, some of them monumental. The groups at ‘Dominus Flevit’ (Mt of Olives) and at Sanhedria are interesting; the tomb of a convert to Judaism, Queen Helena of Adiabene, is the most impressive. The ossuaries (small chests for bones) from these tombs are often inscribed. Recently an ossuary was found which contained the bones of a crucified man; a nail still transfixed two of the bones. Various attempts to restore the Position of the body at crucifixion have followed (e.g. IEJ 1970, pl. 24).

Outside Jerusalem the most important Herodian remains have been found in cities established by King Herod (Sebaste, Caesarea Maritima), at his winter-resort (Jericho) and in his fortresses (Masada, Herodium). In the Samaritan hills the old city of Samaria was re-founded by Herod as Sebaste in honour of the Roman emperor Augus-tus (the Gk. equivalent of Lat. augustus is sebas-tos). Ancient Israelite walls were rebuilt and reinforced with round towers, a temple of Augustus was dedicated and a sports-stadium founded; all have been located by excavation, including painted wall-panels in the Stadium just like other wall-paintings at Jericho, Masada and Herodium. At Caesarea the great Herodian harbour or mole has been explored by an underwater team; its lines are clearly visible in air-photographs. Italian excav-ators have found part of the city-wall of Strato’s Tower and the Herodian theatre with its seats and stage and a series of painted-plaster floors (almost unique). At Jericho the Herodian palace is on both sides of the Wadi Qelt with a sunken garden and a pool between the two wings, a magnificent concep-tion. Even more unusual is the use of the native technique of building in dried brick together with special Roman concrete techniques characteristic of Augustan Italy. Only at Jericho has this Roman technique been found; so far as is known Herod used it nowhere eise. At Jericho even the flower-pots from the garden were still there! Interior em-bellishments of the Herodian palaces include painted wall-panels, marquetry floors and mosaics. Open or vaulted pools, stepped and plastered, are present on many Herodian sites, but together with these one finds the Roman technique of underfloor heating and a steam-room. Such baths are found in Herod’s fortresses, which were also provided with luxurious dwelling-space. The polychrome mosaics are perhaps the most interesting feature of the administrative palace at Masada. The small palace (villa) at the N end of Masada perches on terraces at the edge of sheer cliffs; again the painted Herodian wall-panels are there. In the fortresses at Masada and at Herodium Israeli archaeologists claim to have found at last the remains of Ist Century ad synagogues (otherwise the earliest known are usually dated to the late 2nd Century ad or 3rd Century ad). In all this Herodian art human and animal motifs have never been found until very recently in Broshi’s excavations near the Zion Gate at Jerusalem.

VIII. Other inscriptions (New Testament)

Certain inscriptions found at Jerusalem are to be connected with Herod’s Temple. Some of these occur on the small stone chests (ossuaries) in which the dry bones of the dead were re-buried (Ist Century bc/ad). One such ossuary contained the bones of ‘Simon, builder of the Temple’, presumably a mason rather than Herod’s architect. On another ossuary one reads ‘Bones of the sons of Nikanor the Alexandrian, who provided the gates’; this must refer to the Jew, famed for his piety, who paid for the most splendid of the gates within the new Temple. An important inscription which was actu-ally set up within the Temple enclosure has been found. Two examples are known, both in Gk., one fragmentary. The text (Ist Century bc/ad) reads: ‘No non-Jew to proceed beyond the barrier and enclosure which surrounds the Sacred Place; any man who [does so and] is caught is himself re-sponsible for his death, which is the consequence.’ Josephus refers to these plaques, which were set up in Gk. and Lat. round the Sacred Place (Inner Temple); he uses almost the same words as one finds in the inscriptions (BJ 5. 194; Am. 15. 417). The incidents of Acts 21:26—29 must be connected with the same prohibition. The riot which broke out was caused by pious Jews who believed that Paul had brought a Greek within the forbidden area.

Other ossuary-inscriptions are also relevant. One must now discount the words said to be ‘Jesus! Woe!’, which many have connected with the crucifixion. These words, written on the ossuary of a Jew within his family tomb, are in fact merely his name, ‘Jesus, son of Judas’ (identifying the bones of the dead as usual). It may be of interest to note the combination ‘Jesus, son of Joseph’, which occurs on another ossuary; both names were common ones of the period. Indeed the list of names derived from these ossuaries is much as one would expect from reading the NT: John, Judas, Lazarus (Eliezer), Jesus, Mary, Martha, etc. Fi-nally, one may mention the tomb and ossuaries of ‘Alexander, son of Simon, of Cyrene’ and his sister Sarah from Cyrenaican Ptolemais. It seems quite possible that this man’s father was the ‘man called Simon, from Cyrene, the father of Alexander and Rufus’ (Mk. 15:21).

The ruins of many ancient synagogues are to be found in Palestine. For a long time the earliest were thought to be those at Capernaum, Chorazin and Kefar Biram in Galilee (usually dated late 2nd/ early 3rd Century ad). Now it is claimed that assembly-halls of the Ist Century ad in Masada and Herodium were synagogues; and Franciscan excavators have argued that the ruins at Capernaum are later than was thought (late 4th/early 5th Century ad). Be all this as it may, the earliest certain evidence for a synagogue in Palestine comes from Jerusalem, and is a Gk. inscription (Ist Century bc/ad). It declares that a certain Theodotus, a priest, paid part of the expenses involved in building a meeting-house (synagogue), over which he presided as ‘archisynagogos’. It was a family aflair: his father and grandfather before him had also been heads of the same synagogue. The inscription further declares that this place was built ‘for the reading of the Law and study of (its) precepts’; and that a hospice was attached to it for visitors from abroad, who had their own baths and chambers.

In Italian excavations at Caesarea, Herod’s re-foundation of the old Phoenician strongpoint, Strato’s Tower, the ancient theatre was found to have gone through various phases of construction and rebuilding. When in the later Roman period the original Herodian remains were dumped under steps as ‘rubble’, an inscribed stone was included. The excavators found that this refers to Pontius * Pilate. He is named ‘prefect of Judaea’, and the wording States that he set up a shrine in honour of Tiberius, the Roman emperor. It must have been about this time that the term ‘prefect’ was drop-ping out of use as the title of minor (equestrian) governors like Pilate; the word ‘procurator’ (for-merly reserved for the emperor’s fiscal agents) sup-planted it.

The inscriptions so far described relate mainly to the Gospels. Others—from Greece, Turkey, etc.— are connected with events described in Acts or Paul’s Epistles. A decree of Claudius found at Delphi (Greece) describes Gallio as proconsul of Achaia in ad 51, thus giving a correlation with the ministry of Paul in Corinth (Acts 18:12). In Cor-inth also a door inscription—‘Synagogue of the Hebrews’—may indicate the place where Paul preached (Acts 18:4). Excavations there revealed a text naming a benefactor, Erastus, perhaps the city-treasurer of Rom. 16:23; shops similar to those in which Paul worked (Acts 18:2-3), and an inscription of ‘Lucius the butcher’, which probably marks the site of the ‘meat-market’ (makellon) to which Paul referred in 1 Cor. 10:25.

At Ephesus parts of the temple of Artemis, the ‘Diana of the Ephesians’, have been recovered to-gether with the agora and open-air theatre capable of seating more than 25,000 persons. A votivc text of Salutaris, dedicating a silver image of Artemis ‘to be erected in the theatre during a full session of the ecclcsia', shows that the full assembly met here as implied by Acts 19:28-41. The historical trust-worthiness of Luke has been attested by a number of inscriptions. The ‘politarchs’ of Thessalonica (Acts 17:6, 8) were magistrates and are named in five inscriptions from the city in the 1 st Century ad. Similarly Publius is correctly designated prötos (‘first man’) or Governor of Malta (Acts 28:7). Near Lystra inscriptions record the dedication to Zeus of a statue of Hermes by some Lycaonians, and near by was a stone altar for ‘the Hearer of Prayer’ (Zeus) and Hermes. This explains the local identification of Barnabas and Paul with Zeus (Jupiter) and Hermes (Mercury) respectively (Acts 14:11). Derbe, Paul’s next stopping-place, was identified by Ballance in 1956 with Kaerti Hüyük near Karaman (AST,1957, pp. 147ff.). Luke’searl-ier references to ‘Quirinius as governor of Syria before the death of Herod I (Lk. 2:2) and to * Lysa-nias as tetrarch of Abilene (Lk. 3:1) have likewise received inscriptional Support.
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j.w.

ARCHIPPUS. ‘Fellow soldier’ of Paul and Timothy (Phm. 2); the phrase implies previous Service together {cf. Phil. 2:25). He is addressed with Philemon and Apphia in a manner suggesting that he may have been their son. This does not necessar-ily exclude the early Suggestion (cf. Theodore of Mopsuestia, ed. Swete, I, p. 311) based on the con-text of Col. 4:17, and adopted with divergent con-clusions by Lightfoot and Goodspeed, that the ‘ministry’ that the Colossians must exhort him to fulfil was exercised in nearby Laodicea; but the context does not demand, and may not Support, this. Even if he ministered at Colossae, and the Charge is to root out the heresy there (cf. W. G. Rol-lins, JBL 78, 1959, pp. 277f.), it is curious that the church is bidden to convey it. Even more dubious is

J. Knox’s Suggestion that Archippus was host to the Colossian house-church, the owner of Ones-imus and the principal addressee of Philemon. The expressions in Col. 4:17 imply the reception of a tradition, and can hardly be interpreted in terms of the release of Onesimus. The precise nature of the ministry is unknown, but perhaps Paul’s old comrade-in-arms, while still linked with his home church, was again on missionary Service. The solemn Charge need not imply actual dereliction (cf. 2 Tim. 4:5). (* Philemon, Epistle to.)

Bibliography. J. Knox, Philemon among the Leiters of Paul1, 1960.    a.f.w.

ARCHITECTURE. Compared with many ancient cultures, the architectural remains of Palestine are for most of its history unimpressive. The perish-able nature of the normal building materials used is partly to blame for this deficiency as is the frequent lack of indigenous prosperity, without which monumental structures cannot be attempted. While most building in Palestine was performed on a non-professional basis, a few periods are out-standing for their architectural splendour: the Middle Bronze II, Solomonic, Herodian and Omayyad periods. The biblical account includes Egypt, Mesopotamia, Persia and the classical world, which together possess the most imposing ancient architectural remains.

a. Materials and construction Because of the quantities involved, it was not normal for building materials to be transported long distances. This is true of most stone, although not marble which during the Roman period was transported up to 1500 km. The base rock of the hill country of ‘Palestine is limestone and the normal building stone for that area. It may even have been quarried on the building site itself, as at ‘Samaria and Ramat Rahel (BASOR 217, 1975, p. 37). Sandstone was used in the Coastal areas of Palestine, while in S Syria, basalt is a common building stone. The comparatively wet climate of
[image: ]


Reconstruction of a private house excavated at Ur. The living quarters were on the first floor, the groundfloor being usedfor servants and storage. c. 1900 bc.

Palestine necessitated the laying of * foundations consisting of rubble walls, which were erected above ground level to protect the mudbrick struc-ture from rising damp. Some * fortifications were constructed almost entirely of rubble; the earliest known example is a Neolithic tower at * Jericho (c. 7000 bc). 1t was, however, not until c. 1400 bc that squared masonry was employed for building in Palestine. Solomon used coursed rectangular masonry in many of his buildings, examples of which are the gates at * Megiddo and Gezer. The produc-tion of this building stone was expensive and required a large workforce (2 Ch. 2:18). Later examples of fine masonry have been found at Sa-maria and Ramat Rahel, and can be seen in the ‘wailing wall’ in Jerusalem built by *Herod the Great. Düring the Israelite monarchy, stone was carved into a variety of architectural elements such as the proto-aeolic * pillars (PEQ 109, 1977, pp. 39-52) and the balustrade from Ramat Rahel which probably formed the lower part of a window. (* Arts and Crafts.)

Most types of stone were used for building

somewhere in the ancient world. From the classical period marble was one of the most valued building stones and the remains of ‘Corinth, * Ephesus, ♦Pergamum and * Athens give a good impression of the magnificence of architecture which employed it during the NT age.

Timber was also a plentiful Commodity in Palestine (Jos. 17:15, 18). Royal buildings were constructed and decorated with expensive woods such as cedar and fir (1 Ki. 5:6, 8) imported from Leba-non, almug (1 Ki. 10:11-12) from Ophir and the local olive (1 Ki. 6:23, 31, 33). (*Trees.) General work was normally done with the most suitable local wood, which may have been sycamore (Is. 9:10), pine or oak. The excavation of a small fortress at *Gibeah from c. 1000 bc showed that cy-press and pine were used in the first construction, but, possibly because of deforestation, almond was used in later rebuilding. The large amount of charred wood found may indicate that the super-structure was predominantly wood. Because of its tensile strength, wood performed such vital architectural functions as roof support, wall stresses, door and window frames (1 Ki. 6:31, 34), doors and as Support for overhanging towers. Reeds are the only other building material that offer tensile strength and they may therefore have been used to strengthen mudbrick walls. The major value of reeds, however, is in roof construction, where they are Iaid across the wooden rafters to form a secure base for a plaster covering. This could easily be removed (cf. Mk. 2:4).

Preparations involving earth were the most common materials used for building in the ancient world. Early attempts at wall-building with solid masses of mud would have been unsuccessful, as shrinkage of the mud while drying would have re-sulted in severe Cracking. Instead it became normal practice to make the mud into lumps or ‘bricks which would be dried in the sun before being incorporated into the building. A brickyard with bricks laid out to dry was found at Teil el-Kheleifeh near the Red Sea and has been dated c. 850 bc. Mud for bricks was mixed with chopped straw which not only provided coherence, but also accelerated drying and prevented the mud from adhering to the mould during casting. Rectangular wooden moulds were used from c. 4000 bc in Mes-opotamia, and sometime later in Palestine.

Mudbricks were generally mortared to each other with mud and then coated with a mud plaster. Each year the entire building would be replas-tered on the outside, and perhaps also on the inside, in order to keep it waterproof. Without this maintenance, mudbrick buildings soon decay. At

*    Shechem a slab of roofing material showing the successive replasterings was found in the debris of a house dating from c. 730 bc (G. E. Wright, Shechem, 1965). Excavations at Teil Jemmeh have revealed an Assyrian residence of c. 700 bc with a vaulted mudbrick roof. This form of architecture was common in Mesopotamia and Egypt from the 3rd millennium, but no earlier example is known in Palestine.

Baked bricks and tiles were not used except in special circumstances before the Roman period in Palestine, and even then only by the wealthy.

b. General survey

The efficiency of community life produces wealth which must be protected, and so as soon as man began living in Settlements, * fortifications were re-quired. The walls of houses on the perimeter of the village were strengthened as the earliest form of defence. The gate was always the most vulnerable feature of fortification and the special attention given to it can be seen at Jawa in the Syrian desert where all the basic pians of gates later employed in Palestine were in use by c. 3200 bc. After 3000 bc it was common for cities to have secondary walls to cover the base of the main wall, as well as towers situated at all Strategie points along the main wall. Earth embankments were also used, but were not utilized to their full potential until after 2000 bc, when steep slopes outside the city walls were built up and stabilized with Consolidated limestone chips.

Cities in this period were large. The walls of

*    Hazor enclosed c. 700,000 sq. m; this included an upper town area (or teil), enclosed within a second main wall. It continued to be normal for cities to have a number of lines of defence, either enclosing the entire city as at * Lachish (c. 700 bc), or pro-tecting different sections, as in NT ‘Jerusalem. During the Assyrian expansion (after c. 850 bc) city gates were enlarged with additional gatehouses planned to foil carriage-mounted battering rams. In the Roman period, Palestine was a frontier area and was defended with many forts; one such was the Fortress of Antonia (* Praetorium) in Jerusalem, where Jesus may have been imprisoned (Mt. 27:27; Mk. 15:16).

Architecturally, ‘temples and shrines are offen hard to distinguish from palaces or large houses, and unless the objects found within them indicate religious practice, identification is difficult. After 2000 bc there was in Palestine a great variety of religious buildings. At ‘Hazor alone, four separate temples and shrines have been found. Other signifi-cant Canaanite temples have been excavated at Megiddo and at Shechem, where a structure of the ‘Migdol’ (tower) type is identified by some as the temple of El-be’rith (Jdg. 9:46). This building had thick walls (5.1 m) with a porch at its entrance. At * Beth-shean two temples were uncovered revealing Egyptian styles of design and construction, al-though they were devoted to the Canaanite deities, ‘Dagon and ‘Ashtaroth. Religious buildings have also been found away from towns, such as at Naha-riyah where an altar (‘High Place) and temple were excavated. Canaanite temples display no uni-formity of design. This may reflect their religious variety, which the Israelites were to fight against (Dt. 7:1-5). A temple most probably used by Israelites has been excavated at ‘Arad. It consisted of a broad room sanctuary containing a niche and a courtyard in which an altar 2.5 x 2.5 m was situated. One of its few similarities with the Temple of Solomon (as described in 1 Ki. 6 and 7) was the two-column bases situated on each side of the sanctuary-entrance like Jachin and *Boaz (1 Ki. 7:15-22). An 8th-century bc temple associated with a Hittite-style palace at Teil Tainat in N Syria is the only known temple with a plan similar to that of Solomon’s ‘Temple. The design has offen been thought to be ‘Phoenician in origin, but a re-cently excavated Phoenician temple at Kition, Cyprus, is completely different. A Philistine temple found at Teil Qasile (c. 1000 bc) had wooden col-umns to support the roof (cf. Jdg. 16:29) and a platform. The Temple of * Herod was described by Josephus and with reference to the present re-mains, a reasonable reconstruction can be made. The massive stonework of Herod’s substructure is still visible in the Haram esh-Sherif (cf. Mk. 13:1 —

2).

Substantial ‘palaces are not common in Palestine. One building which may have been a local monarch’s residence was uncovered at Megiddo, near the gate. It had a number of storeys arranged around a courtyard and was in use between c. 1500 and 1200 bc, during which time it was re-constructed at least once. Solomon’s palaces in Jerusalem are undiscovered and little has been found of the palaces of * Omri and *Ahab at * Samaria. The palace of ‘Jehoiakim at Ramat Rahel, probably referred to by Jeremiah (22:13-19), has been excavated, but no precise plan could be deter-mined. The vast palaces of the Assyrian and Baby-lonian kings have been excavated extensively at ‘Nineveh, Nimrud, Khorsabad and ‘Babylon. These were considerable administrative complexes, having large state rooms richly decorated with relief sculpture, and also numerous offices and of-ficial residences. The spectacularly sited N palace of Herod the Great at Masada has been uncovered revealing its imitation marble decoration.

The normal * house plan in Palestine has always been of the courtyard variety. Houses at Arad (c. 2800 bc) consisted of a main room and one or two smaller rooms built round an irregulär walled courtyard. The Israelites used a very regulär form of courtyard house in which a number of rooms were built around three sides of a rectangular courtyard. On the fourth side was a doorway lead-ing to the Street. This design used space economic-ally and provided the protection and warmth required in the hill country of Palestine. Upper storeys were added when required (2 Ki. 4:10). Some of the largest and most comfortable ancient houses were excavated at * Ur. They were in use c. 1900 bc and consisted of two storeys arranged around a courtyard.

A common building in Israelite cities is the store-house. When these were first excavated at Megiddo they were thought to be stables.

Bibliography. S. M. Paul and W. G. Dever, Bib-lical Archaeology, 1973; H. and R. Leacroft, The Buildings of Ancient Mesopotamia, 1974; A. Kempinski & R. Reich (eds.), The Architecture of Andern Israel, 1982.    c.j.d. 1 2

Hearing this reference to resurrection, the Council dismissed Paul as unworthy of serious consideration.

Bibliography. N. B. Stonehouse, Paul before the Areopagus, 1957; M. Dibelius, Sludies in the Acts of the Apostles, 1956, pp. 26-83; B. Gärtner, The Areopagus Speech and Natural Revelation, 1955; H. Conzelmann, ‘The Address of Paul on the Areopagus’, in L. E. Keck and J. L. Martyn (eds.), Stud-ies in Luke-Acts, 1966, pp. 217-230; T. D. Barnes, ‘An Apostle on Trial’, JTS n.s. 20, 1969, pp. 407-419; C. J. Hemer, ‘Paul at Athens: A Topographical Note’, NTS 20, 1973-4, pp. 341-349. f.f.b.

ARETAS. The reference in 2 Cor. 11:32 is to Aretas IV Philopatris, the last and most famous * Nabataean king of that name (c. 9 bc-ad 40). He was confirmed in the tenure of his dient kingdom by Augustus, albeit somewhat reluctantly, for he had seized it without permission. His daughter married * Herod Antipas, who divorced her when he wanted to marry "Herodias (Mk. 6:17). Aretas declared war on Herod and defeated him in ad 36. Rome sided with Herod, but the punitive exped-ition which was eventually despatched under Vitel-lius, governor of Syria, had reached only Jerusalem when news of the death of the emperor Tiberius in ad 37 caused it to be abandoned.

From 2 Cor. 11:32 it seems probable, though very surprising, that Aretas had at some stage held Damascus, the old Syrian Capital. It is commonly assumed that he was given the city by Gaius (ad 37—41), whose policy it was to encourage dient kingdoms. In fact no Roman coinage is known to have been minted at Damascus between ad 34 and ad 62. This gap may or may not be significant. An occupation by Aretas may well have intervened at some stage between 34 (or 37) and 40, or the activ-ity of his ‘ethnarch’ may possibly admit of some other explanation. The reference is potentially important for Pauline chronology, but on the evi-dence now available the indications are too un-certain and the possibilities too various to permit any conclusion. If we may equate the occasion of 2 Cor. 11:32 with the events both of Gal. 1:17-18 and Acts 9:23-29, this may be set ‘3 years’ after Paul’s conversion. This Option might, on some readings of the case, accord more easily with the early dating of the apostle’s conversion which seems probable on other grounds. e.m.b.g.

J.H.

ARGOB. A district of Transjordan which was ruled over by Og, king of Bashan, before the Israelite conquest under Moses (Dt. 3:3-5). It contained sixty strongly fortified, walled cities and many unwalled towns. The exact location of the areas has been a matter of dispute. One view which had the support of Jewish tradition and derived additional weight from an unlikely etymology of Argob identified the region with the volcanic tract of Tand known as el-Leja (*Trachnitis). This view is no longer favoured. The name probably indi-cates a fertile area of arable land (’argöb probably from regeb, ‘a clod’. Cf. Jb. 21:33; 38:38). Its W extern is given as the border of the petty kingdoms of Geshur and Maacah (Dt. 3:14), i.e. the Golan Heights. Some difficulty arises over the ref-erencc to the renaming of the cities of Argob, * Havvoth-jair, by Jair the Manassite. In 1 Ki. 4:13

the towns of Jair are located in Gilead (cf. Jdg. 10:3-4).    c.j.w.

ARIEL (Heb. ne!, ‘hearth of El [God]’). 1. A name for the altar of burnt-offering described by Ezekiel (43:15-16). Several interpretations of this name have been given; ‘altar-hearth’ (rv); ‘mount of God’ (cf. Ezk. 43:15-16) or, less likely, ‘Lion of God’. In this sense ’r'l is named on the *Moabite Stone (1:12, c. 830 bc). 2. A cryptic name applied to Jerusalem (Is. 29:1-2, 7) as the principal strong-hold and centre of the worship of God (see 1 above). 3. A Moabite whose sons were slain by Benaiah, one of David’s warriors (2 Sa. 23:20; 1 Ch. 11:22). av translates ‘lionlike man’ (see 1 above). 4. A delegate sent by Ezra to Casiphia to bring men to accompany him to Jerusalem for the Temple ministry (Ezr. 8:16).    j.w.

ARIMATHEA. ‘A city of the Jews’, and home of * Joseph, in whose sepulchre the body of Jesus was laid (Mt. 27:57; Mk. 15:43; Lk. 23:51; Jn. 19:38). Identified by Eusebius and Jerome with *Ramah or Ramathaim-zophim, the birth-place of Samuel (1 Sa. 1:19). It is probably identical with the Samaritan toparchy called Rathamein (1 Macc. 11:34) or Ramathain (Jos., Ant. 13. 127), which Demetrius II added to Jonathan’s territory. Pos-sibly the modern Rentis, c. 15 km NE of Lydda. See K. W. Clark, ‘Arimathaea’, in IDB. j.w.m.

F.F.B.

ARIOCH. 1. Name of the king of * Ellasar, an ally of * Chedorlaomer of Elam and * Am raphel of Shinar, who warred against Sodom and Gomorrah (Gn. 14:1, 9) and was defeated by Abraham. Al-though this person is unidentified, the name can be compared with Arriwuk, a son of Zimri-Lim, men-tioned in the Mari letters (c. 1770 bc) or with the later Hurrian Ariukki of the Nuzi texts (15th Century bc).

2. The Babylonian king’s bodyguard in 588 bc (Dn. 2:14-15). He was commanded to slay the ‘wise men’ who had failed to interpret the royal dream but avoided this command by introducing Daniel to King Nebuchadrezzar II. d.j.w.

ARISTARCHUS. All the references undoubtedly relate to the same person. The first, Acts 19:29, de-scribes him as already Paul’s fellow-traveller when seized by the Ephesian mob (though it has been argued that this is proleptic). In Acts 20:4 he ac-companies Paul to Jerusalem, probably as an of-ficial Thessalonian delegate with the collection; and in Acts 27:2 he is on Paul’s ship from Caesarea. W. M. Ramsay argued that he could have trav-elled only as Paul’s slave (SPT, pp. 315f), though Lightfoot’s Suggestion still deserves mention, that the manner of reference indicates that he was on his way home to Thessalonica. However (assuming a Roman origin for Colossians), he rejoined Paul, and became his Tellow prisoner-of-war’ (Col. 4:10), possibly alternating with Epaphras in volun-tary imprisonment (cf. Col. 4:10-12 with Phm. 23-24). On the ‘Ephesian imprisonment’ theory he will have gone home after the riot and the writing of Colossians (cf. G. S. Duncan, St Paul’s Ephesian Ministry, 1929, pp. 196, 237flf.). His association

1

AREOPAGUS (Gk. Areios pagos, ‘the hill of Ares’, the Greek god of war, corresponding to the Roman Mars).

2

    A little hill NW of the Acropolis in Athens, called ‘Mars’ hill’ in Acts 17:22 (av).

2.    The Council of the Areopagus, so called be-cause the hill of Ares was its original meeting-place. In NT times, except for investigating cases of homicide, it met in the ‘Royal Porch’ (stoa ba-sileios) in the Athenian market-place (agora), and it was probably here that Paul was brought before the Areopagus (Acts 17:19) and not, as av puts it, ‘in the midst of Mars’ hill’ (v. 22). It was the most venerable Institution in Athens, going back to le-gendary times, and, in spite of the curtailment of much of its ancient powers, it retained great Prestige, and had special jurisdiction in matters of morals and religion. It was therefore natural that ‘a preacher of foreign divinities’ (Acts 17:18) should be subjected to it adjudication.

The Areopagus address delivered by Paul on the occasion referred to (Acts 17:22-31) is a discourse on the true knowledge of God. Taking as his point of departure an altar inscription ‘To an * unknown god’, he teils his audience that he has come to make known to them the God of whose nature they confess themselves ignorant. The true God is Creator and Lord of the universe; he does not in-habit material shrines; he is not dependent on the offerings of his creatures but bestows on them life and everything eise that they need. He who is Creator of all things in general is Creator of mankind in particular; and so the speech goes on to make certain affirmations about man in relation to God. Man is one; the habitable zones of earth and the seasons of the year have been appointed for his ad-vantage; God’s purpose in these appointments is that men might seek and find him, the more so be-cause they are his offspring. While the wording and citations of the speech are Hellenistic, the em-phases are thoroughly biblical. In the peroration Paul calls his hearers to repent and submit to the knowledge of God, since he is not only Creator of all but Judge of all; the pledge of his coming judg-ment has been given in his raising from the dead the Man empowered to execute that judgment.


with the collection has suggested an identification with the ‘brother’ of 2 Cor. 8:18 (Zahn, INT, 1, p. 320). The most natural reading of Col. 4:10-11 implies a Jewish origin.    a.f.w.

ARK. 1. The ark of Noah (Heb. tebä, probably from Egyp. db'.t, ‘ehest, coffin’, Gn. 6-9; kibötos, ‘box, ehest’ in the NT) was evidently intended to be no more than a floating repository, measuring, if the cubit is taken at c. 46 cm (*Weights and Measures), about 150 x 25 x 15 m (Gn. 6:15). It is possible to read qänim, ‘reeds’, for qinntm, ‘nests’, in Gn. 6:14, without interfering with the con-sonantal text, giving the sense that the gopher wood components were bound together and caulked with reeds, and the whole then finished off with *bitumen. While the Statement in 6:16 (liter-ally, ‘thou shalt make it lower, second, and third’) can be taken in the traditional sense as describing three storeys, it is also possible to understand it to indicate three layers of logs laid cross-wise, a view which would accord well with a construction of wood, reeds and bitumen. The ark also had an opening (petah) in the side, and a söhar, a word not properly understood, but most commonly taken to mean an opening for light, running right round the vessel just below the roof.

The ark came to rest on ‘the mountains of *Ararat’ (Gn. 8:4) or, according to the Babyloni-ans, Mt Nisir (‘Salvation’) in NW Persia. Attempts to find the remains of the Noahic ark on modern Mount Ararat are probably misconceived (*Flood, g). Radio-carbon analysis of wood samples col-Tected there yield dates in the 7th and 8th centuries AD.

2. The ark of Moses (Heb. tebä, Ex. 2:3-6) may perhaps be pictured as a miniature version of that of Noah, but only of sufficient size to take a small infant. It was made of reeds (göme’, /Papyri), and sealed with bitumen (hemär) and pitch (zepel_, * Bitumen) and from the fact that it was necessary to open it (Ex. 2:6) it was apparently, as was probably Noah’s ark, completely closed in.

Bibuography. A. Heidel, The Gilgatnesh Epic and Old Testament Parallels1, 1949, pp. 232-237; E. Ullendorff, VT 4, 1954, pp. 95-96; L. R. Bailey, BÄ 40, 1977, pp. 137-146.    t.c.m.

ARK OF THE COVENANT. Called also ‘ark of the Lord’, ‘ark of God’, ‘ark of the covenant of the Lord’ (Dt. 10:8) and ‘ark of the testimony’ (edül = covenant-terms:    *Witness). The ark

was a rectangular box (’ärön) made of acacia wood, and measured 216 x 116 x 116 cubits (i.e. c. 4 x 2Vi x 216 feet or c. 1.22 m x 76 cm x 76 cm). The whole was covered with gold and was carried on poles inserted in rings at the four lower corners. The lid, or ‘merey-seat’, was a gold plate sur-rounded by two antithetically-placed cherubs with outspread wings.

The ark served (i) as receptacle for the two tab-lets of the Decalogue (Ex. 25:16, 21; 40:20; Dt. 10:1 -5) and also for the pot of manna and Aaron’s rod (Heb. 9:4-5); (ii) as the meeting-place in the inner sanctuary where the Lord revealed his will to his servants (Moses: Ex. 25:22; 30:36; Aaron: Lv. 16:2; Joshua: Jos. 7:6). Thus it served as the Symbol of the divine presence guiding his people. The ark was made at Sinai by Bezalel to the pattem given to Moses (Ex. 25:8ff.). It was used as a depository for the written law (Dt. 31:9; Jos. 24:26) and played a significant part at the Crossing of Jordan (Jos. 3-4), the fall of Jericho (Jos. 6) and the ceremony of remembering the covenant at Mt Ebal (Jos.

8:30(T.).

From Gilgal the ark was moved to Bethel (Jdg. 2:1; 20:27), but was taken to Shiloh in the time of the Judges(l Sa. 1:3; 3:3), remaining there tili cap-tured by the Philistines on the battlefield at Eben-ezer (1 Sa. 4). Because its presence caused 7 months of plagues, the Philistines returned it to Kiriath-jearim, where it remained for 20 years (2 Sa. 5:1-7:2), except possibly for a temporary move to Saul’s camp near Beth-aven (1 Sa. 14:18— where, however, lxx indicates that the original reading was probably ‘ephod’).

David installed the ark in a tent at Jerusalem (2 Sa. 6), and would not remove it during Absalom’s rebellion (2 Sa. 15:24-29). It was placed in the Temple with great ceremony in the reign of Solomon (I Ki. 8:1 ff.), and re-sited in the sanctuary during Josiah’s reforms (2 Ch. 35:3) when Jeremiah anticipated an age without its presence (3:16). It was presumably lost during the destruction of Jerusalem by the Babylonians in 587 bc. There was no ark in the second Temple (Josephus, BJ 5. 219).

Gold-overlaid wooden receptacles or portable shrines are known from the ancient Near East in pre-Mosaic times. The ark is unique, however, as the repository of the covenant-tablets, i.e. docu-ments bearing the ‘covenant-stipulations’ ('edüi).    k.a.k.

ARKITE. Gn. 10:17; 1 Ch. 1:15. A descendant of Ham through Canaan, and the eponymous ances-tor of the inhabitants of a Phoenician city, modern Teil ‘Arqa, 20 km NE of Tripolis. The place is men-tioned in Egyptian records, including the * Amarna letters, and by Shalmaneser III (853 bc) and Tiglath-pileser III. Called Caesari Libani in Roman times.    g.g.g.

ARM (Heb. z'röa , common throughout the OT, with parallels in other Near Eastern languages, of the human arm or shoulder as a Symbol of strength: paralleled, less frequently, in the NT by Gk. brachiön).

The symbol of the arm outstretched, or made bare (much the same idea in view of E dress), is used especially of the Lord to portray his mighty acts, referring often to the deliverance of Israel from Egypt (Ex. 6:6, etc.), also to other acts of judgment or salvation evidenced or sought (Is. 51:9; Ezk. 20:33). Thus, logically, the arm or arms of the Lord become the symbol of safe refuge (Dt. 33:27). The powerful arm of the Lord is contrasted with the puny arm of man, ‘an arm of flesh’ (2 Ch. 32:8). The arms of the wicked are broken, or withered (Ps. 37:17; Zc. I 1:17), but the Lord can strengthen the arms of those whom he chooses to enable them to do wonders (Ps. 18:34).

In Dn. 11:22 (av) the symbol is used of impersonal force, ‘the arms of a flood’. The parallel-ism with *‘hand‘ or ‘right hand’ is natural (Ps. 44:3).    b.o.b.

ARMAGEDDON (WH, rv, Har Magedoir, TR Armageddon', Lat. Hermagedom, Syr.0“’ Magedon). The assembly-point in the apocalyptic scene of the

great Day of God Almighty (Rev. 16:16; unknown elsewhere). If it is symbolic, geographical exactness is unimportant. The earliest known interpretation, extant only in Arabic, is ‘the trodden, level place (Arab. ’lmwd‘ ’lwtv = the Plain?)’ (Hippolytus, ed. Bonwetsch). Of four modern interpretations, namely, ‘mountain of Megiddo’, ‘city of Meg-iddo’, ‘mount of assembly’ (C. C. Torrey) and ‘his fruitful hiir, most scholars prefer the first. The fact that the teil of Megiddo was about 21 m high in John’s day, and was in the vicinity of Carmel Range, justifies the use of Heb. har, used loosely in the OT for ‘hilf and ‘hill country’ (BDB, p. 249; cf. Jos. 10:40; 11:16). The ‘waters of Megiddo’ (Jdg. 5:19) and the ‘valley-plain of Megiddo’ (2 Ch. 35:22) have witnessed important battles, from one fought by Tuthmosis III in 1468 bc to that of Lord Allenby of Megiddo in 1917. The ‘mountains of Israel’ witness Gog’s defeat in Ezk. 39:1-4. This may be in the writer’s mind.    r.j.a.s. 2 3

Goliath (1 Sa. 17:38). 2 Ch. 26:14 could be inter-preted to mean that (leather?) helmets were general issue in the army of Judah in the time of Uzziah. According to 1 Macc. 6:35 the rank and file were supplied with bronze helmets in the Seleudd period. The Assyrian army attacking Palestine often wore the conical, reinforced helmet with an elongation to protect the neck.

c.    Coat of mail

The coat of mail was worn in the first instance by charioteers (cf. Je. 46:4) and archers (cf. Je. 51:3), who were not in a position to protect themselves with shields. Scale armour, more protective than leather and lighter than plate-armour, was in wide-spread use in the Near East by the middle of the 2nd millennium bc. It was expensive, and Tuthmo-sis III (1490-1436 bc) was pleased to include more than 200 coats of mail in the spoil taken by his army after the battle of Megiddo. Nuzi (15th Century bc) provides both material and textual evi-dence for the composition of the coat of mail. One text mentions a coat consisting of 680 scales and another of 1,035 scales. The size of the scales de-pended on their place in the coat; they were affixed to the leather or cloth by means of thread which was inserted in holes pierced in them for this pur-pose. The joins of the sleeves were weak points, as is illustrated by the story of Ahab (1 Kl 22:34f.) and by a relief on a chariot belonging to Tuthmo-sis IV. In Hebrew the usual term is siryön, which probably comprised both breastplate and back-plate. One such was worn by Goliath (1 Sa. 17:5), while coats of mail also provided protection for Nehemiah’s workmen (Ne. 4:16).

The Greek equivalent was the thörax, also used in 1 Macc. 6:43 of armour protecting the Seleucid war-elephants.

Targum Onkelos’ translation of tahrä' in Ex. 28:32; 39:23 by ‘coat of mail’ has been shown to be correct in the light of the Samaritan use of tahrä' with precisely this meaning; see J. M. Cohen, VT 24, 1974, pp. 361-366.

d.    Greaves

It is said in 1 Sa. 17:6 that Goliath wore mishöt (MT ntishai) of bronze upon his legs, and lxx translates by knemides, ‘greaves’ (armour for shins). The Hebrew word is a hapax legomenon, but the sense does not seem to be in doubt. Greaves were commonly used by Greek and Roman sol-diers at a later date.

II. Weapons (offensive)

a. Sword

The sword (Heb. hereb) is the most frequently mentioned weapon in the Bible. The earliest swords in the ancient world were usually straight, double-edged and more akin to daggers, being used for stabbing (cf. the examples from the Royal Cemet-ery at Ur and from Dorak (Anatolia), all dated c. 2500 bc). About the middle of the 3rd millennium the sickle-shaped sword begins to appear; examples from somewhat later have been found at Byblos, Shechem and Abydos. In the first half of the 2nd millennium blades were still quite short, and it was only in the time of the Egyptian New Kingdom that the longer-bladed sword began to be used widely. With the arrival of the Sea Peoples the long, straight sword began to enjoy popularity; cf. the sword bearing the name of Pharaoh Merenp-tah discovered at Ugarit (late 13th Century bc). The sword played no small part in the Israelite con-quest of Canaan just about this time (cf. Jos. 10:11: 11:11, etc.). It was usually housed in a sheat'n which was suspended from a beit (cf 2 Sa. 20:8); hilts were often ornamented, to judge from the various finds in Egypt and Mesopotamia.

The word most often used in the NT is ntachaira (cf. Mt. 26:47). The rhomphaia, occurring, with one exception, only in Revelation, was a large, broad sword, used originally by the Thracians. The revolutionary Jewish assassins, the sicarii, carried short, slightly curved daggers under their clothing (Jos., BJ 2. 255). In both Testaments the sword is frequently used, by metonymy, for war, or as a symbol for the word of God (cf. Ezk. 21:9; Eph. 6:17).

b.    Spear andjavelin

The spear (Heb. h“nf[), consisting of a wooden shaft and a metalhc head, in later times of iron (cf. 1 Sa. 13:19; 17:7), was greatly favoured by the Sumerians in the 3rd millennium. It remained the basic weapon of the infantry, the lighter javelin or lance being used by the charioteers (cf. the Egyptian practice in the 19th Dynasty and subsequently). Hebrew also has the word röntah (e.g. Jdg. 5:8), by which a light spear or lance (cf Nu. 25:7) may be intended. The Hebrew kidön has traditionally been rendered ‘javelin’ (e.g. 1 Sa. 17:6), but the translation has been disputed (cf. neb ‘dagger’), and the evidence of the Qumran War Scroll supports the meaning ‘sword’. In cer-tain circumstances the spear was a symbol of royal authority (cf. 1 Sa. 22:6; 26:7). Pikes and throw-spears were also used by the Assyrian * army.

The Greek longche of Jn. 19:34 is the equivalent of the Hebrew h“nU. It has been conjectured that ‘hyssop’ in Jn. 19:29 has replaced an original read-ing ‘javelin’ (hyssöpos for hyssos), but there is good reason to retain the traditional text.

c.    Bow and arrow

The basic Hebrew words are qeset_ and he%. The ancient bow could have a single curve or be double-convex (examples of the latter from as early as pre-dynastic Egypt). Development of the com-posite bow meant a considerable increase in power and ränge, and may partly account for the military superiority of the Semitic Akkadians over the Sumerians in the late 3rd millennium bc. However, it was fully another millennium before the compos-ite bow came into more general use. Animal horn and sinews were bonded with strips of wood to make up the frame (cf. the description of Anat’s bow in the Ugaritic Aqhat legend); bronze might also be used as a strengthener (cf. Ps. 18:34). Arrows were usually made of reed and fitted with metal heads; they might be carried in leather quivers, and sometimes chariots were also fitted with quivers. A quiver is usually depicted as hold-ing thirty arrows (Amarna, Nuzi), or fifty when at-tached to a chariot (Assyrian reliefs). To string the bow the lower end was pressed down by the foot, while the upper end was bent so as to permit the string to be fastened in a notch, hence the Hebrew expression ‘to tread the bow’; archers were called ‘bow-treaders’ (Je. 50:14). Among the Israelites the tribes of Benjamin, Reuben, Gad and Manasseh were especially famed for their bowmen (cf. 1 Ch. 5:18; 12:2; 2 Ch. 14:8).

d.    The sling

The sling (qela) was carried chiefly by shepherds (e.g; David, 1 Sa. 17:40), to ward off wild beasts front their flocks or to prevent animals front stray-ing. It was used as a weapon of war by the Egyp-tian, Assyrian and Babylonian armies, though monumental evidence in the case of the Assyrians begins only in the 8th Century bc. The Israelites also employed Companies of slingers in their armies, the ambidextrous Benjaminites being the leading exponents of this method of warfare (1 Ch. 12:2). The sling consisted of a patch of cloth or leather with cords attached at opposite ends. The ends of the cords were held firmly in the hand as the loaded sling was whirled above the head, until one end was suddenly released. Graphic metaphorical use of this is made in Je. 10:18. Sling-stones (pointed or round pebbles) fired by Assyrian besiegers were found in the Lachish excavations.

e.    The ballle-axe

The battle-axe, like the mace, was designed for hand-to-hand combat and varied greatly in shape and size. Biblical references are few. In Je. 51:20 mappes (lit. ‘shatterer’, BDB) is translated ‘hammer’ in rsv and ‘battle-axe’ in neb. A similar word occurs in the expression ‘weapon for slaugh-ter’ in Ezk. 9:2. (*Army, *War.)

Bibliography. Y. Yadin, The Scroll of the War of the Sons of Light againsl the Sons of Darkness, 1962; idem, The Art of Warfare in Biblical Lands in the Light of Archaeological Discovery, 1963; K. Galling, SVT 15, 1966, pp. 150-169. r.p.g.

ARMY. Unlike their Egyptian and Mesopotamian counterparts, the monarchs of Israel appear not to have been interested in having their military ex-ploits commemorated in Propagandist reliefs and paintings. Our description of the Israelite military machine must therefore largely be dependent on the verbal accounts of battles and the incidental references which the OT ofifers.

a. Composition

As the story of Deborah and Barak well illustrates, the Israelite army began as a tribal militia as-sembled in times of crisis and led by someone of charismatic stamp. The basis of Organization was the tribal clan which, in theory, provided a contin-gent of a thousand men (1 Sa. 10:19). Certain tribes gained reputations for proficiency in the use of particular weapons (e.g. Jdg. 20:16; cf. 1 Ch. 12). It was Saul who provided Israel with the nu-cleus of a Standing army, numbering in the first instance no more than 3,000 (1 Sa. 13:2). Like the institution of kingship itself, the creation of this regulär force owed much to the continuing menace of the Philistines. Duels between Champions as a means of avoiding excessive bloodshed seem to have been more familiär to the Philistines than to the Israelites (1 Sa. 17), but we do read of a repre-sentative encounter between two groups of n'ärim (lit. ‘young men’, but occasionally used as a tech-nical term meaning ‘picked troops’) from the armies of David and Ishbosheth (2 Sa. 2:12-17). David’s army comprised both regulär contingents (2 Sa. 15:18) and a militia force. 2 Sa. 23:8ff. lists the commanding officers in David’s army—‘The Three’ and ‘The Thirty’. In the main these were men who had distinguished records from the days when David was in hiding from Saul and at the head of a band of freebooters. Included in the regulär contingents were Aegean mercenaries (Cherethites and Pelethites) who acted as the royal bodyguard (2 Sa. 15:18-22, mentioning also Philistines of Gath). The militia was divided into twelve battalions each of which served for a month at a time (1 Ch. 27:1-15). If David had a chariot force it must have been quite small (cf. 2 Sa. 8:3-4); it is in Solomon’s reign that chariots come into their own (1 Ki. 4:26; 10:26). There is little evidence to suggest that Israel ever had a cavalry force worthy of the name. Most of the chariots were appropri-ated by the N kingdom after the Disruption but, thanks to the Syrian depredations, the advantage had largely been lost by the end of the 9th Century (2 Ki. 13:7). (*Captain.)

b.    Camp

The camp (Heb. malfneh) was probably in the shape of a circle or square (cf. Nu. 2); the king and his commanding officers would in any case be in the centre (1 Sa. 26:5). That the soldiers slept in booths (Heb. sukköt, cf. 2 Sa. 11:11; 1 Ki. 20:12, 16) is disputed by Yadin (pp. 274-275, 304-310) who prefers to read Succoth, i.e. the place-name. Düring an engagement the baggage at base would be guarded by a detachment (1 Sa. 25:13). It was possible for civilians to visit the camp and bring supplies of food—as well as exchange news (1 Sa. 17:17-30).

c.    Roman army

The main division was the *legion, in theory numbering 6,000 men but actually somewhere between 4,000 and 6,000. There were ten cohorts to a legion and each cohort was made up of six centuries; each centurion commanded between seventy and a hundred men. There were also auxiliary cohorts and small cavalry units called alae, these mainly composed of provincials, though not Jews (Josephus, Ant. 14. 204). There is inscriptional evidence for the presence of an Ttal-ian Cohort’ (Acts 10:1) in Syria c. ad 69; this was an auxiliary cohort and was composed of Roman freedmen.

d.    Spiritual armies

The original sense of the OT expression ‘Lord of hosts’ (Yahweh s'bä'bt) is uncertain; the title may refer to God’s sovereignty over the armies of Israel (1 Sa. 17:45) or to spiritual armies under his command (Jos. 5:13-15; 1 Ki. 22:19; 2 Ki. 6:17). It is the latter sense which predominates in the OT. In the final battle between good and evil Christ ap-pears as leader of the armies of heaven (Rev. 19:14), defeating the armies of the beast and of the kingsof theearth (Rev. 19:19).

Bibliography. Y. Yadin, The Art of Warfare in Biblical Lands, 1963; R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel1, 1965, pp. 213-228; A. F. Rainey in L. R. Fisher (ed.), Ras Shamra Parallels, 2, 1975, pp. 98-107.

R.P.G.

ARNON. A wadi running into the E side of the Dead Sea opposite En-gedi. This formed the S border of Reubenite territory at the time of the settlement (Dt. 3:12, 16), and previously marked the boundary between Moab to the S and Ammon to the N (Jdg. 11:18-19). The invading Hebrews crossed the Arnon from S to N, and this proved a turning-point in their career, for they took their first territorial possessions on the N side (Dt. 2:24). However, the *Moabite Stone (line 10) mentions Moabites living in Ataroth, which is to the N of the wadi, suggesting either incomplete conquest on the part of the settlers or later Moabite infiltration. The importance of the river is confirmed by the number of forts and fords which are found there, the latter being mentioned by Isaiah (Is. 16:2).

R.J.W.

AROER. 1. In Transjordan, on the N bank of the river Arnon (Wadi Möjib) overlooking its deep gorge (D. Baly, The Geography of the Bible, 1957, fig. 72 on p. 237), at modern ‘Ara'ir (D. Homes-Fredericq and J. B. Hennessy, Archaeology of Jordan. I Bibliography, 1986, p. 199); c. 22 km E of the Dead Sea (Dt. 2:36; 3:12; 4:48; Jos. 12:2). It symbolized the S limit, first, of the Amorite king-dom of Sihon, second, of the tribal territory of Reuben (Jos. 13:9, 16; Jdg. 11:26 and probably 33) being the seat of a Reubenite family (1 Ch. 5:8), and third, of the Transjordanian conquests of Hazael of Damascus in Jehu’s time (2 Ki. 10:33). About this time, Mesha, king of Moab, ‘built Aroer and made the road by the Arnon’ (Moabite Stone, line 26); Aroer remained Moabite down to Jeremiah’s time (Je. 48:18-20). In Nu. 32:34 Gad apparently helped to repair newly conquered cities, including Aroer, before formal allotment of Reubenite and Gadite territories by Moses. In 2 Sa. 24:5 probably read with rsv that Joab’s census for David started from Aroer and the city in the valley lowards Gad and on to Jazer. Isaiah (17:1-3) prophesied against (Moabite-held) Aroer, along-side Damascus and Ephraim. The ‘city that is in the valley’ (Dt. 2:36; Jos. 13:9, 16, all rv [but not 12:2, see av, rsvJ; 2 Sa. 24:5, rv] may be present Khirbet el-Medeiyineh c. 11 km SE of Aroer (Simons, Geographical and Topographical Texls of the Old Testament, 1959, § 298, pp. 116-117; see NEAEHL, pp. 92-93).

2.    In Transjordan, ‘before Rabbah’ (Jos. 13:25, av, rv, against rsv); could be modern es-Sweiwinä, c. VA km SW of Rabbah (Glueck, Ex-plorations in Eastern Palestine III (= AASOR 18, 19), 1939, pp. 247, 249; for a description, see ibid., pp. 168-170 and fig. 55). But the existence of this Aroer separate from 1 above is doubtful, as Jos. 13:25 might perhaps be rendered ‘... half the land of the Ammonites unto Aroer, which (land is/ex-tends) towards/as far as Rabbah’ (Glueck, op. cit., p. 249).

3.    In Negeb (southland) of Judah, 19 km SE of

Beersheba, present Khirbet Ar'areh (N. Glueck, Rivers in the Desert, 1959, pp. 131-132, 184-185). Among the Judaeans receiving presents from David at Ziklag (1 Sa. 30:26-28) were ‘them which were in Aroer’; among his mighty men were two sons of ‘Hotham the Aroerite’ (1 Ch. 11:44) (see NEAEHL, pp. 89-92).    k.a.k.

ARPACHSHAD, ARPHAXAD (Heb. ’arpakSad, lxx and NT Arphaxad). A son of Shem (Gn. 10:22; 1 Ch. 1:17, 24), who was born 2 years after the Flood (Gn. 11:10). The MT States that he was the father of Shelah, who was born when he was 35 years old (Gn. 10:24; 11:12; 1 Ch. 1:18, 24; lxx and Samaritan Pentateuch read 135), but some mss of the lxx interpose a Kainan be-tween Arpachshad and Shelah, and this has evi-dently been followed by Lk. 3:36. Arpachshad lived for a total of 438 years (Gn. 11:13; lxx gives 430, but the Samaritan Pentateuch agrees in the total in spite of disagreement on the component figures). Several theories about the identification of the name have been put forward, perhaps the commonest connecting it with Arrap\\u of the cu-neiform inscriptions, Gk. Arrapachitis, probably modern Kirkuk. Other theories see the end of the name, -ksad, as a corruption from kesed, kasdim, ‘‘Chaldeans’, therefore referring to S Mesopotamia. An Iranian etymology has also been suggested, in which Connection it is to be noted that it is stated in the Apocrypha (Judith 1:1) that one Arphaxad (cf. lxx Arphaxad) ruled over the Medes in Ecbatana. This book is, however, largely fiction, and in the absence of a Hebrew original there is no guarantee that the name is the same. The name continues therefore to be un-known outside the Bible.

Bibliography. J. Skinner, ICC, Genesis1, 1930, pp. 205, 231,233; W. F. Albright, JBL 43, 1924, pp. 388-389; W. Brandenstein, in Sprachgeschichte und Wortbedeutung:    Festschrift Albert Debrunner,

1954, pp. 59-62; and for another theory G. Dossin, Museon 47, 1934, pp. 119-121; KB, p. 87.

T.C.M.

ARPAD. Name of city and Aramaean province in N Syria, now Teil Rif‘at, c. 30 km NW of Aleppo, excavated in 1956-64. From c. 1000 bc Arpad (Akkad. Arpaddu, Old Aram. ’rpd), Capital of an ‘Aramaean tribal territory known as Bit Agusi, opposed Assyria as an ally of Hamath, Damascus, and in 743 bc Urartu. (‘Ararat.) Annexed by * Tiglath-pileser III after a 2-year siege in 740 bc, it rebelled with Hamath, Damascus and Samaria in 720, and was reconquered by Sargon II. This lies behind the boast of ‘Rabshakeh to Jerusalem (2 Ki. 18:34; Is. 36:19; 37:13, av ‘Arphad’). Its de-struction symbolized the overwhelming might of Assyria (Is. 10:9; Je. 49:23). The last ruler of Arpad, Mati’el, signed a vassal treaty under Ashur-nirari V of Assyria in 754 bc, which sur-vives in Assyrian, and another with an unidentified king, ‘Bar-Ga’yah of KTK’, which was inscribed on stone stelae found at Sefire (cf. Jos. 8:32).

Bibliography. Excavations: V. M. S. Williams, Iraq 23, 1961, pp. 68-87; idem, AASOR 17, 1967, pp. 69-84; Iraq 29, 1967, pp. 16-33; Treaty: ANET, pp. 532f., 659-661; J. Mathers, The River Qoveiq: the Teil Rif at Survey, 1981.    d.j.vv.

ART. Throughout their long history Palestine and Syria were occupied by mixed peoples and cultures, and it is not easily possible to distinguish Heb. or Jewish art from the Contemporary Egyp., Syrian, Mesopotamian or Phoenician art, or the later Jewish art from the Hellenistic and Graeco-Roman importations, imitations or influences. In each period, however, certain local styles found in a de-fined context supplied by ‘archaeology can be traced.

a. Prehistoric art

Natufian bone carvings from the Carmel region (c. 8000 bc), carved sickle handle or red ochre paint-ing of a gazelle on limestone or the decoration of skulls with cowrie Shells, a practice followed in pre-pottery Neolithic Jericho (c. 6500 bc), are, with figurines and votive figures, a portent of a long his-tory of art. The earliest extant wall-painting comes from Teleilat Ghassul in the Jordan valley (c. 3500 bc). One polychrome fresco uses geometrical pat-terns centring on an eight-pointed Star encircled by figures and dragons(?). Others depict a bird or a group of figures, possibly worshippers. The style is reminiscent of Contemporary Assyria (Teil Halaf). The Neolithic people of Jericho also decorated red burnished pottery with geometric designs. Else-where * ivory and bone was worked to make prec-ious objects like figurines and furniture (e.g. Abu Matar, c. 3900-3300 bc).

b.    Canaanile art (3000-c. 1200 sc)

This now has to be studied according to its regional developments which ränge from the fine en-graved statue from Teil Mardi/i (*Ebla) and the engraved silver cup from Ain Samiyeh (both re-flecting Mesopotamian influenee) to the more common local versions of figurines and images. Metal figurines from Byblos, inlaid and Silhouette ivories from an El Jisr tomb (MB II) show strong Egyptian inspiration, while the basalt relief ortho-stats from the 18th-century palace of Yarimlim of ♦Alalah are not dissimilar to those also found in Anatolia and Palestine (Hazor). The figure of Yarimlim, like that of the later sculpture of the seated figure of Idrimi of Alalaj) (c. 1460 bc), seems to show a Sumerian-type ancestry.

By the Late Bronze Age there are many local composite art forms in sculpture, as on the Baal stela, which is a cross between Egyptian (stance and part dress), Anatolian (helmet and hairstyle) and Syrian (dress). Ivory carvings from this period have been compared with both Mycenean and Mesopotamian art. A finely-worked gold plate from *Ugarit uses mythological motifs. Towards the end of this period come a number of reliefs fol-lowing the tradition of the Beth-shean sculptured stela (MN II under Egyp. influenee) and votive plaques dedicated to the local god Mekal of Khir-bet Balu’a (Transjordan). Such images of *idols include a gold-covered bronze statue from Meg-iddo and ivory carvings, ably executed, from La-chish, Teil el-Farah or Megiddo (12th Century). From this period also comes a steady flow of painted pottery using local motifs though some were already known from Syria and Mesopotamia. A characteristic spiral and ‘bird’ decoration marks out the jugs and craters of the Philistines in the coastal area.

c.    Hebrew art (c. 1200-586 bc)

There seems to be little change in the local Products, which were in a period of decline throughout the ancient Near East, when the Israelites entered the land. They do not appear to have imported in-digenous forms, though they were not devoid of appreciation of art or its employment in * arts and crafts. They had accepted fine Egyp. jewellery as gifts (Ex. 12:35) and had used gold and silver for fashioning an Egyptianizing bull-calf in the round after the Exodus (Ex. 32:2-4). The Israelites gave their finer possessions to adorn the * tabernacle which was constructed under the direction of a native of Judah, Bezalel, himself capable of de-signing and working in wood, metal and *em-broidery (Ex. 35:30-33).

With increasing prosperity under David and Solomon the Hebrews turned to Phoenician artists to train their native workers. Since the plans for the ’architecture and building of David’s * palace and Solomon’s *Temple in Jerusalem received royal approval, it may be indicative that local Heb. tastes did not difler significantly from their neighbours in Syro-Phoenicia.

The second commandment forbidding the making of ‘a graven image, or any likeness of any-thing that is in heaven . . . earth . . . or the water’ (Ex. 20:4) did not condemn art but the practice of idolatry to which it might lead (v. 5). In practice it seems to have been interpreted as precluding only the representation of the human form and significantly none such which can be said to be in-dubitably Heb. or Jewish has yet been discovered. The Temple, as the tabernacle, was decorated with winged human-headed lions (* Cherubim), winged griffins, palmettes, and floral and arboreal patterns. Elsewhere Egyptianized figures and Symbols, as well as birds and reptiles and a variety of animals (lions, bulls) and patterns (e.g. guill-oche), are found on temple decoration (1 Ki. 6:18) and on Contemporary ivories from Samaria and Hazor, drawn on pottery and engraved on seals.

Both kings and the wealthy employed craftsmen to beautify their homes (1 Ki. 22:39), and where this is condemned it is on the grounds of the in-appropriateness of such luxury, an expression of self-interest, while God’s house and work lie neg-lected (Am. 3:15; Ps. 45:8; Hg. 1:4). It must always be remembered that the Hebrews, by their en-couragement of *music, literature (both prose and poetry) and speech, set a high Standard of ‘artistic expression’ which has profoundly influenced later art.

d Media

(i) Painting. Since the Egyptians and Amorites (e.g. the Investiture fresco from Mari) commonly painted scenes on plastered walls, it is possible that the Hebrews may have done so, though few examples are yet known. Pigments have been found in excav-ations (see also Dyer under *Arts and Crafts) and red ochre (Heb. säser) was used for painting on walls and wood (Je. 22:14; Ezk. 23:14). Oholi-bah in the 6th Century saw Chaldeans painted (mäSah, ‘to smear, anoint’) on a wall in ver-milion (Ezk. 23:14).

(ii) Wood-carving. Bezalel and his assistant Oholiab directed the wood-cutting (h“rösel 'es) for the tabernacle, which included pillars with curved capitals (Ex. 36:38; 35:33), and a horned altar recessed to take a grating (38:2-4). The Temple built by Solomon was roofed with pine with applique palmettes and guilloche borders (2 Ch. 3:5) and panelled in cedar (1 Ki. 6:15-16). The walls and doors were sculptured in bas-relief with carvings (miqlaöt) of lotus buds and ‘fleur-de-lis’ or ‘Prince-of-Wales’ feathers’ forming a triple flower (av ‘knops and open flowers’), palm designs and representations of * cherubim (1 Ki. 6:18, 29). The doors of olive-wood had similar designs etched (häqä) and in intaglio work (vv. 32-35); the whoie, as so often with fine wood or ivory work, was overlaid with gold. Since hard woods, such as almug (sandalwood) and ebony, had to be imported (1 Ki. 10:11), and skilled carvers were rare, the use of panelling (säpan), elaborate woodwork, and carved Windows was considered an extravagant display of wealth (Je. 22:14; Hg. 1:4). Ezekiel’s Temple was conceived as having carved panels of two-faced Cherubim alternating with palm-trees and young lions, the outer doors being veneered (s'htp) with wood (Ezk. 41:16—26).

Elaborateiy carved furniture and other objects of wood, boxes, spoons and vessels have been found in the ‘Amorite’ tombs at “Jericho. Since andern Egyp. wood-carving (c. 2000-500 bc) ‘both on a large and miniature scale reached a Standard not equalled in Europe until the Renaissance’, something of this work must have been known to wealthy Hebrews. See also Carpenter under “Arts and Crafts.

(iii)    Ivory-carving. As early as 34th-33rd centur-ies bc (Abu Matar) ivory and bone was worked in Palestine to make precious objects, figurines and furniture. 1t was incised (mostly in panels), sculp-tured in the round, or cut as open work, or relief. ‘Canaanite’ ivories include an ointment vase in female form with a hand-shaped (Lachish, 14th Century bc) or Hathor-headed Stopper (Hazor, 13th Century bc), an unguent spoon shaped as a swimming lady catching a duck (Teil Beit Mirsim) and several pyxides show human figures. After a period of decline in the art, incised panels from Megiddo, probably of local workmanship in the 12th to 10th centuries, show lively scenes in one of which the king seated on a throne, which must have been similar to that later made for Solomon (2 Ch. 9:17-18), receives tribute.

Ivories found at Samaria, of the time of Ahab, show the influence of Phoenician art with its Egyp., Syro-Hittite and Assyr. elements. They compare closely with Contemporary ivories found at Arslan Tash (Syria) and Nimrud (Iraq), and may have been from the same ‘school’ or guild of craftsmen. Some are overlaid with gold or inlaid with gold, lapis-lazuli, coloured stones and glass. Commonly recurring designs include the ‘lotus’ patterns and Cherubim already noted in a wood-carving and allied art; also panels with a woman’s head (Astarte?) at a window, couchant and suck-ling animals, and ‘Egyptian’ figures and symbols, especially the kneeling infant Horus. A matching cosmetic palette and jar from Hazor (8th Century) bears a simple hatched pattem and is of Israelite manufacture.

(iv)    Sculpture. A few sculptures from the ‘Canaanite’ period in Palestine have been recovered. The seated basalt figure of a Baal, the roughly en-graved Stele with its pair of upraised hands and the altars from Hazor, and the serpent-coiled goddess on a Stele from Beit Mirsim must be considered alongside the well-sculptured feet of a statue from Hazor (13th Century bc) to show that good as well as moderate artists were at work there. A stone in-cense ladle in the form of a hand clasping a bowl from the same city (8th Century) shows affinities with Contemporary Assyr. art. The boulder in the Lachish water-shaft (9th Century bc) worked into the likeness of a bearded man shows that the people of Palestine were never without an invent-ive spirit. But little has so far survived, and the work of their neighbours (e.g. the sculptured sar-cophagus of Ahiram from Byblos) is better known. Volute capitals, forerunners of the Ionic type, found at Megiddo and Samaria, were probably similar to those used in the Temple. In the Mac-cabean period Hellenistic-Jewish ornamentalists of stone carved the fruits of the land (grapes, ethrog and acanthus leaves), symbols which are also found on coins used for * money.

A special guild of ossuary workers at Jerusalem has bequeathed us several chests engraved with six-pointed stars, rosettes, flowers and even archi-tectural designs.

(v)    Seal-engraving. Cylinder, scarab, stamp and cylinder seals from Palestine bear typical ‘Phoenician’ motifs as found on ivories, though here the winged disc and winged scarab occur more fre-quently. The human figure is often engraved up to the Monarchy, and the inclusion of personal names seems to be more customary in Israel than among her neighbours. Pictorial representations are rare on Judaean seals, which may show a grow-ing awareness of the religious prohibition (see sec-tion c, above).

(vi)    Metal-work. There is every indication that the Hebrews were expert metal-workers, but little has survived. This impression is borne out by the miniature bronze stand from Megiddo in open-work style showing the invocation of a seated god (r. 1000 bc). The bronze ‘sea’ of Solomon’s Temple is computed to have weighed about 23,000 kg and have been of cast bronze 8 cm thick with a bowl 4.6 m in diameter and 2.3 m high with a ‘pet-alled’ rim. The whole rested on the backs of twelve oxen separately cast and arranged in four support-ing triads (1 K.i. 7:23ff.). It held about 50,000 litres of water and must have been a remarkable techno-logical achievement (“Jachin and Boaz).

Many of the motifs in the materials used in i-vi are similar to those employed in other “arts and crafts such as metal-working and are known from representations of art from Outside Palestine. It is not possible to judge how far *dance was considered an art form so much as part of sacred ritual.

Bibliography. A. Reifenberg, Andern Hebrew Ans, 1950; H. H. Frankfort, The Art and Archi-tecture of the Ancient Orient, 1963; A. Moortgart, The Art of Andern Mesopotamia, 1969. d.j.w.

ARTAXERXES (Heb. ’arlahsasla , with variant vocalizations, from Old Persian arta-xsa ra, ‘kingdom of righteousness’). 1. Artaxerxes I (Longimanus), 464-424 bc. In his reign Ezra and Nehemiah came to Jerusalem, according to Ezr. 7:1; Ne. 2:1; etc. It has been argued that in the former case the Chronicler has confused him with Artaxerxes II (Mnemon), 404-359 bc, but there is no need to doubt the biblica! record. (See J. Staf-ford Wright, The Date of Ezras Coming to Jerusalem, 1958.)

2.    Ezr. 4:7. This also is likely to be Artaxerxes I, and the date is shortly before Ne. 1:1 f, when the king reverses the edict of Ezr. 4:21. Others (im-probably) identify him with the pseudo-Smerdis, who reigned for a few months in 522-521 bc.

3.    The lxx has Artaxerxes in place of “Ahasu-erus in * Esther and some believe that the king here is Artaxerxes II, 404-359 bc.

Bibliography. A. T. Olmstead, History of the Persian Empire, 1948.    J.s.w.

ARTEMIS. This was the Greek name of the goddess identified with the Latin Diana of classical mythology. The name Artemis is pre-Greek. She first appears in Greek literature as mistress and protectress of wild life. (Cf. W. K. C. Guthrie, The Greeks and their Gods, 1950, pp. 99ff.) In Greece proper she was worshipped as the daughter of Zeus and Leto, and twin sister of Apollo. Horror at the pains her mother endured at her birth is sup-posed to have made her averse to marriage. She was goddess of the moon and of hunting, and is generally portrayed as a huntress, with dogs in at-tendance. Her temple at * Ephesus was one of the seven wonders of the world, and here worship of the ‘virgin goddess’ appears to have been fused with some kind of fertility-cult of the mother-goddess of Asia Minor. The temple was supported on 100 massive columns, some of which were sculptured. Tradition Claims that her image feil there from the sky (Acts 19:35), and is thought to refer to a meteorite; Pliny teils of a huge stone above the entrance, said to have been placed there by Diana herseif. Her worship was conducted by eunuch priests, called megabyzoi (Strabo, 14. 1.23), and archaeologists have discovered statues depict-ing her with many breasts. The silversmiths who made small votary shrines, portraying the goddess in a recess with her lions in attendance, or possibly Souvenir models of the temple, caused the riot when Paul wasministering there (Acts 19:23-20:1). Their cry of ‘Great is Artemis of the Ephesians!’ (Acts 19:28, 34) is attested by inscriptions from Ephesus which call her ‘Artemis the Great’ (CIG, 2963c; Greek Inscriptions in the British Museum, iii, 1890,481. 324).

See also * Demetrius; J. T. Wood, Discoveries at Ephesus, 1877; E. Ferguson, Backgrounds of Early Christianity, 1987.    d.h.w.

ARTS AND CRAFTS. Throughout their history the inhabitants of Palestine maintained the same basic trades as their neighbours and were able to make most of their artefacts by the use of clay, metal, Obres, wood and stone. Working with these materials was the task of any able-bodied peasant, supported by the women in the home spinning and weaving cloth and cooking. Contacts with countries which were more advanced technologically meant that the Hebrews were quick to learn and adapt for their own use more specialized crafts, and were thus probably never without some out-standing craftsmen, though archaeology has re-vealed few examples of their work.

There is evidence that the Israelites, while not of outstanding inventiveness or artistry, themselves appreciated good workmanship. The possession of such skill by the Judaean Bezalel was considered a divine gift (Ex. 31:3; 35:31; 28:3). Iron-working was learnt from the Philistines (1 Sa. 13:20) and the secrets of dyeing from the Phoenicians, who sup-plied designers, foremen and craftsmen to Supplement the local labour force available for work on such major projects as the building of David’s royal palace and the Temple at Jerusalem (see sec-tion III. c, below). In the Ist Century bc the art of glass-making was similarly imported from Tyre.

I. Trades and trade guilds

For reasons of economy and supply the more skilled artisans lived in the larger towns and cities, usually working in special quarters, as in the modern bazaar (süq). This led to the Organization of craft unions or guilds called ‘families’ which were sometimes located at a town where their work was centred, as the scribes at Jabez (I Ch. 2:55) or dyers and weavers at Teil Beit Mirsim (Debir?; 1 Ch. 4:21). At Jerusalem certain areas were allotted to the wood and stone-workers (I Ch. 4:14; Ne. 11:35); potters (Mt. 27:7) and fullers (2 Ki. 18:17) had fields of their own outside the city walls. A guild member was called ‘a son’ of his craft (e.g. the goldsmiths in Ne. 3:8, 31). By NT times the guilds were powerful political groups working under imperial licence. Demetrius led the guild of silversmiths at Ephesus (Acts 19:24), and the designation of Alexander as coppersmith (Gk. chalkeus) implies his membership of such a Union (2 Tim. 4:14).

A general term (Heb. häräs, ‘one who cuts in, devises’) is used both of craftsmen (av ‘artificers’) in general (Ex. 38:23; 2 Sa. 5:11) or of a skilled worker in metal, whether copper (2 Ch. 24:12; Is. 40:19) or iron (Is. 44:12; 2 Ch. 24:12). It includes those who prepared and refined the basic metal (Je. 10:9) and was also applied to wood-workers (Is. 44:13; 2 Ki. 12:12), stonemasons (2 Sa. 5:11), engravers of gems (Ex. 28:11) or those specially devoted to manufacturing idols (Is. 44:9-20).

II.    Basic tools

From prehistoric times in Palestine worked flint knives, scrapers and hoes have been found, and these long continued in use for rough tools, for reaping-hooks, in which the flints are set in a semi-circle of plaster, or for striking lights. Wooden im-plements and stone hammers and pestles were of early origin. Meteoric iron was utilized when available (Gn. 4:22), as was native copper from c. 6000 bc. In Palestine copper was regularly employed from 3200 bc, and iron tools were plentiful after the arrival of the Philistines, c. 1190 bc (cf. 1 Ki. 6:7). Axe-heads, fitted on wooden handles, were used for felling trees (Dt. 19:5), and knives (Gn. 22:6) for a variety of purposes, including eating (Pr. 30:14). Tools are sometimes mentioned under the collective Heb. Idli, ‘vessels, instruments’, or hereb, which includes the sword, knife or any sharp cutter. Iron axe-heads (2 Ki. 6:5), saws (1 Ki. 7:9), adzes, hoes, scrapers, chisels, awls, bow-drills and nails (Je. 10:3-4) were in constant use and have left their traces on objects recovered by excavation.

III.    Archaeological evidence

a.    The potter

The earliest known pottery comes from N Syria and is dated c. 8000 bc. It was, however, not until c. 4000 bc that a slow wheel was used by the potter and c. 3000 bc before the fast wheel was developed. The * potter, whose work is described in Je. 18:3-4, sat on a stone seat with his feet working a large stone or wooden wheel, set in a pit, which turned an upper stone on which the vessel was thrown. A potter’s workshop, with its ‘two stones’ (v. 3), has been found at Lachish (c. 1200 bc). Smaller wheels of stone or clay which revolve in a socketed disc date from the time of the monarchy at Megiddo, Gezer and Hazor. The clay used for finer vessels or slips was prepared by treading out coarser clay in water with the feet (Is. 41:25). For the development and types of pottery in use, see * Potter. Pottery kilns have been found at many sites in Palestine, al-though only rarely does more than the ‘fire-box’ remain. Outside a potter’s shop at Megiddo lay three U-shaped Turnaces (8th-7th Century bc).

b.    The builder

The manufacture of sun-dried * brick for use in building the ordinary dwelling was part of the seasonal work of the peasant, who covered his house with clay or thatch spread over roof timbers. Such buildings require constant attention, ln a few cases bricks made in a mould were fired, and this was probably the potters’ work.

The Heb. bänä, meaning ‘to build’ and ‘to re-build, to repair’ and ‘builder’ (so av), is used both of skilled and unskilled workmen (2 Ch. 34:11) who were needed for work on any large project which involved the labours of stonemasons, car-penters, and many porters and untrained men. Large buildings were both planned and con-structed under the close supervision of a master-builder (Gk. architektön; 1 Cor. 3:10).

A site was first surveyed with a measuring-line consisting of a rope or cord (2 Sa. 8:2; Zc. 2:1), String (1 Ki. 7:15), or twisted linen thread (Ezk. 40:3) marked in cubits (1 Ki. 7:15, 23). ln Hel-lenistic times a reed rod marked in furlongs was similarly used (Rev. 11:1; 21:15). More than one line might be used to mark out a site (2 Sa. 8:2), the survey of which was recorded in plan and writing. The work of the surveyor was taken as a symbol of divine judgment (Is. 28:17; Je. 31:39).

The progress of the building was checked by the chief builder using a ‘plumb-line’, or cord weight-ed with lead or tin ('“näh, Am. 7:7-8), a stone (Zc. 4:10), or any heavy object (Heb. misqelel, av ‘plummet’; 2 Ki. 21:13), to test any vertical struc-ture. This was a symbol of testing the truth (Is. 28:17). The metaphor of building is frequently used, for God as Builder establishes the nation (Ps. 69:35), the house of David (Ps. 89:4) and his city of Jerusalem (Ps. 147:2). So the church iscompared to a building (1 Cor. 3:9; 1 Pet. 2:4-6). Paul uses the word ‘to build (up), edify’ (Gk. oikodomeo) about 20 times. The believers are both built up (epoiko-domeo) into Christ (Col. 2:7) and exhorted to build themselves up in their faith (Jude 20).

c. The carpenter

Both Joseph (Mt. 13:55) and Jesus (Mk. 6:3) fol-lowed the ancient trade of carpenter (Gk. lektön). A skilled worker in wood (Heb. häras ’esim) undertook all the carpentry tasks required in building operations, making roof, door, window and stair fittings. Of the furniture he constructed couches, beds, chairs, tables and footstools. Ex-amples of some of these and of finely carved bowls, spoons and boxes have survived in the tombs at Jericho (r. 1800 bc). The same carpenter would manufacture agricultural implements, ploughs, yokes, threshing instruments (2 Sa. 24:22) or boards (Is. 28:27-28) and irrigation machines. In the large cities groups of carpenters who made carts would, in time of war, build chariots (Ct. 3:9). In the Levant ship-building seems to have re-mained a Phoenician monopoly centred at Tyre, where boats were constructed of local cypress with masts of cedar and oars of oak (Ezk. 27:5—6). (*Ships.) Some carpenters made idols (Is. 44:13-17). Though the Israelites undertook their own wood-working for the tabernacle fitments (Ex. 25), wood and experienced carpenters were supplied by agreement with Tyre for the construction of David’s palace (2 Sa. 5:11) and the Temple built by Solomon. The same practice was followed for the later Temple (Ezr. 3:7) and possibly for the repair of the Temple recorded in 2 Ch. 24:12.

Wood-carving was undertaken by a few special-ists (Ex. 31:5; 35:33), who may have also worked on bone and ivory. These worked the Cherubim for the first Temple (1 Ki. 6:23) and other objels d'art. For this hard woods, ebony, sandal and boxwood, were imported, while the local woods, cedar, cypress, oak, ash (Is. 44:14) and acacia (av ‘shittim’) were used for most joinery, the mulberry being com-monly worked for agricultural implements. (•Trees.)

The carpenter’s special tools included a marking tool (sered, av ‘rule’), compass or dividers (ttThügä), an adze (maqsu'ä—‘a scraping in-strument’, av ‘plane’, Is. 44:13), small chopper (ma‘"säd), iron saw (some two-edged), and files (Je. 10:4), bow-drill and wooden mailet (hahnüt, Jdg. 5:26, av ‘hammer’) and hammer (maqqäbä, Is. 44:12) as well as the various chisels and awls, ex-amples of which have been recovered. Both nail and dowel joints can be seen on wooden objects from Middle Bronze Age and Monarchy period sites. By Roman times various types of wood plane and spoke-shave were also in use.

d. The mason

Stone, being costly to transport and work, was considered an extravagance in a private house (Am. 5:11), and for the more important public buildings would be used only sparingly for essential constructional features. (* Cornerstone, ‘Architecture.) While in Egypt, granite, sandstone, quartzite and limestone were quarried for building stone, only limestone was available in Pal-estine for this purpose. Blocks of harder stones for the Temple and other splendid buildings were worked in the Lebanon prior to importation (1 Ki 6:7). The stonemason used many of the same tools as the carpenter, sawing the limestone (1 Ki. 7:9) and trimming it with a mailet and chisel or walling
[image: ]
Various occupations of Ancient Egypt with their names in hieroglyphs and transliteration.



hammer. In quarrying large blocks of stone wooden wedges were knocked in with wooden hammers and soaked until the stone cracked under the force of their expansion; a method commonly used in the ancient Near East. Hard stone was shaped by repeated pounding with a large metal forge-hammer (Heb. patlTs). Such a hammer is used to describe the action of the divine Word (Je. 23:29) and of mighty Babylon (Je. 50:23).

The mason also quarried out tombs in the natural caves in the hills or drove shafts into the hill-side off which chambers were excavated (Is. 22:16). Particularly fine examples of such family mausolea have been found at Bethshemesh (8th Century) and round Jerusalem (both 8th Century bc and Ist Century BC-2nd Century ad). Deep silos or cisterns as cut at Lachish, Megiddo and Gibeon involved the removal of as much as 400,000 cubic m of limestone by hand. There, and in the water tunnels cut by masons and miners, the marks of their chisels remain visible. (* Mining, ’Architecture, •Siloam.)

In the Monarchy large stone pillar bases were cut, and from the lÖth Century bc pecked and mar-ginally drafted masonry was used. By the Hel-lenistic period Herodian buildings at Jerusalem, Machpelah and other sites show the use of immense blocks of stone so carefully dressed as to be aligned without mortar, and it is still impossible to insert a knife blade between the joins. Such careful work can also be seen at Megiddo in the 9th Century bc. Masons’ marks can be seen on a number of constructions such as the Steps of the Caper-naum synagogue. Masons were also employed to cut inscriptions on rock surfaces, and for this seem to have copied cursive inscriptions, for surviving examples at Shebna’s tomb, the Siloam tunnel and the Samaria fragment show no adaptation to the

*    writing material. Finer engraving can be seen on

*    seals.

e. The inetalworker

Copper was regularly smelted and cast in Palestine from c. 3200 bc. After c. 2000 bc it was normal to use bronze rather than copper and this material remained populär even after the introduction of iron. Solomon had large objects, such as the pillars for the Temple, made from bronze by a Tyrian smith who cast them in the clay of the Jordan valley between Succoth and Zarethan (1 Ki. 7:46; 2 Ch. 4:17). Because of its strength iron was preferred for agricultural tools and weapons, but it required more sophisticated techniques of manufacture and maintenance. Initially Israel was without the knowledge of iron-working and relied on the Philistines for their iron tools (1 Sa. 13:19—

22).

The smith worked within the city with the aid of a furnace supplied with a forced draught provided by skin or pottery bellows (Heb. mappuah, ‘a blowing instrument’). Thus the smith was commonly designated as 'he who blows (the coals)’, a title akin to the common Akkadian nappähu (Is. 54:16). Copper and bronze were refined in cru-cibles (Heb. masrep, Pr. 17:3; 27:21), and then poured into stone or clay moulds. Iron, on the other hand, was forged by being beaten on an anvil (Heb. pa'am, Is. 41:7). The ironsmith is naturally called ‘he who strikes the anvil’, while the bronze-worker, who had to trim rough Castings by hammering, is called ‘he who smooths with the hammer’ (Is. 41:7). Techniques of soldering, riveting and casting-on were practised by these craftsmen, enabling them to manufacture intricate objects. Such an object is the small bronze stand from Megiddo which, if Israelite, indicates that their technical skill was as good as any of their neighbours.

The smiths manufactured a variety of metal ves-sels and implements, plough-blades, tips for ox-goads, l'orks, axle-trees and axes, as well as the smaller pins, fibulae (from 10th Century bc), images, figurines and small instruments. The manufacture of knives, which were a close relation to daggers and swords, lance and spear-heads, and other weapons of war (*Armour and Weapons), reminds us how easily these same craftsmen could turn their hand to making implements for war or peace (Is. 2:4; Joel 3:10; Mi. 4:3).

Jewellery was possessed from an early period by women for whom it was the only method by which they could possess and preserve their personal wealth. Gold and silver-smiths used blow-pipes to ventilate their small furnaces and cast their prod-ucts with the aid of steatite or clay moulds. Cire perdue, granulation, filigree and cloisonne inlay were all techniques practised by early gold and silver-smiths.

/ The tanner

Leather, the treated skins of sheep and goats, was used for certain items of clothing (Lv. 13:48; Nu. 31:20), including sandals and girdles (2 Ki. 1:8; Mt. 3:4). The sewn skins were specially suitable at low cost for vessels or Containers for water (Gn. 21:14), wine (Mt. 9:17) or other liquids (Jdg. 4:19). Some-times the skins were sewn into true ‘bottle’ shapes. Leather was rarely used for tents (Ex. 25:5; Nu. 4:6) but commonly for military articles, such as helmets, quivers, chariot fittings, slings and shields, the latter well oiled to prevent cracking or the Penetration of missiles (2 Sa. 1:21; Is. 21:5). Sandals of seal or porpoise skin (av ‘badgers’ skin’) were a sign of luxury (Ezk. 16:10), though it is likely that, as in Egypt and Assyria, fine leather was used for beds, chair covers and other furnishings.

Since tanning was a malodorous task, it was usually undertaken outside a town and near abundant water. Peter’s visit to Simon the tanner outside Joppa (Acts 9:43; 10:6, 32) illustrates how far he had overcome his scruples against contact with what was ceremonially unclean. The process began by removing the animal fat from the skin by stone scrapers or metal knives. The hair was removed by scraping, soaking in urine or rubbing with lime. The skin was then either dressed by smoking or by being rubbed with an oil, or tanned with suitable wood, bark or leaves. If the hair or für was not removed, the skin was dressed with alum which was obtained from the Dead Sea or Egypt, sun-dried and then oil-dressed to alleviate the stiffness.

g. The dyer

The ancient craft of dyeing was known to the Israe-lites at the Exodus, when skins used for the taber-nacle were dyed scarlet by the juices of crushed cochineal insects found in oak-trees (Ex. 26:1, 31; 36:8; Lv. 14:4). The black-purple or red-violet Tyrian’ or ‘Imperial’ dye, prepared from the mol-luscs purpura and murex found on the E Mediter-ranean coast, was mainly a Phoenician monopoly and used for dyeing the highly-priced garments which were a mark of rank and nobility (Jdg. 8:26;

Pr. 31:22; Lk. 16:19; Rev. 18:12, 16). The trade is attested in Ras Shamra texts (c. 1500 bc). This was also the ‘purple’ used in the tabernacle fabric (Ex. 26:31, 28:5), for the Temple veil, the ‘blue and purple and crimson’ being variants of the same dye (2 Ch. 3:14), and for the garment put upon Jesus at his trial (Jn. 19:2, 5). Native Israelites were taught the trade by Tyrian workmen at Solomon’s request (2 Ch. 2:7). Lydia traded in cloth similarly treated in Thyatira (Acts 16:14). See JNES 22, 1963, pp. 104 ff.

In Palestine yellow dyes were made from ground pomegranate rind, the Phoenicians also using saf-flower and turmeric. Blue was obtained from indigo plants (Indigofera tinctoria) imported from Syria or Egypt, where it had been originally trans-planted from India. Woad was known after 300 BC.

At Teil Beit Mirsim (= Debir?) six or seven dye-plants were excavated indicating that textile-fabrication was a major industry at that site. At Teil Amal near Beth-shean many pottery vessels, in which skeins of thread were dyed, have been found, together with weaving artefacts such as loom weights.

h. The fuller

The art of fulling, cleansing and bleaching cloth was of importance because of the high cost of clothing and the need to cleanse the fibres of their natural oil or gums before dyeing. In some places the fuller was also the dyer.

It was customary for a fuller to work outside a town within reach of water in which clothes could be cleaned by treading them on a submerged stone. Hence the fuller was characteristically called a ‘trampler’ (Heb. käbas). At Jerusalem the locality outside the E wall where garments were spread to dry in the sun was called the ‘fuller’s field’ (2 Ki. 18:17; Is. 7:3; 36:2). Christ’s garments at the trans-figuration were described as brighter than it was possible for any fuller (Gk. gnapheus, ‘cloth dress-er’) to whiten them (Mk. 9:3).

For cleansing, natron (nitre) was sometimes imported from Egypt, where, mixed with white clay, it was used as soap (Pr. 25:20; Je. 2:22). Alkali was plentifully available in plant ash, and ‘soap’ (Heb. böril, käll) was obtained by burning the soda plant (Salsola kalt). The ‘fullers’ soap’ of Mal. 3:2 was probably ‘cinders of börltf, since potassium and sodium nitrate do not seem to have been known in Syria or Palestine, though found in Babylonia.

Other crafts, ‘Art, ‘Cosmetics and Per-

FUMERY, * IVORY, * SPINNING AND WEAVING, * EM-broidery; glass-making, *Glass; other references to crafts, ‘Music, ‘Egypt, ‘Assyria and ‘Babylonia.

Bibliography. C. Singer (ed.), A History of Technology, 1, 1958; G. E. Wright, Biblical Archae-ology, 1957, pp. 191-198; R. J. Forbes, Studies in Andern Technology, 1-8, 1955-64; A. Reifenberg, Ancient Hebrew Arts, 1950; A. Lucas, Andern Egyptian Materials and Industries, 1962; J. Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus, 1969; D. Strong and D. Brown, Roman Crafts, 1976.

DJ. W.

ARVAD. Ezk. 27:8, 11; 1 Macc. 15:23 (Aradus) and its inhabitants, the Arvadites, Gn. 10:18; 1 Ch. 1:16. Modern Ruäd, a small island 3 km off the

coast of Syria (anciently Phoenicia) and about 80 km N of Byblos. The most N of the four great Phoenician cities, it paid tribute to some Assyrian kings, who noted its seafaring skills. A period of independence from c. 627 bc was ended by Neb-uchadrezzar (ANET, p. 308). Düring these eras it was secondary to Tyre and Sidon. Its commercial fortunes revived under the Persians and Seleucids, but it was displaced by Antaradus (mod. Tartus) in Roman times.    g.g.g.

ASA (Heb. ’äsa). 1. Third king over the independent state of Judah, reigned 41 years (c. 911-870 bc). The problem of synchronizing his reign with that of ‘Baasha (1 Ki. 16:8. Baasha dies in 26th year of Asa; 2 Ch. 16:1, Baasha attacks Judah in Asa’s 36th year) is at present most plaus-ibly solved by assuming Chronicles is Computing from the disruption of the united monarchy. The early part of his reign was characterized by religious zeal which led to the abolition of heathen gods and cultic Prostitution. The extent of his zeal and of the pervasiveness of pagan cults is indi-cated by Asa’s removal of his (grand-)mother ‘Maacah from her official postion (1 Ki. 15:13). He did not destroy all the high places in Israel, but his devotion was said to be the reason for a period of peace in the country (2 Ch. 15:15, 19). The Chronicler contrasts his notable victory over ‘Zerah the Ethiopian (2 Ch. 14:9), attributed to his faith in Yahweh, with his dependence on Syr-ian aid to overcome Baasha. This latter action, which may have been sparked off by defection of large numbers of Israelites to Asa (2 Ch. 15:9), enabled him to fortify Mizpah and Geba (not Gibea with lxx), which thereafter became the N border of Judah. The latter part of his reign was marred by illness (2 Ch. 16:12) and continued war-fare, which were viewed by Chronicles as the out-come of his failure to continue in dependence on Yahweh (2 Ch. 16:7ff.).

2. A Levite, son of Elkanah, among the first to return from the Exile and settle again in Palestine.

wo.

ASAHEL (Heb. ‘“säh'el, ‘God has made’). 1. A son of David’s sister Zeruiah, and brother of Joab and Abishai (1 Ch. 2:16). He was famous for his amazing speed, but when he used it to pursue ‘Abner following the clash at Gibeon, the latter was forced to use his greater experience in warfare to kill him (2 Sa. 2:18fT). This gave rise to a blood feud in which Abner was treacher-ously murdered by Joab (2 Sa. 3:27fT.). He is among David’s thirty select warriors (2 Sa. 23:24), and is listed as being in Charge of 24,000 men appointed to serve David during the fourth month (1 Ch. 27:7). This list may originally have been drawn up in outline early in David’s reign, so that Asahel is now represented by his son Zebadiah

2. One of nine Levites whom Jehoshaphat sent together with priests and officials on a teaching mission throughout the cities of Judah (2 Ch. 17:8). 3. An overseer assisting in the control of tithes for the Temple in Hezekiah’s time (2 Ch. 31:13). 4. Father of Jonathan who opposed the appointment of a select body to represent the returned Exiles in determining the removal of foreign wives (Ezr. 10:15).    w.o.

ASAPH (Heb. ’äsäp). 1. A descendant of Ger-shom, son of Levi (1 Ch. 6:39); nominated by the chief Levites as a leading singer, using cymbals, vvhen the ark was brought to Jerusalem (I Ch. 15:17, 19). David made him leader of the choral worship (16:4-5). The ‘sons of Asaph’ remained the senior family of musicians until the Restor-ation (1 Ch. 25; 2 Ch. 20:14; 35:15; Ezr. 3:10; Ne. 11:17, 22; 12:35), primarily as singers and cymbal-ists. Asaph himself had a reputation as a seer, and was recognized as the author of psaims used when Hezekiah revived the Temple-worship (2 Ch. 29:30; cf. the traditional ascriptions of Pss. 50, 73-83; cf. also the prophecy of Jahaziel, 2 Ch. 20:14ff.). It is not clear whether Asaph lived to see the Temple consecrated, or if 2 Ch. 5:12 simply means ‘the families of Asaph’, etc. 2. Warden of forests in Palestine under the Persian king Artax-erxes (Ne. 2:8).    j.p.u.l.

ASCENSION. The story of the ascension of the Lord Jesus Christ is told in Acts 1:4-11. In Lk. 24:51 the words ‘and was carried up into heaven’ are less well attested, as is also the description in Mk. 16:19. There is no alternative Suggestion in the NT of any other termination to the post-resurrection appearances, and the fact of the ascension is always assumed in the frequent refer-ences to Christ at the right hand of God, and to his return from heaven. It would be unreasonable to suppose that Luke would be grossly mistaken or inventive about such an important fact so long as any of the apostles were alive to note what he had written. For other allusions to the ascension see Jn. 6:62; Acts 2:33-34; 3:21; Eph. 4:8-10; 1 Thes. 1:10; Heb. 4:14; 9:24; 1 Pet. 3:22; Rev. 5:6.

Objections are made to the story on the ground that it rests upon out-dated ideas of heaven as a place above our heads. Such objections are beside the point for the following reasons:

1.    The act of ascension could have been an acted parable for the sake of the disciples who held this idea of heaven. Jesus thus indicated decisively that the period of post-resurrection appearances was now over, and that his return to heaven would inaugurate the era of the presence of the Holy Spirit in the church. Such acted symbolism is perfectly natural.

2.    The terms ‘heaven’ and ‘the right hand of the Father’ have some necessary meaning in relation to this earth, and this meaning can best be expressed with reference to ‘above’. Thus Jesus lifted up his eyes to heaven when he prayed (Jn. 17:1; cf. 1 Tim. 2:8), and taught us to pray, ‘Our Father who art in heaven ... Thy will be done on earth, as it is in heaven.’ In one sense heaven is away from this earth, whatever may be its nature in terms of a different dimension. In passing from the earthly space-time to the heavenly state, Jesus was ob-served to move away from the earth, just as at his second coming he will be observed to move to-wards the earth. This doctrine of bodily absence is balanced in the NT by the doctrine of spiritual presence. (* Spirit, Holy.) Thus the Lord’s Supper is in memory of One who is bodily absent ‘until he comes’ (1 Cor. 11:26), yet, as at all Christian gath-erings, the risen Lord is spiritually present (Mt. 18:20).

The concept of God above on the throne has special reference to the difference between God and man, and to the approach to him by the sinner, whose sin bars access to the King. Thus we may see the purpose of the ascension as follows:

1.    ‘I go to prepare a place for you’ (Jn. 14:2).

2.    Jesus Christ is seated, a sign that his atoning work is complete and final. Those who believe that as Priest he continues to offer himself to the Father, say that one must not mix together the two metaphors of king and priest. Yet this is precisely what is done in Heb. 10:11-14 to show the finality of Christ’s offering.

3.    He intercedes for his people (Rom. 8:34; Heb. 7:25), though nowhere in the NT is he said to be offering himself in heaven. The Greek word for inter-cede, entynchanö, has the thought of looking after someone’s interests.

4.    He is waiting until his enemies are subdued, and will return as the final act in the establishment of the kingdom of God (1 Cor. 15:24-26).

Bibuography. W. Milligan, The Ascension and Heavenly Prieslhood of our Lord, 1891; H. B. Swete, The Ascended Christ, 1910; C. S. Lewis, Miracles, ch. 16, 1947.    J.s.w.

ASENATH. Daughter of ‘Potiphera priest of On’ in Egypt, given in marriage to Joseph by Pharaoh (Gn. 41:45) and so mother of Manasseh and Ephraim (Gn. 41:50-52; 46:20). The name Asenath (Heb. ’äs'nai) is good Egyptian, of the pattem T(w).s-n-X, ‘she belongs to X’, X being a deity or parent, or a pronoun referring to one of these. Three equally good possibilities would be: ’Iw.s-(n)-Nt, ‘she belongs to (the goddess) Neit’, Tw.s-n-’t, ‘she belongs to (her) father’, or Tw.s-n.t (t for t), ‘she belongs to thee’ (fern., either a goddess or the mother). Such names are well attested in the Middle Kingdom and Hyksos periods (c. 2100-1600 bc) of Egyptian history, corresponding to the age of the Patriarchs and Joseph.    k.a.k.

ASHDOD. Tel Ashdod, 6 km SE of the modern village, was a major Philistinian city, first men-tioned in Late Bronze Age texts (Jos. 11:22) dealing with Ugarit. It may have withstood attempts by Judah to conquer it and settle there (Jos. 13:3; 15:46-47). It had a principal port (Ashdod-Yam; in Akkadian sources Asdudimmu; cf. ANET, p. 286) and a temple of Dagon to which the ark was taken (1 Sa. 5:1 ff.). It was attacked by Uzziah of Judah (2 Ch. 26:6). When it rebelled against As-syria, who replaced King Azuri by his brother, Asdudu was sacked, according to Assyr. inscrip-tions, by Sargon II in 711 bc. These calamities were noted by Arnos (1:8) and Isaiah (20:1). Later be-sieged by Psamtik I of Egypt for 29 years (Herodo-tus 2. 157), it became a Bab. province and was weak (Je. 25:20) and derelict (Zp. 2:4; Zc. 9:6). It was partially repopulated after the Exile (Ne. 13:23-24). As Azotus, its idolatry provoked attacks by the Maccabeans (John the Hasmonean and John Hyrcanus, 1 Macc. 5:68; 10:84). Separated from Judaea by Pompey (Jos., BJ 1. 156), re-constructed by Gabinius, and given to Salome, Herod’s sister, by Augustus, it flourished (Acts 8:40) until it surrendered to Titus.

Excavations (1962-72) confirm this history and show Canaanite, Philistinian (temple) and possibly Solomonic occupation (gateway).

Bibliography. NEAEHL, 1, pp. 93-102; BASOR 175, 1964, pp. 48-50; M. Dothan, Ashdod 1-4, 1967-82.    D.j.w.

ASHER (Heb. ’äser, ‘happy, blessed’). I. Jacob’s eighth son, his second by Leah’s maid Zilpah (Gn. 30:13; 35:26). Asher himself fathered four sons and a daughter (Gn. 46:17; Nu. 26:46; with descend-ants, 1 Ch. 7:30-40). His descendants’ prosperity was foreshadowed in Jacob’s last blessing (Gn. 49:20). As an authentic NW Semitic personal name Asher is attested at precisely Jacob’s period, as that of a female servant (c. 1750 bc in an Egyp-tian papyrus list; see W. C. Hayes, A Papyrus of the Late Middle Kingdom in the Brooklyn Museum, 1955, pp. 88, 97, and especially W. F. Albright, JAOS 74, 1954, pp. 229, 231: isr, ’sra). This par-ticular philological discovery rules out the com-monly adduced equation of biblical Asher with the isr in Egyptian texts of the 13th Century bc as a Palestinian place-name: isr would represent ’tr not 'sr (cf. Albright, loc. cit.). This eliminates the consequent Suggestion that the Egyptian isr of 1300 bc (Sethos I) indicated an ‘Asher’-settlement in Palestine prior to the Israelite invasion later in the 13th Century bc.

1

    A little hill NW of the Acropolis in Athens, called ‘Mars’ hill’ in Acts 17:22 (av).

2.    The Council of the Areopagus, so called be-cause the hill of Ares was its original meeting-place. In NT times, except for investigating cases of homicide, it met in the ‘Royal Porch’ (stoa ba-sileios) in the Athenian market-place (agora), and it was probably here that Paul was brought before the Areopagus (Acts 17:19) and not, as av puts it, ‘in the midst of Mars’ hill’ (v. 22). It was the most venerable Institution in Athens, going back to le-gendary times, and, in spite of the curtailment of much of its ancient powers, it retained great Prestige, and had special jurisdiction in matters of morals and religion. It was therefore natural that ‘a preacher of foreign divinities’ (Acts 17:18) should be subjected to it adjudication.

The Areopagus address delivered by Paul on the occasion referred to (Acts 17:22-31) is a discourse on the true knowledge of God. Taking as his point of departure an altar inscription ‘To an * unknown god’, he teils his audience that he has come to make known to them the God of whose nature they confess themselves ignorant. The true God is Creator and Lord of the universe; he does not in-habit material shrines; he is not dependent on the offerings of his creatures but bestows on them life and everything eise that they need. He who is Creator of all things in general is Creator of mankind in particular; and so the speech goes on to make certain affirmations about man in relation to God. Man is one; the habitable zones of earth and the seasons of the year have been appointed for his ad-vantage; God’s purpose in these appointments is that men might seek and find him, the more so be-cause they are his offspring. While the wording and citations of the speech are Hellenistic, the em-phases are thoroughly biblical. In the peroration Paul calls his hearers to repent and submit to the knowledge of God, since he is not only Creator of all but Judge of all; the pledge of his coming judg-ment has been given in his raising from the dead the Man empowered to execute that judgment.

2

ARMOUR AND WEAPONS. The comprehensive terms in Hebrew and Greek are keimt (Gn. 27:3; 1 Sa. 17:54; more specifically Idle milhämä, ‘weapons of war’, as Dt. 1:41, etc.) and hopla (lxx passim', 2 Cor. 10:4). References to armour-bearers in Jdg. 9:54; 1 Sa. 14:1; 17:7, and to armouries in 1 Ki. 10:17; Ne. 3:19. The Qumran War Scroll fur-nishes a detailed description of the armour to be used by the ‘sons of light’ in their eschatological war with the ‘sons of darkness’. Yadin (see bibli-ography) maintains that the descriptions reflect Roman military practice in the second half of the Ist Century bc. Various items of armour are given a figurative, spiritual significance in Is. 59:17; Eph. 6:10-17, etc.

3

 Armour (defensive)

a.    Sltield

The use of shields in battle is attested in the earliest battle scenes from Egypt and Mesopotamia; for Egypt cf. the pre-dynastic mural from Hierakonpo-lis, now in Cairo Museum, and, for Mesopotamia, Eannatum’s Stele of the Vultures (c. 2500 bc). Various shapes and sizes were in vogue depending on the country and period in question. The advent of the smaller, circular shield is associated with the appearance of the Sea Peoples in the Levant in the late 2nd millennium bc. In Hebrew the commonest term is mögen, often denoting this type of shield; sinnä is used for the larger version. It was the latter which was used by Goliath, who had his own shield-bearer (1 Sa. 17:7). The smaller shield was carried by archers such as the Benjaminites in Asa’s army (2 Ch. 14:8, ‘bucklers’). Shields com-monly consisted of a wooden frame covered with hide which was oiled before use in battle (cf. 2 Sa. 1:21; Is. 21:5). Metal provided greater protection, but impeded movement; for its use cf. 1 Ki. 14:27. As a compromise, leather shields might be studded with metal discs to increase their effectiveness.

b.    Helmet

Metal helmets were worn by Sumerian and Akka-dian soldiery in the 3rd millennium bc. The Hebrew term is qöbalköba’, and may be of for-eign origin. Metal helmets were expensive to make, and in some periods their use was restricted to kings and other military leaders; Saul ofiered David his own bronze helmet for the contest with


2.    An Israelite tribe descended from 1, and its territory. Consisting of five main families or clans (Nu. 26:44-47), Asher shared the Organization and fortunes of the tribes in the wilderness journeyings (Nu. 1:13; 2:27; 7:72; 13:13, etc.), and shared in Moses’ blessing (Dt. 33:24). Asher’s territory as assigned by Joshua was principally the Plain of Acre, the W slopes of the Galilean hills behind it and the coast from the tip of Carmel N to Tyre and Sidon (Jos. 19:24-31, 34). On the S, Asher bor-dered on Manasseh, e.vcluding certain border cities (Jos. 17:10-11; translate v. 11, ‘Manasseh had beside Issachar and beside Asher... (various towns)

. . .’). See Y. Kaufmann, The Biblical Account of the Conquest of Palestine, 1953, p. 38. (Cf. also * Helkath and * Ibleam.) In Asher the Gershonite Levites had four cities (1 Ch. 6:62, 74-75). How-ever, the Asherites failed to expel the Canaanites, and merely occupied parts of their portion among them (Jdg. 1:31-32). On topography and resources of Asher’s portion, cf. D. Baly, The Geography of the Bible, 1974, pp. 121-127. In the Judges’ period Asher failed to help Deborah but rallied to Gide-on’s side (Jdg. 5:17; 6:35; 7:23). Asher provided warriors for David (1 Ch. 12:36) and formed part of an administrative district of Solomon (1 Ki. 4:16). After the fall of the N kingdom some Asherites responded to Hezekiah’s call to revive the Passover at Jerusalem (2 Ch. 30:11). In much later times the aged prophetess Anna, who rejoiced to see the infant Jesus, was of the tribe of Asher (Lk. 2:36).

3.    Possibly a town on the border of Manasseh and Ephraim, location uncertain (Jos. 17:7).

K.A.K.

ASHERAH. A Canaanite mother-goddess men-tioned in the Ras Shamra texts (’atrt) as a goddess of the sea and the consort of El, but associated in the OT with Baal (e.g. Jdg. 3:7). While the OT sometimes refers to Asherah as a goddess (e.g. 1 Ki. 18:19; 2 Ki. 23:4; 2 Ch. 15:16), the name is used also of an image made for that goddess (e.g. 1 Ki. 15:13) which consequently came to represent her. The Israelites were commanded to cut down (e.g. Ex. 34:13) or burn (Dt. 12:3) the asherim of the Canaanites, and were likewise forbidden them-selves to plan ‘an Asherah of any kind of tree’ beside God’s altar (Dt. 16:21). From these refer-ences it appears that the object was of wood, and was presumably an image of some kind. A piece of carbonized wood about 1.2 m long, discovered in the Early Bronze Age shrine at Ai, has been inter-preted as a possible asherah, but many scholars would now reject the view that the object was a post, and would give the translation ‘Asherah-image’ in all occurrences. In the av the word is con-sistently translated ‘grove’.

Bibliography. W. L. Reed, The Asherah in the Old Testament, 1949; A. Caquot, M. Sznycer and A. Herdner, Textes Ougaritiques, I, 1974, pp. 68-73; J. C. de Moor in TDOT I, pp. 438-444; R. Patai, JNES 24, 1965, pp. 37-52; W. F. Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel\ 1953, pp. 77-79; J. Marquet-Krause, Les Fouilles de ’Ay (et-Tell) 1933-1934 . . ., 1949, p. 18.    t.c.m.

ASHES. 1. Heb. ’eper This is the most com-monly used term to indicate powdery ashes. As such it occurs alone or in connection with *sack-cloth as a Symbol of mourning (2 Sa. 13:19; Est. 4:3; Is. 58:5; Je. 6:26; Dn. 9:3). It also signifies worthless or debased objects or ideas (Ps. 102:9; Is. 44:20), and in this connection it is linked with *‘dust’, ’äpär (Gn. 18:27; Jb. 13:12; 30:19). ’äpär, ‘dust’, is translated ‘ashes’ in Nu. 19:17, and 2 Ki. 23:4, where it refers to the ashes of a burnt sin offering and those of pagan vessels re-spectively. 2. Heb. desen, ‘fatness’, is translated ‘ashes’ referring to the admixture of the fat of sac-rifices and the fuel used to consume them (Lv. 1:16; 6:10; 1 Ki. 13:3, 5). It is used also of burnt corpses.

3. I leb. piah, ‘soot’, is rendered ‘ashes’ in reference to the residual deposits of a kiln, used by Moses to create the plague of boils (Ex. 9:8, 10). 4. Gk. spodos is used in the NT for ashes employed in mourning (Mt. 11:21; Lk. 10:13) or purification (Heb. 9:13).    w o.

ASHIMA. The god or idol of the people of Hamath (2 Ki. 17:30), which they made in the territory of Samaria, whence they had been deported by the Assyrians. Not known Outside the OT, though some have suggested identity with the Syrian Semios or the ’sm of the Elephantine papyri. See A. Vincent, La Religion des Judeo-Arameens d'Elephantine, 1937, pp. 654ff.; P. Grelot, Documents Arameens d'Egypte, 1972, pp. 353, 464.

t.c.m.

ASHKELON. Lies on the Southern coast of Israel between Jaffa and Gaza. This is one of the largest sites of ancient Israel, excavated by Stager since 1985. The earliest Settlements are Neolithic huts, and from then on occupation has been continuous.

Ashkelon is mentioned in Egyptian texts (19th-15th centuries bc). In this period the city was sur-rounded on its three sides by a 2 km long and 40 m high fortified rampart, including gates, and at least one temple in which a silver calf was found. A seal from the Old Assyrian colony in Kanesh in Anatolia shows the extent of trading links. In the ’Amarna letters (14th Century bc) Widiya sent at least seven letters to Pharaoh; in others he was accused of helping the Habiru. In the 13th Century bc Ashkelon joined others in a rebellion against Merenptah.

From the I2th Century bc until its destruction by the Babylonians in 604 bc, Ashkelon was Philistine, and one of the five major cities including *Ashdod. *Ekron. *Gath, and *Gaza. Düring the period of the Judges, Samson killed thirty men of the city. In 734 bc it became a vassal of the Assyrians (asqalu-na), and in 701 bc Sennacherib had to put down a revolt by Sidqa, replacing him with Sharruludar. In 630 bc the city once again came under Egyptian domination, until it was captured by Nebucha-drezzar. Its king, Aga’, was killed and prisoners were taken to Babylon in 598 bc. This event, pre-dicted by Jeremiah (47:5-7) and Zephaniah (2:4— 7), affected Jerusalem (Je. 52:4-11) which was soon to suffer a similar fate.

Bibliography. NEAEHL, pp. 103-112; L. E. Stager, IEJ 7,1, 1987, pp. 68-72; BARM, 1991, pp. 25-43.    j.w.

ASHKENAZ. A descendant of Noah through Japheth and Gomer (Gn. 10:3; 1 Ch. 1:6). Eponymous ancestor of the successive inhabitants of an area between the Black and Caspian Seas. Ascanius occurs as the name of a Mysian and Phrygian prince, while elsewhere these people are said to live in the district of Ascania. Assyrian texts teil of Askuzai in the NE from c. 720 bc onwards. Later they joined other tribes in the conquest of Babylon reflected in Je. 51:27. The Ashkenaz are to be identified with the Skythai (* Scythians) men-tioned by Herodotus (1. 103-107; 4. 1). r.j.w.

ASHTAROTH, ASHTORETH. 1. Heb. 'astöret, ‘astäröl, a mother goddess with as-pects as goddess of fertility, love and war, known to the Israelites through the Canaanites (1 Ki. 11:5). The name was common in one form or an-other, among many of the Semitic-speaking peoples of antiquity. In Mesopotamia Istar was identified with the Sumerian mother goddess Inanna. The name occurs in the form 'ttrt in the Ugaritic texts, and as ‘strt in the (later) Phoenician inscriptions, transcribed in the Gk. script as Astarte. It has been suggested that the Heb. 'astöret is an artificial form created from 'strt, by analogy with the vowel pattem of böset ‘shame’, to show a fitting attitude among the Israelites to the goddess, whose cult as practised by the Canaanites was de-praved in the extreme, ‘astäröl is the plural form of the name. The Israelites turned to the worship of Ashtoreth soon after arriving in the land (Jdg. 2:13; 10:6); it was rife in the time of Samuel (1 Sa. 7:3—4; 12:10) and was given royal sanction by Solomon (1 Ki. 11:5; 2 Ki. 23:13). After Saul had been killed by the Philistines, his armour was placed in the temple of Ashtaroth at Beth-shan (1 Sa. 31:10), and the excavators of this site have suggested that the N temple in level V there may have been the one in question, though this remains an inference. Numerous clay plaques depicting naked female images have been discovered in Palestinian sites of the Bronze and Iron Ages, and it is probable that söme of these are representations of the goddess Ashtoreth-Astarte.

Bibliography. J. B. Pritchard, Palestinian Figurines in Relation to Certain Goddesses Known through Literature, 1943, esp. pp. 65-72; W. F. Albright, Melanges Syriens. . . Dussaud, 1, 1939, pp. 107-120; Archaeology and the Religion of Israel, 1953, pp. 74ff.; A. Caquot, M. Sznycer and A.

Herdner, Textes Ougaritiques, I, 1974, pp. 92-95; H. Ringgren, ReHgions of the Ancienl Near East, 1973, pp. 141-142; A. Rowe, The Four Canaanite Temples of Beth-Shan, Part I, 1940, pp. 31-34.

2.    'ast'röl sö'nekä, a phrase occurring in Dt. 7:13; 28:4, 18, 51 and rendered variously ‘Bocks of thy sheep’ (av) and ‘young of thy flock’ (rv, rsv). It may be that from her fertility aspect the name of Astarte was associated by the Canaanites with sheep-breeding, and came to mean ‘ewe’ or some-thing similar, the word being later borrowed by the Israelites without the cultic overtones.

Bibliography. W. F. Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel, 1953, pp. 75, 220.

3.    'astaröL A city, presumably a centre of the worship of the goddess Ashtaroth, which is prob-ably to be identified with Teil Ashtarah some 30 km E of the Sea of Galilee. The city, probably •Ashteroth-karnaim of Abraham’s day, was the Capital of Og, king of Bashan (Dt. 1:4). It was in the territory allotted to Manasseh by Moses (Jos. 13:31), but, though Joshua conquered Og (Jos. 9:10) and took Ashtaroth (Jos. 12:4), it was evi-dently not held, for it remained among the territor-ies yet to be possessed when Joshua was an old man (Jos. 13:12). It later became a levitical city (1 Ch. 6:71; Jos. 21:27, b''est'rä, possibly a contrac-tion of bet 'astärä, which appears in evv as Beeshterah), and is only subsequently mentioned in the Bible as the home of Uzzia, one of David’s mighty men (1 Ch. 11:44). It is perhaps to be identified with the 's[t']rtm (‘As[ta]rtum?) in the Egyp. Execration Texts of about the 18th Century, and with more certainty with the strt of the records of Tuthmosis III, the as-tar-te of the Amarna letters and the as-tar-tu of the Assyr. inscriptions. A styl-ized representation of a city with crenellated towers and battlements Standing on a mound below the name as-tar-tu is given on a bas-relief of Tiglath-pileser III which was discovered at Nimrud (BM 118908; AN EP, no. 306). G. Pettinato (BA 39, 1976, p. 46 and n. 7) reports that the 3rd-millennium * Ebla texts repeatedly refer to the place Ashtaroth.

Bibliography. N. Glueck, AASOR 18-19, 1937-9, p. 265; F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Pales-tine, 2, 1938, p. 255; W. F. Albright, BASOR 83, 1941, p. 33; J. A. Knudtzon, Die el-Amarna Tafeln, 1, 1907, pp. 726, 816; 2, 1915, p. 1292; Honigman, Reallexikon der Assyriologie, 1, 1932, p. 304; W. Helck, Die Beziehungen ägyptens zu Vorderasien, 1962, p. 57; R. D. Barnett and N. Falkner, The Sculptures of Tiglath-Pileser III (745-727 bc), 1962, pl. LXIX, p. 30.    t.c.m.

ASHTEROTH-KARNAIM. A city inhabited by the Rephaim, sacked by Chedorlaomer in the time of Abraham (Gn. 14:5). Some scholars interpret the name as ‘Astarte of the Two Horns’ and iden-tify this goddess with representations in art of a female with two horns of which Palestinian ex-amples have been found at Gezer and Beth-shan. It is more probable, however, that the name is to be taken as ‘Ashteroth near Karnaim’ and identified with the city of *Ashtaroth (3), which lies in the vicinity of Karnaim (mentioned in 1 Macc. 5:43— 44).

Bibliography. F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 2, 1938, p. 255; D. Baly, The Geography oflhe Bible, 1974, pp. 97, 216; H. Tadmor, IEJ 12, 1962, p. 121 and n. 30; W. C. Graham and H. G.

May, Material Remains of the Megiddo Cult, 1935, p. 12.    T.C.M.

ASHURBANIPAL (Assyr. Assur-bän-apli, ‘Ashur has made a son’). He was created crown prince in May 672 bc by his father Esarhaddon whom he succeeded in 669 bc as king of *Assyria. Early in his reign he warred against Egypt, where he captured *Thebes in 663 bc (cf. Na. 3:8), and to hold this distant land had to make a number of punitive raids against the Syrians, Phoenicians and Arabs. He is probably the king who freed Man-asseh from exile in Nineveh (2 Ch. 33:13) and thus had a vassal king serving him in Judah. About 645 bc Ashurbanipal sacked *Susa, Capital of Elam, and for this reason is thought to be the ‘great and noble Osnappar (av Asnappar)’, whom the Samaritans claimed had brought men from Susa and Elam to their city (Ezr. 4:9-10). Since this is a reference in an Aramaic letter more than 200 years after the event, the rendering of the Assyr-ian royal name as ’as(rb)npr (lxx Asennaphar\ Gk. [Lucian] interprets as * Shalmaneser) is not unlikely.

From 652 to 648 bc the last of the great Assyrian kings was at war with his twin brother Samas-sum-ukin of Babylon and the Assyrian hold on Pal-estine weakened. The end of his reign is obscure for c. 627 bc he died or had his son Assur-efil-iläni as co-regent. Ashurbanipal is well known for his library of Akkadian literature collected at Nineveh.

Bibliography. CAH, 3/2, 1991.    d.j.w.

ASHURITES. The translation of Ashuri (2 Sa. 2:9) by Ashurites, taking it as a gentilic collective, has raised problems. It seems clear that there is no connection with the Ashurites of Gn. 25:3. Some would read Asherites and connect it with Jdg. 1:32, since the Targum of Jonathan reads Befh-Asher. Some scholars would emend to Geshurites, finding support (cf. POTT, p. 26, n. 45) in the Syr. and

Vulg. The objection to this reading is that Geshur had its own king Talmai (cf. 2 Sa. 13:37), whose daughter David had married (1 Ch. 3:2). The lxx has thaseiri, possibly due to the misreading of the definite article h as a (.

The use, however, of the preposition ’el in 2 Sa. 2:9 with the names Gilead, Ashuri and Jezreel rather indicates place-names, as this preposition can have the sense of ‘at’. The meaning would then be that these are the names of three administrative centres. In the choice of such centres consideration would be given to geographical accessibility. In the case of Ashuri, otherwise unknown, this could have been the decisive factor. With the following three names the preposition 'al is used, as com-monly with ‘people’ in the phrase ‘to reign over’, thus, and over Ephraim, and over Benjamin, even over all Israel’. The use of the definite article with Ashuri is not unusual with proper names (cf. Gilead), and there are other examples of place-names with the ending i (e.g. Edrei, Ophni). If the three towns formed a triangle, then Ashuri would be the S point, with Jezreel N and Gilead E. Thus geographically an identification with Asher (Jos. 17:7) might be possible.    w.j.m.

ASIA. To Greeks the name either of the continent or more commonly of the region in Asia Minor based on Ephesus. The latter embraced a number of Greek States which in the 3rd Century bc feil under the control of the kings of Pergamum. In 133 bc the royal possessions were bequeathed to the Romans, and the area was subsequently organ-ized as a province including the whole W coast of Asia Minor together with adjacent islands, and Stretching inland as far as the Anatolian plateau. There was a galaxy of wealthy Greek States which suffered at first from Roman exploitation, but re-covered in the NT period to become the most brilliant centres of Hellenism in the world. The Roman Jurisdiction was exercised through nine or more assizes (agoraioi, Acts 19:38) presided over by the senatorial proconsul or his legates
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(anthypatoi, ibid). The Greek republics formed a confederation whose chief expression was the cult of Rome and Augustus established initially at Pergamum. It is not certain whether the ‘Asiarchs’ (Acts 19:31) were the ex-high priests of the cult or the members of the federal assembly. In either case they represent a pro-Roman political elite. (J. A. O. Larsen, Representative Government in Greek and Roman Antiquity, 1955, pp. 117-120.)

Churches were established only in the administrative heart of the province at first. All three metropolitan centres, Pergamum, Smyrna and Ephesus, had churches. Beyond that we know for certain of churches in only two of the nearer assize centres, Sardis in the Hermus valley (Thyatira and Philadelphia being important cities in the same region) and Laodicea (on the Lycus) at the head of the Maeander valley (with the smaller towns of Colossae and Hierapolis near by).

Bibliography. Pliny, NH 5. 28—41; Strabo 12-14; J. Keil, CAH, 11, pp. 580-589; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor, 2 vols., 1950; P. Tre-bilco, ‘Asia’, in BAI CS 2, pp. 291-362.

E.A.J.

AS1ARCH. In Acts 19:31 some of the Asiarchs (Gk. asiarches), described as friends of Paul, warn him not to risk his life by going into the Ephesian theatre during the riotous demonstration in honour of Artemis. The league (koinon) of cities of the province of Asia was administered by the Asiarchs, who were chpsen annually from the wealthiest and most aristocratic citizens. From their ranks were drawn the honorary high priests of the provincial cult of ‘Rome and the Emperor’, established by the league with its headquarters at Pergamum in 29 bc. They are further mentioned by Strabo (Geography 14.    1. 42) and in

inscriptions.

Bibliography. R. A. Kearsley, ‘The Asiarchs’, in BAI CS 2, pp. 363-376.    f.f.b.

ASSASS1NS. A term in Acts 21:38 to render the Gk. sikarioi, here used of the followers of an *Egyptian impostor. The term was applied spe-cially to groups of militant Jewish nationalists in the middle years of the Ist Century ad who armed themselves with concealed daggers (Lat. sicae, whence sicarii, ‘dagger-men’) to despatch unawares men whom they regarded as enemies of the nation (Josephus, BJ 2. 254-257; Am. 20. 163-165, 186-188).    F.F.B.

ASSOS. A seaport of NW Asia Minor, at the modern ßehram Köy on the S coast of the Troad, directly opposite the island of Lesbos. The city was built on a commanding cone of rock over 230 m high and impressive remains survive of its superb 4th-century-BC fortifications. The shore below is sheltered from the prevalent northerlies, but the harbour was artificial, protected by a mole (Strabo 13. 1.57 = p. 610). Acts20:13-14 records that Paul’s companions sailed ahead of him from *Troas to Assos, where he rejoined them alter making the swifter 30 km land journey, perhaps wishing to spend as long as possible at Troas without defer-ring his voyage to Jerusalem. A harbour village with dwindling trade persisted at Assos into modern times.    c.j.h.

ASSURANCE. 1. Grounds for certainty (a pledge, token or proof). 2. The state of certainty. Both Testaments depict faith as a state of assurance founded upon divinely given assurances.

Sense 1 is found in Acts 17:31, where Paul says that by raising Jesus God has ‘given assurance to all men’ (pistis, objectively adequate grounds for belief) that Jesus will judge the world. Cf. 2 Tim. 3:14 av, where Timothy is told to continue in what he has ‘been assured of’ (passive of pistoö, render certain)—the assurance deriving in this case from Timothy’s knowledge of his teachers and of the Scriptures.

Sense 2 is regularly expressed by the noun plero-phoria (fullness of conviction and confidence), which evv translate ‘full assurance’. We read of the ‘riches of the plerophoria of understanding’ (‘a wealth of assurance, such as understanding brings’, Arndt) (Col. 2:2); of approaching God with plerophoria of faith (Heb. 10:22); of main-taining plerophoria of hope (Heb. 6:11); and of the gospel being preached ‘in the Holy Spirit and with full plerophoria’—i.e. with strong, Spirit-wrought conviction in both preacher and converts (1 Thes. 1:5). Paul uses the passive of the corres-ponding verb pleroplwreö (lit., ‘be filled full; be fully resolved’, Ec. 8:11, lxx; ‘be fully satisfied’, papyri [see LAE, p. 82]) to denote the state of being fully assured as to God’s will (Rom. 14:5) and his ability to perform his promises (Rom. 4:21). An-other passive (pepeismai, T am persuaded’) intro-duces Paul’s conviction that God can guard him (2 Tim. 1:12), and that nothing can separate him from God’s love (Rom. 8:38f). This passive points to the fact that Christian assurance is not an expression of human optimism or presumption, but a persua-sion from God. It is, indeed, just one facet of the gift of ‘faith (cf. Heb. 11:1). God’s witness is its ground and God’s Spirit its author.

Assured faith in the NT has a double object: first, God’s revealed truth, viewed comprehen-sively as a promise of salvation in Christ; second, the believer’s own interest in that promise. In both cases, the assurance is correlative to and derived from divine testimony.

1.    God testifies to sinners that the gospel is his truth. This he does, both by the miracles and cha-rismata which authenticated the apostles as his messengers (Heb. 2:4), and by the Spirit-given Illumination which enabled their hearers to recog-nize and receive their message ‘not as the word of men but as what it really is, the word of God’ (I Thes. 2:13, cf. 1:5).

2.    God testifies to believers that they are his sons. The gift to them of the Spirit of Christ (see Acts 2:38; 5:32; Gal. 3:2) is itself God’s testimony to them that he has received them into the Messianic kingdom (Acts 15:8), and that now they know him savingly(l Jn. 3:24). This gift, the ‘guaranteeof our inheritance’ (Eph. 1:14), seals them as God’s permanent possession (Eph. 1:13; 4:30), and assures them that through Christ they are now his children and heirs. The Spirit witnesses to this by prompting them to call God ‘Father’ (Rom. 8:15f.; Gal. 4:6) and giving them a sense of his fatherly love (Rom. 5:5). Hence the boldness and joy before God and men that everywhere characterize NT religion.

Self-deception is, however, a danger here, for strong persuasions of a saving relationship with God may be strong delusions of demonic origin. Inward assurance must therefore be checked by externa! moral and spiritual tests (cf. Tit. 1:16). John’s Epistles deal directly with this. John speci-fies right belief about Christ, love to Christians and righteous conduct as objective signs of being a child of God and knowing him savingly (1 Jn. 2:3-5, 29; 3:9f, 14, 18f.; 4:7; 5:1,4, 18). Those who find these signs in themselves may assure (lit., persuade) their hearts in the presence of God when a sense of guilt makes them doubt his favour (1 Jn. 3:19). But absence of these signs shows that any assurance feit is delusive (1 Jn. 1:6; 2:4, 9-11, 23; 3:6-10; 4:8, 20, 2Jn.9;3 Jn. 11).

Bibliography. L. Berkhof, The Assurance of Failh: G. Delling, TDNT6, pp. 310f.; R. Schippers, NIDNTT 1, pp. 733ff.; and, among older works, W. Guthrie, The Christians Great Interest, 1658.

j.i.p.

ASSYRIA. The name of the ancient country whose inhabitants were called Assyrians. It lay in the upper Mesopotamian plain, bounded on the W by the Syrian desert, on the S by the Jebel Hamrin and Babylonia, and on the N and E by the Urar-(ian (Armenian) and Persian hills. The most fertile and densely populated part of Assyria lay E of the central river Tigris (‘Hiddekel’, Gn. 2:14, av). The Heb. ’assür (Assyr. assur) is used both of this land and of its people. The term Assyria was some-times applied to those territories which were sub-ject to the control of its kings dwelling at Nineveh, Assur and Calah, the principal cities. At the height of its power in the 8th-7th centuries bc, these territories included Media and S Anatolia, Cilicia, Syria, Palestine, Arabia, Egypt, Elam and Babylonia.

In the OT Asshur was considered the second son of Shem (Gn. 10:22) and was distinct from Ashuram (‘Asshurim’), an Arab tribe descended from Abraham and Keturah (Gn. 25:3), and from the *Ashurites of 2 Sa. 2:9 (where ‘Asherites’ or ‘Geshur’ is perhaps to be read; cf. Jdg. 1:31-32). Assyria, which is always carefully distinguished from Babylonia, Stands for the world power whose invasions of Israel and Judah were divinely permit-ted, though later it too suffered destruction for its godlessness. There are frequent references to the land (Is. 7:18; Ho. 11:5) and to the kings of Assyria (Is. 8:4; 2 Ki. 15-19).

I. History

a. Early history down to 900 BC Assyria was inhabited from prehistoric times (e.g: Jarmo, c. 5000 bc) and pottery from the periods known as Hassuna, Samarra, Halaf and ‘Ubaid (c. 5000-3000 bc) has been found at a number of sites, including Assur, Nineveh and Calah, which, ac-cording to Gn. 10:11-12, were founded by immi-grants from Babylonia. Although the origins of the Assyrians are still disputed, the Sumerians were present at Assur by 2900 bc and Assyrian language and culture owes much to the southerners. Accord-ing to the Assyrian king list, the first seventeen kings of Ashur ‘lived in tents’. One of these, Tudiya, made a treaty with * Ebla c. 2300 bc, so cannot be a mere ‘eponymous ancestor’.

The kings of Babylonia, including Sargon of Agade (*Accad), c. 2350 bc built in Assyria at Nineveh, and a building inscription of Amar-Su’en of Ur (c. 2040 bc) has been found at Assur. After the fall of Ur to Amorite invaders Assur, according to the Assyrian king list, was ruled by independent princes. These established trade Connections with Cappadocia (c. 1920-1870 bc). Samsi-Adad I (1813-1781 bc) gradually in-creased his lands, his sons Yasmalj-Adad and Zimrilim ruling at *Mari until that city was captured by ’Hammurapi of Babylon. With the advent of the Mitanni and Hurrian groups in the Upper Euphrates the influence of Assyria declined, though it remained a prosperous agricultural community whose typical life and customs can be seen in the tablets recovered from *Nuzi. Under Ashur-uballit I (1365-1330 bc) Assyria began to recover something of its former greatness. He entered into correspondence with Amenophis IV of Egypt whereupon Burnaburias II of Babylon objected, declaring him to be his vassal (Amarna letters). However, the decline of the Mitanni al-lowed the trade routes to the N to be reopened and in the reigns of Arik-den-ili (1319-1308 bc) and Adad-nirari I (1307-1275 bc) territories as far W as Carchemish, lost since the days of Samsi-Adad, were recovered.

Shalmaneser I (1274-1245 bc) made constant expeditions against the tribes in the E hills and against new enemies in Urartu. He also sought to contain the Hurrian forces by campaigns in Hani-galbat to the NW. He rebuilt * Calah as a new Capital. His son Tukulti-Ninurta I (1244-1208 bc) had to devote much of his attention to Babylonia, of which he was also king for 7 years until murdered by his son Assurnadinapli. Soon alterwards Babylonia became independent again and there was a re-vival of fortune for a while under Tiglath-pileser I (1115-1077 bc). He vigorously campaigned against the Muski (* Meshech) and Subarian tribes, thrusting also as far as Lake Van in the N and to the Mediterranean, where he received trib-ute from Byblos, Sidon and Arvad, and making expeditions as far as Tadmor (Palmyra) in his ef-forts to control the Aramaean (Aljlame) tribes of the desert. It was the activities of these lauer tribes which contained Assyria from c. 1100 to 940 bc and left David and Solomon free to strike into Syria (Aram).

b. The Neo-Assyrian period (900-612 bc)

The Assyrians under Tukulti-Ninurta II (890-884 bc) began to take more vigorous military action against the tribes oppressing Assyria. His son, Ashurnasirpal II (883-859 bc), in a series of bril-liant campaigns subdued the tribes on the Middle Euphrates, and reached the Lebanon and Philistia, where the Coastal cities paid him tribute. He also sent expeditions into N Babylonia and the E hills. His reign marked the commencement of a sus-tained pressure by Assyria against the W which was to bring her into confiict with Israel. More than 50,000 prisoners were employed on the en-largement of Calah, where Ashurnasirpal built a new citadel, palace and temples, and commenced work on the ziggurat. He employed artists to engrave sculptures in his audience chambers and skilled men to maintain botanical and zoological gardens and a park.

Ashurnasirpal’s son Shalmaneser III (858-824 bc) continued his father’s policy and greatly ex-tended Assyria’s frontiers, making himself the master from Urartu to the Persian Gulf and from Media to the Syrian coast and Cilicia (Tarsus). In 857 bc he captured Carchemish and his attack on Bit-Adini (* Eden, House of) alerted the major city-states to the SW. Irhuleni of Hamath and Ha-dadezer of Damascus formed an anti-Assyrian co-alition of 10 kings who faced the Assyrian army in the indecisive battle of Qarqar in 853 bc. Accord-ing to the Assyrian annals, ‘Ahab the Israelite (sir'alaia)’ supplied 2,000 chariots and 10,000 men on this occasion. 3 years later Shalmaneser under-took a further series of operations directed mainly against Hadadezer (probably *Ben-hadad I). By 841 bc, Shalmaneser’s 18th year, the coalition had split up, so that the full force of the Assyrian army could be directed against *Hazael of Damascus who fought a rearguard action in the Anti-Lebanon mountains and withdrew into Damascus. When the siege of this city failed, Shalmaneser moved through the Hauran to the Nähr el-Kelb in the Lebanon and there received tribute from the rulers of Tyre, Sidon and ‘Jehu (Ya-ü-ä), son of Omri’, an act, in the reign of Jehu, rather than Je-horam, not mentioned in the OT but depicted on Shalmaneser’s ‘Black Obelisk’ at Nimrud (Calah). He had scenes from the other campaigns engraved on the bronze plating of the gates of the temple at Imgur-Bel (Balawat). (These are now in the British Museum.)

Samsi-Adad V (823-811 bc) was obliged to initiate reprisal raids in Nairi to counteract the plots of the rebel Ispuini of Urartu, and also launched three campaigns against Babylonia and the fortress Der on the Elamite frontier. Samsi-Adad died young, and his influential widow Sam-muramat (Semiramis) acted as regent until 805 bc, when their son Adad-nirari III was old enough to assume authority. Meanwhile the army undertook expeditions in the N and W, and Guzana (* Gozan) was incorporated as an Assyrian prov-ince. Adad-nirari set out to support Hamath in 804 by attacking Damascus, where *Hazael, son of Ben-hadad II—whom he called by his Aramaic title Mari'-—was ruling. This gave Israel a respite from the attacks from Aram (2 Ki. 12:17; 2 Ch. 24:23f.), and many rulers brought the Assyrian gifts in recognition of his aid. He Claims that among those bringing tribute were ‘Hatti (N Syria), Amurru (E Syria), Tyre, Sidon, Omri-land (Israel), Edom and Philistia as far as the Mediter-ranean’. A stela from Rimah (Assyria) names ‘Joash of Samaria’ (Ya'usu samerinaia) among these, c. 796 bc. The Assyrian action seems to have enabled Joash to recover towns on his N border which had previously been lost to Hazael (2 Ki. 13:25). AfTairs at home appear to have been peace-ful, for the Assyrian king built a new palace out-side the citadel walls at Calah.

Shalmaneser IV (782-773 bc), though harassed by the Urartian Argistis I on his N border, kept up the pressure against Damascus, and this doubtless helped Jeroboam II to extend the boundaries of Israel to the Beqa‘ (‘entrance of Hamath’, 2 Ki. 14:25-28). But Assyria was now being weakened by internal dissension, for the succession was un-certain, since Shalmaneser had died when young and childless. A notable defeat in the N was marked by that ‘sign of ill omen’, an eclipse of the sun, in 763 bc, a date of importance in Assyrian chronology. Once again the W was free to re-group to withstand further attacks, as indicated by the Aramaic treaty of Mati'el of Bit-Agusi (Arpad) with Barga’ayah.

The records of Tiglath-pileser III (744-727 bc) are fragmentary, and the Order of events in his reign uncertain. He was, however, a strong ruler who set out to regain, and even extend, the territor-ies which owed allegiance to the national god Ashur. Early in his reign he was proclaimed king of Babylon under his native name Pul(u) (2 Ki. 15:19;

1 Ch. 5:26). In the N he fought Sardur II of Urartu, who was intriguing with the Syrian States. By relentless campaigning Tiglath-pileser defeated the rebels in towns along the Anti-Taurus (Kashi-ari) mountains as far as Kummub. organizing the subdued country in a series of provinces owing allegiance to the king. ’Arpad was besieged for 2 years (742-740 bc), and during this time Rezin of Damascus and other neighbouring rulers brought in their tribute. While Tiglath-pileser was absent in the N hills in 738 a revolt was stimulated by ‘Azriau of Yaudi’ in league with Hamath. Yaudi was a small city-state in N Syria, though there is a possibility that the reference is to Azariah of Judah. At this time Tiglath-pileser Claims to have received tribute from Menahem (Meni \)irnmu) of Samaria and Hiram of Tyre. This event is not mentioned in the OT, which records a later payment. Then the amount of 50 shekels of silver extorted from the leading Israelites to meet this demand is shown by Contemporary Assyrian contracts to be the price of a slave. It was evidently a ransom to avoid deportation (2 Ki. 15:20).

A series of campaigns 2 years later ended with the capture of Damascus in 732 bc. Tiglath-pileser, according to his annals, replaced Pekah, the mur-derer of Pekahiah, son of Menahem, by ’Ausi (Hoshea). Cf. 2 Ki. 15:30. This was probably in 734 bc, when the Assyrians marched down the Phoeni-cian coast and through ‘the border of Israel’ as far as Gaza, whose king, Hanunu, fled across the ‘River of *Egypt’. This action in Palestine was at least in part a response to the appeal of Iau\)azi ([JehoJAhaz) of Judah, whose tribute is listed with that of Ammon, Moab, Ashkelon and Edom, for help against Rezin of Damascus and Pekah of Israel (2 Ki. 16:5-9). Israel (Bit-Humria) was at-tacked, Hazor in Galilee destroyed (2 Ki. 15:29), and many prisoners taken into exile. Ahaz, too, paid dearly for this bid and had to accept religious obligations (2 Ki. 16:1 OfT.), the imported altar being but one Symbol of vassalage, another being an image of the king such as Tiglath-pileser set up in conquered Gaza.

Shalmaneser V (726-722 bc), son of Tiglath-pileser III, also warred in the W. When the Assyrian vassal Hoshea failed to pay his annual tribute after listening to overtures of help promised by Egypt (2 Ki. 17:4), Shalmaneser laid siege to Samaria (v. 5). After 3 years, according to the Baby-lonian Chronicle, ‘he broke the resistance of the city of Samara’in' (Samaria?) so ‘the king of Assyria (who) took Samaria’ (v. 6) and carried off the Israelites to exile in the Upper Euphrates and Media may be this same Assyrian king. However, since his successor Sargon II later Claims the capture of Samaria as his own act, it may be that the unnamed king of v. 6 was Sargon, who could have been associated with Shalmaneser in the siege and have completed the Operation on the latter’s death.

Sargon II (721-705 bc) was a vigorous leader like Tiglath-pileser III. He records that, when the citizens of Samaria were led by Iau-bi’di of Hamath to withhold their taxes, he removed 27,270 (or 27,290) people from the area of Samaria, ‘with the gods in which they trusted’. The exact date of this exile, which broke Israel as an independent nation, cannot be determined as yet from Assyrian records. Hanunu of Gaza had re-turned from Egypt with military Support so Sargon marched to Raphia, where, in the first clash be-tween the armies of the two great nations, he de-feated the Egyptians. Despite this, the Palestinian rulers and peoples still leaned on Egypt for Support, and the history of this period is an essential background for the prophecies of Isaiah. In 715 Sargon intervened once more, sacking Ashdod and Gath and claiming to have ‘subjugated Judah’; but there is no evidence in the OT that he entered the land at this time. Sargon defeated Pisiris of Carchemish in 717 and campaigned in Cilicia. He continued Assyrian raids on the Mannai and tribes in the Lake Van area (714 bc) who were restless under Cimmerian pressure. In the S he invaded Elam, sacked Susa and drove Marduk-apla-iddina II (* Merodach-baladan) back into the marsh-land at the head of the Persian Gulf. Sargon died before his new palace at Dur-Sarrukin (Khorsa-bad) could be completed.

The first years of Sennacherib (704-681 bc) were occupied in suppressing revolts which broke out on his father’s death. While crown-prince he had been responsible for safeguarding the N frontier, and this knowledge proved invaluable in his dealings with Urar(u and Media, and in his military exped-itions, which reached as far W as Cilicia, where Tarsus was captured in 698 bc. Marduk-apla-iddina seized the throne of Babylon (703-701 bc), and it required a concentrated military expedition to dislodge him. It was probably during these years that the Chaldean asked Hezekiah for help (2 Ki. 20:12-19). Isaiah’s disapproval of this alliance was justified, for by 689 bc the Assyrians had driven Merodach-baladan out of the country and sacked Babylon. A naval Operation which was planned to cross the Gulf in pursuit of the rebel was called off on receipt of the news of his death in Elam. Moreover, in 701 bc Sennacherib had marched to Syria, besieged Sidon and moved S to attack rebellious Ashkelon. It was probably at this time that the Assyrians successfully besieged Lachish (2 Ki. 18:13— 14), a victory depicted on the bas-reliefs in Sen-nacherib’s palace at Nineveh. The army next moved to meet the Egyptians at Eltekeh. During these moves in Judah, Hezekiah paid tribute (2 Ki. 18:14-16), an act which is recorded in the Assyrian annals. The majority opinion is that it was later in this same campaign and year that Sennacherib ‘shut up Hezekiah the Judaean in Jerusalem as a bird in a cage’, and demanded his surrender (2 Ki. 18:17-19:9). On any Interpretation, the Assyrians raised the siege suddenly and withdrew (2 Ki. 19:35-36, cf. Herodotus, 2. 141). Another view connects the siege of Jerusalem with a later campaign, perhaps that against the Arabs in 686 bc. This minority view assumes no time lapse, as is probable between the return to Nineveh and the assassination of ‘Sennacherib by his sons in the month Tebet 681 bc (Is. 37:38; 2 Ki. 19:37). The Babylonian Chronicle States that Sennacherib was murdered by ‘his son’, and Esarhaddon, his younger son and successor, claimed to have pur-sued his rebel brothers, presumably the murderers, into S Armenia (for a fuller discussion of the seem-ing discrepancy between the OT and Assyrian texts on the place and number of the assassins, see DOTT, pp. 70-73).

Sennacherib, with his W Semitic wife Naqi’a-Zakutu, extensively rebuilt Nineveh, its palaces, gateways and temples, and to ensure water-supplies aqueducts (Jerwan) and dams were built. This was also used to irrigate large parks around the city. Prisoners from his campaigns, including Jews, were used on these projects and are depicted on the palace reliefs.

Esarhaddon (680-669 bc) had been designated crown-prince by his father 2 years before he came to the throne, and had served as viceroy in Babylon. When the S Babylonians rebelled, a single campaign sufficed to subdue them, and Na’id-Marduk was appointed as their new chief in 678. But a series of campaigns was needed to counter-act the machinations of their neighbours, the Ela-mites. In the hills farther N also periodic raids kept the tribesmen of Zamua and the Median plain sub-ject to Assyrian overlordship. The N tribes were more restless, due to the plotting of Teuspa and the Cimmerians. Esarhaddon also came into conflict with Scythian tribes (Isguzai).

In the W Esarhaddon continued his father’s policy of exacting tribute from the city-states, including those in Cilicia and Syria. Baal of Tyre re-fused payment and was attacked, and Abdi-Milki was besieged in Sidon for 3 years from 676. This Opposition to Assyrian domination was incited by Tirhakah of Egypt and provoked a quick reaction. Esarhaddon increased the amount payable, collect-ing in addition wood, stone and other supplies for his new palace at ’Calah and for his reconstruc-tion of Babylon. It may have been in connection with the lauer that Manasseh was taken there (2 Ch. 33:11). ‘Manasseh (Menasi) of Judah’ is named among those from whom Esarhaddon claimed tribute at this time. These included ‘Baal of Tyre, Qaus-(Chemosh)-gabri of Edom, Musuri of Moab, Sili-Bel of Gaza, Metinti of Ashkelon, Ikausu of Ekron, Milki-asapa of Gebel, ... Afji-Milki of Ashdod as well as 10 kings of Cyprus (ladnana)'.

With these States owing at least a nominal alle-giance, the way was open to the fulfilment of As-syria’s ambition to control the Egyptian Delta from which so much Opposition was mounted. This was accomplished by a major expedition in 672 bc, which resulted in Assyrian governors being installed in Thebes and Memphis. In this same year Esarhaddon summoned his vassals to hear his dec--laration of Ashurbanipal as crown-prince of As-syria and Samai>-§um-ukin as crown-prince of Babylonia. In this way he hoped to avoid disturbances similar to those which marked his own succession to the throne. Copies of the terms and oaths imposed at this ceremony are of interest as indicative of the ‘‘covenant’ form of relation-ship between a suzerain and his vassals. Many par-allels can be drawn between this and OT termin-ology (D. J. Wiseman, Vassal-Treaties of Esarhaddon, 1958). It shows that Manasseh, as all the other rulers, would have had to swear eternal allegiance to Ashur, the national god of his overlord (2 Ki. 21:2-7, 9). The end of Esarhaddon’s reign saw the beginning of the very revolts these ‘covenants’ were designed to forestall. Pharaoh Tirhakah incited the native chiefs of Lower Egypt to break away. It was at Harran, while on his way to crush this insurrection, that Esarhaddon died and was succeeded by his sons as planned.

Ashurbanipal (668-c. 627 bc) immediately took up his father’s unfinished task and marched against Tirhakah (Tarqu)\ but it required three hard campaigns and the sack of Thebes in 663 (Na. 3:8, ‘No’ av) to regain control of Egypt. In his reign Assyria reached its greatest territorial extent. Punitive raids on the rebels in Tyre, Arvad and Cilicia brought Assyria into contact with another rising power—Lydia, whose king Gyges sent emis-saries to Nineveh seeking an alliance against the Cimmerians. The raids on the Arab tribes and the restoration of Manasseh of Judah, called Minse by Ashurbanipal, probably had the one aim of keep-ing the route open to Egypt. Nevertheless, Assyria was doomed to fall swiftly. The Medes were in-creasing their hold over neighbouring tribes and threatening the Assyrian homeland. By 652 bc Samas-sum-ukin had revolted and the resultant struggle with Babylonia, which restrained the army from needed operations farther afield, ended in the sack of the S Capital in 648 bc. This rebellion had been supported by Elam, so Ashurbanipal marched in to sack ‘Susa in 645 and henceforth made it an Assyrian province. Free from the frequent incursions of the Assyrian army in Support of its local officials and tax-collectors, the W city-states gradually loosed from Assyria, and in Judah this new-found freedom was to be reflected in the reforms initiated by Josiah. Once again Egypt was independent and intriguing in Palestine.

The date of Ashurbanipal’s death is uncertain (c. 631-627 bc), and very few historical texts for this period have yet been found. The hordes of the Scythians (Umman-manda) began to dominate the Middle Euphrates area and Kyaxares the Mede be-sieged Nineveh. Ashurbanipal may have delegated power to his sons Assur-etel-iläni (632-628 bc) and Sin-sar-iskun (628-612 bc). Ashurbanipal himself was interested in the arts. He built exten-sively in ‘Nineveh, where in his palace and in the Nabu temple he collected libraries of tablets (see section III, Literature, below).

With the rise of Nabopolassar, the ’Chaldeans drove the Assyrians out of Babylonia in 625 bc. The Babylonians joined the Medes to capture Assur (614 bc) and in July/August 612 bc, as fore-told by Nahum and Zephaniah, Nineveh feil to their attack. These campaigns are fully told in the Babylonian Chronicle. The walls were breached by floods (Na. 1:8; Xenophon, Anabasis 3. 4) and Sin-sar-iskun (Sardanapalus) perished in the flames. For 2 years the government under Ashur-uballit held out at Harran, but no help came from Egypt, Neco marching too late to prevent the city falling to the Babylonians and Scythians in 609 bc. Assyria ceased to exist and her territory was taken over by the Babylonians.

In later years ‘Assyria’ formed part of the Per-sian, Hellenistic (Seleucid) and Parthian empires, and during this time ‘Assyria’ (Persian Athura) continued to be used as a general geographica! des-ignation for her former homelands (Ezk. 16:28; 23:5-23).

II. Religion

The Assyrian king acted as regent on earth for the national god Ashur, to whom he reported his activ-ities regularly. Thus Assyrian campaigns were con-ceived, at least in part, as a holy war against those who failed to avow his sovereignty or breached the borders of his land, and were ruthlessly pursued in the event of rebellion. Ashur’s primary temple was at the Capital Assur, and various deities were thought to guard the interests of the other cities. Anu and Adad resided at Assur, having temples and associated ziggurats there, while Ishtar, god-dess of war and love, was worshipped at Nineveh, though as ‘Ishtar of Arbela’ she also held sway at Erbil. Nabu, god of wisdom and patron of the Sciences, had temples at both Nineveh and Calah (Nimrud), where there were libraries collected by royal officials and housed in part in the Nabu (* Nebo) temple. Sin, the moon-god, and his priests and priestesses had a temple and cloisters at Ehul-hul in Harran and were in close association with their counterpart in Ur. In general, divine consorts and less prominent deities had shrines within the major temples; thus at Calah, where the temples of Ninurta, god of war and hunting, Ishtar and Nabu have been discovered, there were places for such deities as Shala, Gula, Ea and Damkina. In most respects Assyrian religion differed little from that of * Babylonia, whence it had been derived. For the part played by religion in daily life, see the next section.

III. Literature

The daily life and thought of the Assyrians is to be seen in the many hundreds of letters, economic and administrative documents, and literary texts found during excavations. Thus the early 2nd millennium bc is illuminated by the letters from Mari and Shemshara and c. 1500, during the period of Hur-rian influence, from *Nuzi. The best-known period is, however, that of the Neo-Assyrian empire, when many texts, including some copied from the Middle Assyrian period, enable a detailed re-construction to be made of the administration and civil Service. Thus the historical annals, recorded on clay prisms, cylinders and tablets, though ori-ginally intended as introductions to inscriptions describing the king’s building operations, can be supplemented by texts which record the royal re-quests to a deity (often Shamash) for oracles to guide in decisions concerning political and military affairs. A number of the letters and legal texts, as well as the annals, make reference to Israel, Judah and the W city-states (DOTT, pp. 46-75; Iraq 17, 1955, pp. 126-154).

Ashurbanipal, an educated man, created a li-brary by importing or copying texts both from the existing archives at Nineveh, Assur and Calah and from Babylonian religious centres. Thus, in 1852/3 in his palace at Nineveh and in the Nabu temple there, Layard and Rassam discovered 26,000 frag-mentary tablets, representing about 10,000 different texts. This find and its subsequent publication laid the foundation for the study of the Semitic Assyrian language and of Babylonian, from which it differs mainly dialectally. The cuneiform script, employing 600 or more signs as ideographs, syl-lables or determinatives, was taken over from the earlier Sumerians. Assyro-Babylonian (Akkadian) now provides the major bulk of ancient Semitic inscriptions. Since some texts had interlinear Sumer-ian translations, this find has been of importance in the study of that non-Semitic tongue which sur-vived, as did Latin in England, for religious purposes.

The discovery among the Nineveh (Kuyunjik) collection, now housed in the British Museum, of a Babylonian account of the flood (Gilgamesh XI), later published by George Smith in December 1872, proved a Stimulus to further excavations, and much has been written with special reference to the bearing of these finds on the OT. The library texts represent scholarly handbooks, vocabularies, sign and word lists, and dictionaries. The mythological texts written in poetic form include the series of twelve tablets now called the 'Epic of Gilgamesh’ which describes his quest for eternal life and the story he was told by Uta-napishtim of his own sur-vival of the* Flood in a specially constructed ship. The Epic of * Creation, called Erwina elis after the opening phrase, is principally concerned with the exaltation of Marduk as the head of the Babylo-nian pantheon. An old Babylonian epic (Atra-hasis) describes the creation of man following a strike against the gods and also the Flood. This provides closer parallels with OT than either Emma elis or Gilgamesh epics. Other epics in-clude the Descent of Ishtar into the underworld in search of her husband Tammuz. Contrary to many recent theories, no text describing the resurrection of Tammuz has yet been found. Legends, including that of Sargon of Agade, who was saved at birth by being placed in a reed basket on the river Euphra-tes until rescued by a gardener, who brought him up to be king, have been compared with OT inci-dents. These Akkadian literary texts also contain the legend of Etana, who flew to heaven on an eagle, and that of the plague god Era, who fought against Babylon. Wisdom literature includes the poem of the righteous sufferer (Ludlul bei neme^Oortheso-called ‘Babylonian Job’, the Babylonian theodicy, precepts and admonition, among which are counsels of wisdom, sayings and dia-logues of a pessimist, and advice to a prince of the same gerne, but not spirit, as OT Wisdom literature. There are also collections of hymns, fables, populär sayings, parables, proverbs and tales (‘The poor man of Nippur’) which are precursors of later literary forms.

Religious literature is also well represented by tablets grouped in series of up to ninety with their number and title stated in a colophon. The major-ity are omens derived from the inspection of the liver or entrails of sacrificial animals, or the movements and features of men, animals, birds, objects and planets. Many tablets give instructions for rituals to ensure the king’s welfare and that of his country. Closely allied to these texts are the carefully recorded observations which formed the basis of Akkadian Science, especially medicine (prognosis and diagnosis), botany, geology, Chemistry, mathematics and law. For chronological pur-poses lists covering many of the years from c. 1100 to 612 bc gave the name of the eponym or limmu-official by whom each year was designated. These, together with the recorded king lists and astro-nomical data, provide a System of dating which is accurate to within a few years.

IV. Administration

The government derived from the person of the king who was also the religious leader and commander-in-chief. He exercised direct authority, although he also delegated local jurisdiction to provincial governors (e.g *Rabshakeh, *Rab-saris) and district-governors who collected and forwarded tribute and taxes, usually paid in kind. They were supported by the expeditions of the Assyrian army, the nucleus of which was a highly-trained and well-equipped regulär force of cha-riots, siege-engineers, bowmen, spearmen and slingers. Conquered territories were made vassal-subjects of the god Ashur on oath and forced to render both political and religious allegiance to Assyria. Oflfenders were punished by reprisals and invasion, which resulted in the loot and destruction of their cities, death to the rebel leaders, and slav-ery and exile for the skilled citizens. The remainder were subjected to the surveillance of pro-Assyrian deputies. This helps to explain both the attitude of the Hebrew prophets to Assyria and the fear of ‘this cauldron boiling over from the north’ (cf. Je. 1:13) by the small States of Israel and Judah.

V.    Art

Many examples of Assyrian art, wall-paintings, painted glazed panels, sculptured bas-reliefs, statues, Ornaments, cylinder seals, ivory carvings, as well as bronze and metal work, have been pre-served following excavation. Some of the reliefs are of particular interest in that the Stele and obelisk of Shalmaneser III from Nimrud mention Israel and may portray Jehu. Sennacherib, on his palace sculptures at Nineveh, depicts the siege of Lachish and the use of Judaean captives to work on his building projects; while the bronze gates at Balawat show the Assyrian army engaged in Syria and Phoenicia. Other reliefs of Ashurnasirpal II at Nimrud and Ashurbanipal in the ‘Lion Hunt’ from Nineveh are a pictorial source for the costume, cus-toms, and military and civilian operations of the Assyrians from the 9th to the 7th centuries bc.

VI.    Excavations

Early explorers searched for biblical ‘Nineveh (Kuyunjik and Nebi Yunus) opposite Mosul, which was surveyed by C. J. Rieh in 1820 and ex-cavated in 1842-3 by Botta, in 1846-7, 1849-51 and 1853-4 by Layard and Rassam, by the British Museum in 1903-5, 1927-32 and subsequently by Iraqi archaeologists. Other major cities excavated include Assur (Qala’at Shergat) by German expeditions (1903-14); *Calah (Nimrud) by the British—Layard (1842-52), Loftus (1854-5), Mal-lowan and Oates (1949-63)—and by Iraqis and Poles (1969-76); and Dür-SharrukTn (Khorsa-bad) by the French (1843-5) and Americans (1929-35). Outlying prehistoric sites include Jarmo, Hassuna, Thalathat, Umm Dabaghiyah, Arpachiyah and Tepe Gawra. The principal Middle Assyrian occupations uncovered in add-ition to Assur are Teil Rimah and Billa (Shibani-ba). Later Assyrian sites of note include Balawat (Imgur-Bel).

For sites explored 1842-1939, see S. A. Pallis, The Antiquity of Iraq, 1956; for 1932-56 see M. E. L. Mallowan, Twenty-Five Years of Mesopotamian Discovery, 1956; and subsequently, reports in the journals Iraq, Sumer (passim).
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Assyriologie, 1932-78. Art: R. D. Barnett, The Assyrian Palace Reliefs, 1976; The Sculptures of Ashurbanipal, 1976; M. E. L. Mallowan, Nimrud and its Remains, 1966. Various: G. van Driel, The Cult of Assur, 1976; J. N. Postgate, Taxation and Conscription in the Assyrian Empire, 1974.
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ATAROTH (Heb. ‘“täröt, lit. ‘crowns’). 1. A city on the E of Jordan in Reubenite territory (Nu. 32:3, 34), modern Khirbet ‘Attarus; cf. *Arnon. A city called Atroth occurs in Nu. 32:35, but this may be an accidental repetition from the previous verse, or eise should be taken with the foilowing word, giving the otherwise unknown place-name Atroth-Shophan. 2. A city in Ephraim, perhaps the same as Ataroth-Addar (Jos. 16:2, 5, 7; 18:13). 3. ‘Ata-roth, the house of Joab’ is mentioned in a Judaean genealogy (1 Ch. 2:54). This may be understood as ‘the crowns (scions, chiefs) of the house of Joab’, a description of Bethlehem and Netophathi, whose names immediately precede. See LOB. r.j.w.

ATHALIAH (Heb. '“lalyähü, ‘Yahweh is exalt-ed’). 1. The daughter of Ahab, and the grand-daughter of Omri (2 Ki. 8:26). Her marriage with Jehoram, king of Judah, marked an alliance be-tween N and S, and implied the superiority of Israel. The death of her son, Ahaziah, after a reign of 1 year, at the hand of Jehu, in the ‘Prophetie Revolution’ (2 Ki. 8:25—10:36), revealed her as ‘that wicked woman’ (2 Ch. 24:7). To retain the power she had enjoyed as queen-mother, she ‘des-troyed all the royal family’ (2 Ki. 11:1); and began to reign (c. 842 bc). For 6 years her authority was unchallenged, then the priest Jehoiada put the child Joash on the throne. She came out to meet her enemies, and was put to death outside the Temple.

2.    A person named in the genealogy of Benjamin (1 Ch. 8:26).

3.    One of the exiles who returned from Babylon

with Ezra (Ezr. 8:7).    m.b.

ATHENS. Acts 17:15-34; 1 Thes. 3:1. In the 5th and 4th centuries bc Athens was famous for its cul-ture, the home of great dramatists, and of great philosophers like Plato and Aristotle. After the Roman conquest of Greece, Athens became a civi-tas foederata (a city linked to Rome by treaty), en-tirely independent of the governor of Achaia, paying no taxes to Rome and with internal judicial autonomy. Of the three great university cities Athens, Tarsus and Alexandria, Athens was the most famous. Philo the Alexandrian said that the Athenians were the keenest-sighted mentally of the Greeks. It was also famous for its temples, statues and monuments. The first 168 pages of the
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Andern Athens incorporating the Acropolis.


Loeb edition of the Description of Greece, by Pausanias, written a Century after Paul’s visit, are a good tourists’ guide to the antiquities of Athens. Though the Athenians were religious and eager to discuss religion, their spiritual level was not ex-ceptionally high. Apollonius the philosopher, a Contemporary of Paul, rebuked them for their la-scivious jigs at the festival of Dionysus and for their love of human slaughter in the gladiatorial games.    d.r.h.

ATONEMENT. The word ‘atonement’ is one of the few theological terms which derive basically from Anglo-Saxon. It means ‘a making at one’, and points to a process of bringing those who are estranged into a unity. The word occurs in the OT to translate words from the kpr word group, and it is found once in the NT (av), rendering katallage (which is better translated ‘reconciliation’ as rsv). Its use in theology is to denote the work of Christ in dealing with the problem posed by the sin of man, and in bringing sinners into right relation with God.

I.    The need for atonement

The need for atonement is brought about by three things, the universality of sin, the seriousness of sin and man’s inability to deal with sin. The first point is attested in many places: ‘there is no man who does not sin’ (1 Ki. 8:46); ‘there is none that does good, no, not one’ (Ps. 14:3); ‘there is not a righteous man on earth, who does good and never sins’ (Ec. 7:20). Jesus told the rieh young ruler, ‘No one is good but God alone’ (Mk. 10:18), and Paul writes, ‘all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God’ (Rom. 3:23). Much more could be cited.

The seriousness of sin is seen in passages which show God’s aversion to it. Habakkuk prays ‘Thou who art of purer eyes than to behold evil and canst not look on wrong’ (Hab. 1:13). Sin separates from God (Is. 59:2; Pr. 15:29). Jesus said of one sin, blasphemy against the Holy Spirit, that it will never be forgiven (Mk. 3:29), and of Judas he said, ‘It would have been better for that man if he had not been born’ (Mk. 14:21). Before being saved men are ‘estranged and hostile in mind, doing evil deeds’ (Col. 1:21). There awaits the unrepentant sinner only ‘a fearful prospect of judgment, and a fury of fire which will consume the adversaries’ (Heb. 10:27).

And man cannot deal with the Situation. He is not able to keep his sin hidden (Nu. 32:23), and he cannot cleanse himself of it (Pr. 20: 9). No deeds of law will ever enable man to stand before God justified (Rom. 3:20; Gal. 2:16). If he must depend on himself, then man will never be saved. Perhaps the most important evidence of this is the very fact of the atonement. If the Son of God came to earth to save men, then men were sinners and their plight serious indeed.

II.    Atonement in the Old Testament

God and man, then, are hopelessly estranged by man’s sin, and there is no way back from man’s side. But God provides the way. In the OT atonement is usuaily said to be obtained by the sacri-fices, but it must never be forgotten that God says of atoning blood, ‘I have given it for you upon the altar to make atonement for your souls’ (Lv. 17:11). Atonement is secured, not by any value inherent in the sacrificial victim, but because sacrifice is the divinely appointed way of securing atonement. The sacrifices point us to certain truths con-cerning atonement. Thus the victim must always be unblemished, which indicates the necessity for per-fection. The victims cost something, for atonement is not cheap, and sin is never to be taken lightly. The death of the victim was the important thing. This is brought out partly in the allusions to * blood, partly in the general character of the rite itself and partly in other references to atonement. There are several allusions to atonement, either ef-fected or contemplated by means other than the cultus, and where these bear on the problem they point to death as the way. Thus in Ex. 32:30-32 Moses seeks to make an atonement for the sin of the people, and he does so by asking God to blot him out of the book which he has written. Phine-has made an atonement by slaying certain trans-gressors (Nu. 25:6-8, 13). Other passages might be cited. It is clear that in the OT it was recognized that death was the penalty for sin (Ezk. 18:20), but that God graciously permitted the death of a sacrificial victim to substitute for the death of the sinner. So clear is the connection that the writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews can sum it up by saying ‘without the shedding of blood there is no forgive-ness of sins’ (Heb. 9:22).

III. Atonement in the New Testament

The NT takes the line that the sacrifices of old were not the root cause of the putting away of sins. Redemption is to be obtained even ‘from the trans-gressions under the first covenant’ only by the death of Christ (Heb. 9:15). The cross is absolutely central to the NT, and, indeed, to the whole Bible. All before leads up to it. All after looks back to it. Since it occupies the critical place, it is not surpris-ing that there is a vast volume of teaching about it. The NT writers, writing from different standpoints, and with different emphases, give us a number of facets of the atonement. There is no repetition of a stereotyped line of teaching. Each writes as he sees. Some saw more and more deeply than others. But they did not see something different. In what fol-lows we shall consider first of all what might be termed the common, basic teaching about the atonement, and then some of the information that we owe to one or other of the NT theologians.

a. It reveals God’s love for men All are agreed that the atonement proceeds from the love of God. It is not something wrung from a Stern and unwilling Father, perfectly just, but per-fectly inflexible, by a Ioving Son. The atonement shows us the love of the Father just as it does the love of the Son. Paul gives us the classic exposition of this when he says, ‘God shows his love for us in that while we were yet sinners Christ died for us’ (Rom. 5:8). In the best-known text in the Bible we find that ‘God so loved the world that he gave his only Son . . .’ (Jn. 3:16). In the Synoptic Gospels it is emphasized that the Son of man ‘must’ suffer (Mk. 8:31, etc.)' That is to say, the death of Christ was no accident: it was rooted in a compelling divine necessity. This we see also in our Lord’s prayer in Gethsemane that the will of the Father be done (Mt. 26:42). Similarly, in Hebrews we read that it was ‘by the grace of God' that Christ tasted death for us all (Heb. 2:9). The thought is found throughout the NT, and we must bear it well in mind when we reflect on the manner of the atonement.

b.    The sacrificial aspecl of Christ's death Another thoughl that is widespread is that the death of Christ is a death for sin. It is not simply that certain wicked men rose up against him. It is not that his enemies conspired against him and that he was not able to resist them. He ‘was put to death for our trespasses’ (Rom. 4:25). He came specifically to die for our sins. His blood was shed ‘for many for the forgiveness of sins’ (Mt. 26:28). He ‘madS purification for sins’ (Heb. 1:3). He ‘bore our sins in his body on the tree’ (1 Pet. 2:24). He is ‘the propitiation for our sins’ (1 Jn. 2:2; so, rightly, av). The cross of Christ will never be understood unless it is seen that thereon the Saviour was deal-ing with the sins of all mankind.

ln doing this he fulfilled all that the old sacrifices had foreshadowed, and the NT writers love to think of his death as a sacrifice. Jesus himself re-ferred to his blood as ‘blood of the covenant’ (Mk. 14:24), which points us to the sacrificial rites for its understanding. Indeed, much of the language used in the institution of the Holy Communion is sacrificial, pointing to the sacrifice to be accomplished on the cross. Paul teils us that Christ ‘loved us and gave himself up for us, a fragrant oflering and sacrifice to God’ (Eph. 5:2). On occasion he can refer, not to sacrifice in general, but to a specific sacrifice, as in 1 Cor. 5:7, ‘For Christ our paschal lamb (better, passover) has been sacri-ficed.’ Peter speaks of ‘the precious blood of Christ, like that of a lamb without blemish or spot’ (1 Pet. 1:19), which indicates that in one aspect Christ’s death was a sacrifice. And in John’s Gospel we read the words of John the Baptist, ‘Behold, the Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world’ (Jn. 1:29). Sacrifice was practically the universal religious rite of the Ist Century. Wherever men were and whatever their background, they would discern a sacrificial allu-sion. The NT writers made use of this, and employed sacrificial terminology to bring out what Christ had done for men. All that to which the sacrifices pointed, and more, he had fully accomplished by his death.

c.    The representative nature of Christ’s death

It is agreed by most students that Christ’s death was vicarious. If in one sense he died ‘for sin’, in another he died ‘for us’. But ‘vicarious’ is a term which may mean much or little. It is better to be more precise. Most scholars today accept the view that the death of Christ is representative. That is to say, it is not that Christ died and somehow the benefits of that death become available to men (did not even Anselm ask to whom more fittingly than to us could they be assigned?). It is rather that he died specifically for us. He was our representative as he hung on the cross. This is expressed suc-cinctly in 2 Cor. 5:14, ‘one died for all; therefore all have died’. The death of the Representative counts as the death of those he represents. When Christ is spoken of as our ‘advocate with the Father’ (1 Jn. 2:1) there is the plain thought of representation, and as the passage immediately goes on to deal with his death for sin it is relevant to our purpose. The Epistle to the Hebrews has as one of its major themes that of Christ as our great High Priest. The thought is repeated over and over. Now whatever eise may be said about a High Priest, he represents men. The thought of representation may thus be said to be very strong in this Epistle.

d. Substitution taughl in the New Testament But can we say more? There is a marked disinclin-ation among many modern scholars (though not by any means all) to use the older language of Substitution. Nevertheless, this seems to be the teach-ing of the NT, and that not in one or two places only, but throughout. In the Synoptic Gospels there is the great ransom saying, ‘the Son of man also came not to be served but to serve, and to give his life as a ransom for many’ (Mk. 10:45). Both the details (‘ransom’ has a substitutionary conno-tation, and anti, ‘for’, is the preposition of Substitution) and the general thought of the passage (men should die, Christ dies instead, men no longer die) point to Substitution. The same truth is indi-cated by passages which speak of Christ as the suf-fering Servant of Is. 53, for of him it is said, ‘he was wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised for our iniquities; upon him was the chas-tisement that made us whole, and with his stripes we are healed ... the Lord has laid on him the ini-quity of us all’ (Is. 53:5f). The shrinking of Christ in Gethsemane points in the same direction. He was courageous, and many far less worthy than he have faced death calmly. The agony seems to be in-explicable other than on the grounds disclosed by Paul, that for our sake God ‘made him to be sin, who knew no sin’ (2 Cor. 5:21). In his death he took our place, and his holy soul shrank from this identification with sinners. And it seems that no less than this gives meaning to the cry of derelic-tion, ‘My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?’ (Mk. 15:34).

Paul teils us that Christ ‘redeemed us from the curse of the law, having become a curse for us’ (Gal. 3:13). He bore our curse, which is but another way of saying Substitution. The same thought lies behind Rom. 3:21-26, where the apos-tle develops the thought that God’s justice is mani-fested in the process whereby sin is forgiven, i.e. the cross. He is not saying, as some have thought, that God’s righteousness is shown in the facl that sin is forgiven, but that it is shown in the way in which sin is forgiven. Atonement is not a matter of pass-ing over sin as had been done previously (Rom. 3:25). The cross shows that God is just, at the same time as it shows him justifying believers. This must mean that God’s justice is vindicated in the way sin is dealt with. And this seems another way of saying that Christ bore the penalty of men’s sin. This is also the thought in passages dealing with sin-bearing as Heb. 9:28; 1 Pet. 2:24. The meaning of bearing sin is made clear by a number of OT passages where the context shows that the bearing of penalty is meant. For example, in Ezk. 18:20 we read, ‘The soul that sins shall die. The son shall not sufier for (Heb. ‘bear’) the iniquity of the father ...’, and in Nu. 14:34 the wilderness wanderings are described as a bearing of iniquities. Christ’s bearing of our sin, then, means that he bore our penalty.

Substitution lies behind the Statement in 1 Tim. 2:6 that Christ gave himself ‘a ransom for all’, anti-lytron, translated ‘ransom’, is a strong compound meaning ‘substitute-ransom’. Grimm-Thayer define it as ‘what is given in exchange for another as the price of his redemption’. It is impossible to empty the word of substitutionary associations. A similar thought lies behind John’s recording of the cynical prophecy of Caiaphas, ‘it is expedient for you that one man should die for the people, and that the whole nation should not perish’ (Jn. 11:50). For Caiaphas the words were sheer political expediency, but John sees in them a prophecy that Christ would die instead of the people.

This is a formidable body of evidence (and is not exhaustive). In the face of it it seems impossible to deny that Substitution is one Strand in the NT understanding of the work of Christ.

c. Other NT aspects of the alonement Such are the main points attested throughout the NT. Other important truths are set forth in individual writers (which does not, of course, mean that they are any the less to be accepted; it is simply a method of Classification). Thus Paul sees in the cross the way of deliverance. Men naturally are en-slaved to sin (Rom. 6:17; 7:14). But in Christ men are free (Rom. 6:14, 22). Similarly, through Christ men are delivered from the flesh, they ‘have cruci-fied the flesh’ (Gal. 5:24), they ‘do not war after the flesh’ (2 Cor. 10:3, av), that flesh which ‘lusteth against the Spirit’ (Gal. 5:17, av), and which apart from Christ spells death (Rom. 8:13). Men are under the wrath of God on account of their un-righteousness (Rom. 1:18), but Christ delivers from this, too. Believers are ‘justified by his blood’, and thus will ‘be saved by him from the wrath of God’ (Rom. 5:9). The law (i.e. the Pentateuch, and hence the whole Jewish Scripture) may be regarded in many ways. But considered as a way of Salvation it is disastrous. It shows a man his sin (Rom. 7:7), and, entering into an unholy alliance with sin, slays him (Rom. 7:9-11). The end result is that ‘all who rely on works of the law are under a curse’ (Gal. 3:10). But ‘Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law’ (Gal. 3:13). Death to men of antiquity was a grim antagonist against whom none might pre-vail. But Paul sings a song of triumph in Christ who gives victory even over death (1 Cor. 15:55— 57). It is abundantly plain that Paul sees in Christ a mighty Deliverer.

The atonement has many positive aspects. It must suffice simply to mention such things as re-demption, reconciliation, justification, adoption and propitiation. These are great concepts and mean much to Paul. In some cases he is the first Christian of whom we have knowledge to make use of them. Clearly he thought of Christ as having wrought much for his people in his atoning death.

For the writer to the Hebrews the great thought is that of Christ as our great High Priest. He de-velops thoroughly the thought of the uniqueness and the finality of the offering made by Christ. Unlike the way established on Jewish altars and ministered by priests of the Aaronic line, the way established by Christ in his death is of permanent validity. It will never be altered. Christ has dealt fully with man’s sin.

In the writings of John there is the thought of Christ as the special revelation of the Father. He is One sent by the Father, and all that he does must be interpreted in the light of this fact. So John sees Christ as winning a conflict against the darkness, as defeating the evil one. He has much to say about the working out of the purpose of God in Christ. He sees the true glory in the lowly cross whereon such a mighty work was done.

From all this it is abundantly apparent that the atonement is vast and deep. The NT writers strive with the inadequacy of language as they seek to present us with what this great divine act means. There is more to it by far than we have been able to indicate. But all the points we have made are important, and none is to be neglected. Nor are we to overlook the fact that the atonement represents more than something negative. We have been con-cemed to insist on the place of Christ’s sacrifice of himself in the putting away of sin. But that opens up the way to a new life in Christ. And that new life, the fruit of the atonement, is not to be thought of as an insignificant detail. It is that to which all the rest leads. (‘Expiation, * Forgiveness, * Propitiation, * Reconciliation, * Redeemer, ‘Sacrifice.)

Bibliography. J. Denney, The Death of Christ, 1951; G. Aulen, Christus Victor, 1931; E. Brunner, The Mediator, K. Barth, Chitrch Dogmalics, 4, i; The Doctrine of Reconciliation', J. S. Stewart, A Man in Christ; Anselm, Cur Deus Homo, L. Morris, The Cross in the New Testament, 1967; The Atonement, 1983; M. Hengel, The Atonement, 1981; J. Stott, The Cross of Christ, 1986; R. Letham, The Work of Christ, 1993; J. Knox, The Death of Christ', J. 1. Packer, ‘What did the Cross achieve? The Logic of Penal Substitution’, TynB 25, 1974, pp. 3-45.    l.m.

ATONEMENT, DAY OF (Heb. yöm hakkippurim). On the 10th day of the 7th month (Tishri, Septem-ber/October), Israel observed its most solemn holy day. All work was forbidden and a strict fast was enjoined on all of the people.


I.    Purpose

The Day of Atonement served as a reminder that the daily, weekly and monthly sacrifices made at the altar of burnt offering were not sufficient to atone for sin. Even at the altar of burnt offering the worshipper stood ‘afar off’, unable to ap-proach the holy Presence of God, who was manifest between the Cherubim in the holy of hohes. On this one day in the year, atoning blood was brought into the holy of hohes, the divine throne-room, by the high priest as the representative of the people.

The high priest made atonement for ‘all the ini-quities of the children of Israel and all their trans-gressions in all their sins’. Atonement was first made for the priests because the mediator between God and his people had to be ceremonially clean. The sanctuary was also cleansed, for it, too, was ceremonially defiled by the presence and ministra-tion of sinful men.

II.    Ancient observance

To prepare for the sacrifices of the day, the high priest put aside his official robes and dressed in a simple white garment. He then offered a bullock as a sin-offering for himself and the priesthood. After filling his censer with live coals from the altar, the high priest entered the holy of hohes, where he placed incense on the coals. The incense sent forth a cloud of smoke over the mercy seat, which served as a covering for the ark of the covenant. The high priest took some of the blood of the bullock and sprinkled it on the mercy seat and on the ground in front of the ark. In this way atonement was made for the priesthood.

The high priest next sacrificed a he-goat as a sin offering for the people. Some of the blood was taken into the holy of hohes, and it was sprinkled there in the manner in which the sin offering for the priests had been sprinkled (Lv. 16:11-15).

After purifying the holy place and the altar of burnt offering with the mingled blood of the bul-lock and the goat (Lv. 16:18-19) the high priest took a second goat, laid his hands upon its head and confessed over it the sins of Israel. This goat, commonly called the ‘scapegoat (i.e. escape goat), was then driven into the desert, where it symbolic-ally carried away the sins of the people.

The carcasses of the two burnt offerings—the bullock and the he-goat—were taken outside the city and burnt. The day was concluded with additional sacrifices.

III.    Significance

The Epistle to the Hebrews interprets the ritual of the Day of Atonement as a type of the atoning work of Christ, emphasizing the perfection of the latter by contrast with the inadequacy of the former (Heb. 9-10). Jesus himself is termed our ‘great high priest’, and the blood shed on Calvary is seen as typified in the blood of bulls and goats. Unlike the OT priesthood, the sinless Christ did not have to make sacrifice for any sins of his own.

As the high priest of the OT entered the holy of hohes with the blood of his sacrificial victim, so Jesus entered heaven itself to appear before the Father on behalf of his people (Heb. 9:11-12).

The high priest had to offer sin offerings each year for his own sins and the sins of the people. This annual repetition of the sacrifices served as a reminder that perfect atonement had not yet been provided. Jesus, however, through his own blood effected eternal redemption for his people (Heb. 9:12).

The Epistle to the Hebrews notes that the leviti-cal offerings could effect only ‘the purification of the flesh’. They ceremonially cleansed the sinner, but they could not bring about inward cleansing, the prerequisite for fellowship with God. The offerings served as a type and a prophecy of Jesus, who, through his better sacrifice, cleanses the conscience front dead works (Heb. 9:13-14).

The OT tabernacle was designed, in part, to teach Israel that sin hindered access to the presence of God. Only the high priest, and he only once a year, could enter the holy of hohes, and then ‘not without taking blood’ offered to atone for sins (Heb. 9:7). Jesus, however, through a ‘new and living way’ has entered heaven itself, the true holy of hohes, where he ever lives to make intercession for his people. The believer need not stand afar off, as did the Israelite of old, but may now through Christ approach the very throne of grace.

In Heb. 13:11-12 we are reminded that the flesh of the sin offering of the Day of Atonement was burnt outside the camp of Israel. Jesus, also, suf-fered outside the gate of Jerusalem that he might redeem his people from sin.

IV.    Modern observance

In modern Jewish usage the Day of Atonement, Yom Kippur, is the last of the TO Days of Peni-tence’ which begin with Rosh Hashanah—the Jewish New Year’s Day. This 10-day period is de-voted to the spiritual exercises of penitence, prayer and fasting in preparation for the most solemn day of the year, Yom Kippur. Although the sacrificial aspects of the Day of Atonement have not been in effect since the destruction of the Temple, Jews still observe the day by fasting and refraining from all types of work.

The shophar, or ram’s horn, is blown to as-semble the people for worship in the synagogue on the eve of Yom Kippur. At this time the impressive Kol Nidre (‘all vows’) Service is chanted. The con-gregation penitently asks God to forgive them for breaking the vows which they were unable to fulfil.

Services are held on the next day from early morning until nightfall. At sunset the Day of Atonement is ended by a single blast of the shophar, after which the worshippers return to their homes.

Bibliography. M. Noth, Leviticus, 1965, pp. 115-126; N. H. Snaith, The Jewish New Year Festival, 1947, p. 121 et passim', idem, Leviticus and Numbers, 1967, pp. 109-118; R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel, 1961, pp. 507-510; idem, Studies in Old Testament Sacrifice, 1964, pp. 91-97.    c.f.p.

ATTALIA, modern Antalya, near the mouth of the river Cataractes (mod. Aksu), was the chief port of Pamphylia. Founded by Attalus II of Per-gamum (159-138 bc), it was bequeathed by Attalus III to Rome. Paul and Barnabas returned from their missionary journey through Attalia (Acts 14:25). There was another Attalia in N Lydia.

K.L.McK.

AUGUSTUS. An additional name adopted by ‘Caesar Octavianus upon the regularization of his Position in 27 bc, and apparently intended to sig-nalize that moral authority in terms of which he defined his primacy in the Roman republic (Res Gestae 34). It passed to his successors as a title of office rather than a name, and was hence translated into Greek (sebastos, ‘His Reverence’, Acts 25:21, 25: rsv ‘the emperor’) when referring to them, though transliterated when referring to him (Lk. 2:1).

Augustus embodied the Roman ideal: personal merit should win dignity and power. But his suc-cess put an end to competition, and left him with the bürden of universal responsibility. His 57 years of rule (43 bc to ad 14) saw the foundation of a new era of peace under the * Roman empire.

Bibliography. A. H. M. Jones, Augustus, 1970.

E.A.J.

AUTHORITIES, CITY. The senior board of magistrates, five in number and later six, at Thes-salonica. Their title (Gk. politarchai) is epigraphi-cally attested for a number of Macedonian States (E. D. Burton, American Journal of Theology 2, 1898, pp. 598-1532). As is nicely illustrated by the Acts (17:6-9), they controlled the republic under Roman supervision.    E.A.J.

AUTHORITY. The NT word is exousia, meaning rightful, actual and unimpeded power to act, or to possess, control, use or dispose of, something or somebody. Whereas dynamis means physical power simply, exousia properly signifies power that is in some sense lawful. exousia may be used with the stress on either the rightfulness of power really held, or the reality of power rightfully possessed. In the latter case, evv often translate it as ‘power’. exousia sometimes bears a general secular sense (e.g. in 1 Cor. 7:37, of self-control; Acts 5:4, of dis-posing of one’s income), but its significance is more commonly theological.

The uniform biblical conviction is that the only rightful power within creation is, ultimately, the Creator’s. Such authority as men have is delegated to them by God, to whom they must answer for the way they use it. Because all authority is ultimately God’s, Submission to authority in all realms of life is a religious duty, part of God’s Service.

I.    The authority of God

God’s authority is an aspect of his unalterable, universal and eternal dominion over his world (for which see Ex. 15:18; Pss. 29:10; 93:lf.; 146:10; Dn. 4:34f., etc.). This universal Kingship is distinct from (though basic to) the covenanted relationship between himself and Israel by which Israel became his people and kingdom (cf. Ex. 19:6), and so heirs of his blessing. His regal authority over mankind consists in his unchallengeable right and power to dispose of men as he pleases (compared by Paul to the potter’s exousia over the clay, Rom. 9:21; cf. Je. 18:6), plus his indisputable Claim that men should be subject to him and live for his glory. Throughout the Bible, the reality of God’s authority is proved by the fact that all who ignore or flout this Claim incur divine judgment. The royal Judge has the last word, and so his authority is vindicated.

In OT times, God exercised authority over his people through the agency of prophets, priests and kings, whose respective work it was to proclaim his messages (Je. 1:7fT.), teach his laws (Dt. 31:11; Mal. 2:7) and rule in accordance with those laws (Dt. 17:18fT.). So doing, they were to be respected as God’s representatives, having authority from him. Also, written Scripture was acknowledged as God-given and authoritative, both as instruction (törä) to teach Israelites their King’s mind (cf. Ps. 119) and as the statute-book by which he ruled and judged them (cf. 2 Ki. 22—23).

II.    The authority of Jesus Christ

The authority of * Jesus Christ is also an aspect of kingship. It is both personal and official, for Jesus is both Son of God and Son of man (i.e. the Mes-sianic man). As man and Messiah, his authority is real because delegated to him by the God at whose command he does his work (Christ applauded the centurion for seeing this, Mt. 8:9f). As the Son, his authority is real because he is himself God. Authority to judge has been given him, both that he may be honoured as the Son of God (for "judgment is God’s work), and also because he is the Son of man (for judgment is the Messiah’s work) (Jn. 5:22f, 27). In short, his authority is that of a divine Messiah: of a God-man, doing his Father’s will in the double capacity of (ä) human servant, in whom meet the saving Offices of prophet, priest and king, and (b) divine Son, co-creator and sharer in all the Father’s works (Jn. 5:19ff.).

This more-than-human authority of Jesus was manifested during his ministry in various ways, such as the finality and independence of his teach-ing (Mt. 7:28f.); his exorcizing power (Mk. 1:27); his mastery over storms (Lk. 8:24f.); his claiming to forgive sins (a thing which, as the bystanders rightly pointed out, only God can do) and, when challenged, proving his Claim (Mk. 2:5-12; cf. Mt. 9:8). After his resurrection, he declared that he had been given ‘all exousia in heaven and on earth’—a cosmic Messianic dominion, to be exercised in such a way as effectively to bring the elect into his kingdom of Salvation (Mt. 28:18ff.; Jn. 17:2; cf. Jn. 12:31 ff.; Acts 5:31; 18:9f.). The NT proclaims the exalted Jesus as ‘both Lord and Christ’ (Acts 2:36)—divine Ruler of all things, and Saviour-king of his people. The gospel is in the first instance a demand for assent to this estimate of his authority.

III.    Apostolic authority

Apostolic authority is delegated Messianic authority; for the "apostles were Christ’s commissioned witnesses, emissaries and representatives (cf. Mt. 10:40; Jn. 17:18; 20:21; Acts 1:8; 2 Cor. 5:20), given exousia by him to found, build up and regulate his universal church (2 Cor. 10:8; 13:10; cf. Gal. 2:7ff ). Accordingly, we find them giving Orders and pre-scribing discipline in Christ’s name. i.e. as his spokesmen and with his authority (1 Cor. 5:4; 2 Thes. 3:6). They appointed deacons (Acts 6:3, 6) and presbyters (Acts 14:23). They presented their teaching as Christ’s truth, Spirit-given in both con-tent and form of expression (1 Cor. 2:9-13; cf. I Thes. 2:13), a norm for faith (2 Thes. 2:15; cf. Gal. 1:8) and behaviour (2 Thes. 3:4, 6, 14). They ex-pected their ad hoc rulings to be received as ‘the commandment of the Lord’ (1 Cor. 14:37). Because their authority depended on Christ’s direct personal Commission, they had, properly speaking, no successors; but each generation of Christians must show its continuity with the first generation, and its allegiance to Christ, by subjecting its own faith and life to the norm of teaching which Christ’s appointed delegates provided and put on record for all time in the documents of the NT. Through the NT, apostolic exousia over the church has been made a permanent reality.

IV.    Authority delegated to man

Besides the church, where ‘leaders’ (presbyters) may Claim obedience because they are Christ’s ser-vants, tending his flock under his authority (Heb. 13:17; 1 Pet. 5:1 f.), the Bible mentions two other spheres of delegated divine authority.

a.    Marriage and the family

Men have authority over women (1 Cor. 11:3; cf. 1 Tim. 2:12) and parents over children (cf. 1 Tim. 3:4, 12). Hence, wives must obey their husbands (Eph. 5:22; 1 Pet. 3:1-6) and children their parents (Eph. 6:1 ff.). This is God’s Order.

b.    Civil government

Secular (Roman) governors are called exousiai, and described as God’s servants to punish evil-doers and encourage law-abiding citizens (Rom. 13:1-6). Christians are to regard the ‘powers that be’ as God-ordained (see Jn. 19:11), and dutifully subject themselves to civil authority (Rom. 13:1; 1 Pet. 2:13f.; cf. Mt. 22:17-21) so far as is compatible with obedience to God’s direct commands (Acts 4:19; 5:29).

V.    Satanic power

The exercise of "power by Satan and his hosts is sometimes termed exousia (e.g. Lk. 22:53; Col. 1:13). This indicates that, though Satan’s power is usurped from God and hostile to him, Satan holds it only by God’s permission and as God’s tool.

Bibliography. Arndt; MM\ T. Rees in ISBE and J. Denney in DCG, j.v. ‘Authority’; N. Geldenhuys, Supreme Authority, 1953; O. Betz, NIDNTT2, pp. 606-611; W. Foerster, TDNT2, pp. 562-575.    j.i.p.

AZEKAH

AVEN. 1. Abbreviated (Ho. 10:8) for *Beth-aven, epithet of Bethel (Ho. 4:15, etc.). 2. In Am. 1:5, probably the Beqa‘ valley between Lebanon and Anti-lebanon in the Aramaean kingdom of Da-mascus. 3. For Ezk. 30:17, see *On. k.a.k.

AVENGER OF BLOOD (Heb. gö'el haddäm, lit. ‘redeemer of blood’). Even betöre the time of Moses, a basic feature of primitive life was the System of blood revenge for personal injury. It is mentioned with approval as early as Gn. 9:5. All members of the clan were regarded as being of one blood, but the chief responsibility for avenging shed blood devolved upon the victim’s next-of-kin, who might under other circumstances be called on to redeem the property or person of a poor or cap-tive relative (Lv. 25:25,47—49; Ru. 4:1 ff., though in the latter case other factors were involved also). The Mosaic penal code authorized the avenger to execute the murderer but no-one eise (Dt. 24:16; 2 Ki. 14:6; 2 Ch. 25:4), and made Provision for acci-dental homicide. Blood revenge seems to have per-sisted into the reigns of David (2 Sa. 14:7-8) and Jehoshaphat (2 Ch. 19:10). (*Kin, *Cities of Refuge.)    j.d.d.

son of Hilkiah (1 Ch. 6:13; cf. 9:11; Ezr. 7:1) and son of Zephaniah (1 Ch. 6:36) in the genealogical table of Levi. 9. The prophet, son of Oded, who encouraged Asa in his reformation (2 Ch. 15:1-8). 10, 11. Two of Jehoshaphat’s sons, slain by Jeho-ram on his accession (2 Ch. 21:2, 4). 12. Scribal error for Ahaziah (2 Ch. 22:6).

13, 14. Two of the ‘centurions’ who helped to re-store Joash (2 Ch. 23:1). 15. High priest who with-stood Uzziah’s attempt to offer incense in the Temple (2 Ch. 26:16-20). 16. An Ephraimite chief who supported the prophet Oded’s plea for clem-ency (2 Ch. 28:12). 17, 18. Two Levites connected with Hezekiah’s cleansing of the Temple (2 Ch. 29:12). 19. A chief priest in Hezekiah’s reign (2Ch. 31:10).

20. A workman repairing the city wall (Ne. 3:23). 21. One of Zerubbabel’s companions (Ne. 7:7; cf. Ezr. 2:2—‘Seraiah’). 22. One who ex-pounded the law after Ezra had read it (Ne. 8:7). 23. A priest who sealed the covenant with Nehe-miah (Ne. 10:2; cf. Ne. 12:33). 24. Son of Hoshaiah and supporter of Gedaliah, who later rejected Jeremiah’s advice to remain in Palestine (Je. 43:2). Called Jezaniah in Je. 42:1 (cf. Je. 40:8; 2 Ki. 25:23). 25. Heb. name of Abed-nego (Dn. l:6f, 11, 19; 2:17).    j.g.g.n.

AZARIAH (Heb. ‘“zaryähü, ‘“zaryä, ‘Yahweh has helped'). 1. One of Solomon’s ministers, son of Zadok (1 Ki. 4:2; cf. 1 Ch. 6:9). 2. Another of Solomon’s ministers, son of Nathan; he was over the officers (1 Ki. 4:5). 3. Alternative name for King ‘Uzziah (2 Ki. 14:21, etc). Montgomery (Kings, ICC, p. 446) calls it the ‘throne-name’, Uzziah representing the populär or adopted name. For his reign, see H. Tadmor, ‘Azriyau of Yaudi’, Scripta Hierosolymitana 8, 1961, pp. 232-271.4, 5. Son of Ethan (1 Ch. 2:8) and son of Jehu (1 Ch. 2:38) in the genealogical table of Judah.

6-8. Son of Johanan (1 Ch. 6:10; cf. Ezr. 7:3),

AZEKAH. A Judaean conurbation (Jos. 15:35), lying in the low agricultural plains along the W coast, perhaps modern Teil ez-Zahariyeh. Joshua pursued the Amorites as far as Azekah on the day they attacked the newly settled Gibeonite group (Jos. 10:10-11). In the days of Rehoboam it was a fortified border city (2 Ch. 11:5ff.), and in later times was one of the few strong points to resist the Babylonian incursion under Nebuchadrezzar (Je. 34:7). Azekah is mentioned, and its capture by Nebuchadrezzar probably implied, in one of the Lachish Letters (DOTT, pp. 216f). See NEAEHL, pp. 123-124.    r.j.w.
B

BAAL. The Hebrew noun ba'al means ‘master’, ‘possessor’ or ‘husband’. Used with suffixes, e.g. Baal-peor or Baal-berith, the word may have retained something of its original sense; but in general Baal is a proper name in the OT, and refers to a specific deity, Hadad, the W Semitic storm-god, the most important deity in the Canaanite pantheon. It is not clear to what extern local Baals were equated with or distinguished from Hadad. The Baal con-fronted at Mt Carmel (1 Ki. 18) was probably Melqart, the god of Tyre. The OT use of the plural (e.g. 1 Ki. 18:18) may suggest that more Baals than one were clearly distinguished; but in any case there was fluidity in the pagan conception of deities.

The Baal cults affected and challenged the wor-ship of Yahweh throughout Israelite history. The limited OT data about Baal can now be sup-plemented by the Information from the Ras Shamra documents. One of his consorts was * Ash-taroth, another *Asherah; and Baal is called the son of * Dagon. The texts reveal him as a nature deity; myths describe him in conflict with death, in-fertility and flood waters, emerging victorious as ‘king’ of the gods.

Yahweh was ‘master’ and ‘husband’ to Israel, and therefore they called him ‘Baal’, in all inno-cence; but naturally this practice led to confusion of the worship of Yahweh with the Baal rituals, and presently it became essential to call him by some different title; Hosea (2:16) proposed 'is, another word meaning ‘husband’. Once the title ‘Baal’ was no longer applied to Yahweh, personal names incorporating the word were likely to be misunderstood. So böset (‘shame’) tended to replace ba'al in such names. Thus Esh-baal and Merib-baal (1 Ch. 8;33f.) are better known as Ish-bosheth (2 Sa. 2:8) and Mephibosheth (2 Sa. 9:6).

The word Baal also occurs once or twice as a man’s name and as a place-name (cf. 1 Ch. 5:5; 4:33).

Bibliography. N. C. Habel, Yahweh versus Baal, 1964; W. F. Albright, Yahweh and the Gods of Canaan, 1968; H. Ringgren, Religions of the Andern Near East, E.T. 1973, ch. 3; J. C. De Moor and M. J. Mulder, TDOT2, pp. 181-200; and see ♦Canaan.    d.f.p.

is equivalent to ‘the sons of the covenant’ since the sacrifice of an ass was essential to the ratification of a treaty amongst the Amorites.    a.e.c.

BAAL-GAD. The N limit of Israelite conquest lying at the foot of and to the W of Mt Hermon (Jos. 11:17; 13:5; 21:7). It may be Hasbeiyah (so F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 2, 1938, p. 258) or Teil Haus (so GTT, 509), 19 km farther N, both in the Wadi et-Teim. Archaeological evidence favours the latter.    a.r.m.

BAAL-HAZOR. A mountain 1,016 m high, 9 km NNE of Bethel, mod. Jebel el-‘Asür. Absalom gathered his half-brothers to this mountain, per-haps to a Settlement of the same name at its foot, at sheep-shearing time and killed Amnon (2 Sa. 13:23). (*Ophrah.)    a.r.m.

BAAL-MEON, known also as Beth-baal-meon (Jos. 13:17), Beth-meon (Je. 48:23) and Beon (Nu. 32:3), was one of several towns built by the Reube-nites in the territory of Sihon the Amorite (Nu. 32:38). It was later captured by the Moabites and was still in their hands in the 6th Century bc (Je. 48:23; Ezk. 25:9). Today the site is known as Ma‘in. (* Moabite Stone.)    j.a.t.

BAAL-ZEBUB, BEELZEBUL. 1. In OT Heb

ba'al z'büb (Mord of flies’), probably a mocking alteration of ba'al z'bü! (‘Prince *Baal’), appears as the name of the god of Ekron, whom Ahaziah, king of Israel, tried to consult in his last illness (2 Ki. 1:1-6, 16).

2. In NT Gk. beelzeboul, beezeboul (Beelzebub in TR and av) is the prince of the demons (Mt. 12:24, 27; Mk. 3:22; Lk. 11:15, 18f.), identified with Satan (Mt. 12:26; Mk. 3:23, 26; Lk. 11:18). In Contemporary Semitic speech it may have been under-stood as ‘the master of the house’; if so, this phrase could be used in a double sense in Mt. 10:25b.

f.f.b

BAAL-BERITH (Heb. ba'al b'rtt, ‘Lord of the covenant’). The Canaanite Baal-deity worshipped originally at Shechem (Jdg. 8:33; 9:4), probably to be equated with El-berith (Jdg. 9:46). The capture of Shechem by Joshua is nowhere recorded; it came under Habiru control in the 14th Century bc and was probably incorporated into Israel by treaty. The Abimelech episode (Jdg. 9) illustrates the tension between the true Israelites and this ba-sically Canaanite enclave. The Shechemites are called ‘the sons of Hamor’ (‘ass’, Jdg. 9:28) which

BAAL-ZEPHON (‘Baal (Mord,) of the north’). The name of a place in the Egyptian E Delta near which the Israelites camped during their Exodus (Ex. 14:2, 9; Nu. 33:7), deriving from the name of the Canaanite god Baal-Zephon. The ‘waters of Baal’ were in the general area of the Delta resi-dence Pi-R‘messe (Qantir) in the 13th Century bc; a Phoen. letter of the 6th Century bc alludes to ‘Baal-Zephon and all the gods of Tahpanhes’. This has led to the Suggestion that Tahpanhes, modern Teil Defneh some 43 km SSW of Port Said, was

earlier the Baal-Zephon of the ‘waters of Baal’ near Ra'amses and of the Israelite Exodus. Eiss-feldt and Cazelles identify Baal-Zephon and Baal-Hasi (in Ugaritic; later Zeus Casios) and place the Egyptian Zephon/Casios at Ras Qasrun on the Mediterranean shore some 70 km due E of Port Said, backed by Lake Serbonis. However, the deity Baal-Zephon/Casios was worshipped at various places in Lower Egypt, as far S as Memphis, which leaves several possibilities open.

Bibliography. R. A. Caminos, Late-Egyptian Miscellanies, 1954; N. Aime-Giron, Annales du Service des Antiquites de l'Egypte 40, 1940/41, pp. 433-460; W. F. Albright in BASOR 109, 1948, pp. 15-16, and in Festschrift Alfred Bertholet, 1950, pp. 1-14; RB 62, 1955, pp. 332ff.    c.d.w.

BAASHA. The founder of the second brief dyn-asty of N Israel (c. 900-880 bc). Though of humble origin (1 Kl 16:2), Baasha usurped the throne following his assassination of Nadab, son of Jeroboam I, during the siege of the Philistine town of Gibbethon (1 Ki. 15:27ff.). His extermin-ation of the entire house of Jeroboam fulfilled the prophecy of Ahijah (1 Ki. 16:5ff.). Active hostility between Israel and Judah continued steadily throughout the 24 years of his reign (1 Ki. 15:32). His provocative action in fortifying Ramah, 6 km N of Jerusalem, prompted Asa’s appeal for Syrian Intervention. He continued the religious policy of Jeroboam and earned a stern prophetic rebuke (1 Ki. 16:lfT).    j.c.J.w.

BABEL (Heb. Babel, ‘gate of god’; also * Babylon). The name of one of the chief cities founded by Nimrod in the land of Shinar (Sumer), ancient Babylonia. It is named with Erech and Accad (Gn. 10:10) and according to Babylonian tradition was founded by the god Marduk and destroyed by Sargon c. 2350 bc when he carried earth from it to found his new Capital Agade (* Accad). The his-tory of the building of the city and its lofty tower is given in Gn. 11:1-11, where the name Babel is ex-plained by populär etymology based on a similar Heb. root bälal, as ‘confusion’ or ‘mixing’. Babel thus became a synonym for the confusion caused by language diflerences which was part of the divine punishment for the human pride displayed in the building.

There is as yet no archaeological evidence to confirm the existence of a city at Babylon prior to the Ist Dynasty (c. 1800 bc) "but Babylonian tradition and a text of Sharkalisharri, king of Agade c. 2250 bc, mentioning his restoration of the temple-tower (ziggurat) at Babylon, implies the existence of an earlier sacred city on the site. Sargon’s action would confirm this. The use of burnt clay for bricks and of bitumen (av ‘slime’) for mortar (Gn. 11:3) is attested from early times. The latter was probably floated down the Euphrates from Hit.

The Tower of Babel’, an expression not found in the OT, is commonly used to describe the tower (migdöl) intended to be a very high landmark as-sociated with the city and its worshippers. It is gen-erally assumed that, like the city, the tower was incomplete (v. 8), and that it was a staged temple tower or multi-storeyed ziggurat first developed in Babylonia in the early 3rd millennium bc from the low temenos or platform supporting a shrine set up near the main city temples (as at Erech and ’Uqair). After Sharkalisharri the earliest reference to the ziggurat at Babylon is to its restoration by Esarhaddon in 681-665 bc. This was named in Sumerian ‘Etemenanki’—‘the Building of the Foundation-platform of Heaven and Earth’ whose ‘top reaches to heaven’ and associated with the temple of Marduk Esagila, ‘the Building whose top is (in) heaven’. It is very probable that such a sacred edifice followed an earlier plan. The tower was severely damaged in the war of 652-648 bc but restored again by Nebuchadrezzar II (605-562 bc). It was this building, part of which was recovered by Koldewey in 1899, which was described by Herodotus on his visit c. 460 bc and is discussed in a cuneiform tablet dated 229 bc (Louvre, AO 6555). These enable an approximate picture of the later tower to be given. The base Stage measured 90 x 90 m and was 33 m high. Above this were built five platforms, each 6-18 m high but of dimin-ishing area. The whole was crowned by a temple where the god was thought to descend for inter-course with mankind. Access was by ramps or stairways. A late Babylonian plan of a seven-staged ziggurat shows that the architectural form was a height equal to the width at base with a cubic temple on the summit. Among others, ziggurats were found in * Ur, * Erech, * Nineveh and else-where in ’Assyria and * Babylonia.

The ziggurat at Babylon was demolished by Xerxes in 472 bc, and though Alexander cleared
[image: ]


A reconstruction of the temple-tower, or ziggurat, as built by Ur-Nammu, king of Ur, c. 2100 bc. The platforms were of different colours (black, red, blue), the temple at the top being covered with silver.


the rubble prior to its restoration this was thwarted by his death. The bricks were subsequently removed by the local inhabitants, and today the site of Etemenanki is a pit (Es-Sahn) as deep as the original construction was high.

Travellers of all ages have sought to locate the ruined tower of Babel. Some identify it with the site described above and others with the vitrified remains of a ziggural still visible at Borsippa (mod. Birs Nimrüd) 11 km SSW of Babylon, which is probably of Neo-Babylonian date. Yet others place the biblical tower at Dür-Kurigalzu (Aqar Quf), W of Baghdad, a city which was, however, built c. 1400 bc. All that can certainly be said is that the Gn. 11 account bears all the marks of a reliable historical account of buildings which can no longer be traced.

Some scholars associate Jacob’s vision of a ladder and a ‘gate of heaven’ (Gn. 28:11-18) with a ziggurat of the kind once built at Babel.

According to Gn. 11:9, the intervention of Yahweh at the building of Babel led to the confu-sion of tongues and the subsequent dispersion of mankind, possibly in the days of Peleg (Gn. 10:25). (’Nations, Table of; Gn. 10.)

Babel, as * Babylon throughout its history, became a symbol of the pride of man and his in-evitable fall. Babel was also theologically linked with the confusion and broken fellowship between men and nations when separated from God. Its ef-fects are to be reversed in God’s final kingdom, but there is no certainty that the * tongues or glosso-lalia of Acts 2:4 {cf. the interpretation of Joel in vv. 16-21), which were confined to Jews and proselytes and largely Aramaic- and Greek-speaking peoples, were other than known ‘foreign languages’ (JTS n.s. 17, 1966, pp. 299-307).

Bibliography. D. J. Wiseman, Nebuchadrezzar and Babylon, 1985, pp. 68-73.

D.J.W.

BABYLON.

I. In the Old Testament

The city on the river Euphrates (80 km S of modern Baghdad, Iraq) which became the political and religious Capital of Babylonia and of the empire and civilization based upon it.

a.    Name

The Heb. Babel is translated by evv as Babylon (except Gn. 10:10; 11:9,* Babel) based on the Gk. Babylon. These are renderings of the Babylonian bäb-ili, pl. bäb-iläni, which in its turn translates the earlier Sumerian name kä-dingir-ra, ‘gate of god’. The Egyptians wrote the name b-bi-r' (= bbr or bbl) and the Achaemenids Old Pers. babirus. Other common names for the city in the Babylonian texts are tin-tlr (ki), ‘life of the trees’, explained by them as ‘seat of life’ and e-ki, ‘place of canals’. Sesak of Je. 25:26; 51:41 is generally taken to be an ‘albash’ cypher rendering of Babel, but may be a rare occur-rence of an old name ses-ki.

b.    Foundation

According to Gn. 10:10, * Nimrod founded the city as his Capital, while Babylonian religious tradition gives the credit to the god Marduk (otherwise apart from the reference to the building of the Tower of * Babel (the ziggurat) there are no records of its foundation).

c. History

Sargon I of Agade (r. 2400 bc) and his successor Sharkalisharri built temples for the gods Anunitum and Amal and restored the temple-tower according to tradition. It is possible that their city of Agade was built on part of the ruins of the earlier city of Babylon. In the time of Shulgi of Ur (r. 2000 bc) Babylon was attacked and then ruled by governors (patensi) appointed from Ur. With the advent of the Amorite Ist Dynasty of Babylon under Sumu-abum the city walls were restored and Hammurapi and his successors enlarged the town, which flour-ished as Capital of their realm until its overthrow by the Hittites c. 1595 bc. After a period under Kassite domination the city revolted and was attacked on several occasions, notably by Tiglath-pileser I of Assyria c. 1100 bc. Babylon repeatedly strove for its independence, and once a Chaldean ruler, Marduk-apla-iddina II (722-710, 703-702 bc), sent embassies to enlist the help of Judah (2 Ki. 20:12 18). Isaiah’s account of the fate of the city (Is. 13) is very similarly worded to the account by Sargon II of Assyria of his sack of the place. In an attempt to remove the chief rebels, some of the leading cit-izens were deported to Samaria, where they intro-duced the worship of local Babylonian deities (2 Ki. 17:24-30). Sennacherib made his son king of Babylon but he was killed by pro-Babylonian Ela-mites in 694 bc. In an attempt to end this upsurge of Babylonian nationalism Sennacherib sacked the city in 689 bc and removed the sacred statues. His son, Esarhaddon, sought to restore the holy city to which he transported Manasseh as prisoner (2 Ch. 33:11). He made Babylon a vassal-city under a son. Samas-sum-ukin, who, however, quarrelled with his brother ‘Ashurbanipal of Assyria. In the subsequent war of 652-648 bc Babylon was severely damaged by fire, and once again the Assyrians tried appointing a local chief, Kandalanu, as governor.

The decline of the Assyrian empire enabled Nabopolassar, a Chaldean, to recover the city and found a new dynasty in 626 bc. His work of restor-ing the city was ably continued by his successors, especially his son, Nebuchadrezzar II, king of Babylonia (2 Ki. 24:1), whose boast was of the great city he had rebuilt (Dn. 4:30). It was to Babylon that the victorious Babylonian army brought the Jewish captives after the wars against Judah. Among these was Jehoiachin, whose captivity there is confirmed by inscriptions found in the ruins of Babylon itself. The plunder from the Temple at Jerusalem, brought with the blinded king Zedekiah (2 Ki. 25:7-13), was stored in the main temple of the city, probably that of the god Marduk (2 Ch. 36:7). The city was later ruled by Amel-Marduk (* Evil-merodach) and was the place where Daniel served the last Chaldean ruler * Belshazzar, co-regent of Nabonidus.

As predicted by Isaiah (14:1-23; 21:1-10; 46:1-2; 47:1-5) and Jeremiah (50-51), Babylon was to fall in its turn and be left a heap of ruins (see d). In October 539 the Persians under Cyrus entered the city and Belshazzar was slain (Dn. 5:30). The Principal buildings were spared and the temples and their statues restored by royal decree. There is no extra-biblical record of the government of the city, which now became a subsidiary Persian Capital with an Achaemenid palace there. The temple vessels were delivered to Sheshbazzar for restoration to Jerusalem, and the discovery of the record of this, probably in the record office at Babylon, in the reign of Darius I (Ezr. 5:16tf.) was the cause of a further return of exiles rallied at Babylon by Ezra (8:1). Babylon, as of old, was the centre of a number of rebcllions, by Nidintu-Bel in 522 bc, and Araka (521 bc), and by Bel-shimanni and Shamash-eriba in 482 bc. In suppressing the latter, Xerxes des-troyed the city (478 bc); although Alexander planned to restore it, he met his death there before work had progressed far, and with the founding of Seleucia on the river Tigris as the Capital of the Seleucid rulers after the capture of Babylon in 312 bc, the city once again feil into disrepair and ruins, although, according to cuneiform texts, the temple of Bel continued in existence at least until ad 75.

d. Exploration

Many travellers since Herodotus of Halicarnassus

c. 460 bc (History 1. 178-188) have left accounts of their visits to Babylon. Benjamin of Tudela (12th Century), Rauwolf (1574), Niebuhr (1764), C. J. Rieh (1811-21) and Ker Porter (1818) were among those who were followed by the more scientific ex-plorers who made soundings and plans of the ruins. The preliminary work by Layard (1850) and Fresnel (1852) was succeeded by systematic excav-ation of the inner city by the Deutsche Orient-Gesellschaft under Koldewey (1899-1917) and more recently by Lenzen in 1956-8 and since 1962 by the Iraqis (including the preservation and res-toration of the Ninmah temple).

This work, combined with evidence of more than 10,000 inscribed tablets, recovered from the site by natives digging for bricks, enables a fair pic-ture of the city of Nebuchadrezzar’s day to be reconstructed. The deep overlay of debris, the frequent destruction and rebuilding, together with the change in the course of the river Euphrates and a rise in the water-table, means that, excepting only a few parts of it, the city of the earlier period has not been uncovered.

The site is now covered by a number of widely scattered mounds. The largest, Qasr, covers the citadel, Merkes a city quarter; to the N, Bäwil the N or summer palace of Nebuchadrezzar; Amran ibn ’AIi the temple of Marduk; and Sahn the site of the ziggurat or temple-tower.
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The city was surrounded by an intricate System of double walls, the outer ränge covering 27 km, strong and large enough for chariots to pass upon the top, buttressed by defence towers and pierced by 8 gates. On the N side the massive Ishtar gates marked the procession way leading S to the citadel to Esagila, the temple of Marduk and the adjacent ziggurat Etemenanki. This paved roadway was c. 920 m long, its walls decorated with enamelled bricks showing 120 lions (symbol of Ishtar) and 575 musrussu—dragons (Marduk) and bulls (Bel) ranged in alternate rows. From this road another ran W to cross the river Euphrates by a bridge which linked the New Town on the W bank with the ancient Capital. The main palaces on which succes-sive kings lavished attention are now represented by the complex of buildings in the citadel, among which the throne-room (52 x 17 m) may have been in use in the time of Daniel. At the NE angle of the palace are the remains of vaults thought by Kol-dewey to be Supports for the terraced ‘hanging gar-dens’ built by Nebuchadrezzar for Amytis, his Median wife, as a reminder of her homeland.

The temple-tower of Babylon became famous as the Tower of * Babel.

Many details of the city quarters and their temples, of which 53 are now known, have been re-covered. The names of these quarters were used on occasions to designate the city as a whole (Su’ana [JCS 23, 1970, p. 63], Shushan, Tuba, Tintir, Kullab). The frequent destructions of the city left few of the contents of the temples in situ. The pos-session of the Statue of Marduk, housed in Esagila, was a mark of victory, and it was carried off to the conqueror’s Capital. The religion and civil-ization were largely synonymous with those of * Assyria and * Babylonia.

Bibliography. D. J. Wiseman, Nebuchadrezzar and Babylon, 1985. E. Unger, Babylon. Die Heilige Stadt, 1931; art. ‘Babylon' in Reallexikon der Assyriologie, 1932, pp. 330-369; A. Parrot, Babylon and the Old Testament, 1958; O. E. Ravn, Herodo-tus' Description of Babylon, 1932; I. J. Gelb, Journal of Inst, of Asian Studies 1, 1955.    d.j.w.

II. In the New Testament

1. Babylon on the Euphrates, with special reference to the Babylonian Exile (Mt. 1:11-12, 17 (2); Acts 7:43).

2.    In Rev. 14:8; 18:2, ‘Fallen, fallen is Babylon the great’ is an echo of Is. 21:9 (cf. Je. 51:8), but refers no longer to the city on the Euphrates but to Rome, as is made plain by the mention of seven hills in Rev. 17:9 (cf. also Rev. 16:19; 17:5; 18:10,

21). The scarlet woman of Rev. 17, enthroned upon the seven-headed beast and bearing the name of mystery. ‘Babylon the great’, is the city of Rome, maintained by the Roman empire. The seven heads of the imperial beast are interpreted not only of the seven hills of Rome but also of seven Roman emperors—of whom the five already fallen are probably Augustus, Tiberius, Gaius, Claudius and Nero, and the one currently reigning is Vespasian (Rev. 17:10).

3.    In 1 Pet. 5:13, ‘she who is at Babylon, who is likewise chosen’, who sends her greetings to the Christians addressed in the Epistle, is most probably a Christian church. ‘Babylon’ here has been identified with the city on the Euphrates, and also with a Roman military Station on the Nile (on the site of Cairo); but it is best to accept the identifica-tion with Rome.

Bibliography. E. G. Selwyn, The First Epistle of St Peter, 1946, pp. 243, 303ff.; O. Cullmann, Peter: Disciple, Apostle. Martyr, 1953, pp. 70ff. et passim, I. T. Beckwith, The Apocalypse of John, 1919, pp. 284ff., 690fT; G. B. Caird, The Revelation of St John the Divine, 1966, pp. 21 lff; C. P. Thiede, Bib bl, pp. 532-538.    f.f.b.

BABYLONIA. The territory in SW Asia, now S Iraq, which derived its name from the Capital city of * Babylon. It was also called *Shinar (Gn. 10:10;

11:2; Is. 11:11; Jos. 7:21, av ‘Babylonish’) and, later, ‘the land of the Chaldeans’ (Je. 24:5; Ezk. 12:13). In earlier antiquity it bore the name of Akkad (Gn. 10:10, av *Accad) for the N reaches and Sumer for the S alluvium and the marshes bordering the Per-sian Gulf; a territory which was later strictly called ‘Chaldaea’, a term for the whole country after the rise of the ‘Chaldean’ dynasty (see l.h, below). Thus the Babylonians (b'ne bäbel, ‘sons of Babylon’) are also qualified as Chafdeans (Ezk. 23:15, 17, 23). Babylonia, watered by the Tigris and Euphrates rivers, was the probable site of Eden (Gn. 2:14) and of the tower of "Babel, and the country to which the Jews were exiled.

This small flat country of about 20,000 sq. km was bounded on the N by * Assyria (Samarra-Jebel Hamrin as border), on the E by the hills bordering * Elam, on the W by the Arabian desert and on the S by the shores of the Persian Gulf. There is debate whether the latter coastline has changed appreciably since ancient times (GeographicaI Journal 118, 1952, pp. 24-39; cf. JAOS 95, 1975. pp. 43-57). The principal cities, of which Babylon, Warka (Erech) and Agade are the first mentioned in the OT (Gn. 10:10), with Nippur, Ur, Eridu and Lagash, were all located on or near the Euphrates.

I. History

a.    Pre-history

There is still much discussion regarding the rela-tion of the earliest discoveries in S Mesopotamia to those in the N. The earliest types of pottery from the lowest level at Eridu (levels XV-XVII) imply very early Settlement, while the pottery which lay above it (Haji Muhammad) is of a type known from near Kish and Warka which has affin-ities with Halaf and Hassuna in the N. The pre-‘Ubaid culture is to be dated c. 4000 bc. The ‘Ubaid cuiture, which is also found in the N, ap-pears to have been introduced by new immigrants. There is as yet no sure means of identifying the in-habitants of Sumer (possibly biblical "Shinar), though in the succeeding ‘Proto-literate period’ (c. 3100-2800 bc) pictographic writing is found on clay tablets (Uruk, levels III-IV). Since the lan-guage appears to be an early non-Semitic agglutin-ative Sumerian, employing names for older cities and technical terms in a different language, per-haps Semitic, it is likely that Semites and Sumer-ians were the earliest, or among the early, settlers. The highly developed art, in pottery, seals and architecture, is generally attributed to the influx of the Sumerians, so that the present evidence points to the presence of both Semites and Sumerians in the land from early times.

b.    The Early Dynastie period (c. 2800-2400 bc)

This period saw the advent of kingship and the foundation of great cities. According to the Sumer-ian king list, 8 or 10 kings ruled before the Flood at the cities of Eridu, Badtibirra, Larak, Sippar and Shuruppak. The governor of the latter was the hero of the Sumerian flood Story (cf. *Noah). The 'flood' deposit found by Woolley at Ur is dated in the ‘Ubaid period, and therefore does not corres-pond with similar levels found at Kish and Shuruppak (Proto-literate—Early Dynastie I; cf. Iraq 26, 1964, pp. 62-82). There was, however, a strong literary tradition of a * flood in Babylonia front c. 2000 bc.

After the Flood ‘kingship came down again front heaven’ and the rulers at Kish and Uruk (Erech) include Gilgamesh and Agga, the heroes of a series of legends, who may well be historical characters. City-states flourished with centres at Uruk, Kish, Ur (Royal Graves), Lagash, Shuruppak, Abu $alablkh and as far N as Mari. Often more than one powerful ruler sought to dominate Babylonia at the same time, and clashes were frequent. Thus the Ist Dynasty at Lagash founded by Ur-Nanse ended when Urukagina, a social re-former (c. 2351 bc), defeated Enannatum and soon afterwards Lugalzagesi of Umma, who had taken over the cities of Lagash, Ur and Uruk, established the first or ‘proto-’ imperial domination of Sumer as far as the Mediterranean.

c. The Akkadians (c. 2400-2200 bc)

A strong Semitic family founded a new city at Agade and about this time may have restored Babylon. This ‘Akkadian’ or Sargonid dynasty (2371-2191 bc), so called after the name of its founder ’Sargon, developed a new technique of war with the bow and arrow and soon defeated the despot Lugalzagesi of Umma, Kish and Uruk to gain the whole of Sumer. This king carried his arms to the Mediterranean and Anatolia. His wide-spread authority was maintained by his grandson Naram-Sin before the Gutians from the E hills overran N Babylonia (2230-2120 bc) and kept their hold over the economy until defeated by a coalition led by Utuljegal of Uruk. Their rule was, however, somewhat local and strongest E of the river Tigris. Lagash under its ensi, or ruler, Gudea (c. 2150 BC) remained independent and dominated Ur and the S cities. Gudea gradually extended his territory and expeditions as far as Syria (*Ebla) to win wood, precious stones and metals, and so increased the prosperity of his city. The Sumerian renaissance or ‘Golden Age’ which followed was one of economic and artistic wealth.

d. 3rd Dynasty of Ur (2113-2006bc)

Following the reign of Utuljegal of Uruk and Nama(jani, the son-in-law of Gudea, in Lagash, Ur once more became the centre of power. Ur-Nammu (2113-2096 bc) rebuilt the citadel with its ziggurat and temples at * Ur and in Uruk, Isin and Nippur set up statues of himself in the temples which were controlled by his nominees. Gradually Ur extended its influence as far as Assur and Byblos, and for a while his successors were ac-corded divine honours, depicted on their monu-ments and seals by the horned headgear of divinity (C. J. Gadd, Ideas of Divine Rule in the Andern Near East, 1944). Similar honours appear to have been granted to Naram-Sin earlier. Many thou-sands of documents reveal the administration and religion of this period when Ur traded with places
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as far distant as India. The end came after severe farnines, and the Sumerian rulers were displaced by invaders from Elam and Semitic semi-nomads from the W deserts. It is possible that the migration of Terah and Abraham (Gn. 11:31) took place at this time of change in Ur’s fortune.

e.    The Amorites (2000-1595 BC)

The territories formerly controlled by Ur were div-ided among the local chiefs at Assur, Mari on the Upper Euphrates and Eshnunna. Independent rule was established by Ishbi-Irra in Isin and Naplanum in Larsa, thus dividing the loyalties of the previ-ously united Sumerians. Then Kudurmabug of Yamutbal, E of the river Tigris, made his son Warad-Sin ruler of Larsa. He was followed by Rim-Sin, who took over Isin but failed to make headway against the growing power of Babylon, where a series of vigorous rulers in the Ist (Amorite) Dynasty of Babylon (1894-1595 bc) held sway. The sixth of the line, ‘Hammurapi (1792-1750 bc; according to the most accepted * Chronology), eventually defeated Rim-Sin and for the last decade of his reign ruled from the Per-sian Gulf to * Mari, where he defeated Zimrilim, a Semite who had previously driven out Yasmat)-Adad, son of Shamshi-Adad I of Assyria. Despite this victory, Hammurapi was not as powerful as his namesake in Aleppo, and the Mari letters, which afiford a remarkable insight into the diplomacy, trade, history and religion of those days, show that he did not subdue Assyria, Eshnunna or other cities in Babylonia (‘Archaeology). The relations between Babylon, Elam and the W at this time made possible a coalition such as that described in Gn. 14. With the decline of Sumerian influence the increasing power of the Semites was emphasized by the place given to Marduk (* Merodach) as the national god, and this encouraged Hammurapi to revise the laws of Babylon to accommodate both traditions. The text bearing this ‘code’ of 282 laws is based on the earlier reforms of Urukagina, Ur-Nammu and Lipit-Ishtar.

f.    The Kassites (1595-1174 BC)

Babylon, as often in its history, was to fall by sudden assault from the N. About 1595 bc the Hit-tite Mursili I raided the city and the Kassites from the E hills gradually took over the country, later ruling from a new Capital (Dur-Kurigalzu) built by Kurigalzu I (c. 1450 bc). In the centuries which followed Babylonia was weak, though independent except for brief periods when under direct Assyr-ian control (e.g. Tukulti-Ninurta I, 1244-1208 bc). Aramaean incursions were frequent, and these raids may well have left the Israelites free to settle in S Palestine and later to expand their borders under Solomon with little Opposition from these desert peoples (‘Assyria). Periodically national heroes were able to maintain local control and trade, as when Nebuchadrezzar I (1124-1103 bc) defeated Elam, but soon Tiglath-pileser I re-established Assyrian overlordship.

g.    Assyrian domination (745-626 BC)

About the time of Nabü-nasir (Nabonassar), whose reign (747-735 bc) marked the beginning of a new era, there began a prolonged struggle for in-dependence from ‘Assyria. Tiglath-pileser III of Assyria proclaimed himself ‘King of Sumer and Akkad’, took the hands of Bel(= Marduk) and thus claimed the throne in Babylon in 745 bc, using his other name Pu'l(u) (1 Ch. 5:26). 15 years later he had to bring the Assyrian army to fight the rebel Ukin-zer of Bit-Amuk-kani. He defeated him in Sapia and deported many prisoners. A rival sheikh, Marduk-apla-iddina II, of the S district of Bit-Yakin, paid Tiglath-pileser tribute at this time (Iraq 17, 1953, pp. 44-50). However, the preoccupation with the siege of * Samaria by * Shalmaneser V and ‘Sargon II in 726-722 gave Marduk-apla-iddina (* Merodach-baladan) his opportunity for intrigue. For 10 years (721-710 bc) he held the throne in Babylon until the Assyrian army attacked Der, defeated Humbanigas of Elam and occupied Babylon. The Assyrian army moved S, but Merodach-baladan was retained as local ruler. It says much for Sargon’s diplomacy that he kept him a loyal subject for the rest of his reign.

On Sargon’s death in 705 bc, however, Merodach-baladan again plotted against his masters, and it is likely that it was he, rather than Hezekiah, who initiated the overtures for an alliance against Assyria (2 Ki. 20:12-19; Is. 39). Isaiah’s Opposition was well founded, for the Babylonians themselves set their own Citizen Marduk-zakir-sum on the throne in 703 bc. This freed Merodach-baladan’s hand and he had himself proclaimed king of Babylon, though he lived in the more friendly city of Borsippa. Sennacherib marched against him, defeated the rebels and their Elamite supporters in battles at Kutha and Kish, and entered Babylon, where he set a pro-Assyrian, Bel-ibni, on the throne. Bit-Yakin was ravaged, but Merodach-baladan had already fled to Elam, where he died before Sennacherib was able to as-semble a punitive naval force in 694 bc.

For a while Sennacherib’s son Esarhaddon had special responsibilities as viceroy at Babylon, and when he came to the throne in 681 did much to repair the city’s temples and to restore its fortunes. It may be in conjunction with this that he temporar-ily deported Manasseh there (2 Ch. 33:11). Since the Elamites continued to stir up the Babylonian tribes, Esarhaddon led a campaign into the ‘sea-lands’ in 678 bc and installed Na’id-Marduk as chief. In May 672 Esarhaddon made all his vassals swear to support his son Ashurbanipal as crown-prince of Assyria, and his son Samas-sum-ukin as crown-prince of Babylonia (Iraq 20, 1958). On his death in 669 this arrangement came into force and worked well under the influence of the queen-mother. Nevertheless, by 652 bc the twin brother in Babylon was in open revolt against the central gov-ernment, and his death followed the sack of Babylon in 648. Ashurbanipal struck at Elam also and captured Susa, from which prisoners were taken with Babylonian rebels to be settled in Samaria (Ezr. 4:2). Kandalanu was made viceroy of Babylonia (648-627 bc), while ‘Ashurbanipal kept direct control of the religious centre of Nippur. These preoccupations in the S diverted Assyrian attention from the W, and the city-states in Palestine were able to take Steps towards independence under ‘Josiah. The end of Ashurbanipal’s reign is obscure, but may have followed soon after the death of Kandalanu. In the interregnum which followed, the local tribes rallied to support the Chaldean Nabopolassar against the Assyrian Sin-sar-iskun.

h. The Neo-Babylonian (Chaldean) period (626-539 BC)

Nabopolassar, a governor of the ‘sea-lands’ near the Persian Gulf, was a Chaldean (kaldu hence *Chaldea), occupied the throne in Babylon on 22 November 626, and at once made peace with Elam. In the following year he defeated the Assyr-ians at Sallat, and by 623 Der had broken front their yoke. The Babylonian Chronicle, the Principal and reliable source Ibr this period, is silent on the years 623-616 bc, by which time Nabopolassar had driven the Assyrians back along the rivers Euphrates and Tigris. In 614 the Medes joined the Babylonians to attack Assur, and the same allies, perhaps with Scythian Support, captured Nineveh in the summer of 612 bc, the Babylonians pursuing the refugees westwards. Babylonian campaigns in Syria were followed by the assault on Harran in 609 and raids on the N hill-tribes in 609-606 bc. Nabopolassar, now aged, entrusted the Babylonian army to his crown-prince Nebuchadrezzar, who fought the Egyptians at Kumuli and Quramati (Upper Euphrates).

In May-June 605 bc Nebuchadrezzar made a surprise attack on Carchemish, sacked the city and annihilated the Egyptian army at Hamath. Thus the Babylonians now overran all Syria as far as the Egyptian border but do not appear to have entered the hill-country of Judah itself (2 Ki. 24:7; Jos., Am. 10. 6; cf. Dn. 1:1). Jehoiakim, a vassal of Neco II, submitted to Nebuchadrezzar, who car-ried off hostages, including Daniel, to Babylon. While in Palestine, Nebuchadrezzar heard of the death of his father (15 August 605 bc) and at once rode across the desert to ‘take the hands of Bel’, thus claiming the throne, on 6 September 605 bc.

In 604 bc Nebuchadrezzar received the tribute of ‘all the kings of Hatti-land (Syro-Palestine)’, among whom must have been Jehoiakim. Ashkelon, however, refused and was sacked, an event which had a profound effect on Judah (Je. 47:5-7). An Aramaic letter appealing for help from the pharaoh against the advancing Babylonian army may be assigned to this time (cf. DOTT, pp. 251-255). In 601 the Babylonians fought the Egyptians, both sides sustaining heavy losses; the Babylonians remained at home to re-equip the army during the next year. It was probably as a result of this that Jehoiakim, contrary to the word of Jer-emiah (Je. 27:9-11), transferred his allegiance to Neco II after submitting to Babylon for 3 years (2 Ki. 24:1).

In preparation for further campaigns the Babylonian army raided the Arab tribes in 599/8 (Je. 49:28-33). In the month Kislev in his 7th year (De-cember 598) Nebuchadrezzar called out his army once more and, according to the Babylonian Chronicle, ‘besieged the city of Judah, capturing it on the second day of Adar. He captured its king, appointed a ruler of his own choice and, having taken much spoil from the city, sent it back to Babylon’ (BM 21946). The fall of Jerusalem on 16 March 597, the capture of Jehoiachin, the ap-pointment of Mattaniah-Zedekiah and the com-mencement of the Jewish Exile are thus recorded as in the OT(2 Ki. 24:10-17; 2 Ch. 36:8-10).

In the following year Nebuchadrezzar appears to have marched against Elam (cf. Je. 49:34-38). The Babylonian Chronicle is missing from 595 bc, but further Babylonian operations against Judah when Zedekiah rebelled are recorded by Jeremiah (52:3ff.; 2 Ki. 25:7). Jerusalem was destroyed in 587 bc and a further deportation eflfected in 581 (2 Ki. 25:8-21), leaving Judah a dependent province under Gedaliah (vv. 22-26). A Babylonian text gives a glimpse of an invasion of Egypt in 568/7 bc (Je. 46). The exiled Jehoiachin, who is named in ration-tablets from Babylon (dated 595-570 bc), was favourably treated by Nebuchadrezzar’s successor Amel-Marduk (*Evil-merodach, 562-560 bc; 2 Ki. 25:27). This king was assassinated by Nebuchadrezzar’s son-in-law Neriglissar (♦Nergal-sharezer, 560-556 bc), who cam-paigned in Cilicia in an effort to stem the rising power of Lydia. His son, Labasi-Marduk, reigned only 9 months before Nabonidus took the throne and immediately marched to Cilicia, where, according to Herodotus, he mediated between the Lydians and Medes. The latter now threatened Ba-bylonia, from which Nabonidus was driven by the people’s unwillingness to accept his reforms. He campaigned in Syria and N Arabia, where he lived at Tema for 10 years while his son *Belshazzar acted as co-regent in Babylon. About 544 his people and the kings of Arabia, Egypt and the Medes being favourably disposed, Nabonidus re-turned to his Capital (AS 8, 1958), but by this time the country was weak and divided.

/. The Achaemenids (539-332 bc)

Cyrus, who had taken over Media, Persia and Lydia, entered Babylon on 16 October 539 bc, following its capture by his general Gobryas. The course of the river Euphrates had been diverted at Opis to enable the invaders to penetrate the de-fences along the dried-up river-bed. Belshazzar was killed (Dn. 5:30) and Nabonidus was exiled to Carmania. The identity of * Darius the Mede with Cyrus (as Dn. 6:28) or with Gubaru has been proposed.

The rule of Cyrus in Babylon (539-530 bc) was just and lavourable to the Jews, whose return from exile he encouraged (Ezr. 1:1-11; cf. Is. 44:24-28; 45:13; Mi. 5). For a brief time his son Cambyses acted as co-regent until his father died fighting in the NE hills. He invaded Egypt but his death (522 bc) brought insurgence, and pretenders seized the throne (AJSL 58, 1941, pp. 341 ff.), until in De-cember 522 Darius I restored law and Order. During his reign (522-486 bc) he allowed the Jews to rebuild the Temple at Jerusalem under Zerubba-bel (Ezr. 4:5; Hg. 1:1; Zc. 1:1).

Henceforth Babylonia was ruled by kings of ♦Persia; Xerxes (*Ahasuerus, 486-470 bc), Ar-taxerxes I (464-423 bc) and Darius II (423-408 bc), who may be the ‘Darius the Persian’ so named in Ne. 12:22 to distinguish him from ‘Darius the Mede’.

Following the capture of Babylon, which he planned to rebuild, Alexander III (the Great) ruled the city (331-323 bc) and was followed by a Hel-lenistic line; Philip Arrhidaeus (323-316 bc) and Alexander IV (316-312 bc). The country then passed in turn into the hands of the Seleucids (312-64 bc) and then of the Parthians (Arsacids) and Sassanians until its conquest by the Arabs in ad 641.

From the Neo-Babylonian period onwards there were a number of Jewish Settlements in Babylonia maintaining links with Judaea (Acts 2:9), and after the fall of Jerusalem in ad 70 these became influen-tial in the diaspora.

II. Religion

From the 3rd millennium bc onwards lists of the names of deities with their titles, epithets and temples were compiled. Although in the final library version at Nineveh in the 7th Century bc these numbered more than 2,500, many can be identified as earlier Sumerian deities assimilated by the Semites after the time of the Ist Dynasty of Babylon (c. 1800 bc), so that the actual number of deities worshipped in any one period was consider-ably less.

a. The Pantheon

The chief gods were Anu (Sumerian, An) the heaven-god, with his principal temple E.anna at Uruk (*Erech). He was the Semitic ’El, and his wife Innana, or Innin, was later confused with Ishtar. Similar syncretistic tendencies can be traced over Enlil, the air-god, whose attributes were later taken over by Bel (Baal) or Marduk (*Mero-dach). His wife, called Ninlil or Ninhursag, was later identified also with Ishtar. The third deity of the supreme triad was Ea (Sum. Enki), ‘lord of the deep waters’, god of wisdom and thus especially favourable to mankind, to whom he revealed the means of learning the mind of the gods through divination, and for whom he interceded. His temple E.abzu was at Eridu, and his wife bore the names of Dam-gal, Nin-mah or Damkina, the great wife of earth and heaven.

Among the other principal deities was the Semitic Ishtar, at first perhaps a male deity (cf. Arab. ’Athtar). But later, by the assumption of the powers of Innana through the same process of syncretism, Ishtar became supremely the goddess of love and the heroine of war and was considered to be the daughter of Sin. Sin, the Babylonian moon-god (Sum. su'en), was worshipped with his wife Ningal in temples at Ur and Harran. He was said to be the son of Anu or of Enlil. Shamash, whose wife Aya was also later considered to be a form of Ishtar, was the sun in his strength (Sum. utu), the son of Sin, the god of power, justice and of war. His main temples (E.babbar, ‘the House of the Sun’) were at Sippar and Larsa, though like that of all the principal deities his worship was perpetuated in shrines in other cities.

Adad, of W Semitic origin, was the god of storms, the Canaanite-Aramaean Addu or

*    Hadad. Nergal and his wife Ereshkigal ruled the underworld, and thus he was the lord of plagues (Irra), fevers and maladies. With the rise of the Amorites the worship of Marduk (Sum. amar.ulu, ‘the young bull of the sun’?), the eldest son of Enki, became paramount in Babylon. The Epic of Creation (enuma elis) is a poem concerning the creation of the universe and of order restored by Marduk, whose 50 titles are given. Nabu (*Nebo), god of Science and writing, had his temple (E.zida) in many cities, including *Nineveh, ’Calah and Borsippa. Many deities were of importance in cer-tain localities. Thus Ashur (an.sar) became the national god of Assyria. Amurru (mar. tu, ‘the west’), who is identified with Anu, Sin and Adad, was a W Semitic deity as was * Dagon (*Tammuz). Dum-muzi was a god of Vegetation whose death, but not resurrection, forms the subject of an Ishtar myth. Ninurta was the Babylonian and Assyrian god of war and hunting (perhaps reflected in the biblical

*    Nimrod).

The upper world was peopled with Igigu-gods and the lower by Annunaku. The whole spiritual and material realm was regulated by divine laws (me), over a hundred of which are known, ranging from ‘godship’ to ‘victory’ and ‘a musical instru-ment’, i.e. cultural traits and complexes. The gods were immortal yet of limited power. The myths, in which but few of the principal deities figure, illus-trate their anthropomorphic character and the conception of any object (e.g. a stone) being imbued with ‘life’. Spirits and demons abound. The Sumerians sought by various theological de-vices to resolve the problems inherent in their poly-theistic System. Thus the myths are primarily con-cerned with such questions as the origin of the universe, the foundation and government of the world and the * creation of man and the search for immortality, as in the Epic of the Flood, and man’s relationship to the spiritual world.

b.    Priesthood

There were many classes of temple servants, with the king or ruler as the supreme pontiff at certain solemn festivals. In early Sumerian times the whole economy was centred on the temple, where the chief official (enü) was ‘the lord of the manor’. In the worship of Sin, the high-priestess (entu) was usually a royal princess. The chief priests (mahhu) had many priests (sangu), males of sound body and often married, to assist them. The chief litur-gist (urigailu) was supported by a host of minor officials who had access to the temple (ereb bTti). In the ceremonial, chanters, psalmists, dirge-singers and musicians played a great part.

In man’s approach to the god many specialists might play a role. The exorcist (asipu) could remove the evil spirit or spell with the incantations or ritual prescribed in the texts (surpw, maqlu) in-volving symbolic substitutions (kuppuru), purifica-tion by maimajM-priests or by those who cleansed by water (ramku). There are many documents de-scribing the action to be taken against evil spirits (utukki limnüti), demons of fate (namtaru), demons plaguing women (lamastu) or taboos. The extensive medical literature of the early period was closely allied to religion, as was the astronomy or astrology of the later ‘Chaldean’ dynasty. The latter was based on the equation of deities with planets or stars (e.g. Nabu = Mercury), or with parts of the heavens (The Way of Anu’ = fixed stars).

Others were engaged in ascertaining the will of the gods by omens from livers (the öani-priest or ‘seer’), or by inquiry by Oracle (sa’ilu), or by offer-ing prayers. Many women, including sanctuary prostitutes, were attached to the temples (H. A. Hofiher, Orient and Occident, 1973, pp. 213-222) and local shrines where travellers prayed have been found at Ur (Iraq 22, 1960).

The regulär Service (dullu) included giving the gods something to eat and drink. Statues were dressed and ornamented and votive figures of wor-shippers set near by. Sacrifices placed on altars were subsequently allocated, wholly or in part, to the priests. The gods had their own chairs, chariots and boats for use in processions.

c.    Festivals

Most cities and temples had their own distinctive festivals and sacred days. At Babylon, Erech and Ur, as at Assur, Nineveh and Calah, the New Year Festival (akilu) was the most outstanding, held in the spring, but not exclusively, and with varying practices at different centres and periods. At Babylon the ceremonies lasted 2 weeks with numerous rites including a procession of gods to Marduk’s temple, the humiliation and restoration of the king who later ‘took the hand of Bel’ to lead him in procession to the aAr/rw-house outside the city where a re-enactment of the assembly of the gods, the creation debate and struggle (in ritual combat?) and the fixing of the fates for the ensuing year took place. This was sometimes followed by a ‘sacred marriage’ (king and priestess representing the god) and days of general rejoicing. The Epic of Creation was recited during this time and also at other times later in the year.

Royal festivals included the coronation of the king (texts of Ur-Nammu, Nabopolassar, etc., survive), celebration of victories and the inaugur-ation of a city or temple. Personal festivals include celebration of birth, marriage and the installation of girls as priestesses.

d. Lilerature

Babylonian literature is already well developed in the Abu SalabTkh tablets (c. 2800-2500 bc) with evidence of Semitic scribes copying earlier Sumer-ian texts and using literary techniques (colophons, etc.) commonly taught in schools. Throughout its long history (to ad 100) this literature was influential throughout the ancient Near East, cop-ies being found in Anatolia (*Hittite), Syria (*Ebla, *Ugarit), Palestine (Megiddo, Hazor, etc.), Egypt (*Amarna) and later even Greece. Originals or copies were taken to, or made for, the royal libraries of ‘Assyria at Assur, Nineveh and Calah.

The ränge covered some 50 epics about ancient heroes and myths in Akkadian (some translated from Sumerian, and relating to creation, the flood and establishment of civilization). ‘Wisdom literature’ includes compositions about ‘man and his god’, the Babylonian ‘Job’ (ludlul bei nemeqi), theodices, disputations, dialogues, practical in-structions, proverbs, parables, fables and folk-tales, miniature essays and love-songs. These are also found as part of the school curriculum besides the series of handbooks necessary to a skilled scribe (sign-lists, syllabaries, grammatical paradigms, phrase books, dictionaries and numerous lists, e.g. personal and place-names).

‘Religious’ literature includes psalms, hymns and prayers (to gods and some kings), rituals, incanta-tions, as well as catalogues of such literature, much of which is still lost. ‘Scientific’ literature covers medicine (prognosis, diagnosis, prescriptions, vade mecum, surgery and veterinary texts), chemistry (mainly perfume and glass-making), geology (lists of stones with colour and hardness), alchemy, botany (drug and plant lists) and zoology (lists of fauna). Mathematics (including geometry and al-gebra) is represented by both problem and practical texts and is closely related also to astronomy with its tables, procedure, ephemerides and goal-year texts, almanacs and diaries. Texts include pre-dictions for intercalated months to maintain the *calendar.

In Babylonia the historical Chronicle was highly developed; extracts from it were included in a whole ränge of literature (epics, ‘dynastic proph-ecies’ and astronomical diaries). Collections of laws (but not law codes) from the 2nd millennium bc (e.g. Eshnunna, Hammurapi) are well known and can be compared with practice in more than a quarter of a million texts—letters, legal, economic and administrative from c. 3000 to 300 bc. From the 4th Century bc developments include horo-scopes, the zodiac, and texts written in Greek letters on clay tablets, among other ‘writing materials.

III. Exploration and excavation

Many travellers, from the time of Herodotus in the 5th Century bc, have described their journeys in Babylonia. From the 19th Century ad interest in the location of Babylon and the ‘Tower of Babel’ was increased by the objects and drawings brought to Europe by travellers such as C. J. Rieh (1811 — 25), Ker Porter (1818) and Costin and Flandin (1841). Excavation soon followed at Babylon, Erech and Borsippa (Layard, Loftus), and the good results led to more scientific expeditions, not-ably at Erech (Warka), *Kish, * Babylon, *Ur, Lagash and Nippur from 1850 onwards. More recent and still continuing excavation has added largely to our knowledge of all periods, e.g. the Early Dynastic period—Erech (Warka), Abu SalabTkh, Girsu (Telloh), Lagash (Teil Hiba); Ur III (Adab, Drehern and Ur); Old Babylonian (Teil Harmal, Der, Sippar (Abu Habbah), Larsa, Eshnunna, Umma); Kassite (Dür-Kurigalzu); Neo-Babylonian (Erech, Nippur, Kutha, Sippar) and later periods (Dilbat, Seleucia). Reports and texts are published regularly in the Journals Archiv für Orientforschung, Orientalia, Iraq, Sumer, Journal of Cuneiform Studies.
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BACA, VALLEY OF (Heb. 'emeq habbäka), a place near Jerusalem mentioned in Ps. 84:6, so translated in av, rsv. The traditional rendering ‘valley of Weeping’ (rv; cf. ‘Valley of the Weeper’, jb), as though from bekeh (cf. Ezr. 10:1), goes back through Jerome’s Gallican Psalter to lxx; it is accepted by G. R. Driver, who suggests the valley may have been so called because it was lined with tombs. Other renderings are ‘valley of mulberry (balsam) trees’ (Avmg., Rvmg.), as though from b'kä’im (2 Sa. 5:23f.); these are supposed to grow in arid districts, whence perhaps the paraphrase ‘thirsty valley’ (neb).

Bibliography. G. R. Driver, ‘Water in the Mountains!’, PEQ 102, 1970, pp. 87fF. f.f.b.

BADGERS’ SKINS (Heb. tahas, probably from Egyp. ths, ‘leather’, and Arab. tuljasun, ‘dol-phin’). Mentioned in av as the upper covering of the tabernacle, etc. (Ex. 25:5; 26:14, etc., in all of which cases rsv has ‘goatskins’), and as the material used in making sandals (Ezk. 16:10, where rv has ‘sealskin’, Rvmg. ‘porpoise-skin’, niv ‘hides of sea cows’, asv ‘sealskin’, rsv ‘leather’). lxx has hyakinthos, probably meaning ‘skins with the colour of the hyacinth’, the colour of which is dif-ficult to ascertain because classical authors differ about it. The common opinion of modern scholars is that tahas means ‘dolphin’ or ‘porpoise’. (•Animals.)

The (oJurf-skin was precious in OT times as is indicated by Ezk. 16:10, where it is mentioned along with embroidered cloth, fine linen and silk. The skins are included among the gifts for the erecting of the sanctuary (Ex. 25:5); they were used with tanned rams’ skins for the covering of the tent of the tabernacle and the ark (e.g. Nu. 4:6).

F.C.F.

BAG. 1. Heb. kis (similarly Arab.) is a bag for money, or shopkeeper’s stone weights, the latter sometimes used deceitfully (Dt. 25:13; Mi. 6:11). In Is. 46:6; Pr. 1:14, av uses bag, rsv purse.

2.    Heb. härit (rare word; used in Arabic), 2 Ki. 5:23; Is. 3:22. In the latter passage, av has crisping pins, rsv handbags, which may be a good ap-proximation. Arabic Bible uses kis in both contexts.

3.    Heb. yalqüt (1 Sa. 17:40) is a shepherd’s bag or wallet, synonymous with k'li härö'im, lit. bag of shepherds (1 Sa. 17:40, 49). k'li can mean art-icle, Utensil, vessel, sack, bag, according to context. Cf. Mt. 10:10 and parallels, where Gk. haspera.

4.    Heb. s'rör sometimes means bag (Jb. 14:17; Pr. 7:20; Hg. 1:6), quite often bündle (e.g. Gn. 42:35; Ct. 1:13; metaphorically, 1 Sa. 25:29).

5.    Gk. baüantion (Lk. 10:4; 12:33, etc.) is a money-bag or purse.

6.    Gk. glössokomon, Jn. 12:6, is a moneybox

(rsv), rather than bag (av). lxx uses it for the Temple tax ehest of Joash (2 Ch. 24:8, 10-11), Aq-uila’s Gk. version for the ark of the covenant (Ex. 37:1; 1 Sa. 6:19). The Mishnah uses the Gk. loan-word for bookease or coffin.    r.a.s.

BAHURIM. Modern Ras et-fmim, to the E of Mt Scopus, Jerusalem. Phaltiel, the husband of Michal, accompanied his wife as far as Bahurim when she went to David to become his wife (2 Sa. 3:14-16). Shimei, a man of Bahurim, met and cursed David as he reached this locality in his flight from Jerusalem before Absalom (2 Sa. 16:5), and David’s soldiers hid in a well in Bahurim when pursued by Absalom’s men (2 Sa. 17:17-21).

R.J.W.

BALAAM. The name Biläm occurs 50 times in Nu. 22-24; it is mentioned also in Nu. 31:8, 16; Dt. 23;4-5; Jos. 13:22; 24:9-10; Ne. 13:2; Mi. 6:5. In the Greek of the NT the name is written Balaam (2 Pet. 2:15; Jude 11; Rev. 2:14). Whereas Albright, in his attempt to date the oracles of Balaam in the 12th Century, tried to explain the name as derived from Amorite Yabilammu, ‘the (divine) uncle brings’, most scholars derive the name from Hebrew bäla, ‘to swallow down’, comparing Arabic balam, ‘glutton’. Taking the last two con-sonants as representing am, ‘nation’, Rev. 2:6, 15 translated the name as 1 2 Nicolaus, ‘he that inflicts defeat on the nation’.

Balaam’s father is called Beor, but against his identification with Bele the son of Beor, a king in Edom (Gn. 36:32), there are serious objections: the one is a seer, the other is a king; the one lives in

Dinhaba, the other in Pethor (Akkad. Pitru, on the river Euphrates, 20 km S of Carchemish); the one is connected with Edom, the other with Moab and Midian.

The narrative in Nu. 22 is rather intricate. Balak. king of Moab, summons Balaam from the land of Amaw or Amae (BASOR 118, 1950, p. 15). The elders of Midian in vv. 4, 7 are perhaps mentioned to prelude on Nu. 31:16; they play no role in the further story. God first forbids and later on allows Balaam to follow the summons; still later God's angel opposes his going, and after the show-down between man, beast and angel, Balaam is again allowed to proceed on his voyage. It is a total mis-conception of ancient oriental story-telling to unravel the story into different Strands. The author wants to heighten the suspense of his hearers, for whom the arrival of a soothsayer (Jos. 13:22), whose 2 curses might have a fatal effect on the future of Israel, represented a lethal danger. Such belief in the magical working of curses (cf. the Egyptian execration texts, ANET, pp. 328ff.) was widespread, but the faithful worshippers of the Lord believed that God could turn a human curse into a blessing; Ps. 109:28, cf. 2 Sa. 16:12; 1 Ch. 4:9-10; Pr. 26:2. According to Dt. 23:5 and Ne. 13:2 this was what happened with Balaam’s curses, and the story in Nu. 22-24 illustrates Israel’s belief that under the protection of the Lord no human curse or other form of magic is to be feared. It is therefore, also, that both Balak and Balaam are ridiculed, the latter especially in the episode with the ass.

The oracles of Balaam, embedded in a poetical form reminiscent of 2 Sa. 23:1-7, predict Israel’s future greatness under David, who is meant by the Star that should come forth out of Jacob (24:17). As there is a very strong relation between the story in prose and the oracles in poetry, it looks improbable that the oracles were older than the prose-narrative. The whole is best placed under David, who made Moab subject (2 Sa. 8:2). In that case Asshur in Nu. 24:22, 24 is to be understood not as the Assyrian empire, but as the Arabian tribe of Gn. 25:3; cf. Ps. 83:8.

Though Nu. 24:25 seems to indicate that Balaam returned to his town, we find him later (Nu. 31:8, 16) among the Midianites, whom he ad-vised to Iure the Israelites into the cult of Baal of Peor (cf. Nu. 25). For this reason he was killed, to-gether with the kings of the Midianites, by Israel. In the NT his name is a Symbol of avarice (2 Pet. 2:15; Jude 11) and of participation in pagan cult and immorality (Rev. 2:14).

A fragmentary Aramaic text written on wall-plaster at Teil Deir ‘Alla in the Jordan valley about 700 bc relates another story about Balaam. Here he is involved with several gods and goddesses whose will he conveys to a disobedient audience. This text rewards the seer’s continued fame in Transjordan.

Bibliography. W. F. Albright, ‘The Oracles of Balaam’, JBL 63, 1944, pp. 207-233; A. H. van Zyl, The Moabites, 1960, pp. 10-12, 121-125; J. Hoftijzer and G. van der Koolj, Aramaic Texts from Deir ‘Alla, 1976; J. A. Hackett, ‘The Balaam Text from Deir Alla’, BA 49, 1986, pp. 216-223.

A.van S.

D.W.B.

24). He was remembered as an example of the folly of seeking to thwart God’s will (Jos. 24:9; Jdg. 11:25).    n.h.

BANNER. 1. Heb. degel, meaning ‘Standard’ or ‘flag’, is rendered ‘banner’ 4 times and ‘Standard’

BAMOTH, BAMOTH-BAAL. Bamoth (lit ‘heights’) is mentioned as a stage in IsraePs journey (Nu. 21:19-20). The important shrine on the height was known as Bamoth-baal (Nu. 22:41) and the settlement is later given among the cities of Reuben (Jos. 13:17). The exact location is un-known but the site was near the river Arnon and on a commanding position for, from it, ‘Balaam could ‘see the full extern of the Israelite host’. * Baal is probably used here in the general sense of Mord’ relating to the Moabite god Chemosh. Balaam built his own altars on which to invoke God. The * Moabite Stone refers to another Moabite * ‘high place’ (‘bamah’).    j.t.w.

BAN. The OT ban (Heb. herem) denotes in prac-tice to ‘ban, exterminate, consecrate to God’. Thus people devoted to idolatry as the * Canaanites (Ex. 23:31; 34:13; Dt. 7:2; 20:10-17) or places (Jericho, Jos. 6:17-21; cf. Dt. 2:34f; Jos. 11:14) were to be destroyed. The ban was extended to an Israelite household (Achan, Jos. 7:24-26; cf. Dt. 20:1 OfT.) and threatened against Israel for her idolatry (Dt. 8:19; Jos. 23:15). The ban involves an aspect of taboo forbidding contact with an abomination (Dt. 7:26) or holy thing (Lv. 27:28). In Israel it was primarily religious, objects being devoted to the Lord and his Service (Nu. 18:14).

Similar impositions of taboo on spoils of war to be devoted to the deity are known from extra-biblical sources from ‘Mari and the ‘Moabite Stone. The practice seems to have been neglected after the monarchy, though the prophets called for it (I Sa. 15:9; 1 Ki. 20:31, 42; Mi. 4:13; Is. 34:5). The English ‘ban’ is used only in Ezr. 10:8 (av ‘separate’) where the idea of excommunication or banishment is introduced. Thus Christians were banned from synagogues (Jn. 9:22; 12:42; 16:2; cf. Acts 28:16-22). The NT instances reinforce the view that such a ban or exclusion was for the ul-timate welfare of the banned person also (1 Cor. 5:1-5).

Bibliography. A. Malamat, ‘The Ban’, in Mari and the Early Israelite Experience, 1989, pp. 70-76.    D.J.w.
[image: ]

Three Egyptian artny banners, with (second from right) a 9th-8th-century Assyrian Standard. The individual Symbols were probably the distinctive signs of the unit carrying them.

14 times in rsv. In the wilderness each tribe was marked by its own banner (Nu. 1:52; 2:2-3, etc.). In Ps. 20:5 the word is used for a flag of battle. In the Song of Solomon it is used figuratively by the Shulammite to denote the distinguished appear-ance of her beloved (Ct. 5:10, Avmg.), and by him in referring to her overpowering beauty (Ct. 6:4, 10; cf. 2:4).

2. Heb. nes, meaning ‘ensign’, is often rendered ‘banner’ in rsv. It is usually employed to designate a rallying-standard. In Is. 11:12 the Messiah is said to raise up such a Standard, while in v. 10 he is him-self said to be one. Perhaps this lauer reference is intended to be a link with ‘The Lord is my banner’ (Jehovah-nissi, av) in Ex. 17:15. The rsv is probably correct in removing references to a banner in Is. 10:18 and 59:19.    g.w.g.
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Assyrian military Standard bearing the figure of Ashtir or Ninurla as the god of war.

BANQUET. The words translated ‘banquet’ in av (variously in rsv, as ‘dinner’, 'banquet(ing)’, ‘(to) feast’, ‘carousing’) are rnisteh (e.g. Est. 5:4fT.; Dn. 5:!0), säljü (Est. 7:1), yayin (Ct. 2:4) and polos (I Pet. 4:3). These terms refer primarily to wine-drinking; in the 1 Pet. reference polos means pre-cisely this. In the OT the ‘banquet’ motif is used to represent the happiness of the coming Messianic kingdom (so Is. 25:6; cf. Mt. 8:11; Lk. 14:15fT.). Similarly, the ‘common meal’ of the Qumran sec-tarians seems to have been a ritual anticipation of the Messianic banquet (cf. 1QS 2). Such a banquet is also alluded to in the NT at the Last Supper, where Jesus teils the disciples that the meal which they were sharing was a foretaste of the true Messianic glory to come, made possible by his death (Mt. 26:27-29; cf. Lk. 22:29f; Rev. 3:20; 19:9).

s.s.s.

There is clearly a warning here that the openness of the gospel’s offer can become too restricted by ritual requirements or practices.

II. The baptisma! texts

a. Disputed passages. There are a number of texts where a reference to baptism is disputed, especially in Paul. In particular, the washing imagery of 1 Cor. 6:11, Eph. 5:26 and Tit. 3:5: is it a spiritual or physical cleansing which is envisaged, or both (cf. also Acts 15:9; Tit. 2:14; Heb. 9:14; 10:22; I Jn. 1:7, 9)1 These exegetical disputes will never be completely settled. In 2 Cor. 1:22, Eph. 1:13 and 4:30 it is more likely that Paul is referring to the vividness of his converts’ experience of the Spirit, making a visible impact on their lives, like the stamp of a seal (cf. Acts 8:17-18; 10:44^16; 19:6; Gal. 3:2-5; 4:6-7; Phil. 3:3). But a long tradition from Patristic times has referred the imagery of the seal to baptism itself.

However, there are sufficient passages where baptismal language is used so that an informed view can be achieved.

b.    Passages where the divine initiative comes to the fore. Particularly relevant are those passages where the ‘divine passive’ (denoting an action accom-plished by God) appears: ‘baptized into Christ’ (Rom. 6:3-4; Gal. 3:27; similarly Col. 2:12; and cf. Jn. 3:5). It is also possible to argue that God was declared to mediate his forgiveness through baptism in Acts 2:38 and 22:16.

It is here that the more involved argument for the solidarity of the household of faith is usually brought in. The inference drawn is that those given by birth to the members of the covenant people are to be regarded also as members of that people. Reference is usually made to Acts 2:39 and 1 Cor. 7:14. That baptism is the inevitable corollary to this covenant Status can be argued from the parallel with circumcision in the old covenant (but see Ile below). From the household baptisms in Acts 16:15,33; 18:8 and 1 Cor. 1:16, it is perfectly possible that ‘household’ in these passages denotes re-tainers and slaves without necessarily implying the presence of under-age children.

There is, however, insufficient evidence that in the Ist Century spiritual birth was identified with baptism, particularly where it is the Creative power of the word which is being given prominence (cf. Jas. 1:18; 1 Pet. 1:3, 23; 1 Jn. 3:9); though this Observation should not be allowed to pose an antith-esis between word and sacrament.

c.    Passages where the repentancelfaith of the bap-lisand is to the fore. John’s baptism was characterized as a baptism of repentance (Mt. 3:11; Mk. 1:4: Lk. 3:3; Acts 13:24; 19:4). A similar emphasis with regard to Christian baptism is clear in Acts 2:38, 41; 8:12-13; 16:14-15, 33-34; 18:8 and 19:2-3 (cf. Heb. 6:1-2). The term ‘to be baptized into the name of Christ’ (Acts 8:16; 19:5) is probably drawn from the commercial world, where ‘into the name of’ was used in transactions (as today we write cheques ‘to the name of’). So, ‘to be baptized in/into the name of’ someone was to be made over to him, to become his disciple (1 Cor. 1:12-13). The nearest thing to a definition of baptism in the NT defines it as an ‘appeal to God for a clear con-science’ or ‘a pledge to God of a clear conscience’ (1 Pet. 3:21).

At the same time, the fact that these references all appear in contexts in which the gospel was being preached to non-Christians in a pre-

Christian culture, raises the question of whether they would be equally applicable where Christian-ity has been the ‘established’ religion.

In short, in neither case is the evidence so clear-cut as to require or enable the expositor to make an either/or choice between paedo-baptism and be-lievers’ baptism.

d.    The consistenl emphasis on the once-for-aüness of Christian baptism. It was precisely the ‘once-for-allness’ of John’s baptism which distinguished it l'rom the regulär ablutions of ritual purification in Contemporary Judaism, not least as practised by the (nearby?) Qumran community (but cf. Heb. 6:2; 10:22). John also gave the rite a profound eschatological significance—baptism as a way of preparing for, or escaping from, the wrath to come (Mt. 3:7, Lk. 3:7), as symbolizing and preparing for the decisive acts of final judgment by the Coming One (Mt. 3:10-12; Lk. 3:9, 16-17).

The finally decisive nature of entering upon dis-cipleship of Jesus, of transfer to Christ’s Lordship, is stressed in the ‘already’ emphasis of such pas-sages as Jn. 5:24 and Col. 1:13. It is also linked with baptism, particularly in the death and burial imagery of Rom. 6:3-4 and Col. 2:12, and prob-ably also in the birth imagery of Jn. 3:5. It is important that the same imagery can be used for the decisive beginnings of the Christian life and for its ongoing discipline of renewal (cf. Gal. 3:27 with Rom. 13:14; cf. Rom. 6:5 with Phil. 3:10). But there is no Suggestion that repeated baptism was ever thought of as an Option for Christians.

In contrast we may note the emphasis on ‘one baptism’ in Eph. 4:5. There is a ‘once-for-allness’ about entry into the new age, into the new coven-ant, which Heb. 6:4—6 is concerned to safeguard, and which baptism was seen to express.

The lack of a NT precedent for a repetition of baptism in the name of Christ is a striking feature of the NT witness. The twelve ‘disciples’ of Acts 19:1-7 had previously known only John’s baptism, and were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus, presumably because they had not received the Spirit. But Apollos, in Acts 18:24-28, who also knew only John’s baptism, was apparently not ‘re-baptized’, presumably because he was already ‘aglow with the Spirit’ (18:25). We may also note that the disciples at Pentecost had previously received only John’s baptism.

Most striking of all is the case of the Samaritans in Acts 8. Like the twelve at Ephesus (Acts 19), they had not received the Spirit. But they were not re-baptized by Peter and John, because presumably they had been baptized ‘in the name of Jesus’ (8:16). Although they had not received the gift of the Spirit at their baptism, they were not re-baptized.

e.    At the same time, bound up with the whole complex is a warning, sometimes explicit, some-times implicit, not to put too tnuch weight on the ritual moment in the whole process.

John the Baptist used the imagery of baptism to describe the Coming One’s work—‘he will baptize you with the Holy Spirit and with fire’ (Mt. 3:11; Lk. 3:16). It is clear that something other than John’s baptism in water is in view (cf. Is. 30:27-28; Mk. 10:38; Lk. 12:49-50). The accounts of Jesus’ encounter with John at the River Jordan are con-sistent in focusing on Jesus’ anointing with the Spirit rather than the act of baptism (particularly Lk. 3:21-22; Jn. 1:32-34; cf. Acts 10:37-38). No NT writer even hints that Jesus received the Spirit through his baptism by John, thereby transforming John’s baptism into Christian baptism (a populär line of interpretation in later centuries). Moreover, in rather striking contrast to John the Baptist, although Jesus may have practised baptism initially, he soon abandoned it (Jn. 3:22; 4:1).

Acts 1:5 and 11:16 repeat John the Baptist’s contrast between his baptizing in water and Christians’ experience of being baptized in the Spirit. A related disjunction between baptism and the gift of the Spirit is attested in Acts 8:12-17 and 10:44-48, where it is the gift of the Spirit on which the issue of discipleship and salvation really hangs (8:16; 11:14-18; 19:2). Similarly, the single reference in John’s Gospel (Jn. 3:5) has to be set alongside the stronger emphasis on birth as from the Spirit (3:5-8), and on the Spirit as life-giver (6:63), as symbolized by a river of living water (4:10, 14; 7:38-39).

More to the point is Paul’s argument against the necessity of circumcision, despite the explicit warn-ings of Gn. 17:9-14. What mattered was the circumcision ‘made without hands’ (Col. 2:11— hardly a description of baptism), the circumcision of the heart (Rom. 2:28-29), which the gift of the Spirit effected (Phil. 3:3). In fact it was the presence of the Spirit which defined the Christian (Rom. 8:9 em;the nearest definition of a Christian in the NT). Reception of the Spirit rendered circumcision un-necessary (Gal. 3:3; 5:3-5; Rom. 2:28-29). For Paul, the Spirit had replaced circumcision as the hallmark of the covenant people (2 Cor. 3:3, 6), the evidence of the Spirit in a person’s life serving as a sign and seal of the new covenant just as circumcision served for the old covenant (Jer. 31:31-34; 2 Cor. 1:22; cf. Rom. 4:11).

With such an emphasis, Paul’s relative depreci-ation of baptism in 1 Cor. 1:17, following his con-gratulations on the Corinthians’ spiritual endow-ment in 1:4-7, should not occasion any surprise. In 1 Cor. 12:13 (both 13a and 13c) it is likely that Paul was thinking of the outpouring of the Spirit on the Corinthians without implying that this was tied to the ritual act of baptism. Most commenta-tors, however, assume that Paul is speaking of baptism as such, though usually without taking into account the texts noted in the preceding paragraphs.

In all this it is not clear where we should fit in one of the texts most often cited in ‘baptismal’ lit-urgies—Jesus’ acceptance and blessing of children (Mk. 10:13-16). The episode certainly indicates Jesus’ readiness to receive and bless little children; but that is not disputed by any Christian. What remains unclear is whether baptism is the equiva-lent today, or whether the equivalent blessing for children brought to him should not be tied to baptism (bearing in mind that Jesus himself did not baptize).

III. Conclusions

a. The NT evidence is not sufficiently clear to re-solve the question whether paedo-baptism or be-lievers’ baptism is the more appropriate expression of and response to the gospel. On the other hand, a baptismal practice such as ‘indiscriminate baptism’, which does not hold grace and faith in sufficient balance, is much less easy to justify from the NT precisely for that reason.

b. There is no Suggestion in the NT that baptism in the name of Christ is repeatable. On the con-trary, the ‘once-for-allness’ of its symbolism of death and birth is a prominent feature of the NT teaching. Any precedent for a second Christian baptism is lacking, even where the reality of the Spirit came significantly later than the ritual act of baptism. Indeed, Christian baptism was only given to those who had already received John’s baptism with water when the Spirit had not been received. The gift of the Spirit so fulfilled the expectation even of a less-than-Christian baptism, that a fur-ther baptism ‘in the name of Christ’ was evidently considered unnecessary. For those who regard the NT as providing their rule of faith and life, this must be a weighty consideration.

c. The danger of making too much of the ritual moment does not provide a decisive argument in determining the either/or of paedo-baptism or be-lievers’ baptism. It could be developed as an argument against paedo-baptism. But it could equally be developed as an argument against any insistence that baptism must provide expression for newly-awakened faith. Its force is rather to warn against pushing the choice between paedo-baptism and be-lievers’ baptism to an either/or. It is the insistence that only one of these teachings is right which of-fends against the openness of Jesus and the NT’s qualification of the ritual moment, rather than the teachings themselves. It is not so much that be-lievers’ baptism is commended, as the vitality of faith and the Spirit’s activity in a life, without these being tied necessarily to the ritual moment.
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BARABBAS. A bandit (Jn. 18:40), arrested for homicidal political terrorism (Mk. 15:7; Lk. 23:18f.). Mark’s language could indicate a well-known incident, and the epithet ‘notable’ (Mt. 27:16, av) some reputation as a species of hero. The priests, possibly taking up an initial demand from his supporters (cf. Mk. 15:8), engineered a movement for his release to counter Piiate’s in-tended offer of that of Jesus (Mt. 27:20; Mk. 15:11) and Barabbas became an exemplification of the effects of substitutionary atonement.

The name is a patronymic (‘son of Abba’). It occurs as ‘Jesus Barabbas’ (cf. ‘Simon Barjonah’) in some authorities at Mt. 27:16f., and Origen in loc. notes this reading as ancient. It adds pungency to Piiate’s offer, ‘Jesus Barabbas or Jesus Christ?’, but, however attractive, this must remain uncertain.

The privilege of the release of a prisoner at Passover time is independently attested by Mark and John, but remains obscure. Blinzler associates it with Mishnah Pesahim 8. 6, which ordains that the Passover lamb may be offered ‘for one whom they have promised to bring out of prison’.

Bibliography. Deissmann in G. K. A. Bell and A. Deissmann, Mysterium Christi, pp. 12ff. (for the text: contra, cf. M. J. Lagrange, S. Matthieu, pp. 520fif.) R. L. Merritt, JBL 104, pp. 57-68 (a romance); C. E. B. Cranfield, St Mark, pp. 449fF. (a sensitive reading of the incident); J. Blinzler, The Trial of Jesus, 1959, pp. 218fT.; F. F. Bruce, New Testament History, 1971, pp. 203ff. a.f.w.

BARAK (Heb. bäräq, ‘lightning’; cf. Carthagin-ian Barca). In Jdg. 4:6ff. the son of Abinoam, from Kedesh in Naphtali, summoned by the prophetess * Deborah to muster the tribes of Israel and lead them to battle against ‘Sisera, commander-in-chief of the confederate Canaanite forces. He con-sented to act on condition that Deborah accom-panied him, for which reason he was told that not he, but a woman, would have the honour of des-patching Sisera. The details of his victory, when a sudden downpour flooded the river * Kishon and immobilized Sisera’s chariotry, are graphically de-picted in the Song of Deborah (Jdg. 5:19-22). In Heb. 11:32 Barak is listed among the ‘elders’ whose faith is attested in the sacred record. In I Sa. 12:11 ‘Bedan’ should perhaps be emended to ‘Barak’, following lxx and Syr. (so rsv, neb). f.f.b.

BARBARIAN. A term applied by the Greeks to all non-Greek-speaking peoples. It was not originally, or necessarily, pejorative. Luke actually praises the ‘barbarians’ of * Malta for their exceptional kind-ness (Acts 28:2—4). Inscriptions show that a Phoe-nician dialect was spoken on Malta. Perhaps Luke recalls the first frustration of failure to communi-cate in the cosmopolitan Latin and Greek. In 1 Cor. 14:11 the use of uninterpreted tongues is seen ironically as creating linguistic barriers. ‘Greeks and barbarians’ together (Rom. 1:14) comprise all kinds of men without discrimination (cf. Col. 3:11).    c.j.h.

BAR-JESUS (‘son of Joshua’ or ‘son of Ishvah’). In Acts 13:6ff. a magician and false prophet, at-tached to the court of Sergius Paulus, proconsul of Cyprus. He is given the alternative name Elymas in v. 8, possibly from a Semitic root meaning ‘sage’, ‘wise man’. In the Western Text his names appear as Bariesouan and Hetoimas. He tried to dissuade Sergius Paulus from paying attention to Paul and Barnabas, but came off worse in an encounter with Paul. His temporary blinding may have been intended to have the same salutary effect as Paul’s similar experience on the Damascus road.

f.f.b.

BARN. The av rendering of 4 Heb. words, each of them used only once. They are: I. gören, ‘an open threshing-floor’ (Jb. 39:12). rv renders ‘threshing-floor’ (’Agriculture). 2. m'gürä, ‘a granary’ (Hg. 2:19). 3. ’äsäm, ‘a storehouse’ (Pr. 3:10). 4. mamm'görä, ‘a repository’ (Joel 1:17). Offen a dry cistern in the ground was used, covered with a thick layer of earth. Grain could keep for years under such conditions. (* Store-cities.)

In the NT. Gk. apotheke, ‘a place for putting away’, is used literally (Mt. 6:26; Lk. 12:18, 24), and metaphorically to signit'y heaven (Mt. 13:30).

J.D.D

BARNABAS. The cognomen of Joseph, a fore-most early missionary. Luke (Acts 4:36) interprets ‘son of paraklesis’, ‘one who encourages, or exhorts’ {cf. ‘son of peace’ in Lk. 10:6). Nabas ma.y reflect Aramaic n'wahä, ‘pacification’, ‘consola-tion’ (the abnormal Greek transcription being eased by the Contemporary soft pronunciation of b). or some derivative of the root nb\ ‘to proph-esy’. Strictly, this would be ‘son of a prophet’ or ‘of prophecy’, but exhortation was supremely a prophetic function (Acts 15:32; 1 Cor. 14:3), and Luke is concerned, not to provide a scientific ety-mology, but to indicate the man’s character. We find him engaged in paraklesis in Acts 11:23. Deissmann equates the name with Barnebous (Aramaic Barn'bö, ‘son of Nebo’) found in Syrian inscriptions; but Luke States that the apostles gave it, and they would hardly confer a name redolent of a pagan deity.

He came from a Jewish-Cypriot priestly family, but the Jerusalemite John Mark was his cousin (Col. 4:10), and he himself an early member of the Jerusalem church, selling his property (in Cyprus?) for the common good (Acts 4:36ff.). Clement of Alexandria calls him one of the Seventy (Hypol. 7; Slromateis 2. 20. 116). The Western Text of Acts 1:23 confounds him with Joseph-Barsabas in the apostolic election; but later Luke (Acts 14:4, 14) and Paul (1 Cor. 9:6, in context) regard him as an * apostle.

‘A good man,’ says Luke, ‘full of the Holy Spirit and of faith’ (Acts 11:24), and on at least four oc-casions his warm-heartedness and spiritual insight, and the apparently universal respect for him, had momentous results.

a.    When the converted Saul arrived in Jerusalem only to discover that the Christians thought him a spy, it was Barnabas who introduced him to the ‘pillar’ apostles and convinced them of his conver-sion and sincerity (Acts 9:27; cf. Gal. 1:18).

b.    It was Barnabas who represented the apostles at Antioch when, for the first time, Gentiles had been evangelized in significant numbers, and where fellow-Cypriots had been prominent (Acts 11:19fr.). He saw the movement as a work of God—and as a fitting sphere for the forgotten Saul, whom he brought to share his labours. On their visiting Jerusalem with famine-relief, their call to Gentile missionary work was recognized (Gal. 2:9; * Chronology of the New Testament). But Barnabas was not the man to withstand Peter to his face when he succumbed to Judaizing pressure: ‘even Barnabas’ temporarily broke table-fellowship with the Antiochene Gentiles (Gal. 2:13).

c.    Barnabas’ third great contribution, however, showed him committed to full acceptance of Gentiles on faith in Christ {cf. Acts 13:46). Thejourney with Paul (Acts 13-14), beginning in his own Cyprus, resulted in a chain of predominantly Gentile churches far into Asia Minor and a surging Jewish Opposition.

For the church and for Barnabas it was a mile-stone. Hitherto he had been leader, Paul his protege. Luke’s consisteni order up to the depart-ure from Cyprus is ‘Barnabas and Saul’. Thereafter he usually says, ‘Paul and Barnabas’. (Acts 13:43, 46, 50; 15:2, twice, 22, 35. The order in 14:14 is probably due to the order of the deities.) This doubtless reflects the progress of events.

d. But Barnabas had another crucial task. Back at Antioch, the circumcision question became so acute that he and Paul were appointed to bring the matter before the Jerusalem Council. Their policy was triumphantly vindicated (Acts 15:1-29). Sig-nificantly, Barnabas Stands before Paul both in the account of the proceedings (v. 12) and in the Council’s letter (v. 25, contrast 22); probably the words of the original apostolic representative in Antioch carried greater weight with many in the Council. Barnabas insisted on including Mark, who had previously deserted them, on a proposed second journey. Paul refused, and the itinerary was divided, Barnabas taking Cyprus (Acts 15:36-40). Paul’s later testimonies to Mark {e.g. 2 Tim. 4:11) may mean that the latter greatly profited from working under his cousin. The close partnership was broken, but not the friendship. ‘Whenever Paul mentions Barnabas, his words imply sympathy and respect’ (Lightfoot on Gal. 2:13). In principles and practice they were identical, and we shall never know how much Paul owed to Barnabas. When 1 Corinthians was written, Barnabas was still alive, and, like Paul and unlike most of their colleagues, supporting himself without drawing on the churches (1 Cor. 9:6). After this, we hear only in-substantial traditions associating him with Rome and Alexandria.

His name was early attached to an anonymous letter of Alexandrian provenance, but there is nothing eise to connect it with him (*Patristic Literature). The Epistle to the Hebrews has often been ascribed to him, at least from Tertullian’s time (Tert., De pudicitia 20; cf. Zahn, INT, 2, pp. 301 ff ), and 1 Peter by A. C. McGiffert (Christian-ity in the Apostolic Age, 1897, pp. 593ff.). There is a late Cypriot martyrology (see James, ANT, p. 470). The Gospel of Barnabas (ed. L. Ragg, 1907) is a medieval work in Muslim interest.

Bibliography. A. Klostermann, Probleme im Aposteltexte neu erörtert, 1883; A. Deissmann, Bible Studies, pp. 307ff.; H. J. Cadbury in Amicitiae Corolla (Rendel Harris Festschrift), 1933, pp. 45ff.; BC, 4; F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles3, 1990; idem., The Book of the Acts2, NIC, 1990.

A.F.W.

BARRENNESS. To be a wife without bearing children has always been regarded in the East, not only as a matter of regret, but as a reproach which could lead to divorce. This is the cause of Sarah’s despairing laughter (Gn. 18:12), Hannah’s silent prayer (1 Sa. 1:1 Off.), Rachel’s passionate alternative of children or death (Gn. 30:1) and Elizabeth’s cry that God had taken away her reproach (Lk. 1:25). The awfulness of the coming judgment on Jerusalem is emphasized by the incredible Statement, ‘Blessed are the barren . . .’ (Lk. 23:29). It was believed that the gift of children or the with-holding of them indicated God’s blessing or curse (Ex. 23:26; Dt. 7:14), as also did the barrenness or fruitfulness of the land (Ps. 107:33-34). j.w.m.

BARTHOLOMEW (Gk. bartholomaios, ‘son of Talmai’ or, in Graeco-Roman times, ‘son of Ptolemy’). The bearer of this patronymic appears in each list of the Twelve (Mt. 10:3; Mk. 3:18; Lk. 6:14; Acts 1:13), but is otherwise unmentioned in NT. His association in all lists but the last with Philip has suggested to many readers from the 9th Century onwards that he may be identical with Philip’s f'riend 3 4Nathanael of Cana (Jn. 1:45(T.; cf. 21:2); on this certainty is unattainable. f.f.b.

BARTIMAEUS. A blind beggar who was healed by Jesus (Mk. 10:46-52). The name means ‘Son of Timaeus’ and may have been recorded by Mark because he was a well-known figure in the early church. The incident took place on Jesus’ last journey to Jerusalem as he left Jericho, and is found in the other Synoptic Gospels, though with a number of differences. In Mt. 20:29-34 there are two blind men, while in Lk. 18:35-43 the healing takes place as Jesus is approaching Jericho. The story has been variously reconstructed, and it may be that Matthew and Mark refer to Old Jericho and Luke to New Jericho, which was to the S of it. The incident is remarkable for the persistence of Bartimaeus’ faith in Jesus as the Messiah.

R.E.N.

BARUCH (Heb. bärük, ‘blessed’). I. The son of Neriah (Je. 36:4), and brother of Seraiah, quartermaster to King Zedekiah (Je. 51:59). He was a faithful attendant on the prophet Jeremiah (36:10), wrote his master’s prophecies (36:4, 32) and read them to the people (vv. 14-15). He acted as witness to the purchase by the imprisoned prophet of his family estate at Anathoth (Je. 32). Following the sack of Jerusalem, he is said to have resided with Jeremiah at Masphatha (Mizpah, Josephus, Ant. 10. 158) but after the murder of Gedaliah was ar-rested for influencing Jeremiah’s departure (43:3). He was taken with Jeremiah to Egypt (43:6), where according to one tradition he and Jeremiah died (Jerome on Is. 30:6). Josephus, however, implies that they were both carried captive to Babylon after Nebuchadrezzar had invaded Egypt in 583 bc (Ant. 10. 182). Josephus also says that Baruch was of noble family (as Baruch 1:1). His association with Jeremiah resulted in his name being given to a number of apocryphal books, notably The Apoca-
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Clay bulla (enlarged ix), bearing the impression of the inscribed seal of Berechiah (Baruch). son of Neriah the scribe' (Ibrkyhw bn nryhw hspr). Late 7th cenl. bc.

lypse of Baruch, a work probably of Heb. or Aram. origin of which Gk. (2nd Century ad) and Syr. ver-sions survive; The Book of Baruch, a deutero-canonical book found in lxx between Jeremiah and Lamentations, of which various vss (Lat. and Gnostic) are known; and The Rest of the Works of Baruch. Jewish tradition (Mid. Rabba on Ct. 5:5) speaks of Baruch as Ezra’s teacher.

2.    A priest, son of Zabbai, who assisted Nehe-miah in rebuilding work (Ne. 3:20) and as witness to a covenant (10:6).

3.    Son of Col-hozeh, a Judaean, father of Maa-

seiah (Ne. 11:5).    d.j.w.

BARZILLAI (‘Man of iron’). 1. ‘The Gileadite of Rogelim’ (2 Sa. 17:27, etc.), a faithful follower of David. 2. A relation of the above by marriage who took the family name (Ezr. 2:61), and is called ‘Jaddus’ in 1 Esdras 5:38. 3. ‘The Meholathite’, whose son Adriel married Saul’s daughter Merab (1 Sa. 18:19; 2 Sa. 21:8; lxx and two Heb. mss), or Michal (2 Sa. 21:8, Rsvmg., MT).    g.w.g.

BASEMATH (Bashemath, av). Probably from Semitic stem bsm, ‘fragrant’. 1. According to Gn. 26:34, Esau married Basemath, the daughter of Elon, the Hittite. According to Gn. 36:3, he was married to a certain Basemath who was the daughter of Ishmael and the sister of Nebaioth. Cf. Gn. 28:9, where she is called Mahalath, and Gn. 36:2, where Elon’s daughter is called Adah. It is possible that both Mahalath and Adah were given the nick-name Basemath, ‘fragrant’, or eise it is a scribal error (cf. some mss of the lxx). 2. Basemath, daughter of Solomon, married Ahimaaz of Naphtali (1 KLi. 4:15).

Bibliography. J. Hoftijzer & C.-F. Jean, Dic-tionnaire des Inscriptions Semiliques de l'Ouesl, 1960-62.    f.c.f.

BASKET. The following Heb. words are translated ‘basket’. 1. düd, a round basket large enough to hold a human head (2 Ki. 10:7), but normally used for carrying figs, etc. (Ps. 81:6; Je. 24:1-2). 2. lene' (loan-word from Egyp. dnyt, ‘basket’), used for storing produce (Dt. 26:2, 4) parallel to kneading-trough (Dt. 28:5, 17) as an item in the household.

3. k'lüb, which held fruit in Arnos’ vision (8:1) but was originally used for trapping birds, as in Je. 5:27 and the Canaanite letters from Amarna. 4. sal, a flat, open basket for carrying bread (unleavened, Ex. 29:3, 23, 32; Lv. 8:2, 26, 31; Nu. 6:15, 17, 19; Jdg. 6:19). Pharaoh’s baker dreamt he was carrying three full of white * bread (Heb. hört) on his head (Gn. 40:16; cf. IBA. fig. 28). 5. salsillöt (Je. 6:9, av) are more probably branches (rsv) which are being thoroughly plucked, rather than 'baskets'.

The distinction between the feeding of the four thousand and of the five thousand is emphasized by the Gospel writers’ use of Gk. kophinos for basket in the former miracle (Mt. 14:20; 16:9; Mk. 6:43; 8:19; Lk. 9:17; Jn. 6:13), but Gk. spyris in the lauer (Mt. 15:37; 16:10; Mk. 8:8, 20). Both words denote a hamper, kophinos appearing elsewhere in a Jewish context, and spyris, in which Paul was lowered from the wall of Damascus, being the larger (Acts 9:25; parallel to Gk. sargane, a plaited Container, 2 Cor. 11:33).    a.r.m.

BATH, BATHING. Heb. rähas, occasionally qädas (e.g. Ex. 19:10, 14, 22) and hizzäh ‘sprin-kle’. Gk. louölniptö.

The dusty heat of the Middle East made wash-ing desirable. Bathing in rivers or pools was prac-tised by those who lived near them (e.g. Ex. 2:5; 1 Ki. 22:38; 2 Ki. 5:10; Jn. 9:7). Otherwise people used drawn water, stored in jars (cf. Jn. 2:6), to wash themselves and especially the feet of visitors (e.g. Gn. 18:4; c/. Jn. 13:1-10).

Washing was an essential prerequisite to wor-ship, as it was a means of eliminating uncleanness. Thus the priests always had to wash their hands and feet prior to worship (Ex. 30:21; 40:30-32). Sometimes immersion to cleanse the whole body was required, e.g. on the day of atonement (Lv. 16:4). The ‘sea’, a huge laver, was used by priests for this purpose (2 Ch. 4:2-6).

Laity coming to worship were expected to wash themselves (Ex. 19:10), especially if they had been suflering from a complaint, e.g. skin disease (Lv. 14:8) or discharge (Lv. 15:13). Polluted vessels could also be purified by washing with water (e.g. Lv. 11:32; Nu. 31:23). Purification could also be ef-fected sometimes by sprinkling with water (Lv. 14:7, 51) or a water mixture (Nu. 19:18-20).

By NT times special baths called miqvehs, fed by running water, were used to cleanse people from bodily uncleanness. They are still used by Jews today. The Jewish practice of washing hands before meals (cf. Mt. 15:2) may reflect OT practice.

Washing often has symbolic significance in Scripture. It represents a turning away from evil (Is. 1:16) and a purification from sin (Ps. 26:6; 73:13) which is central to the use of water in baptism (1 Pet. 3:21).    g.j.w.

Eliam (2 Sa. 11:3), and, if he is the ‘mighty man’ of 2 Sa. 23:34, granddaughter of Ahithophel. David took her while her husband, Uriah the Hittite, was in command of the army which was besieging Rabbah, the Ammonite Capital. This led to Uriah’s murder, Bathsheba’s entry into the royal harem and the rebuke by Nathan the prophet (2 Sa. 12). In David’s old age Bathsheba allied with Nathan to secure Solomon’s accession and become queen-mother. She petitioned Solomon, on Adonijah’s behalf, for Abishag, David’s concubine (1 Ki. 2:19-21). This was interpreted as a bid for the throne, and resulted in Adonijah’s death. m.b.

BDELLIUM. A fragrant, transparent, yellowish gum-resin, the sap from trees of the genus Com-miphora, valued for its use as a perfume. It was found in the land of *Havilah, near Eden (Gn. 2:12), and its colour was the same as that of *manna (Nu. 11:7). The Heb. b'dölah was taken over into Gk. as bdellion. Although this loan-word is found in the later Gk. translations of the OT, the lxx translates by anthrax and krystallos, possibly because the hardened gum resembled a precious stone, or because of the associated substances in Gn. 2:1 If. (* Jewels.)

Bibliography. KB, RAC, 2, pp. 34f; EJ, 4, p. 354.    i.h.m.

BEARD. 1. Heb. zäqän. Israelites and their neighbours generally wore full round beards which they tended scrupulously. The beard was a mark of vitality and of manly beauty (Ps. 133:2; cf. 2 Sa. 19:24); to shave or cover it was a sign of grief or mourning (Is. 15:2; Je. 48:37, etc.; cf. Lv. 19:27; 21:5, enacted probably against idolatrous prac-tices), or of leprosy (Lv. 14:9). To mutilate anoth-er’s beard was to dishonour him (2 Sa. 10:4; Is. 50:6). Jeremiah criticizes those who shave their temples (Je. 9:26, etc.). (*Hair; *Burial and Mourning.)

2. Heb. säpäm (2 Sa. 19:24), denoting the moustache.    j.d.d.

BEAST. Although found widely in most modern evv, including rsv, the word ‘beast’ is now largely obsolete as a precise term. Coming from Old French, it was in general use when the Bible was first translated into English: ‘animal’, which has now replaced it, is from Latin and first appeared early 16th Century but was not widely used until later. It is still used on farms in a semi-technical way, especially as Tat beasts’ and also, more widely, as ‘beasts of bürden’; otherwise it is found only in literary works or used figuratively, i.e. a cruel or rough man is a beast and his behaviour is beastly or bestial.

There is little uniformity in its use in evv. In general both rv and rsv follow av in the OT, and this is a notable exception to the rv policy of translating Heb. words consistently. Two Heb. words are usu-ally translated ‘beast’; b'hemä (coli.) is also translated * ‘cattle’: hayyä is translated ‘beast’ 96 times (av), but in 35 other passages it is translated by 10 different Eng. words. br‘ir is often translated ‘beast’ but sometimes ‘cattle’.

In some passages b'hemä and hayyä are hard to differentiale as, for instance, where in the same chapter (Lv. 11) and very similar contexts they are both used of clean animals: v. 2 (av) ‘the beasts (hayyä) which ye shall eat’, but v. 39 ‘any beast (b'hemä) of which ye shall eat’. In v. 47 hayyä has a wider meaning, so that rv and rsv often translate as ‘living thing’, but this is reversed in v. 2: ‘These are the living things (hay) which you may eat among all the beasts (b'hemä) that are on the earth.'

In the NT both rv and rsv follow the Greek more closely than av. zöon, always ‘beast’ in av, is translated ‘living creature’ in rv and rsv in Rev. 4:6. Except for rsv in Acts 23:24 (mounts) and 28:4-5 (creature), Acts 10:12 and 1 Cor. 15:39 (animals), and Rev. 18:13 (cattle), all common evv retain ‘beast’ for ktenos (domestic animal, espe-cially beast of bürden) and therion (wild beast). rv and rsv thus correctly distinguish between the four living creatures on the one hand and the beast of Rev. 11:7 and all literal passages on the other.

The word ‘animal’ was current before av was published but is not used in this or in rv. Animal now has two usages. Strictly it is any living being with Sensation and voluntary movement, Le. the animal kingdom in contrast with the plant king-dom; more popularly it refers to four-footed animals, often only to four-footed mammals, in contrast with man, birds, etc. As used in rsv the meaning is nearer the latter, but in the 34 OT occurrences there is no uniformity. For instance, the first 12 instances translate 6 different Heb. words, which av translates ‘beast’, ‘cattle’, ‘of the herd’ and ‘of the flock’. The NT pattem is similar; the 7 occurrences are from 4 Greek words: therion, tetrapous, ktenos and zöon. (* Animals.)

G.S.C.

BEAST (APOCALYPSE). I. The ‘beast that as-cends from the bottomless pit’ (Rev. 11:7) is the apocalyptic Symbol of the last anti-Christian power (Rev. 13:1 IT.; 17:3fT.; 19:19f.), portrayed as a composite picture of the 4 beasts of Dn. 7:3fif. His 10 horns are borrowed from Daniel’s fourth beast; his 7 heads mark his derivation of authority from the dragon of Rev. 12:3, and go back ultimately to Leviathan (cf. Ps. 74:14; Is. 27:1); John reinterprets them once of the 7 hills of Rome (Rev. 17:9), otherwise of 7 Roman emperors. The beast is usu-ally the persecuting empire, occasionally the final emperor, a reincarnation of one of the first 7, probably Nero. He Claims divine honours, wages war on the saints and is destroyed by Christ at his parousia (cf. 2 Thes. 2:8).

2. The ‘beast from the earth’ (Rev. 13:1 lff), also called the ‘false prophet’ (Rev. 16:13; 19:20; 20:10), is public relations officer of the former beast, per-suades men to worship him and ultimately shares his fate. The imperial cult in the province of Asia (*Asiarch) evidently suggested some of his fea-tures to John.    f.f.b.

BEER-LAHAI-ROI. The name itself and certain elements of Gn. 16:13-14, where it first appears, defy certain translation. As it Stands, the name may mean ‘The well of the living one who sees me’ or ‘The well of “He who sees me lives” ’. However, the original place-name may have sufifered a degree of distortion in transmission, putting the original beyond our discovery. This is not the only proper name in the OT to have sufifered in this way. The exact site is not known, but Gn. 16:7, 14 places it towards the Egyptian border, whither Hagar, the Egyptian maid, was fieeing from the wrath of Sarai her mistress. God appeared to Hagar here and an-nounced the birth of Ishmael. Isaac passed through Beer-lahai-roi when waiting for Eliezer to bring him a wife from Mesopotamia (Gn. 24:62), and settled there after the death of Abraham.

r.j.w.

BEERSHEBA. The name given to an important well, and also to the local town and district (Gn. 21:14; Jos. 19:2). The present town lies 77 km SW of Jerusalem and approximately midway between the Mediterranean and the S part of the Dead Sea. There are several wells in the vicinity, the largest 3.75 m in diameter. The digging of this well in-volved cutting through 5 m of solid rock. On one stone of the masonry lining the shaft Conder found a date indicating that repairs had been car-ried out in the 12th Century ad. At the time of his visit in 1874, it was 11 m to the surface of the water.

Excavations at Tel es-Seba‘, 5 km W of the town, have revealed a planned and fortified town of the Judaean monarchy. A well outside the gateway is dated to the 12th Century bc by the excavator, and associated with Abraham, setting the stories of the Patriarchs after the Israelite conquest. There is no evidence to Support this speculation. No pottery of Bronze Age date has been found at the site, nor anything to prove the place’s ancient name. Iron Age pottery has been found in the modern town (Bir es-Seba‘), which was called Berosaba in Roman times, and may yet prove to be the patriarchal site.

The meaning of the name is given in Gn. 21:31, ‘The well of seven’ (Le. lambs). The alternative interpretation, ‘The well of the oath’, arises through a misunderstanding of the use of the Heb. word for ‘therefore’, which can rel'er only to an antecedent Statement (Gn. 11:9 is not really an exception), and a mistranslation of the Heb. par-ticle kt by ‘because’, whereas it here introduces an independent temporal clause and should be ren-dered ‘when’, or even ‘then’. The antecedent Statement teils why it was done; this clause, when it was done. (For a similar use of ki, cf. Gn. 24:41; cf. König, Heb. Syntax, 387 h.) The explanation of the alleged second account of the naming of the well by Isaac (Gn. 26:33) is given in v. 18: ‘And Isaac dug again the wells of water which had been dug in the days of Abraham his father; for the Philistines had stopped them after the death of Abraham; and he gave them the names which his father had given them.’ Since the digging of a well was often a major achievement, filial respect alone would insist that the work of a great father would be thus remembered. In v. 33 the actual wording is: ‘He called it Shibah.' The use here of the feminine of the numeral may merely express the numerical group, roughly equivalent to it, of

the seven’.

Beersheba has many patriarchal associations. Abraham spent much time there (Gn. 22:19). It was probably a part of Palestine without an urban Population, since the seasonal nature of the pas-turage would not have been conducive to settled conditions. From here he set out to offer up Isaac. Isaac was dwelling here when Jacob set out for Harran (Gn. 28:10). On his way through to Joseph in Egypt, Jacob stopped here to offer sacrifices (Gn. 46:1). In the division of the land it went to the tribe of Simeon (Jos. 19:2).

In the familiär phrase ‘from Dan to Beersheba’ (Jdg. 20:1, etc.) it denoted the southernmost place of the land. The town owed its importance to its Position on the trade-route to Egypt.

The reference to it in Arnos (5:5 and 8:14) indi-cates that it had become a centre for undesirable re-ligious activities.

Beersheba and its villages (Heb. ‘daughters’) were resettled after the captivity (Ne. 11:27).

The place referred to by Josephus (BJ2. 573 and

3. 39), which Windeier wanted to identify with the. Beersheba of the OT, was a village in lower Galilee (Jos., Life 5. 188).

Bibliography. W. Zimmerli, Geschichte u. Tradition von Beersheba im A.T., 1932. Y. Aharoni, Beersheba, 1, 1973; Herzog, Beersheba, 2, 1984; NEAEHL, pp. 167-173.    w.j.m.

A.R.M.

BEHEMOTH. Morphologically the Heb. plural of b'hemä, occurring 9 times in the OT (Dt. 32:24; Jb. 12:7; 40:15; Pss. 49:12, 20; 50:10; 73:22; Je. 12:4; Hab. 2:17), and in all but one of these occurrences ‘beasts’, ‘animals’ or ‘cattle’ is apparently the in-tended meaning. In Jb. 40:15, however, the reference is so qualified in the following verses as to suggest some specific animal, and it is usual to take the plural here as having intensive force, ‘great beast’, and referring to the hippopotamus which seems to fit the description best. A derivation has been suggested from a hypothetical Egyptian p’.ih.mw, ‘the ox of the water’, but the fact that Egyptian has other words for hippopotamus ren-ders this unlikely. While other theories have been put forward, the hippopotamus identification may be tentatively accepted in the present state of knowledge. The lxx renders the Word here by ktenos. (* Beast.)

Bibliography. S. R. Driver and G. B. Gray, The Book ofJob, ICC, 1921, 1, pp. 351 -358; KB, p. 111; for another theory, see G. R. Driver in Z. V. Togan (ed.), Proceedings of the Twenly-Second Congress of Orientalisis... Istanbul... 1951, 2, 1957, p. 113; G. S. Cansdale, Animals of Bible Lands, 1970, p. 100; J. V. Kinnier Wilson, VT25, 1975, pp. 1-14.

T.C.M.

Babylon in the 2nd millennium he was given the additional name of Bel. It was the idol of this god whom Daniel and his companions were com-manded to worship (Bel and the Dragon 3ff.).

D.J.W.

BELIAL. The sense of this Word is generally clear from its context: ‘son of or ‘man of’ Belial plainly means a very wicked person. The Word occurs in Heb. of Ps. 18:4, parallel to the Word ‘death’; hence the rsv translation ‘perdition’. In intertestamental literature and NT it is a synonym for Satan (offen spelled ‘Beliar’). The derivation is, however, ob-scure. The Heb. text, with the Massoretic vowels, read b'liya'al, apparently from b'li (‘without’) and ya'al (‘profit’), and so means ‘worthlessness’; this is still a strong possibility, although one cannot easily account for its having become a proper name. A number of scholars have sought a mythological background, e.g. Baal-yam (‘Lord Sea’), but none of the suggestions has been very convincing. A third type of approach is to ignore the Massoretic vowels and derive the Word from a Heb. verb bäla (‘swallow up, engulf’); the name would then pri-marily describe Sheol, as ‘the Engulfer’ (the ety-mology of English ‘infernal’ is comparable).

Modern evv chiefly use such words as ‘scoun-drel’, ‘base’, ‘godless’ and ‘abominable’ to render phrases which contain ‘Belial’ in Heb.

Bibliography. D. W. Thomas in Biblical and Pa-tristic Studies in Memory of R P. Casey, 1963, pp. 11-19; V. Maag. TZ 21, 1965, pp. 287-299; TDOT.    d.f.p.

BELL. Two Hebrew words are thus translated. 1. pa'“mön (‘striking’, ‘beating’). Small gold bells, al-ternating with pomegranates of blue, purple and scarlet stuff, were attached to the hem of the high priest’s ephod (Ex. 28:33-34; 39:25-26), their ringing announced his going into the sanctuary. Bells for religious purposes are known from Assyria (see B. Meissner, Babylonien und Assyrien, I, 1920, p. 268, and photograph, Abb. 142). Beils are also at-tested for personal adornment in Egypt, from at least the Bubastite period (c. 800 bc) to Roman and Coptic times, and were offen attached to chil-dren to announce their whereabouts. See, with il-lustrations, Petrie, Objects of Daily Use, 1927, pp. 24, 57-58, plates 18:33-37 and 50:292-305. Bells with clappers appear in the I st millennium bc; earl-ier small ‘bell rattles’ were current, openwork metal Containers with a small metal ball inside.

2. Heb. m'sillä (‘tinkling’). These are little bells. In Zc. 14:20 they are part of the trappings of horses, prophesied to become ‘Holy to the Lord’ (and so inscribed). Little bells offen appeared among horse-trappings in antiquity; they can be seen at the necks of Assyrian war-horses in Grollenberg, Shorter Atlas of the Bible, 1959, p. 113, bottom photograph. See also J. Rimmer, Andern Musical Instruments of Western Asia in the British Museum, 1969, pp. 37ff., pls. xvii-xx. k.a.k.

BELSHAZZAR. The ruler of Babylon who was killed at the time of its capture in 539 bc (Dn. 5). Bel-sar-usur (‘Bel has protected the king [ship]’) is named in Babylonian documents by his father Nabonidus, king of Babylon in 556-539 bc. Other texts give details of Belshazzar’s administration and religious interests in Babylon and Sippar up to the 14th year of his father’s reign. He was possibly a grandson of Nebuchadrezzar II and, according to the Nabonidus Chronicle, his father 'entrusted the army and the kingship’ to him c. 556 bc, while Nabonidus campaigned in central Arabia, where he eventually remained l'or 10 years. Belshazzar mied in Babylonia itself. It is possible that Daniel dated events by the years of this co-regency (Dn. 7:1; 8:1), though the official dating of documents continued to use the regnal years of Nabonidus himself. Legal texts dated to the 12th and 13th years of Nabonidus include the name of the Bel- sar-usur, the crown prince, in unique oaths, Since a Harran inscription (■4.S 8, 1958, pp. 35-92; ANET1, pp. 562f.) gives 10 years for the exile of Nabonidus, this would confirm other sources since the ‘king’ who died in Octo-ber 539 bc was Belshazzar (Dn. 5:30), whose father was captured on his subsequent return to the Capital (Xenophon, Cyropaedia, 7. 5. 29-30, does not give names). Belshazzar (Aram. Belsa'ssar) is also called Balthasar (Gk. Baruch 1:11-12; Herodotus, I. 188) or Baltasar (Jos., Am. 10. 254).

Bibliography. R. P. Dougherty, Nabonidus and Belshazzar, Yale Oriental Series 15, 1929; P. A. Beaulieu, The Reign of Nabonidus King of Babylon 556-539 bc, 1989.    d.j.w.

BELTESHAZZAR (Heb. beltfsa’assar; Gk. Ballasar). The name given to Daniel in Babylon (Dn. 1:7; 2:26; 4:8-9, 19; 5:12; 10:1). The Heb. may be a transliteration of the common Babylonian name BeletlBelti-sar-usur (May the Lady [wife of the god *Bel] protect the king’). For the form of the name, * Belshazzar, * Sharezer, and see A. R. Millard, EQ 49, 1977, p. 72.    d.j.w.

BENAIAH (Heb. b'näyähü, b'näyä, ‘Yahweh has built up’). 1. Son of Jehoiada from Kabzeel in S Judah (2 Sa. 23:20). Captain of David’s foreign bodyguard (2 Sa. 8:18; 20:23), he commanded the host for the third month (1 Ch. 27:5-6). He was re-nowned among ‘the thirty’ of David’s mighty men (2 Sa. 23:20-23; 1 Ch. 11:22-25), and probably ac-companied David during Absalom’s rebellion (2 Sa. 15:18). He helped to thwart Adonijah and es-tablish Solomon as king (1 Ki. 1) and later exe-cuted Adonijah, Joab and Shimei (1 Ki. 2:25, 29fT.. 46), replacing Joab as commander-in-chief (1 Ki. 2:35).

2. One of ‘the thirty’ who formed the second group of David’s mighty men, from Pirathon in Ephraim (2 Sa. 23:30; 1 Ch. 11:31), and commanded the host for the eleventh month (I Ch. 27:14).

Ten other persons bearing this name are known only from the following references: 1 Ch. 4:36; 15:18,20,24; 16:5-6; 2 Ch. 20:14; 31:13; Ezr. 10:25, 30, 35, 43 (cf 1 Esdras 9:26, 34-35); Ezk. 11:1, 13.

J.G.G.N.

disturbed in the land which had been ‘given them for a possession’ (Dt. 2:19). Nevertheless, ‘the children of Lot’ in later times became their enemies (2 Ch. 20:1; Ps. 83:6-8).    g.t.m.

BENE-BERAK. A town in the territory of Dan (Jos. 19:45), identified with modern el-Kheiriyeh (tili recently Ibn Ibräq), about 6 km E of Jaffa. According to Sennacherib it was one of the cities be-longing to Ashkelon besieged and taken by him (DOTT, p. 66; AN ET, p. 237). See NEAEHL, pp. 186-187.    j.d.d.

BENEDICTUS. The prophecy of Zechariah (Lk. 1:68-79), named from the first word in the Latin Version, is one of six visions (Lk. 1:5-25, 26-38; 2:1-20), and prophecies (Lk. 1:46-56; 2:29-35) in the Lucan infancy narrative. It is a recurrent pattem in Hebrew prophecy to reflect upon or elabor-ate former revelations (cf. Ps. 105; Mi. 4:4; Zc. 3:10). In the NT the Revelation of John is a mosaic of OT language and concepts. Likewise the Ben-edictus alludes to a number of passages in the Psalms and Isaiah.

The first division of the passage (Lk. 1:68-75), in parallelisms characteristic of Jewish poetry, extols God for his Messianic deliverance and re-joices in its results. The second section (Lk. 1:76-79) describes the place which John will have in this mighty act of God. In the Benedictus Messiah’s work is particularly a spiritual deliverance. Does this mean that Zechariah’s thought has itself been radically changed in the light of the interpretation of the OT by Christ and his apostles? Not necessar-ily. While the mass of Jews viewed the Messiah as a political Redeemer, his role as a religious or priest-ly Redeemer was not absent in Judaism (cf. Test. Judah 21. 1-3; Test. Levi 18. 2fi; Test. Simeon 7. lf; IQS 9. lOf.; CD 19. 10; 20, 1). This would be central in the thoughts of a pious priest; therefore, it is quite in keeping with his personality and back-ground that, ‘filled with the Holy Spirit’, Zechariah should utter this particular revelation. (*Annunci-

ATION.)    E.E.E.

BENEEACTOR. The Gk. euergetes was used as a title by kingsof Egypt(e.g. Ptolemy IX, 147-117 bc) and of Syria (e.g. Antiochus VII, 141-129 bc) and appears on their coins; also on Ist Century inscrip-tions, e.g. to the people of Cos (LAE, p. 253). Dis-ciples of Jesus should not seek the title (Lk. 22:25) but should help the needy without thought of return.

Bibliography. B. W. Winter, Seek the Welfare of the City, Christians as Benefactors and Citizens, 1994.    a.r.m.

BENE-JAAKAN. A camping-ground of the Israel-ites (Nu. 33:31-32; Dt. 10:6). Formally it is a tribal name and refers to one of the clans of Seir (1 Ch. 1:42), which is a name for the mountainous region W of Wadi Arabah. No more exact location is possible, as the section of the itinerary in Nu. 33 in which it occurs could refer to one of a number of routes.

Bibliography. J. R. Bartlett, JTS n.s. 20, 1969, pp. 1-12.    G.I.D.

BEN-HADAD. Heb. form of Aramaic Bar- or Bir-Hadad, ‘son of Hadad’, name of either two or three rulers of the Aramaean kingdom of Damascus.

1.    Ben-hadad I is called ‘son of Tabrimmon, son of Hezion, king of Aram’ in 1 Ki. 15:18. In his 15th year (35th of the divided Monarchy), Asa of Judah vanquished *Zerah the Ethiopian and held a great thanksgiving-feast in Jerusalem, inviting Is-raelites also (2 Ch. 14:9-15:19); therefore in the 16th (36th) year, Baasha of Israel attacked Judah (2 Ch. 16:1-10), and so Asa sought aid from Ben-hadad I of Aram (1 Ki. 15:18ff., as above). Hence Ben-hadad I was already ruling by c. 895 bc, say c. 900. For this period, see E. R. Thiele, Myslerious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings, 1951, pp. 58-60; 1965 ed., pp. 59-60.

2.    Ben-hadad, the Opponent of Ahab (c. 874/3— 853 bc), 1 Ki. 20, died by the hand of * Hazael in the days of Joram (c. 852-841 bc) and Elisha (2 Ki. 6:24ff.; 8:7-15). Hazael succeeded Ben-hadad about 843 bc (Shalmaneser III of Assyria already mentions Hazael in 841 bc) (see M. F. Unger, Israel and the Aramaeans of Damascus, p. 75). Two Problems here arise. First, is the Ben-hadad of Ahab and Joram Asa’s Ben-hadad I (implying a long but not unparalleled 57 years’ reign, c. 900-843 bc), or is he a separate Ben-hadad II? Albright (BASOR 87,1942, pp. 23-29) would identify them as a single Ben-hadad (I), but his only positive reason is a pos-sible date about 850 bc (limits, c. 875-825 bc) for the Melqart Stele on the style of its script. But the most natural Interpretation of 1 Ki. 20:34 is that Omri had earlier been defeated by Ben-hadad I, father of a Ben-hadad II the Contemporary of Ahab; Albright’s Interpretation of this passage is distinctly forced, and the non-mention by the OT of an event like Omri’s discomfiture is well paral-leled by its similar omission of Jehu’s paying trib-ute to Shalmaneser III. Secondly, Shalmaneser III’s annals for 853 bc (Wiseman, in DOTT, p. 47) and for 845 bc (ANET, p. 280a; ARAB, 1, §§ 658, 659) call the king of Damascus JIM-idri, probably to be read as Adad-idri (‘Hadad-ezer’); this must be almost certainly another name for Ben-hadad (1/ II), Ahab’s Contemporary; cf. Michel, Welt des Orients, 1, 1947, p. 59, n. 14. If two Ben-hadads are admitted, ‘I’ may be dated roughly 900-860 bc, and ‘II’ about 860-843 bc. The so-called Melqart Stele dates to this general period; attribution to a specific Ben-hadad is precluded by the illegibility of his ancestry on the monument, despite attempted Solutions (e.g. Gross, BASOR 205, 1972, pp. 36-42).

3.    Ben-hadad III, c. 796-770 bc, son of Hazael, continued his father’s oppression of Israel (temp. Jehoahaz, c. 814/3-798 bc, 2 Ki. 13:22) into the reign of Jehoash (c. 798—782/1 bc), who, in fulfil-ment of Elisha’s dying prophecy, was able success-fully to repel Ben-hadad (2 Ki. 13:14-19, 25); this Aramaean king is also mentioned on the Contemporary Stele of Zakur, king of Hamath and Lu‘ash (cf Black, in DOTT, pp. 242-250). The unnamed ‘deliverer’ against Syria at this time (to Israel’s benefit) may be a veiled reference to intervention by Adad-nirari III of Assyria against *Aram; cf.

W. Hallo, BA 23, 1960, p. 42, n. 44, following H. Schmökel, Geschichte des Allen Vorderasien, 1957, p. 259, no. 4. Arnos (1:4) prophesied the destruc-tion of the ‘palaces of (Hazael and) Ben-hadad’, and their memory is evoked by Jeremiah (49:27) in his prophecy against the * Damascus province.

Bibliography. For these kings, see A. Malamat, in POTT, pp. 143IT.; W. T. Pitard, Andern Damascus, 1987.    K.A.K.

BENJAMIN. 1. The youngest son of Jacob, called binyämin (‘son of the right hand’, i.e. ‘lucky’) by his father, though his mother Rachel, dying in child-birth, called him ben-'6ni (‘son of my sorrow’) (Gn. 35:18, 24). After Joseph’s disappear-ance, he took first place in his father’s affections as the surviving son of Rachel; this was a major factor in bringing about the eventual surrender of Joseph’s brothers (Gn. 42:4, 38; 44:1-34).

1

BALAK. The king of Moab who employed

2

BANK, BANKER. There was no bank in Israel in the sense of an establishment for the custody of private money or the granting of commercial credit. For safe keeping a private person would either bury his valuables (Jos. 7:21) or deposit them with a neighbour (Ex. 22:7). Commerce remained largely a royal monopoly (2 Sa. 5:11; 1 Ki. 10:14-29; cf. 2 Ch. 20:35fr.). The palace and the Temple were the repositories of the national wealth (1 Ki. 14:26); later private property also was deposited for safe keeping in temples (2 Macc. 3:6, 1 OfT.). A banking System existed in Babylonia in 2000 BC, but the Jews did not use it until the Exile. The money-changers in Mt. 21:12; Mk. 11:15; Jn. 2:14-15 converted Roman money into orthodox coinage for the Temple half-shekel (Mt. 17:24). Mt. 25:27 (Lk. 19:23) refers to a money-lender.    a.e.w.

BAPTISM.

I. The gospel and baptism

Since baptism focuses and symbolizes the gospel in a formalized rite, it is well to begin by highlight-ing the relationship between the two. There can be little dispute regarding two aspects of the gospel as presented in the NT.

a The gospel as an offer of forgiveness and ac-ceptance. This is how Jesus characterized his own ministry (e.g. Mk. 2:17 and Lk. 7:36-50). It was precisely the sinners, including those discounted by the righteous within Israel, whom Jesus welcomed. Similarly, Paul’s message of justification by faith was the offer of God’s acceptance to the Gentiles, equally discounted by the righteous as Standing outside the covenant people (e.g. Rom. 4, 9-11).

b.    The gospel as a summons to repentance andlor faith. Again we find common ground between Jesus and Paul, as such passages as Mk. 1:15 and Rom. 1:16— 17 make clear.

Both aspects are deeply rooted in the biblical traditions and have given rise to the main either/ or in the Christian understanding of baptism— either paedo/infant-baptism or believers’ baptism. Characteristically, the paedo-baptist tradition em-phasizes the faith of the parent(s), Sponsors (godparents) and believing community. Equally characteristic is the baptist emphasis on the God-givenness of faith, faith as a necessary response to the prior grace of God.

However, there is a third aspect of the gospel, prominent in the NT, which is often neglected.

c.    The openness of the gospel offer as itself a criti-cism of those who would reslricl the grace of God. Jesus proclaimed his gospel in Opposition to those who restricted God’s grace to the righteous and denied it to the sinner (e.g. Lk. 18:9-14; 19:1-10), and who restricted it by reference to the law and by their ritual practice (Mk. 2:23-25; 7:1-23; Lk. 13:10-17). Paul similarly maintained his gospel in Opposition to those who wanted to restrict God’s grace to the chosen race and to deny it to the Gentiles, and who did so by making the ritual act of cir-cumcision the make or break issue (Gal. 2-5). The covenant community of God’s people is made such by God’s call and grace (Rom. 9:6— 12; 11:6), and its composition is not determined by the com-munity’s ritual observances (Gal. 2:14-21; Eph. 2:8-16), however much they may express its boundaries (cf. Rom. 4:11; Acts 10:47-48).

3

BASHAN. A region E of Jordan lying to the N of Gilead, from which it was divided by the river Yarmuk. Its fertility was famous; see Ps. 22:12; Ezk. 39:18; Am. 4:1; and Is. 2:13; Je. 50:19; Ezk. 27:5-6. The name, nearly always written with the article (habbäsän), had varying connotations. In the wide sense it was counted as extending N to Mt Hermon and E to 4Salecah; and in the narrower sense it comprised roughly the area called today en-Nuqra. It included the cities of "Ashtaroth,

4

Golan and ’Edrei, and the regions of 4Argob and 4 Havvoth-jair. At the time of the conquest Bashan was under the rule of Og, who had his Capital at Ashtaroth. He was defeated by the Israelites at Edrei (Dt. 1:4; 3:1-3) and the territory feil to the lot of Manasseh. It formed part of the dominions of David and Solomon, falling within the sixth administrative district of the latter (1 Ki. 4:13). It was lost during the Syrian wars, but was regained by Jeroboam II (2 Ki. 14:25), only to be taken by Tiglath-pileser III (2 Ki. 15:29), after which it formed part of the successive Assyrian, Babylo-nian and Persian empires. Under the Persians it roughly coincided with the district of Qarnaim, and in the Greek period with that of Batanaea.

Bibliography. G. A. Smith, The Historical Geography of the Holy Land ", 1904, pp. 542, 548-553, 575ff.; F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 1, 1933, pp. 274f.    t.c.m.

BATHSHEBA (called, in 1 Ch. 3:5, ‘Bathshua, daughter of Ammiel’). She was the daughter of

BEER (b''er, lit. ‘a well’, ‘cistern’, usually man-made). 1. Nu. 21:16. A point on the itinerary of the wandering Hebrews, reached soon after leaving Arnon. This verse records an otherwise unknown story of the Provision of water; an important event, for v. 18b suggests that Beer was in a desert place. The site is unknown. 2. Jdg. 9:21. The place ‘o which Jotham fied after having denounced the coitp d'etat of his brother Abimelech. The site is unknown.    r.j.w.

BEL. The name or title of the principal Babylo-nian deity, Marduk (* Merodach), whose over-throw was synonymous with the end of Babylon and its domination (Je. 50:2; 51:44). In this Connection Bel is named with the god Nabu (* Nebo), who was considered his son (Is. 46:1). Bel (Sumerian en, ‘lord’; Heb. Ba'al) was one of the original Sumerian triad of deities, with Anu and Enki, his name being a title or epithet of the wind and storm god Enlil. When Marduk became the chief god of

BEN-AMiVII (‘son of my kinship’). The name given to the child born of Lot’s incestuous Union with his younger daughter (Gn. 19:38), from whom sprang the children of ’Ammon, Moses recog-nized their kinship, through Lot, with the children of Israel; and so directed that they should not be


2. The tribe descended from Benjamin; Heb. binyämtn, as collective, or pl. b'ne binyämim, also b'ne y'mini, Jdg. 19:16; 1 Sa. 22:7; and sing, ben y'mini or ben hayy'mini (cf. ’is y'mini, 1 Sa. 9:1; 'eres y'mini, v. 4). A similar name bmü (or märü) yamina, possibly meaning ‘sons of (dwell-ers in) the south’, is found in the Mari texts (18th Century bc), and some scholars, e.g. Alt, Parrot, have sought here the antecedents of the biblical tribe; but the difference in time and origin makes this very uncertain.

Much detail is given of Benjaminite genealogies, though they are nowhere complete; ten families are enumerated in Gn. 46:21, but the Chronicler names only three clans (1 Ch. 7:6ff.), of which Jediael does not appear as such in the Pentateuch. The pre-invasion reckoning of ‘fathers’ houses’ is given in Nu. 26:38fifi; for details recorded under the Monarchy, see 1 Ch. 8.

The tribe occupied a Strip of land in the passes between Mt Ephraim and the hills of Judah. The boundary with Judah is clearly defined (Jos. 18:15fr.; cf. 15:5flf.) and passed S of Jerusalem, which however became a Jebusite town until David captured it. Thence it ran to Kiriath-jearim, at one time in Benjamin (Jos. 18:28; rsv ‘and’ followsLXX, but the text is unclear). Jos. 15:9 Supports this, while identifying with Baalah of Judah; Noth (Josua2, ad loc.) considers this a gloss, but it is re-peated in Jos. 15:60; 18:14; Jdg. 18:12; 1 Ch. 13:6; cf. 1 Ch. 2:50flf. The N border ran from Jericho to the N of * Ophrah, then roughly SW to the ridges S of *Beth-horon, leaving Luz in Ephraim (but per-haps originally not the sanctuary of * Bethel; Jos. 18:13). Under the Divided Monarchy, ‘Ephraim’ (i.e. the N kingdom) occupied Bethel and part of E Benjamin, but the border fluctuated; cf. 2 Ch. 13:9. The W border is given as a straight line from Beth-horon to Kiriath-jearim, but there was Settlement farther W (1 Ch. 8:12f.).

‘Benjamin is a ravenous wolf—so ran the andern blessing of Jacob (Gn. 49:27). The tribe earned a high reputation for bravery and skill in war, and was noted for its slingers with their trad-itional left-handed action (Jdg. 3:15; 20:16; 1 Ch. 8:40). Ehud, who delivered Israel from the Moabites, was of Benjamin; so also were Saul, the first king (1 Sa. 9:1), Queen Esther (Est. 2:5) and the apostle Paul (Rom. 11:1). Lying right in the path of Philistine expansion, the tribe played its chief part in Israelite history under Saul’s leadership, and on the whole remained loyal to him, though a number came over to David in his exile (1 Ch. 12:2-7, 29). Indeed, the feud was remembered long after (2 Sa. 16:5; 20:1). Such clan loyalty was evident in their disastrous resistance to the national demand for justice in the matter of the Levite’s concubine (Jdg. 20-21) many years before the Monarchy (20:26f.).

With the Capital established at Jerusalem, Benjamin was drawn closer to Judah (1 Ch. 8:28), and after the division Rehoboam retained its allegiance (1 Ki. 12:21; 2 Ch. 11; note I Ki. 11:32, ‘for the sake of Jerusalem’). There were two ‘Benjamin’ gates in the city, one in the Temple (Je. 20:2), the other perhaps the same as the ‘sheep gate’ in the N city wall (Je. 37:13; Zc. 14:10). Despite the varying fortunes of war, Benjamin remained part of Judah (1 Ki. 15:16fT.; 2 Ki. 14: llfT; cf. 2 Ki. 23:8, ‘Geba’). From the Restoration, the distinction is confined to personal genealogy (cf. Ne. 7 with 11:7flT.).

In the vision of Ezekiel, the portion of Benjamin lies just S of the city (Ezk. 48:22fT).

3.    A descendant of Jediael (1 Ch. 7:10).

4.    A Benjaminite of the Restoration who took a foreign wife (Ezr. 10:32). Ne. 3:23; 12:34 may refer to the same person.

Bibliography. Mari texts: J. Gibson, JSS 7, 1962, pp. 57f.; I. Gelb, JCS 15, 1961, pp. 37f. Topography: Z. Kallai, IEJ 6, 1956, pp. 180-187; VT 8, 1958, pp. 139f.; GTT, pp. 164fF, 170fF; LOB pp. 255f„ 315, 349ff General: K-D. Schunck, ZUW Suppl. 86, 1963; S. Yeivin, IEJ 21, 1971, pp. 141-154, Israelite Conquesl of Canaan, 1971.

J.P.U.L.

BERACAH (lit. ‘blessing’). 1. One of the warriors who joined David at Ziklag when he was in straits because of the enmity of Saul (1 Ch. 12:1-3). 2. A valley where Jehoshaphat and his people gave God thanks for the victory which they had gained over the Ammonites, Moabites and Edomites (2 Ch. 20:26). It is identified with Wadi Bereiküt between Jerusalem and Hebron, and W of Tekoa. The modern name suggests an earlier form which was pronounced slightly differently from that in the Heb. text with the meaning ‘water pool’ (berekä).

R.J.W.

BERNICE. The eldest daughter of Herod Agrippa I, and sister of Drusilla, born in ad 28. Having been engaged, if not married, previously, she married at the age of 13 her uncle Herod of Chalcis. Upon his death in ad 48, she wem to live with her brother Herod Agrippa II (an incestuous relationship with him is alleged in Juvenal, Sat.

6. 156-160). She then married Polemon king of Cilicia, deserted him and returned to her brother, in whose Company she heard Paul (Acts 25:13). She subsequently became the mistress of the future emperor Titus. Josephus shows her in a more favourable light: in Jerusalem in ad 66 she inter-vened courageously in the attempt to prevent a massacre of the Jews by the procurator Florus (BJ 2.309-314).    e.m.b.g.

C.J.H.

BEROEA, BEREA. I. The modern Verria, a city of S Macedonia probably founded in the 5th Century bc. In NT times it was evidently a prosperous centre with a Jewish colony. When Paul and Silas were smuggled out of Thessalonica to avoid Jewish Opposition (Acts 17:5-11), they withdrew to Beroea, 80 km away. Here they received a good hearing until the pursuit caught up with them. Beroea was the home of Sopater (Acts 20:4). 2. The Hellenistic name of Aleppo (2 Macc. 13:4).

Bibliography. Strabo 7; BC, 4, pp. 1881'., 206f.

j.h p.

BETEN. One of the towns of Asher listed in Jos. 19:25. Its location is uncertain. Eusebius’s Ono-masticon, calling it Bethseten, puts it 8 Roman miles E of Ptolemais (Acco). It may be the modern Abtün, E of Mt Carmel.    j.d.d.

BETHABARA (probably from Heb. bel_ '“bärä, ‘house of (the) ford’). This place is read in many Gk. mss at Jn. 1:28 for *‘Bethany beyond Jordan’: hence it is found in av and Rvmg. Origen preferred this reading while admitting that the majority of Contemporary mss were against him. He gives its etymology as ‘house of preparation’, which he as-sociated with the Baptist’s ‘preparation’. In his day, he says, this place was shown as the place of John’s baptism. It is probably the present Qasr el-Yehud, on the right bank of the Jordan, E of Jericho, where a monastery of St John Stands.

Bibuography. R. E. Brown, The Gospel Accord-ing to John, AB, 1971, pp. 44f, 71 f.    j.n.b.

BETH-ANATH (Heb. bet_ ‘“nät, ‘temple of Anat’). Perhaps Safed el-Battikh, NW of Galilee, and the bt ’nt listed by Seti I and Ramesses II. The city was allotted to Naphtali (Jos. 19:38); the original inhabitants were not expelled, but made tributary (Jdg. 1:33).

Bibuography. LOB, pp. 200, 214. a r m.

BETH-ANOTH (Heb. bet_ ‘an6l_, probably ‘temple of Anat’). A conurbation (a city with its villages, Jos. 15:59) which was allotted to Judah. Modern Beit‘Anün 6 km NNE of Hebron.    j.d.d.

BETHANY. I. A village (present population 726) on the farther side of the Mount of Olives, about 3 km from Jerusalem on the road to Jericho. It is first mentioned in the Gospels, especially as the home of Jesus’ beloved friends, Mary, Martha and Lazarus; hence the modern Arabic name ‘el-‘Azariyeh. Its most central role in the Gospel history is as the place of Jesus’ anointing (Mk. 14:3-9). Outside the Gospels it figures largely in Christian itineraries, traditions and legends.

2. The place where John baptized ‘beyond the Jordan’ (Jn. 1:28). Its identification remains uncertain. Already by the time of Origen (c. ad 250) it was unknown (see his Commentary on John 6:40, p. 157, ed. Brooke). Origen preferred the reading * Bethabara, since this place was known in his day and, moreover, this choice might in his opinion be corroborated by allegory. ‘Bethany’, however, should be accepted as the more difficult reading. The mention of a place so soon unknown is fre-quently adduced as a token of knowledge of lst-century Palestine by the Evangelist or his source.

J.N.B.

BETH-ARBEL. A city described (Ho. 10:14) as having been destroyed by * Shalman in the ‘day of battle’. The name is known only from this refer-ence, so that the common identification with modern Irbid, probably the Arbela of Eusebius, some 30 km SE of the Sea of Galilee, remains uncertain. Note: NEAEHL, pp. 87-89, identifies it with a place W of the Sea of Galilee.

Bibuography. W. F Albright, BASOR 35, 1929, p. 10; G. L. Harding, The AnUquilies of Jordan, 1959, pp. 54-56.    t.c.m.

BETH-AVEN (Heb. bet_ 'äwen, ‘house of ini-quity’). Lying to the W of Michmash (1 Sa. 13:5) and possibly to be distinguished from the Beth-aven said to lie to the E of Bethel (Jos. 7:2). lf these two are to be distinguished, it is impossible to be certain which is referred to as a N boundary mark for Benjamin’s allotment (Jos. 18:12). In Hosea (4:15; 5:8; 10:5) the name may be a derogatory synonym for * Bethel, ‘House of the false (god)’.

R.J.W.

BETH-DAGON (Heb. bei dägön). 1. In the low-land of Judah S of *Azekah (Jos. 15:41). 2. In Asher, probably N of ‘Helkath (Jos. 19:27). There were others; that taken by Sennacherib is now Bet Dagan near Tel Aviv (Z. Kallai, VT 8, 1958, pp. 153ff.; B. Mazar, IEJ 10, 1960, p. 72). j.p.u.l.

BETHEL. Identified by most scholars with Teil BeitTn on the watershed route 19 km N of Jerusalem. Although traces of earlier occupation have been found, the city seems to have been established early in the Middle Bronze Age. Düring this period, Abram camped to the E of Bethel, where he built an altar to Yahweh (Gn. 12:8). After his visit to Egypt, he returned for this sitc (Gn. 13:3). For Jacob, Bethel was the starting-point of his realiz-ation of God, who is for him ‘God of Bethel’ (Gn. 31:13; 35:7). As a result of his vision of Yahweh he named the place ‘House of God’ (Heb. bet ’et) and set up a * pillar (Heb. massebä, Gn. 28:11-22). He was summoned to Bethel on his return from Har-ran, and both built an altar and set up a pillar, reiterating the name he had given before (Gn. 35:1-15). The site is perhaps Burg BeitTn, SE of Teil BeitTn, the ‘shoulder of Luz’ (Jos. 18:13).

Excavations yielded some Early Bronze Age traces, with, the excavator claimed, a blood-stained rock high place. This seems to be an improbable Interpretation, and the Claim that a Middle Bronze Age shrine replaced it is also dubious. The Middle Bronze Age city was prosperous, destroyed about 1550 bc, and followed by well-built Late Bronze Age houses. These in turn were sacked, and the subsequent Iron Age buildings marked a complete cultural change, which the excavator related to the Israelite conquest (Jos. 12:16; Jdg. 1:22-26). Bethel was allotted to the Joseph tribes who captured it, particularly to Ephraim (1 Ch. 7:28), and bordered the territory of Benjamin (Jos. 18:13). The Israel-
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A proposed reconstruction of Bethesda pool (see p. 132).


ites soon resettled the town, calling it by the name Jacob had given to the scene of his vision instead of Luz (Jdg. 1:23). When it was necessary for Israel to punish Benjamin, the people sought advice on the conduct of the battle and worshipped at Bethel ‘for the ark . . . was there’ (Jdg. 20:18-28; 21:1-4). It was a sanctuary too in the time of Samuel, who visited it annually (1 Sa. 7:16; 10:3). The material remains of this period indicate an unsophisticated and insecure Community. The Settlement was twice burnt, possibly by the Philistines.

Under the early monarchy the city prospered, presently becoming the centre of Jeroboam’s rival cult, condemned by a man of God from Judah (I Ki. 12:28-13:32). The Judaean Abijah captured it (2 Ch. 13:19), and his son, Asa, may have des-troyed it (2 Ch. 14:8). Elisha met a group of the ‘sons of the prophets’ from Bethel but also the mocking boys (2 Ki. 2:3, 23). Arnos condemned the rites of the Israelite royal sanctuary (Am. 4:4; 5:5-6; 7:13; cf. Ho. 10:15), and Jeremiah showed their futility (Je. 48:13). The priest sent to instruct the Assyrian settlers in Samaria settled at Bethel (2 Ki. 17:28), and worship evidently continued there until Josiah took advantage of Assyrian weakness to invade Israel and destroy its sanctuaries. No traces of Jeroboam’s shrine have been unearthed; it may well have been outside the city proper on the site of the patriarchal altars. In the 6th Century bc the city was destroyed by fire. Returning exiles settled in Bethel (Ne. 11:31), but their worship was centred on Jerusalem (Zc. 7:2-3). The city grew during the Hellenistic period until it was fortified by Bacchides c. 160 bc (1 Macc. 9:50). When Ves-pasian captured it in ad 69, there was a short break before it was rebuilt as a Roman township. It continued to flourish until the Arab conquest. (* Beth-aven.)

Bibliography. W. F. Albright and J. L. Kelso, ‘The Excavation of Bethel (1934-60)’, AASOR 39, 1968; D. L. Newlands, ‘Sacrificial Blood at Bethel?’ PEQ 104, 1972, p. 155. For identification with modern Bireh, see D. Livingston, WTJ 33, 1970, pp. 20-44; 34, 1971, pp. 39-50; criticized by A. F. Rainey, WTJ 33, 1971, pp. 175-188; NEAEHL, pp. 192-194.    a.r.m.

BETHESDA, BETHZATHA. In the TR, the name of a Jerusalem pool (Jn. 5:2), near the Sheep Gate; but there is textual uncertainty about the name itself and about its application. Various names occur in different mss; many scholars take ‘Bethza-tha’ (so rsv, jb, tev) to be the best reading, though av, rv, nasb, neb and Niv accept the TR ‘Bethes-da’. (‘Bethsaida’, though well attested, is improbable on general grounds.) The name designates either the pool itself (rsv) or a building (‘at the Sheep-Pool’, neb).

‘Bethesda’ may mean ‘place (lit. ‘house’) of mercy’ (Aram. bet hesdä), or eise ‘place of out-pouring’ (Heb. bei ’esdä). The latter possibility is enhanced by the occurrence of a dual form of the name in a Qumran document (bet, 'esdälayin, 3Q15, §57); the reference is to a (twin) pool near the Temple area. This linguistic evidence is the more interesting in view of the fact that Eusebius and the Bordeaux pilgrim speak of twin pools at Bethesda. A twin pool N of the Temple area was discovered in 1856 at St Anne’s Church, and many have since identified it with the locale of Jn. 5:2; remains of magnificent porticoes seem to have sur-vived. However, the identification remains un-certain; other pools in the same general area have been proposed; and some scholars have thought the Pool of ‘Siloam a possibility. If so, the word probatike cannot refer to the ‘Sheep (Gate/, which lay N of the Temple area; but other render-ings are possible (cf., e.g , neb).

Bibliography. J. Jeremias, The Rediscovery of Bethesda, E.T. 1966; B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 1971, ad loc.\ D. Bahat, IUustrated Atlas of Jerusalem, 1990; and Standard commentaries.    d.f.p.

BETH-HARAN (Nu. 32:36, to be identified with Beth-aram, Jos. 13:27). This site formed part of the allotment of Gad, and so lay on the E of the Jordan. It was probably a border strong-point which the Gadites built (Nu. 32:36) or eise an exist-ing Settlement which they fortified (Jos. 13:27) to protect themselves and their cattle. The Settlement was in good pasture (Nu. 32:1) but in the valley (Jos. 13:27), and so lacked the security of hill fast-nesses which those who crossed the river enjoyed. Identified with modern Teil Iktanü 12 km NE of the mouth of the Jordan.    r.j.w.

BETH-HORON. A Canaanite place-name mean-ing ‘house of Hauron’ (a Canaanite god of the underworld). Upper Beth-horon (Jos. 16:5) is modern Beit ‘Ür al-Föqä, 617 m above sea-level, 16 km NW of Jerusalem, and Lower Beth-horon (Jos. 16:3) is Beit ‘Ür al-Tahtä, 400 m above the sea and 2 km farther NW. These towns were built by Sherah, of the tribe of Ephraim (1 Ch. 7:24). They were within the territory of this tribe, and one of them was assigned to the Levite family of Kohath (Jos. 21:22). They were rebuilt by Solomon (2 Ch. 8:5) and fortified by the Jews after the Exile (Judith 4:4—5) and by Bacchides the Syrian general (1 Macc. 9:50). They controlled the valley of Ai-jalon, up which went one of the most important ancient routes between the maritime plain and the hill-country. Therefore many armies passed by these towns in biblical times, e.g. the Amorites and the pursuing Israelites under Joshua (Jos. 10:10-11), the Philistines (1 Sa. 13:18), and the Egyptian army of Shishak (according to his Karnak inscrip-tion), the Syrians under Seron (1 Macc. 3:16, 24) and under Nicanor (1 Macc. 7:39), both of whom Judas defeated at Beth-horon, and the Romans under Cestius (Jos., BJ 2. 516).

Sanballat may have been a native of Beth-horon (Ne. 2:10). Pseudo-Epiphanius, in The Lives of the Prophets, States that Daniel was born in Upper Beth-horon.

Bibliography. E. Robinson, Biblical Researches in Palestine, 2, 1874, pp. 250-253; G. A. Smith, Historical Geography of the Holy Land, 1931, pp. 248-250, 287-292; F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 2, 1938, pp. 274-275.    j.t.

BETH-JESHIMOTH (Heb. bei haysimöt, ‘house of the deserts’, av ‘Jesimoth’), a place near the NE shore of the Dead Sea in the plains of Moab (Nu. 33:49; Ezk. 25:9), allocated by Moses to the tribe of Reuben (Jos. 13:20). Eusebius places it 16 km SE of Jericho, and Josephus (War 4. 438) mentions it by its Greek name Besimöth (the nearby Khirbet Sueimeh), captured by the Roman tribune PlacidusduringtheJewish revolt. A weiland some ruins (Teil el-‘Azeimeh) remain. N.H.

BETHLEHEM (Heb. bet_ lehem, ‘house of bread’, the latter word probably in the wider sense, Tood'). It has been suggested that the final word lehem is Lakhmu, an Assyrian deity; but there is no evidence that this god was ever revered in Pales-tine. There are two towns of the name in the OT, both today given the Arabic name Bayt Lahm, the exact equivalent of the Hebrew.

1.    The famed city of David, as it came to be styled. It lies 9 km S of Jerusalem. Its earlier name was Ephrath (Gn. 35:19), and it was known as Bethlehem Judah, or Bethlehem Ephrathah, to dis-tinguish it from the other city of the same name. Rachel’s tomb was near it; David’s ancestors lived there; the Philistines placed a garrison there; and the Messiah was destined to be born there. Jesus was accordingly born there, and the Stories of the shepherds and the Magi centre upon it. Bethlehem suffered at the hands of Hadrian in the 2nd Century ad, and all Jews were expelled from it; and it seems that the site of the nativity grotto was lost for two centuries; so the Church of the Nativity erected by Helena in the reign of Constantine may or may not mark the true site.

2.    The second Bethlehem lay in Zebulunite territory (Jos. 19:15); it is 11 km NW of Nazareth. Most scholars think the judge Ibzan (Jdg. 12:8) was a resident of it, but ancient tradition favours Bethlehem Judah.

Bibliography. NEAEHL, pp. 203-210; C. Kopp, Holy Ptaces of the Gospels, 1963. d.f.p.

BETH-MARCABOTH (Heb. bU hammar-käböt, ‘house of chariots’). A part of the allot-ment to Simeon (Jos. 19:5; 1 Ch. 4:31). The site is uncertain but, being connected with Ziklag and Hormah, was probably a strong-point on the Judaean-Philistine border. The name suggests that the settlement may have been a Canaanite arsenal in the days of the conquest. The possession of chariots by the Canaanites prevented the unmounted Hebrew soldiers from entirely occupying the land (Jdg. 19).    r.j.w.

BETH-NIMRAH. ‘House of pure water’ or ‘House of leopard’, a city in Gad (Nu. 32:36), probably equalling Nimrah (Nu. 32:3)and Nimrim (Is. 15:6; Je. 48:34). By Eusebius, called Betham-Naram and located 8 km N of Livias. Possibly either modern Teil Nimrin beside the Wadi Shatb or nearby Teil Bileibil, some 24 km E of Jericho.

G.W.G.

BETH-PEOR (lit. ‘Temple of Peor’). A place in the hill country in the land of Moab (Jos. 13:20) or of the Amorites (Dt. 4:46), to the E of Jordan, which was part of Reubenite territory. The histor-ical framework of Deuteronomy describes the He-brews gathering at Mt Pisgah near to Beth-peor to receive their final exhortation before going over into the Promised Land (Dt. 3:29; 4:44-46). Having repeated the law to the immigrants, Moses died, and was buried nearby (Dt. 34:5-6). Beth-peor may be near, or even the same as, Peor, where Balaam built seven altars (Nu. 23:28). Nu. 25:1-5 mentions the worship of a god Baal Peor (Lord of Peor) by the Moabites. The site is uncertain.

R.J.W.

BETHPHAGE (in Aram. ‘place of young figs’). A village on the Mount of Olives, on or near the road from Jericho to Jerusalem and near Bethany (Mt. 21:1; Mk. 11:1; Lk. 19:29). Its site is unknown. See ZPEB, p. 112.    j.w.m.

BETH-SAIDA. A town on the N shores of Galilee, near the Jordan. The name is Aramaic, meaning ‘house of fishing’ (if bet saydä) or eise ‘fisher-man’s house’ (if bei sayyädä). Philip the tet-rarch rebuilt it and gave it the name Julias, in honour of Julia the daughter of Augustus. Pliny and Jerome teil us that it was on the E of the Jordan, and there are two likely sites, al-Tell or Mas‘adiya. (The two are close together, the latter being nearer the actual shore.) But in Mk. 6:45 the disciples were sent from E of the Jordan to Beth-saida, towards Capernaum (cf. Jn. 6:17); hence a second Beth-saida has been postulated W of the Jordan—perhaps to be located at ‘Ayn al-Tabigha. This is also claimed to be Beth-saida ‘of Galilee’ (Jn. 12:21), since the political division Galilee may not have extended E of the Jordan. But this is un-likely; ‘Galilee’ is not necessarily used in the tech-nical sense. A suburb of Julias on the W bank may suit Mk. 6:45 best; Capernaum was not far away.

D.F.P.

BETHSHEAN, BETHSHAN. A city situated at the important junction of the Valley of *Jezreel with the Jordan valley. The name occurs in the Bible as bet f'än (Jos. 17:11, 16; Jdg. 1:27; 1 Ki. 4:12; 1 Ch."7:29) and bet san (1 Sa. 31:10, 12; 2 Sa. 21:12). The name is preserved in the modern village of Beisän, adjacent to which Stands Teil el-Husn, the 80 m high ruin mound which covers nineteen successive layers of occupation, excavated by C. S. Fisher (1921-3), A. Rowe (1925-8), G. M. Fitzgerald (1930-3), Y. Yadin and J. Geva (1983) and A. Mazar (1989—). The city was almost con-tinuously occupied from Chalcolithic to modern times and for a long time was the most important Egyptian stronghold in the north.

Though a deep sounding was made, revealing Settlements of the 4th millennium and an important Canaanite city of the Early Bronze Age, the main excavations were devoted to the 9 upper levels which extended from the 14th Century bc to Is-lamic times. Düring much of the earlier part of this period, Bethshean was an Egyp. fortified outpost. Already in the 15th Century Tuthmosis III mentions it as under his control (scarabs bearing his name were found there), and in the following Century one of the Amarna letters speaks of re-inforcements sent to garrison bit-sa-a-ni on behalf of Egypt. The earliest main level (IX) probably be-longs to this Century (the levels have been redated on the basis of pottery sequence, since the original dates of the excavators relied on less certain cri-teria), and in this an extensive temple dedicated to ‘Mekal, the Lord (Ba‘al) of Bethshan’ was un-covered, in which were found the remains of a sac-rificed 3-year-old bull (* Sacrifice and Offering).

Level VIII was comparatively unimportant, dating from about the end of the !4th Century, but at this time Sethos (Seti) 1 was seeking to restore Egyp. control in Asia, and in his first year he retook Bethshean. Two of his royal stelae have been found there, one of them recording that he had a clash nearby with the ‘pr.w (*Hebrews). Level VII (r. 13th Century) contained a temple in which was found a stela depicting a goddess with a two-horned headdress (* Ashteroth-karnaim), and in level VI a similar temple was uncovered. This level probably dates to the 12th Century, the time of Rameses III, of whom a Statue was found there, and the discovery in the city cemetery of anthropoid clay coffins characteristic of the * Philistines suggests that these people were stationed as a mercenary garrison at Bethshean by Rameses. Ar-riving in Palestine, Manasseh was allotted Bethshean (Jos. 17:11), found it too formidable to take (Jos. 17:16; Jdg. 1:27), so that it remained in Ca-naanite hands until the time of David. The Bible refers to it as Bethshan ‘and her daughters’ (i.e. dependent villages) so it was clearly important. It was still in Philistine hands at the time of Saul, for it was upon its walls that his body and those of his sons were hung, and from which the men of Jabesh-gilead recovered them (I Sa. 31:10, 12).

In level V (c. 11 th Century) two temples were uncovered, one (the S) dedicated to the god Resheph and the other to the goddess Antit, and Rowe has suggested that these are the temples of Dagon and Ashteroth in which Saul’s head and armour were displayed by the Philistines (1 Ch. 10:10; 1 Sa. 31:10). The city must have fallen finally to the Israelites in the time of David, and the excavations have revealed little material Settlement (level IV) from then until the Hellenistic Period (level III). Düring this time it is mentioned with its environs (‘all of Bethshean’, kolbel_ sr'än) as belonging to Solomon’s fifth administrative dis-trict (1 Ki. 4:12), and in the reign of Rehoboam (1 Ki. 14:25) Sheshonq (* Shishak) claimed it among his conquests. The city was refounded as the Hellenistic centre of Scythopolis, and this later became a part of the * Decapolis.

Bibliography. A. Rowe, Bethshan, 1, The Top-ography and History of Bethshan, 1930; 2, i, The Four Canaanite Temples of Bethshan, 1940; with which see G. E. Wright, AJA 45, 1941, pp. 483-485; G. M. Fitzgerald, Bethshan, 2, ii, 1930; 3, 1931; ANET, pp. 242, 249, 253; J. Knudtzon, Die El-Amarna Tafeln 1, 1907, pp. 874f, no. 289. 20; 2, 1915, p. 1343 (= ANET, p. 489); W. F. Albright, ‘The Smaller Beth-Shan Stele of Sethos I (1309-1290 bc)’, BASOR 125, 1952, pp. 24-32; G. Posener in J. Bottero, Le Probleme des Habint, 1954, p. 168 (= ANET, p. 255); G. E. Wright, BA 22, 1959, pp. 53-56, 65; (on anthropoid coffins) G. M. Fitzgerald, in AOTS, pp. 185-196; NEAEHL, pp. 214-235; Y. Yadin, IEJ 34, 1984, pp. 187-189; F. W. James and P. E. McGovern, The Late Bronze II Egyptian Garrison at Beth Shan, 1986.

T.C.M.

BETH-SHEMESH (Heb. bei seines, ‘house [temple] of the sun’), a name applied to 4 places in the Bible.

I. An important city of Judah (2 Ki. 14:11; 2 Ch. 25:21) on its N border with Dan (Jos. 15:10), situ-ated in a W-facing valley of the hill-country some 24 km W of Jerusalem and consequently com-manding a route from the uplands to the coast plain. The site is probably to be identified with modern Teil er-Rumeileh, situated on the saddle of a hill spur to the W of the later Settlement of ‘Ain Shems. Excavations were conducted in 1911 -12, and more extensively in 1928-32. The site was first set-tled near the end of the Early Bronze Age, some time before 2000 bc, and flourished as a strongly fortified Canaanite city throughout the Middle and Late Bronze Ages, reaching its zenith in the time of the Egyptian domination under the pharaohs of Dyn-asty 19. Connections with the N are illuminated by the discovery in the Late Bronze Age levels of a clay tabletinscribedin thecuneiformalphabetof * Ugar-it (Ras Shamra). The close of the Bronze Age is marked by quantities of * Philistine pottery, show-ing that these people, who settled initially along the coast, also established themselves well inland, where they became the chief rivals of the newly arrived Israelites. The city must have been taken by the Israelites in the period of the Judges, as it was set aside as a levitical city (Jos. 21:16; 1 Ch. 6:59), and was cer-tainly in their hands by the time of Samuel, for thither the captured ark came when the Philistines released it (1 Sa. 6). It is probable that David strengthened this city in the later phases of his strug-gle with the Philistines, and it is likely that the case-mate *walls discovered there date from this period. There is evidence that the city was destroyed in the 1 Oth Century, probably at the hands of the Egyptian king * Shishak, who invaded Judah in Rehoboam's fifth year (1 Ki. 14:25-28). About a Century after this, Beth-shemesh was the scene of the great victory of Joash of Israel over Amaziah of Judah (2 Ki. 14:11-13; 2 Ch. 25:21-23). In the reign of Ahaz, Beth-shemesh was with other cities again taken by the Philistines (2 Ch. 28:18), but they were driven out by Tiglath-pileser III, to whom Ahaz had appealed andof whom Judah now became avassal. Life in the city during the period of the monarchy was illuminated by the discovery of a refinery for olive-oil and installations for copper-working, which last had already existed in the Bronze Age. The city was now in decline, however, and it was finally destroyed by Nebuchadrezzar in the 6th Century bc.

It is probable that Ir-shemesh, ‘city of the sun’ (Jos. 19:41), is to beequated with Beth-shemesh.

Bibliography. D. Mackenzie, ‘Excavations at Ain Shems’, Annual Report of the Palestine Exploration Fund, 1, 1911, pp. 41 —94; 2, 1912-13, pp. 1-100; E. Grant (and G. E. Wright), Ain Shems Excavations, 1-5, 1931-9; NEAEHL, pp. 249-253;

J. A. Emerton, AOTS, pp. 197-206.

2.    A city on the border of Issachar (Jos. 19:22), from which the Canaanites were not driven out, but became tributary to the Israelites (Jdg. 1:33), perhaps to be identified with modern el- ‘Abediyeh, which commands a ford over the Jordan some 3 km S of the Sea of Galilee.

Bibliography. A. Saarisalo, The Boundary be-tween Issachar and Naphtali, 1927, pp. 71-73, 119f.

3.    A fortified city allotted to Naphtali (Jos. 19:38), whose site is unknown, unless it is to be identified with 2.

4.    A city in Egypt (Je. 43:13) probably to be iden

tified with Heliopolis (which is here given in rsv) (*On).    t.c.m.

BETH-SHITTAH (Heb. bet_ sittä, ‘house of [the] acacia’). A town near Abel-meholah, to which the Midianites fled from Gideon (Jdg. 7:22). No definitive identification has yet been made.

J.D.D.

BETH-ZUR (Heb. bei sür). A city in Judah (Jos. 15:58), not mentioned in the account of the con-quest, but settled by the descendants of *Caleb the son of Hezron (1 Ch. 2:45). It was fortified by Re-hoboam in the 10th Century (2 Ch. 11:7), was of some importance in the time of Nehemiah (3:16), and was a Strategie fortified city during the Mac-cabeanwars(l Macc.).

The name is preserved at the site called Burj es- Sur, but the ancient city is represented today by the neighbouring mound of Khirbet e(-Tubeiqah, about 6 km N of Hebron. The site was identified in 1924, and in 1931 an American exped-ition under the direction of O. R. Seilers and W. F. Albright carried out preliminary excavations, which, due to the troubled times, were not resumed until 1957, when a further season was undertaken under Seilers.

There was little Settlement on the site until Middle Bronze Age II (c. 19th 16th Century bc), in the latter part of which the Hyksos dominated Pal-estine, and it is probably to them that a System of massive defensive walls on the slope of the mound is to be attributed. When the Egyptians finally ex-pelled the Hyksos from Egypt and pursued them well into Palestine, Beth-zur was destroyed and largely abandoned, and it evidently remained so throughout the Late Bronze Age (r. 1550-1200) and therefore offered no resistance to the armies of Joshua, as indicated by its absence from the con-quest narratives. The Israelites evidently settled there, for in the 12th and llth centuries the city was flourishing, though the population seems to have declined towards the end of the 10th Century. No certain evidence of Rehoboam’s fortifications has come to light, so it may be that he re-used the Middle Bronze Age walls and stationed only a small garrison there. The site was occupied throughout the Monarchy, abandoned during the Exile and resettled in the Persian period, but its zenith of importance came during the Hellenistic period. It was then a garrison city commanding the Jerusalem-Hebron road at the boundary between Judaea and Idumaea, and figured prominently in the Maccabean wars. A large fortress was un-covered on the summit, in which were found a great number of coins, including many of Antio-chus IV Epiphanes, and several stamped Rhodian jar handles, indicating that it had been garrisoned by Greek troops. The fort had seen three main phases, the second probably due to Judas Mac-cabaeus, who fortified it after having defeated An-tiochus’ deputy Lysias there (1 Macc. 4:26-34, 61), and the third probably to be ascribed to the Mac-edonian general Bacchides, who fortified it around 161 bc (1 Macc. 9:52).

Bibliography. O. R. Seilers, The Citadel of Beth-zur, 1933; W. F. Albright, The Archaeology of Palestine, revised edition, 1960, passim, esp. pp. 150-152; F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 2, 1938, p. 283; R. W. Funk, NEAEHL, pp. 259-261.

T.C.M.

BEULAH. When the Lord saves Zion, her land shall receive this symbolic name, meaning ‘mar-ried’ (Is. 62:4, av, Rsvmg.). Expressing the close-ness of the relation between Zion and her sons (v. 5a), and the restoration of Zion to her God (v. 5b, cf. Is. 49:18; 54:1-6; Ho. 2:14-20; contrast Ho. 1:2), the name foretells the fertility of the Messianic age.

The Lord will be the ba'al, Husband, Guarantor of fruitfulness, on the basis of righteousness (Is. 62:1— 2; Dt. 28:1-14).    j.a.m.

BEZALEL, BEZALEEL (Heb. b'saPel, ‘in the shadow [protection] of God’). I. Ä Judahite, of Hezron’s family in Caleb’s house, Uri’s son, Hur’s grandson; gifted by God as a skilled craftsman in wood, metal and precious stones, and placed in Charge of the making of the tabernacle; he also taught other workers. See Ex. 31:1-11; 35:30-35. 2. A son of Pahath-moab, who was persuaded by Ezra to put away his foreign wife (Ezr. 10:30).

D.W.G.

BIBLE. Derived through Latin from Gk. biblia (‘books’), the books which are acknowledged as canonical by the Christian church. The earliest Christian use of ta biblia (‘the books’) in this sense is said to be 2 Clement 14:2 (c. ad 150): ‘the books and the apostles declare that the church . . . has ex-isted from the beginning’. Cf. Dn. 9:2, T Daniel perceived in the books’ (Heb. bass’pärim), where the reference is to the corpus of OT prophetic writ-ings. Gk. biblion (of which biblia is the plural) is a diminutive of biblos, which in practice denotes any kind of written document, but originally one writ-ten on papyrus (Gk. byblos; cf. the Phoen. port of Byblus, through which in antiquity papyrus was imported from Egypt).

A term synonymous with ‘the Bible’ is ‘the writ-ings’ or ‘the Scriptures’ (Gk. hai graphai, ta gram-mata), frequently used in the NT to denote the OT documents in whole or in part; cf. Mt. 21:42, ‘Have you never read in the scriptures?’ (en tais graphais); the parallel passage Mk. 12:10 has the singulär, re-ferring to the particular text quoted, ‘have you not read this scripture?’ (ten graphen tauten); 2 Tim. 3:15, ‘the sacred writings’ (ta hiera grammata), v. 16, ‘all scripture is inspired by God’ (pasa graphe theopneustos). In 2 Pet. 3:16 ‘all’ the letters of Paul are included along with ‘the other scriptures’ (tas loipas graphas), by which the OT writings and probably also the Gospels are meant.

The OT and NT—the tawrat (from Heb. lörä) and the injil (from Gk. euangelion)—are acknowledged in the Qur’an (Sura 3) as earlier divine rev-elations. The OT in Hebrew is the Jewish Bible. The Pentateuch in Hebrew is the Samaritan Bible.

I. Content and authority

Among Christians, for whom the OT and NT to-gether constitute the Bible, there is not complete agreement on their content. Some branches of the Syriac church do not include 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, Jude and Revelation in the NT. The Roman and Greek communions include a number of books in the OT in addition to those which make up the Hebrew Bible; these additional books formed part of the Christian Septuagint.

While they are included, along with one or two others, in the complete Protestant English Bible, the Church of England (like the Lutheran Church) follows Jerome in holding that they may be read ‘for example of life and instruction of manners; but yet doth it not apply them to establish any doc-trine’ (Article VI). Other Reformed Churches accord them no canonical Status at all (*Apoc-rypha). The Ethiopic Bible includes 1 Enoch and the book of Jubilees.

In the Roman, Greek and other ancient com-munions the Bible, together with the living trad-ition of the church in some sense, constitutes the ultimate authority. In the churches of the Reformation, on the other hand, the Bible alone is the final court of appeal in matters of doctrine and practice. Thus Article VI of the Church of England afiirrns: ‘Holy Scripture containeth all things necessary to Salvation: so that whatsoever is not read therein, nor may be proved thereby, is not to be required of any man, that it should be believed as an article of the Faith, or be thought requisite or necessary to Salvation.’ To the same eflfect the Westminster Confession of Faith (1.2) lists the 39 books of the OT and the 27 of the NT as ‘all . . . given by inspiration of God, to be the rule of faith and life’.

II.    The two Testaments

The word Testament’ in the designations ‘Old Testament’ and ‘New Testament’, given to the two divisions of the Bible, goes back through Latin testamentwn to Gk. diatheke, which in most of its occurrences in the Greek Bible means ‘covenant’ rather than Testament’. In Je. 31:31 flf. a new covenant (Heb. b'r'n, lxx diatheke) is foretold which will supersede that which Yahweh made with Israel in the wilderness (cf. Ex. 24:7f.). Tn speaking of a new covenant, he treats the first as obsolete’ (Heb. 8:13). The NT writers see the fulfilment of the prophecy of the new covenant in the new Order in-augurated by the work of Christ; his own words of institution (1 Cor. 11:25) give the authority for this interpretation. The OT books, then, are so called because of their close association with the history of the ‘old covenant’; the NT books are so called because they are the foundation documents of the ‘new covenant’. An approach to our common use of the term ‘Old Testament’ appears in 2 Cor. 3:14, ‘in the reading of the old covenant’, although Paul probably means the law, the basis of the old covenant, rather than the whole volume of Hebrew Scripture. The terms ‘Old Testament’ (palaia diatheke) and ‘New Testament’ (kaine diatheke) for the two collections of books came into general Christian use in the later part of the 2nd Century; in the W, Tertullian rendered diatheke into Latin now by instrumentum (a legal document) and now by testamenlum; it was the lauer word that survived—unfortunately, since the two parts of the Bible are not Testaments’ in the ordinary sense of the term.

III.    The Old Testament

In the Hebrew Bible the books are arranged in three divisions—the Law (lörä), the Prophets (n'hi’im) and the Writings (k'nibim). The Law comprises the Pentateuch, the five ‘books of Moses’. The Prophets fall into two subdivisions— the ‘Former Prophets’ (n'biim rhsdnim), compris-ing Joshua, Judges, Samuel and Kings, and the 'Latter Prophets’ (n'hi’im ’ah“rönim), comprising Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel and ‘The Book of the Twelve Prophets’. The Writings contain the rest of the books —first, Psalms, Proverbs and Job; then the five ‘Scrolls’ (m'gillöt), namely Canticles, Ruth, Lamentations, Ecclesiastes and Esther; and finally Daniel, Ezra-Nehemiah and Chronicles. The total is traditionally reckoned as 24, but these 24 correspond exactly to our common reckoning of 39, since in the latter reckoning the Minor Prophets are counted as 12 books, and Samuel,

Kings, Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah as two each. There were other ways of counting the same 24 books in antiquity; in one (attested by Josephus) the total was brought down to 22; in another (known to Jerome) it was raised to 27.

The origin of the arrangement of books in the Hebrew Bible cannot be traced; the threefold div-ision is frequently believed to correspond to the three stages in which the books received canonical recognition, but there is no direct evidence for this (* Canon of the Old Testament).

In the lxx the books are arranged according to similarity of subject-matter. The Pentateuch is fol-lowed by the historical books, these are followed by the books of poetry and wisdom, and these by the prophets. It is this Order which, in its essential features, is perpetuated (via the Vulgate) in most Christian editions of the Bible. ln some respects this Order is truer to chronological sequence of the narrative contents than that of the Hebrew Bible; for example, Ruth appears immediately after Judges (since it records things which happened ‘in the days when the judges ruled’), and the work of the Chronicler appears in the Order Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah.

The threefold division of the Hebrew Bible is reflected in the wording of Lk. 24:44 (The law of Moses ... the prophets ... the psalms’); more commonly the NT refers to The law and the prophets’ (see Mt. 5:17, etc.) or ‘Moses and the prophets’(Lk. 16:29, etc.).

The divine revelation which the OT records was conveyed in two principal ways—by mighty works and prophetic words. These two modes of revelation are bound up indissolubly together. The acts of mercy and judgment by which the God of Israel made himself known to his covenant people would not have carried their proper message had they not been interpreted to them by the prophets—the ‘spokesmen’ of God who received and communi-cated his word. For example, the events of the Exodus would not have acquired their abiding sig-nificance for the Israelites if Moses had not told them that in these events the God of their fathers was acting for their deliverance, in accordance with his ancient promises, so that they might henceforth be his people and he their God. On the other hand, Moses’ words would have been fruitless apart from their vindication in the events of the Exodus. We may compare the similarly significant role of Samuel at the time of the Philistine menace, of the great 8th-century prophets when Assyria was sweeping all before her, of Jeremiah and Ezekiel when the kingdom of Judah came to an end, and so forth.

This interplay of mighty work and prophetic word in the OT explains why history and prophecy are so intermingled throughout its pages; it was no doubt some realization of this that led the Jews to include the chief historical books among the Prophets.

But not only do the OT writings record this progressive twofold revelation of God; they record at the same time men’s response to God’s revelation—a response sometimes obedient, too often disobedient; expressed both in deeds and in words. In this OT record of the response of those to whom the word of God came the NT finds prac-tical instruction for Christians; of the Israelites’ rebellion in the wilderness and the disasters which ensued Paul writes: These things happened to them as a warning, but they were written down for our instruction, upon whom the end of the ages has come’ (1 Cor. 10:11).

As regards its place in the Christian Bible, the OT is preparatory in character: what ‘God ... spoke of old to our fathers by the prophets’ waited for its completion in the Word which ‘in these last days’ he has ‘spoken unto us by a Son’ (Heb. 1:1 f.). Yet the OT was the Bible which the apostles and other preachers of the gospel in the earliest days of Christianity took with them when they proclaimed Jesus as the divinely sent Messiah, Lord and Sa-viour: they found in it clear witness to Christ (Jn. 5:39) and a plain setting forth of the way of Salvation through faith in him (Rom. 3:21; 2 Tim. 3:15). For their use of the OT they had the authority and example of Christ himself; and the church ever since has done well when it has followed the prece-dent set by him and his apostles and recognized the OT as Christian scripture. ‘What was indispensable to the Redeemer must always be indispensable to the redeemed’ (G. A. Smith).

IV. The New Testament

The NT Stands to the OT in the relation of fulfil-ment to promise. If the OT records what ‘God . . . spoke of old to our fathers by the prophets’, the NT records that final word which he spoke in his Son, in which all the earlier revelation was summed up, confirmed and transcended. The mighty works of the OT revelation culminate in the redemptive work of Christ; the words of the OT prophets re-ceive their fulfilment in him. But he is not only God’s crowning revelation to man; he is also man’s perfect response to God—the high priest as well as the apostle of our confession (Heb. 3:1). If the OT records the witness of those who saw the day of Christ before it dawned, the NT records the witness of those who saw and heard him in the days of his flesh, and who came to know and proclaim the significance of his coming more fully, by the power of his Spirit, after his rising from the dead.

The NT has been accepted by the great majority of Christians, for the past 1,600 years, as compris-ing 27 books. These 27 fall naturally into 4 divi-sions: (a) the four Gospels, (b) the Acts of the Apostles, (c) 21 letters written by apostles and ‘apostolic men’, (d) the Revelation. This order is not only logical, but roughly chronological so far as the subject-matter of the documents is con-cerned; it does not correspond, however, to the order in which they were written.

The first NT documents to be written were the earlier Epistles of Paul. These (together, possibly, with the Epistle of James) were written between ad 48 and 60, before even the earliest of the Gospels was written. The four Gospels belong to the dec-ades between 60 and 100, and it is to these decades too that all (or nearly all) the other NT writings are to be ascribed. Whereas the writing of the OT books was spread over a period of 1,000 years or more, the NT books were written within a Century.

The NT writings were not gathered together in the form which we know immediately after they were penned. At first the individual * Gospels had a local and independent existence in the constitu-encies for which they were originally composed. By the beginning of the 2nd Century, however, they were brought together and began to circulate as a fourfold record. When this happened, *Acts was detached from Luke, with which it had formed one work in two volumes, and embarked on a separate but not unimportant career of its own.

Paul’s letters were preserved at first by the com-munities or individuals to whom they were sent. But by the end of the Ist Century there is evidence to suggest that his surviving correspondence began to be collected into a Pauline corpus, which quickly circulated among the churches—first a shorter corpus of 10 letters and soon afterwards a longer one of 13, enlarged by the inclusion of the 3 *Pas-toral Epistles. Within the Pauline corpus the letters appear to have been arranged not in chronological order but in descending order of length. This prin-ciple may still be recognized in the order found in most editions of the NT today: the letters to churches come before the letters to individuals, and within these two subdivisions they are arranged so that the longest comes first and the shortest last. (The only departure from this scheine is that Gala-tians comes before Ephesians, although Ephesians is slightly the longer of the two.)

With the Gospel collection and the Pauline corpus, and Acts to serve as a link between the two, we have the beginnings of the NT * Canon as we know it. The early church, which inherited the Hebrew Bible (or the Greek Version of the lxx) as its sacred Scriptures, was not long in setting the new evangelic and apostolic writings alongside the Law and the Prophets, and in using them for the propagation and defence of the gospel and in Christian worship. Thus Justin Martyr, about the middle of the 2nd Century, describes how Christians in their Sunday meetings read ‘the memoirs of the apostles or the writings of the prophets’ (Apology 1. 67). It was natural, then, that when Christianity spread among people who spoke other languages than Greek, the NT should be translated from Greek into those languages for the benefit of new converts. There were Latin and Syriac versions of the NT by ad 200, and a Coptic one within the following Century.

V. The messagc of the Bible

The Bible has played, and continues to play, a notable part in the history of civilization. Many languages have been reduced to writing for the first time in order that the Bible, in whole or in part, might be translated into them in written form. And this is but a minor sample of the civilizing mission of the Bible in the world.

This civilizing mission is the direct effect of the central message of the Bible. It may be thought surprising that one should speak of a central message in a collection of writings which reflects the history of civilization in the Near East over several millennia. But a central message there is, and it is the recognition of this that has led to the common treatment of the Bible as a book, and not simply a collection of books—just as the Greek plural biblia (‘books’) became the Latin singulär biblia (‘the book’).

The Bible’s central message is the story of Salvation, and throughout both Testaments three Strands in this unfolding story can be dis-tinguished: the bringer of salvation, the way of Salvation and the heirs of salvation. This could be reworded in terms of the covenant idea by saying that the central message of the Bible is God’s covenant with men, and that the Strands are the medi-ator of the covenant, the basis of the covenant and the covenant people. God himself is the Saviour of his people; it is he who confirms his covenant mercy with them. The bringer of salvation, the Mediator of the covenant, is Jesus Christ, the Son of God. The way of Salvation, the basis of the cov-enant, is God’s grace, calling forth from his people a response of faith and obedience. The heirs of Salvation, the covenant people, are the Israel of God, the church of God.

The continuity of the covenant people from the OT to the NT is obscured for the reader of the common English Bible because ‘church’ is an ex-clusively NT Word, and he naturally thinks of it as something which began in the NT period. But the reader of the Greek Bible was confronted by no new word when he found ekklesia in the NT; he had already met it in the lxx as one of the words used to denote Israel as the ‘assembly’ of Yahweh. To be sure, it has a new and fuller meaning in the NT Jesus said ‘I will build my church’ (Mt. 16:18), for the old covenant people had to die with him in Order to rise with him to new life—a new life in which national restrictions had disappeared. But he provides in himself the vital continuity between the old Israel and the new, and his faithful follow-ers were both the righteous remnant of the old and the nucleus of the new. The Servant Lord and his servant people bind the two Testaments together (‘ Church; * Israel of God).

The message of the Bible is God’s message to man, communicated ‘in many and various ways’ (Heb. 1:1) and finally incarnated in Christ. Thus ‘the authority of the holy scripture, for which it ought to be believed and obeyed, dependeth not upon the testimony of any man or church, but wholly upon God (who is truth itself), the author thereof; and therefore it is to be received, because it is the word of God’ (Westminsler Confession of Faith, 1. 4). (‘Biblical Criticism; ‘Canon of New Testament; ‘Canon of Old Testament; ‘English Versions; ‘Inspiration; ‘Interpretation (Biblical); * Language of Apocrypha, of Old Testament, of New Testament; ‘Revelation; ‘Scripture; ‘Texts and Versions.)
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BIBLICAL CRITICISM today involves various disciplines whose goal is the exact interpretation of the Bible. Most types of criticism aim to clar-ify the meaning of the text: they are not critical in the sense of challenging the text and its meaning. Traditionally, biblical criticism has been largely concerned with historical issues: who wrote the text? when was it written? what errors may have crept in through copying? what sources were used? etc. These are still the concerns of the majority of academic biblical scholars, but increasingly other forms of criticism are coming to the fore. These more modern criticisms tend to focus on the text in itself or on the reader. Text-oriented criticisms include rhetorical, canon, and the new criticism, while reader-oriented criticisms include audience, liberationist and feminist approaches.

Conventionally the relationship between a text, its author, its reader and the world is portrayed as follows:

World

(Historical events/Theological ideas)

, Text .

S    N.

Author    Reader

To understand the different types of biblical criticism it is preferable to work with a simplified diagram:

Author -* Text -» Reader

in his world    in our world

In the simplest form of communication a Speaker sends a message, words, which are then heard by the listener. In this oral Situation the worlds of Speaker and hearer are usually the same, and communication is relatively simple. But when communication takes the form of writing, the pos-sibility of misunderstanding the author’s meaning is increased, especially in the case of biblical litera-ture where language, culture, and a gap of thou-sands of years separate author and reader. The task of the biblical critic is to appreciate these gaps and to attempt to bridge them.

Traditional biblical criticisms concentrate their attention on the left-hand side of this diagram, on the author, his world, and his production of the text. Under the heading ‘Author-centred approaches’ we shall look at source criticism, redac-tion criticism, form criticism and textual and historical criticism.

I. Author-centred approaches

a.    Historical criticism

The primary task of historical criticism is to deier-mine who wrote a book and when. From the book of Nahum we can determine that it was probably written before the fall of Nineveh (612 bc) and after the fall of Thebes(663 bc cf. 3:8-9). It affects the interpretation of Revelation and the gospels whether they were written before or after the fall of Jerusalem (ad 70), so historical critics will try to determine their dates too. Historical criticism may involve evaluating Claims for authorship within a book, e.g. the apostolic authorship of John or the trust-worthiness of some books.

b.    Source criticism

If a book was written long after the events it re-cords, it could enhance its credibility to know what sources it was using and whether they were written close to the events they recount. The book of Kings often refers to the royal annals of Judah and Israel. Regrettably, these annals are lost, but their use by the author of Kings does make his narrative of distant events more trustworthy. It is often argued that the Pentateuch was composed from a variety of earlier sources (J, E, P, etc.) which take us closer to the events recorded; but this view is not unanimously held. Similarly, gospel source critics postulate sources such as Q, L and M, which they

hope preserve the words of Jesus more exactly than the present gospels.

c.    Form criticism

Behind the written sources, or the present texts, in the Bible may lie oral traditions. Many of the psalms may have been used in temple worship before being incorporated into the Psalter. Form critics examined the psalms to discover groups of them exhibiting similar patterns in phraseology or content. Groups of psalms with a particular form may have been used on similar occasions. National laments may have been used when Israel was facing a famine or defeat in war (e.g. Ps. 79), while individual thanksgivings (e.g. Ps. 116) may have been used when someone’s prayer for healing was answered. Form criticism has also been used to establish the original setting of OT laws, or early Christian hymns lying behind parts of the epistles (e.g. Phil. 2:5-11) or sermons used in the writing of the gospels.

d.    Redaction criticism

Parallel versions of history, gospels, or poems raise interesting issues. If the writer of Chronicles used the book of Kings, and the gospels of Matthew and Luke used Mark, what changes did Chronicles make to Kings or Luke to Mark and why? These are the questions redaction critics ask, and in for-mulating their answers they often shed light on the circumstances of writing, and the interests and theologies of the later writer. When redaction criticism is used where the earlier sources are not extant, as in the Pentateuch, the enterprise be-comes much more speculative.

e.    Textual criticism

If we possessed the original autographs of Genesis or Paul’s epistles, textual criticism would be un-necessary. Unfortunately we do not. The earliest complete manuscript of the NT dates from about 300 years after its composition, while in the case of the OT the gap is more than 1,000 years. Whenever a text wore out, it had to be copied, and in the course of copying a number of mistakes were introduced. It is the aim of textual criticism to identify and, if possible, eliminate these mistakes. Jewish scribes were particularly scrupulous in copying the OT, so fewer mistakes have crept in than might be imagined, as the Dead Sea Scrolls from the turn of the era prove. Even in the less carefully copied NT, textual criticism can be fairly confident of restoring the text to its near-original purity.

All these branches of criticism essentially deal with the development of the text over time. If one imagines the growth of a biblical book, form criticism would deal with the earliest phase of its existence, source criticism the next, then histori-cal criticism, and finally textual criticism. These types of criticism are diachronic, i.e. concerned with changes to the text over time. Recent critical study has a literary focus and tends to be syn-chronic, i.e. concerned with the text and its mean-ing at one point in time.

II. Text-centred approaches

a. Rhetorical criticism

Text-centred approaches focus on the text as it exists now, rather than on the processes whereby it has come into being. These synchronic approaches have a variety of emphases. Some, like rhetorical criticism, focus on surface features of texts, such as repetition and keywords, others deal with methods of storytelling, of writing poetry, and yet others claim to elucidate underlying structures of literature.

By rhetorical criticism 1 understand not just the study of persuasive techniques, but all approaches which are concerned with surface features of the text. We now realize that Hebrew writers had a ränge of tricks or devices that they used, maybe unconsciously, in composing poems or stories. Parallelism is the best known poetic device. In prose, repetition of phrases or keywords is very important. The beginning and end of sections may bemarked by inclusion (repetition of the opening). Writing in parallel panels (ABCDABCD), or chi-astically (ABBA), or in longer palistrophes (mirror-image patterns ABCDEDCBA, etc.) are some of the devices that have been noted in both OT and NT.

b.    New criticism

New criticism holds that a literary work should be interpreted as a text on its own, without reference to its historical background or the author’s inten-tion. To this end, new critics pay very close attention to the way a book is composed: its plot, themes, its use of ambiguity and irony, the por-trayal of character, the viewpoints of the actors and the narrator, etc. This involves close reading of the text, attention to subtle detail, such as slight Variation in wording when material is repeated. Often new critics take account of the clues rhetorical criticism relies on (e.g. keywords), but try to integrate them within a total understanding of the work. This approach has led to some rieh and powerful interpretations of biblical texts.

c.    Strucluralism

Whereas rhetorical and new criticism pay attention to textual features that may be presumed to have been consciously employed by writers, structural-ists argue that literature also expressed deep structures that characterize all communication (e.g. binary contrasts). The jargon of structuralism makes many of its ideas difficult to grasp, but it is concerned to elucidate recurrent patterns of thought, e.g. in grammar, law, folk-tales and par-ables.

III. Reader-centred approaches

A message is encoded and sent by a Speaker, then received and decoded by a listener. Similarly, a writer encodes a message in a text which is then read and decoded by a reader. The recognition that hearers or readers are involved in the reception of messages, though not a new insight, has become much more prominent in recent critical discussion. Previousiy, most attention had been given to trying to discover what the text said or what the author intended. Now it is recognized that the reader’s input may significantly affect his understanding of the message. It is, of course, obvious that if a reader is a poor Hebraist, he or she could easily misunder-stand an OT text. Or if a reader were insensitive to genre, he or she might misunderstand the parable of the Good Samaritan as history. Readerly in-competence will lead to misinterpretation. But the reader contributes much more than this. The reader brings to the text the pre-understanding, the questions, the cultural assumptions, the religious and ethical convictions, that are bound to affect his conclusions.

a.    Audience criticism

When prophets preached, or apostles wrote epis-tles, they were addressing real people with particu-lar outlooks and problems which the writer tried to address. Sometimes these beliefs were explicitly re-ferred to, as Paul does in writing to the Corinth-ians: he seems to have received a letter to which 1 Cor. is a reply. In the case of Arnos, there are few allusions to what his hearers were thinking, but if we are to make sense of the book’s message, we must read it as a kind of dialogue between him and his listeners. Though the term ‘audience criticism’ is new, scholars have long been aware of the im-portance of establishing the original Situation a text envisages if it is to be correctly understood.

b.    Indelerminacy and deconstruclionism

It is one thing to envisage the Situation of the original readers: they knew the writer, his language, and the Situation he was addressing. But the Situation of the 20th-century reader is very different. There are many ‘gaps’ in the text, that is things left unsaid, which a modern reader must supply. And different readers will fill these gaps in different ways. Can we be sure who is right on how these gaps should be filled? The world of ideas we in-habit is quite different from the biblical, and our knowledge of the original setting of the texts is so patchy that we may completely misconstrue them. Furthermore, according to deconstructionists, there are contradictions within texts, which make establishing a determinate meaning impossible.

c.    Ideological criticism

Not only is it very difficult for moderns to under-stand the biblical world, but it must be recognized that our preconceptions affect our reading of the text. Rather than pretend that we have no pre-understanding that we bring to the text, ideological critics believe that they should be openly acknow-ledged and that their effect on our readings be ex-plored. One may approach the text as a materialist or a vegetarian. What would materialists make of the frequent references to the supernatural in the Bible? How would a vegetarian react to the con-cept of animal sacrifice? Criticism of biblical texts from these perspectives is rare, but liberationist/ Marxist and feminist criticism is much more populär. Liberationists insist that texts be read from the standpoint of the poor and oppressed in the Third World, not, as is often done, from the standpoint of the comfort of the Western middle classes. What do the texts have to say about poverty and oppression? Feminist critics urge that texts be read from a woman’s standpoint. Some insist that texts should be evaluated against the principles of modern feminism and the patri-archy of many biblical passages exposed. Others merely highlight those passages that acknowledge the equality of the sexes or laud women’s achievements.

d.    Concluding observalions

The issues raised by modern criticism are highly complex and cannot be adequately dealt with here. Though author-centred approaches have domin-ated biblical studies for more than two centuries, and still do, there is much more validity in the other critical methods than has been recognized. In particular, the text-oriented approaches öfter much of great value. Studies emanating from this school are gold-mines of exegetical insight (eg. Alter, Berlin). Though many proponents of this school have wanted to divorce text from author and his-torical context, this is not really possible when we are reading an ancient text, as Sternberg has shown.

Reader-oriented approaches have drawn proper attention to the subjective input of the reader to all criticism. All readers come with their own agenda and preconceptions, which will inevitably colour their reading of a text. But this does not mean all readings are equally valid, or that texts are of in-determinate meaning. If that happened in everyday life, we should cease to communicate. Obviously it is easier to understand friends than those we meet for the first time, or those who speak a foreign language. But that does not mean we cannot understand someone or a text better if we work at it.

Reader-oriented critics are right to draw attention to the ideology of the reader. What we bring to a text in the way of assumptions and questions will influence what we find in them. In the postmodern world, where all truth is held to be relative, this does mean that any ideology may be brought to a text. But from a Christian perspective, there is only one God and therefore truth must be one, too. So it is essential for Christian critics to approach the text with a Christian ideology, not a secular one, or we will read against the grain of the text, imposing our own ideas on the Bible instead of let-ting it address us with God’s message for us. Its agenda is to show us how to love God with all our heart, soul and mind, and our neighbour as our-selves. Unless we readers make that our priority, we are likely to distort its meaning at many points.

Bibliography. All older introductions to the OT and NT are devoted to author-oriented criti-cisms. Evangelical evaluations of these approaches include: F. F. Bruce, The NTDocuments: Are They Reliablel, 1960; C. Brown (ed.), History, Criticism and Faith, 1976; I. H. Marshall (ed.), New Testament Interpretation, 1977. Text and reader-oriented approaches are discussed by the follow-ing: R. Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative, 1981; A. Berlin, Poetics and Interpretation of Biblical Narrative, 1983; J. Barton, Reading the OT, 1984; M. Sternberg, The Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 1985; R. Alter & F. Kermode, A Lilerary Guide to the Bible, 1987; T. Longman, Literary Approaches to Biblical Interpretation, 1987; L. Ryicen, Words of Delighf. A Literary Introduction to the Bible, 1987; idem. Words of Life: A Literary Introduction to the New Testament, 1987; A. C. Thiselton, New Horizons in Hermeneutics, 1992; F. Watson, Text, Church and World, 1994.    g.j.w.

BILHAH (Heb. bilhäh). 1. A servant-girl in Laban’s household, given to Rachel on her mar-riage; in her mistress’ place she bore Dan and Naphtali to Jacob (Gn. 29:29ff.). Theories which Start from the assumption that the ‘sons of Israel’ never actually existed as one family must suppose ‘sons of Bilhah’ to have a special meaning; e.g. Steuernagel (followed by Burney, Judges, pp. cvif, cx n.) equates them with ‘Canaanite tribes which amalgamated with Rachel tribes’; but there is no common factor in the records concerning Dan and Naphtali which would support such a hypothesis.

2. A Simeonite Settlement, 1 Ch. 4:29, speit bäläh in Jos. 19:3, ba'“läh in Jos. 15:29; site unknown.

J.P.U.L.

BINDING AND LOOSING (Aram. ”sar and s'ra , Gk. deö, lyö). Rabbinic terms used in Mt. 16:19 of Peter’s doctrinal authority to declare things forbidden or permitted; and in Mt. 18:18 of the disciples’ disciplinary authority to condemn or absolve. The disciplinary authority dififers from personal rabbinic power in being inseparable from the gospel proclaimed; so in Mt. 10:12-15 the preaching disciples pronounce no human judg-ment; and in Mt. 13:30; 22:13, the ‘binding’ sym-bolism signifies divine judgment. The doctrinal authority is exercised through the apostolic teach-ing (Acts 2:42) and a teaching ministry (2 Tim. 2:24-26), not indiscriminately.

deö (alone) is used symbolically of marriage (1 Cor. 7:29), legal ties (Rom. 7:2), and Paul’s Service (Acts 20:22). lyö (alone) is used of laws relaxed (Mt. 5:19), sins forgiven (Rev. 1:5), and (cf. deö) of deliverance (Lk. 13:16).
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BIRTHDAY. The day of birth and its anniversaries were usually a day of rejoicing and often of feast-ing. Only two such anniversaries are recorded in Scripture, that of Joseph’s pharaoh (Gn. 40:20) and that of Herod Antipas (Mt. 14:6; Mk. 6:21). ln Egypt, celebration of birthdays is mentioned at least as early as the 13th Century bc, and probably goes back much earlier (Helck and Otto, Kleines Wörterbuch der Ägyptologie, 1956, p. 115, with textual references). Pharaoh’s accession was like-wise kept as a feast-day, as is indicated by a text of Amenophis II, c. 1440 BC (Helck, JNES 14, 1955, pp. 22-31); Observation of the royal birthday is at-tested under Ptolemy V (c. 205-182 bc; Budge, The Rosetta Stone, 1951, p. 8). An amnesty on a royal birthday is mentioned in a wisdom-papyrus of the 4th/5th Century bc (S. R. K. Glanville, The Instruc-tions of ‘Onchsheshonqy, 1, 1955, p. 13). The birthday celebrations of the Herods were well known in Rome; see H. Hoehner, Herod Antipas, 1972, pp. 160-161, n. 5.    k.a.k. 2 3

II.    Qualifications and function

It is improbable that the Christian use of the term was directly copied from either pagan or Jewish sources; taken over as a generic description of responsible office, its meaning was defined in accordance with the qualifications demanded by the church. These are listed in 1 Tim. 3:1 ff. and Tit. 1:7ff.: blameless moral character, teaching ability, a hospitable nature, patience, experience, sobriety, leadership and complete integrity, or in other words, the qualities required in a good teacher, pastor and administrator. It appears to be virtually certain that the terms ‘bishop’ and * ‘pres-byter’ are synonymous in the NT. In Acts 20:17, 28 Paul describes the presbyters of Ephesus as episkopoi-, he says that the Holy Spirit has made them overseers of the flock, and this might be thought to imply that only now in his absence are they to succeed to the episcopal duties which he himself has previously performed; but the usage elsewhere current is against this interpretation. Thus, in Tit. 1:5 Titus is enjoined to ordain elders, and immediately afterwards (v. 7), in obvious reference to the same persons, the qualifications of a bishop are described; again, the verb episkopein is used to describe the elders’ function in 1 Pet. 5:2; and while 1 Tim. 3 confines itself to bishops and deacons, the mention of elders in 5:17 suggests that the eidership is another name for the episco-pate. There was a plurality of bishops in the single congregation at Philippi (Phil. 1:1), from which we may conclude that they acted corporately as its governing body.

III.    The rise of monarchical cpiscopacy

There is no trace in the NT of government by a single bishop; the Position of James at Jerusalem (Acts 15:13; 21:18; Gal. 2:9, 12) was quite exceptional, and the result of his personal rela-tionship to Christ; but influence is a different thing from office. Among the Apostolic Fathers, Ignatius is the only one who insists on monarchical episcopacy, and even he never States that this is of divine institution—an argument which would have been decisive, if it had been available for him to use. Jerome, commenting on Tit. 1:5, remarks that the supremacy of a single bishop arose ‘by custom rather than by the Lord’s actual appointment’, as a means of preventing schisms in the church (cf. Ep. 146). It seems most probable that monarchical episcopacy appeared in the local congregations when some gifted individual acquired a permanent chairmanship of the board of presbyter-bishops, or when the church expanded, and the presbyters were scattered to outlying congregations, leaving only one of their number in the mother church. Harnack thought that the elders were the ruling body, while the bishops and deacons were the liturgical leaders and administrators employed by them. Others have seen the origins of the later episcopate in the position held by Paul’s lieutenants Timothy and Titus; but these men are never called bishops, and we meet them in letters of recall, which make no clear Provision for the appointment of personal successors. Whatever may have been the reason for the rise of the monarchical episcopate, its effect was to divide up the tasks and attributes of the presbyter-bishop, some of them adhering to the bishop and some to the presbyter.

We do not know how bishops were at first insti-tuted to their Office; but the emphasis on populär election in Acts 6, Clement of Rome and the Di-dache suggests that this was an early practice; and it was doubtless followed by prayer and imposition of hands (* Church Government).

Bibliography. See under * Ministry and * Presbyter.    g.s.m.w.

r.t.b.

BITHYNIA. A territory on the Asiatic side of the Bosporus, bequeathed by its last king to the Romans in 74 bc and subsequently administered with Pontus as a single province. The area was par-titioned between a number of flourishing Greek republics. It early attracted the attention of Paul (Acts 16:7), though he apparently never fulfilled his ambition of preaching there. Others did so, however (1 Pet. 1:1), and by ad 111 there was a thoroughly well-established church, even extending to rural areas, which had excited a good deal of local Opposition (Pliny, Ep. 10. 96).    e.a.j.

BITUMEN. In the evv of the OT the Hebrew words köper (Gn. 6:14) and zepet (Ex. 2:3; Is. 34:9) are rendered ‘pitch’, and hernär (Gn. 11:3; 14:10; Ex. 2:3) ‘bitumen’ (av ‘slime’). It would seem better, however, to render all three terms by ‘bitumen’, since, while pitch is strictly the product of a distillation process, bitumen, a natural derivative of crude petroleum, is found ready to hand in Mesopotamia and Palestine, and is therefore more probably the material referred to. The word köper is derived from Akkadian kupru (from kapäru, ‘to smear’), an outside origin for zepei is suggested by its W and S Semitic cognates, while Tiemär may be a native Hebrew word from the verb hämar, ‘to ferment, boil up'. In view of the diverse origins of the three terms, it seems probable that they all meant the same thing and that no scientific distinctions are to be observed. (*Ark.)

1

 In the Old Testament

Here the root meaning of the word is an act of ef-frontery in which the honour of God is insulted by man. The proper object of the verb is the name of God, which is cursed or reviled instead of being honoured. (Compare the common biblical and rabbinical phrase, ‘Blessed art thou, O Lord.’) The penalty of the outrage of blasphemy is death by stoning (Lv. 24:10-23; 1 Ki. 21:9ff.; Acts 6:11; 7:58).

In the first reference it is a half-caste Israelite who sins in this way; and, generally speaking, blasphemy is committed by pagans (2 Ki. 19:6, 22 = Is. 37:6, 23; Pss. 44:16; 74:10, 18; Is. 52:5), sometimes incited to it by the bad example and moral lapses of the Lord’s people (2 Sa. 12:14). It follows also that when God’s people fall into idolatry they are regarded as committing the blasphemy of the hea-then (Is. 65:7; Ezk. 20:27). The name of Yahweh which it is Israel’s peculiar destiny to hallow (see G. F. Moore, Judaism, 2, 1927-30, p. 103) is pro-faned by the faithless and disobedient people.

2

BISHOP.

3

 Application of the term

In classical Greek, both gods and men can be de-scribed as episkopoi or ‘overseers’ in a general and non-technical sense; inscriptions and papyri of wide distribution use the word to denote magis-trates, who sometimes appear to have administered the revenues of heathen temples; Plutarch (Numa 9) calls the Roman pontifex episkopos of the Vestal Virgins; and the word can apply also to philo-sophers, especially Cynics, when acting as spiritual directors. The lxx employs the same term to de-scribe taskmasters or officers (Ne. 11:9; Is. 60:17), and episkope in reference to a Visitation of God (Gn. 50:24; cf. Lk. 19:44). In the NT the name is applied pre-eminently to Christ (1 Pet. 2:25), next to the apostolic office (Acts 1:20, quoting Ps. 109:8), and finally to the leaders of a local congre-gation (Phil. 1:1).


Bibliography. R. J. Forbes, Studies in Andern Technology, 1, 1955, pp. 1-120; KB5, p. 471.
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II. In the New Testament

Here there is an extension of the meaning. God is blasphemed also in his representatives. So the word is used of Moses (Acts 6:11); Paul (Rom. 3:8; 1 Cor. 4:12; 10:30); and especially the Lord Jesus, in his ministry of forgiveness (Mk. 2:7 and parallels), at his *trial (Mk. 14:61-64), and at Calvary (Mt. 27:39; Lk. 23:39). Because these representatives embody the truth of God himself (and our Lord in a unique way), an insulting word spoken against them and their teaching is really directed against the God in whose name they speak (so Mt. 10:40; Lk. 10:16). Saul of Tarsus fulminated against the early followers of Jesus and tried to compel them to blaspheme, i.e. to curse the saving name (Acts 24:11), and thereby to renounce their baptismal vow in which they confessed that ‘Jesus is Lord’ (cf.

1 Cor. 12:3; Jas. 2:7). His misdirected zeal, however, was not simply against the church, but against the Lord himself (1 Tim. 1:13; cf. Acts 9:4).

The term is also used, in a weaker sense, of slan-derous language addressed to men (e.g. Mk. 3:28; 7:22; Eph. 4:31; Col. 3:8; Tit. 3:2). Here the best translation is ‘slander, abuse’. These verses con-demn a prevalent vice; but their warning may be grounded in a theological as well as an ethical con-text if we remember Jas. 3:9. Men are not to be cursed because on them, as men, the ‘formal’ image of God is stamped and the human person is, in some sense, God’s representative on earth (cf. Gn. 9:6).

There are two problem texts. 2 Pet. 2:10-11 speaks of blasphemy against ‘the glorious ones’ whom angels dare not revile. These are probably evil angelic powers against whom false teachers presumed to direct their insults (cf. Jude 8). The blasphemy against the Holy Spirit (Mt. 12:32; Mk. 3:29) carries with it the awful pronouncement that the sinner is ‘guilty of an eternal sin’ which cannot be forgiven. The verse is a solemn warning against persistent, deliberate rejection of the Spirit’s call to salvation in Christ. Human unresponsiveness in-evitably leads to a state of moral insensibility and to a confusion of moral issues wherein evil is em-braced as though it were good (‘Evil, be thou my Good’; cf. Is. 5:18-20; Jn. 3:19). The example of this attitude is that of the Pharisees, who attributed Jesus’ works of merey to Satan. In such a frame of mind repentance is not possible to the hardened heart because the recognition of sin is no longer possible, and God’s offer of merey is in effect per-emptorily refused. To be in this perilous condition is to cut oneself off from the source of forgiveness. Hebert adds a helpful pastoral note: ‘People who are distressed in their souls for fear that they have committed the sin against the Holy Ghost should in most cases be told that their distress is proof that they have not committed that sin’ (TWBR, p. 32).

Bibliography. H. W. Beyer, TDNT 1, pp. 621-625; H. Währisch, et al„ NIDNTT 3, pp. 340-347; G. H. Twelftree, DJG, pp. 75-77; O. Hofius, EDNT 1, pp. 220-221.    r.p.m.

BLESSED. The most frequent OT word is bärük. When applied to God it has the sense of praise (Gn. 9:26; 1 Ki. 1:48; Ps. 28:6, etc.), and when used of man denotes a state of happiness (1 Sa. 26:25; 1 Ki. 2:45). ’as're (‘how happy!’, Ps. 1:1) is always used of man and has for its NT equivalent tnaka-rios. The latter is used in pagan Greek literature to describe the state of happiness and well-being such as the gods enjoy. In the NT it is given a strong spiritual content, as revealed in the Beatitudes (Mt. 5:3-11) and elsewhere (Lk. 1:45; Jn. 20:29; Acts 20:35; Jas. 1:12). The word seems also to contain a congratulatory element, as a note in Weymouth's New Testament suggests: ‘People who are blessed may outwardly be much to be pitied, but from the higher and therefore truer standpoint they are to be envied, congratulated, and imitated.’ eulogetos is used only of Christ and God (Rom. 9:5; Eph. 1:3).

Bibliography. J. Pedersen, Israel: Its Life and Culture, 1926; TDOT 1, pp. 445^148; TDNT 4, pp. 362-370; NIDNTT1, pp. 215-217. w.w.w.

BLESSING. The OT word is b'räkä, and gener-ally denotes a bestowal of good, usually conceived of as material (Dt. 11:26; Pr. 10:22; 28:20; Is. 19:24, etc.). Often it is contrasted with the curse (Gn. 27:12; Dt. 11:26-29; 23:5; 28:2; 33:23), and some-times is used of the formula of words which consti-tute a ‘blessing’ (Gn. 27:36, 38, 41; Dt. 33:1). The NT word eulogia is used also in the latter sense (Jas. 3:10), but in addition denotes both the spiritual good brought by the gospel (Rom. 15:29 mg.; Eph. 1:3) and material blessings generally (Heb. 6:7; 12:17; 2 Cor. 9:5, ‘gift’).

Bibliography. H. W. Beyer, TDNT 2, pp. 754-764; H.-G. Link, U. Becker, NIDNTT 1, pp. 206-218.    w.w.w.

BLOOD. The point chiefly to be determined is whether ‘blood’ in biblical usage points basically to life or to death. There are those who hold that in the sacrificial System of the OT ‘blood’ represents life liberated from the limitations of the body and set free for other purposes. The ceremonial ma-nipulation of blood on this view represents the solemn presentation to God of life, life surrendered, dedicated, transformed. The death occupies a subordinate place or even no place at all. On this view ‘the blood of Christ’ would mean little more than ‘the life of Christ’. The evidence, however, does not seem to Support it.

In the first place there is the Statistical evidence. Of the 362 passages in which the Hebrew word dam occurs in the OT, 203 refer to death with vio-lence. Only six passages connect life and blood (17 refer to the eating of meat with blood). From this it is clear enough that death is the association most likely to be conjured up by the use of the term.

Then there is the lack of evidence adduced in support of the life theory. Exponents of this view regard it as self-evident from passages such as Lv. 17:11, ‘the life of the flesh is in the blood’. But the scriptural passages can just as well be interpreted of life yielded up in death, as of life set free.

It is undeniable that in some places atonement is said to have been secured by death, e.g. Nu. 35:33, ‘for blood pollutes the land, and no expiation can be made for the land (lit. for the land it will not be atoned) for the blood that is shed in it, except by the blood of him who shed it’. See also Ex. 29:33; Lv. 10:17.

The OT, then, affords no grounds for the far-reaching Statements that are sometimes made. “Atonement is secured by the death of a victim rather than by its life. This carries over into the NT.

There, as in the OT, blood is more often used in the sense of death by violence than in any other sense. When we come to the blood of Christ there are some passages which indicate in the plainest pos-sible fashion that death is meant. Such are the ref-erences to being ‘justified by his blood’ (Rom. 5:9; parallel to ‘reconciled ... by the death of his Son’ in v. 10), ‘the blood of his cross’ (Col. 1:20), the refer-ence to Corning ‘by water and blood’ (1 Jn. 5:6), and others.

Sometimes the death of Christ is thought of as a sacrifice (e.g. the blood of the covenant). But a close examination of all these passages indicates that the term is used in the same way as in the OT. That is to say, the sacrifices are still understood to be efficacious by virtue of the death of the victim. ‘The blood of Christ’ accordingly is to be understood of the atoning death of the Saviour.

Bibliography. TDNT 1, pp. 172-177; S. C. Gayford, Sacrifice and Priesthood3, 1953; L. Morris, The Aposlolic Preaching of the Cross*, 1965; F. J. Taylor, in TW BR, H. C. Trumbull, The Blood Covenant, 1887; A. M. Stibbs, The Meaning of the Word 'Blood' in Scripture, 1947. l.m.

BOANERGES. The name given by Jesus to the sons of Zebedee and recorded only in Mk. 3:17. Its derivation is uncertain, but it is most likely to be the equivalent of the Heb. b'ne reges (‘sons of confusion or thunder’) but might be from b’ne r'gaz (‘sons of wrath’; cf. Jb. 37:2). It is Strange that b'ne should be transliterated by boane- in Gk.; a dialect pronunciation is probably indicated.

The title seems not to have been greatly used. It is variously seen to be appropriate in their fiery temper (Lk. 9:54-56), which may have caused James’ death (Acts 12:2), and in the heavenly res-onance of the Johannine writings.    r.e.n.

BOAZ. The hero of the book of * Ruth, a wealthy landowner of Bethlehem, a benevolent farmer who had a concern for his workers’ welfare and a sense of family responsibility. This led him to redeem Ruth, the widow of a distant relative, in place of her next-of-kin, under the levirate marriage law. He thus became the great-grandfather of David (Ru. 4:17-22; cf. Mt. 1:5).    m.b.

BODY. The principal Hebrew words translated ‘body’ are g'wiyyä, used primarily of a ‘corpse’, though also of the living human body (Gn. 47:18), and bäsär, which means “‘flesh’. Contrary to Greek philosophy and much modern thought, the emphasis in Hebrew is not on the body as distinct from the soul or spirit. J. A. T. Robinson (The Body, 1952) maintains that the Hebrews did not ri-gidly diflferentiate (/') form and matter, (ii) the whole and its parts, (iii) body and soul, or (;'v) the body from the next seif or object. ‘The flesh-body was not what partitioned a man off from his neighbour, it was rather what bound him in the bündle of life with all men and nature.’ In Aramaic sections of Daniel, often regarded as late and in-fluenced by Greek thought, there may be more of a distinction between body and spirit (7:15), where the word (nidnelt) translated ‘within me' is probably a loan-word, from Persian, meaning ‘sheath’.

The common Hebrew word for flesh (bäsär) comes near to presenting a distinction from spirit (Is. 31:3), and may have influenced Paul in his theo-logical use of the term. The usage of the term for * ‘heart’ in Heb. could perhaps be said to approach what we would mean by spirit (Ps. 84:2), but it is significant that it is at the same time a physical organ. It is noteworthy that much modern psychology is realizing the essential unity of the whole man.

On the other hand, in Hebrew thought there were no clearly defined physiologically unifying concepts, such as the nervous or circulatory Systems, and the various Organs are sometimes spoken of as having a seeming independence of action (Mt. 5:29, 30) (*Eye, ‘Hand, *Lip, etc.), though this is obviously synecdoche in certain passages,

e.g. Dt. 28:4, beten = ‘belly’, translated ‘body’ in rsv. Likewise La. 4:7, ’esem = ‘bone’.

The NT usage of söma, ‘body’, keeps close to the Hebrew and avoids the thought of Greek phil-osophy, which tends to castigate the body as evil, the prison of the soul or reason, which was seen as good. Paul however does use ‘body of sin’ as a theological term parallel to ‘flesh’ indicating the locality of Operation of sin. There is, however, a clearer distinction in the NT between body and soul or spirit (Mt. 10:28; 1 Thes. 5:23; Jas. 2:26).

But it may be doubted whether the Bible gives us a view of man as existing apart from the body, even in the future life after death. The clearly-enunciated belief in a physical resurrection found in the NT (1 Cor. 15:42-52; 1 Thes. 4:13-18), fore-shadowed in the OT (Dn. 12:2), militates against any idea of man enduring apart from some bodily manifestation or form of expression, though this does not imply the regrouping of the self-same material atoms (1 Cor. 15:44). A passage which at first sight seems to suggest Separation from the body (2 Cor. 5:1-8) is perhaps best explained by J. A. T. Robinson (In the End God, 1950) as referring not to death, but the parousia, thus not to the distinction between soul or spirit and body, but between the future resurrection body and the present mortal body. Yet it is at least arguable that Lk. 23:43; Phil. 1:23; Heb. 12:23; Rev. 6:9-11, cf 20:4-6 teach that departed Christians are in conscious joy with Christ, prior to resurrection.

The form of the resurrection body—the ‘spiritual body’ of 1 Cor. 15—can only be glimpsed from what we know of Christ’s risen body, which left no corpse in the tomb, and, it seems, passed through the graveclothes (Lk. 24:12, 31). His bodily ascen-sion does not necessarily suppose movement to a certain locality known as heaven, but suggests the emergence of his body into a larger life transcend-ing the space-time limitations which bind us.

The metaphor of the church as the *body of Christ (1 Cor. 12:12fT., etc.) develops the idea of the body as the essential form and means of expression of the person.

Bibliography. E. C. Rust, Nature and Man in Biblical Thought, 1953; A. R. Johnson, The Vitality of the Individual in the Thought of Ancient Israel, 1949; J. A. T. Robinson, The Body, 1952; H. G. Schütz, S. Wibbing, J. A. Motyer, NIDNTT 1, pp. 229-242.    B.o.B. 4 3 is the proof of his true manhood. That the Son should take a human body is thus a fact essential for salvation (cf. Heb. 2:14fF.) and specifically for atonement (Heb. 10:20). The transformation (not relinquishment) of it at the resurrection is a guar-antee and prototype of the resurrection body for be!ievers(l Cor. 15; Phil. 3:21).

2.    The bread at the Last Supper over which Christ spoke the words ‘This is my body’ (recorded in Mt. 26; Mk. 14; Lk. 22; 1 Cor. 11, cf. 1 Cor. 10:16). The words have been interpreted historic-ally as meaning both ‘This represents my sacrifice’ and also This is myself. Interpretation must be controlled by reference to the person of Christ, to his sacrifice, and to the church, in that Order.

3.    The exact phrase is used by Paul in 1 Cor. 10:16; 12:27 as a description of a group of believers—cf. ‘one body in Christ’ (Rom. 12:5) and ‘body’ in verses referring to a local church, or to the universal church, i.e. 1 Cor. 10:17; 12:12; Eph. 1:23 (but see C. F. D. Moule, Cotossians, p. 168); 2:16; 4:4, 12, 16; 5:23; Col. 1:18, 24; 2:19; 3:15. It should be noted that the phrase is ‘body of Christ’, not ‘of Christians’, and that it has visible, congre-gational and also eschatological significance. In Rom. and I Cor. it defines the unity existing between members of each local congregation; in Col. and Eph. the whole church is in view, with Christ as the head.

The origin of Paul’s image has been sought in the OT idea that as each part receives its function from the whole so the whole is weakened when any part fails; also in Gk. Stoic ideas; or, more likely, through Acts 9, it expresses the conviction that Christ is totally identified with all Christians.

The exegetical problem is to establish the amount of metaphor in the phrase. If it is literal, the church is viewed as the extension of the incar-nation. Paul’s diverse usage on the one hand, and the probable OT background on the other, point rather to its being a metaphor instructing church members that their existence and unity depend on Christ, and that each member has power to pro-mote or to imperil unity.

Bibliography. Arndt; E. Schweizer, TDNT 7, pp. 1067-1094; H. G. Schütz, et ai, NIDNTT \. pp. 229-242; D. G, Stewart, ZPEB 1, pp. 800-801; C. B. Bass, ISBE 1, pp. 530-531. m.r.w.f.

BONES (Heb. esem, common in the OT; Gk osteon, in the NT only 5 times). As the basic and most durable part of the human body, the bones are used to describe the deepest feelings, aflfections and affiliations (Gn. 29:14; Jdg. 9:2; Jb. 2:5; 30:30; Ps. 22:17) often with ‘flesh’ as a parallel. The decent burial of the bones, or corpse, was regarded as an important matter (Gn. 50:25; Ezk. 39:15; Heb. 11:22 Rsvmg.). Contact with them caused de-filement (Nu. 19:16); to burn men’s bones on altars was a most effective way of deconsecrating the altars (2 Ki. 23:20).

The bones preserved some of the vitality of the individual (2 Ki. 13:21), but dry bones less so (Ezk. 37:1-2, and figuratively v. 11). To break or scatter the bones was utterly to defeat an enemy (Ps. 53:5; Is. 38:13) but to burn his bones was wrong (Am. 2:1).    B.o.B.

BOOK OF LIFE (Heb. seper hayyim, Gk. biblos or biblion zöes, ‘the roll of the living’).

1.    It is used of natural life, Ps. 69:28, where Met them be blotted out of the book of the living’ means Met them die’. Cf. Ex. 32:32f, where Moses prays to be blotted out of God’s book if Israel is to be destroyed; Ps. 139:16 (Mn thy book were written . . . the days that were formed for me’); Dn. 12:1, where all the righteous who ‘shall be found written in the book' will survive the eschatological tribulation.

2.    In later Judaism and the NT it is used of the

life of the age to come. Thus Is. 4:3, where ‘every one who has been enrolled for life in Jerusalem’ refers to natural life, is re-interpreted in the Targum as speaking of ‘eternal life’. So in the NT the book of life is the roster of believers, e.g. Phil. 4:3; Rev. 3:5; 22:19, etc. At the last judgment everyone not enrolled in the book of life is con-signed to the fiery lake (Rev. 20:12, 15); this is the book of life of the slaughtered Lamb (Rev. 13:8; 21:27), in which the names of the elect have been inscribed ‘from the foundation of the world’ (17:8). The same idea is expressed in Lk. 10:20, ‘your names are written in heaven’; Acts 13:48, ‘as many as were ordained (i.e. inscribed) to eternal life be-lieved’.    f.f.b.

symbolic of the defeat of powerful Edom and of God’s avenging all his enemies (Is. 34:6; 63:1). Bozrah is usually identified with modern Buseirah, a fortified city of 19 acres atop a crag at the head of Wadi Hamayideh, c. 60 km N of Petra and c. 40 km SSE of the Dead Sea, Controlling the *King’s Highway from Elath and thus able to deny passage to the Israelites (Nu. 20:17). Excavations at Buseirah 1971-6 have uncovered three principal levels of occupation in the 8th Century bc and later, though not as yet earlier (C. Bennett, Levant 7, 1975, pp. 1-19; 9, 1977, pp. 1-10; NEAEHL, pp. 264-266.

2.    A city of Moab (Je. 48:24; lxx Bosor), per-haps to be identified with Bezer, a town rebuilt by ♦ Mesha c. 830 bc, possibly Umm al-‘Amad, NE of Medeba, used as a levitical city of refuge.

3.    A town of SE Hauran, c. 120 km S of Damas-cus at the head of the King’s Highway, captured by Judas Maccabeus (165-160 bc; 1 Macc. 5:26-28; Jos., Ant. 12. 336). Bozrah (mod. Busra eski-Sham, and probably the Busruna [Bozrah] of the 14th Century bc *Amarna texts) became the most N provincial Capital of Roman Arabia in NT times.

D.J.W.

BOOTH. A word sometimes used in the evv to translate the Hebrew term sukkä, a booth or rüde temporary shelter made of woven boughs (Ne. 8:14-17). This type of structure figured particu-larly in the annual Feast of *Tabernacles (Lv. 23:34; Dt. 16:13, av, rv Mabernacles’), but was also used by armies in the field (‘Pavilion, *Tent), and in agriculture as a shelter from the sun (see Jb. 27:18; Jon. 4:5); or for cattle (Gn. 33:17; *Suc-

COTH).    T.C.M.

BOWELS (Heb. me'tm; Gk. splanchna). The He-brews had no clear idea of the physiology of the internal organs. rsv translates me im and splanchna variously by ‘belly’, Jon. 1:17; *‘body’, 2 Sa. 7:12; ♦‘breast’, Ps. 22:14; “heart’, Jb. 30:27; 1 Jn. 3:17; *‘soul’, Is. 16:11; ‘‘stomach’, Ezk. 3:3; *‘womb’, Ps. 71:6; and only by ‘bowels’ where the reference is clearly to Mntestines’, usually as visible by reason of death or an abdominal wound, 2 Sa. 20:10; Acts 1:18.

The translation is also sometimes figurative, ‘an-guish’ (Je. 4:19); especially in NT, ‘affections’ (2 Cor. 6:12). Gk. has a cognate verb splanchnizomai (Lk. 10:33), Mo feel compassion’.    b.o.b.

BOX. 1. Heb. pak, ‘flask’, used as an oil Container by Samuel when anointing Saul (1 Sa. 10:1, av ‘vial’) and by one of the sons of the prophets when anointing Jehu (2 Ki. 9:1, 3). Narrow-necked ju-glets found on Iron Age sites may have been called pak, but the lxx phakos, lentil-shaped, suggests a lentoid flask with two handles, of similar date. (*ArK OF THE COVENANT.)

2. Gk. alabastron, a perfume bottle, not neces-sarily of alabaster. The woman at Simon the leper’s house may have broken off the narrow neck (Mt. 26:7; Mk. 14:3; cf. Lk. 7:37).    a.r.m.

BOZRAH. 1. A city of Edom whose early king was Jobab (Gn. 36:33; 1 Ch. 1:44). Its later over-throw was predicted by Arnos (1:12) and taken as

BRANCH. 1. The word represents various Heb. and Gk. words meaning shoot, twig, bough, palm-branch, etc. It occurs frequently in passages where Israel is spoken of under the figure of a tree, e.g. a vine (Ps. 80:11; Ezk. 17:6; Na. 2:2; cf. Jn. 15:lff.)or a cedar (Ezk. 17:23) or an olive (Ho. 14:6; cf. Rom. 11:16fr.). Branches of trees, palm, myrtle and willow were used ceremonially at the Feast of Tab-ernacles for making *booths (sukköl) (Lv. 23:40; Ne. 8:15), and for carrying in procession with cries of ‘Hosanna (Ps. 118:27; Mishnah, Sukkah 4). Cf. Jesus’ triumphal entry into Jerusalem (Mt. 21:8-9; Mk. 11:8-10; Jn. 12:13).

2.    Of special interest is the Messianic use of the word (Heb. semah) for the scion of the family of David who would come to rule Israel in right-eousness. Explicitly prophesied in Je. 23:5; 33:15, the expression looks back to Is. 4:2 (cf. Is. 11:1, Heb. neser). Zc. 3:8; 6:12 show that the title ‘branch’ was a recognized Messianic term after the Exile, used to incorporate the idea of priest-king.

3.    In Ex. 25:31 ff.; 37:17ff. the word is used of the golden lampstand in the tabernacle, which is trad-itionally depicted with a central stem and three branches on either side. The Heb. qäneh ‘reed’ may have been misunderstood here, for the seven-branched candlestick is not known earlier than the Ist Century bc.

Bibliography. J. G. Baldwin, ‘Semah as a Technical Term in the Prophets’, VT 14, 1964, pp. 93-97; R. North, ‘Zechariah’s Seven-Spout Lampstand’, Biblica 51, 1970, pp. 183ff.    j.g.b.

BREAD. Bread was the all-important commodity of the ancient Near East, and the price of grain is an infallible index to economic conditions at any given time. In early Babylonia the grain of com provided the basic unit for the System of weights, and cereal took the place of money in commerce. Hosea paid part of the price of his wife in grain.

While we possess much information about the price of grain, references to the price of bread are extremely rare because it was usually made by each housewife. One reference from the Hammurapi period (18th Century bc) gives 10 se (about a twen-tieth of a shekel) as the price of about 2'A litres (4 sila) of bread, and half this amount was a man’s daily ration. (B. Meissner, Warenpreise in Babylonien, p. 7.) In 2 Ki. 7:1 the price quoted for cereal seerns abnormally high, but ii was doubdess con-siderably lower than in the preceding famine, ln Rev. 6:6 the prices describe graphically the grim conditions of famine.

Barley bread was probably the most widely used. The fact that barley was also fed to horses (1 Ki. 4:28) does not necessarily imply that it was con-sidered inferior, any more than is oats in our day. Wheat bread was more highly prized and was probably fairly common. Spelt was also used, but rye does not seem to have been cultivated. On oc-casions various cereals may have been mixed to-gether and, as Ezk. 4:9 shows, even lentil and bean meal were added.

The general term for grain was dägän. After threshing and winnowing, the grain was either crushed in a ’mortar with a pestle or was ground in a *mill by rubbing the upper stone to and fro on the nether millstone. The term for flour or meal in general was qemah, and when necessary this was qualified by the addition of the name of the cereal (Nu. 5:15). What was probably a finer quality was called sölet (cf. 1 Ki. 4:22), but some scholars ta'ke this word to mean ‘groats’. This was the meal used in the offerings (Ex. 29:40; Lv. 2:5, etc.).

The word qält , often translated ‘parched corn’, was probably roasted grains, which were eaten without further preparation.

The flour, mixed with water and seasoned with salt, was kneaded in a special trough. To this, leaven in the form of a small quantity of old fer-mented dough was added until the whole was leavened. Unleavened bread also was baked. Leaven was not used in the offerings made by fire (Lv. 2:11, etc.), and its use was forbidden during Passover week. The baking was done either over a fire on heated stones or on a griddle, or in an oven. Leavened bread was usually in the form of round, flat loaves, and unleavened in the form of thin cakes. The form called ’ugä was probably the griddle cake, since it required turning (Ho. 7:8).

When bread was kept too long it became dry and crumbly (Jos. 9:5 and 12). In Gilgamesh 1 1. 225— 229, there is an interesting account of the deterior-ation of bread (ANET, p. 95). (* Food.)

That so vital a commodity should leave its mark on language and symbolism is not surprising. From earliest times the word ‘bread’ was used for food in general (Gn. 3:19 and Pr. 6:8, where Heb. has ‘bread’). Since it was the staple article of diet, it was called ‘staff’ of bread (Lv. 26:26), which is probably the origin of our phrase ‘staff of life’. Those who were responsible for bread were important oflicials, as in Egypt (Gn. 40:1), and in As-syria a chief baker is honoured with an eponymy. Bread was early used in sacred meals (Gn. 14:18), and loaves were included in certain offerings (Lv. 21:6, etc.). Above all, it had a special place in the sanctuary as the ‘bread of the Presence’. The manna was later referred to as ‘heavenly bread’ (see Ps. 105:40). Our Lord referred to himself as the ‘bread of God’ and as the ‘bread of life’ (Jn. 6:33, 35), and he chose the bread of the Passover to be the symbolic memorial of his broken body.

W.J.M.

BREAST. Four uses of the word may be distin-guished. 1. Heb. dad or sad (Jb. 3:12; Ezk. 23:21, etc.)\ Gk. mastos, with reference to sucking, etc., as of a woman, or an animal (La. 4:3; Lk. 11:27). 2. The same used figuratively (Is. 60:16; 66:11), symbolic of riches. 3. Heb. häzeh (Ex. 29:26; Lv. 8:29, etc.), the breast portion of an animal, often offered as a wave-offering. 4. Aram. h“di (Dn. 2:32), the ehest, equivalent to the Gk. stethos in the NT, where smiting upon the breast is a sign of anguish (Lk. 18:13), and leaning upon the breast a sign of affection (Jn. 13:23, 25). The word ‘bosom’, Heb. heq (Mi. 7:5), presents a close parallel in this sense. Ho. 13:8 rsv, ‘tear open their breast’, Heb. leb ‘their heart’.    b.o.b.

BREASTPIECE OK THE HIGH PRIEST. Heb

hösen, interpretatively translated ‘breastplate’, ‘breastpiece’ (Ex. 28:4, 15-30; 39:8-21 ,cf. lxx,per-istethion, Ex. 28:4), is, however, etymologically obscure. The former relation to Arab. cognates with the sense ‘beauty’ is not now usually given credence and no other cognate attracts confidence. Most commentators tend towards the contextual translation ‘pouch’. Made of the same materials as the ephod (Ex. 28:15), the breastpiece was a square pouch (v. 16), with gold rings at the 4 Corners (vv. 23,26). The lower rings were fastened by blue laces to rings above the girdle of the ephod (v. 28). On the breastpiece were set 12 gems engraved with the names of the tribes (vv. 17-21), and gold cords fastened the upper rings to the two similarly engraved gems on the shoulders of the ephod (vv. 9-12, 22-25). Thus, symbolically, on the one hand the nation, in God’s sight, rested on a high-priestly person and work; on the other hand, the priest car-ried continually into God’s presence the people, as a loved responsibility (v. 29); and equally, as con-taining the oracular *Urim and Thummim (v. 30)—hence the title ‘breastpiece of judgment’ (v. 15; cf. the customary lxx, logion les kriseös, ‘oracle of judgment’)—the breastpiece symbolizes the priest as the announcer of God’s will to man (cf. Mal. 2:6-7).

Bibuography. Josephus, Ant. 3. 162; B. S. Childs, Exodus, 1974, p. 526; U. Cassuto, A Com-menlary on the Book of Exodus, 1967, p. 375.

J.A.M.

BRETHREN OF THE LORD. Four men are described in the Gospels as ‘brothers’ of Jesus, viz. James, Joses, Simon and Judas (Mt. 13:55; Mk. 6:3). The native townsmen of Jesus expressed amazement that a brother of these men should possess such wisdom and such power (Mk. 6:2-3). On the other hand, Jesus contrasted his brothers and his mother, who were bound to him by physical ties, with his disciples, who in virtue of their obedi-ence to the will of his Father were regarded by him as his spiritual ‘brothers’ and ‘mother’ (Mt. 12:46-50). Three views have been held as to the nature of the relationship between these men and Jesus.

a. The ‘brothers’ were the younger children of Joseph and Mary. This view is supported by the prima facie meaning of ‘firstborn’ in Lk. 2:7, and by the natural inference from Mt. 1:25 that after the birth of Jesus normal marital relations between Joseph and Mary followed. It was strongly advo-cated by Helvidius in the 4th Century, but came to be regarded as heretical in the light of the doctrine, increasingly attractive as the ascetic movement de-veloped, that Mary was always Virgin. Since the Reformation it has been the view most commonly held by Protestants.

b.    The 'brothers' were the children of Joseph by a former wife. This view, first promulgated in the 3rd Century and defended by Epiphanius in the 4th, became the accepted doctrine of the Eastern Orthodox Church. It has no direct Support from the NT. Its advocates have usually supposed, however, that the Opposition of the brothers to Jesus during his earthly life was largely due to jeal-ousy of the achievements of their younger half-brothcr.

c.    The ‘brothers' were the Cousins of Jesus. This view, put forward by Jerome in defence of the doctrine of the perpetual virginity of the mother of Jesus, has remained the official teaching of the Roman Catholic Church. It is based on the follow-ing series of arbitrary assumptions: (i) that the cor-rect interpretation of Jn. 19:25 is that there were three, not four, women Standing near the cross, viz. Mary the mother of Jesus, her sister identified with 'Mary of Clopas’, and Mary of Magdala; (ii) that the second Mary in the Johannine passage is iden-tical with the Mary described in Mk. 15:40 as ‘the mother of James the less and of Joses’; (iii) that this ‘James the less’ is the apostle called in Mk. 3:18 ‘the son of Alphaeus’; (iv) that the second Mary in Jn. 19:25 was married to Alphaeus. Why she should be described as ‘of Clopas’, which presum-ably means ‘the wife of Clopas’, Jerome admitted that he was ignorant. The theory would seem to demand either that Clopas is another name for Alphaeus, or that this Mary was married twice. By this ingenious but unconvincing exegesis Jerome reduced the number of men called James in the NT to two—the son of Zebedee, and James the Lord’s brother, who was also an apostle and known as ‘the less’ to distinguish him from the son of Zebedee! It is probable that ‘my brethren’ in Mt. 28:10 refers to a wider group than ‘the brothers’ already mentioned.

Bibliography. See the excursus by J. B. Light-foot ‘The Brethren of the Lord’ in Saint Paul's Epistle to the Galalians1, 1866, pp. 247-282; J. J. Günther, ‘The Family of Jesus’, EQ 46, 1974, pp. 25ff.; J. W. Wenham, ‘The Relatives of Jesus’, EQ 47, 1975, pp. 6fT; and the introductions to the commentaries mentioned under ‘James, Epistle of.    R.V.G.T.

BRICK. A lump of mud or clay, usually rect-angular, sun-dried or kiln-baked (‘burnt’); the commonest building material of the ancient bib-lical world. At first moulded by hand, bricks early began to be made (‘struck’) with open, rectangular, wooden moulds. The mud was mixed with sand, chopped straw, etc., the bricks struck off in long rows, and left to dry out; see Petrie, Egyptian Archi-tecture, 1938, pp. 3-13; Lucas, Ancient Egyptian Materials and Industries4, 1962, pp. 48-50. Bricks offen bore stamped impressions: in Egypt, the name of the pharaoh or of the building they were used in; in Babylonia, also the king’s name and dedication; e.g. Nebuchadrezzar, of whom five different stamps are known. For these and Nebu-chadrezzar’s brick-making techniques, see R. Koldewey, Excavations at Babylon, 1914, pp. 75-82 and figures.

Sun-dried brick was the universal building material of Mesopotamia, where kiln-baked bricks were offen used for facings and pavements (cf. also Gn. 11:3). In Egypt sun-dried brick was usual for all but the most important and permanent build-ings (i.e. stone temples and tombs); kiln-baked bricks are almost unknown before Roman times. Various l'orms of bonding were practised.

Ex. 5:6-19 accurately reflects brick-making usage in ancient Egypt; straw or stubble was regu-larly used in the 19th and 20th Dynasties (13th 12th centuries bc), as bricks so made proved much stronger. In Contemporary papyri one official re-ports of his workmen, ‘they are making their quota of bricks daily’, while another complains,‘.. . at Qenqenento, .. . there are neither men to make bricks nor straw in the neighbourhood’; cf. R. A. Caminos, Lale-Egyptian Miscellanies, 1954, pp. 106, 185. The straw itself is not so much a binding-agent, but its Chemical decay in the clay released an acid which (like glutamic or gallotannic acid) gave the clay greater plasticity for brick-making. This effect (but not, of course, the chemistry) was evi-dently a well-known one. See A. A. McRae in Modern Science and Christian Faith, 1948, pp. 215-219, after E. G. Acheson, Transactions of the American Ceramic Society 6, 1904, p. 31; further comment and references in Lucas, op. cit., p. 49; and cf. also C. F. Nims, BA 13, 1950, pp. 21—28.

In Palestine sun-dried brick was also the norm; city and house walls were offen of brick upon a stone foundation.

For ‘burning incense upon bricks’ (Is. 65:3), cf. mud-brick altars from a very early period at Meg-iddo, ANEP, p. 229, fig. 729. (‘Architecture, •Walls.)

Bibliography: K. A. Kitchen, ‘From the Brick-fields of Egypt’, TynBH, 1976, pp. 137-147.

K.A.K.

BRICK-KILN. Oven for baking mud bricks. In the biblical East sun-dried mud bricks were always the cheapest and commonest building material, but were not specially durable (e.g. in rainy weather). Burnt ‘bricks were almost indestructible. They were used in Mesopotamia for facings, pavements, etc., in important buildings from very early times, but are hardly known in Palestine or Egypt before Roman times. Hence brick-kilns are regularly found in Mesopotamia but not by the Nile or Jordan. In the av of 2 Sa. 12:31; Je. 43:9; Na. 3:14 the term malben is rendered ‘brickkiln’, but this seems to be incorrect. The malben is the rectangular, hollow wooden brick-mould for making ordinary sun-dried bricks in 2 Sa. and Na., and is used figuratively to describe the rectangular brick pavement in Tahpanhes in Jeremiah. In 2 Sa. 12:31 the meaning is that David put the Ammonites to hard labour (in the verb, reading d for r, very simi-lar letters in Heb.), with saws, harrows, axes and brick-moulds (malken is probably for malben, MT margin IQfre).

The ‘fiery furnace’ into which Daniel’s three friends were cast as punishment (Dn. 3:6, 11, 15, 19-23) was very likely a brick-kiln, one of those that must have supplied burnt bricks to Nebuchad-rezzar’s Babylon. The word used, ’attün, ‘furnace’, is probably identical with the Assyro-Babylonian word utünum, ‘furnace, kiln’. Outside of Daniel, Nebuchadrezzar’s cruel punishment is attested not only in Je. 29:22 but also by actual inscriptions: in a
[image: ]


A pottery kiln, excavated at Nippur

Babylonian letter of c. 1800 bc and in an Assyrian court regulation of c. 1130 bc people were (or might be) thrown into a furnace as a punishment; see G. R. Driver, AfO 18, 1957, p. 129, and E. F. Weidner, AfO 17, 1956, pp. 285-286. The practice is used as a comparison in Ps. 21:9. On the ‘fiery furnace’ being a brick-kiln, compare the reference to the Harnes of similar modern brick-kilns lighting up the sky near Babylon by R. Koldewey, The Ex-cavations at Babylon, 1914, pp. 81-82. The brick-kilns of ancient Babylonia may have looked like the large pottery-kiln excavated in Nippur and pictured in B. Meissner, Babylonien und Assyrien, 1, 1920, p. 234 and figs. 55—56.    k.a.k.

BRIDE, BRIDEGROOM. These two words are quite naturally complementary to each other (Jn. 3:29a) and are found side by side in Is. 62:5; Je. 7:34; 16:9; 25:10; 33:11; Rev. 18:23. ‘The voice of the bridegroom and the voice of the bride’ in these references is parallel with ‘the voice of mirth and gladness’, and illustrates the rieh concept of mari-tal joy of which the Bible often speaks (e.g. Ps. 128; Pr. and Ct.). Is. 62:5 extends this significance to in-clude a comparison between human relationships and God’s joy in his people Israel, who are re-garded as his bride (cf. Is. 54:6; Je. 2:2; 3:20; Ezk. 16:8; 23:4; Ho. 2:16). This metaphor prepares the way for the NT allusions to the church as the bride of Christ, especially in the Epistles (2 Cor. 11:2; Eph. 5:25-27, 3 ff.; cf Rev. 19:7; 21:2; 22:17). Ac-cording to this picture the Lord is the divine Bridegroom who seeks his bride in love and enters into covenant relations with her.

Whether this allegory of Christ and the church is derived from the teaching of Jesus or not is a debatable point. Some deny the allegorical Interpretation of Mt. 25:1-12 on the ground that the Messiah is not represented in the OT and in the rabbinical literature as a Bridegroom (so J. Jeremias, TDNT 4, pp. 1099—1106, and The Parables of Jesus, E.T. 1954, p. 46). But, on the other hand, there is the witness of Mk. 2:19-20 (cf. Mt. 9:15; Lk. 5:34-35), which shows that the term Bridegroom was used by the Lord as a Messianic desig-nation and corresponds to his use of the third person in speaking of himself as ‘the Son of man’ (so V. Taylor, The Gospel according to St Mark, 1952, adloc). This is further confirmed if the vari-ant reading of Mt. 25:1, ‘to meet the bridegroom and the bride’, is accepted; and there is early and important attestation of it (see A. H. McNeile, The Gospel according to St Matthew, 1915, ad loc.; F. C Burkitt, JTS 30, 1929, pp. 267-270; T. W. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, 1949, pp. 243f., who makes an interesting and plausible Suggestion to explain the identity of the bride). See also Jn. 3:29b for John the Baptist as ‘the friend of the bridegroom’, i.e. the groomsman (Heb. sös'bin), who acted as ‘best man’ (cf. 1 Macc. 9:39). He was the agent for the bridegroom in arranging the marriage and played an important part in the wedding festivities, as did also the bridegroom’s attendants, who are referred to in Mk. 2:19 (av) as ‘the sons of the bridechamber’.

Bibliography. A. Isaksson, Marriage and Ministry in the New Temple, 1965; R. Batey, NT Nuptial Imagery, 1971; J. P. Sampley, And the Two Shall Become One Flesh, 1971; D. J Williams, DJG, pp. 86-88.    r.p.m.

BRIMSTONE (Heb. goprü, Gk. theion, ‘sul-phur’), a yellow crystalline solid, with medicina! and fumigating properties, which occurs in the natural state in regions of volcanic activity such as the valley of the Dead Sea (cf Gn. 19:24). The element burns readily in air, and is consequently associated in the Bible with fire (e.g. Gn. 19 24; Ps 11:6; Ezk. 38:22; Lk. 17:29; Rev. 9:17-18; 14:10; 19:20; 20:10; 21:8), and appears in figures of the burning wrath of God (Is. 30:33; 34:9; Rev. 14:10). The usual environment of its natural occurrence also led to the use of the word to indicate bar-renness of land (Dt. 29:23; Jb. 18:15). That the substance was well known in the ancient world is suggested by the occurrence of cognates to goprit. in Akkadian, Aramaic and Arabic. theion occurs already in Homer, and is regularly used in theLXX to translategoprit. ‘Brimstone’ was the form current in 1611 of a Middle English word, mean-ing ‘burn(ing)-stone’, which had appeared, for in-stance, in WycliPs Bible as (among other spellings) ‘brunston’. The word, though archaic in modern extra-biblical usage, has been retained by the rv and rsv.

Bibliography. R. Campbell Thompson, A Dic-

lionary of Assyriern Chemistry and Geology, 1936, pp. 38-39; KB\p. 193.    t.c.m.

BROOK. The Word nahal is used variously of a perennial stream, the flow of water and the dried course of a river-bed. Apart from the Jordan itself, nearly all the perennial streams are left-bank tribu-taries of the Jordan fed by springs. Such is the Kishon (1 Ki. 18:40), the second largest river by volume, and the Jabbok, modern Zerka (Gn. 32:22-23). The brook in full spate is used meta-phorically (e.g. Am. 5:24), while the ephemeral nature of the dried-up brook is also used (Jb. 6:15). A severe drought will terminate the flow even of spring-fed brooks (e.g. 1 Ki. 17:2-7). Sometimes the stream-bed has a mantle of Vegetation owing to the shallow water-table. Thus ‘the brook of the wil-lows’ (Is. 15:7) may describe the cover of oieander bushes and other Vegetation. In poetry mayim, ‘water’, is frequently used of the channei bed (Jb. 12:15; Ps. 42:1; Is. 8:7; Joel 1:20). (*Egypt, River

OF.)    J.M.H.

BÜRDEN. A noun used about 80 times to trans-late several Heb. and Gk. words. 1. Heb. massa, ‘thing lifted up’, and other cognate words from the root näsa, ‘he lifted up’. This word occurs most frequently, notably of prophetic utterances. (‘Oracle.) 2. Heb. säbal, ‘to bear a load’ (in various derivative forms). 3. Heb. yähab, ‘to give’ (Ps. 55:22 only). 4. Heb. guddä, ‘bündle’ (Is. 58:6, av, only). 5. Gk. baros, ‘something heavy’. 6. Gk. phortion, ‘something to be borne’. 7. Gk. gomos, ‘the freight’ of a ship (Acts 21:3, av).

Those terms which occur more than once vary little in meaning, and seem at times to be inter-changeable. A bürden is whatever renders body or mind uneasy (e.g. Zp. 3:18); as much as one can bear (2 Ki. 5:17); government in church or state (Nu. 11:17); prediction of heavy judgment (Is. 13); labour, bondage, affliction, fear (Ps. 81:6; Ec. 12:5; Mt. 20:12); Christ’s laws (Mt. 11:30; Rev. 2:24); God’s ceremonial law and men’s superstiticus ceremonies (Mt. 23:4; Acts 15:28); men’s infirm-ities (Gal. 6:2).    j.d.d.

BROTHERLY LOVE. Gk. Philadelphia (Rom. 12:10; 1 Thes. 4:9; Heb. 13:1; 1 Pet. 1:22; 2 Pet. 1:7) means, not figurative brother-//Ae love, but the love of those united in the Christian brotherhood (adelphotes, 1 Pet. 2:17; 5:9; cf. the adjective phila-delphos, 1 Pet. 3:8). Outside Christian writings (e.g.

1 Macc. 12:10, 17) Philadelphia is used only of men of common descent. In the OT, ‘brother’, like ‘neighbour’, meant ‘fellow Israelite’ (Lv. 19:17f.; cf. Acts 13:26). Jesus widened the scope of love for fellow men (Mt. 5:43^48; Lk. 10:27-37), but also, by calling his followers his own (Mk. 3:33fT.; Mt. 28:10; Jn. 20:17) and one another’s (Mt. 23:8; Lk. 22:32) brethren, and by the Johannine command to love one another (Jn. 13:34; 15:12, 17), estab-lished the special love of fellow Christians which Philadelphia describes (cf. Rom. 8:29).

This is shown in the common life of the church (cf. homothymadon, ‘with one accord, together’, Acts 1:14; 2:46; 4:24; 5:12; 15:25). It is an out-working of Christ’s love (Eph. 5:1 f.) which it is natural to find among Christians (1 Thes. 4:9f.), but which must be increased (1 Thes. 4:10) and deepened (Rom. 12:10) so as to be lasting (Heb. 13:1), genuine (anypokritos, 1 Pet. 1:22; cf. Rom. 12:9), and earnest (ektenes, 1 Pet. 1:22; cf. 4:8). It is shown in a common way of thinking (to auto phronein, Rom. 12:16; 15:5; 2 Cor. 13:11; Phil. 4:2; cf. Gal. 5:10; Phil. 2:2, 5; 3:15) and living (tö autö stoichein, Phil. 3:16), especially in hospitality (Heb. 13:1 f.; 1 Pet. 4:8f.) and help to needy Christians (Rom. 12:9-13). It proves, to Christians themselves (1 Jn. 3:14) and to the world (Jn. 13:35), the genuineness of their faith (1 Jn. 2:9-11; 3:10; 4:7, 11,20; 5:1.)

Philadelphia cannot by definition be realized outside the ‘household of faith’, but it is associated with honouring (1 Pet. 2:17) and doing good to (Gal. 6:10) all. Its converse is not exclusiveness or indiflerence to those outside (hoi exö, Mk. 4:11; 1 Cor. 5:12f.; Col. 4:5; I Thes. 4:12), but the con-straining, dividing and still unconsummated love of Christ (2 Cor. 5:14; cf. Lk. 12:50-53). («Love, * Family, * Neighbour.)

Bibliography. TDNT1, pp. 144-146; NIDNTT 1, pp. 254-260; 2, pp. 547-550; M. J. Wilkins, ABD 1, pp. 782b-783b.    p.e.

1

BLASPHEMY.

2

 In the Old Testament

Here the root meaning of the word is an act of ef-frontery in which the honour of God is insulted by man. The proper object of the verb is the name of God, which is cursed or reviled instead of being honoured. (Compare the common biblical and rabbinical phrase, ‘Blessed art thou, O Lord.’) The penalty of the outrage of blasphemy is death by stoning (Lv. 24:10-23; 1 Ki. 21:9ff.; Acts 6:11; 7:58).

In the first reference it is a half-caste Israelite who sins in this way; and, generally speaking, blasphemy is committed by pagans (2 Ki. 19:6, 22 = Is. 37:6, 23; Pss. 44:16; 74:10, 18; Is. 52:5), sometimes incited to it by the bad example and moral lapses of the Lord’s people (2 Sa. 12:14). It follows also that when God’s people fall into idolatry they are regarded as committing the blasphemy of the hea-then (Is. 65:7; Ezk. 20:27). The name of Yahweh which it is Israel’s peculiar destiny to hallow (see G. F. Moore, Judaism, 2, 1927-30, p. 103) is pro-faned by the faithless and disobedient people.

3

 The human body of Jesus Christ, insisted on by the NT writers in the face of docetism as real (denial that Jesus Christ came in the flesh is ‘of an-tichrist’, I Jn. 4:2-3). The reality of Christ’s body

4

BODY OF CHRIST. This phrase has a threefold use in the NT


BURIAL AND MOURNING.

I. In the Old Testament

a.    The times of the Patriarchs

Successive generations were buried in the family tomb (cave or rock-cut); thus Sarah (Gn. 23:19), Abraham (Gn. 25:9), Isaac and Rebekah, Leah (Gn. 49:31) and Jacob (Gn. 50:13). Death far from the family tomb required individual burial; so Deborah near Bethel (Gn. 35:8) and Rachel on the road to Ephrath (Gn. 35:19-20). Besides weeping, mourning already included rending one’s garments and donning sackcloth (Gn. 37:34-35), for up to 7 days (Gn. 50:10). The embalming of Jacob and Joseph and the use of a coffin for Joseph in Egyptian fashion was exceptional (Gn. 50:2-3, 26). Mummification required removal of the viscera for separate preservation, and desic-cation of the body by packing in salt (not brine); thereafter the body was packed with impregnated linen and entirely wrapped in linen. Embalming and mourning usually took 70 days, but the period for embalming could be shorter, as for Jacob.

b.    The Pentateuchal legislation

Prompt burial, including that of hung criminals, was the norm (Dt. 21:22-23). Contact with the dead and formal mourning brought ceremonial defilement. Mourning by weeping, rending the garments and unbinding the hair was permitted to the Aaronic priests (Lv. 21:1-4), but not to the high priest (Lv. 21:10-11) or the Nazirite under vow (Nu. 6:7). Expressly forbidden to priests (Lv. 21:5) and people (Lv. 19:27-28; Dt. 14:1) were laceration (‘cuttings in the flesh’), cutting the Corners of the beard, baldness between the eyes and ‘rounding’ (mutilation?) of the corner(s) of the head. Eating of tithes in mourning or oflfering them to the dead (Dt. 26:14) was also forbidden. Women captured in war might mourn their par-ents for one month before marrying their captors (Dt. 21:11-13). The national leaders Aaron (Nu. 20:28—29; Dt. 10:6) and Moses (Dt. 34:5-8) were each accorded 30 days’ national mourning after burial.

c.    Israel in Palesüne

(i) Burial. When possible, people were buried in the ancestral family tomb: so Gideon and Samson (Jdg. 8:32; 16:31), Asahel and Ahitbophel (2 Sa. 2:32; 17:23), and eventually Saul (2 Sa. 21:12-14). Burial in one’s ‘house’, as of Samuel (1 Sa. 25:1, cf. 28:3) and Joab (1 Ki. 2:34), may merely mean the same, unless it was more literally under the house or yard floor. The body was borne to rest on a bier (2 Sa. 3:31). Lack of proper burial was a great mis-fortune (1 Ki. 13:22; Je. 16:6). Tombs were usually outside the town. The Late Bronze Age used pit-tombs in the plains and valleys, but family tombs (with benches) in the hill-country (R. Gonen, Burial Patterns & Cultural Diversity in Late Bronze Age Canaan, 1992). Cremation was Phoenician and northern; P. Bienkowski, Levant 14, 1982, pp. 80-89. Persian-age burials, see E. Stern, Material Culture of the Land of the Bible in the Persian Period. 538-332 bc, 1973, pp. 68-92. Tomb-inscriptions occur from the 7th Century bc; cf. W. G. Dever, HUCA 40/41, 1969-70, pp. 139-204, and R. Deutsch & M. Heltzer, Forty New Ancient West Semitic Inscriptions, 1994, pp. 27-30. The upstart treasurer * Shebna drew Isaiah’s condemnation in hewing himself an ostentatious rock-tomb (Is. 22:15-16). Pottery and other objects left with the dead became a pure formality during the Israelite period, by contrast with elaborate Canaanite fu-nerary Provision. Memorial pillars were sometimes erected in Israel as elsewhere in antiquity; 2 Sa. 18:18 is an anticipatory example. Outside Jerusalem was a tract of land set aside for ‘the graves of the common people' (2 Ki. 23:6; Je. 26:23).

The grave of an executed criminal or foe was sometimes marked by a heap of stones. Examples are Achan (Jos. 7:26), Absalom (2 Sa. 18:17), the king of Ai, and the five Canaanite kings (Jos. 8:29; 10:27). Cremation was not a Hebrew practice, but a corpse might be burnt pending proper burial in the ancestral tomb, as with Saul (1 Sa. 31:12-13) and in Am. 6:10. For royal burials, *Sepuixhre of the Kings.

(ii) Mourning. In Palestine in the 2nd and Ist mil-lennia this included: (1) baldness of head and cut-ting the beard; (2) lacerating the body; (3) rending garments and wearing sackcloth; (4) scattering dust on the head and wallowing in ashes; and (5) weeping and lamentation. Not all of these were fa-voured by the law. (See section Z>, above.) For Hebrew mourning, see the action of David (2 Sa. 1:11-12; 13:31), the woman of Tekoah (2 Sa. 14:2), and note the allusions in the prophets (Is. 3:24; 22:12; Je. 7:29; Ezk. 7:18; Joel 1:8; Am. 8:10; Mi. 1:16). For Tyrian seafarers, Philistia and Moab, see Ezk. 27:30, 32; Je. 47:5; Is. 15:2-3 and Je. 48:37.

David lamented over Saul and Jonathan (2 Sa. 1:17-27) and Jeremiah and others over Josiah (2 Ch. 35:25). For Professional mourners, cf. Je. 9:17-18; Am. 5:16. After a funeral a breaking-fast meal was possibly given to mourners (Je. 16:7; cf. Ho. 9:4). A ‘great burning’ sometimes marked the funeral of Judaean kings (2 Ch. 16:14; 21:19-20; Je. 34:5).

d.    Non-funereal mourning

Mourning was associated with repentance or con-trition (e.g. Ex. 33:4; Joel 1:13; 2:12-13; Ezr. 9: 3, 5) or took place because of misfortune (e.g. 2 Sa. 13:19; 15:32; Jb. 2:12-13). There are also references to laceration, weeping, etc., in pagan(izing) cult-practices. Cf. the actions of Baal's prophets on Mt Carmel (1 Ki. 18:28), and those of the men of Israel who came with oblations for God (Je. 41:5). Ezekiel saw in a vision the women of Jerusalem weeping for the god Tammuz (Ezk. 8:14): and Isaiah depicts pagan observances at graves being performed by the rebellious Israelites (Is. 65:4).

Bibliography. For the late Judaean royal caves, see A. Kloner, Levant 18, 1986, pp. 126-129. For Canaanite tombs of the patriarchal age, see K. M. Kenyon, Digging up Jericho, 1957, pp. 233-255. For laceration in Ugaritic (N Canaanite) epics, see DOTT, 1958, p. 130; see also J. A. Callaway,‘Burial in Ancient Palestine from the Stone Age to Abraham’, BA 26, 1963, pp. 74-91; E. M. Myers, ‘Secondary Burials in Palestine’, BA 33, 1970, pp. 2-29.
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II. In the New Testament

The corpse. Tabitha was washed and displayed in an upstairs room (Acts 9:39). The arms and legs of Lazarus and Jesus were bound in linen bands (keiriai, othonia) impregnated with aromatic per-fumes, and a piece of linen was wrapped around their heads (Jn. 11:44; 20:6-7). That Palestinian Jews borrowed Lat. sudarium (handkerchief, napkin) to describe a ‘turban’ is evident from this Johannine usage and from Mishnaic südärin, which Jastrow (Lexicon, p. 962) defines as ‘a scarf wound around the head and hanging down over the neck’. One must presume also that the body itself was clothed; perhaps the sing, sindön (Mk. 15:46 and par.) indicates a linen shift (contrast Apoc. Moses 40:1-7 in Ist Century ad: plur. sindones = winding-bands). If M.Shabbalh 23. 5 reflects normal Ist Century practice the corpse was anointed immediately, and its chin bound ‘not to raise it, but so that it does not sink lower’; similarly Semahoth 1. 2 describes an immediate binding of the jaws, indicating the function of the sudarium. Jesus recognized an anticipation of normal burial-customs among the Jews when his feet or head were anointed at Bethany (Mk. 14:3-9; Jn. 11:2; 12:7); but the preparations of the women to anoint him were thwarted (Mk. 16:1; Lk. 23:56). The Mishnaic plural takrikln confirms the sense ‘bind-ings’, ‘wrappings’ for Johannine keiriai, othonia (S. Safrai, The Jewish People in the First Century, 1974, 1.2, p. 777, e.g. M.Kilaim 9. 4, Maaser Sheni

5. 12); and the corresponding verb is even more explicit at Semahoth 12. 10: ‘A man may wrap (m’kärek) and bind (the corpse of) a man, but not (the corpse of) a woman . . .’ However, at M.Sanhedrin 6. 5 H. Danby (Mishnah, 1933) trans-lated ‘garments’; and D. Zlotnik (Tractate Mourning, 1966, p. 22) assumes a Minen garment’ at the death of Gamaliel II c. ad 130. Perhaps too one should note R. Nathan (late 2nd Century ad): ‘In the same clothes (Usüt) which go with him to Sheol will a man appear in the age to come.’ All of this seems to suggest both wrappings and garments.

Burial and mourning. Those who mourned at the house of Jairus ‘wept and lamented’ (Mk. 5:38), forming a large throng (Mt. 9:23) and making a great disturbance; presumably they beat their breasts in grief (as Lk. 18:13; 23:48). Similarly when Stephen was buried there was ‘great lamentation’ (Acts 8:2). One is reminded of the 2nd Century bc Wisdom of Jesus ben Sirach (Ecclus.) 38:16-18:

‘My son, shed tears over a dead man, and intone the lament to show your own deep grief;

bury his body with due ceremonial, and do not neglect to honour his grave.

Weep bitterly, wail most fervently;

observe the mourning the dead man deserves’

(JB).

Jairus hired pipers Tor the mourning (Mt. 9:23), presumably to accompany a formal dirge both at the house and during the procession; for Josephus indicates that in ad 67 in Jerusalem (when the Jewish revolt in Galilee had failed),‘. . . many hired pipers who accompanied their dirges’ (BJ 3. 435— 437). Later rabbinic law exacted special obligations from a husband to his dead wife; R. Judah (late 2nd Century ad) said: ‘Even the poorest in Israel should hire not less than two Hutes and one wailing woman’ (M.Ketuboth 4. 4). That no corpse was permitted to stay overnight within the walls of Jerusalem was a rabbinic dictum rather than normal practice (A. Guttmann, HUCA 60, 1969-70, pp. 251-275); nevertheless many texts indicate burial the same day. Jn. 11:39 expects the stench of de-composition within 4 days (probably earlier). At Nain Jesus met a procession on its way to the tomb including the mother and many townspeople. The body was on a bier (roror) carried by bearers. Se-mahoth 4. 6 refers to the use of the bier at Jerusalem, and to a eulogist who preceded it and spoke the praises of the dead. Similarly M.Berakoth 3. 1 mentions those who carried the mitiah (bier), those who relieved them, those who wem before and those who went behind. One may contrast with this the funeral of King Herod (4 bc), whose body was displayed on a golden couch (kline) studded with precious stones and wore the royal purple and a golden crown (Am. 17. 196-199; BJ 1. 670-673). His son Archelaus gave a sumptuous fu-nerary banquet to the people, as was the custom of the more well-to-do, whose pious generosity ‘im-poverished’ them (BJ 2. 1). King Herod himself had spent lavishly on the funeral of Antigonus (whom he murdered)—on the furnishing of the burial-vault, costly spices burnt as incense, the personal adornment (kosmos) of the corpse (Am. 15. 57-61). But Josephus was aware that expense was not the point:

The pious rites which the Law provides for the dead do not consist of costly obsequies or the erection of notable monuments. The funeral ceremony is undertaken by the nearest kin, and all who pass while burial is in progress must join the procession and mourn with the family. After the funeral the house and its inhabitants must be purified (Contra Apionem 2. 205).

Mourning continued after the funeral. In the 2nd Century bc its rules and sanctions held for 7 days (Ecclus. 22:12); at the end of the Ist Century bc Archelaus mourned 7 days for Herod (BJ 2. 1), and in the Ist Century ad this remained the norm (Am. 17. 200). In the 2nd Century ad the rabbis still refer to sib'äh or ‘the seven days of mourning’ (Sema-hothl). A longer period of 30 days was exceptional (BJ 3. 435^137).

Tombs. Ancient rock-cut tombs of the period c. 40 bc-ad 135 surround the walls of Jerusalem on three sides (but not on the W, from where the prevailing winds blew), including those of more well-to-do families at Sanhedriyya (PEQ 84, 1952, pp. 23-38; ibid. 86, 1954, pp. 16-22; Atiqot 3, 1961, pp. 93-120), and the poorer tombs, rieh in finds, at ‘Dominusflevit’ on the Mt of Olives. Most mag-nificent of all is the tomb of queen Helena of Adiabene. A few stone sarcophagi are found, but mostly the dead were laid in kokin, sometimes on bench-arcosolia\ a rock-cut sarcophagus beneath an arcosolium (recessed archway in tomb-wall) is extremely rare, the only well-known example being in tomb 7 at Sanhedriyya in Jerusalem. The kok is the only type of burial-place referred to in the Mishnah (M.Baba Bathra 6. 8); the ideal rabbinic arrangement—two kökim opposite the tomb-entry and three in either side-wall—is rarely found. A kök was a burial-tunnel cut vertically into the wall of the chamber like a deep oven, set back over projecting rock-ledges around the chamber-walls (interrupted only by the entry-step), which left an oblong pit at the centre of the chamber to give a Standing man head-room. The sarcophagus (rare), projecting continuous ledge and kök are the only possible resting-places for a body in the smaller and less pretentious rock-cut tombs. These con-sisted of one or more chambers with a low square entry, such that one had to crawl through it. The closing-stone was either like an enormous cork, slotting into a rebate round the small entry as into the neck of a bottle; or it was a rough boulder. For this type of tomb see AJA 51, 1947, pp. 351-365, Atiqot (English) 3, 1961, pp. 108-116 (many in Heb. Journals). It is clear that such a tomb—which one stooped to enter, which was closed by a stone that had to be rolled aside, and in which the body might have been placed initially on the projecting ledge—would match the Gospel descriptions of the place where Joseph put the body of Jesus. More elaborate tombs are much rarer, but combined the ‘pit-ledge-kök’ arrangement with one or more bench-arcosoUa (Bankbogengräber), where the body was visible on a flat ledge cut lengthwise into the wall of the burial chamber—i.e. along the wall, not deep into it—making a space c. 2 m long beneath an archway along the whole length of the wall. Such tombs usually consist of several chambers, not one, and often had an entry-vestibule with a wide, tall entry, giving access to the usual small square entry into the burial-chamber(s). Often too there was an ornamented faqade, even a pediment, frieze, cornice, distyle inantis colonnade or separate monument. Beyond this the tomb of Helena had an elaborate System of chambers with both köktm and bench-arcosolia. This tomb and the royal Herodian tomb are the only ones of this period (up to ad 135) to have a closing-stone like a large round cheese or a millstone.

All undisturbed tombs of this period also con-tain ossuaries, small limestone chests in which the bones were gathered up and reburied. M.Sanhedrin

6. 5b refers to this custom in the case of criminals, first buried in two special cemeteries by the Sanhe-drin of Jerusalem (after the death penalty), then formally reburied in the family tomb. The bones of a crucified man have been found in his family tomb (IEJ 21, 1970, pp. 18-59). More general discussion of the ‘gathering of bones’ (ossilegium) in early rabbinic documents is particularly detailed in Semahoth 12-13, and involves the rabbis of c. ad 120 and later. Possibly it was the elder Eleazar bar Zadok whose father—before ad 70—urged that his bones must be gathered and reburied in a d'lösqöma (ossuary), as his own father’s bones had been buried. The archaeological evidence from

Jerusalem dates the use of ossuaries from c. 30 bc to ad 135, succeeding the large Hasmonaean bone-chambers (IEJ 8, 1958, pp. 101-105; 17, 1967, pp. 61-113). In the Tomb of Helena bones were also put into small box-like compartments near the kokim. E. M. Meyers has tried to prove continu-ous secondary burial from a very ancient period (Jewish Ossuaries: Reburial and Rebirth, 1971); see the important review by L. Y. Rahmani, IEJ 23, 1973, pp. 121-126, rejecting the identity of the Je-rusalemite ossuary-burial with earlier practices.

Ho ly Sepulchre, Garden tomb, Turin shroud. Of these three the Holy Sepulchre has by far the great-est claim to authenticity—see especially articles by C. W. Wilson in PEQ, 1902-04. It is extremely un-likely that the site of ‘Skull Place’ (Golgotha) was lost before ad 135. Moreover in the early 4th Century ad Eusebius was confident that the tomb of Jesus had been buried beneath a Roman temple dedicated to Aphrodite (Life of Constantine 3. 26), perhaps a Temple of Venus built by Hadrian (PEQ 1903, pp. 51-56, 63-65). The Christian pilgrim Arculf (ad 670) visited the Holy Sepulchre, and describes the burial-place in detail; unfortunately it has since been covered by marble panels. The de-scription of Arculf indicates either a regulär trough-arcosolium (impossible to date before the 2nd Century ad) or perhaps the type shown here. This latter is extremely rare before ad 135 and therefore unlikely c. ad 30 (but not impossible; perhaps the last Jewish monumental tombs at Jerusalem date before the revolts of ad 66-70 and 132-5, and even before the unrest of the 50s and early 60s). Other tombs very close to the traditional one (and still within the Holy Sepulchre) are of the regulär lst-century type (see R. H. Smith, BA 30, 1967, pp. 74-90, especially pp. 83-85, and the articles by C. Clermont-Ganneau, C. W. Wilson and C. R. Conder, PEQ 1877, pp. 76-84, 128-132, 132-134).

The Garden tomb was first said to be the tomb of Jesus in the 19th Century, and has been an attract-ive site for evangelical devotions ever since. It has the merit of displaying a simple rock-cut tomb in a garden, a setting obviously similar to that described in the Gospels. But it has no claim to authenticity, and was ‘identified’ on the basis of generalities. The burial-forms—single troughs cut round 3 sides of a chamber into which they project (i.e. they are not beneath arcosolia)—are unknown in Jerusalem in the NT period. Current Israeli re-search suggests an Iron Age date.

The Turin shroud, a piece of linen c. 3 m x 1 m, has on it a painting or impression of a human corpse, said to be the body of Jesus. The fact that natural facial highlights are reversed on film has been interpreted in two quite different ways — either that paint was used and has deteriorated (de-tails: H. Thurston, Catholic Encyclopaedia, 13,

1912, p. 763), or that Chemical emanations were produced by human agony (argued by Vignon in 1902; see A. J. Otterbein, New Catholic Encyclopaedia, 13, 1967, p. 187). The shroud is certainly the one which was displayed at Lirey in France in the !4th Century, perhaps also at Constantinople from the 12th Century. But NT and other early texts do not indicate the use of a shroud in the Ist Century; rather winding-bands for the head and limbs and a linen shift or other garments for the body. The Suggestion of Thurston that the shroud of Turin had the corpse of Jesus painted on it to be displayed at a liturgical Easter drama seems most reasonable (other ‘shrouds’ were certainly used in this way).    j.p.k.

BURNING BUSH. The call of Moses to be Israels deliverer took place when he turned to see the marvel of the bush which burned and yet was not consumed (Ex. 3:3). Like all such manifest-ations which the Bible records—e.g. the smoking-flashing oven (Gn. 15:17) and the cloudy-fiery pillar (Ex. 13:21)—the burning bush is a self-revelation of God, and not, as some hold, of Israel in the furnace of affliction. The story commences by saying that ‘the *angel of the Lord appeared to him’ (Ex. 3:2); the Hebrew translated ‘in a Harne’ more aptly signifies ‘as’ or ‘in the mode of’ a Harne (v. 2); Moses (v. 6) ‘was afraid to look at God’; Dt. 33:16 speaks of ‘him that dwelt in the bush’. The revelation thus conveyed may be summarized in the three words ‘living’, ‘holy’ and ‘indwelling’. The bush is not consumed because the Harne is self-sufficient, self-perpetuating. Equally, and by a con-sistent symbolism (e.g. Gn. 3:24; Ex. 19:18), the Harne is the unapproachable holiness of God (v. 5), being, indeed, the first overt expression of the divine holiness in Scripture. Thirdly, so as to reveal the sovereign grace of God who, though self-sufficient, freely chooses and empowers instru-ments of Service, the Harne in the bush declares that the living, holy God is the Indweller. Thus the revelation at the bush is the background of the promise of the divine presence to Moses (v. 12), of the im-plementation of the covenant with the fathers (Ex. 2:24; 3:6; 6:5), of the divine name (v. 14), and of the holy law of Sinai.

Bibliography. U. Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Exodus, 1967; B. S. Childs, Exodus, 1974.    j.a.m.

BUZI. The father of Ezekiel (Ezk. 1:3). The Jewish tradition that he was Jeremiah must be firmly re-jected, being based on an unwarranted supposition and lanciful etymology. He was a priest, probably a Zadokite and most likely of a more important priestly family, since his son was carried into cap-tivity with Jehoiachin (2 Ki. 24:14-16). h.l.e.

c

CABUL. Identified with Horvat Rosh Zayit, 1-5 km l'rom mod. village of Käbül, 13 km SE of Acco. Excavations since 1988 have found Iron Age II buildings and a later fortress marking the border between Phoenicia and Israel. It was a frontier village exchanged by Solomon’s treaty with Hiram of Tyre (1 Ki. 9:13) to rectify the border. The name may be a play on words ‘as nothing, defective’ or simply ‘borderland’ (cf. Heb. y'bitl).

Bibliography. NEAEHL, pp. 1289-1291 ;BA 53, 1990, pp. 88-97; BAR 19, 1993, pp. 39-44, 84.

D.J.W.

CAESAR. The name of a branch of the aristo-cratic family of the Julii which established an ascendancy over the Roman republic in the tri-umph of Augustus (31 bc) and kept it tili Nero’s death (ad 68). This hegemony (as it is nicely called in Lk. 3:1, Gk.; rsv ‘reign’ is too precise a term) was an unsystematic compound of legal and social powers, novel to Roman tradition in its monopoly of leadership rather than its form or theory. It was not technicaily a monarchy. Its success produced so thorough a reorientation of government, however, that, on the elimination of the Caesarian family, their position was insti-tutionalized and their name assumed by its incumbents.

One of the bases of a Caesar’s power was his extended tenure of a provincial command embracing most of Rome’s frontier forces. Judaea always feil within this area, hence Paul’s appeal (Acts 25:10-11) against the procurator, which would not have been possible where the governor was a fully competent proconsul and thus Caesar’s equal. Hence also the Jewish custom of referring to Caesar as a king (Jn. 19:12, 15). The dynastic family was from their point of view monarchical. Even where the technical powers were not in Caesarian hands, however, the same terminology occurs (Acts 17:7; 1 Pet. 2:13, 17). The force of Hel-lenistic traditions of royal suzerainty over the republics, redirected through the universal oath of personal allegiance to the Caesarian house and their association in the imperial cult, nulli-fied the strict Roman view of the Caesar’s Position. His quasi-monarchical role in any case simplified Rome’s imperial task. But the cult of the Caesar came to pose an agonizing problem for Christians (Pliny, Ep. 10. 96-97 and perhaps Rev. 13).

The Caesars referred to in the NT are, in the Gospels, Augustus (Lk. 2:1), and elsewhere Ti-berius, and in the Acts, Claudius (Acts 11:28; 17:7; 18:2), and elsewhere Nero.

Bibliography. Suetonius, Lives of the Caesars; Tacitus, Annals', CAH, 10-11; F. Miliar, The Em-peror in the Roman World, 1977.    e.a.j.

CAESAREA. This magnificent city, built by Herod the Great on the site of Strato’s Tower, stood on the Mediterranean shore 37 km S of Mt Carmel and about 100 km NW of Jerusalem. Named in honour of the Roman emperor Caesar Augustus, it was the Roman metropolis of Judaea and the of-ficial residence both of the Herodian kings and the Roman procurators. It stood on the great caravan route between Tyre and Egypt, and was thus a busy commercial centre for inland trade. But Caesarea was also a celebrated maritime trading-centre, due largely to the construction of elaborate stone breakwaters N and S of the harbour.

The city was lavishly adorned with palaces, public buildings and an enormous amphitheatre, dominated by Herod’s huge temple dedicated to Caesar and Rome. Archaeologists have found ruins of Herod’s structures beneath later houses and fortresses. Herod’s aqueduct, bringing fresh water 9 km from springs in the hills, still Stands. In the theatre was found the only known inscription of Pontius Pilate.

Like other NT Mediterranean communities, Caesarea had a mixed population, making for in-evitable clashes between Jews and Gentiles. When Pilate was procurator of Judaea he occupied the governor’s residence in Caesarea. Philip, the evan-gelist and deacon, brought Christianity to his Home city, and subsequently entertained Paul and his companions (Acts 21:8). Paul departed from Caesarea on his way to Tarsus, having escaped his Jewish enemies in Damascus (Acts 9:30). Caesarea was the abode of the centurion Cornelius and the locale of his conversion (Acts 10:1, 24; 11:11). At Caesarea Peter gained greater insight into the nature of the divine kingdom by realizing that God had disrupted the barriers between Gentile and Jewish believers (Acts 10:35), and had dis-pensed with such classifications as ‘clean’ and ‘unclean’.

Paul landed at Caesarea when returning from his second and third missionary journeys (Acts 18:22; 21:8). Paul’s fateful decision to visit Jerusalem was made here also (Acts 21:13), and it was to Caesarea that he was sent for trial by Felix (Acts 23:23-33) before being imprisoned for 2 years. Paul made his defence before Festus and Agrippa in Caesarea, and sailed from there in chains wben sent by Festus to Rome on his own appeal (Acts 25:11).

Bibliography. L. I. Levine, Roman Caesarea: An Archeological-Topographical Study, 1975; NEAEHL, pp. 270-291; R. L. Hohlfelder, ABD 1, pp. 798-803.    a.r.m.

R.K.H.

CAESAREA PHILIPPE A beautiful locality at the foot of Mt Hermon, on the main source of the

CAESAREA PHIEIPPI
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river Jordan, f'amed as the place of Peter’s confes-sion (Mt. 16:13fT.). It may be the OT Baal-gad. Baal was the deity worshipped there in OT times; the Greeks later substituted their god Pan, and the town took the name Paneas, the shrine itself being called Panion. When the Seleucid ruler Antiochus III wrested Palestine (together with the whole of Coelesyria) front the Ptolemies, Paneas was the scene of one of the decisive battles (200 bc). Herod the Great built a marble temple to Augustus Caesar, who had given him the town; and Philip the tetrarch later in the same emperor’s reign fur-ther adorned the town, renaming it Caesarea in the emperor’s honour. The addition ‘Philippi’—i.e. of Philip—was to distinguish it from the Coastal * Caesarea (cf. Acts 8:40). Agrippa II then rebuilt the town in Nero’s reign, and gave it another name, Neronias; but this name was soon forgotten. The town had a considerable history in Crusader times.

Its ancient name persists as Banias today. There is a shrine there to the Muslim al-Khidr, equated with St George.    d.f.p.

CAESAR’S HOUSEHOLD. A Roman aristo-crat’s household (Gk. oikia, Lat. familia) was his staff of servants, primarily those held in slavery, but probably also including those manumitted and retaining obligations of clientship as his freedmen. Their duties were extremely specialized, and covered the full ränge of domestic Service, Professional duties (medicine, education, etc.), and busi-ness, literary and secretarial assistance. In the case of the Caesars, their permanent political leadership made their household the equivalent of a modern civil Service, providing the experts in most fields of state. Its servile origins, and the eastern responsibilities of the Caesars, made it largely
[image: ]


The Roman Empire at the beginning of the reign of Tiberius Caesar in ad 14. The gradnal extension of direct Roman rule in the East led to a somewhat changedprovincial Organization, especially in Asia Minor, by the time of Paul (see p. 155).

Greek and oriental in its composition. It is not therefore surprising to find it well represented amongst the believers in Rome (Phil. 4:22).

Bibliography. J. B. Lightfoot, Philippians’, 1883, pp. 171-178; P. R. C. Weaver, Familia Cae-saris, 1972.    e.a.j.

CAIAPHAS Joseph Caiaphas was high priest from ad 18 to 36. He was son-in-law to Annas (Jn. 18:13). Caiaphas interrogated Jesus and handed him over to Pilate (Mt. 26:57-68; Jn. 11:49). An os-suary of the Second Temple Period, inscribed ‘Yosef bar Qayafa”, perhaps Caiaphas, has been l'ound in a family tomb in the Peace Forest near Jerusalem (BAR 18, 1992, pp. 28-45).

Bibliography. Z. Greenhut et al., ‘The Caiaphas Tomb in North Talpiyot, Jerusalem’, Atiqot, 21, 1992, pp. 63-87.    d.j.w.

CAIN (Heb. qayin). 1. The eldest son of Adam and Eve (Gn. 4:1), at whose birth Eve said, T have gotten (qänitf) a man’ (av). Since this account is unlikely to have been originally couched in Heb., no judgment can be made on the validity of the pun, and nothing can be concluded from apparent etymologies of the name. He was an agriculturalist (Gn. 4:2), unlike * Abel, who was a shepherd, and being ‘of the evil one’ (ek lou ponerou, 1 Jn. 3:12) and out of harmony with God (Heb. 11:4), his of-fering (minhä) was rejected (Gn. 4:3-7) and he subsequently killed his brother (Gn. 4:8). God punished him by sending him to become a Wanderer, perhaps a nomad, in the land of *Nod (Gn. 4:9-16), and to protect him from being slain him-self God set a ‘mark’ ('öl, ‘sign, token’, cf. Gn.

9:12-13) ‘for’ (lf him. The nature of the ‘mark’ is unknown. Cain was the father of *Enoch. Paral-lels to the conflict between Cain and Abel have been drawn from Sumerian literature, where dispu-tations concerning the relative merits of agri-culture and herding are found, but in none of those known does the farmer kill the herdsman, and such a conflict probably only reflects the historical Situation in Mesopotamia from late prehistoric times onwards. (* Nomads.)

Bibliography. S. N. Kramer, ‘Sumerian Literature and the Bible’, in Analecta Biblica 12, 1959, p. 192; History Begins at Sumer, 1958, pp. 164-166, 185-192; C. J. Gadd, Teachers and Students in the Oldest Schools, 1956, pp. 39ff.; S. H. Hooke, ‘Cain and Abel’, in The Siege Perilous, 1956, pp. 66ff

2. The name of a town, written with the article (haqqayin), in the S of the territory allotted to Judah (Jos. 15:57), and probably to be identified with modern Khirbet Yaqin to the SE of Hebron. See A. Alt, Palästina-jahrhbuch 22, 1926, pp. 76-77.    T.C.M.

CALAH. The Assyrian state and provincial Capital on the E bank of the River Tigris c. 35 km S of Nineveh (Assyr. Kalhu, mod. Teil Nimrüd). Deep soundings show that it was founded by migrants from Sumer (Gn. 10:11-12). Excavations by the British in 1845-8 (Layard), 1948-63 (Mallowan and Oates), Iraqis and others (1969-80) have traced its use from prehistoric to Hellenistic times.

Rebuilt by Shalmaneser I (c. 1250 bc), it was redeveloped as the military capital of the Assyrian Empire by Ashurnasirapli II. His inauguration ceremony in 879 bc was attended by 69,574 per-sons (the Banquet Stela, ANET\ pp. 558-560, cf.

1 Ki. 8:62-66). The city’s prominence was for a time displaced by Dür-Sharruken (Khorsabad) under Sargon II. It feil to the Babylonians in 614 bc.

Discoveries include the Arsenal frorn which the Assyrian armies, under Shalmaneser III (Black Obelisk) and his successors, attacked Israel and Judah, and where the booty was stored. The pal-aces of Ashur-nasir-apli. Shalmaneser, Tiglath-pileser and Esarhaddon yielded many inscriptions, including vassal-treaties, library and archive texts. The royal tombs of queens were rieh in gold jewel-lery, the sculptured palace walls and pieces of ivory-decorated furniture illustrate court life. Weapons and metal objects from the citadel and outer city barracks illustrate military and religious life. Large buildings include the temples of Nabu and Ninurta.

Bibliography. M. E. L. Mallowan, Nimnid and its Remains. 1965; J. M. Postgate, ‘Kalhu’, Reallexikon der Assyriologie 5, 1980, pp. 303-323.

D.J.W.

CALEB (Heb. käleb). 1. Third son of Hezron son of Pharez: Jerahmeel’s youngest brother; ‘Chelubai’ (1 Ch. 2:9). From him, through Ephra-thah, lines of descent are given in 1 Ch. 2:18fT. to Bezalel, Moses’ chief craftsman; in 2:24, to the set-tlers of Tekoa; in 2:50ff., to the settlers of Kiriath-jearim, Bethlehem, Netophah, Zorah, Eshtaol, Beth-gader and others (the Kenite families named in 2:55 may be loosely connected).

2.    ‘Brother of Jerahmeel’ (1 Ch. 2:42), pos-sibly the same as 1, from whom descent was traced in the towns of Ziph, Maon and Beth-zur (the names Hebron and Tappuach also occur). This list may refer in part to Caleb 3, father of Achsah (v. 49).

3.    Caleb ben Jephunneh, an outstanding leader of Judah, whose faithfulness in the mutiny at Kadesh won him exemption from the curse pro-nounced there (Nu. 14:24). He directed the inva-sion of Judaea and settled at Hebron (Jos. 1; 15). From Jos. 14:6, etc.; 1 Ch. 4:14-15, we learn that he was a * Kenizzite. *Nabal was his descendant.

4.    ‘Brother of Shuhah’, speit ‘Chelub’ in 1 Ch.

4:11.    j.p.u.L. 1 2

there is some evidence for the year for civil pur-poses being sometimes reckoned from the autumn month of Tishri (’Chronology of the Old Testament).

b.    The month (see table). The Hebrew calendar year was composed of lunar months, which began when the thin crescent of the new moon was first visible at sunset. The day of the new moon thus beginning was considered holy. The month (Heb. yerah, * ‘moon’) was reckoned to consist of 29/30 days and, since the lunar year was about 11 days less than the solar year, it was periodically neces-sary to intercalate a thirteenth month in Order that new year’s day should not fall before the spring of the year (March-April). No precise details are known of the method used by the Hebrews to ac-commodate the agricultural with the lunar calendar. They may have interposed a second Adar (twelfth month) or second Elul (sixth month) within the lunar cycle of 3, 6, 11, 14, 17 or 19 years. There is some evidence for the Hebrew use of intercalated months after Adar (Nu. 9:11; 2 Ch. 30:2-3; cf. 1 Ki. 12:32-33), though possibly sometimes after Nisan (cf. 2 Ch. 30:2ff.) as was done in Mesopotamia. A strictly solar calendar was used in the book of Jubilees (c. 105 bc); cf. I Enoch 72-82.

The Observation of the autumnal equinox, i.e. ‘the going out of the year’ (see Ex. 23:16), and of the spring or vernal equinox, called ‘the return of the year’ (1 Ki. 20:26; 2 Ch. 36:10, av), was important for Controlling the calendar and con-sequently the festivals. Thus the year began with the new moon nearest to the vernal equinox when the sun was in Aries (Jos., Am. 3. 201), and the Passover on the fourteenth day of Nisan coincided with the first full moon (Ex. 12:2-6).

The early month names were probably local Pal-estinian references to the seasons, and differ from the designation of the months named in texts from Syria (Ras Shamra, Alalafi, Mari). Some are known from Phoenician also. Abib, ‘ripening of corn’(Ex. 13:4); Ziv (av Zif; 1 Ki. 6:1, 37); Ethanim (1 Ki. 8:2) and Bul( 1 Ki. 6:38) of uncertain mean-ing, are the only names extant from this period. At all periods the months were usually designated numerically; first, Ex. 12:2; second, Gn. 7:11; third, Ex. 19:1; fourth, 2 Ki. 25:3; fifth, Nu. 33:38; sixth,

1 Ch. 27:9; seventh, Gn. 8:4; eighth, Zc. 1:1; ninth, Ezr. 10:9; tenth, Gn. 8:5; eleventh, Dt. 1:3; twelfth, Est. 3:7. In post-exilic times the month-names of the Babylonian calendar were followed (see table).

c.    The seasons—the agricultural calendar. Al-though the Hebrews adopted a calendar based on lunar months, they also, as agriculturalists, com-monly indicated time of year by the season rather than by the names or numeration of the months. Thus, the year which in Palestine divided approxi-mately into the dry season (April-September) and the rainy season (October-March) could be again subdivided generally into ‘seed-time’ (November-December) and ‘harvest’ (April-June; Gn. 8:22). More specific designations would indicate to the local inhabitants actual months, e.g. wheat (Gn. 30:14; Jdg. 15:1) or barley harvest (2 Sa. 21:9; Ru. 1:22) denotes March-April; the ‘earing time’ (Ex. 34:21) would be March; and ‘the first ripe grapes’ (Nu. 13: 20) the month Tammuz (June-July). ‘The first rains’ (based on the old civil calendar beginning in Tishri) feil in September-October, and the Matter rains’ in March-April. The ‘summer-fruit’ (qäyis) of August-September gave its name to the ‘summer’, also called the ‘heat’. The months Tebel
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The Hebrew calendar, showing seasons andfestivals with modern equivalenls.


and Sebat were the ‘cold’ months (see table under heading ‘Seasons’).

With the above OT references may be compared the agricultural calendar roughly written on stone, perhaps a palimpsest inscribed by a schoolboy in the 10th Century bc, found at Gezer in 1908. The translation is uncertain, but it lists the agricultural operations for the 12 months of the year beginning with the autumn: ‘Two months of storage. Two months of sowing. Two months of spring growth. Month of pulling flax. Month of barley harvest. Month when everything (eise) is harvested. Two months of pruning (vines). Month of summer fruit’ (cf. DOTT, pp. 201-203).

d. Other ways of accounting times and seasons are covered by general words for a specified ‘time’ or festival (’iddän, Dn. 7:25; moed, Dn. 12:7; z'män, Ec. 3:1; Ne. 2:6), cf. Ps. 104:27. Historical events are normally dated by the regnal years of rulers or by synchronism with some memorable national event, eg. the Exodus; the sojourn in Egypt (Ex. 12:40); the construction of the first Temple (1 Ki. 6:1); or the 70-year Exile in Babylon (Ezk. 33:21); or the earthquake in the reign of Uzziah (Am. 1:1; Zc. 14:5).

Bibliography. J. Finegan, Handbook of Biblical Chronology, 1964; J. B. Segal, VT 7, 1957, pp. 250-307; JSS 7, 1962, pp. 212-221.    d.j.w.

II.    Bctween the Testaments

The ‘year of the kingdom of the Greeks’ (1 Macc. 1:10) is the Seleucid era, dating officially from the first day of the Macedonian month Dios (Septem-ber/October) in 312 bc. This era is followed in 1 Macc., though in some of the sources used in that book (under the influence of the Babylonian reck-oning of the beginning of the year from Nisan) the era is dated from March/April, 311 bc.

III.    In the New Testament

Dates in the NT are occasionally reckoned by ref-erence to Gentile rulers. The most elaborate ex-ample is in Lk. 3:1 f., where the beginning of the ministry of John the Baptist is dated not only ‘in the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar’ (i.e. ad 27-28, according to the reckoning retained in the former Seleucid realm, where a new regnal year was held to Start in September/October), but also by reference to rulers then in office, whether secular or sacerdotal, in Judaea and the neighbour-ing territories. Cf. datings by reference to the em-perors Augustus (Lk. 2:1) and Claudius (Acts 11:28), the provincial governors Quirinius (Lk. 2:2) and Gallio (Acts 18:12), and Herod, king of the Jews (Mt. 2:1; Lk. 1:5).

For the most part, however, the NT writers measure time in terms of the current Jewish calendar (or calendars). The record is punctuated by reference to Jewish festivals and other sacred occasions. This is especially so in the Fourth Gospel; cf Jn. 2:13, 23 (Passover); 5:1 (perhaps the New Year); 6:4 (Passover); 7:2 (Tabernacles; in v. 37 ‘the last day, that great day of the feast’ is the eighth day; cf. Lv. 23:36; Nu. 29:35; Ne. 8:18); 10:22 (Dedication, on 25th Kislew; cf. I Macc. 4:59); 11:55flf. (Passover). Cf. also Mt. 26:2; Mk. 14:1; Lk. 22:1 (Passover and Unleavened Bread); Acts 2:1 (Pentecost); 12:3f. (Passover and Unleavened Bread); 18:21, av (perhaps Passover); 20:6 (Unleavened Bread); 20:16 (Pentecost); 27:9 (where ‘the fast’ is the Day of Atonement, about which time sailing in the Mediterranean came to an end for the Winter); 1 Cor. 16:8 (Pentecost).

Among days of the week, the sabbath is fre-quently mentioned. The ‘second first sabbath' (Lk. 6:1 mg.) is probably a technical term whose mean-ing can no longer be determined with certainty. Friday is ‘the day of Preparation (Gk. paraskeue), that is, the day before the sabbath (Gk. prosab-balon)’ (Mk. 15:42; c/Jn. 19:31);‘the day of Preparation of the Passover’ (Jn. 19:14) means ‘Friday of Passover week’ (Gk. paraskeue Ion paschd). The ‘first day of the week’ (Gk. mia sabbalou or mia tön sabbatön, i.e. one day after the sabbath) receives a new significance from its being the resurrection day; cf. (in addition to the resurrection narratives in the Gospels) Acts 20:7; 1 Cor. 16:2; also ‘the * Lord’s day’ (Gk. kyriake hemera) in Rev. 1:10.

In general, the Jewish calendar in NT times (at least before ad 70) followed the Sadducean reckoning, since it was by that reckoning that the Temple Services were regulated. Thus the day of Pentecost was reckoned as the fiftieth day after the presenta-tion of the first harvested sheaf of barley, i.e. the fiftieth day (inclusive) from the first Sunday after Passover (cf Lv. 23:15f.); hence it always feil on a Sunday, as it does in the Christian calendar. The Pharisaic reckoning, which became Standard after ad 70, interpreted ‘sabbath’ in Lv. 23:15 as the festival day of Unleavened Bread and not the weekly sabbath; in that case Pentecost always feil on the same day of the month (an important consider-ation for those in whose eyes it marked the anni-versary of the law-giving) but not on the same day of the week.

Even more important than the minor calendrical differences between Sadducees and Pharisees was the cleavage between the Sadducees and Pharisees, on the one hand, and those, on the other hand, who followed the ‘sectarian’ calendar known from the book of Jubilees and now also from the Qumran literature. If Jesus and his disciples followed this ‘sectarian’ calendar, that might explain how they kept the Passover before his arrest, while the chief priests and their associates did not keep it until after his crucifixion (Jn. 18:28).

Bibliography. A. Jaubert, La Date de la Cene, 1957, and ‘Jesus et le calendrier de Qumrän’, NTS 7, 1960-1, pp. 1 ff.; J. van Goudoever, Biblical Calendars, 1959; J. B. Segal, The Hebrew Passover from the Earliest Times lo ad 70, 1963; J. Finegan, Handbook of Bible Chronology, 1963; E. J. Bicker-man, Chronology of the Ancient World, 1968; E. J. Wiesenberg and others, ‘Calendar’ in EJ, W. M. O’Neil, Time and the Calendars, 1975; T. Talley,‘Li-turgical Time in the Ancient Church: The State of Research’, Stndia Liturgica 14, 1982, pp. 34-51; R. T. Beckwith, ‘The Essene Calendar and the Moon: A Reconsideration’, RQ 15, 1992, pp. 457-466; S. Talmon, ‘The Calender of the Covenanters', The World of Qumram from Wilhin, 1989, pp. 147-185.

F.F.B.

CALF, GOLDEN. I. The golden image made after the Exodus by Aaron and the Israelites at Sinai while Moses was in the mountain. On finding that they were idolatrously worshipping it as God with sacrifices, feasting and revelry, Moses destroyed it (Ex. 32:4-8, 18-25, 35; Dt. 9:16, 21; Ne. 9:18; Ps. 106:19-20; Acts 7:41). This idol is sometimes thought to be the Egyptian Apis-bull of Memphis (see IBA, p. 39, fig. 33) or the Mnevis bull of Heli-opolis, but these are too far away from Goshen to have been really familiär to the Hebrews. In fact, there were several not dissimilar bull-cults in the E Delta, much closer to the Hebrews in Goshen, which they could have aped later at Sinai. To the SW of * Goshen (Tumilat-area), in the 10th Lower Egyptian nome or province, called ‘the Black Bull’, there was an amalgam of Horus-worship and bull-or calf-cult; farther N and extending along the NW of Goshen itself, the 1 Ith Lower Egyptian nome also possessed a bull-cult linked with Horus-worship; other traces are known. (See E. Otto, Beiträge zur Geschichte der Stierkulte in Aegypten, 1938, pp. 6-8, 32-33.) In Egypt, the bull or calf was a symbol of fertility in nature, and of physical strength (cf. Otto, op. cit., pp. 1-2, 24f, and passim), and, as elsewhere in the Near East, could even perhaps have had links with the worship of the host of heaven. (Cf. Wainwright, JEA 19, 1933, pp. 42-52, especially pp. 44-46. For certain reserves, see Otto, op. cit., p. 7, n. 4. Perhaps cf. also Acts 7:41-42 in conjunction?)

In nearby Canaan, however, the bull or calf was the animal of Baal or Hadad, god(s) of storm, fertility and Vegetation, and, as in Egypt, symbol-ized fertility and strength. Bearing in mind the ciose links between Canaan and the Egyptian E Delta (* Egypt, * Moses) and the presence of many Semites in the Delta besides the Israelites, it is possible to view the idolatry at Sinai as a blend-ing of Contemporary, populär bull- and calf-cults, Egyptian and Canaanite alike, with their emphasis on natural strength and fertility. In any case, it represented a reduction of the God of Israel (cf. ‘feast to the Lord’, Ex. 32:5) to the Status of an amoral (tending to immoral) nature-god like those of the surrounding nations, and meant that he could then all too easily be identified with the Baals. This God rejected, refusing to be identified with the god of the calf, hence condemning it as the worship of an ‘other’ god, and therefore idolatry (Ex. 32:8).

2. At the division of the Hebrew kingdom, Is-rael’s first king, Jeroboam I, wishing to counteract the great attraction of the Temple at Jerusalem in Judah, set up two golden calves, in Bethel and Dan, to be centres of Israel’s worship of Yahweh (1 Ki. 12:28-33; 2 Ki. 17:16; 2 Ch. 11:14-15; 13:8). In Syria-Palestine the gods Baal or Hadad were commonly thought of (and shown) as Standing upon a bull or calf, emblem of their powers of fertility and strength (see ANEP, pp. 170, 179, figs. 500, 501, 531), and Jeroboam’s action had the same disastrous implications as Aaron’s golden calf: the reduction of Yahweh to a nature-god, and his subsequent identification with the Baals of Canaan. With this would go a shift in emphasis from righteousness, justice and an exemplary moral Standard to purely physical and material considerations, sliding easily into immorality with a religious backing, with social disintegration, and total loss of any sense of the divinely appointed mission of the chosen people in a darkened world. All this was bound up in the idolatry that was ‘the sin of Jeroboam, son of Nebat’.

Jehu (2 Ki. 10:29) removed the more obvious and explicit Baal-worship in Israel, but not the calves of a Baalized Yahweh. Hosea (8:5-6; 13:2) prophesied the coming end of such ‘worship’.

K.A.K.

CALL, CALLING. In OT and NT there are some 700 occurrences of the word as verb, noun or ad-jective. The principal Heb. root is qr'\ in Gk. kalein (with its compounds, and derivatives kletos, ‘called’, and klesis, ‘calling’), legein and phönein are used. In both languages other verbs are oc-casionally rendered by parts of ‘to call’, e.g. ’mr in Is. 5:20, and chrematizein in Rom. 7:3.

I.    In the Old Testament

a. ‘Call to’, hence ‘invite or summon (by name)’ (Gn. 3:9, etc.)', ‘summon an assembly’ (La. 1:15). ‘Call upon the name’ is found from Gn. 4:26 on-wards (‘men began to call upon the name of the Lord’), and denotes the claiming of God’s protection either by summoning assistance from one whose name (i.e. character) was known, or by calling oneself by the name of the Lord (cf. Gn. 4:26 Avmg.; Dt. 28:10; Is. 43:7).

b. ‘Give a name to’ is found in such verses as Gn. 1:5 (‘God called the light Day’). Those verses where God is the subject indicate the underlying unity of the two senses of qr’, thereby revealing its theological meaning. The first sense implies a call to serve God in some capacity and for some par-ticular purpose (1 Sa. 3:4; Is. 49:1). The meaning of the sense is not simply to identify; it is both to de-scribe (Gn. 16:11; cf. Mt. 1:21) and to indicate a re-lationship between God the nominator and his nominee, especially Israel. Is. 43:1 epitomizes God’s call and naming of Israel to be his, separ-ated from other nations, granted the work of bearing witness, and the privilege of the protection af-forded by his name. God alone initiates this call, and only a minority (remnant) respond (e.g. Joel 2:32).

II.    In the New Testament

Here the same usages are found, and the call of God is now ‘in Christ Jesus’ (Phil. 3:14). It is a summons to bear the name of Christian (1 Pet. 4:16; Jas. 2:7; Acts 5:41; Mt. 28:19) and to belong to God in Christ (1 Pet. 2:9). ‘Call to’ is found in,

e.g, Mk. 2:17 and ‘give a name to’ in Lk. 1:59. The present passive participle is in frequent use, as in Lk. 7:11. Jesus called disciples and they followed him (Mk. 1:20). The Epistles, especially Paul’s, make clear the theological meaning of Christ’s call. It comes from God, through the gospel for salvation through sanctification and belief (2 Thes. 2:14) to God’s kingdom (1 Thes. 2:12), for fellowship (1 Cor. 1:9) and Service (Gal 1:15). Other writers impart this full meaning to God’s call through Jesus (cf. Heb. 3:1; 9:15; 1 Pet. 2:21; 1 Jn. 3:1 especially—‘. .. that we should be called chil-dren of God; and so we are’). Those who respond are ‘called’ (1 Cor. 1:24; Lightfoot translates as ‘be-lievers’). Paul equates call and response (Rom. 8:28fT.) to emphasize God’s unchanging purpose (Rom. 9:11), i.e., Paul sees the call as eflfective. The saying of Jesus in Mt. 22:14 distinguishes ‘the called’, those who hear, from ‘the chosen’, those who respond and become ‘choice’.

Many commentators interpret ‘calling’ in I Cor. 7:20ff. as a particular occupation. Rather klesis here means the divine calling of each man as a concrete historical event, i.e. as including in itself the outward circumstances in which it was re-ceived. Slavery as such is not incompatible with faith in Christ.

Bibliography. K. L. Schmidt, TDNT 3, pp. 487-536; L. Coenen, NIDNTT 1, pp. 271-276; C.

H.    Home, ZPEB 1, p. 694; G. W. Bromiley, ISBE

I,    pp. 580-582.    m.r.w.f.

CALNEH, CALNO. 1. Calneh. The name of a city founded by Nimrod in the land of ’Shinar (Gn. 10:10, av). Since no city of this name is known in Babylonia, some scholars propose to point the Heb. kullänä, ‘all of them’, as in Gn. 42:36; 1 Ki. 7:37. This would then be a comprehensive clause to cover such ancient cities as Ur and Nippur (identi-fied with Calneh in TB). Those who locate Shinar in N Mesopotamia equate this city with 2 and also with *Canneh.

2. Calno (Kalno), 1s. 10:9; Kalneh, Am. 6:2 (lxx pantes, ‘all', see 1). A town Kullania mentioned in Assyr. tribute lists. Associated with Arpad. Modern Kullan Köy 16 km SE of Arpad (AJSL 51, 1935, pp. 189-191).

Bibliography. JNES 3, 1944, p. 254. d.j. w.

CALVARY. The name occurs once only in the av, in Lk. 23:33, and not at all in most evv. The word comes from the Vulgate, where the Lat. calvaria translates the Gk. kranion, both words translate Aramaic gulgollä, the ‘Golgotha’ of Mt. 27:33, meaning ‘skull’. Three possible reasons for such a name have been propounded: because skulls were found there; because it was a place of execution; or because the site in some way resembled a skull. All we know of the site from Scripture is that it was outside Jerusalem, fairly conspicuous, probably not far from a city gate and a highway, and that a garden containing a tomb lay near by.

Two Jerusalem localities are today pointed out as the site of the Lord’s cross and tomb; the one is the Church of the Holy Sepulchre, the other Gordon’s Calvary, commonly known as the Garden Tomb. Unfortunately it has always proved difficult to debate the question objectively; in some quarters the identification one accepts is almost the touchstone of one’s orthodoxy. The Church of the Holy Sepulchre marks the site of a temple to Venus which the emperor Constantine removed, understanding that it stood over the sacred site. The tradition thus goes back at least to the 4th Century. But in view of the operations and activities of Titus in the 1 st Century and Hadrian in the 2nd, the identification must still be viewed as precarious. It has at least been clarified by recent excavations that the traditional site lay outside the city walls in the time of Christ. On the other hand, the evidence of the church itself may indicate a tomb of slightly too late a date to be authentic: see * Burial and Mourning (NT).

The Garden Tomb was first pointed out in 1849; a rock formation there resembles a skull; and admit-tedly the site accords with the biblical data. But there is no tradition nor anything eise to Support its Claim. The more ancient site is much more likely; but any identification must remain conjectural.

Bibliography. L. E. Cox Evans, PEQ 1968, pp. 112-136; D. Bahat, Illuslrated Atlas of Jerusalem, 1990, pp. 54-57; and other bibliography under •Jerusalem.    d.f.p.

CAMEL (Heb. gämäl; Gk. kamelos). A desert quadruped, famous for its ability to cross desert regions through being able to carry within itself several days’ water-supply. The Heb. term (like the populär use of the word ‘cameP in English) does not distinguish between the two characteristic kinds of camel: the one-humped animal (Camelus drotnedarius) or ‘dromedary’ of Arabia, and the two-humped beast (Camelus baclrianus) or Bac-trian camel from NE of Iran (Bactria, now in Turkmen and NW Afghanistan). In antiquity, both kinds are represented on the monuments.

In Scripture, camels are first mentioned in the days of the Patriarchs (c. 1900-1700 bc). They formed part of the livestock wealth of Abraham and Jacob (Gn. 12:16; 24:35; 30:43; 32:7, 15) and also of Job (1:3, 17; 42:12). On only two notable occasions are the Patriarchs actually shown using camels for transport: when Abraham’s servant went to Mesopotamia to obtain a wife for Isaac (Gn. 24:1 Off.), and when Jacob fled from Laban (Gn. 31:17, 34)—neither an everyday event. Otherwise, camels are attributed only to the Ish-maelites/Midianites, desert traders, at this time (Gn. 37:25). This very modest utilization of camels in the patriarchal age corresponds well with the known rather limited use of camels in the early 2nd millennium bc (see below).

In the 13th Century bc the Egyptian beasts of bürden smitten with disease included horses (the most valuable), asses (the most usual) and camels (a rarity), besides others (Ex. 9:3); and in the law camels were forbidden as food (Lv. 11:4; Dt. 14:7).

The mention of camels in the Pentateuch, espe-cially in Genesis, has been often and persistently dismissed as anachronistic by some but stoutly de-fended by others. The truth appears to be as fol-lows. From the 12th Century bc the camel (and camel-nomadism) becomes a regulär feature in the biblical world (other than Egypt, where it remains rare). Before this date, definite but very limited use was made of the camel. Though limited and im-perfect, the extant evidence clearly indicates that the domesticated camel was known by 3000 bc, and continued in limited use as a slow-moving burden-carrier down through the 2nd millennium bc, the ass being the main beast of bürden. (*Ani-MALSOF THE BlBLE.)

Archaeological evidence. From the evidence available, only a few items bearing on Genesis and Exodus can be cited here. First and foremost, a mention of the (domesticated) camel occurs in a cuneiform tablet from Alaiafi in N Syria (18th Century bc) as GAM.MAL; see Wiseman, JCS 13, 1959, p. 29 and Goetze, ibid., p. 37, on text 269, line 59. Lambert (BASOR 160, 1960, pp. 42-43), how-ever, disputes the Alalafi camel-reference, and in-stead produces evidence for knowledge of the camel in the Old Babylonian period (c. 19th Century bc) in a text from Ugarit. Then there is the kneeling camel-figure J'rom Byblos of similar date (Montet, Byblos et l’Egypte, 1928, p. 91 and plate 52, No. 179). Albright’s objection (JBLM, 1945, p. 288) that it has no hump (hence not a camel) is ruled out because the figure is incomplete and has a socket by which a separately-fashioned hump and load were once fixed (this is also noted by R. de Vaux, RB 56, 1949, p. 9, nn. 4-5). A camel’s jaw was found in a Middle Bronze Age tomb at Teil el-Fara‘ by Nablus (c. 1900-1550 bc) (de Vaux, op. eil., p. 9, n. 8). Nor does this exhaust the evidence for the patriarchal period.

In the Egyptian Fayum province was found a camel-skull dated to the ‘Pottery A‘ stage, i.e. within the period c. 2000-1400 bc, the period from the Patriarchs practically to, Moses; see O. H Little, Bulletin de iInstitut d'Egypte 18, 1935-6, p. 215. From the Memphis region comes a figure of a camel with two water-jars (clear evidence of its domestication in Egypt) datable by associated archaeological material to about the 13th Century bc (Petrie, Gizeh and Rifeh, 1907, p. 23 and plate 27). Albright (JBL 64, 1945, pp. 287-288) wished to lower the date of this example; but as he fails to offer specific evidence of any kind in Support of his contention, it must be dismissed. Palestine also af-fords some evidence of camels at this general period. Hence the references in Exodus, Leviticus and Deuteronomy are no more objectionable than those in Genesis.

In the Judges’ period Israel was troubled by camel-riding Midianites (repelled by Gideon, Jdg. 6-8) and others, e.g. the Hagarites (1 Ch. 5:21); likewise Saul and David fought camel-using Amalekites (1 Sa. 15:3; 27:9; 30:17). The Arabians made particular use of camels in peace and war— so did the Queen of Sheba (1 Ki. 10:2; 2 Ch. 9:1) and the people of Kedar and ‘Hazor’ (Je. 49:29, 32). Hazael the Aramaean brought 40 camel-loads of gifts from king Ben-hadad to Elisha (2 Ki. 8:9). Cf. the pictures of Assyrian, Arabian and Aramaean camels cited at the end of this article. The Jews who returned to Judaea with Zerubbabel after the Exile had 435 camels (Ezr. 2:67; Ne. 7:69). In NT times camel’s hair furnished clothing for John the Baptist (Mt. 3:4; Mk. 1:6), while the camel fea-tured in two of Christ’s most striking word-pictures (Mt. 19:24 = Lk. 18:25; Mt. 23:24).

Bibliography. For one-humped camels, see AN EP, p. 20, fig. 63, p. 52, fig. 170, p. 58, fig. 187, p. 132, fig. 375 (Assyrian and Arabian ones), p. 59, fig. 188 (Aramaean). For two-humped camels, see AN EP. p. 122, fig. 355 = IBA, p. 57, fig. 51, for Assyrian times, and H. Frankfort, Art and Archi-tecture of the Ancient Orient, 1954, plate 184B of Persian period.

Specially valuable for the camel in antiquity are the richly-documented studies by R. Walz, in Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenländischen Gesellschaft 101, n.s. 26, 1951, pp. 29-51; ibid, 104, n.s. 29, 1954, pp. 45-87; and in Actes du IV Congres Internationale des Sciences Anthro-pologiques et Ethnologiques, 3, Vienna, 1956, pp. 190-204. More recent are: G. S. Cansdale, Animals of Bible Lands, 1970; M. Ripinsky, JEA 71, 1985, pp. 134—141; G. Stone, Buried Hislory 21, 1991, pp. 100-106, 28, 1992, pp. 3-14.    k.a.k.

CANA (Gk. kana, probably from Heb. qänä, ‘place of reeds’). A Galilean village in the uplands W of the lake, mentioned in John’s Gospel only. It was the scene of Jesus’ first miracle (Jn. 2:1, II), the place where with a word he healed the noble-man’s son who lay sick at Capernaum (4:46, 50), and the home of Nathanael (21:2). Not definitely located, it has been identified by some with Kel'r Kenna, about 6 km NNE of Nazareth on the road to Tiberias. This site, where excavations have been made, is a likely place for the events of Jn. 2:1-11, having ample water springs, and providing such shady fig trees as that suggested in Jn. 1:48. Many modern scholars, however, prefer an Identification with Khirbet Känä, a ruined site 14 km N of Nazareth, which local Arabs still call Cana of Galilee.    j.d.d.
[image: ]

CANAAN. Son of Ham, grandson of Noah, who laid a curse upon him (Gn. 9:18, 22-27). In Gn. 10:15-19 eleven groups who historically inhabited Phoenicia in particular and Syria-Palestine in general are listed as his descendants. See also the fol-lowing article.    k.a.k. 3 4 5
[image: ]


Canaan and its neighbours.

the Orontes valley. More specifically Nu. 13:29; Jos. 5:1; 11:3; Jdg. l:27ff. put the Canaanites on the coastlands, in the valleys and plains, and the Jordan valley, with Amorites and others in the hills. Notably the inscription of Idrimi, king of Alalat) in the 15th Century bc, mehtions his flight to Ammia in Coastal Canaan (S. Smith, The Statue of Idrimi, 1949, pp. 72-73; ANET\ pp. 557-558).

2.    ‘Canaan(ite)’ can also cover, by extension, the hinterland and so Syria-Palestine in general. Thus, Gn. 10:15-19 includes also the Hittite, Jebusite, Amorite, Hivite and Girgashite, explaining that ‘the families of the Canaanite spread abroad’ (v. 18); this wider area is defined as extending coast-ally from Sidon to Gaza, inland to the Dead Sea cities Sodom and Gomorrah and apparently back up N to * Lasha (location uncertain). See also Gn. 12:5; 13:12; or Nu. 13:17-21; 34:1-2, with the fol-lowing delimitation of W Palestinian boundaries; Jdg. 4:2, 23-24 calls Jabin (II) of Hazor titular ‘king of Canaan’. This wider use is also en-countered in early external sources. In their Amarna letters (14th Century bc) kings of Babylon and elsewhere sometimes use ‘Canaan’ for Egypt’s Syro-Palestinian territories generally. And the Egyptian Papyrus Anastasi IIIA (lines 5-6) and IV (16: line 4) of 13th Century bc mention ‘Canaanite slaves from Huru’ (= Syria-Palestine generally) (R. A. Caminos, Late-Egyplian Miscellanies, 1954, pp. 117,200).

3.    The term ‘Canaanite’ can bear the more re-stricted meaning of ‘merchant, trafficker’, trading being a most characteristic Canaanite occupation. In Scripture this meaning may be found in Jb. 41:6; Is. 23:8; Ezk. 17:4; Zp. 1:11; the word knt in Je. 10:17 is even used for ‘wares, merchandise’. A Stele of the pharaoh Amenophis II (r. 1440 bc) lists among his Syrian captives ‘550 maryannu (= noble chariot-warriors), 240 of their wives, 640 Kn'nw, 232 sons of princes, 323 daughters of princes’, among others (ANET, p. 246). From this, Maisler (BASOR 102, 1946, p. 9) infers that the 640 Kn'nw (Canaaneans) found in such exalted Company are of the merchant ‘plutocracy of the Coastal and the trading centres of Syria and Palestine’; but this is uncertain.

III. Canaanites and Amorites

Alongside the specific, wider and restricted uses of ‘Canaan(ite)’ noted above, *‘Amorite(s)’ also has both a specific and a wider reference. Specifically, the Amorites in Scripture are part of the hill-country population of Palestine (Nu. 13:29; Jos. 5:1; 11:3). But in its wider use ‘Amorite’ tends to overlap directly the term ‘Canaanite’. ‘Amorite’ comes in under ‘Canaan’ in Gn. 10:15-16 for a Start. Then, Israel is to conquer Canaan (= Palestine) in Nu. 13:17-21, etc., and duly comes to dwell in the land of the Amorites, overcoming ‘all the people’ there, namely Amorites (Jos. 24:15, 18). Abraham reaches, and is promised, Canaan (Gn. 12:5, 7; 15:7, 18), but occupation is delayed as ‘the iniquity of the Amorites is not yet complete’ (Gn. 15:16). Shechem is a Canaanite principality under a Hivite ruler (Gn. 12:5-6; 34:2, 30), but can be called ‘Amorite’ (Gn. 48:22).

The documentary theory of literary criticism has frequently assayed to use these overlapping or double designations, Canaanites and Amorites (and other ‘pairs’), as marks of different author-ship (see, e.g., S. R. Driver, Inlroduclion to the Lit-erature of the Old Testament'4, 1913, p. 119, or O. Eissfeldt, The Old Testament, an Introduction, 1965, p. 183). But any such use of these terms does not accord with the external records which have no underlying ‘hands’, and it must therefore be questioned.

In the 18th Century bc Amurru is part of Syria in the Alalafo tablets, while Amorite princes are men-tioned in a Mari document in relation to Hazor in

Palestine itself (cf. J.-R. Küpper, Les Nomades en Mesopolamie au temps des Rnis de Mari, 1957, pp. 179-180). As Hazor is the Canaanite city pare.xcel-lence of N Palestine, the mingling of people and terms is already attested in Abraham’s day. In the 14th/13th centuries bc the specific kingdom of Amurru of Abdi-asirta, Aziru, and their successors in the Lebanon mountain region secured a firm hold on a section of the Phoenician coast and its Canaanite seaports by conquest and alliance ‘from Byblos to Ugarit’ (Amarna Letter No. 98). This •Amorite control in Coastal Canaan is further attested by the Battle of Qadesh inscriptions of Rameses fl (13th Century bc) mentioning the timely arrival inland of a battle force from a ‘port in the land of Amurru’ (see Gardiner, Ancient Egyptian Onomastica I, 1947, pp. 188*—189*, and Gardiner, The Kadesh Inscriptions of Ramesses II, 1960, on this incident). This is independent evidence for a contiguous use of Amor(ites) and Canaan(ites) in Moses’ time. The use of these terms as the dis-tinguishing marks of different literary hands is thus erroneous. In any case the Situation reflected in the Pentateuch and Joshua by this usage was radically changed by the impact of the sea peoples at the end of the 13th Century bc, after which date the emer-gence of that usage would be inexplicable.

IV.    The language

The definition of what is or is not ‘Canaanite’ is much controverted. Within the general group of the NW Semitic languages and dialects, biblical Hebrew (cf. Is. 19:18) and the W Semitic glosses and terms in the Amarna tablets can correctly be termed ‘S Canaanite’ along with Moabite and Phoenician. Separate but related are Aramaic and Ya’udic. Between these two groups comes Ugaritic. Some hold this latter to be a separate NW Semitic language, others that it is Canaanite to be classed with Hebrew, etc. Ugaritic itself betrays historical development linguistically, and thus the Ugaritic of the 14th/13th centuries bc is closer to Hebrew than is the archaic language of the great epics (Albright, BASOR 150, 1958, pp. 36-38). Hence it is provisionally possible to view NW Semitic as in-cluding S Canaanite (Hebrew, etc.), N Canaanite (Ugaritic) and Aramaic. Cf. S. Moscati (The Semites in Ancient History, 1959, pp. 97-100), who (rather radically) would abolish ‘Canaanite’; and J. Friedrich (Scientia 84, 1949, pp. 220-223), on this question. The distinction between ‘Canaanite’ and ‘Amorite’ is almost illusory, and little more than dialectal. On NW Semitic ä versus Canaanite ö, cf. Gelb, JCS 15, 1961, pp. 42f. They differ in little more than the sibilants. Texts from the N Syrian city of * Ebla are written in a dialect that appears to be W Semitic and to show affinities with S Canaanite, according to the decipherer, G. Pettinato, who calls it ‘Palaeo-Canaanite’ (Orientalia n.s. 44, 1975, pp. 361-374, esp. 376ff.). (* Language of the Old Testament.)

V.    Canaanite history

The presence of Semitic-speaking people in Palestine in the 3rd millennium bc is so far explicitly attested only by two Semitic place-names in a text of that age: NdT which contains the element 7/(«), god’, and n..k.. which begins with ain, ‘spring, well’, both these names occurring in an Egyptian tomb-scene of 5th/6th Dynasty, c. 2400 bc.

However, the question as to whether these indi-cate the presence of Canaanites, and just when

Canaanites appeared in Palestine, is a matter of dispute. It is certain that Canaaanites and Amorites were well cstablished in Syria-Palestine by 2000 bc, and a NW-Semitic-speaking element at Ebla in N Syria by c. 2300 bc.

Throughout the 2nd millennium bc, Syria-Palestine was divided among a varying number of Canaanite/Amorite city-states. For the 19th/18th Century bc, many names of places and rulers are recorded in the Egyptian Execration Texts. On the Organization of some of the separate States in Palestine in this, the patriarchal period, see also A. van Selms, Oudtestamentische Studien 12, 1958 (Studies on the Book of Genesis), pp. 192-197.

Düring the period roughly 1500-1380 bc, these petty States were part of Egypt’s Asiatic empire; in the 14th Century bc the N ones passed under Hit-tite suzerainty, while the S ones remained nomin-ally Egyptian. Early in the 13th Century bc Egypt regained effectual control in Palestine and Coastal Syria (the Hittites retaining N and inner Syria), but this control evaporated as time passed (cf. H. Klengel, Geschichte Syriens, 1-3, 1965-70). Thus Israel in the late 13th Century met Canaanite/Amorite, but not specifically Egyptian, Opposition (except for Merenptah’s abortive raid). The ‘conquest’ by Rameses III, c. 1180 bc, was a sweep-ing raid, mainly via the coast and principal routes, and was superficial.

At the end of the 13th Century bc the sway of the Canaanite/Amorite city-states, now decadent, was shattered by political upheavals. The Israelites, under Joshua, entered W Palestine from across the Jordan, gaining control of the hill-country first and defeating a series of Canaanite kings. For the Hebrews, the conquest of Canaan was the fulfil-ment of an ancient promise to their forefathers (Gn. 17:8; 28:4, 13-14; Ex. 6:2-8). They were to dispossess the peoples of the land as expelled by God, and to destroy those who remained (cf. Dt. 7:1, 2ff.); this was in consequence of divine judg-ment on long centuries of persistent wickedness by these peoples (Dt. 9:5, c/ Gn. 15:16), and not from any merit on Israel’s part.

Meantime, the sea-peoples of the Egyptian re-cords (including Philistines) had destroyed the Hit-tite empire and swept through Syria and Palestine to be halted on the Egyptian border by Rameses III; some, especially * Philistines, establishing themselves on the Palestinian coast. Finally, Ara-maean penetration of inland Syria swiftly in-creased in the Century or so following. The result was that the Canaanites now ruled only in Phoeni-cia proper with its ports and in isolated princi-palities elsewhere. From the 12th Century bc on-wards, the former Bronze Age Canaanites in their new, restricted circumstances emerged as the more-than-ever maritime *Phoenicians of the Ist millennium bc, centred on the famous kingdom of ♦Tyre and *Sidon. On the history of the Canaanites, especially as continuing as Phoenicians, see Albright, BANE\o\., pp. 328-362.

VI. Canaanite culture

Our knowledge of this is derived from two main sources: first, literary, from the N Canaanite and Babylonian texts discovered at * Ugarit (Ras Shamra, on the Syrian coast) with odd fragments elsewhere; and second, archaeological, in the sense of being derived from the excavated objects and remains from and of towns and cemeteries in Syria and Palestine.

a.    Canaanite society

Most of the Canaanite city-states were monarch-ies. The king had extensive powers of military ap-pointment and conscription, of requisitioning lands and leasing them in return for Services, of taxation, including tithes, customs-dues, real-estate tax, etc., and of corvee to requisition the labour of his subjects for state purposes. This is directly re-flected in Samuel’s denunciation of a kingship like that of the nations round about (1 Sa. 8, c. 1050 bc), and clearly evident in the tablets from Alalat)

(18th— 15th centuries bc) and Ugarit (14th— 13th centuries bc) (see I. Mendelsohn, BASOR 143, 1956, pp. 17-22). Military, religious and economic matters were under the king’s direct oversight; the queen was an important personage sometimes ap-pealed to by high officials; the court was elabor-ately organized in larger States like Ugarit (for the latter, cf. A. F. Rainey, The Social Stratification of Ugarit, 1962).

The basic unit of society was the family. For the period of the 19th—15th centuries bc, the great N Canaanite epics from Ugarit (see Lilerature, below) betray the main features of family life (see A. van Selms, Marriage and Family Life in Ugaritic Litera-ture, 1954). Further Information is afforded by legal documents for the 14th/13th centuries bc. Among larger social units, besides the obvious ones of towns with their associated villages (in Ugarit state, see Virolleaud, Syria 21, 1940, pp. 123-151, and cf briefly, C. H. Gordon, Ugaritic Literature, p. 124), for which compare the assignment of towns with their villages (‘suburbs’) in Jos. 13fF., one may note the widespread Organization of guilds. These include primary producers (herdsmen, fowlers, butchers and bakers), artisans (smiths, working in copper (or bronze) and silver, potters, sculptors, and house-, boat-and chariot-builders), and traders, both local and long-distance. Priests and other cult-personnel (see below), also musicians, had guilds or groups; and there were several special classes of warriors. Several inscribed javelin-or spearheads found in Palestine perhaps belonged to late-Canaanite mercenary troops of the 12/1 Ith centuries bc, the sort of people commanded by a Sisera or Jabin (Jdg. 4, etc.)', these also illustrate the free use of early W Semitic alphabetic script in the Palestine of the Judges. 1t has been suggested that in Canaanite society in 13th-century bc Palestine there was a Sharp dass distinction between upper-class patricians and lower-class, half-free serfs, the contrast with the relatively humble and homo-geneous Israelites possibly being reflected in the excavated archaeological sites.

b.    Literature

This is principally represented by N Canaanite texts from ‘Ugarit. These include long, but dis-ordered and fragmentary, sections of the Baal Epic (deeds and fortunes of Baal or fJadad), which goes back linguistically to perhaps c. 2000 bc; the legend of Aqhat (vicissitudes of the only son of good king Dan’el) perhaps from c. 1800 bc; the story of King Keret (bereft of family, he gains a new wife virtu-ally by conquest, and also incurs the wrath of the gods) perhaps about 16th Century bc; and other Fragments. All extant copies date from the 14th/13th centuries bc. The high-flown poetry of the early epics has clearly demonstrated the archaic flavour of much Hebrew OT poetry in its vocabu-lary and turns of speech. For full translations of the epics, so important for early Canaanite reli-gions, see C. H. Gordon, Ugaritic Literature, 1949; G. R. Driver, Canaanite Mylhs and Legends, 1956; A. Caquot, M. Sznycer, A. Herdner, Textes Ougari-tiques 1. 1974. Selections are given in ANET, pp. 129-155, by H. L. Ginsberg, and in DOTT by J. Gray.

c. Religion

The Canaanites had an extensive pantheon, headed by El. More prominent in practice were ‘Baal (lord’), i.e. Hadad the storm-god, and * Dagon, with temples in Ugarit and elsewhere. The goddesses ‘Asherah, Astarte (‘Ashtaroth) and Anath—like Baal—had multi-coloured Personalities and violent characters; they were goddesses of sex and war. Kothar-and-Hasis was artificer-god (cf. Vulcan), and other and lesser de-ities abounded.

Actual temples in Palestine include remains at Beth-shan, Megiddo, Lachish, Shechem and espe-cially Hazor (which had at least three), besides those in Syria at Qatna, Alalab or Ugarit. The Ugaritic texts mention a variety of animals sacri-ficed to the gods: cattle, sheep (rams and lambs) and birds (including doves)—plus, of course, liba-tions. Animal bones excavated in several Palestin-ian sites Support this picture.

The title of high priest (rb klmm) is attested for Canaanite religion at Ugarit. That the qdsrn of the Ugaritic texts were cult prostitutes is very possible; at any rate, the qdsrn were as much an integral part of Canaanite religion there as they were forbidden to Israel (Dt. 23:17-18, etc). Human sacrifice in 2nd-millennium Canaanite religion has not yet been isolated archaeologically with any certainty, but there are indications that it was customary. That Canaanite religion appealed to the bestial and material in human nature is clearly evidenced by the Ugaritic texts and in Egyptian texts of Semitic origin or inspiration; cf. Albright, Archaeology and Religion of Israel', 1953, pp. 75-77, 158-159, 197, n. 39; see also ‘Calf, Golden. When the full import of this is realized it will be the more evident that physically and spiritually the sophisticated crudities of decaying Canaanite culture and emer-gent Israel with a unique mission could not coexist.

Bibliography. A. R. Millard, ‘The Canaanites’, in POTT, pp. 29-52. For discoveries at Ugarit, see Schaefler’s reports in Syria since 1929, and the fully documented series of volumes, Mission de Ras Shamra by Schaeffer, Virolleaud and Nougay-rol.    K.A.K.

CANANAEAN (Gk. Kananaios, from Heb. and Aram. qanna or Aram. qan'än, ‘zealot’, ‘zeal-ous’). In Mt. 10:4; Mk. 3:18 (rv and rsv rightly for av ‘Canaanite’), the surname of Simon, one of the Twelve. In Lk. 6:15; Acts 1:13 he is called by the equivalent Greek term Zelöles, ‘zealot’. The presence of a ‘Zealot (or past Zealot) among the apostles gives rise to interesting speculation; he may not, of course, have been a Zealot proper, but received the designation from Jesus or his fellow apostles because of his temperament. The fact that Mark, followed by Matthew, used the Semitic form suggests, however, the more technical sense.

F.F.B.

CANDACE. The name or, more properly, title of the Ethiopian queen whose minister was converted under the ministry of Philip (Acts 8:27). For the extern of her kingdom, which probably centred in the region of Upper Nubia (Meroe) rather than in modern-day Ethiopia, see ‘Ethiopia. Women rulers, probably queen mothers, bearing this title during the Hellenistic period, are well attested in ancient literature, e.g. Pseudo-Callisthenes (3. 18), Strabo (17. 820), Pliny (NH 6. 186).

Bibliography. BAGD\ E. Ullendorff in NTS 2, 1955-6, pp. 53-56.    d.a.h.

CANNEH. The name of a Settlement or town mentioned, with *Haran and ‘Eden, as trading with Tyre (Ezk. 27:23). The site is unknown, but the above association suggests the area of the middle Euphrates, and this has Support from Assyr. documents of the 7th Century bc.

T.C.M.

CANON OF THE OLD TESTAMENT.

I.    The Canon and Canonicity

‘Canon’ is borrowed from Gk., in which kanön means a rule. Since the 4th Century kanön has been used by Christians to denote an authoritative list of the books belonging to the OT or NT. What qualifies a book for a place in the Canon of the OT or NT is not just that it is ancient, informative and helpful, and has long been read and valued by God’s people, but that it has God’s authority. God spoke through its human author to teach his people what to believe and how to behave. It is not just a record of revelation, but the permanent writ-ten form of revelation. The Bible is ‘inspired’ ^Inspiration), and it makes the books of the Bible in this respect different from all other books.

There has long been some difference of opinion about the books which should be included in the OT Canon. The Samaritans rejected all its books except the Pentateuch; while, from about the 3rd Century bc onwards, pseudonymous works, usually apocalyptic, claimed to be inspired writings and found credence in certain circles. In the rabbinical literature it is related that in the first few centuries of the Christian era certain sages disputed, on internal evidence, the canonicity of five OT books (Ezekiel, Proverbs, Song of Songs, Ecclesiastes, Esther). In the patristic period there was un-certainty among Christians whether the Apoc-rypha of the Gk. and Latin Bible were to be re-garded as inspired or not. Difference on the last point came to a head at the Reformation, when the church of Rome insisted that the Apocrypha were part of the OT, on an equal footing with the rest, while the Protestant churches denied this. Though some of the Protestant churches regarded the Apocrypha as edifying reading (the Church of England, for example, continuing to include them in its lectionary ‘for example of life but not to es-tablish any doctrine’), they were all agreed that, properly speaking, the OT Canon consists only of the books of the Heb. Bible—the books acknow-ledged by the Jews and endorsed in the teaching of the NT. The Eastern Orthodox Church was for a time divided on this, but is now tending to come down on the Protestant side.

II.    The first emergence of the Canon

The doctrine of biblical inspiration is fully de-veloped only in the NT. But far back in Israel’s his-tory certain writings were being recognized as having divine authority, and serving as a written rule of faith and practice for God’s people. This is seen in the people’s response when Moses reads to them the book of the covenant (Ex. 24:7), or when the book of the Law found by Hilkiah is read, first to the king and then to the congregation (2 Ki. 22-23; 2 Ch. 34), or when the book of the Law is read to the people by Ezra (Ne. 8:9, 14-17; 10:28-39; 13:1-3). These form a part or the whole of the Pentateuch—in the first case quite a small part of Exodus, probably chapters 20-23. The Pentateuch is treated with the same reverence in Jos. l:7f; 8:31; 23:6-8; 1 Ki. 2:3; 2 Ki. 14:6; 17:37; Ho. 8:12; Dn. 9:11, 13; Ezr. 3:2, 4; 1 Ch. 16:40; 2 Ch. 17:9; 23:18; 30:5, 18; 31:3; 35:26.

The Pentateuch presents itself as basically the work of Moses, one of the earliest, and certainly the greatest of the OT prophets (Nu. 12:6-8; Dt. 34:10-12). God often spoke through Moses orally, as he did through later prophets, but Moses’ activ-ity as a writer is also frequently mentioned (Ex. 17:14; 24:4, 7; 34:27; Nu. 33:2; Dt. 28:58, 61; 29:20f„ 27; 30:10; 31:9-13, 19, 22, 24-26). There were other prophets in Moses’ lifetime and more were expected to follow (Ex. 15:20; Nu. 12:6; Dt. 18:15-22; 34:10), as they did (Jdg. 4:4; 6:8), though major prophetic activity began with Samuel. The literary work of these prophets started, as far as we know, with Samuel (1 Sa. 10:25; 1 Ch. 29:29), and their earliest writing was mostly history, which afterwards became the basis of the books of Chronicles (1 Ch. 29:29; 2 Ch. 9:29; 12:15; 13:22; 20:34; 26:22; 32:32; 33:18f), and probably of Samuel and Kings too, which have so much material in common with Chronicles. It is possible that Joshua and Judges were also based on prophetic histories of this kind. That the prophets on occasion wrote down oracles also is clear from Is. 30:8; Je. 25:13; 29:1; 30:2; 36:1-32; 51:60-64; Ezk. 43:11; Hab. 2:2; Dn. 7:1; 2 Ch. 21:12. Of eourse, to say all this is to accept the prima facie evidence of the OT books as historical: for discussion of other views, see ‘Pentateuch, *Deuteronomy, * Chronicles, etc.

The reason why Moses and the prophets wrote down God’s message, and did not content them-selves with delivering it orally, was sometimes to send it to another place (Je. 29:1; 36:1 —8; 51:60f.; 2 Ch. 21:12); but quite as often to preserve it for the future, as a memorial (Ex. 17:14), or a witness (Dt. 31:24-26), that it might be for the time to come for ever and ever (Is. 30:8). The unreliability of oral tradition was well known to the OT writers. An object-lesson here was the loss of the book of the Law during the reigns of Manasseh and Amon: when it was rediscovered by Hilkiah its teaching came as a great shock, for it had been forgotten (2 Ki. 22-23; 2 Ch. 34). The permanent form of God’s message was therefore not its spoken but its written form, hence the rise of the OT Canon.

How long the * Pentateuch took to reach its final shape we cannot be sure. However, we saw in the case of the book of the covenant, referred to in Ex. 24, that it was possible for a short document like Ex. 20-23 to become canonical before the whole book was complete. The book of Genesis also era-bodies earlier documents (Gn. 5:1), Numbers in-cludes an item from an ancient collection of poems (Nu. 21:14fi), and the main part of Deuteronomy was laid up as canonical beside the ark in Moses’
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The canonical arrangemenl of the books of Ihe OT according to Christian tradition, compared with the original Order in Hebrew.

lifetime (Dt. 31:24-26), before the account of his death can have beeil added. The analogy between the ‘covenants of Ex. 24; Dt. 29-30 and the andern Near Eastern treaties is suggestive, since the treaty documents were often laid up in a sacred place, like the tables of the Ten Commandments and the book of Deuteronomy; and this was done when the treaty was made. The covenants between God and Israel were undoubtedly made when the Pentateuch says they were made, at the Exodus, when God formed Israel into a nation; so it is in that period that the laying up of the Decalogue and Deuteronomy in the sanctuary should be dated, in accordance with the Pentateuchal account. This means that their public recognition as binding and indeed divine should also be dated as from then. The preservation of sacred books in the sanctuary was a custom which continued right down to the destruction of the second temple in ad 70.

While there was a succession of prophets it was possible for earlier sacred writings to be added to and edited in the manner indicated above, without committing the sacrilege spoken of in Dt. 4:2; 12:32; Pr. 30:6. The same applies to other parts of the OT. Joshua embodies the covenant of its last chapter, vv. 1-25, originally written by Joshua him-self (v. 26). Samuel embodies the document on the manner of the kingdom (1 Sa. 8:11-18), originally written by Samuel (1 Sa. 10:25). Both these documents were canonical from the outset, the former written in the very book of the Law at the sanctuary of Shechem, and the latter laid up before the Lord at Mizpeh. There is a sign of the growth of the book of Proverbs in Pr. 25:1. Items from an ancient Collection of poems are included in Joshua (10:12f.), Samuel (2 Sa. 1:17-27) and Kings (1 Ki. 8:53, lxx). Kings names as its sources the Book of the Acts of Solomon, the Book of the Chronicles of the Kings of Israel and the Book of the Chronicles of the Kings of Judah (1 Ki. 11:41; 14:19, 29, etc.; 2 Ki. 1:18; 8:23, etc.). The latter two works, com-bined together, are probably the same as the Book of the Kings of Israel and Judah, often named as a source by the canonical books of Chronicles (2 Ch. 16:11; 25:26; 27:7; 28:26; 35:27; 36:8; and, in ab-breviated form, 1 Ch. 9:1; 2 Ch. 24:27). This source book seems to have incorporated many of the prophetic histories which are also named as sources in Chronicles (2 Ch. 20:34; 32:32).

Not all the writers of the OT books were prophets, in the narrow sense of the Word; some of them were kings and wise men. But their experi-ence of inspiration led to their writings also finding a place in the Canon. The inspiration of psalmists is spoken of in 2 Sa. 23:1-3; 1 Ch. 25:1, and of wise men in Ec. 12:1 lf. Note also the revelations made by God in Job (38:1; 40:6), and the implication of Pr. 8:1-9:6 that the book of Proverbs is the work of the divine Wisdom.

III. The closing of the first section (the Law)

The references to the Pentateuch (in whole or part) as canonical, which we saw in the other books of the OT, and which continue in the intertestamental literature, are remarkably numerous. This is doubt-less due in part to its fundamental importance. References to other books as inspired or canonical are, within the OT, largely confined to their authors: the chief exceptions are probably Is. 34:16; Ps. 149:9; Dn. 9:2. The Pentateuch may have been the first section of the OT to be written and recognized as canonical. It was basically the work of a single prophet of very early date, which was edited after his death but was not open to con-tinual addition, whereas the other sections of the OT were produced by authors of later date, whose number was not complete until after the return from the Exile. No one doubts that the Pentateuch was both complete and canonical by the time of Ezra and Nehemiah, in the 5th Century bc, and it may have been so considerably earlier. In the 3rd Century bc it was translated into Gk., thus becom-ing the first part of the lxx. In the mid-2nd Century bc we have evidence of all 5 books, including Genesis, being attributed to Moses (see Aristobulus, as cited by Eusebius, Preparation for the Gospel 13.12). Later in the same Century the breach between Jews and Samaritans seems to have become complete, and the preservation of the Heb. Pentateuch by both parties since proves that it was already their common property. All this is evidence that the first section of the Canon was now closed, consisting of the 5 familiär books, neither more nor less, with only minor textual variations persisting.

1

CALENDAR.

2

 In the Old Testament

There is no precise Heb. equivalent of the Lat. cal-endarium, the passage of the year being generally marked by reference to the months, agricultural seasons or the principal festivals.

a. The year (Heb. sänä—so named from the change or succession of the seasons) was at first reckoned to begin with the autumn (seventh) month of Tishri (Ex. 23:16; 34:22), the time also of the commencement of the sabbatical year (Lv. 25:8-10). While in Egypt the Hebrews may have conformed to the solar year of 12 months, each of 30 days + 5 additional days, i.e. 365 days (Herodo-tus, 2. 4), but if so a change was made thereafter and the ‘beginning of months’ or first month of the year was fixed in the spring (Ex. 12:2; 13:3-4; 23:15; Dt. 16:1,6). Thereafter the Hebrew year fol-lowed the W Semitic Calendar with a year of 12 lunar months (1 Ki. 4:7; 1 Ch. 27:1-15). It is not certain whether the commencement of the year in spring (Nisan) was for use only in the ritual, since

3

CANAAN, CANAANITES. A Semitic-speaking people and their territory, principally in Phoenicia. Their racial affinities are at present uncertain.

4

    The name

The name Canaan (Heb. k'naan) of people and land derives from that of their forebear Canaan or Kna‘ (see previous article) according to both Gn. 10:15-18 and native Canaanite-Phoenician trad-ition as transmitted by Sanchuniathon and pre-served by Philo of Byblos. Kna‘(an) is the native name of the Canaanites-Phoenicians applied to them both in Greek sources and by the Phoeni-cians themselves (e.g. on coins; see W. F. Albright, p. 1, n. 1, in his paper, ‘The Röle of the Canaanites in the History of Civilization’, in The Bible and the Ancient Near East, Essays for W. F. Albright, 1961, pp. 328-362; cited hereafter as BANE Vol.). The meaning of Kn'(n) is unknown. Outside the Bible, the name occurs both with and without the final n. This n could be either a final n of a common Semitic type, or eise a Hurrian suffix (Albright, op. cit., p. 25, n. 50). Formerly, some linked kn'(n) with words for ‘purple dye’, esp. in Hurrian (with Speiser, Language 12, 1936, p. 124), but this was dis-proved by Landsberger (JCS2\, 1967, p. 106f).

5

    Extent of Canaan

‘Canaan’ in both Scripture and external sources has threefold reference. 1. Fundamentally it indi-cates the land and inhabitants of the Syro-Palestinian coastland, especially Phoenicia proper. This is indicated within Gn. 10:15-19 by its de-tailed enumeration of Sidon ‘the first-born’, the *Arkite, the Sinite, the Zemarite and Hamath in


IV. The evolution of the sccond and third sections (the Prophets and Hagiographa)

The rest of the Heb. Bible has a different structure from the English. It is divided into two sections: the Prophets, and the Hagiographa or (other) Scriptures. The Prophets comprise 8 books: the historical books Joshua, Judges, Samuel and Kings, and the oracular books Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Isaiah and the Twelve (the Minor Prophets). The Hagiographa comprise 11 books: the lyrical and wisdom books, Psalms, Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs and Lamentations; and the historical books, Daniel (see below), Esther, Ezra-Nehemiah and Chronicles. This is the traditional Order, according to which the remaining book of the Hagiographa, Ruth, is prefaced to Psalms, as ending with the genealogy of the psalmist David, though in the Middle Ages it was moved to a later Position, alongside the other 4 books of similar brevity (Songof Songs, Ecclesiastes, Lamentations and Esther). In Jewish tradition Samuel, Kings, the Minor Prophets, Ezra-Nehemiah and Chronicles are each reckoned as a single book. This may indi-cate the capacity of an average Hebrew leather scroll at the period when the canonical books were first listed and counted.

Doubt has sometimes been thrown on the an-tiquity of this way of grouping the OT books. More commonly, but with equally little real reason, it has been assumed that it reflects the gradual development of the OT Canon, the grouping having been a historical accident, and the Canon of the Prophets having been closed about the 3rd Century bc, before a history like Chronicles and a prophecy like Daniel (which, it is alleged, naturally belong there) had been recognized as inspired or even written. The Canon of the Hagiographa, according to this populär hypothesis, was not closed until the Jewish synod of Jamnia or Jabneh about ad 90, after an open OT Canon had already been taken over by the Christian church. Moreover, a broader Canon, containing many of the Apocrypha, had been accepted by the Greek-speaking Jews of Alexandria, and was embodied in the lxx; and the lxx was the OT of the early Christian church. These two facts, and the Essene fond-ness for the pseudonymous apocalypses, are responsible for the fluidity of the OT Canon in patristic Christianity. Such is the theory.

The reality is rather different. The grouping of the books is not arbitrary, but according to literary character. Daniel is half narrative, and in the Hag-iographa, as the traditional order arranged them, it seems to be placed with the histories. There are his-tories in the Law (from the creation to Moses) and in the Prophets (Joshua to the end of the Mon-archy), so why should there not be histories in the Hagiographa also, dealing with the period of the Exile and return? Chronicles is put last among the histories, as a summary of the whole biblical narrative, from Adam to the return. The Canon of the Prophets was not completely closed when Chronicles was written, for the sources it quotes are not Samuel and Kings but the fuller prophetic histories which seem to have served as sources for Samuel and Kings as well. The earliest elements in the Prophets, incorporated in books such as Joshua and Samuel, are certainly very old, but so are the earliest elements in the Hagiographa, incorporated in books such as Psalms, Proverbs and Chronicles. These elements may have been recognized as canonical before the completion of even the first section of the Canon. The latest elements in the Hagiographa, such as Daniel, Esther and Ezra-Nehemiah, belong to the end of OT history. But the same is true of the latest elements in the Prophets, such as Ezekiel, Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi. The books of the Hagiographa tend to be later than the Prophets, but the overlap is consider-able. Indeed, the very assumption that the Hagiographa are a late Collection may have led to their individual books being dated later than they otherwise would have been.

Since the books in both these sections are by a variety of authors and are usually independent of one another, they may have been recognized as canonical individually, at different dates, and at first formed a single miscellaneous Collection. Then, when the prophetic gift had been for some while withdrawn, and their number was seen to be com-plete, they were more carefully classified, and were divided into two sections. ‘The books’, spoken of in Dn. 9:2, may have been one growing body of lit-erature, loosely organized, and containing not only prophecy like Jeremiah’s, but also psalms like David’s. The tradition in 2 Macc. 2:13 about Ne-hemiah’s library reflects such a mixed Collection: ‘he, founding a library, gathered together the books about the kings and prophets, and the books of David, and letters of kings about sacred gifts’. The antiquity of this tradition is shown by the like-lihood that some such action would be necessary after the calamity of the Exile, and also by the fact that the ‘letters of kings about sacred gifts’ are simply being preserved because of their import-ance, and have not yet been embodied in the book of Ezra (6:3-12; 7:12-26). Time had to be given after this for books like Ezra to be completed, for the recognition of the latest books as canonical, and for the realization that the prophetic gift had ceased, and only when these things had happened could the firm division between Prophets and Hagiographa and the careful arrangement of their Contents be made. The division had already been made towards the end of the 2nd Century bc, when the prologue to the Gk. translation of Ecclesiasticus was composed, for this prologue repeatedly refers to the three sections of the Canon. But the division seems recent, for the third section of the Canon had not yet been given a name: the writer calls the first section ‘the Law’, the second ‘the Prophets’ or ‘the Prophecies’, but the third he simply describes. It is ‘the others that have followed in their Steps', ‘the other ancestral books’, ‘the rest of the books’. This language implies a complete group of books, but one less old and well-established than the books it contains. The three sections are also re-ferred to, in the Ist Century ad, by Philo (De Vita Contemplativa 25) and by Christ (Lk. 24:44), both of whom give the third section its earliest name of ‘the Psalms’ (or, as at Qumran, ‘David’).

V. The closing of the second and third sections

The date when the Prophets and Hagiographa were organized in their separate sections was probably about 165 bc. 2 Maccabees speaks of the second great crisis in the history of the Canon: ‘And in the same way Judas (Maccabaeus) collected all the books that had been lost on account of the war which had come upon us, and they are still in our possession’ (2 Macc. 2:14). The ‘war’ in question is the Maccabaean war of liberation from the Syrian persecutor Antiochus Epiphanes. Antiochus hated the Scriptures (1 Macc. l:56fi), and it is probable that Judas would have needed to gather copies of them together when the persecution was over. Judas knew that the prophetic gift had ceased a long time before (1 Macc. 9:27), so he probably arranged and listed the now complete Collection in the way which became traditional. Since the books were as yet in separate scrolls, which had to be ‘collected’, what he would have produced would not have been a volume but a Collection, and a list of the books in the Collection, divided into three.

In drawing up his list, Judas probably estab-lished not only the firm division into Prophets and Hagiographa, but also the traditional order and number of the books within them. A list of books has to have an order and number, and the traditional order, recorded as a baraita from an older source in the Babylonian Talmud (Baba Bathra 14b— 15a), is the one given earlier in this article, making Chronicles the last of the Hagiographa. This position for Chronicles can be traced back to the Ist Century ad, since it is reflected in a saying of Christ’s in Mt. 23:35 and Lk. 11:51, where the phrase ‘from the blood of Abel to the blood of Zechariah’ probably means all the martyred prophets from one end of the Canon to the other, from Gn. 4:3-15 to 2 Ch. 24:19-22. The traditional number of the canonical books is 24 (the 5 books of the Law, together with 8 books of the Prophets and the 11 books of the Hagiographa listed above), or 22 (Ruth being in that case appended to Judges, and Lamentations to Jeremiah. The number 24 is first recorded in 2 Esdras 14:44—48, about ad 100, but may also be alluded to in Rev. 4:4, 10, etc., for the baraita in Baba Bathra seems to imply that the authors of the OT books, as well as the books themselves, were 24, like the elders of Revelation. The number 22 is first recorded in Josephus (Contra Apion 1.8), just before ad 100, but also, probably, in the fragments of the Gk. translation of the book of Jubilees (Ist Century bc?). lf the number 22 goes back to the Ist Century bc, so does the number 24, for the former is an adaptation of the latter to the number of letters in the Heb. alphabet. And since the number 24, which Combines some of the smaller books into single units but not others, seems to have been influenced in this by the traditional Order, the order too must be equally old. There is no doubt about the identity of the 24 or 22 books—they are the books of the Heb. Bible. Josephus says that they have all been accepted as canonical from time immemorial. Individual attestation can be provided for the canonicity of nearly all of them from writings of the 1 st Century ad or earlier. This is true even of 4 out of the 5 disputed by certain of the rabbis: only the Song of Songs, perhaps because of its short-ness, remains without individual attestation.

So, by the beginning of the Christian era the identity of all the canonical books was well known and generally accepted. How, then, has it come to be thought that the third section of the Canon was not closed until the synod of Jamnia, some decades after the birth of the Christian church? The main reasons are that the rabbinical literature records disputes about 5 of the books, some of which were settled at the Jamnia discussion; that many of the lxx mss mix apocryphal books among the canonical, thus prompting the theory of a wider Alexan-drian Canon; and that the Qumran discoveries show the apocalyptic pseudepigrapha to have been cherished, and perhaps reckoned canonical, by the Essenes. But the rabbinical literature records simi-lar academic objections to many other canonical books, so it must have been a question of removing books from the list (had this been possible), not adding them. Moreover, one of the 5 disputed books (Ezekiel) belongs to the second section of the Canon, which admittedly closed long before the Christian era. As to the Alexandrian Canon, Philo of Alexandria’s writings show it to have been the same as the Palestinian. He refers to the 3 familiär sections, and he ascribes inspiration to many books in all 3, but never to any of the Apoc-rypha. ln the lxx mss, the Prophets and Hagi-ographa have been rearranged by Christian hands in a non-Jewish manner, and the intermingling of Apocrypha there is a Christian phenomenon, not a Jewish. At Qumran the pseudonymous apoca-lypses were probably viewed as an Essene appendix to the Standard Jewish Canon. Philo mentions such an appendix in his account of the Therapeu-tae (De Vita Contemplativa 25), in MMT and so do 2 Esdras 14:44—48. It was also discovered at Qumran that the Essenes, though at rivalry with main-stream Judaism since the 2nd Century bc, reckoned as canonical some at least of the Hagiographa, and had presumably done so since before the rivalry began.

VI. From Jewish Canon to Christian

The lxx mss are paralleled by the writings of the early Christian Fathers, who (at any rate outside Palestine and Syria) normally used the lxx or the derived Old Latin Version. In their writings, there is both a wide and a narrow Canon. The former comprises those books from before the time of Christ which were generally read and esteemed in the church (including the Apocrypha), but the latter is confined to the books of the Jewish Bible, which scholars Iike Melito, Origen, Epiphanius and Jerome distinguish from the rest as alone in-spired. The Apocrypha were known in the church from the Start, but the further back one goes, the more rarely are they treated as inspired. In the NT itself, one finds Christ acknowledging the Jewish Scriptures, by various of their current titles, and accepting the three sections of the Jewish Canon and the traditional Order of its books; one finds Revelation perhaps alluding to their number; and throughout the NT one finds most of the books being referred to individually as having divine au-thority; but none of the Apocrypha. The only ap-parent exception is the rcference to Enoch in Jude 14f., which may be just an argumentum ad hominem to converts from the apocalyptic school of thought.

What evidently happened was this. Christ passed on to his followers, as Holy Scripture, the Bible which he had received, containing the same books as the Heb. Bible today. The first Christians shared with their Jewish contemporaries a full knowledge of the canonical books. However, the Bible was not yet between two covers: it was a memorized list of scrolls. The breach with Jewish oral tradition (in some matters very necessary), the alienation between Jew and Christian, and the general ignor-ance of Semitic languages in the church outside Palestine and Syria, led to increasing doubt on the OT Canon among Christians, which was accentu-ated by the drawing up of new lists of the biblical books, arranged on other principles, and the intro-duction of new lectionaries. Such doubt about the Canon could only be resolved, and can only be re-solved today, in the way it was resolved by Jerome and at the Reformation—by returning to the teach-ing of the NT, and the Jewish background against which it is to be understood.

Bibliography. S. Z. Leiman, The Canonization of Hebrew Scripture, 1976; A. C. Sundberg, The OT of the Early Church, 1964; J. P. Lewis, Journal of Bible and Religion 32, 1964, pp. 125-132; M. G. Kline, The Structure of Biblical Authority, 1972; J. D. Purvis, The Samarilan Pentateuch and the Origin of the Samaritan Seel, 1968; B. F. Westcott, The Bible in the Church, 1864; W. H. Green, General Introduction to the OT: the Canon, 1899; R. T. Beckwith, The OT Canon of the NT Church, 1985; idem, VT 41, 1991, pp. 385-395; M. L. Margolis, The Hebrew Scriptures in the Making, 1922; S. Zeit-lin, A Historical Study of the Canonization of the Hebrew Scriptures, 1933; R. L. Harris, Inspiration and Canonicity of the Bible, 1957.    r.t.b.

CANON OF THE NEW TESTAMENT.

I. The earliest period

Biblical theology demands as its presupposition a fixed extern of biblical literature: this extern is trad-itionally fixed, since the era of the great theological controversies, in the Canon of the NT. ‘Canon’ is here the latinization of the Gk. kanön, ‘a reed’, which, from the various uses of that plant for measuring and ruling, comes to mean a ruler, the line ruled, the column bounded by the line, and hence, the list written in the column. Canon is the list of books which the church uses in public wor-ship. kanön also means rule or Standard: hence a secondary meaning of Canon is the list of books which the church acknowledges as inspired Scripture, normative for faith and practice. Our under-standing of inspiration requires, then, not only that we fix the text of Scripture and analyse the internal history of scriptural books, but also that we trace as accurately as possible the growth of the concept of a canon and of the Canon itself.

In this investigation, especially of the earliest period, three matters must be distinguished clearly: the knowledge of a book evinced by a particular Father or source; the attitude towards such a book as an inspired Scripture on the part of the Father or source (which may be shown by introductory formulae such as Tt is written’ or ‘As the scripture says’); and the existence of the concept of a list or canon in which the quoted work figures (which will be shown, not only by actual lists but also by refer-ence to ‘the books’ or ‘the apostles’, where a liter-ary corpus is intended). This distinction has not always been made, with resultant confusion. Quotations, even in the earliest period, may be dis-covered; but whether quotation implies Status as inspired Scripture is a further question for which precise criteria are frequently lacking. This being so, it is not surprising that a decision about the existence of any canonical list or concept of a canon often fails to find any direct evidence at all, and depends entirely upon inference.

The earliest point at which we can take up the investigation is in the data provided by the NT itself. The apostolic church was not without Scripture—it looked for its doctrine to the OT, usually in a Gk. dress, though some writers appear to have used the Heb. text. Apocrypha such as 1 Enoch were also used in some circles. Whether the term ‘canonical’ should be applied here is debat-able, as the Jewish Canon was not yet fixed, at least de jure, and when it was it was moulded by anti-Christian controversy, in addition to other factors. In worship, the church already used some of its own peculiar traditions: in the Lord’s Supper the Lord’s death was ‘proclaimed’ (1 Cor. 11:26) prob-ably in word (jc. the earliest Passion narrative) as well as in the symbols of the ordinance. The ac-count of the Lord’s Supper itself is regarded as de-rived ‘from the Lord’, a closely guarded tradition: we find this terminology too in places where ethical conduct is based on dominical utterance (cf. 1 Cor. 7:10, 12, 25; Acts 20:35). This is in the main oral material, a phrase which, as form criticism has shown, is by no means intended to suggest im-precision of outline or content. Written repositor-ies of Christian tradition are at best hypotheticai in the earliest apostolic age; for although it has been proposed to find in the phrase ‘according to the scriptures’ (1 Cor. 15:3-4) a reference to docu-ments at this early date, this has met with but little favour. In this material, then, whether oral or written, we find at the earliest stage a church con-sciously preserving its traditions of the passion, resurrection, life (cf. Acts 10:36-40) and teaching of Jesus. Quite evidently, however, whatever was known and preserved by anyone did not exclude in his view the validity and value of traditions else-where preserved. The preservation is to a large extern unselfconscious in this ‘prehistoric’ stage of the development of Christian Scripture. It con-tinues in the making of the Gospels, where two main streams are developed in independence of each other. It would appear that little escaped in-clusion in these.

The epistolary material in the NT also possesses from the beginning a certain Claim, if not to inspir-ation, at least to be an authoritative and adequate teaching on points of doctrine and conduct; yet it is as clear that no letter is written for other than specific recipients in a specific historical Situation. The collection of a corpus of letters evidently post-dates the death of Paul: the Pauline corpus is textually homogeneous and there is more weighty evidence for the Suggestion, most thoroughly developed by E. J. Goodspeed, that its collection was a single act at a specific date (probably about ad 80-85), than for the earlier view of Harnack that the corpus grew slowly. The corpus from the Start would enjoy high Status as a body of authoritative Christian literature. Its impact upon the church in the late Ist and early 2nd centuries is plain from the doctrine, language and literary form of the literature of the period. There is no corres-ponding evidence for any such Corpora of non-Pauline writings at so early a date; nor does the Acts seem to have been produced primarily as a teaching document. The Revelation of John, on the contrary, makes the clearest Claim to direct inspiration of any NT document, and is the sole example in this literature of the utterances and visions of the prophets of the NT church. Thus we have, in the NT itself, several clear instances of Christian material, even at the oral stage, viewed as authoritative and in some sense sacred: yet in no case does any writing explicitly claim that it alone preserves tradition. There is no sense, at this stage, of a Canon of Scripture, a closed list to which addition may not be made. This would appear to be due to two factors: the existence of an oral tradition and the presence of apostles, apostolic dis-ciples, and prophets, who were the foci and the Interpreters of the dominical traditions.

II. The Apostolic Eathers

The same factors are present in the age of the so-called Apostolic Fathers and are reflected in the data provided by them for Canon studies. As re-gards the Gospels, Clement (First Epislle, c. ad 90) quotes material akin to the Synoptics yet in a form not strictly identical with any particular Gospel; nor does he introduce the words with any formula of scriptural citation. John is unknown to him. Ignatius of Antioch (martyred c. ad 115) speaks frequently of ‘the gospel’: yet in all cases his words are patient of the interpretation that it is the mes-sage, not a document, of which he speaks. The frequent affinities with Matthew may indicate that this source was utilized, but other elucidations are possible. Whether John was known to him remains a matter of debate, in which the strongest case ap-pears to be that it was not. Papias, fragmentarily preserved in Eusebius and elsewhere, gives us Information on the Gospels, the precise import of which remains uncertain or controversial: he spe-cifically asseverates his preference for the ‘living and abiding voice’, contrasted with the teaching of books. Polycarp of Smyrna’s letter to the Philip-pians shows clear knowledge of Matthew and Luke. He is then the earliest unambiguous evidence for their use, but if, as is most likely, his letter is in fact the combination of two written at different times (vtz. chs. 13-14 c. ad 115; the rest c. ad 135), this will not be so early as once was thought. The so-called 2 Clement and the Epistle of Barnabas both date about ad 130. Both use much oral material, but attest the use of the Synoptics too; and each introduces one phrase from the Gospels with a formula of scriptural citation.

There is considerable and wide knowledge of the Pauline Corpus in the Apostolic Fathers: their language is strongly influenced by the apostle’s words. Yet, highly valued as his letters evidently were, there is little introduction of quotations as scriptural. A number of passages suggest that a distinction was made in all Christian circles between the OT and writings of Christian provenance. The Philadelphians judged the ‘gospel’ by the ‘archives’ (Ignatius, Philad. 8. 2): 2 Clement speaks of ‘the


	
Matthew

Mark

Luke

John

Acts

Romans

1    Connthians

2    Connthians Galatians Ephesians Philippians Colossians

1 Thessalomans 2Thessalomans

1    Timothy

2    Timothy Titus Philemon Hebrews James

1    Peter

2    Peter

1    John

2    John

3    John Jude

Revelation
	
Irenaeus of Lyons

cad1 30-200
	
Muratorian Canon ad1 70-210
	
Eusebius' EH 3.25 CAD260-340
	
Athanasius' 38th Paschal I etter ad367
	
Present Canon


	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	
D
	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	
D
	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	
D
	

	



	

	

	
D
	

	



	

	

	
D
	

	



	

	

	

	

	



	

	
Selected apocryphal works


	
Wisdom of Solomon

Apocalypse of Peter

Shepherd of Hermas

Acts of Paul

Epistleof Barnabas

The Didache

Gospel accordingto the Hebrews
	

	

	

	

	



	

	

	
S
	

	



	

	
* *
	
S
	
*
	



	

	

	
S
	

	



	

	

	
s
	

	



	

	

	
s
	
*
	



	

	

	
s
	

	



	
~D~| Disputed | S | Spurious | | Omitted

T] Permitted reading | «»| Permitted reading but not for public worship fhe Pauline Epistles were probably collected into a corpus c. ad 80-85
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books (biblia) and the apostles’ (14. 2), a contrast which is probably equivalent to ‘Old and New Testaments’. Even where the gospel was highly prized (e.g Ignatius or Papias), it is apparently in an oral rather than a written form. Barnabas is chiefly concerned to expound the OT; the Didache, didactic and ethical material common to Jew and Christian. Along with material from the canonical Gospels or parallel to them, most of the Apostolic Fathers utilize what we anachronistically term ‘apocryphal’ or ‘extra-canonical’ material: it was evidently not so to them. We are still in a period when the NT writings are not clearly demarcated from other edifying material. This Situation in fact continues yet further into the 2nd Century, and may be seen in Justin Martyr and Tatian. Justin records that the 'memoirs of the apostles’ called Gospels were read at Christian worship: his quotations and allusions, however, afford evidence that the extent of these was not identical with the four, but con-tained ‘apocryphal’ material. This same material was used by Tatian in his harmony of the Gospels known as the Diatessaron, or, as in one source, perhaps more accurately, as Diapente.

III. Influence of Marcion

It was towards the close of the 2nd Century that awareness of the concept of a Canon and scriptural Status begins to reveal itself in the thought and ac-tivity of Christians. The challenge of heretical teachers was largely instrumental in stimulating this. One such was Marcion of Sinope who broke with the church in Rome in about ad 150, but was probably active in Asia Minor for some years pre-viously. Believing himself the interpreter of Paul, he preached a doctrine of two Gods: the OT was the work of the Just God, the Creator, harsh judge of men: Jesus was the emissary of the Good (or Kind) God, higher than the Just, sent to free men from that God’s bondage: crucified through malice of the Just God, he passed on his gospel, first to the Twelve, who failed to keep it from corruption, and then to Paul, the sole preacher of it. Since Marcion rejected the OT, according to this scheme, he feit the need of a distinctively Christian Scrip-ture, and created a definite Canon of Scripture: one Gospel, which stood in some relation or other to our present Luke, and the ten Epistles of Paul (omitting Hebrews and the Pastorais), which con-stituted the Apostolos.

Certain features of the growth of the Catholic Canon, which supervenes upon the age of Justin and Tatian, appear due to the challenge which the Marcionite scriptures presented to the church, es-pecially the dominant place occupied by Paul, in spite of his relative neglect in the mid-2nd Century. Former generations, guided by the theories of Harnack, have seen this factor present also in two documentary sources, namely a series of prologues to the Pauline Epistles in some Latin manuscripts, which de Bruyne considered to show signs of Mar-cion’s tendentious teaching, thus termed ‘Marcionite prologues’, and certain prologues to the Gospels of Mark, Luke and John (extant chiefly in Latin), which have been termed ‘anti-Marcionite’, on the assumption that they were prefaced to the components of the fourfold Gospel at the time of its creation as a unity. Lately, however, these hy-potheses, which have often been received as facts, have been trenchantly criticized and no longer appear certainly acceptable.

The other main heretical teaching against which the emergent concept of the Canon was used was that of the various Gnostics. From the Nag-Hammadi (* Chenoboskion) discoveries we can now know these better than did previous generations. It seems clear that the majority of the books which later constituted the NT were known in Gnostic circles. For instance, some moving pas-sages in the so-called Gospel of Truth draw upon Revelation, Hebrews, Acts and the Gospels. Again, the Gospel of Thomas contains much material akin to the Synoptics, either derived from these or from a parallel oral tradition. But what is significant is that the latter mingles these sayings common to the Synoptic tradition with others of which canonical Scripture bears no trace; while the title of the former shows how the doctrine of a Gnostic teach-er is presented as on a par with other Gospel documents. The emergence is a crystallization of the awareness that there was a clear distinction be-tween teaching transmitted in documents of known antiquity as of apostolic origin, and recent teaching which could not be thus validated even if it claimed esoteric tradition or revelation as its source.

IV. Irenaeus to Eusebius

In the second half of the 2nd Century, as has been intimated, clear evidence of the concept of a canon appears, although not all the books now included in the Canon are decided upon in any one church. Irenaeus of Lyons, in his work Against the Her-esies, gives plain evidence that by his time the fourfold Gospel was axiomatic, comparable with the four corners of the earth and the four winds of heaven. Acts is quoted by him, sometimes ex-plicitly, as Scripture. The Pauline Epistles, the Revelation and some Catholic Epistles are re-garded, although not often explicitly as Scripture, yet (especially in the two former cases) sufficiently highly to indicate that here is a primary source of doctrine and authority to which reference must be made in the context of controversy. Against the so-called esoteric knowledge of his opponents, Irenaeus stresses the traditions of the church as apostolically derived. In these traditions, the Scriptures of the NT have their place. We know, however, that he definitely rejected Hebrews as non-Pauline.

Hippolytus of Rome, Contemporary of Irenaeus, is known to us through writings only partially extant. He cites most NT books, speaking explicitly of two testaments and of a fourfold Gospel. Many critics are willing to ascribe to him the fragmentary list of canonical Scriptures pre-served in Latin in a ms at Milan, known as the Muratorian Canon (after its first editor Ludovico Muratori). This ascription should not be taken as proved, however: the Latin is not necessarily a translation. A reference to the recent origin of the Shepherd of Hermas places it within the approxi-mate dates ad 170-210. The extant part of the document gives a list of NT writings with some ac-count of their origin and scope. Here again we meet a fourfold Gospel, acknowledgment of the Pauline Epistles, knowledge of some Catholic Epistles, the Acts of the Apostles and the Revelation of John; also included as canonical are the Apocalypse of Peter (there is no reference to any Petrine Epistle) and, rather surprisingly, the Wisdorn of Solomon. The Shepherd is mentioned, but is not regarded as fit for use in public worship. The date of this document makes it highly signifi-cant, not only as witness to the existence at that time of a wide-embracing concept of the Canon but also of the marginal uncertainties, the omis-sions and the inclusion of writings later rejected as apocryphal.

The state of affairs shown in these sources was widespread and continued into the 3rd Century. Tertullian, Clement of Alexandria and Origen all make wide use of the NT Scriptures, either in con-troversy, in doctrinal discussion or in actual com-mentary upon the component books. The majority of books in the present Canon are known to them and given canonical Status; but uncertainty re-mains in the case of Hebrews, some of the Catholic Epistles and the Revelation of John. Uncanonical Gospels are cited, agrapha quoted as authentic words of the Lord, and some works of the Apos-tolic Fathers such as the Epistle of Barnabas, the Shepherd and the First Epistle of Clement are cited as canonical or scriptural. We find great Codices even of the 4th and 5th centuries which contain some of these lauer: the Codex Sinaiticus includes Barnabas and Hermas; the Codex Alexandrinus includes the First and Second Epistles of Clement. Claromontanus contains a catalogue of canonical writings in which Hebrews is absent, and Barnabas, the Shepherd, the Acts of Paul and the Apocalypse of Peter are included. In brief, the idea of a definite canon is fully established, and its main outline firmly fixed: the issue now is which books out of a certain number of marginal cases belong to it. The Position in the church in the 3rd Century is well summarized by Eusebius (EH 3. 25). He dis-tinguishes between acknowledged books (homolo-goumena), disputed books (antilegomend) and spurious books (notha). In the first dass are placed the four Gospels, the Acts, the Epistles of Paul, I Peter, 1 John and (according to some) the Revelation of John; in the second dass he places (as ‘disputed, nevertheless known to most’) James, Jude, 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John; in the third dass the Acts of Paul, the Shepherd, the Apocalypse of Peter, the Epistle of Barnabas, the Didache, the Gospel according to the Hebrews and (according to others) the Revelation of John. These latter, Eusebius sug-gests, might well be in the second dass were it not for the necessity of guarding against deliberate forgeries of Gospels and Acts under the name of apostles, made in a strictly heretical interest. As examples of these he names the Gospels of Thomas, Peter and Matthias, and the Acts of Andrew and John. These ‘ought to be reckoned not even among the spurious books but shunned as altogether wicked and impious’.

V. Fixation of the Canon

The 4th Century saw the fixation of the Canon within the limits to which we are accustomed, both in the W and E sectors of Christendom. In the E the definitive point is the Thirty-ninth Paschal Letter of Athanasius in ad 367. Here we find for the first time a NT of exact bounds as known to us. A clear line is drawn between works in the Canon which are described as the sole sources of religious instruction, and others which it is permitted to read, namely, the Didache and the Shepherd. Heretical apocrypha are said to be intentional forgeries for the purposes of deceit. In the W the Canon was fixed by conciliar decision at Carthage in 397, when a like list to that of Athanasius was agreed upon. About the same period a number of Latin authors showed interest in the bounds of the NT

Canon: Priscillian in Spain, Rufinus of Aquileia in Gaul, Augustine in N Africa (whose views con-tributed to the decisions at Carthage), Innocent I, bishop of Rome, and the author of the pseudo-Gelasian Decree. All hold the same views.

VI.    The Syriac Canon

The development of the Canon in the Syriac-speaking churches was strikingly different. It is probable that the first Scripture known in these cir-cles was, in addition to the OT, the apocryphal Gospel according to the Hebrews which lei) its mark upon the Diatessaron when that took its place as the Gospel of Syriac Christianity. It is likely that Tatian introduced also the Pauline Epistles and perhaps even the Acts: these three are named as the Scriptures of the primitive Syriac church by the Doctrine of Addai, a 5th-century document which in its account of the beginnings of Christianity in Edessa mingles legend with trustworthy tradition. The next stage in the closer alignment of the Syriac Canon with the Greek was the production of the ‘separated gospels’ (Evangelion da-Mepharreshe) to take the place of the Diatessaron. This was by no means easily accomplished. The Peshitta (textually a partially corrected form of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe) was produced at some time in the 4th Century; it contains, in addition to the fourfold Gospel, the Paulines and the Acts, the Epistles of James, 1 Peter and 1 John, i.e. the equivalent of the basic Canon accepted in the Greek churches about a Century before. Two versions of the remaining books of the eventually accepted Canon were produced among the Syriac Monophysites: that of Philoxenos is probably extant in the so-called ‘Pococke Epistles’ and ‘Crawford Apocalypse’, while the later Version of Thomas of Harkel also contains 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, and Jude, and the Version of Revelation published by de Dieu is almost certainly from this translation. Both show in their slavish imitation of Greek text and lan-guage, as well as in the mere fact of their production, the ever-increasing assimilation of Syriac Christianity to a Greek mode.

VII.    Recapitulation

We may recapitulate by tracing the canonical for-tunes of the individual books of the NT. The four Gospels circulated in relative independence until the formation of the fourfold Canon. Mark was apparently eclipsed by its two ‘expansions’, but not submerged. Luke, in spite of Marcion’s patronage, does not seem to have encountered Opposition. Matthew very early achieved that predominant place which it occupied tili the modern era of scholarship. John was in rather different case, since in the late 2nd Century there was considerable Opposition to it, of which the so-called Alogoi and the Roman presbyter Gaius may serve as examples; this was no doubt due to some of the obscurities which still surround some aspects of its back-ground, origin and earliest circulation. Once accepted, its prestige continued to grow, and it proved of the highest value in the great doctrinal controversies and definitions. The Acts of the Apostles did not lend itself to liturgical or contro-versial use; it makes little appearance until after the time of Irenaeus; from then on it is firmly fixed as part of the Scriptures. The Pauline Corpus was se-curely established as Scripture from the earliest times. Marcion apparently rejected the Pastorais; otherwise we have no record of doubts concerning them, and already Polycarp holds them as authori-tative. Hebrews, on the other hand, remained in dispute for several centuries. In the E, Pantaenus and Clement of Alexandria are known to have dis-cussed the critical problems of its authorship; Origen solved the question by assuming that Pauline thought was here expressed by an an-onymous author; Eusebius and some others report the doubts of the W, but after Origen the letter was accepted in the E. 1t is noteworthy that the letter takes pride of place after Romans in the 3rd-century Chester Beatty papyrus (p'*''). In the W doubts persisted from the earliest days: Irenaeus did not accept it as Pauline, Tertullian and other African sources pay it little regard, ‘Ambrosiaster’ wrote no commentary upon it, and in this was fol-lowed by Pelagius. The councils of Hippo and Carthage separate Hebrews from the rest of the Pauline Epistles in their canonical enumerations, and Jerome reported that in his day the opinion in Rome was still against authenticity. The matter was not considered settled until a Century or so later. The corpus of the Catholic Epistles is evidently a late creation, post-dating the establishment of the essential structure of the Canon at the end of the 2nd Century. Its exact Constitution varies from church to church, and Father to Father. The First Epistle of John has a certain place from the time of Irenaeus: the Second and Third are but little quoted, and sometimes (as in the Muratorian Canon) we are uncertain whether both are being referred to. This may, of course, be due to their slenderness or apparent lack of theological import. The First Epistle of Peter, too, has a place only less secure (note, however, the ambiguities of the Muratorian Canon); the Second is still among the ‘dis-puted books’ in Eusebius’ day. The Status of James and Jude fluctuates according to church, age and individual judgment. (We may note here how Jude and 2 Peter are grouped with a veritable pot-pourri of religious literature as one volume in a papyrus in the Bodmer Collection.) For inclusion in this corpus there appear to have competed with all these such works as the Shepherd, Barnabas, the Didache, the Clementine ‘correspondence’, all of which seem to have been sporadically recognized and utilized as scriptural. The Revelation of John was twice opposed: once in the 2nd Century be-cause of its apparent support of the Claims of Montanus to prophetic inspiration, once in the late 3rd Century on critical grounds, by comparison with the Gospel of John, in the controversy of the Dionysii of Rome and Alexandria. Both kinds of doubt contributed to the continued mistrust with which it was viewed by the Gk. churches, and its very late acceptance in the Syriac and Armenian churches. In the W, on the contrary, it was very early accorded a high place; it was translated into Latin on at least three different occasions, and nu-merous commentaries were dedicated to it from the time of Victorinus of Pettau (martyred 304) onwards.

VIII. The present position

So the Canon of the NT grew and became fixed in that form in which we now know it. In the 16th Century both Roman and Protestant Christianity, after debate, reaffirmed their adherence to the traditions, and the Roman church has yet more recently emphasized its continued adherence. Con-servative Protestantism, too, continues to use the Canon received by tradition, and even the repre-sentatives of liberal theology generally abide by it. Doubtless, in the face of modern biblical research and the new acknowledgment of non-apostolic authorship which some scholars, at least, feel ob-liged to make concerning some of the NT docu-ments, we need to understand afresh the factors and motives which underlie the historical processes here outlined. The inclusion of documents in the Canon is the Christian church’s recognition of the authority of these documents. There is no Canon in the earliest times because of the presence of apostles or their disciples, and because of the living oral traditions. In the mid-2nd Century, the apostles are dead, but their memoirs and other monu-ments attest their message: at the same time heresy has arisen, and by its appeal either to theological theory or to new inspiration has necessitated a fresh appeal to orthodoxy’s authority, and a closer definition of authoritative books. Thus the four-fold Gospel and the Pauline Corpus, already widely used, are declared to be scriptural, together with some other works with Claims to apostolic authorship. Both doctrinal and scholarly discus-sion and development continue the process of recognition until, in the great era of the intellectual and ecclesiastical crystallization of Christianity, the Canon is completed. Three criteria were utilized, whether in the 2nd or the 4th Century, to es-tablish that the written documents are the true record of the voice and message of apostolic wit-ness. First, attribution to apostles: this does not meet all cases; such Gospels as Mark and Luke were accepted as the works of close associates of the apostles. Secondly, ecclesiastical usage: that is, recognition by a leading church or by a majority of churches. By this were rejected many apocrypha. some perhaps innocuous and even containing au-thentic traditions of the words of Jesus, many more mere fabrications, but none known to be ac-knowledged by the majority of churches. Thirdly, congruence with the Standards of sound doctrine: on this ground the Fourth Gospel is at first in doubt and at length accepted; or, to give a contrary case, the Gospel of Peter is banned by Serapion of Antioch because of its Docetic tendencies in spite of its Claim to apostolic title. Thus the history of the canonical development of the NT Scripture shows it to be a collection attributed to apostles or their disciples which in the view of the church in the first four Christian centuries was justly thus attributed because it adequately declared and de-fined apostolic doctrine, and so its components had been or were considered to be fit for public reading at divine worship. When this is under-stood, with the gradual growth and variegated nature of the Canon, we can see why there were, and still are, problems and doubts about particular works there included. But taking these three criteria as adequate, orthodox Protestant Christianity today finds no reasons to reject the decisions of earlier generations and accepts the NT as a full and authoritative record of divine revelation as declared from of old by men chosen, dedicated and inspired.

Bibliography. Th. Zahn, Geschichte des neutes-tamentlichen Kanons, 1888-92; M.-J. Lagrange, Histoire ancienne du Canon du Nouveau Testament, 1933; A. Souter, The Text and Canon of the New Testament1, 1954; J. Knox, Marcion and the New Testament, 1942; E. C. Blackman, Marcion and His Inßuence, 1948; The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers, 1905; J. N. Sanders, The Fourth
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tomb of Rabbi Tanhum was thought to be here; by a natural progression the itineraries refer to the place baldly as ‘Tanhum’. Degeneration from Tanhum to teil hum (dark mound) is readily com-prehensible. The list of Theodosius locates Capernaum to the N of et-Tabgha. Note that the old rival site to TelI Hum, KJtirbel Munja or Minyeh, is S of et-Tabgha. Its name has long been thought to be a survival of the Munyat Hisham or el-Munya of Arab sources. Excavation has now confirmed this by uncovering an Ummayad chateau, not a Jewish village (1EJ 10, 1960, pp.240-243).

Monuments are also important in confirming the site of Capernaum. Egeria saw a synagogue there of fine ashlars, approached ‘by many steps’. Unusually, the synagogue remains at Teil Hum are set on a high platform, with a balcony at the front, reached by a flight of steps. Egeria was also shown a church (ecclesia) when she came to Capernaum (c. ad 383). She says that it had been made from the house of the apostle Peter, and the walls of this house were incorporated into it, still Standing in their original form (ita stant sicut fuerunt). The pil-grim from Piacenza (ad 570) teils us that he entered Peter’s house in Capernaum, but it had been replaced by a basilica.

III.    History

Until the conversion of Constantine the Great (ad 306-337) Jewish communities flourished in Galilee under their rabbis and Patriarchs. About ad 335, a Jew of Tiberias, the Christian convert Joseph, in-formed Constantine that only Jews inhabited Tiberias, Sepphoris, Nazareth and Capernaum rigor-ously excluding Gentiles from their Settlements. Joseph secured ready permission from the emperor to build ‘churches for Christ’ (ekklesiai) in these places (Epiphanius, Haer. 30. 4. 1 = PG 41. 425), and managed to convert a derelict temple of Hadrian at Tiberias and erect a small church at Sepphoris. Yet it was not perhaps until the 5th Century ad that Gentile Christians fully established themselves in this Jewish ‘ghetto’. How far through all this time the ‘Judeo-Christian’ sect was established at Capernaum and elsewhere in Galilee is difficult to say. From stories in the rabbis one learns of minim (heretics) at Tiberias, Sepphoris and Capernaum (2nd/3rd centuries ad). Only one tale is told about Capernaum, that R. Hananya was persuaded by minim to break the sabbath-rule by riding a donkey (c. ad 110). These Jewish Christians held to the Law, attended synagogue and avoided contact with Gentiles; but they healed and spoke in the name of Jesus. Jerome says that the Pharisees called them ‘Nazaraeans’; that they still flourished in his day (late 4th/early 5th centuries ad) ‘in the synagogues of the East’; and that they were neither faithful Jews nor genuine Christians.

IV.    Excavations

Excavations by the Franciscan Custodia di Terra Santa, directed by V. Corbo, began at Capernaum (Teil Hum) in 1968 and are still in progress. The synagogue had long before (1905) been cleared by Kohl and Watzinger to its flagstone pavement, and dated by comparison with Severan monuments in Syria to the late 2nd or early 3rd centuries ad. The plan which the Germans exposed was of a long, colonnaded assembly-hall divided into a central nave and side-aisles; this hall faced S and was connected on its E side to an impressive annexe, a colonnaded courtyard. Both the hall and annexe were raised up on a high platform (podium), and had a balcony in front of them reached by imposing fiights of Steps on either side. One would certainly suppose that this was the synagogue seen by Egeria (r. ad 383) at Capernaum, reached by an ascent of ‘many Steps’.

But if the dates argued for Egeria’s pilgrimage by Devos and accepted by Wilkinson (ad 381-384) are correct, she must have seen the synagogue while it was being constructed. Eighteen trenches in and around the synagogue have yielded pottery (care-fully studied by S. Loffreda) and coins establishing that work was begun c. ad 350 and completed c. ad 450. The rubble fill (stratum B) of the podium rests on destroyed houses (stratum A); it is sealed from above by a thick and unbroken mortar (stratum C) in which the flagstones of the hall and annexe were set. Excavations in the synagogue have not yet been completed and will be published in a separate volume when they are; the definitive publications so far are Caf 1 and Stud. Hier, (see bibliography). A further trench across the entire EAV width of the hall is planned (Stud. Hier., p. 176). According to the material published so far, the earliest possible date for the pavement of the hall and its E colon-nade is ad 383, since the latest coins from the sealed fill beneath the mortar are ad 352-360 (Caf. 1, pp. 121, 163) and ad 383-408 (Stud. Hier., p. 164, under the stylobate for the E colonnade). The latest coin embedded within the thick mortar before it had set (trench 2, stratum C) is also from ad 383 (LA 22, 1972, pp. 15-16). These late dates for the synagogue were totally unexpected and have aroused great controversy (IEJ 21, 1971, pp. 207-211; 23, 1973, pp. 37-45, 184; Ariel 32, 1973, pp. 29-43).

Two successive shrines, totally different from each other, were excavated on the same site only one block of houses distant from the synagogue. The later shrine is the basilica seen by the Piacenza pilgrim; a small memorial completed by c. ad 450 in the unusual form of a double octagon. Its central ring is sited exactly over the main room of a house built in the Ist Century bc. The basilica replaced a shrine of the early 4th Century ad, pos-sibly built by Joseph of Tiberias, which encapsu-lated the same early house, leaving its original walls standing, as Egeria was shown. The main room of this house had once again been marked out. ln particular its walls were plastered and enlivened by painted designs in bold colours. On fallen pieces of plaster graffiti in Greek (a few Semitic) were found, including the words amen, Lord and Jesus. Clearly this was the traditional house of Peter, visited by pilgrims.

Excavation of these monuments and of five blocks (insulae) of houses indicates that Capernaum was inhabited continuously between the early Ist Century bc and the 7th Century ad. The houses are part of a village which was c. 800 by 250 m in extent, as sherds and remains indicate. Of the excavated area, insulae 1-3 are the older ones, begun in the Ist Century bc; insulae 4-5 developed from the 4th Century ad. The traditional house of Peter (insula 1) and the block between this and the synagogue (insula 2) are most fully studied by the excavators, and are reproduced as isometric draw-ings (Caf. 1, pl. X, XV). Corbo estimates that insula 2 could have housed fifteen families, about 130/150 people. It has only a few entries into the roads outside, and consists of small rooms opening on to a number of internal courtyards. Steps sur-vive, and must have led up to terrace-roofs of earth and straw (as Mk. 2:4: healing of the paralytic), since the walls of basalt fieldstones and earth-mortar could not have supported an upper storey. The floors are of basalt cobbles covered by earth. Insula 2 was occupied from the beginning of the Ist Century ad to the 7th Century ad without a break; its original walls remained in use un-changed. A succession of floors provides sherds and coins for dating.

Bibliography. E. W. G. Masterman, PEQ 1907, pp. 220-229; idem, Studies in Galilee, 1909; F.-M. Abel, Capharnaum, in DBS, 1, 1928; V. Corbo, The House of St Peter at Capharnaum, 1969; idem, Ca-farnao I: Gli edifici della cittä, 1975; idem, Studia Hierosolymitana in honore di P Bellarmino Bagatti, 1976, pp. 159-176; S. Loffreda, Cafarnao 2: La Ce-ramica, 1974; A. Spijkerman, Cafarnao 3: Catalogo delle monele della cittä, 1975; E. Testa, Cafarnao 4: Igraffiti della casa di S. Pietro, 1972; R. North, Bib 58, 1977, pp. 424-431; NEAEHL, pp. 291-296.

J.P.K.

CAPHTOR (kaptör). The home of the kaptörim (Dt. 2:23), one of the peoples listed in the Table of *Nations as descended, with Casluhim, whence went forth the * Philistines, from Mizraim (Gn. 10:14; I Ch. 1:12). Caphtor was the land from which the Philistines came (Je. 47:4; Am. 9:7), and it is presumably the Philistines, as erstwhile so-journers in Caphtor, who are referred to as Caphtorim in Dt. 2:23. It is probable that the bib-lical name is to be identified with Ugaritic kptr, and kap-ta-ra in a school text from Assur which may well be a copy of one of 2nd-millennium date. It is likewise held by many scholars that Egyp. kftyw is also to be connected with this group, all of which refer in all probability to * Crete. At its height in the 2nd millennium, Minoan Crete con-trolled much of the Aegean area, and this would accord with the biblical description of Caphtor as an ’f, a term which can mean both ‘island’ and ‘coastland’. W Asia was infiuenced in art and other ways by the Aegean, and this may explain the oc-currence in the Bible of the term kaptör as apply-ing to an architectural feature, evidently a column Capital, rendered in the av by ‘knop’ (Ex. 25:31-36; 37:17-22) and Mintel’ (Am. 9:1; Zp. 2:14).

Bibliography. A. H. Gardiner, Andern Egyp-tian Onomastica, Text, I, 1947, pp. 201 *—203*; R. W. Hutchinson, Prehistoric Crete, 1962, pp. 106-112; T. C. Mitchell in AOTS, pp. 408, 413; K. A. Kitchen in POTT, p. 54.    t.c.m.

4. Heb. rö's (literally, ‘head’), term used for the capitals (av ‘chapiters’) on pillars in the tabernacle,

Ex. 36:38; 38:17.    d.w.g.

CAPPADOCIA. A highland province, much of it around 900 m, in the E of Asia Minor, bounded on the S by the chain of Mt Taurus, E by the Euphra-tes and N by Pontus, but its actual limits are vague. It was constituted a Roman province by Tiberius, ad 17, on the death of Archelaus. In ad 70 Vespa-sian united it with Armenia Minor as one of the great frontier bulwarks of the empire. Under later emperors, especially Trajan, the size and import-ance of the province greatly increased. It produced large numbers of sheep and horses. The trade route between Central Asia and the Black Sea ports passed through it, and it was easily accessible from Tarsus through the Cilician Gates. Jews from it were present at Jerusalem on the day of * Pentecost (Acts 2:9). Some of the Dispersion to whom Peter wrote lived in Cappadocia (1 Pet. 1:1). j.w.m.

CAPTAIN. The nearest Hebrew equivalent is sar, which can denote a leader of thousands, hundreds or fifties (Ex. 18:25; 1 Sa. 8:12). rö's (‘head’) may occasionally be translated ‘captain’ as in Nu. 14:4. ln Saul’s reign the Israelite military machine was not yet at the peak of its efficiency, but the basis of Organization had been established; the army con-sisted of Companies headed by ‘captains of thousands’ (1 Sa. 17:18). David’s Standing army was led by ‘The Thirty’, Commanders who had won their spurs while David was a fugitive from Saul. David also organized a militia and 1 Ch. 27:1-15 shows how it was divided into 12 battalions, each of which served for a month per year under the direc-tion of its captain. ‘Captain’ is also used in connec-tion with the chariot force of the N kingdom in the 9th Century (1 Ki. 16:9, ‘captain [sar] of half his chariots’). In the NT chiliarclws, lit. ‘commander of a thousand men’, is translated ‘captain’ at Jn. 18:12. It is also the term used for the Roman military tribune in Acts 21:31-33, 37, and can be used of any military officer (Mk. 6:21). strategos, ori-ginally referring to an army commander, is Luke’s word for the captains of the Temple who would have been of levitical or priestly stock (Lk. 22:4, 52; Acts 4:1, etc.), archegos, translated ‘captain’ in av of Heb. 2:10, is better rendered ‘pioneer’ with rsv. stratopedarchos in some mss of Acts 28:16 is translated ‘captain of the guard’ in av; the operative clause is treated as secondary and therefore omitted by rsv.    r.p.g.

zar II led the Babylonian forces who entered the city by surprise. The Egyptians were utterly defeated in hand-to-hand fighting in and around the city (Je. 46:2) and pursued to Hamath. Details of this battle, which resulted in the Babylonian con-trol of the W, are given in the Babylonian Chronicle.

Excavations in 1912 and 1914 uncovered Hittite sculptures, a lower palace area with an open palace (bit-Ijilani), and evidence of the battle and later Babylonian occupation.

Bibliography. C. L. Woolley, Carchemish, 1-3, 1914-52; D. J. Wiseman, Chronicles of Chaldaean Kings, 1956, pp. 20-27, 68—69; J. D. Hawkins, Reallexikon der Assyriologie 5, 1980, pp. 426-446; W. W. Hallo in C. F. Pfeiffer, The Biblical World, 1966, pp. 65-69.    d.j.w.

CARMEL (Heb. karmel, ‘garden-land’, ‘fruitful land’). The word is used as a common noun in Hebrew with this meaning; examples are Is. 16:10; Je. 4:26; 2 Ki. 19:23; 2 Ch. 26:10. It can even be used of fresh ears of grain, as in Lv. 2:14; 23:14. Thus, the limestone Carmel hills probably got their name from the luxuriant scrub and woodland that covered them. In the OT two places bear this name.

1.    A ränge of hills, c. 50 km long, extending from NW to SE, from Mediterranean (S shore of Bay of Acre) to the plain of Dothan. Strictly, Mt Carmel is the main ridge (maximum height c. 530 m) at the NW end, running c. 19 km inland from the sea, forming a border of Asher (Jos. 19:26). This dense-ly vegetated and little-inhabited region was a bar-rier pierced by two main passes, emerging at Jokneam and Megiddo, and a lesser one emerging at Taanach; between the first two, the hills are lower and more barren but have steep scarps. The main N-S road, however, passes by Carmel’s hills through the plain of Dothan on the E. Carmel’s luxuriant growth is reflected in Am. 1:2; 9:3; Mi. 7:14; Na. 1:4; also in Ct. 7:5 in an apt simile for thick, bushy hair. The forbidding figure of Neb-uchadrezzar of Babylon marching against Egypt is once compared with the rocky eminences of Carmel and Tabor (Je. 46:18).

Joshua’s vanquished foes included ‘the king of Jokneam in Carmel’ (Jos. 12:22). It was here that Elijah in the name of his God challenged the prophets of Baal and Asherah, the deities pro-moted by Jezebel, and won a notable victory against them (1 Ki. 18; 19:1-2). The text makes it obvious that it was Jezebel’s gods that were thus discredited; as she came from Tyre, the Baal was almost certainly Baal-melqart the chief god there. This god also penetrated Aram; see *Ben-hadad for a Stele to this deity. * Baal was still worshipped on Carmel as ‘Zeus Heliopolites Carmel’ in ad 200 (Ap-Thomas, PEQ 92, 1960, p. 146). Alt con-sidered this Baal as purely local, a view refuted by the biblical text, and Eissfeldt preferred Baal-shamem who is less appropriate than Baal-melqart (latter also advocated by de Vaux).

2.    A town in Judah (Jos. 15:55), at present-day Khirbet el-Karmil (var. Kermel or Kurmul), some 12 km SSE of Hebron, in a rolling, pastoral region (Baly, p. 164) ideal for the flocks that Nabal grazed there in David’s time (1 Sa. 25). His wife Abigail was a Carmelitess, and Hezro, one of David’s war-riors (2 Sa. 23:35; 1 Ch. 11:37) probably hailed from there. Saul passed that way on his return from the slaughter of the Amalekites(l Sa. 15:12).

Bibliography. D Baly, Geography of the Bible, 1974, pp. 149 (map 51), 172f.    k.a.k.

CART, WAGON ('“gälä, from the ‘rolling’ of wheels). Originally in Babylonia (Early Dynastie period) sledges were devised for carrying light loads, and these were soon adopted in Egypt and other flat countries. With the advent of the wheel, and the consequent increased mobility, carts early came into common use throughout Babylonia (sumbu), Egypt (Gn. 45:19-21; 46:5), and Pales-tine, as a 2- or 4-wheeled vehicle used principally in the S and low-lying Shephelah. However, in the hills their use was restricted to the main tracks (1 Sa. 6:12), and they were not commonly used for long distances (Gn. 45). They could carry one or two drivers with a light load, despite a general in-stability (1 Ch. 13:7-9). The main use was trans-porting the more bulky harvest in country districts (Am. 2:13).

Such carts were made by carpenters of wood (1 Sa. 6:7), and could therefore be dismantled and burnt (v. 14; Ps. 46:9, see below). Some were covered Wagons (Nu. 7:3). The two wheels, either solid or spoked, were sometimes equipped with a heavy metal tread (see Is. 28:27-28). Wagons were usually drawn by two oxen or milch-cows (Nu. 7:3-8; 2 Sa. 6:3-7) and are represented on Assyr. sculp-tures showing the fall of Lachish in 701 bc (British Museum). The ‘covered wagon’ of Nu. 7:3 may be a *chariot (as rsv; cf. Idrimi statue, Alalah, ANET, p. 557), though wagons were also used for military transport (Ps. 46:9, rsv ‘chariot’). The wheeled vehicle may have preceded the threshing-sledge in Is. 28:27-28. The figurative reference to a cart-rope in Is. 5:18 is now obscure. d.j.w.

CASTLE. Five Hebrew words and one Greek word were thus translated in the av. All have been differently translated in the rsv with the exception of ’armön. This appears as ‘castle’ (Pr. 18:19), but also as ‘citadel’ (1 Ki. 16:18) and ‘tower’ (Ps. 122:7), since it may be applied to any building of eminence.    g.vv.g.

CASTOR AND POLLUX (Gk. dioskouroi, lit. ‘sons of Zeus’). The sign of the Alexandrian ship in which Paul sailed from Malta to Puteoli on his way to Rome (Acts 28:11, av). rv and rsv render ‘The Twin Brothers’. According to Gk. mythology they were the sons of Leda. They were worshipped especially at Sparta and were regarded as the special protectors of sailors. Their images were prob-ably fastened one on either side of the bow of the vessel.    j.w.m.

‘Catholic’ was applied to Epistles which were ac-cepted by the universal church and were orthodox in doctrine; so it became synonymous with ‘genuine’ or ‘canonical’. Thus with regard to other documents put forward in the name of Peter, Eusebius says ‘we know nothing of them being handed down as catholic writings’ (EH 3. 3).

r.v.g.t.

CATTLE. Nomads and agriculturists alike count-ed their wealth and regulated their sacrificial wor-ship by possessions in cattle. Heb. b'hemä, beast (sing, or collective), denotes the larger domestic animals—cf Gk. ktenos. The Gk. term frequently, the Heb. occasionally (Ne. 2:12, 14) indicates a mount. The plural may (Jb. 40:15), but need not (cf. Ps. 49:12, 20) describe the hippopotamus. sör is an ox or cow—the stalled or fattened ox was a Symbol of luxury (Pr. 15:17). '“läptm (plural only) is used for cattle in general. br Ir has a normal, though not exclusive, reference to beasts of bürden, bäqär is a generic word incapable of pluralization denoting ‘cattlehood’, frequently ac-companied by a defining word. ’egel is commonly used for calf or heifer. par is a bull, fern. pärä. The latter is used for the spectacular red heifer ceremonial of Nu. 19. In Lk. 17:7; Jn. 4:12, Gk. suggests sheep or goats, rather than av ‘cattle’. Heb. miqneh (e.g. Gn. 13:2) means primarily wealth or possessions, derivatively cattle, the sig-nificant form of ancient E wealth, cf. Arab. m'öl, also Heb. m'lä'kä. ’anse miqneh are herdsmen or nomads.

Bibliography. W. Bauder, C. Brown, NIDNTT 1, pp. 113-119; J. Gess, R. Tuente, NIDNTT2, pp. 410-414; G. S. Cansdale, Animals of Bible Lands, 1970.    r.a.s.

CAUDA, modern Gavdho (Gozzo), is an island off the S of Crete. Some ancient authorities call it Clauda (as in av). Paul’s ship was in the vicinity of Cape Matala when the wind changed from S to a strong ENE, and drove it some 40 km before it came under the lee of Cauda, where the crew were at last able to make preparations to face the storm (Acts 27:16; *Ships and Boats).    k.l.mck.

CAVE. Except in Jb. 30:6, where hör, ‘hole’, is used, the Heb. word usually rendered ‘cave’ is m‘‘än5. Natural caves are no rarity in Palestine, as nearly all the hill-country of Palestine W of the Jordan (except a basalt outcrop in S Galilee) is of limestone and chalk. Such caves were used as dwellings, hiding-places and tombs from the earli-est times.

a. Use as dwellings

Remarkable cave-dwellings of 34th/33rd centuries bc have been excavated at Teil Abu Matar, just S of Beersheba. Great caverns had been hollowed out as homes of several chambers linked by galleries for a prosperous community of cultivators and copper-workers. In much later days (early 2nd mil-lennium bc), Lot and his two daughters lodged in a cave after the fall of Sodom and Gomorrah (Gn. 19:30), and David and his band frequented the great cave at Adullam (1 Sa. 22:1; 24), and Elisha stayed in one at Horeb (1 Ki. 19:9-13).

CENSUS

b.    Use as refuges

Joshua cornered 5 Canaanite kings who hid thus at Makkedah (Jos. 10:16fT.). Israelites also hid in this way from Midianite (Jdg. 6:2) and Philistine (I Sa. 13:6) invaders. Elijah’s t'riend Obadiah hid 100 prophets in caves ‘by fifties’ from the sword of Jez-ebel (1 Ki. 18:4. 13); cf. Is. 2:19; Heb. 11:38. Evi-dence of their use as refuges through the ages has been recovered from caves in the Jordan Valley and by the Dead Sea.

c.    Use as tombs

This was a very common practice from prehistoric times onwards (* Burial and Mourning). Famous instances in Scripture are the cave at Machpelah used by Abraham and his family (Gn. 23, etc.), and that whence Jesus summoned Lazarus from the dead (Jn. 11:38).

Bibliography. For the use of caves as dwellings, see K. M. Kenyon, Archaeology in the Holy Land, 1960, pp. 77-80, fig. 10; T. Abu Matar, cf. E. K. Vogel, Bibliography of Holy Land Sites, 1974, p. 15; as refuges, see P. Benoit, J. T. Milik, R. de Vaux, Les Grottes de Murabba at, Discoveries in the Ju-daean Deserl, 2, 1961; Y. Yadin, The Finds from the Bar Kokhba Period in the 'Cave of Leiters', 1963.

K.A.K.

CENCHREAE, the modern Kichries, a town near Corinth which served as outport for the city, hand-ling its traffic with the Aegean and the Levant. Cenchreae had a church in which Phoebe served (Rom. 16:1-2); this was perhaps a fruit of Paul’s long stay in Corinth. Here the apostle shaved his head, in observance of a vow he had taken (Acts 18:18), prior to leaving for Ephesus. j.h.p.

CENSER. In many rituals an *altar was specific-ally devoted to the burning of incense. Its form was usually either a bowl mounted on a pedestal, often conical in shape, i.e. ‘incense-altar’ (Heb. miqteret, lxx thymiaterion, 2 Ch. 26:19; Ezk. 8:11); so translate for censer (av) in Heb. 9:4 (B. F. Westcott, The Epistle to the Hebrews, 1903, pp. 248-250). libanotos is used in Rev. 8:3, 5. On the altar perfumes such as frankincense or cedar-pine were piled or thrown to create a sweet-smelling smoke (BASOR 132, 1953, p. 46). Small stone incense-altars with concave bowls on legs are commonly found, or depicted in ancient art, e.g. the horned altar from Megiddo. For illustrations, see AN EP, pp. 575-581,626.

Some censers were portable and made of bronze (mahtä, Lv. 10:1; 16:12; Nu. 16:6) or gold (1 Ki. 7:50), and used for carrying a few burning coals (so niv; av ‘censer’; rsv ‘firepan’). The ‘censer’ of Ezr. 1:9 (rsv, mahläp) may denote some other vessel (niv ‘silver dishes’; neb ‘of various kinds’; av ‘knil'e’).    d.w.g.

d.j.w.

the beginning (Nu. 1) and end (Nu. 26) of the wilderness wanderings; and that held by David (2 Sa. 24:1-9; 1 Ch. 21:1-6). In all these it was men of military age who were numbered. Two different sets of totals for David's census have been preserved—in 2 Sa., 800,000 men of Israel and 500,000 men of Judah; in 1 Ch., 1,100,000 men of Israel and 470,000 men of Judah. The plague which followed the census is recorded in both ac-counts as a divine judgment for David's sin in numbering the people. The censuses of Numbers have been regarded, especially by W. F. Albright (‘The Administrative Divisions of Israel and Judah’, JPOS 5, 1925, pp. 20ff.; From the Stone Age to Christianily, 1940, pp. 192, 222), as other variant accounts of David’s census, but their totals are considerably less than those of 2 Sa. and 1 Ch Nevertheless, the transmitted totals of the wilderness censuses—603,550 in Nu. 1 and 601,730 in Nu. 26—call for some interpretation. One Suggestion is that ’elep in the enumeration originally meant something like ‘tent-group’ rather than ‘thousand’, so that the figure of ‘forty-six thou-sand five hundred’ given for Reuben in Nu. 1:21 meant 46 tent-groups, amounting in all to 500 men (W. M. F. Petrie, Egypt and Israel, 1911, pp. 40ff.) (‘Number, 2).

A census of the Judaeans in Nehemiah’s time (445-433 bc) is reproduced in Ezr. 2:1-65; Ne. 7:6-67. The total is given as 42,360, together with 7,582 servants and singers.

II. In the New Testament

Two Roman censuses are mentioned in NT, each being denoted by Gk. apographe, translated ‘en-rolment’ in Lk. 2:2 and ‘census’ in Acts 5:37.

The census of Acts 5:37, which was marked by the insurrection led by ‘Judas of Galilee, was held in ad 6. In that year Judaea was incorporated into the Roman provincial System, and a census was held in order to assess the amount of tribute which the new province should pay to the imperial ex-chequer. The census was conducted by P. Sulpicius Quirinius, at that time imperial legate of Syria. The Suggestion that Israel should pay tribute to a pagan overlord was deemed intolerable by Judas, and by the party of the ‘Zealots, whose formation has been dated from this time.

The census of Lk. 2:lff., in the course of which Christ was born in Bethlehem, raises a number of Problems. It is, however, widely agreed: (i) that such a census as Luke describes could have taken place in Judaea towards the end of Herod’s reign (37—4 bc); (ii) that it could have formed part of an empire-wide enrolment, as Lk. 2:1 indicates; (iii) that it could have involved the return of each householder to his domicile of origin, as Lk. 2:3 States, (i) In Herod’s later years Augustus treated him as a subject; all Judaea had to take an oath of loyalty to Augustus as well as to Herod (Jos., Am. 16.290; 17.42). Compare the census imposed in ad 36 in the client-kingdom of Archelaus (Tacitus, Annals 6.41). (ii) There is evidence of census activ-ity in various parts of the Roman empire between 11 and 8 bc; that for a census in Egypt in 10-9 bc (first of a series held every 14 years) is specially persuasive. (iii) The custom described in Lk. 2:3 (evidently as something familiär) is attested from Egypt in ad 104. On the relation of Quirinius to this earlier census, * Quirinius.

Bibliography. W. M. Ramsay, The Augustan Census-System’, in BRD pp. 255ff.    f.f.b.

1

    Name

NT manuscripts mostly read Kapharnaoum, though Kapernaoum appears in minuscules de-pendent on Codex Alexandrinus. Clearly Kapharnaoum is the original form, directly transcribing Semitic Idpar nahüm, ‘village of Nahum’. This Semitic form is found at Qohelet Rabbah 1. 8 and 7. 26. Josephus (BJ 3. 517) refers to the spring Kapharnaoum, equivalent to Semitic ‘en-Wpar nahüm. His Vita 403 should probably be read Kepharnakön (original of the mss PRA, favoured by Thackeray). This is the same word with nünized ending and k for h.

2

CAPERNAUM.

3

CHAMBERLAIN. The English word denotes the guardian of the (royal) chamber; in E antiquity men who performed this function were regularly eunuchs, and therefore words for ‘chamberlain’


CHALDEA, CHALDEANS

CHALDEA, CHALDEANS. The name of a land, and its inhabitants, in S Babylonia, later used to denote Babylonia as a whole, especially during the last dynasty of Babylonia (626-539 bc); a semi-nomadic tribe occupying the deserts between N Arabia and the Persian Gulf (cf.. Jb. 1:17) who early settled in this area occupying Ur ‘of the Chaldees’ (Gn. 11:28; Acts 7:4) and are distinct from the Aramaeans. The proposed derivation from Chesed (Gn. 22:22) is unsubstantiated but the Heb. Kasdim may reflect an earlier form of the name than the Assyr. From at least the 10th Century bc the land of Kaldu is named in the Assyr. annals to designate the ‘Sea-land’ of the earlier inscriptions. Ashurnasirpal II (883-859 bc) dis-tinguished its peoples from the more northerly Babylonians, and Adad-nirari III (c. 810 bc) names several chiefs of the Chaldeans among his vassals. When Marduk-apla-iddina II (* Merodach-baladan), the chief of the Chaldean district of Bit-Yakin, seized the throne of Babylon in 721-710 and 703-702 bc he sought help from the W against Assyria (Is. 39). The prophet Isaiah warned of the danger to Judah of supporting the Chaldean rebels (Is. 23:13) and foresaw their defeat (43:14), perhaps after the initial invasion by Sargon in 710 bc. Since Babylon was at this time under a Chaldean king, ‘Chaldean’ is used as a synonym for Babylonian (Is. 13:19; 47:1, 5; 48:14, 20), a use later extended by Ezekiel to cover all the Babylonian dominions (23:23).

When Nabopolassar, a native Chaldean gov-ernor, came to the Babylonian throne in 626 bc, he inaugurated a dynasty which made the name of Chaldean famous. Among his successors were Nebuchadrezzar, Amel-Marduk (*Evil-merodach), Nabonidus and Belshazzar, ‘king of the Chaldeans’ (Dn. 5:30). The sturdy southerners provided strong contingents for the Babylonian army attacking Judah (2 Ki. 24-25).

In the time of Daniel the name was again used of Babylonia as a whole (Dn. 3:8), and Darius the Mede ruled the kingdom of the ‘Chaldeans’ (Dn. 9:1). The ‘tongue of the Chaldeans’ (Dn. 1:4) was, perhaps, a semitic Babylonian dialect, the name ‘Chaldee’ being, rarely in modern times, wrongly applied to Aramaic (*Targums). The prominence of the classes of priests who, at Babylon and other centres, maintained the ancient traditions of as-trology and philosophy in the classical Babylonian languages led to the designation ‘Chaldean’ being applied alike to priests (Dn. 3:8), astrologers and educated persons (Dn. 2:10; 4:7; 5:7, 11).

Bibliography. D. J. Wiseman, Chronicles of Chaldaean Kings, 1956; A. R. Millard, EQ 49, 1977, pp. 69-71, on the use of the name and its origin.    d.j.w.

CHALKSTONES. An expression which is used once in the OT (Is. 27:9) as a figure of what must be done to idolatrous altars if forgiveness and restor-ation are to come. They are to be ‘pulverized’ as if they were made of gypsum or limestone.

T.C.M.

and ♦‘eunuch’ are to a large extent interchange-able. This is true of Heb. säris and Gk. eunouchos (it is from the latter word, literally meaning ‘bed-keeper’, that ‘eunuch’ is derived).

In Acts 12:20 ‘the king’s chamberlain’ represents Gk. Ion epi tou koitönos Ion basileös, literally, ‘him who was over the king’s bed-chamber’. In Rom. 16: 23 * Erastus, ‘the chamberlain of the city’ (av), is ‘the city treasurer’ (Gk. oikonomos les poleös, cf RV, rsv); a Corinthian inscription mentions a man of that name as ‘aedile’.    f.f.b.

CHANGES OF RAIMENT. The Heb. h'lipöt. translated ‘changes’ in av, suggests the meaning ‘new clothes’, particularly festival attire (rsv ‘festal garments’). Such clothes were greatly prized, and were used as tangible evidence of royal wealth, both Egyptian and Syrian. When presented as gifts, the number of garments indicated the giver’s Status and generosity, while the recipient was hon-oured with special favour (Gn. 45:22; 2 Ki. 5:5, 22-

23). The enormous amount (30) involved in Sam-son’s wager reflects either their lower value in the Judges period or, more probably, Samson’s over-whelming confidence (Jdg. 14:12-13). Clothes were used as a means of payment at *Alalab, and it may be that the ‘festal garments’ of the OT had a similar function.

Bibliography. D. J. Wiseman, AOTS, pp. 128— 129,134.    M.j.s.

CHARIOT.

I. In the ancicnt Near East

Heavy wheeled vehicles drawn by asses were used for war and ceremonial in S Mesopotamia in the 3rd millennium bc, as is shown by discoveries from Ur, Kish and Teil Agrab. The true chariot, how-ever, which was of light construction and was drawn by the swifter horse, did not appear until the 2nd millennium. It is probable that the horse (‘Animals of the Bible) was introduced by the peoples of the S Russian steppe who precipitated many folk movements in the 2nd millennium, and the likelihood that the word for horse in many ancient Near Eastern languages, including Heb. (jms), was derived from an Indo-European original suggests that these people played an important part in its introduction. In the cuneiform inscriptions, ‘horse’ is commonly written with a logogram which signifies ‘foreign ass’, but the phonetic writ-ing (sisn), which also occurs, is first found, sig-nificantly enough, in the 19th-century tablets from Kültepe in Asia Minor, indicating perhaps the linguistic influence of the forerunners of the N nomads, who not long after entered the Near East in large numbers. Perhaps as a result of these early contacts, the northerners developed the light horse-drawn war-chariot, and when in the first half of the 2nd millennium new peoples entered the ancient world, Hittites in Anatolia, Kassites in Mesopotamia and Hyksos in Syro-Palestine and Egypt, they brought the chariot with them.

The foreign character of the chariot is em-phasized by the fact that in many of the Semitic languages of the ancient world the word for chariot was formed from the root rkb, ‘to ride’, result-ing, for instance, in Akkad. narkablu, Ugaritic mrkbl, Heb. merkäbä, and the form was even adopted in New Kingdom Egypt (mrkb.t). In the second half of the miliennium, a dass of sodety whose members were known as maryanu is attested at Alalat), Ugarit, in the Amarna letters, and in New Kingdom Egypt. This indicated an individual of esteemed rank characterized particularly by the ownership of a chariot or wagon, and in many in-stances the best translation seems to be ‘chariot warrior’. The word is usually considered of Indo-European origin (though some favour a Hurrian derivation), which would further illustrate the milieu of its introduction in the Near East. This is again emphasized by the treatise on horse-training by one Kikkuli of Mitanni, which was found in the cuneiform archives at Boghaz-Koi (*Hittites). This work, written in Hurrian, contains a number of technical terms which are evidently Indo-European, the language-group of the rulers of Mitanni, who were among the newcomers with horses and chariots in the 2nd miliennium.

By the second half of the 2nd miliennium the two great powers, the Hittites and the Egyptians, were equipped with horse-drawn chariots, as indeed were many of the small Aramaean and Ca-naanite city States of Syro-Palestine, and it was in this milieu that the Israelites found themselves on their conquest of Palestine. In the Ist miliennium the Assyrians developed this engine as the basis of one of their principal arms, and indeed it became an essential element in plains warfare.

In general, the chariot was of very light con-struction, wood and leather being extensively em-ployed, and only the necessary fittings being of bronze or iron. The car was usually open at the back, and fitments for shields and receptacles for spears and archers’ equipment were disposed on the outside of the front or side panels. The wheels were generally 6-spoked, but occasionally there were 4, and some of the later Assyrian ones had 8. While the wheels usually stood about waist-high, a bas-relief of Ashurbanipal shows an 8-spoked one as high as a man, with a nail-studded tyre, prob-ably of iron. The practice of fixing scythes to the wheels was probably not introduced until Persian times. There were usually two horses—though in the time of Ashurnasirpal II the Assyrians had a third, running at the side as a reserve, a practice subsequently abandoned—and these were yoked on either side of the pole, which curved upwards from the floor level of the car. The yoke, which had been developed for harnessing oxen, was unsuit-able for horses, but the more practical horse-collar did not come into use until well into the Christian era.

The crew consisted of from two to four men. The Egyptians favoured two, a driver and a warrior, but the Assyrians added a third, the salsu rakbu, ‘third rider’, who manipulated a shield to protect the others. This was the most usual number, and was also employed by the Hittites, but in the time of Ashurbanipal a fourth man was sometimes placed in the Assyrian vehicles.

The chariot was obviously of main Service in campaigns on flat country, and could be a handi-cap in irregulär terrain, as is shown on the Bronze Gates of Shalmaneser III, which depict the dif-ficulties encountered in a campaign to the source of the Tigris.

II. In the Old Testament

In Company with the other Semitic-speaking peoples of antiquity, the Hebrews chiefly described the chariot by derivatives of rkb. The commonest form, used over 100 times, is rekeb', merkäbä is used some 44 times; and rikbä (Ezk. 27:20) and r 'küb (Ps. 104:3) once each. The word merkäb, while used of chariot in 1 Ki. 4:26, seems to have more the meaning of ‘riding-seat’ in Lv. 15:9 (av ‘saddle’) and Ct. 3:10 (av ‘covering’). Also from rkb is formed rakkäb, ‘charioteer’, as used in 1 Ki. 22:34; 2 Ki. 9:17 (evv ‘horseman’ on account of ‘horse’ in vv. 18-19, but he could be a ‘charioteer’ on horseback); and 2 Ch. 18:33. Of the terms not formed from rkb, the commonest, ‘“gälä, probably usually signifies wagon or *cart, though in a poetic phrase in Ps. 46:9 it seems to mean chariot. In Ezk. 23:24 it is said of a warlike invasion that ‘they shall come against thee with hösen rekeb . ..’ where hösen is a hapax legomenon of uncertain meaning. av translates these terms as ‘chariots, wagons’, rv as ‘weapons, chariots’ and rsv as ‘from the north with chariots’. The render-ing of rekeb as chariots rather than wagons is preferable. One other hapax legomenon, ’appiryön in Ct. 3:9, is rendered ‘chariot’ by av, but it is pos-sible that this may mean ‘palanquin’ or ‘litter’, perhaps being an Iranian loan-word.

As one would expect, all the references to chariots in the Pentateuch concern the Egyptians. Joseph in his success came to own one (Gn. 41:43; 46:29; 50:9), and the fleeing Israelites were pursued by them (Ex. 14; cf. Ex. 15:4, 19; Dt. 11:4). The only exception is Dt. 20:1, and this looks forward to the things to be encountered during the conquest. While from the military point of view chariots were of little use in the hill country, and the Israelites who were without chariots seem to have taken this part of the land first, the ‘chariots of iron’ (i.e. with iron fittings) of the Canaanites of the plains (Jos. 17:16; Jdg. 1:19) and of the Philistines of the coast (1 Sa. 13:5) were a more formid-able weapon. The excavations at Hazor have shown what a large number of chariots could have been accommodated in a city at this period (see Jos. 11 and Jdg. 4-5). Chariots were looked upon as Symbols of the worldly splendour of a king (cf. 1 Sa. 8:11), but though David kept 100 captured chariot-horses after one battle (2 Sa. 8:4; cf. also 2 Sa. 15:1), it was not tili the time of Solomon that they were incorporated into the Israelite forces as a main arm. At this time the best horses were bred in Cilicia and the best chariots manufactured in Egypt, and Solomon established himself as a middleman in trading these (1 Ki. 10:28-29). For his own army he established ‘chariot cities’ at * Hazor, * Megiddo, ‘Gezer and Jerusalem and reorganized his army to include 1,400 chariots (1 Ki. 9:15-19; 10:26). The Israelite chariot carried three men, the third man, like his Assyrian coun-terpart, the salsu rakbu, being called the iä/fs (e.g. 1 Ki. 9:22; av renders variously as ‘captain’, ‘lord’, ‘prince’). The division of the kingdom at Solomon’s death was such that Israel kept most of the chariot forces, since Hazor, Megiddo and Gezer were all in its territory, and most of the territory of Judah was hill country where chariots were of less use. In Israel Ahab had a large chariot force, as is shown by the Statement of Shalmaneser III that he brought 2,000 (read more probably ‘200’) chariots to the battle of Qarqar (853 bc; Kurkh Stele 2. 91), and it is probable that the stables un-covered at * Megiddo, which have hitherto been ascribed to Solomon, are really due to him, Solomon’s perhaps still lying buried in the mound. This large force was reduced by the setbacks suffered in the Aramaean wars, and indeed it is stated that Je-hoahaz was left with no more than 10 chariots (2 Ki. 1 3:7). Samaria, as the Capital, housed a chariot force, and it is illuminating that when the city feil to Sargon he took only 50 chariots (Armais 15), a clue to the declining forces of Israel. Judah was, of course, not entirely without chariots, as is shown by the fact that Josiah evidently had two personal ones at the battle of Megiddo (2 Ch. 35:24), but they may have been limited to those of high rank.

III. In the New Testament

Chariots do not figure greatly in the NT, the best-known reference being to that in which the Ethio-pian eunuch was evangelized by Philip (Acts 8). The Gk. Word used here, harma, the common Word for ‘chariot’ in Homer, occurs in the lxx usually for rekeb. In the Apocalypse chariots are twice re-ferred to, Rev. 9:9 (harma)', 18:13 (rheda).

Bibliography I. V. G. Childe, in Singer, Holmyard and Hall (eds.), A History of Technology, 1954, pp. 724-728; S. Piggott, Prehisloric India, 1950, pp. 266-267, 273-281; Lefevre des Noettes, VAltelage, le Cheval de Seile ä travers les ages, 1931; O. R. Gurney, The Hittites, 1952, pp. 104— 106, 124-125; T. G. E. Powell in Culture and Environment. Essays in Honour of Sir Cyril Fox, 1963, pp 153-169; C. J. Gadd, The Assyrian Sculplures, 1934, pp. 27—28, 30-35; A. Salonen, Die Landfahrzeuge des Alten Mesopotamien, 1951; Hip-pologica Accadica, 1955, pp. 11-44.

II. R. de Vaux, Andern Israel, 1961, pp. 222-225, 535; Y. Yadin, The Art of Warfare in Biblical Lands, 1963, pp. 4-5, 37^10, 74-75, 113, 284-287, 297-302; N. Na'aman, Tel Aviv 3, 1976, pp. 97-102 (Ahab’s chariots).    t.c.m.

CHEBAR. The name of a river in Babylonia, by which Jewish exiles were settled; the site of Ezek-iel’s visions (1:1, 3; 3:15, 23; 10:15, 20, 22; 43:3). The location is unknown, though Hilprecht pro-posed an Identification with the näri kabari (‘great canal’), a name used in a Babylonian text from Nippur for the Shatt-en-Nil canal running E of that city.

Bibliography. E. Vogt, Biblica 39, 1958, pp. 211-216; R. Zadok, Israel Oriental Series 8, 1978, pp. 266-332.    D.j.w.

CHEDORLAOMER (Heb. k'dor lä'ömer; Gk. Chodolla(o) gomor). The king of Elam, leader of a coalition with * Amraphel, ‘Arioch and ‘Tidal, who marched against Sodom and Gomorrah, which had rebelled against him after 12 years as his vassals (Gn. 14:1-17). He was pursued by Abraham who slew him near Damas-cus (v. 15).

This ruler has not been certainly identified, but the name is unquestionably Elamite kutirlkudur, ‘servant’, usually followed by a divine name, e.g. Lagamar (used in Old Bab. names from Mari). Albright identifies Chedorlaomer with King Kitir-Nahhunti I, c. 1625 bc (BASOR 88, 1942, pp. 33flf.) but the equation of Nahhundi with La'omer is un-proven as is the complex view, based on the so-called ‘Chedorlaomer’ tablets in the British Museum (7th Century bc) in which Astour identifies KU.KU. KU.MAL as a king of Elam and rep-resenting the ‘East’, taking Gn. 14 as a late Mid-rash (in Biblical Motifs, 1966, pp. 65-112 (ed. A. Altmann)). The * Ebla texts, however, imply a pos-sibility of early contact between Syria and Elam.

D.J.W.

CHEEK (Heb. Fhl, of cheek or jaw of man or animal, also of jawbone (Jdg. 15:15); Gk. siagön). A blow on the cheek is indicative of ignominy or defeat (Jb. 16:10; Mt. 5:39), pluckingor shaving off the beard more so (Is. 50:6; 1 Ch. 19:4). b.o.b.

CHEMOSH (krmös), the god of the Moabites, the people of Chemosh (Nu. 21:29; Je. 48:46). The sacrifice of children as a burnt-ofifering was part of his worship (2 Ki. 3:27). Solomon erected a high place for Chemosh in Jerusalem (1 Ki. 11:7), but Josiah destroyed this (2 Ki. 23:13). (‘Moab, * Moabite Stone.)    j.a.t.

CHENOBOSKION (lit. ‘goose-pasture’. Coptic Sheneset), an ancient town in Egypt, E of the Nile,

c. 48 km N of Luxor. Here one of the earliest Christian monasteries was founded by Pachomius, c. ad 320. Chenoboskion has acquired new fame because of the discovery at Jabal al-Tärif, in its vicinity, c. 1945, of a library of Gnostic litera-ture (mainly Coptic translations from Gk.)—52 documents in 13 papyrus Codices. They are com-monly referred to as the Nag Hammadi documents, presumably because it was in Nag Hammadi, W of the river (the nearest modern town to the scene of the discovery), that the discovery was first reported. One of the Codices was acquired by the Jung Institute in Zürich, whence it is called the Jung Codex; the others are the property of the Coptic Museum in Cairo. The two best-known of these documents are The Gospel of Trulh, con-tained in the Jung Codex, and The Gospel of Thomas, contained in one of the Codices at Cairo. The Gospel of Truth is a speculative meditation on the Christian message, coming from the Valentin-ian school of Gnosticism, and quite probably the work of Valentinus himself (c. ad 150). The Gospel of Thomas is a Collection of 114 sayings ascribed to Jesus, 2nd-century fragments of which (in Gk.) were found at Oxyrhynchus at the end of the 19th Century and beginning of the 20th. The whole Collection is in course of publication and will make an invaluable contribution to our knowledge of ‘Gnosticism.

Bibliography. F. L. Cross (ed ), The Jung Codex, 1955; K. Grobei, The Gospel of Trulh, 1960; R. M. Grant and D. N. Freedman, The Secrel Sayings of Jesus, 1960; R. McL. Wilson, Studies in the Gospel of Thomas, 1960, The Gospel of Philip, 1962; B. Gärtner, The Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 1961; M . L. Peel, The Epistle to Rheginos, 1969; M. Krause in W. Foerster (ed.), Gnosticism, 2, 1974, pp. 3-120; J. D. M. Scholer, Nag Hammadi Bibliography 1948-1969, 1971, up-dated annually in No vT, J. M. Robinson (ed.) The Facsimile Edition of the Nag Hammadi Codices, 1972ff; The Coptic Gnostic Library, 1973fT; C. W. Hedrick and R. Hodgson (eds.), Nag Hammadi, Gnosticism and Early Christianity, 1986; J. M. Robinson and R. Smith (eds.), The Nag Hammadi Library in English, 1988.    f.f.b.

CHEPHIRAH (k'piräh). A Hivite fortress on a spur 8 km W of Gibeon, Jos. 9:17. Modern Khir-bet Kefireh, dominating the Wadi Qatneh, which leads down to Aijalon. It became Benjaminite territory, Jos. 18:26. The Gola-list (Ezr. 2:25; Ne. 7:29) associates it with * Kiriath-jearim. Described by K. Vriezen, RB 84, 1977, pp. 412-416.

J.P.U.L.

CHERETHITES (Heb. k’retj). A people who were settled alongside the Philistines in S Palestine (1 Sa. 30:14; Ezk. 25:16; Zp.2:5). In the reign of David they formed, with the Pelethites, his private bodyguard under the command of Benaiah the son of Jehoiada (2 Sa. 8:18; 20:23; 1 Ch. 18:17). They remained loyal to him through the rebellions of Absalom (2 Sa. 15:18) and Sheba (2 Sa. 20:7), and were present when Solomon was anointed for kingship (1 Ki. 1:38,44), though the fact that they are never again mentioned after this suggests that their ioyalty to David depended on the personal factor which ended with his death.

It seems reasonable to suppose that the Chere-thites were Cretans and the Pelethites * Philistines, the latter name being perhaps an analogic adapta-tion of p'listi on the basis of IdretJ, together with assimilation of s to following r, to form the easy phrase hakk'reti w'happ'leti, ‘the Cherethites and the Pelethites’. This being so, the distinction between them was that though they both came front Crete, the Cherethites were native Cretans, whereas the Pelethites had only passed through the island in their travels from some other original homeland.

It seems that mercenaries from the Aegean were now, as in later times, not uncommon, for though Jehoiada no longer employed the Cherethites and Pelethites, he did have Carian troops (2 Ki. 11:4, 19; kör!, translated ‘captains’ in av).

Bibliography. A. H. Gardiner, Ancient Egyp-tian Onomastica, Text, I, 1947, p. 202*; J. A. Mont-gomery, The Books of Kings, ICC, 1951, pp. 85-86; R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel, 1961, pp. 123,219-221.

T.C.M.

CHERITH. A tributary of the river Jordan beside which Elijah was fed when he hid from Ahab at God’s command (1 Ki. 17:3, 5). Locations S of Gilgal or E of the Jordan have been proposed.

D.W.B.

CHERUBIM (Heb. k'rübjm). The plural of ‘cherub’, represented in the OT as symbolic and ce-lestial beings. In the book of Genesis they were as-signed to guard the tree of life in Eden (Gn. 3:24). A similar symbolic function was credited to the golden cherubim, which were placed at either end of the cover (Tnercy seat’) of the ark of the coven-ant (Ex. 25:18-22; cf. Heb. 9:5), for they were thought of as protecting the sacred objects which the ark housed, and as providing, with their out-stretched wings, a visible pedestal for the invisible throne of God (cf 1 Sa. 4:4; 2 Sa. 6:2; 2 Ki. 19:15; Pss. 80:1; 99:1, etc ). In Ezk. 10 the chariot-throne of God, still upborne by cherubim, becomes mobile. Representations of those winged creatures were also embroidered on the curtains and veil of the tabernacle and on the walls of the Temple (Ex. 26:31; 2 Ch. 3:7).

Figures of cherubim formed part of the lavish decorations of Solomon’s Temple (1 Ki. 6:26ff.). Two of these, carved in olivewood and overlaid with gold, dominated the inner sanctuary. They stood about 5 m in height, with a total wing-spread of similar dimensions, and when placed together they covered one entire wall. Cherubim were also carved in the form of a frieze around the wall of Solomon’s Temple, and they appeared together with animal representations on decorative panels forming part of the base of the huge brass basin (‘molten sea’) which contained the water for ritual ablutions.

In other OT allusions, especially in the poetical books, they are symbolical representations of the storm-winds of heaven; thus in 2 Sa. 22:11 (Ps. 18:10) God was spoken of as riding upon a cherub (an expression which has as its parallel clause, ‘he was seen upon the wings of the wind’).

The OT does not describe the appearance and general nature of cherubim clearly. They were gen-erally represented as winged creatures having feet and hands. In Ezekiel’s vision of the restored Jerusalem the carved likenesses of cherubim had two faces, one of a man and the other of a young lion (Ezk. 41:18f.), whereas in those seen in his vision of the divine glory, each of the cherubim had 4 faces and 4 wings (Ezk. 10:21). To what extern they were thought to be possessed of moral and ethical qualities is unknown. They were invariably in close association with God, and were accorded an elevated, ethereal position.

Archaeological discoveries have brought to light some ancient representations of creatures which may be cherubim. At Samaria ivory panels de-picted a composite figure with a human face, an animal body with 4 legs, and 2 elaborate and con-spicuous wings. Excavations at the ancient Phoeni-cian city of Gebal (the Gk. Byblos) have revealed a carved representation of two similar cherubim supporting the throne of Hiram king of Gebal, who reigned c. 1000 bc.

Symbolic winged creatures were a prominent feature alike of ancient Near Eastern mythology and architecture. Representations of this kind were a common feature of Egyptian animism, while in Mesopotamia, winged lions and bulls guarded buildings of importance. The Hittites popularized the griffin, a highly composite creature consisting of the body of a lion with the head and wings of an eagle, and in general appearance resembling a sphinx.

Bibliography. ICC, Genesis, pp. 89f., Ezekiel, pp. 112-/74, Revelation, 1, pp. 118-127; art. ‘Cherub’ in JeviE, M. Horan, Temples and Temple Services in Ancient Israel, 1978.    r.k.h.

CHESULLOTH (Heb. krsullöt_), Jos. 19:18; Chisloth-tabor, Jos. 19:12. A town of Issachar in the plain W of Tabor; Zebulun occupied the hills to the NW. Modern lksal preserves the name.

J.P.U.L.

CHINNERETH. A fortified city, Jos. 19:35 (prob-ably mod. Khirbet el-Oreimah), also speit Chin-neroth (Jos. 11:2), which gave its name to the sea of Chinnereth (Nu. 34:11), known in NT as the lake of Gennesaret (Lk. 5:1), Sea of Galilee or Sea of Tiberias. Josephus uses the term Gennesar (War 2.573). The name could be derived from kinnör,

liarp, Crom the shape of the lake. For excavations, see NEAEHL, pp. 299-301.    n.h.

CHIOS. One of the larger Aegean islands off the W coast of Asia Minor, this was a free city-state under the Roman empire until Vespasian’s day. Paul’s ship on the way from Troas to Patara anchored for a night near the island (Acts 20:15).

J.D.D.

CHLOE. Greek female name, signifying ‘verdant’, especially appropriated to Demeter.

‘Chloe’s people’ told Paul of the Corinthians’ schisms (1 Cor. 1:11) and perhaps other items in 1 Cor. 1-6. That the tactful Paul names his inform-ants suggests they were not Corinthian. Possibly they were Christian slaves of an Ephesian lady vis-iting Corinth. Whether Chloe was herseif a Christian is unknown.

F. R. M. Hitchcock (JTS 25, 1924, pp. 163ff.) argues that a pagan body, associated with the Demeter-cult, is intended.    a.f.w.

CHORAZIN. A town on the Sea of Galilee associated with the Lord’s preaching and miracles, but which he denounced because it did not repent (Mt. 11:21; Lk. 10:13). Now identified with Kerazeh, 4 km N of Capernaum (Teil Hum?), the black basalt ruins of its synagogue can still be seen. For excavations, see NEAEHL, pp. 301-304.    j.w.m.

CHRISTIAN. The 3 occurrences (Acts. 11:26; 26:28; 1 Pet. 4:16) all imply that it was a generally recognized title in the NT period, though it is evident that there were other names which Christians themselves used, and perhaps preferred (cf. H. J. Cadbury, BC, 5, 1933, pp. 375ff.).

a.    Origin of the name

The formation seems to be Latin, where plural nouns ending in -iani may denote the soldiers of a particular general (e.g. Galbiani, Galba’s men, Tacitus, Hist. 1. 51), and hence partisans of an individual. Both elements are combined in the quasi-military Augustiani (see below). In the late Ist Century ad at least, Caesariani was used of Caesar’s slaves and clients, and in the Gospels we meet the Herodianoi, who may have been partisans or clients of Herod (* Herodians).

Christian(o)i, therefore, may have originally been thought of as ‘soldiers of Christus’ (Souter), or ‘the household of Christus’ (Bickerman), or ‘the partisans of Christus’ (Peterson). H. B. Mattingly has recently given an ingenious turn to the latter interpretation by suggesting that Christiani, by an Antiochene joke, was modelled on Augustiani, the organized brigade of chanting devotees who led the public adulation of Nero Augustus; both the enthusiasm of the believers and the ludicrous homage of the imperial cheer-leaders being satir-ized by the implicit comparison with each other. But the name ‘Christian’ may well be older than the Institution of the Augustiani.

b.    Place and period of origin

Luke, who clearly knew the church there well, places the first use of the name at Syrian Antioch (Acts 11:26). The Latinizing form is no obstacle to this. The context describes events of the 40s of the Ist Century ad, and Peterson has argued that the Contemporary persecution by Herod Agrippa I (Acts 12:1) evoked the name Christian(o)i as a parallel to their foes, the Herodian(o)i. If Augustiani be the model, the title cannot have been coined before ad 59, and Acts 11:26 cannot be taken as implying any date for the title. There is, however, good reason to associate the occasion with what pre-cedes, for Luke has just shown Antioch as the first church with a significant pure-Gentile, ex-pagan element: that is, the first place where pagans would see Christianity as something other than a Jewish sect. Appropriate names for the converts would not be long in coming.

At any rate, ‘Christian’ was well established in the 60s. The ‘smart’ Herod Agrippa 11 (Acts 26:28) uses it, doubtless satirically, to Paul (Mattingly: ‘ln a moment you’ll be persuading me to enroll as a Christianus’). Peter, probably from Rome just before the Neronian persecution, warns ‘the elect’ in parts of Asia Minor that no-one should be ashamed if called on to suffer as a Christian (1 Pet. 4:16—this need not imply a formal Charge in a law-court); and Nero, according to Tacitus (Annals 15. 44), trumped up a Charge against a sect ‘whom the common people were calling (appellabat—the tense is significant) Christians’.

c.    The source of the name

The verb chremalisai (rsv ‘were called’) in Acts 11:26 is variously interpreted. Bickerman, translat-ing it ‘styled themselves’, holds that ‘Christian’ was a name invented in the Antiochene church. His translation is possible, but not necessary, and it is more likely that Antiochene pagans coined the word. Certainly elsewhere, it is non-Christians who use the title—Agrippa, the accusers in 1 Peter, the ‘common people’ in Tacitus. The verb is frequently translated ‘were publicly called’ (cf. Rom. 7:3), re-ferring to official action in registering the new sect under the name ‘Christians’. (Registration would easily account for a Latin title.) But the verb could be used more loosely, and perhaps Luke means no more than that the name came into populär use in the first city where a distinctive name became necessary. From this it might early and easily pass into official and universal use.

d.    Subsequenl use

If ‘Christian’ was originally a nickname, it was, like ‘Methodist’ later on, adopted by the recipients. Increasingly, believers would have to answer the question ‘Are you a Christian?’, and there was no shame in accepting what was intended as a term of opprobrium when it contained the very name of the Redeemer (1 Pet. 4:16). And it had a certain appropriateness: it concentrated attention on the fact that the distinctive element in this new religion was that it was centred in the Person, Christ; and if the name Christos was unintelligible to most pagans, and they sometimes confused it with the common name Chrestos, meaning ‘good, kind’, it was a paronomasia which could be turned to good efiect. And so, in the earliest 2nd-century litera-ture, the name is employed without question by the Christian bishop Ignatius (in Antioch) and the pagan governor Pliny (in the area addressed in I Peter).

Bibliography. T. Zahn, INT, 2, 1909, pp. 191 ff.; E. Peterson, Frühkirche. Judentum und Gnosis, 1959, pp. 64-87; E. J. Bickerman, HTR 42. 1949,

pp. 109fT.; H. B. Mattingly, JTS n.s. 9, 1958, pp. 26 ff.    A.F.W.

CHRONICLES, BOOKS OF.

I.    Outline of contents

Chronicles teils the Story of Israel up to the return from exile, concentrating on matters of importance concerning her religious life.

a.    Introduction (1 Ch. 1-9): genealogies tracing the line of descent from Adam through the Patriarch (1) to the tribe of Judah (with its royal line) (2:1 —4:23) and the other tribes (4:24-8:40), and on to those who returned from exile (9).

b.    The acts of David (1 Ch. 10—29): his coming to power (10-12), his bringing the ark to Jerusalem and plans for a permanent Temple (13-17), his military victories (18-20) and his arrangements for the budding of the Temple (21-29).

c.    The acts of Solomon (2 Ch. 1-9): his building and dedication of the Temple and his other achievements.

d.    The history of Judah from the rebellion of the N tribes to the exile (2 Ch. 10-36): the account of the S kingdom proceeds reign by reign, with special attention being paid to the religious reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah. The conclusion (36:22-23) introduces the return from exile.

II.    Origin

The Talmud (Baba Bathra 15a) attributes Chronicles to Ezra. Like most OT books, however, Chronicles is of anonymous authorship, and no conclusions are possible as to who wrote it. Its interest in the Levites has been taken to indicate an origin among this group, but this is not a necessary inference. Little more precision is possible concerning its date. The last event alluded to is the return from exile (2 Ch. 36:22-23), and Chronicles could have been written soon after this in the Jerusalem community. On the other hand, the list of des-cendants of Jehoiachin (Jeconiah) (1 Ch. 3:17-24) seems to cover six generations from the exile, which takes us down to c. 400 bc as the earliest the book could have been finished. It could be, however, that the genealogies were supplemented later, and the main body of the work could still belong to a period soon after the exile. There is no certain re-flection of the Greek period, and the beginning and end of the Persian empirc (537-331 bc) thus probably mark the limits within which Chronicles must have been written.

The story of Chronicles is continued in Ezra, and the former’s final verses are almost identical with the latter’s opening. This has commonly been taken to suggest that at least Ezr. 1-6 is the original continuation of Chronicles. Alternatively, it may indicate that a later writer wanted to provide such a link (so H G. M. Williamson, Israel in the Books of Chronicles, 1977).

III.    Literary characteristics

The main bulk of the work, 1 Ch. 10-2 Ch. 36, parallels 1 Sa. 31-2 Ki. 25, and is frequently ver-bally identical with these earlier books. Although this might indicate that Chronicles and Samuel-Kings were independently utilizing material from an earlier work which is now lost, it seems more likely that Samuel-Kings itself is Chronicles’ major source. Chronicles may thus be seen as es-sentially a revised edition of the earlier work, related to it rather in the way that (according to the usual theory) Matthew and Luke are to Mark’s Gospel. (The ‘Chronicles’ to which Kings refers—

e.g. 2 Ki. 20:20—are earlier royal annals and not the biblical books of Chronicles.)

Chronicles seems to have used a different edition of Samuel-Kings from the one which appears in the Hebrew Bible, and this makes it difficult with certainty to identify points at which it introduced changes to Samuel-Kings (see W. E. Lemke in HTR 58, 1965, pp. 349-363). But apparently earlier material was sometimes taken over virtually as it stood (e.g. 1 Ch. 19), or modified (e.g. 1 Ch. 21), or replaced by an alternative Version (eg. 2 Ch. 24). Sometimes extensive sections were omitted (e.g. those concerning the N kingdom) and other material inserted (e.g. concerning David’s arrangements for the Temple). Old and new material is moulded into longer sections which offer a theo-logical/historical exposition of a particular period (eg. the reign of Hezekiah), and the various parts then take their place in the Chronicler’s new total framework of a history of God’s dealings with his people from creation to the return from exile.

The author’s method suggests on the one hand that he regarded Samuel-Kings as an authoritative religious text, which he wished to apply to his own age. In this connection he has been described as an exegete of the earlier work (P. R. Ackroyd, ‘The Chronicler as Exegete’, JSOT2, 1977), or his work has been spoken of as interpretative midrash (M. D. Goulder, Midrash and Lection in Matthew, 1974: with chapter on Chronicles). On the other hand, he did wish to bring a specific message from God applied to the people of his own day, and it is this that leads him to his extensive reworking of his text, omitting what was now irrelevant, adding material that was now newly relevant, changing what was now misleading, and so on.

Chronicles has been regarded as poorer history than Samuel-Kings, though for questionable reasons. Its greater concentration on ecclesiastical rather than political affairs has made it seem fur-ther from a modern historian’s ideal than Samuel-Kings is. Some of its alterations to Samuel-Kings raise historical Problems: notably, many of the financial and military figures are vastly increased. This may be the ancient equivalent to allowing for inflation, though textual corruption or misunder-standing has often been suspected (see R. K. Harrison, IOT, 1970, pp. 1163-1165). Religious practices (e.g. the offering of sacrifice) are made to conform clearly to the Pentateuchal law and the practice of the writer’s own day—here the author perhaps resembles an artist painting the figures of the past in the dress of his own age. Such characteristics have led to the questioning of the extra material Chronicles includes which does not appear in Samuel-Kings. But where this material can be checked (for instance, by archaeological discoveries) it has seemed to be of historical value (see J. M. Myers, I Chronicles, AB, 1965, p. lxiii and passim in Myers’ two commentaries).

IV. Emphases

In its choice and treatment of its material, Chronicles manifests certain characteristic emphases, a concern with faithful worship, purity and trusting obedience (see J. E. Goldingay, Biblical Theology Bulletin 5, 1975, pp. 99-126).

a. Faithful worship. A comparison of the ac-counts of the reigns of David and Solomon in

Samuel-Kings and in Chronicles soon reveals that Chronicles is not very interested in their political or military achievement. They appear as the foun-ders of the worship of the Temple, which is ‘the hub of the Lord’s kingdom on earth’ (Myers, p. lxviii). Similarly, the ministry of the prophets whom Chronicles portrays centres on their con-cern for right worship and their involvement with the Temple, and the ministry of the Levites is the great privilege of leading the joyful worship of the Temple. Naturally the priests fulfil their sacri-ficial role in the Temple, too, and Chronicles often notes how the law was properly kept as regards the conducting of worship according to God’s will.

b.    Purity. A second reason for Chronicles’ em-phasis on David is that it Supports his belief that David’s tribe, Judah, is the true Israel. God chose Judah as leader of the tribes (as is reflected in its prominence in the genealogies) and out of Judah chose David to be king over Israel for ever. It was in Judah’s Capital that the Temple was located and the worship of Yahweh rightly offered. By their re-bellion, the N tribes have cut themselves off front the sphere of God’s grace and action. The Lord is not with them and Judah should dissociate herseif from them—but only in as far as they persist in re-bellion. The door is always open for them to return, and they still appear in the genealogies’ roll-call of ‘the complete kingdom of God’ (M. D. Johnson, The Purpose of the Biblical Genealogies, 1969, p. 57).

c.    Trusting obedience. Many of the stories the author adds to the Samuel-Kings framework em-phasize the power of God, which his people are challenged to trust in the crises that confront them. Many of his other modifications to Samuel-Kings are designed to make even clearer than the earlier books do that God’s justice, too, is at work in his people’s history, so that men who are faithful to God (or who repent of their sin) find blessing, while trouble comes when men turn away from him (cf. the versions of the stories of Rehoboam, Joash, Manasseh and Josiah).

V. Contcxt and implications of its thought

Chronicles is one of the later OT books, and it shows a knowledge of many parts of the OT. Its genealogies are dependent on Genesis, Joshua, etc., and the main narratives, as we have noted, are sub-stantially derived from Samuel-Kings. Chronicles also reflects the style and way of thinking of Deu-teronomy as well as the emphases of the ‘priestly’ laws in Leviticus. It quotes extensively from Psalms which appear in the Psalter, and the homilies it in-cludes often take up phrases in particular from the prophets (see G. von Rad, ‘The Levitical sermon in I and II Chronicles’, in The Problem of the Hexa-teuch and other Essays, 1966).

It represents an important stream of post-exilic thinking; but not, of course, the only such stream. Its outlook deserves to be compared with others, such as the wisdom tradition with its profound questionings and the prophetic/apocalyptic perspective with its eschatological Orientation. The tension with these should not be exaggerated, but they do manifest differences in emphasis. Chronicles’ contribution is to affirm that all is not an enigma (as Job and Ecclesiastes indicate some were inclined to believe); nor (as apocalyptic thinking might imply) has God absented himself from history until some hoped-for moment when he will break into it again. He can be known in the Temple and its worship, and he is to be trusted and obeyed in everyday life in the confident hope that his gracious lordship will be known in the com-munity’s experience. Again, if there were other circles that were either too inclined to assimilate to paganism around, or alternatively too ready to cut themselves off from anyone who was not of the purest Judaean blood, Chronicles urges a firm stand for the ways of Yahweh, but implies an openness to all who are prepared to share that commitment.

Bibuography. P. R. Ackroyd, I and II Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, TBC, 1973; H. G. M. Wil-liamson, I and2 Chronicles, NCB, 1982; R. Braun, I Chronicles, IVBC, 1986; R B. Dillard, 2 Chronicles, IVBC, 1987; M. J. Selman, I Chronicles, 2 Chronicles, TOTC, 1994.    j.e.g.

CHRONOLOGY OF THE OLD TESTAMENT.

The aim of such a chronology is to determine the correct dates of events and persons in the OT as precisely as possible, that we may better under-stand their significance.

I. Sources and methods of chronology

a.    Older rnethod

Until about a Century ago OT dates were calcu-lated almost entirely from the biblical Statements (so Ussher). Two difficulties beset this approach. First, the OT does not provide all the details needed for this task, and some sequences of events may be concurrent rather than consecutive. Sec-ondly, the ancient versions, e.g. the lxx, sometimes offer variant figures. Hence schemes of this kind are subject to much uncertainty.

b.    Present methods

Modern scholars try to correlate data culled both from the Bible and from archaeological sources, in Order to obtain absolute dates for the Hebrews and for their neighbours. From c. 620 bc, a framework is provided by the Canon of Ptolemy and other classical sources (e.g. Manetho, Berossus) which can be completed and corrected in detail from Contemporary Babylonian tablets and Egyptian papyri, etc., for the two great riverine States. The margin of error almost never exceeds a year, and in some cases is reduced to a week within a month, or even to nil.

Good dates from c. 1400 bc onwards are avail-able, based on Mesopotamian data. The Assyrians each year appointed an official to be limmu or eponym, his name being given to his year of office. They kept lists of these names and often noted down events under each year, e.g. a king’s acces-sion or a campaign abroad. Thus, if any one year can be dated by our reckoning, the whole series is fixed. An eclipse of the sun in the year of the eponym Bur-Sagale is that of 15 June 763 bc, thus fixing a whole series of years and events from 892 to 648 bc, with material reaching back to 911 bc. Alongside these limmu-lists, king-Iists giving names and reigns take Assyrian history back to nearly 2000 bc, with a maximum error of about a Century then, which narrows to about a decade from c. 1400 bc until c. 1100 bc. Babylonian king-lists and ‘synchronous histories’ narrating contacts between Assyrian and Babylonian kings help to es-tablish the history of the two kingdoms between

c. 1400 bc and c. 800 bc. Finally, the scattered Information from Contemporary tablets and annals of various reigns provides first-hand evidence for some periods.

Good dates from c. 1200 bc back to c. 2100 bc can be obtained from Egyptian sources. These in-clude king-lists, year-dates on Contemporary monuments, cross-checks with Mesopotamia and elsewhere, and a few astronomical phenomena dated exactly in certain reigns. By this means, the 1 Ith and 12th Dynasties can be dated to c. 2134-1786 bc, and the 18th to 20th Dynasties to c. 1552— 1070 bc, each within a maximum error of some 10 years; the 13th to 17th Dynasties fit in between these two groups with a maximum error of about 15 or 20 years in their middle. Mesopotamian dates during 2000-1500 bc depend largely on the date assignable to Hammurapi of Babylon: at present it varies within the period 1850-1700 bc, the date 1792-1750 bc (S. Smith) being as good as any.

Between 3000 and 2000 bc all Near Eastern dates are subject to greater uncertainty, of up to two centuries, largely because they are in-adequately linked to later dates. Before 3000 bc, all dates are reasoned estimates only, and are subject to several centuries’ margin of error, increasing with distance in time. The ‘Carbon-14’ method of Computing the dates of organic matter from an-tiquity is of most Service for the period before 3000 bc, and such dates carry a margin of error of ±250 years. Hence this method is of little use to biblical chronology; the possible sources of error in the method require that ‘Carbon-14’ dates must still be treated with reserve.

Such a framework for Mesopotamia and Egypt helps to fix the dates of Palestinian discoveries and of events and people in the Bible; thus the Story of the Heb. kingdoms affords cross-links with Assyria and Babylonia. The successive levels of human oc-cupation discerned by archaeologists in the town-mounds (‘teils’) of ancient Palestine often contain datable objects which link a series of such levels to corresponding dates in Egyptian history down to the 12th Century bc. Thereafter, the changes of occupation can sometimes be linked directly with Israelite history, as at *Samaria, *Hazor and * Lachish. Israelite dates can be fixed within a margin of error of about 10 years in Solomon’s day, narrowing to almost nil by the time of the fall of Jerusalem in 587 bc. The margins of error alluded to arise from slight differences in names or figures in parallel king-lists, actual breakage in such lists, reigns of yet unknown duration and the limitations of certain astronomical data. They can be eliminated only by future discovery of more detailed data.

Further complications in chronology stem from the different modes of calendaric reckoning used by the ancients in counting the regnal years of their monarchs. By the accession-year System, that part of a civil year elapsing between a king’s acces-sion and the next New Year’s day was reckoned not as his first year, but as an ‘accession-year’ (that year being credited to the previous ruler), and his first regnal year was counted from the first New Year’s day. But by the non-accession-year System of reckoning, that part of the civil year between a king’s accession and the next New Year’s day was credited to him as his first regnal ‘year’, his second being counted from the first New Year’s day. The type of reckoning used, by whom, of whom, and when, is especially important for right understand-ing of the chronological data in Kings and Chronicles.

II.    Primeval antiquity before Abraham

The creation is sufiieiently dated by that immortal phrase, ‘in the beginning . . .’, so distant is it. The period from Adam to Abraham is spanned by ge-nealogies in the midst of which occurs the Flood. However, attempts to use this information to obtain dates for the period from Adam to Abraham are hindered by lack of certainty over the right interpretation. A literal Western Interpretation of the figures as they stand yields too low a date for events recorded, e.g. the Flood. Thus, if, for example, Abraham’s birth is set at about 2000 bc (the earliest likely period), the figures in Gn. 11:10-26 would then yield a date for the Flood just after 2300 bc—a date so late that it would fall some centuries after Sir Leonard Woolley’s flood-level at Ur, itself of too late a date to be the flood of either the Heb. or Bab. records. Similar difficulties arise if Adam’s date be further calculated in this way from Gn. 5 on the same basis.

Hence an attempted interpretation must be sought along other lines. Ancient Near Eastern documents must be understood in the first place as their writers and readers understood them. In the case of genealogies, this involves the possibility of abbreviation by omission of some names in a series. The main object of the genealogies in Gn. 5 and 11 is apparently not so much to provide a full chronology as to supply a link from earliest man to the great crisis of the Flood and then from the Flood down through the line of Shem to Abraham, forefather of the Hebrew nation. The abbreviation of a ‘genealogy by omission does not affect its value ideologically as a link, as could be readily demonstrated from analogous ancient Near Eastern sources. Hence genealogies, including those of Gn. 5 and 11, must always be used with great restraint whenever it appears that they are open to more than one interpretation.

III.    Dates before the monarchy

a. The Patriarchs

Three lines of approach can be used for dating the Patriarchs: mention of external events in their time, Statements of time elapsed between their day and some later point in history, and the evidence of period discernible in the social conditions in which they lived.

The only two striking external events recorded are the raid of the four kings against five in Gn. 14 (*Amraphel, *Arioch, *Chedorlaomer) and the destruction of the cities of the plain in Gn. 19 (* Plain, Cities of the), both falling in Abraham’s lifetime.

None of the kings in Gn. 14 has yet been safely identified with a particular individual in the 2nd millennium bc, but the names can be identified with known names of that general period, especially 1900 to 1500 bc. Power-alliances formed by rival groups of kings in Mesopotamia and Syria are particularly typical of the period 2000-1700 bc: a famous letter from Mari on the middle Euphrates says of this period, ‘there is no king who of himself is the strongest: ten or fifteen kings follow Hammurapi of Babylon, the same number follow Rim-Sin of Larsa, the same number follow Ibal-pi-El of Eshnunna, the same number follow Amut-pi-El of Qatna, and twenty

Chronological outline: Old Testament

The purpose of this chart is to set Contemporary events alongside each other, not to show the development of nationhood or the progress of conquest.

All dates are best taken as ‘about bc’, as the possible Variation can run to a Century or more in 2000 BC, down to a decade by 1000 bc. Most of the dates for the Hebrew monarchies are quoted in double form, e.g. Asa, 911/10-870/69 bc, because the Hebrew year does not coincide with the January to December of our civil year

For other Near Eastern rulers, space and scope forbid any explanation of the vast amount of documentation and reasoning which underlie the dates given in the tables below, but from c. 900 BC onward, Assyrian, Babylonian and Persian dates are nearly all very closely fixed.

Prophets are indicated by *


OLD TESTAMENT Before 2000 bc Events of Gn. 1 11

PATRIARCHS

? 2000 1825 Abraham ? 1900 1720 Isaac ? 1800 1700 Jacob ? I75B 1640 Joseph

ISRAEL IN EGYPT

? 1350-1230 Moses

ISRAEL IN CANAAN

9 1300 1900 Joshua 1260 approx.

The exodus 1220 approx.

Crossing of Jordan 1220 (or 1200)-1050 (or 1045) Period of the Judges

? 1125 Dcborah and Barak ? 1115-1075 Eli's judgeship ? 1075-1035 Samuel, judge and prophet

UNITED MONARCHY

1045-1011/10 Saul 1011/10-971/70 David 971/70 931/30 Solomon


DIVIDED MONARCHY


ISRAEL

931/30-910/09 Jeroboam I

910/09-909/08 Nadab 909/08-836/85 Baasha

886/85-885/84 Elah 885/84 Zimri 885/84 Tibni 885/84-874/72 Omri 874/73-853 Ahab Elijah*

853-852 Ahaziah 852-841 Joram

841-814/13 Jehu

Elisha*

814/13-798 Jehoahaz

798-782/81 Jehoash

782/81—753 Jeroboam II (co-regent from 793/92


JUDAH

931/30-913 Rehoboam 925 Sheshonq invades Palestine

913-911/10 Abijam 911/10-870/69 Asa


EGYPT

Middle Kingdom 2116- 1973 ////i Dynasty

1973 1795 12th Dynasty

New Kingdom 1638 1540 Hyksos rule

1540 1295 (or 1294)

I8th Dynasty

1391-1353 Amenophis III

1353 1337 Amenophis IV/ Akhenaten

1295-1186 I9th Dynasty

1295-1294 Rameses I

1294-1279 SethosI

1279-1213 Rameses II

1213 1203 Mercnptah

1209 ‘Israel Stele’

1186 1070 20th Dynasty i.e. Setnakht and Rameses III XI

Late Period

107B 945 2 Ist Dynasty

Psusennes I Amenemope Siamun Psusennes II

945-715 22nd Dynasty 945-924 Sheshonq I (Shishak)

924-889 Osorkon I


M ESOPOT AM IA


? 1894-1595: Ist Dynasty of Babylon

? 1792-1750 Hammurapi

Kassite Dynasty 1500 Burnaburiash I

1350 Kurigalzu I 1345-1329 Kurigalzu II


ASSYRIA

1274—1245 Shalmaneser I 1244-1208 Tukulti-Ninurta I 1224—1219 Adad-Shuma-iddina


1124—1 103 Nebuchadnezzar I (Babvlonia)

1115-1077 Tiglath-pileser 1


933 Ashur-dan II


889-874 Takeloth I

870/69-848 Jehoshaphat (co-regent from 873/72)


848-841 Jehoram


848-841 Jehoram (co-regent from 853) 841 Ahaziah 841-835 Athaliah 835-796 Joash c. 810-750 Joel*

796-767 Amaziah


874-850 Osorkon II


883-859 Ashurnasirpal II 859-824 Shalmaneser III 853 Battle of Qarqar


767-740/39 Azariah (Uzziah) (co-regent from 791/90)

c. 742-687 Micah* c. 740-700 Isaiah* 740/39-732/31 Jotham (co-regent from 750) 732/31-716/15 Ahaz (co-regent from 744/43; senior partner from 735) 716/15-687/86 Hezekiah


EGYPT


767-730 Sheshonq V


730-715 Osorkon IV


THE RETURN ED EXILES

526-525 Psammetichus

538 Zerubbabel, Sheshbazzar and    III

others return to Jerusalem 537 Rebuilding of the temple begun

c. 520 Haggai* c. 520 Zechariah*

520 Temple-building resumed 516 Temple completed 3 Adar (10 March)


HELLENISTIC

PERIOD

Persian rule until 332

323/05-282 Ptolemy I Soter

320 Judea annexed by Ptolemy I

Alexander the Great 332—323

285/82-245 Ptolemy II Philadelphus


Egyptian rule 320—198

246-222 Ptolemy III Euergetes

222-205 Ptolemy IV Philopator 204-180 Ptomely V Epiphanes


716—664 25 th Dynasty 716-702 Shabako (‘Shabaka’)

702-690 Shebitku ('Shabataka')

690—664 Taharqa (‘Tirhakah’)

664—525 26th Dynasty 664-656 Tanwetamani (‘Tanutamen’)

664—610 Psammeticus I

610-595 Neco II


595-589 Psammetichus II

589-570 Apries (Hophra)

570-526 Amasis (Ahmose II)


c. 760 Arnos* c. 760 Jonah* c. 755-722 Hosea* 753-752 Zechariah 752 Shallum 752-742/41 Menahem 742/41-740/39 Pekahiah

740/39-732/31 Pekah 732/31-723/22 Hoshea 722 Fall of Samaria JUDAH

687/86-642/41 Manasseh (co-regent from 696/95)

c. 664—612 Nahum*

c. 640 Zephaniah* 642/41-640/39 Amon 640/39-609 Josiah c. 621-580 Jeremiah*

609 Jehoahaz 609—597 Jehoiakim 605 Battle of Carchemish (Daniel and his friends are taken to Babylon) c. 605 Habakkuk*

597 Jehoiachin

597 2 Adar (15/16 March)

Jerusalem taken by Nebuchadnezzar II. Many Jews exiled including Jehoiachin and Ezekiel 597-587 Zedekiah c. Obadiah*

587 Fall of Jerusalem. More Jews into exilc

c. 460 Malachi*

458 Ezra goes to Jerusalem 445—433 Nehemiah at Jerusalem

Syrian rule 198-63

ASSYRIA

745-727 Tiglath-pileser III

732 Fall of Damascus

727-722 Shalmaneser V 722-705 Sargon II 705-681 Sennacherib

681-669 Esarhaddon

669—627 Ashurbanipal

612 Fall of Nineveh 609-08 End of Assyria

BABYLON

626—605 Nabopolassar

605-562 Nebuchadnezzar II c. 604-535 Daniel*

595-570 Ration-tablets of Jehoiachin at Babylon,

1 Oth—35th years of Nebuchadnezzar II c. 593-570 Ezekiel*

562-560 Amel-Marduk (Evil-merodach)

562 Captive Jehoiachin favoured by AmCl-Marduk 560-556 Neriglissar 556 Labashi-Marduk 556-539 Nabonidus (Belshazzar usually acting in Babvlon)

539 Fall of Babylon

PERSIAN EMPIRE

539-530 Cyrus 530-522 Cambvses 522-486 Darius I

486-465/64 Xerxes I (Ahasuerus) 464-423 Artaxerxes I 423-404 Darius II Nothus 404-359 Artaxerxes II Mnemon

359/58-338/37 Artaxerxes III Ochus

338/37-336/35 Arses 336/35-331 Darius III Codomanus 331-323 Alexander of Macedon

SYRIA

312-281 Seleucus I Nicator

281—261 Antiochus I Soter

261-246 Antiochus II Theos

246-226/25 Seleucus II

226/25 223 Seleucus III Soter 223-187 Antiochus III the Great 187-175 Seleucus IV

JUDEA

SYRIA

175—163 Antiochus IV Epiphanes

163-162 Antiochus V 162-150 Demetrius I 139/8-129 Antiochus VII Sidetes


167 Mattathias inspires revolt at Modin 167-40 Maccabees/Hasmonacans in Judea

166-161 Judas Maccabaeus 160-143 Jonathan Maccabaeus 150 BC-AD 70 General period of the Dead Sea Scrolls 143-135 Simon Maccabaeus 135-104 John Hyrcanus I 104/03 Aristobulus I 103-76 Alexander Jannaeus

76-67 Queen Salome Alexandra and Hyrcanus II

67-40 Hyrcanus II and Aristobulus II 63 Pompey establishes Roman protectorate

kings follow Yarim-Lim of Yamkhad.’ In this period also, Elam was one of several prominent kingdoms,

Glueck has endeavoured to date the campaign of Gn. 14 from its supposed archaeological results: he Claims that the line of city-settlements along the later ‘King’s Highway’ was clearly occupied at the Start of the 2nd millennium (until the 19th Century bc, on modern dating), but that soon thereafter the area suddenly ceased to be occupied, except for roving nomads, until about 1300 bc, when the Iran Age kingdoms of Edom, Moab and Ammon were eflfectually founded.

Similar reasoning has been applied to the date of the fall of the cities of the plain, although their actual remains appear now to be beyond recovery (probably being under the Dead Sea).

This picture of an occupational gap between the 19th and 13th centuries bc has been criticized by Lankester Harding in the light of certain recent finds in Transjordan, including Middle Bronze tombs and an important Middle and Late Bronze temple. However, the views of neither Glueck nor Harding need be pressed to extremes; in all prob-ability the view of a reduced density of population between the 19th and 13th centuries is true in general and of the Highway cities in particular, while at certain isolated points occupation may have been continuous.

Two main Statements link the day of the Patri-archs with later times. In Gn. 15:13-16 Abraham is forewarned that his descendants will dwell in a land not theirs for some four centuries. The Tourth generation’ of v. 16 is difhcult; if a ‘generation’ be equated with a Century (cf. Ex. 6:16-20), this usage would be unusual. A possible but dubious alternative is to see in v. 16 a prophetic allusion to Joseph’s journey to Canaan to bury Jacob (Joseph being in the ‘fourth generation’ if Abraham is the first). The entry of Jacob into Egypt (Gn. 46:6-7) was the starting-point of the general four centuries of Gn. 15:13 as well as of the more specific 430 years of Ex. 12:40. The Hebrew MT form of Ex. 12:40, giving Israel 430 years in Egypt, is to be preferred to the lxx variant, which makes 430 years cover the sojournings in both Canaan and Egypt, because Ex. 12:41 clearly implies that ‘on that very day’, after 430 years, on which Israel wem forth from Egypt was the anniversary of that distant day when the Patriarch Israel and his family had entered Egypt. Hence an interval of 430 years from Jacob’s entry tili Moses and Israel’s departure seems assured. The genealogy of Ex. 6:16-20, which can hardly cover the 430 years if taken ‘liter-ally’ Westernwise, is open to the same possibility of selectivity as those of Gn. 5 and 11, and so need raise no essential difficulty. Three points are worthy of reflection. First, although Moses is ap-parently in the fourth generation from the Patriarch Jacob through Levi, Kohath and Amram (Ex. 6:20; I Ch. 6:1-3), yet Moses’ Contemporary Bez-alel is in the seventh generation from Jacob through Judah, Perez, Hezron, Caleb, Hur and Uri (1 Ch. 2:18-20), and his younger Contemporary Joshua is in the twelfth generation from Jacob through Joseph, Ephraim, Beriah, Rephah, Resheph, Telah, Tahan, Laadan, Ammihud, Eli-shama and Nun (1 Ch. 7:23-27). Hence there is a possibility that Moses’ genealogy is abbreviated by comparison with those of Joshua and even Bezalei. Secondly, Moses’ ‘father’ Amram and his brothers gave rise to the clans of Amramites, Izharites, etc., who already numbered 8,600 male members alone within a year of the Exodus (Nu. 3:27-28), an un-likely Situation unless Amram and his brothers themselves flourished distinctly earlier than Moses. Thirdly, the wording that by Amram Jochebed ‘bore’ Moses, Aaron and Miriam (Ex. 6:20; Nu. 26:59), like ‘became the father’, av ‘begat’, in Gn. 5 and 11, need not imply immediate parenthood but also simply descent. Compare Gn. 46:18, where the preceding verses show that great-grandsons of Zilpah are included among ‘these she bore to Jacob’. On these three points, see also WDB. p. 153. For the date of the Exodus occurring on independent grounds 430 years after a late-18th-century date for Jacob, see below.

The social conditions reflected in the patriarchal narratives afford no close dating, but fit in with the general date obtainable from Gn. 14 and 19 and from the use of the 430-year figure to the Exodus. Thus the social customs of adoption and inherit-ance in Gn. 15-16; 21; etc., show close affinity with those observable in cuneiform documents from Ur, etc., ranging in date from the 18th to 15th centuries bc.

The great freedom to travel long distances— witness Abraham’s path including Ur and Egypt— is prominent in this general age: compare envoys from Babylon passing Mari to and from Hazor in Palestine. For power-alliances at this time, see above. In the 20th and 19th centuries bc in particular, the Negeb (‘the South’) of the later Judaea supported seasonal occupation, as illustrated by Abraham’s periodic journeys into ‘the South’. The general results, bearing in mind the traditional fig-ures for the lives, births and deaths of the Patri-archs, is to put Abraham at about 2000-1850,

Isaac about 1900-1750, Jacob about 1800-1700 and Joseph about 1750-1650; these dates are delib-erately given as round figures to allow for any later adjustment. They suit the limited but suggestive archaeological evidence, as well as a plausible Interpretation of the biblical data.

A date for the entry of Jacob and his family into Egypt at roughly 1700 bc would put this event and ‘Joseph’s ministry in the 13th Dynasty and Hyksos period of Egyptian history, during which rulers of Semitic stock posed as pharaohs of Egypt; the peculiar blend of Egyptian and Semitic elements in Gn. 37:1 would agree with this.

b. The Exodus and Conquesl (For alternative Egyptian dates in this section, see the Chronological Tables.) The next contact be-tween Israel and her neighbours occurs in Ex. 1:11, when the Hebrews were building the cities Pithom and Ra‘amses in Moses’ time. Ra'amses was Egypt’s Delta Capital named after, and iargely built by, Rameses II (c. 1279-1213 bc) superseding the work of his father Sethos I (c. 1294-1279 bc); this is true of Qantir, the likeliest site for Ra'amses. Rameses I (c. 1295-1294 bc) reigned for just over a year, and so does not come into consideration. Before Sethos I and Rameses II, no pharaoh had built a Delta Capital since the Hyksos period (Joseph’s day); the city Ra’amses is thus truly an original work of these two kings, and not merely renamed or appropriated by them from some earl-ier ruler, as is sometimes suggested. Hence, on this bit of evidence, the Exodus must fall after 1300 bc and preferably after 1279 bc (accession of Rameses II). A lower limit for the date of the Exodus is probably indicated by the so-called Israel Stele, a triumphal inscription of Merenptah dated to his fifth year (c. 1209 bc), which mentions the defeat of various cities and peoples in Palestine, including Israel. Some deny that Merenptah ever invaded Palestine; for Drioton, La Bible et TOrient, 1955, pp. 43-46, the Palestinian peoples were merely overawed by Merenptah’s great victory in Libya, which his stele principally commemorates; and the mention of Israel would be an allusion to the Hebrews disappearing into the wilderness to, as the Egyptians would think, certain death. See further, C. de Wit, The Date and Route of the Exodus, 1960. The Exodus would then fall in the first five years of Merenptah (c. 1213-1209 bc). However, this view is open to certain objections. An inscription of Merenptah in a temple at Amada in Nubia in strictly parallel clauses names him as ‘Binder of Gezer’ and ‘Setzer of Libya’. ‘Seizer of Libya’ refers beyond all doubt to Merenptah’s great Lib-yan victory in his 5th year, recounted at length in the Israel Stele. Hence the very specific, strictly parallel, title ‘Binder of Gezer’ must refer to suc-cessful intervention by Merenptah in Palestine, even if of limited scope. With this would agree the plain meaning of the Israel Stele’s references to Ascalon, Gezer, Yenoam, Israel and Khuru as ‘conquered’, ‘bound’, ‘annihilated’, ‘her crops are not’ and ‘widowed’ respectively. Then, the refer-ence to ‘Israel, her crops (= lit. ‘seed’) are not’ may reflect the Egyptians’ practice of sometimes burning the growing crops of their foes— applicable to Israel beginning to settle in Palestine, but not to Israel going forth into the wilderness. Hence, on the likelier Interpretation of the Israel Stele here upheld, Israel must have entered Palestine before 1209 bc, and the Exodus 40 years earlier would therefore fall before 1250 bc. The probable date of the Exodus is thus narrowed down to the period 1279-1250 bc. A good average date for the Exodus and wanderings would thus be roughly the period 1270-1230 bc. For views which postulate more than one Exodus, or that some tribes never entered Egypt, there is not a scrap of objective external evidence, and the biblical tradi-tions are clearly against such suggestions.

The figure of 40 years for the wilderness travels of the Hebrews is often too easily dismissed as a round figure which might mean anything. This par-ticular 40-year period is to be taken seriously as it Stands, on the following evidence. Israel took a year and a fraction in going from Ra'amses to Kadesh-barnea (they left Ra'amses on the fifteenth day of the ‘first month’, Nu. 33:3) leaving Mt Sinai on the twentieth day of the second month of the second year, Nu. 10:11. To this period, add at least: 3 days, Nu. 10:33; perhaps a further month, Nu. 11:21; and 7 days, Nu. 12:15; total 1 year and 2'A months’ travel; then the subsequent 38 years from Kadesh-barnea to Crossing the brook Zered (Dt. 2:14 and Nu. 21:12), Moses addressing Israel in the plains of Moab in the eleventh month of the for-tieth year (Dt. 1:3). The function of the 40 years in replacing one generation (rebellious) by another is clearly stated in Dt. 2:14.

The Statement that Hebron was founded 7 years before Zoan in Egypt (Nu. 13:22) is sometimes linked with the Contemporary Era of Pi-Ramesse in Egypt, covering 400 years from approximately 1720/1700 to about 1320/1300 bc. This Era would then run parallel to the 430 years of Hebrew tra-dition. This idea, however, is interesting rather than convincing.

The Palestinian evidence agrees in general terms with the Egyptian data.

Various Palestinian city-sites show evidence of clear destruction in the second half of the 13th Century bc, which would agree with the onset of the Israelites placed at roughly 1240 bc onward Such sites are Teil Beit Mirsim, Lachish, Bethel and Hazor. Two sites only have given rise to con-troversy: Jericho and Ai.

At Jericho the broad truth seems to be that Joshua and Israel did their work so well that Jeri-cho’s ruins lay open to the ravages of nature and of man for five centuries until Ahab’s day (cf. 1 Ki. 16:34), so that the Late Bronze Age levels, lying uppermost, were almost entirely denuded, even earlier levels being distinctly affected. Thus on some parts of the mound the uppermost levels that remain date as far back as the Early Bronze Age (3rd millennium bc), but the evidence from other parts and the tombs demonstrates clearly the ex-istence of a large Middle Bronze Age Settlement subsequently much denuded by erosion. The ex-ceedingly scanty relics of Late Bronze Age Jericho (i.e. of Joshua’s age) are so few simply because they were exposed to erosion for an even longer period, from Joshua until Ahab’s reign; and any areas not occupied by the Iran Age Settlement of Ahab’s time and after have been subject to erosion right down to the present day. Hence the nearly total loss of Late Bronze Jericho of the 14th Century bc and the likelihood of the total loss of any Settlement of the 13th Century bc.

The walls attributed to the Late Bronze Age by Garstang prove, on fuller examination, to belong to the Early Bronze Age, c. 2300 bc, and so cease to be relevant to Joshua’s victory. The apparent cessation of Egyptian kings’ scarabs at Jericho with those of Amenophis III (died c. 1353 bc) does not of itself prove that Jericho feil then, but merely witnesses to the temporary eclipse of direct Egyptian influence in Palestine in the time of that king and his immediate successors, known also from other sources. Of Mycenaean pottery (commonly imported into Syria-Palestine in the 14th and 13th centuries bc), a paucity at Jericho likewise does not prove that Jericho feil earlier in the 14th Century rather than well on in the 13th. The fact has been overlooked hitherto that these imported vessels are sometimes very rare on inland Syro-Palestinian sites at the same time as they are common in other Settlements at, or readily accessible from, the coast. Thus the equally inland town of Hama in Syria is known to have been occupied during the 13th Century bc, but it yielded only two late Mycenaean potsherds—which is less than even the few from Jericho; for Hama, see G. Hanfmann, review of P. J. Riis, ‘Hama II’, pt. 3, in JNES 12, 1953, pp. 206-207. The net result of all this is that a 13th-century Israelite conquest of ‘Jericho cannot be formally proven on the present archaeological evi-dence, but neither is it precluded thereby.

*Ai presents a problem demanding further field-research; the parts of the mound of Et-Tell so far excavated ceased to be occupied about 2300 bc. The answer may be that a Late Bronze Settlement is still to be located in the neighbourhood, but cer-tainty is at present unattainable.

At Hazor the destruction of city XIII probably reflects the attack under Joshua, but the date 1230 bc is too high fbased on wrong Egyp. dates), and should read ‘within 1220-1200 bc’. The proposed 1275 bc (P. Beck, M. Kochavi, Tel Aviv 12, 1985, pp. 33, 38), also fails for the same reason. At Lachish (Teil ed-Duweir), the partial burning in Stratum VII might be Israelite, not Stratum VI, too late (cf. D. Ussishkin, in J. N. Tubb, ed., Palestine in the Bronze and Iron Ages, 1985, p. 224). It is usually impossible to teil archaeologically who destroyed any particular Settlement: The Habiru/ Apiru of the Amarna Tablets (c. 1350 bc) are sometimes identified with the invading Israelites under Joshua. But the details in each case disagree; and the very equation of Habiru/Apiru with ‘Hebrew’ is now often discounted. For a defence of a 15th-century date of the Exodus and Entry, see

J. J. Bimson, Redating the Exodus and Conquest, 1978; but new data (e.g. on history of Covenant) is not in favour.

c. Front Joshua until Davids accession This period presents a problem in detail which cannot be finally solved without more information. If the 40 years of the Exodus journeyings, the 40 years of David’s reign and the first 3 of Solomon’s be subtracted from the total of 480 years from the Exodus to Solomon’s 4th year (I Ki. 6:1) a figure of about 397 years is obtained for Joshua, the elders, the judges and Saul. The archaeological evidence indicates roughly 1220 bc for the Start of the conquest (see above), giving only some 210 years to 1010 bc, the probable date of David’s accession. However, the actual total of recorded periods in Joshua, Judges and Samuel amounts neither to 397 nor to 210 years, but to 470 + x + y + z years, where .v Stands for the time of Joshua and the elders, y for the number of years beyond 20 that Samuel was judge and z for the reign of Saul, all unknown figures. But the main outline of the problem need not be difficult to handle in principle, if viewed against the background of normal ancient oriental modes of reckoning, which alone are relevant. It is nowhere explicitly stated that either the 397 years obtained from using 1 Ki. 6:1 or the 470 plus unknown years of Joshua-Samuel must all be reckoned consecutively, nor need this be assumed. Certain groups of judges and oppressions are clear-ly stated to be successive (‘and after him . . .’), but this is not said of all: at least three main groups can be partly Contemporary. So between the evidently consecutive 210 years obtained archaeologically and the possibly partly-concurrent 470-plus-unknown years recorded, the difference of some 230-plus-unknown years can readily be absorbed. The 397 years in turn would then be simply a selec-tion on some principle not yet clear (such as Omission of oppressions or something similar) from the greater number of the 470-plus-unknown total years available.

In Near Eastern works involving chronology, it is important to realize that ancient scribes did not draw up synchronistic lists as is done today. They simply listed each series of rulers and reigns separately, in succession on the papyrus or tablet. Synchronisms were to be derived from special historiographical works, not the king-lists or narratives serving other purposes. An excellent example of this is the Turin Papyrus of Kings from Egypt. It lists at great length all five Dynasties 13 to 17 in successive groups, totalling originally over 150 rulers and their reigns accounting for at least 450 years. However, it is known from other sources that all five Dynasties, the 150-odd rulers and 450-odd regnal years alike, must all fit inside the 234 years from c. 1786 to c. 1552 bc: rarely less than two series, and sometimes three series, of rulers are known to have reigned contemporaneously. The lack of cross-references between contemporaries (e.g. among the judges) is paralleled by similar lack of such references for most of the period of Egyptian history just cited.


A similar Situation can be discerned in the king-lists and history of the Sumerian and Old Babylo-nian city-states of Mesopotamia. Hence, there is no reason why such methods should not apply in a work like the book of Judges. It must be stressed that in no case, biblical or extra-biblical, is it a question of inaccuracy, but of the methods current in antiquity. All the figures may be correct in themselves—it is their interpretation which needs care. Selective use of data by omission, as sug-gested above for the origin of the 397 (of 480) years, is known from both Egyptian lists and Mes-opotamian annals, as well as elsewhere. The biblical figures and archaeological data together begin to make sense when the relevant ancient practices are borne in mind; any final Solution in detail re-quiresmuch fuller information.

IV. The Hebrew monarchies

a. The United Monarch)’

That David’s reign actually lasted 40 years is shown by its being a compound figure: 7 years at Hebron, 33 at Jerusalem (1 Ki. 2:11). Solomon’s reign of 40 years began with a brief co-regency with his father of perhaps only a few months; cf. 1 Ki. 1:37-2:11; 1 Ch. 28:5; 29:20-23, 26-28. As Solomon’s reign appears to have ended c. 931/30 bc, he acceded c. 971/70 bc, and David at c. 1011/

10 BC.

The reign of Saul can only be estimated, as something has happened in the Hebrew text of 1 Sa. 13:1; but the 40 years of Acts 13:21 must be about right, because Saul’s fourth son, Ishbosheth, was not less than 35 years old at Saul’s death (dying at 42, not more than 7 years later, 2 Sa. 2:10) Hence if Jonathan the eldest was about 40 at death, Saul could not be much less than 60 at death. If he became king shortly after being anointed as a ‘young man’ (1 Sa. 9:2; 10:1, 17ff.), he probably would not be younger than 20 or much older than 30, so practically guaranteeing him a reign of 30 or 40 years. Thus if taken at a middle figure of about 25 years old at accession with a reign of at least 35 years, the biological data suit, and likewise Acts 13:21 as a figure either round or exact. Saul’s accession is thus perhaps not far re-moved from about 1045 or 1050 bc.

b. The Divided Monarchy

(i) To the fall of Samaria. From comparison of the Assyrian limmu or eponym lists, king-lists and his-torical texts, the date 853 bc can be fixed for the battle of Qarqar, the death of Ahab and accession of Ahaziah in Israel; and likewise Jehu’s accession at Joram’s death in 841 bc. The intervening reigns of Ahaziah and Joram exactly fäll this interval if reckoned according to the customary methods of regnal counting. Similar careful reckoning by andern methods gives complete harmony of figures for the reigns of both kingdoms back to the acces-sions of Rehoboam in Judah and Jeroboam in Israel in the year 931/930 bc. Hence the dates given above for the United Monarchy.

Likewise the dates of both sets of kings can be worked out down to the fall of Samaria not later than 720 bc. This has been clearly shown by E. R. Thiele, Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings1, 1965. It is possible to demonstrate, as he has done, co-regencies between Asa and Jehoshaphat, Je-hoshaphat and Jehoram, Amaziah and Azariah (Uzziah), Azariah and Jotham, and Jotham and Ahaz. However, Thiele’s objections to the syn-chronisms of 2 Ki. 17:1 (12th year of Ahaz equated with accession of Hoshea in Israel), 2 Ki. 18:1 (3rd year of Hoshea with accession of Heze-kiah of Judah) and 2 Ki. 18:9-10 (equating Heze-kiah’s 4th and 6th years with Hoshea’s 7th and 9th) are invalid. Thiele took these for years of sole reign, 12/13 years in error. However, the truth ap-pears to be that in fact these four references simply continue the System of co-regencies: Ahaz was co-regent with Jotham 12 years, and Hezekiah with Ahaz. This practice of co-regencies in Judah must have contributed notably to the stability of that kingdom; David and Solomon had thus set a valu-able precedent.

(ii) Judah to the fall of Jerusalem. From Hezeki-ah’s reign until that of Jehoiachin, dates can still be worked out to the year, culminating in that of the Babylonian capture of Jerusalem in 597 bc, pre-cisely dated to 15/16 March (2nd of Adar) 597 by the Babylonian Chronicle tablets covering this period. But from this point to the final fall of Jerusalem, some uncertainty reigns over the precise mode of reckoning of the Hebrew civil year and of the various regnal years of Zedekiah and Neb-uchadrezzar in 2 Kings and Jeremiah. Con-sequently two different dates are current for the fall of Jerusalem: 587 and 586 bc. The date 587 is here preferred, with Wiseman and Albright (against Thiele for 586).

V.    The Exile and after

Most of the dates in the reigns of Babylonian and Persian kings mentioned in biblical passages deal-ing with this period can be determined accurately. For over half a Century, opinions have been divided over the relative order of Ezra and Nehemiah at Jerusalem. The biblical Order of events which makes *Ezra reach Jerusalem in 458 bc and '•Nehemiah arrive there in 445 is perfectly consistent under close scrutiny (cf. J. S. Wright).

The intertestamental period is reasonably clear; for the main dates, see the chronological table.
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CHRONOLOGY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT.

An attempt to establish a firm chronology of the NT is difficult because the early Christians were more interested in the sayings and events of important personages than in the time when these occurred. This is not to say they were not interested in history but they did not live in a World where chronological precision was as possible as it is at present. Hence, in attempting to put events into a chronological framework, one must gather information from incidental time references.

I. Chronology of the life of Jesus

a.    Birth of Jesus

The birth of Jesus occurred before the death of Herod the Great (Mt. 2:1; Lk. 1:5), hence before March/April 4 bc (Am 17. 167, 191; 14. 487^90).

According to Lk. 2:1-5 the census of Quirinius was taken just before Jesus’ birth but the date of this census is difficult to pinpoint because no Roman historian mentions it. While Quirinius was governor of Syria in ad 6/7, he was responsible for liquidating Archelaus of Judaea’s estate and con-ducting a census to assess the amount of tribute the new province was to pay the imperial treasury. However, this census is not the same as the one mentioned in Lk. 2 unless Luke is mistaken, as some critics suppose - because it occurred after the deposition of Herod’s son Archelaus, whereas the context of the birth narrative of Jesus in Lk. 2 was in the days of Herod the Great, ln Order to resolve the problem, some suggest that Quirinius was governor of Syria not only in ad 6/7 but also in 11/10 to 8/7 bc. Others suggest that this census was ‘before’ Quirinius was governor in ad 6/7. And some think that Quirinius had been proconsul of Syria and Cilicia during the last years of Herod the Great under the legates Saturninus and Varus. Of the various suggestions, it is not improbable that Quirinius conducted a census in the last years of Herod. Toward the end of his reign Herod feil out of favour with Rome (c. 8/7 bc). This was followed by an intense struggle by his sons for the throne at a time when Herod was extremely ill. This would allow the Roman government to take a census in Herod’s land in Order to assess the Situation before his death. Although it is difficult to pinpoint the exact year of the census, it was probably sometime between 6 and 4 bc.

There has been much discussion regarding the historicity and identity of the star of Bethlehem. A triple conjunction of Saturn and Jupiter in the constellation Pisces in 7 bc, which occurs every 900 years, and the massing of Mars, Saturn and Jupiter in Pisces in 6 bc, which occurs every 800 years (much less frequently in Pisces), may have alerted the Magi of the birth of Israel’s Messiah. Finally, in 5 bc a comet appeared in the E in the constellation of Capricornus that could well have caused the Magi to go to Bethlehem (Mt. 2:2) where it hovered (Mt. 2:9-10). Hence, Jesus may have been born sometime in the spring or Summer of 5 bc. The account of Herod’s murder of all the children under 2 years of age in Bethlehem may be because he thought that Jesus was born when the Magi had seen the first constellation in 7 bc, or perhaps simply because Herod wanted to be completely certain he had killed Jesus. This would not be unusual con-sidering his paranoia in regard to a successor.

b.    Commencement of Jesus' ministry

Except for the mention of Jesus’ visit to the temple when he was 12 years old (Lk. 2:41-51), there are no chronological data until the beginning of his ministry. The first concrete clue for the commencement of Jesus’ ministry is in Lk. 3:1-3, which States that John the Baptist’s ministry began in the fifteenth year of Tiberius. Although there is debate, it is most likely that the fifteenth year of Tiberius is reckoned either on the basis of the Julian calendar, namely, 1 January to 31 December ad 29 or on the basis of Tiberius’s reign, the normal Roman method, namely, 19 August ad 28 to 18 August ad 29. Combining these calendars, the fifteenth year of Tiberius would have occurred sometime between 19 August ad 28 and 31 December ad 29. Hence, John the Baptist’s ministry began sometime during this period.

The impression given in the gospels is that short-ly after the commencement of John the Baptist’s ministry, Jesus was baptized and began his ministry. Luke indicates that when Jesus began his ministry, he was ‘about thirty years of age’ (Lk. 3:23). If Jesus was born in the spring or summer of 5 bc and was baptized in the summer or autumn of ad

29,    he would have been around 33 years of age.

After his baptism, the first recorded visit of

Jesus to Jerusalem is found in Jn. 2:13-3:21 where he celebrated the first Passover of his ministry, cleansing the temple. The Synoptic Gospels do not mention such a visit at the Start of his ministry, and indeed they record the so-called ‘cleansing’ of the temple in the context of Jesus’ visit to Jerusalem at the end of his ministry. This divergence has been variously explained: some scholars argued that there were two cleansings, one at the start and one at the end of his ministry; others concluded that John’s gospel is theologically not chronologically arranged; and others argued that the synoptics have simplified the picture by having Jesus go to Jerusalem only once in his ministry and that John’s account has great historical plausibility (see fur-ther below).

According to John, it was during Jesus’ first Passover that the Jews mentioned that the Hero-dian temple had been constructed 46 years ago (Jn. 2:20). According to Josephus, the temple construc-tion began in Herod’s eighteenth year (Am. 15. 380) which coincided with Augustus’ arrival in Syria (Am. 15. 354) and this occurred in the spring or summer of 20 bc (Dio Cassius 54. 7. 4-6). Herod’s eighteenth year would have been from 1 Nisan 20 to 1 Nisan 19 bc. There were two parts in building the temple: the first was the inner sanctu-ary called the naos located within the priests’ court which was completed by the priests in 18 months (Am. 15. 421), and the second included the whole temple area including the three courts and was called the hieron which was completed in ad 63. This distinction is consistently maintained by Josephus and the NT. In discussing the temple with Jesus, the Jews were referring to the naos as having stood for 46 years. If the construction of the naos began in 20/19 bc and was completed in 18 months, i.e. in 18/17 bc, then 46 years later would bring the date to the year ad 29/30. This means, then, that Jesus’ first Passover was the spring of ad

30.    In conclusion, the commencement of Jesus’ ministry was sometime in the summer or autumn of ad 29.

c. Duration of Jesus' ministry Valentinus, an early Gnostic commentator (born c. ad 100), as well as many of the ante-Nicene period, suggested a 1-year ministry of Jesus based on the Lk. 4:19 quotation of Is. 61:2: ‘To proclaim the acceptable year of the Lord.’ However, Valenti-nus’s Contemporary, Irenaeus, refuted this view by indicating the three Passovers mentioned in John (2:13; 6:4; 11:55). Several present-century com-mentators suggest a 1-year ministry beginning with Jesus’ disciples plucking the grain on the Sabbath in Mk. 2:23 (ripe grain at Passover time) and ending with the Passover (only one mentioned in the Synoptic Gospels) in Mk. 14:1. To propose a 1-year ministry on the basis of the Isaianic passage is dubious. Again, the mention of three Passovers in the Gospel of John makes shipwreck of a 1-year ministry. Furthermore, to compress 1 year between Mk. 2:23 and 14:1 is unlikely, for after the plucking of grain in 2:23, there is the mention of ‘green grass’ in the feeding of the 5,000 (6:39). This indi-cates that another year had elapsed and another year is required between this last incident and the passion Passover of 14:1.

A 2-year ministry based on the three Passovers mentioned in John was suggested by 4th-century bishops Apollinaris of Laodicea and Epiphan-ius of Salamis in Cyprus, and is held by a few scholars in the 20th Century.

A 3-year ministry seems to be more viable. As mentioned above, the Gospel of John refers to three Passovers (2:13; 6:4; 11:55). Moreover, it seems that an additional year is needed between the Passovers of 2:13 and 6:4. The Passover of 6:4 is around the time Jesus fed the 5,000, the only miracle mentioned in all four gospels. Previous to this feeding, the Synoptic Gospels mention the disciples plucking grain in Galilee (Mt. 12:1; Mk. 2:23; Lk. 6:1) and this must have been after the Passover of John 2:13. The reason for this is that the Passover of John 2:13 occurred shortly after his baptism and he was ministering in Judaea, whereas the plucking of the grain occurred a considerable time after Jesus’ baptism and the locale of his ministry was in Galilee. Therefore, the plucking of the grain would fit well with a Passover between the Passovers of John 2:13 and 6:4. John provides two additional chronological indicators which would support an additional year between these Passovers. First, after the Passover of Jn. 2:13, Jesus ministered in Judaea and then went to Samaria where he mentioned there were 4 months until har-vest (Jn. 4:35), which would mean the following January/February. Although some consider it a proverbial Statement, it seems best to take this as a literal chronological reference. The second chronological indicator is in Jn. 5:1 where there is mention of another unspecified feast. Some interpreters think it refers to another Passover, although it more likely refers to the Feast of Tabernacles. Thus, these two chronological notes would sub-stantiate that there was another Passover between the Passovers of Jn. 2:13 and 6:4. This would make a total of four Passovers during Jesus’ public ministry, and hence his ministry would have been 3'A to 3Va years in length.

d. Death of Jesus

There is a need to discuss both the day of the week and the day of the month as well as the year of Jesus’ death.

First, the day of the week on which Jesus died has been traditionally thought of as Friday of passion week. However because Jesus States in Mt. 12:40: ‘For as Jonah was three days and three nights in the belly of the whale, so shall the Son of man be three days and three nights in the heart of the earth’, some interpreters think that Jesus could not have died on Friday. They suggest that Jesus died either on Wednesday or Thursday, allowing for 3 days and 3 nights. But when one understands that the Jews reckoned a part of a day as a whole day, then Jesus’ death on Friday does not present a serious problem. Furthermore, the NT repeatedly refers to Jesus’ resurrection as having occurred on the third day (not on the fourth day, e.g. Mt. 16:21; 17:23; 20:19; Lk. 9:22; 18:33; 24:7,46; Acts 10:40; 1 Cor. 15:4). Moreover, the gospels specifically mention the day before the Sabbath (Friday) as the day of his death (Mt. 27:62; Mk. 15:42; Lk. 23:54; Jn. 19:14, 31, 42). Therefore, both scripturally and traditionally, it seems best to accept Friday as the day of Jesus’ death.

Second, there is a need to discuss the day of the Jewish month on which Jesus died. All the gospels state that Jesus ate the Last Supper the day before his crucifixion (Mt. 26:20; Mk. 14:17; Lk. 22:14; Jn. 13:2; cf. also 1 Cor. 11:23). On the one hand, the Synoptic Gospels (Mt. 26:17; Mk. 14:12; Lk. 22:7-8) portray that the Last Supper was the Passover meal celebrated on Thursday evening, 14 Nisan, and that Jesus was crucified the following day, Friday, 15 Nisan. On the other hand, John States that the Jews who took Jesus to the Praetorium did not enter it ‘in Order that they might not be defiled but might eat the Passover’ (Jn. 18:28) and that Jesus’ trial was on the ‘day of preparation for the Passover’ and not after the eating of the Passover (Jn. 19:14). This implies that Jesus’ Last Supper (which occurred on Thursday night, 13 Nisan) was not a Passover and that Jesus was tried and crucified on Friday, 14 Nisan, just before the Jews ate their Passover.

In the attempt to reconcile the Synoptics and John, several theories have been proposed. Some suggest that the Last Supper was not a Passover meal but a meal the night before the Passover (Jn. 13:1, 29). However, the Synoptics explicitly state that the Last Supper was a Passover (Mt. 26:2, 17-19; Mk. 14:1, 12, 14, 16; Lk. 22:1, 7-8, 13, 15). Others suggest that the ‘Passover’ referred to in Jn 18:28 and 19:14 was not the Passover meal itself, but one of the other festal meals held in Passover week. All sorts of other harmonizations have been oflered. Some have proposed that Jesus and his disciples had a private Passover. However, the Passover lamb had to be slaughtered within the temple precincts and the priests would not have allowed the slaughter of the Paschal lamb for a private Passover. Some think it was celebrated on two consecutive days, because it would have been impossible to slay all the Passover lambs on one day. Others think that different religious calendars were in Operation in Palestine. So it has been suggested that Jesus and his followers followed the solar calendar used at Qumran, thus celebrating the Passover earlier in the week than the author-ities who followed a lunar calendar. A different ca-lendrical solution proposes that, on the one hand the Synoptic Gospels followed the method of the Galileans and the Pharisees in reckoning a day to be from sunrise to sunrise and thus Jesus and his disciples slaughtered the Paschal lamb in the late afternoon of Thursday, 14 Nisan, and later that evening they ate the Passover with the unleavened bread. On the other hand, John’s Gospel followed the method of the Judaeans in reckoning a day to be from sunset to sunset and thus the Judaean Jews slaughtered the Paschal lamb in the late afternoon
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on Friday, 14 Nisan, and ate the Passover with the unleavened bread that night which had become 15 Nisan. Thus, Jesus had eaten the Passover meal when his enemies, who had not as yet had the Passover meal, arrested him.

Finally, the year of Jesus’ death can be narrowed by several considerations. First, the three officials involved in the trial were Caiaphas the high priest (Mt. 26:3, 57; Jn. 11:49-53; 18:13-14, 24, 28) who began his office in ad 18 and was deposed at the Passover of ad 37 (Ant. 18. 35; 90-95); Pilate, pre-fect of Judaea (Mt. 27:2-26; Mk. 15:1-15; Lk. 23:1-25; Jn. 18:28-19:16; Acts 3:13; 4:27; 13:28; 1 Tim. 6:13) from ad 26 to 36 (Ant. 18. 89); and Herod Antipas, tetrarch of Galilee and Peraea (Lk. 23:6-12; Acts 4:27) from 4 bc until ad 39 (Ant. 18. 240-56; 19. 351). Thus Jesus’ trial must have oc-curred between ad 26 and 36.

Second, evidence from astronomy helps us to identify which Passover took place on Thursdays/ Fridays, and so to narrow the date of Jesus’ cruci-fixion. Granted that Jesus’ death occurred on Friday, 14 Nisan, and sometime between ad 26 and 36, only the years ad 27, 30, 33, and 36 qualify astronomically. Of these dates, ad 27 is the least likely astronomically and 36 is too late. Of the remaining dates, 30 has been debated as to whether or not 14 Nisan feil on a Friday, while the ad 33 date has the least problem astronomically. Those who maintain an ad 30 date need to begin John the Baptist’s ministry 3 years earlier. They attempt it by reckoning the first year of Tiberius’s reign when he became co-regent with Augustus. But this method must be rejected for there is no evidence, either from historical documents or coins, for its employment.

Third, history confirms the ad 33 date. Pilate is portrayed by his Contemporary Philo (Embassy to Gaius 301-302) and later by Josephus (Ant. 18. 55-59; BJ 2. 167—77) as one who was greedy, inflexible and cruel, and who resorted to robbery and op-pression, a portrait not out of keeping with Lk. 13:1. Yet, during Jesus’ trial, Pilate is seen as one who was readily submissive to the pressures of the religious leaders who were demanding that Jesus be handed over to them.

How can such a change be explained? It must be understood that Pilate was probably appointed by Sejanus, a trusted friend of Tiberius, as well as the prefect of the Praetorian Guard, a dedicated anti-Semite who wanted to exterminate the Jewish race (Philo In Flaccum, 1; Embassy to Gaius, 159-161). When Pilate made trouble for the Jews in Pal-estine, Sejanus accepted this behaviour and did not report it to Tiberius. However, when Sejanus was deposed and executed by Tiberius on 18 October, ad 31, Pilate no longer had protection in Rome, ln fact, it is most likely that Herod Antipas reported that he had caused a riot, probably at the Feast of Tabernacles in ad 32 (Philo Embassy to Gaius 299— 305). Since Herod Antipas ‘had one’ on Pilate, it is understandable that in the midst of the trial, when there was the mention that Jesus stirred up trouble in Judaea and Galilee (Lk. 23:5), Pilate was eager to allow Herod Antipas to try Jesus (Lk. 23:6-12). ln this context, the ad 33 date for the trial makes good sense for three reasons:

1. Pilate, on hearing that Jesus had caused trouble in Galilee, handed Jesus over to Herod Antipas. This was not required by Roman law but he did not want to make another wrong move that Herod could relate to the emperor;

2.    the lack of progress in the trial in Lk. 23:6-12 makes sense because Herod Antipas did not want to make a bad judgment which would cause Pilate to take advantage of him;

3.    Lk. 2i: 12 States that Pilate and Herod Antipas were friends from that day onward. This would be inaccurate if the crucifixion were in ad 30 because they were extremely at odds with each other in ad 32. Hence, the ad 33 date best fits the historical evidence.

II. Chronology of the apostolic age

a. Paul's ministry

The key figure in the apostolic age was the apostle Paul. Reconstructing the chronology of his life and ministry is complicated by scholarly questions (a) about the reliability of the Acts of the Apostles, being our most explicit source of information about Pauline chronology, and (b) about the authenticity of various of the Pauline letters, notably the Pas-toral epistles. Some scholars have ofiered alternative Pauline chronologies to that suggested by Acts, basing their ideas primarily on selected Pauline letters. However, the evidence of Acts Stands up remarkably well in the face of these challenges.

The date of Paul’s conversion hinges primarily on two passages of Scripture. First. Gal. 1:17-18 States that he went from Damascus to Jerusalem 3 years after his conversion (cf. Acts 9:25-26). When he escaped from Damascus, the Nabataean Aretas IV was in power (cf. 2 Cor. 11:32) and since he reigned from ad 37-39, Paul’s conversion must have been sometime between ad 34 and 36. Second, Gal. 2:1 indicates that Paul again went up to Jerusalem 14 years later. This probably refers to the famine visit he made with Barnabas, described in Acts 11 and 12, which can be dated around ad 47 to 49. It is likely that the 14 years are to be reckoned from his conversion rather than after the time of his first visit to Jerusalem, and thus his conversion would be sometime between ad 33 and 35. The overlap from these two primary passages would be ad 34 to 35 and probably the best time for his conversion would be in the Summer of ad 35. Paul returned to Jerusalem in the summer of ad 37 - parts of years are equivalent to a whole year - (Acts 9:26-29; Gal. 1:18-20). Paul went to Tarsus and Syria-Cilicia around the autumn of ad 37 (Acts 9:30; Gal. 1:21) and then to Antioch around ad 41 (Acts 11:19-24). Paul visited Jerusalem during the time of famine, probably in the autumn of ad 47 (Acts 11:30; Gal. 2:1-10), and returned to Antioch from the autumn of ad 47 to the spring of 48 (Acts 12:25-13:1).

Paul, thereafter, embarked on his three mission-ary journeys. The first missionary journey (Acts 13-14) would have been from the spring of ad 48 to the autumn of 49. Probably, in the spring of ad 48 Paul and Barnabas sailed to Salamis in Cyprus and Crossing the island to Paphos, met Sergius Paulus, the proconsul. In later summer/early autumn the missionaries crossed the sea to Perga of Pamphylia and in late summer arrived in Pisid-ian Antioch. They ministered in the cities of Ico-nium, Lystra and Derbe from approximately the autumn of ad 48 to the summer/autumn of 49 and then returned to Antioch of Syria around the autumn of 49.

Upon his return to Antioch, Paul may have writ-ten the book of Galatians, and then he and Barnabas went to the council meeting in Jerusalem in the autumn of ad 49 (Acts 15:1-29). A real chrono-logical debate revolves around the identification of the Conference in Gal. 2:1-10. Some Interpreters think it is to be identified with Paul’s attendance at the Jerusalem council of Acts 15 (his third visit to Jerusalem) because it would support the 14 years (Gal. 2:1) from the time of his conversion to the time of the Jerusalem council. However, it seems more likely that the Conference in Gal. 2:1-10 refers to the famine relief visit of Acts 11:27-30; 12:25 (his second visit to Jerusalem) because to have suppressed the famine relief visit would have been fatal to his argument in Galatians that he was independent of human authority in his recep-tion and proclamation of the gospel. Thus the 14 years covers the time of his conversion to the time of the famine relief visit (reckoning inclusively). This also means that Galatians was written before the Jerusalem council and the Galatians are those people in the area of Iconium, Lystra and Derbe of the first missionary journey.

After wintering in Antioch (Acts 15:33-35), Paul started on his second missionary journey (Acts 15:36 - 18:22) which would have been from the spring of ad 50 to the autumn of 52. On this missionary journey he retraced his steps by visiting Phrygia and Galatia (Iconium, Lystra and Derbe; Acts 16:6) and with the leading of the Spirit he entered Europe, stayed in Corinth for 18 months (Acts 18:11), and was tried before the proconsul Gallio (Acts 18:12-17) who ruled in Achaia probably from the summer of ad 51 to the summer of 52. Also, in Corinth Paul met Priscilla and Aquila, Jewish Christians who were forced out of Rome under the edict of Claudius, probably in ad 49 or 50 (Acts 18:2; Suetonius, Claudius 5. 25. 4; Orosius, History 7. 6). In the summer of ad 51, while in Corinth, Paul wrote 1 and 2 Thes. On his return to Antioch, Paul brought along Priscilla and Aquila and left them at Ephesus.

The third missionary journey (Acts 18:23-21:16) was from the spring of ad 53 to the spring of 57. Paul returned to Phrygia and Galatia and pro-ceeded to Ephesus, where he remained for nearly 3 years (Acts 19:8, 10; 20:31), from the summer of ad 53 until May of 56 and in the spring of 56 he wrote 1 Cor. Paul is often thought to have paid a short ‘painful’ visit to Corinth during this Eph-esian period (2 Cor. 2:1), and some scholars have speculated that he spent some time in prison in Ephesus, writing some or all of his ‘Prison epistles’ here (but see below).

When he finally left Ephesus, he went to Mac-edonia and Greece for three months (Acts 20:3). While in Macedonia he wrote 2 Cor. (which we take to be a unity, despite some critics’ questions). In Corinth (Rom. 16:23) he wrote Rom. in the Winter of ad 56/57. From Corinth Paul retraced his steps through Europe and then took ship from Troas, returning to Jerusalem by the Pentecost of ad 57 (Acts 20:16).

While in Jerusalem he was arrested and taken to Caesarea for a trial before Felix, who was probably procurator from the latter part of ad 52 to the summer of 59 (Acts 23:24; Ant. 20. 137; BJ 2. 247; Ann. 12. 54). Felix heard Paul (Acts 24) and Paul remained in the Caesarean prison for 2 years, at the end of which time Felix was succeeded by Festus (Acts 24:27; Ant. 20. 182; BJ 2. 271). Both Festus and Herod Agrippa II heard Paul in Caesarea (Acts 25:7-12; 26:1-32) in the late summer of ad 59. Paul was in prison in Caesarea from June of 57 until August of 59. He left Caesarea in August of 59 and arrived in Rome in February of 60 (Acts 27:1-28:29) and remained in prison for 2 years (Acts 28:30), from February 60 to March of 62. While in prison, he wrote the Prison epistles: Eph. in the autumn of 60, Col. and Ph. in the autumn of 61, and Phil, in the spring of 62. (Some scholars have speculated that some or all of the epistles were written earlier, either from Ephesus or from Caesarea.)

After the Roman imprisonment there are no re-corded travels of Paul in Acts. From Paul’s inten-tions, his travel notes in the Pastoral epistles, and from early church history, one can only attempt to reconstruct his itinerary after his release from the Roman prison in the spring of ad 62. It seems probable that he travelled E, possibly first in Ephesus and Colossae (spring-autumn 62), later in Macedonia (autumn 62-winter 62/63) from where he wrote 1 Tim. (1:3), and afterwards returned to Asia Minor (spring 63-spring 64). After Asia Minor Paul may well have gone to Spain (spring 64-spring 66) (Rom. 15:24, 28). After Spain it is possible that Paul, with Titus, returned to the E by going to Crete (early summer 66) and leaving Titus. Paul then returned to Asia Minor (summer-autumn 66) (2 Tim. 4:13-14) from where he wrote Tit. (Tit. 1:5). He went to Nicopolis for the winter of 66/67 (Tit. 3:12). It seems that Paul went to Macedonia and Greece (spring-autumn 67) (2 Tim. 4:20) and was possibly arrested when Nero was in Greece in the autumn of 67. It is probable that Paul was again imprisoned in Rome (2 Tim. 1:8; 2:9) from where he wrote 2 Tim. (autumn of 67). Paul’s death may have come in the spring of 68.

b. Apostolic history

In the early part of Acts, Peter played a prominent role. Since it was concluded that Jesus died in ad 33 and that Paul’s conversion was in the summer of 35, the ministry of Peter and the other apostles mentioned in the first 8 chapters of Acts would have taken place in the 2 years between ad 33 and 35. Peter plays a prominent part in the Jerusalem council in ad 49 (Acts 15). It is most likely that Peter did go to Rome towards the end of his life. Since Peter is neither mentioned by Paul when he wrote to the Romans in the winter of ad 56/57, when he wrote the Prison epistles in his first im-prisonment in Rome in ad 60-62, nor when he wrote his second letter to Tim. in his second im-prisonment in Rome in ad 67, nor by Luke when he narrates Paul’s imprisonment in Acts 28:14-30, it seems that Peter was not in Rome before ad 62 or after 66. It is probable that Peter was in Rome when Paul was not there and thus he may well have come to Rome around ad 62 and been martyred in the Neronian persecution following the fire in the Summer of 64.

In the persecution of Herod Agrippa I in ad 44. James, the brother of John, was killed and Peter was imprisoned (Acts 12:2-3). It was in that same year that Agrippa I died (Acts 12:20-23; Ant. 19. 343-53).

James, the brother of the Lord, was an important leader in the early church (Acts 15:13; Gal. 1:19; 2:9; 1 Cor. 15:7). Josephus speaks of his death as having occurred in the period of anarchy after the death of Festus in the winter of 61/62 and before the arrival of his successor, Albinus, in the summer of 62 (Ant. 20. 197-203). Hence, James was killed in the spring of 62.

The fall of Jerusalem was predicted by Christ (Mt. 24:15=Mk. 13:14=Lk. 21:20) and the first phase of the fulfilment was accomplished in ad 70. Many Christians are thought to have fled to Pella, E of the Sea of Galilee (Eusebius EH 3.5. 2-3).

Due to the destruction of Jerusalem, some have surmised that John fled to Asia Minor, pos-sibly to Ephesus. Part of his time was spent on the island of Patmos (Rev. 1:9) and although there is no certainty regarding the time of his death, traditionally it is thought to have occurred in ad 100.

A proposed chronology for the whole apostolic period (with some dates more speculative and ap-proximate than others) can be charted as follows:


	
Crucifixion Friday, 3 April, ad 33 Pentecost (Acts 2) Sunday, 24 May, 33


	
Peter’s second sermon and
	



	
brought before the Sanhedrin (Acts 3:1-4:31)
	
summer 33


	
Death of Ananias and Sapphira (Acts 4:32-5:11)

Peter brought before Sanhedrin
	
33-34


	
(Acts 5:12-42)
	
34-35


	
Deacons selected (Acts 6:1 -7) late 34-early 35


	
Stephen martyred (Acts 6:8-7:60)
	
April 35


	
Paul’s conversion (Acts 9:1-7) Paul in Damascus and Arabia
	
summer 35


	
(Acts 9:8-25; Gal. 1:16-17)
	
summer 35-


	
early summer 37


	
Paul in Jerusalem, first visit (Acts 9:26-29; Gal. 1:18-20) Paul in Tarsus and Syria-Cilicia
	
summer 37


	
area (Acts 9:30; Gal. 1:21) Peter ministers to the Gentiles
	
autumn 37


	
(Acts 10:1-11:18) Barnabas sent to Antioch
	
40-41


	
(Acts 11:19-24) Paul went to Antioch
	
41


	
(Acts 11:25-26)
	
spring 43





Agabus predicts a famine (Acts 11:27—28)    spring    44

Agrippa’s persecution, James martyred (Acts 12:1-23)    spring    44

Relief visit, Paul’s second visit to Jerusalem (Acts 11:30;

Gal. 2:1 — 10)    autumn47

Paul in Antioch

(Acts 12:25-13:1) autumn 47-spring 48 First missionary journey    April 48-

Pamphylia    beginning-middle of July48

Pisidian Antioch    middle July-

middle September 48 lconium    October 48-end February 49

Lystra-Derbe    March-middle June 49


Return visit to churches


middle June-August 49 September 49 autumn 49 autumn 49


Return to Antioch of Syria Peter at Antioch (Gal. 2:11-16)

Galatians written from Antioch Jerusalem council, Paul’s third

visit (Acts 15)    autumn 49

Paul in Antioch (Acts 15:33-35)

winter 49/50 April 50-September 52 April 50 April 50 May 50 end May-middle June 50 middle June-beginning July 50 July 50 August-October 50 November 50-January 51 February 51 end February-middle March 51 Arrival at Corinth    middle March 51

Silas and Timothy arrive from Berea

April/May 51

1    Thessalonians written early summer 51

2    Thessalonians written    summer 51

Departure from

beginning September 52 middle September 52


Second missionary journey (Acts 15:36-18:22) Departure from Antioch Syria and Cilicia Lystra-Derbe lconium

Pisidian Antioch


Antioch to Troas Philippi Thessalonica Berea Athens


Corinth Ephesus

Jerusalem, Paul’s fourth visit Return to Antioch


end September 52 beginning/middle November 52 winter 52/53

spring 53-May 57 spring 53

spring-summer 53 September 53 early spring 56

beginning May 56 May 56 beginning June 56


Paul’s stay at Antioch Third missionary journey (Acts 18:23-21:16) Departure from Antioch Visiting Galatian churches

Arrival at Ephesus

1    Corinthians written Departure from

Ephesus (riot)

Troas

Arrival in Macedonia

2    Corinthians written

Departure from Macedonia Arrival in Corinth


September/October 56


middle November 56 end November 56


Romans written    winter 56/57

Departure from Corinth Philippi Troas

Troas to Assos Assos to Mitylene Mitylene to Chios Chios to Trogyllium Trogyllium to Miletus Ephesian elders see Paul

Miletus to Patara Patara to Tyre Stay at Tyre Tyre to Caesarea Stay at Caesarea Caesarea to Jerusalem Jerusalem, Paul’s fifth visit

Meeting with James (Acts 21:13-23)    28 May, 57

Paul’s arrest and trial before Felix (Acts 21:26-24:22)    29 May-9 June, 57

First day of

purification    Sunday, 29 May, 57

Second day of purification 30 May, 57 Third day of purification    31 May, 57

Fourth day of purification    1 June, 57

Fifth day of purification, riot,

Trial before Felix Thursday, 9 June, 57 Paul before Felix and Drusilla (Acts 24:24-26)    June 57

Caesarean imprisonment

(Acts 24:27)    June 57-August 59

Trial before Festus (Acts 25:7-12)    July 59

Trial before Agrippa

beginning August 59


end February 57 6-14 April, 57 12-25 April, 57 Monday, 25 April, 57

26    April, 57

27    April, 57

28    April, 57

29    April, 57

30 April—2 May 57

2-4 May, 57

5-9 May, 57 10-16 May, 57 17-19 May, 57 19-25 May, 57 25-27 May, 57 eve of Pentecost, 25 May, 57


(Acts 26)

Voyage to Rome (Acts 27:1-28:29)

Departure from Caesarea Myra

Fair Hävens Shipwreck at Malta Departure from

Malta    beginning February 60

Arrival in Rome    end February 60

First Roman imprisonment (Acts 28:30) February 60-March 62 Ephesians written    autumn    60

Colossians and Philemon written    autumn    61

Philippians written    early spring 62

James, Lord’s brother, martyred

Paul in Ephesus and Colossae

Peter goes to Rome Paul in Macedonia (1 Tim. 1:3) late summer 62-winter 62/63 1 Timothy written    autumn    62

Paul in Asia Minor spring 63-spring 64


August 59-February 60

middle August 59 beginning September 59 October 5-10, 59 end October 59


spring 62

spring-autumn 62 62



	
Paul in Spain
	



	
(Rom. 15:24, 28) spring 64-spring 66


	
Christians persecuted, Peter
	



	
martyred
	
summer 64


	
Paul in Crete
	
early summer 66


	
Paul in Asia Minor
	



	
(Tit. 1:5) summer-autumn 66


	
Titus written
	
summer 66


	
Paul in Nicopolis (Tit. 3:12)
	
winter 66/67


	
Paul in Macedonia and Greece


	
(2 Tim. 4:13, 20)
	
spring-autumn 67


	
Paul arrested and brought
	



	
to Rome (2 Tim. 1:8; 2:9)
	
autumn 67


	
2 Timothy written
	
autumn 67


	
Paul’s death
	
spring 68


	
Destruction of Jerusalem
	
2 September, 70
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CHl'RCH.

I. Meaning

The English word ‘church’ is derived from the Gk. adjective kyriakos as used in some such phrase as kyriakon döma or kyriake oikia, meaning ‘the Lord’s house’, i.e. a Christian place of worship. ‘Church’ in the NT, however, renders Gk. ekklesia, which mostly designates a local congregation of Christians and never a building. Although we often speak of these congregations collectively as the NT church or the early church, no NT writer


uses ekklesia in this collective way. An ekklesia was a meeting or assembly. Its commonest use was for the public assembly of citizens duly summoned, which was a feature of all the cities outside Judaea where the gospel was planted (e.g. Acts 19:39); ekklesia was also used among the Jews (lxx) for the ‘‘congregation’ of Israel which was constituted at Sinai and assembled before the Lord at the annual feasts in the persons of its representative males (Acts 7:38).

In Acts, James, 3 John, Revelation and the earl-ier Pauline letters, ‘church’ is always a particular local congregation. ‘The church throughout all Judea and Galilee and Samaria’ (Acts 9:31) may look like an exception, but the singulär could be distributive (cf. Gal. 1:22) or, more likely, is due to the fact that the verse concludes a section about how ‘the church in Jerusalem’ (Acts 8:1) was per-secuted and its members scattered. Although every local congregation is ‘the church of God’ (1 Cor. 1:2), Paul makes no use of the term in connection with his doctrine of justification and salvation, and it is conspicuously absent from his discussion of Israel and the Gentiles in Rom. 9-11. But in the later Colossians and Ephesians Paul generalizes his use of ‘church’ to indicate, not an ecumenical church, but the spiritual and heavenly significance of each and every local ‘body’ which has Christ as its ‘head’, and by which God demonstrates his manifold wisdom through the creation of ‘one new man’ out of all races and classes. In God’s purpose there is only one church, one gathering of all under the headship of Christ. But on earth it is pluriform, seen wherever two or three gather in his name. There is no need to explain the relation between the one and the many. Like the believer, the church is both local and ‘in heaven’. Heb. 12:23 also has a picture of a heavenly ‘assembly’ (ekklesia), but this is based on the model of the ‘congregation of Israel’ at Sinai, and it is uncertain whether the ‘first-born’ who comprise it are human or heavenly beings. Likewise, Jesus’ ‘church’ of Mt. 16:18 may not be identical with what Paul means by ‘church’. Jesus may mean the gathering of his apostles to form, under him, the restored house of David (cf. Mt. 19:28; Acts 15:16), by means of which salvation would come to the Gentiles (Rom. 15:12). (In Mt. 18:17, ‘the church’ refers to the synagogue.) Paul likens the local church to a *body whose members are mutually dependent (1 Cor. 12:12fT), and to a building being erected, especially a ‘temple for God’s Spirit (1 Cor. 3:1 Off.). Metaphors of growth are used, and also the image of a flock being fed (Acts 20:28; I Pet. 5:2). ‘Church’ is not a synonym for ‘people of God’; it is rather an activity of the ‘people of God’. Images such as ‘aliens and exiles’ (1 Pet. 2:11) apply to the people of God in the world, but do not describe the church, i.e. the people assembled with Christ in the midst (Mt. 18:20; Heb, 2:12).

II. The church at Jerusalem

The church in the Christian sense appeared first in Jerusalem after the ascension of Jesus. It was made up of the predominantly Galilean band of Jesus’ disciples together with those who responded to the preaching of the apostles in Jerusalem. Its members saw themselves as the elect remnant of Israel destined to find salvation in Zion (Joel 2:32; Acts 2:17fT.) and as the restored tabernacle of David which Jesus himself had promised to build (Acts 15:16; Mt. 16:18). Jerusalem was thus the divinely-appointed locale for those who awaited the final fulfilment of all God’s promises (Acts 3:21). Ex-ternally, the group of baptized believers had the character of a sect within Judaism. It was called ‘the sect of the Nazarenes’ by a Professional orator (Acts 24:5, 14; cf. 28:22), while its own adherents called their distinctive faith ‘the ‘Way’. It was more or less tolerated by Judaism throughout the 30-odd years of its life in Judaea, except when the Jewish authorities were disturbed by its frat-ernization with Gentile churches abroad. But the essentially Jewish character of the Jerusalem church should be noted. Its members accepted the obligations of the law and the worship of the Temple. Their distinctive belief was that Jesus of Nazareth was Israel’s Messiah, that God himself had vindicated this by raising him from the dead after he had suflfered for Israel’s redemption, and that the ‘great and manifest day’ of the Lord was even now upon them and would culminate in a final appearance of Messiah in judgment and glory.

Their distinctive practices included a baptism in the name of Jesus, regulär attendance at instruc-tion given by the apostles, and ‘fellowship’ on a household basis, which Luke described as being ‘the breaking of bread and the prayers’ (Acts 2:41-46). The first leadership of the church was by the twelve (Galilean) apostles, especially * Peter and

*    John, but soon gave way to that of ‘elders in the regulär Jewish manner, with ‘James the brother of Jesus as President (Gal. 2:9; Acts 15:6ff.). The lat-ter’s presidency extended through most of the life of the Jerusalem church, possibly from as early as the thirties (Gal. 1:19; cf. Acts 12:17) until his exe-cution c. ad 62. It may well have been associated with the church’s Messianic conceptions. ‘The

*    throne of David’ was a much more literal hope among believing Jews than we commonly realize, and James was also ‘of the house and lineage of David’. Was he thought of as a legitimate Pro-tector, or Prince Regent, pending the return of Messiah in person? Eusebius reports that a cousin of Jesus, Simeon son of Clopas, succeeded James as President, and that Vespasian, after the capture of Jerusalem in ad 70, is said to have ordered a search to be made for all who were of the family of David, that there might be left among the Jews no-one of the royal family (EH 3. 11-12).

The church became large (Acts 21:20) and included even priests and Pharisees in its member-ship (6:7; 15:5). At the outset it included also many

*    Hellenists, Greek-speaking Jews of the Dispersion who came as pilgrims to feasts or for various reasons were staying in Jerusalem. Such Jews were often more wealthy than those of Jerusalem, and displayed piety by bringing ‘alms to their nation’ (cf. Acts 24:17). When the church adopted the practice of mutual Support, a typical benefactor was the Cypriot * Barnabas (Acts 4:34-37), and when a committee was needed to administer the relief the Seven appointed were, to judge by their names, Hellenists (6:5). It was apparently through this Hellenist element that the gospel overflowed the narrow limits of Judaistic Christianity and cre-ated fresh streams in alien territories. ‘Stephen, one of the Seven, came into debate in a Hellenist synagogue in Jerusalem (of which Saul of Tarsus was possibly a member) and was charged before the Sanhedrin with blaspheming the Temple and the Mosaic law. His defence certainly shows a liberal attitude towards the inviolability of the Temple, and the persecution which followed his death may have been directed against this sort of tendency among Hellenist believers rather than against the law-abiding Christianity of the apostles who remained in Jerusalem when others were ‘scat-tered'. * Philip, another of the Seven, took the gospel to Samaria and, after baptizing a foreign eunuch near the old Philistine city of Gaza, went preaching up the coast tili he came to the largely pagan Caesarea, where soon afterwards Peter found himself admitting uncircumcised Gentiles to baptism.

Significantly it was Hellenists who went from Jerusalem to Antioch and there preached to Gentiles without any stipulation about the Mosaic law. After Stephen, the Hellenistic element in the Jerusalem church seemed to disappear and its Judaic character to prevail. Some of its members disap-proved of the gospel’s being offered to Gentiles without Obligation to keep the law and went off to press their point of view in the new churches (Acts 15:1; Gal. 2:12; 6:12f.). Officially, however, the Jerusalem church gave its approval not only to Philip’s mission in Samaria and the baptism of Cornelius at Caesarea, but to the policy of the new church at Antioch and its missionaries. In c. ad 49 a "council of the Jerusalem church was formally asked what should be demanded of ‘those of the Gentiles who turn to God’. It was determined that, while Jewish believers would, of course, continue to circumcise their children and keep the whole law, these requirements should not be laid on Gen-tile believers, although the latter should be asked to make certain concessions to Jewish scruples which would make table-fellowship between the two groups easier, and to keep the law concerning sexual purity (Acts 15:20, 29; 21:21-25). The pro-ceedings reflect the primacy of Jerusalem in mat-ters of faith and morals. Indeed, throughout the first generation it was ‘the church’ par excellence (see Acts 18:22, where the Jerusalem church is meant). This is noticeable in the attitude of Paul (Gal. 1:13; Phil. 3:6), who impressed it on his churches (Rom. 15:27). His final visit to Jerusalem

c. ad 57 was in recognition of this spiritual primacy. He was greeted by ‘James and all the elders’ and reminded that the many members of the church were ‘all zealous for the law’. Its scrupulos-ity, however, did not save it from suspicion of dis-loyalty to Jewish national hopes. James ‘the Just’ was judicially murdered at the instigation of the high priest c. ad 62.

When the war with Rome broke out in ad 66 the church came to an end. Its members betook them-selves, says Eusebius, to Pella in Transjordan (EH

3. 5). Thereafter they divided into two groups: the Nazarenes, who keeping the law themselves, had a tolerant attitude towards their Gentile fellow-believers, and the Ebionites, who inherited the Judaizing view of Obligation to the law. Later Christians listed the Ebionites among the heretics.

III. The church at Antioch

The Jerusalem believers had no exclusive Claim on the term ekklesia, despite its OT associations, and the mixed assemblage of Jewish and Gentile believers which was formed at Antioch on the Oron-tes was without ceremony also called ‘the church’ there (Acts 11:26; 13:1). Moreover *Antioch, not Jerusalem, was the model of the ‘new church’ which was to appear all over the world. It was founded by Hellenist Jews. Here believers were first dubbed "Christians, or ‘Christites’, by their Gentile neighbours (Acts 11:26). Antioch became the springboard for the expansion of the gospel throughout the Levant. The key figure at first was "Barnabas, himself perhaps a Hellenist but enjoy-ing the full confidence of the Jerusalem leaders who sent him to investigate. He is first named among the ‘prophets and teachers’, who are the only functionaries we know to have been in this church. He brought Saul the converted Pharisee from Tarsus—an interesting solvent for the fer-ment! Barnabas also led two missionary exped-itions to his own country of "Cyprus, and with Paul made the first incursions into Asia Minor. There were important links between Antioch and Jerusalem. Prophets from Jerusalem came up and ministered (Acts 11:27), as did Peter himself and delegates from James (Gal. 2:11-12), not to mention the Pharisaic visitors of Acts 15:1. In return, Antioch expressed its fellowship with Jerusalem by sending relief in time of famine (Acts 11:29) and later looked to the Jerusalem church to provide a solution to the legal controversy. The prophetic leadership of the church included an Af-rican called Symeon, Lucius of Cyrene and a member of Herod Antipas’s entourage. The author of Acts has been claimed as a native of Antioch (Anti-Marcionite Prologues). But the greatest fame of the church at Antioch was that it ‘commended’ Barnabas and Saul ‘to the grace of God for the work which they ... fulfilled’ (Acts 14:26).

IV. Pauline churches

While "Paul and Barnabas were clearly not the only missionaries of the first generation, we know next to nothing about the labours of others, includ-ing the twelve apostles themselves. Paul, however, claimed to have preached the gospel ‘from Jerusalem and as far round as Illyricum’ (Rom. 15:19), and we know that he founded churches on the An-tiochene pattem in the S provinces of Asia Minor, in Macedonia and Greece, in W Asia where he made "Ephesus his base, and, by inference from the Epistle to "Titus, in "Crete. Whether he founded churches in "Spain (Rom. 15:24) is un-known. Everywhere he made cities his centre, whence he (or his associates) reached other cities of the province (Acts 19:10; Col. 1:7). Where pos-sible, the Jewish * synagogue was the jumping-off point, Paul preaching there as a rabbi as long as he was given opportunity. In time, however, a separate ekklesia—the word must sometimes have had the flavour of synagöge (cf. Jas. 2:2, rv)—of Jewish and Gentile converts came into being, each with its own elders appointed by the apostle or his delegate from among the responsible senior believers. The * family played an important role in the development of these churches. The OT in Greek was the sacred Scripture of all these churches, and the key to its Interpretation was indicated in certain sel-ected passages together with a clearly defined summary of the gospel itself (1 Cor. 15:1-4). Other ‘traditions’ concerning Jesus’ ministry and teach-ing were laid on every church (1 Cor. 1 1:2, 23-25; 7:17; 11:16; 2 Thes. 2:15), with fixed patterns of ethical instruction in regard to social and political Obligation. It is unknown who regularly adminis-tered * baptism or presided at the * Lord’s Supper, though both ordinances are mentioned. How fre-quently or on what days the church assembled is also unknown. The meeting at Troas ‘on the Satur-day night’ (Acts 20:7, neb) may be a model, and if so would Support the view that the use of ‘the first day of the week’ (or ‘the first day after the sab-bath’) for Christian assembly began simply by using the night hours which followed the close of the sabbath (see H. Riesenfeld, ‘The Sabbath and the Lord’s Day in Judaism, the Preaching of Jesus and Early Christianity’, The Gospel Tradition, 1970).

But it is not clear that there was a church at Troas; the occasion may merely have marked the parting of Paul’s travelling companions, the time being dictated by travelling arrangements. The first day could not have been observed as a sabbath, however, since it was not a holiday for Gentiles, and Paul would have no binding rules about keep-ing days unto the Lord (Rom. 14:5). Jewish mem-bers must have observed many customs not joined in by their Gentile brethren. The füllest evidence for what took place when a church actually as-sembled is 1 Cor. 11-14. There was no organiza-tional link between Paul’s churches, though there were natural affinities between churches in the same province (Col. 4:15-16; 1 Thes. 4:10). All were expected to submit to Paul’s authority in mat-ters of the faith—hence the role of Paul’s letters and of the visits of * Timothy—but this authority was spiritual and admonitory, not coercive (2 Cor. 10:8; 13:10). Local administration and discipline were autonomous (2 Cor. 2:5-10). No church had superiority over any other, though all acknow-ledged Jerusalem as the source of ‘spiritual bless-ings’ (Rom. 15:27), and the collection for the saints there was a token of this acknowledgment.

V. Other churches

The origin of the other churches mentioned in the NT is a matter of inference. There were Jewish and Gentile believers in Rome by c. ad 56 when Paul wrote his Epistle to them. ‘Visitors from Rome, both Jews and proselytes’ were present at Pentecost (Acts 2:10), and among greetings in Rom. 16 is one to two ‘of note among the apostles’, ‘Andronicus and Junias, kinsmen of Paul’s who were converted before him. Is this a complimentary rcference to their having brought the gospel to Rome? ‘Brethren’ came to meet Paul and his party when they went to * Rome, but our knowledge of the church there, its composition and its Status, is problematical.

The address of *1 Peter shows that there was a group of churches scattered along the S coast of the Black Sea and its hinterland (‘Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia’) of either Jewish or Jewish-Gentile membership. These are the parts which Paul was prevented from entering (Acts 16:6-7), which may imply that they were the scene of another man’s foundation, perhaps the work of Peter himself. But we learn nothing distinctive of these churches from the Epistle. Oversight and re-sponsibility for ‘feeding the flock’ in each place was exercised by elders (1 Pet. 5:1-2).

This exhausts our knowledge of the founding of particular churches in NT times. A little more about the W Asian churches emerges from the Apocalypse. It is thought that churches must surely have been founded at least in Alexandria and in Mesopotamia, if not farther E, within the Ist Century, but of this there is no certain evidence.

Of the life and Organization of the churches generally, we know very little, except for Jerusalem, which was not typical. Yet what we know makes us confident that their unity lay in the gospel itself, acceptance of the OT Scriptures and acknowledgment of Jesus as ‘Lord and Christ’. Differences of * church government, forms of *ministry, moulds of thought and levels of moral and spiritual achievement were probably greater than we com-monly realize. No one NT church, nor all the churches together—though they formed no visible unity—exercises any authority over our faith today. This divine ‘authority belongs only to the apostolic gospel as contained in the whole of the Scriptures. (* Power of tue Keys; * Peter, IV.)

Bibliography. K. L. Schmidt, TDNT 3, pp. 501-536; R. Banks, Panis Idea of Community, 1979; P. T O’Brien in D. A. Carson (ed.), The Church in the Bihle and the World. 1987, pp. 88ff.; J. Rolofif, EDNT I, pp. 41 OfT.; H. Merklein, ‘Die Ekklesia Gottes. Der Kirchenbegriff bei Paulus und in Jerusalem’, Studien zu Jesus und Paulus, 1987, pp. 296fT.; G. Cole, Exploralions 2, 1987, pp. 3ff.    d.w.b.r.

CHURCH GOVERNMENT. The NT provides no detailed code of regulations for the government of the church, and the very idea of such a code might seem repugnant to the liberty of the gospel dispen-sation; but Christ left behind him a body of leaders in the apostles whom he himself had chosen, and he also gave them a few general principles for the exercise of their ruling function.

I. The Twelve and Paul

The Twelve were chosen that they might be with Christ (Mk. 3:14), and this personal association qualified them to act as his witnesses (Acts 1:8); they were from the first endowed with power over unclean spirits and diseases (Mt. 10:1), and this power was renewed and increased, in a more general form, when the promise of the Father (Lk. 24:49) came upon them in the gift of the Holy Spirit (Acts 1:8); on their first mission they were sent forth to preach (Mk. 3:14), and in the great Commission they were instructed to teach all nations (Mt. 28:19). They thus received Christ’s authority to evangelize at large.

But they were also promised a more specific function as judges and rulers of God’s people (Mt. 19:28; Lk. 22:29-30), with power to bind and to loose (Mt. 18:18), to remit and to retain sins (Jn. 20:23). Such language gave rise to the conception of the keys, traditionally defined in both mediaeval and Reformed theology as: (a) the key of doctrine, to teach what conduct is forbidden and what per-mitted (this is the technical meaning of binding and loosing in Jewish legal phraseology), and (b) the key of discipline, to exclude and exeommuni-cate the unworthy, and to admit and reconcile the contrite, by declaring or praying for God’s forgive-ness, through the remission of sins in Christ alone.

Peter received these powers first (Mt. 16:18-19), as he also received the pastoral Commission to feed Christ’s flock (Jn. 21:15), but he did so in a repre-sentative, rather than in a personal, capacity; for when the Commission is repeated in Mt. 18:18, authority to exercise the ministry of reconciliation is vested in the body of disciples as a whole, and it is the faithful congregation, rather than any individual, which acts in Christ’s name to open the kingdom to believers and to close it against

unbelief. None the less, this authoritative function is primarily exercised by preachers of the Word, and the process of sifting, of conversion and rejec-tion, is seen at work from Peter’s first sermon onwards (Acts 2:37-41). When Peter confessed Christ, his faith was typical of the rock-like foun-dation on which the church is built (Mt. 16:18), but in fact the foundations of the heavenly Jerusalem contain the names of all of the apostles (Rev. 21:14; cf. Eph. 2:20); these acted as a body in the early days of the church, and, despite Peter’s con-tinued eminence (Acts 15:7; 1 Cor. 9:5; Gal. 1:18; 2:7-9), the idea that Peter exercised any constant primacy among them is refuted, partly by the lead-ing position occupied by James in the Jerusalem ♦Council (Acts 15:13, 19), and partly by the fact that Paul withstood Peter to the face (Gal. 2:11). It was in a corporate capacity that the apostles pro-vided leadership for the primitive church; and that leadership was effective both in mercy (Acts 2:42) and in judgment (Acts 5:1-11). They exercised a general authority over every congregation, sending two of their number to supervise new develop-ments in Samaria (Acts 8:14), and deciding with the elders on a common policy for the admission of Gentiles (Acts 15), while Paul’s ‘care of all the churches’ (2 Cor. 11:28) is illustrated both by the number of his missionary journeys and by the extent of his correspondence.

II. After the ascension

Their first Step, immediately after Christ’s ascension, was to fill the vacancy left by the defection of Judas, and this they did by means of a direct appeal to God (Acts 1:24—26). Others were later reckoned in the number of apostles (1 Cor. 9:5-6; Gal. 1:19), but the qualifications of being an eye-witness of the resurrection (Acts 1:22), and of having been in some way personally commissioned by Christ (Rom. 1:1, 5), were not such as could be extended indefinitely. When the pressure of work increased, they appointed seven assistants (Acts 6:1-6), elected by the people and ordained by the apostles, to administer the church’s charity; these seven have been regarded as deacons from the time of Irenaeus onwards, but Philip, the only one whose later history is clearly known to us, became an evangelist (Acts 21:8) with an unrestricted mis-sion to preach the gospel, and Stephcn’s activities were not dissimilar. Church-officers with a distinct-ive name are first found in the elders of Jerusalem, who received gifts (Acts 11:30) and took part in Council (Acts 15:6). This office (* Presbyter) was probably copied from the eidership of the Jewish synagogue; the church is itself called a synagogue in Jas. 2:2, and Jewish elders, who seem to have been ordained by imposition of hands, were re-sponsible for maintaining the observance of God’s law, with power to excommunicate law-breakers. But the Christian eidership, as a gospel ministry, acquired added pastoral (Jas. 5:14; 1 Pet. 5:1-3) and preaching (1 Tim. 5:17) duties. Elders were ordained for all the Asian churches by Paul and Barnabas (Acts 14:23), while Titus was enjoined to do the same for Crete (Tit. 1:5); and although the disturbances at Corinth may suggest that a more complete democracy prevailed in that congregation (cf. 1 Cor. 14:26), the general pattem of church government in the apostolic age would seem to be a board of elders or pastors, possibly augmented by prophets and teachers, ruling each of the local congregations, with deacons to help, and with a general superintendence of the entire church provided by apostles and evangelists. There is nothing in this System which corresponds exactly to the modern diocesan episcopate; * bishops, when they are mentioned (Phil. 1:1), form a board of local congregational officers, and the position occupied by Timothy and Titus is that of Paul’s personal lieutenants in his missionary work. It seems most likely that one elder acquired a permanent chairmanship of the board, and that he was then specially designated with the title of bishop; but even when the monarchical bishop ap-pears in the letters of Ignatius, he is still the pastor of a single congregation. NT terminology is much more fluid; instead of anything resembling a hier-archy, we meet with such vague descriptions as ‘he who rules’, those who ‘are over you in the Lord’ (proi'stamenoi, ‘presidents’; Rom. 12:8; 1 Thes. 5:12) or ‘those who have the rule over you’ or ‘your lead-ers’ (hegoumenoi, ‘guides’; Heb. 13:7, 17, 24). The * angels of the churches in Rev. 2:3 have sometimes been regarded as actual bishops, but they are more probably personifications of their respective com-munities. Those in responsible positions are en-titled to honour (1 Thes. 5:12-13; I Tim. 5:17), maintenance (1 Cor. 9:14; Gal. 6:6) and freedom from trifling accusations (1 Tim. 5:19).

III. General principlcs

Five general principles can be deducted from the NT teaching as a whole: (a) all authority is derived from Christ and exercised in his name and Spirit: (b) Christ’s humility provides the pattem for Christian Service (Mt. 20:26-28); (c) government is col-legiate rather than hierarchical (Mt. 18:19; 23:8; Acts 15:28); (d) teaching and ruling are closely as-sociated functions(l Thes. 5:12); (e) administrative assistants may be required to help the preachers of the word (Acts 6:2-3). See also * Ministry and bibliography there cited.    g.s.m.w.

CILICIA. A region in SE Asia Minor. The W part, known as Tracheia, was a wild plateau of the Taurus ränge, the home of pirates and robbers from prehistoric to Roman times. The E part, known as Cilicia Pedias, was a fertile plain between Mt Amanus in the S, Mt Taurus in the N and the sea; and the vital trade route between Syria and Asia Minor lay through its twin majestic passes, the Syrian Gates and the Cilician Gates. Cilicia was officially made a province before 100 bc, but effective rule began only after Pompey’s pirate drive in 67 bc. Cicero was governor here in 51 bc. The province apparently disappeared under the Early Empire, Augustus ceding Tracheia partly to the native dynasty and partly to the adjacent dient kingdoms of Galatia and Cappadocia. Pedias, which consists of 16 semi-autonomous cities, of which Tarsus was the most outstanding, was administered by Syria until after Tracheia was taken from Antiochus IV of Commagene in ad 72. Then Vespasian re-combined both regions into the single province of Cilicia (Suetonius, Vespasian 8). Thus Paul, its most distinguished Citizen, and Luke, both writing accurately of the earlier period, are strictly correct in combining Cilicia (i.e. Pedias) in one unit with Syria (Gal. 1:21 variant; Acts 15:23, 41; see E. M. B. Green, ‘Syria and Cilicia’, ExpT 71, 1959-60, pp. 50—53, and authorities quoted there).    e.m.b.g.
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CIRCUMCISION.

1. In the Old Testament

The OT gives a coherent account of the origin and practice of circumcision in Israel.

a.    Origin and occurrence

It is alleged that Ex. 4:24ff and Jos. 5:2(T., along with Gn. 17, offer three different accounts of the origin of the rite, but, in fact, Ex. 4:24ff. can hardly be explained unless infant or child circumcision was already an established practice, and Jos. 5:2ff. States that those who left Egypt were circumcised. Gn. 17 remains as the sole biblical account of the origin of Israelite circumcision. It was integrated into the Mosaic System in connection with the Passover (Ex. 12:44), and apparently continued throughout the OT (e.g. Je. 9:25-26). It is a founda-tion feature of NT Judaism, and occasioned the Judaistic controversies of the apostolic period. The Jews in the NT had so associated circumcision with Moses that they had virtually forgotten its more fundamental association with Abraham (Acts 15:1,5; 21:21; Gal. 5:2-3). Our Lord had to remind them that it antedated Moses (Jn. 7:22); Paul is emphatic that it was the current understanding of the Mosaic connection which was obnoxious to Christianity (Gal. 5:2-3, 11, etc ), and constantly brings his readers back to Abraham (Rom. 4:11; 15:8, etc.).

b.    Significance of the practice

In Gn. 17 the divine covenant is set out first as a series of promises, personal (vv. 4b-5: Abram be-comes the new man with new powers), national (v. 6, the predicted rise of monarchic nationhood), spiritual (v. 7, the pledged relationship of God with Abraham and his descendants). When the covenant is, secondly, expressed in a sign, circumcision (vv. 9-14), it is this totality of divine promise which is symbolized and applied to the divinely nominated recipients. This relationship of circumcision to foregoing promise shows that the rite sig-nifies the gracious movement of God to man, and only derivatively, as we shall see, the consecration of man to God. This truth underlies Jos. 5:2ff: while the nation walked in the wilderness under God’s displeasure (cf. Nu. 14:34), the covenant was, as it were, in suspended animation, and circumcision lapsed. Or again, when Moses spoke of possessing ‘uncircumcised lips’ (Ex. 6:12, 30; cf. Je. 6:10), only the gift of God’s word could remedy it. Further, the NT speaks of circumcision as a 'seaf (Rom. 4:11) upon God’s gift of righteousness. Circumcision, therefore, is the token of that work of grace whereby God chooses out and marks men for his own.

The covenant of circumcision operates on the principle of the spiritual Union of the household in its head. The covenant is ‘between me and you and your descendants after you’ (Gn. 17:7), and vv. 26-27 notably express the same truth: ‘Abraham . . . Ishmael . . . and all the men of his house . . . were circumcised with him.’ Thus, front its inception, infant circumcision was the distinctive Israelite custom, not derived front Egyptian or other practice, and contrasting sharply with the puberty rites of other nations: the latter point to social acknowledgment of adult Status, the former to a Status betöre God and a prevenience of divine grace.

Those who thus became members of the covenant were expected to show it outwardly by obedi-ence to God’s law, expressed to Abram in its most general form, ‘Walk betöre me, and be blameless’ (Gn. 17:1). The relation between circumcision and obedience remains a biblical constant (Je. 4:4; Rom. 2:25-29; cf. Acts 15:5; Gal. 5:3). In this re-spect, circumcision involves the idea of consecra-tion to God, but not as its essence. Circumcision embodies and applies covenant promises and summons to a life of covenant obedience. The blood which is shed in circumcision does not express the desperate lengths to which a man must go in self-consecration, but the costly demand which God makes of those whom he calls to himself and marks with the sign of his covenant.

This response of obedience was not always forthcoming, and, though sign and thing signified are identified in Gn. 17:10, 13-14, the Bible can-didly allows that it is possible to possess the sign and nothing more, in which case it is spirituaily defunct and, indeed, condemnatory (Rom. 2:27). The OT plainly teaches this, as it calls for the real-ity appropriate to the sign (Dt. 10:16; Je. 4:4), warns that in the absence of the reality the sign is nothing (Je. 9:25), and foresees the circumcising of the heart by God (Dt. 30:6).

II. In the New Testament

The NT is unequivocal: without obedience, circumcision becomes uncircumcision (Rom. 2:25-29); the outward sign fades into insignificance when com-pared with the realities of keeping the command-ments (1 Cor. 7:18-19), faith working by love (Gal. 5:6) and a new creation (Gal. 6:15). Nevertheless, the Christian is not at liberty to scorn the sign. Although, in so far as it expressed Salvation by works of law, the Christian must shun it (Gal. 5:2ff.), yet in its inner meaning he needs it (Col. 2:13; cf. Is. 52:1). Consequently, there isa‘circumcision of Christ’, the ‘putting oflf (of) the body (and not only part) of the . . . flesh’, a spiritual transac-tion not made with hands, a relation to Christ in his death and resurrection, sealed by the initiatory ordinance of the new covenant (Col. 2:11-12).

In Phil. 3:2 Paul uses the deliberately offensive word katatome, ‘those who mutilate the flesh’ (rsv), ‘the concision’ (av). He is not defaming circumcision on Christians (cf. Gal. 5:12). The cog-nate verb (kalatemnö) is used (Lv. 21:5, lxx) of forbidden heathen mutilations. To Christians, who are ‘the circumcision’ (Phil. 3:3), the enforcement of the outmoded sign is tantamount to a heathen-ish gashing of the body.

Bibliography. L. Koehler, Hebrew Man, 1956, pp. 37ff.; G. A. F. Knight, A Christian Theology of the Old Testament, 1959, pp. 238f; G. R. Beasley-Murray, Baptism in the New Testament, 1962; J. P. Hyatt, ‘Circumcision’, IDB\ J. Sasson, JBL 85, 1966, pp. 473fT; T. D. Alexander, ‘Genesis 22 and the Covenant of Circumcision’, JSOT 25, pp. 17-22; H. C. Hahn, ‘Circumcision’, NIDNTT 1, pp. 307-312.    j.a.m.

CISTERN (Heb. bör or bö'r, from baar, ‘to dig or bore’), a subterranean reservoir for storing water which was collected from rainfall or from a spring. In contrast, the cylindrical well (br'er) received water from percolation through its walls. However, the term bör is translated *‘well’ or *‘pit’ many times and ‘cistern’ only 5 times in av and 14 times in rsv. Many cisterns are found in Palestine, where rainfall is scarce from May to September. They are usually pear-shaped with a small opening at the top which can be sealed to prevent accidents (Ex.

21:33-34) and unauthorized use. Both Joseph (Gn. 37:22) and Jeremiah (Je. 38:6) nearly perished in such pits (cf. Zc. 9:11). Most homes in Jerusalem had private cisterns (2 Ki. 18:31; cf. Pr. 5:15); but there were also huge public cisterns, one in the Temple area having a capacity of over 2 million gallons. By c. 1500 bc cisterns were cemented (P. W. Lapp, BASOR 195, 1969, pp. 2-49), thus permit-ting large Settlements in the barren Negeb region (cf. 2 Ch. 26:10), especially in Nabataean and Byz-antine times. Cf. N. Glueck, Rivers in the Deserl, 1959, p. 94; S. M. Paul and W. G. Dever, Biblical Archaeology, 1974, pp. 127-162; EJ, 5, pp. 578f.

j.c.w.

CITIES OF REFUGE. These were places of asylum mentioned principally in Nu. 35:9-34 and Jos. 20:1-9 (where they are named). They are also mentioned in Nu. 35:6; Jos. 21:13, 21, 27, 32, 38; 1 Ch. 6:57, 67. From these it appears that they were among the cities of the Levites. Dt. 4:41-43; 19:1 — 13 deal with the institution indicated by this name (cf. Ex. 21:12-14).

In Israel’s public life the law of retribution was to be applied, and is, moreover, specified in the lex talionis (see Ex. 21:23-25, etc.) which particularly applied in cases of bloodshed (see Gn. 9:5f.; Ex. 21:12; Lv. 24:17, etc.', cf. also Dt. 21:1-9). In an-cient Israel at least, the duty of punishing the slayer rested upon the gö'el, the nearest male relative (* Avenger of blood). A distinction was made between slaying a man purposely or unawares. The wilful murderer was to be killed, while the unintentional murderer could find asylum in one of the cities of refuge. It may be said that the institution of the cities of refuge mainly served to prevent excesses which might develop from the execution of what is usually called the ‘blood-feud’.

In ‘the book of the covenant’, Israel’s oldest Collection of laws, there is already a stipulation con-cerning this matter (Ex. 21:12-14). Perhaps the tendency of this regulation can be described as fol-lows. Israel knew the ancient practice, which also prevailed among other nations, of regarding the altar or the sanctuary as an asylum. Here it is stipulated that the wilful slayer shall not find a refuge near the altar, though the unintentional slayer may do so. But the altar may be at a great distance, and, moreover, he cannot stay perman-ently near the altar, in the sanctuary. So the Lord announces that he will make further provisions for this matter. The curious expression ‘God let him fall into his hand’ has been interpreted in the sense that the unintentional murderer is an instrument of God, and accordingly it is only natural that God should look after his protection. Examples of the altar as an asylum in Israel occur in 1 Ki. 1:50-53; 2:28-34, while expressions such as those used in Pss. 27:4-6; 61:4; Ob. 17 show that this practice was well known in Israel.

There are characteristic differences between the two principal groups of regulations concerning the cities of refuge, Nu. 35:9fT; Dt. 19:1 ff. (cf. Dt. 4:41-43). As to the regulations of Nu. 35, which were also given in the plains of Moab (v. 1), we should note the following. The term ‘cities of refuge, cities where a person is received (?)’ is used. In due course Israel is to appoint three cities on the E side of Jordan, and three cities on the W side (vv. I3ff.), which cities are to be among the cities of the Levites (v. 6). The ‘congregation’ is to
[image: ]


Seclional drawing of a cistern, fed by Underground drain, excavated at Teil Taannek. Water would be drawn by using a bücket (see p. 205).

pronounce the final judgment (vv. 12, 24). (Düring the wanderings through the desert this body made decisions in such cases. Here no further stipulation is made as to what body is to act in a similar cap-acity once Israel had settled in Canaan.) In vv. 16-23 criteria are given to define accurately whether one has to do with intentional or unintentional murder. The unintentional slayer is to remain in the city until the death of the high priest (vv. 25, 28, 32). In this connection the stay receives the character of an exile, of penance (vv. 28, 32). Note also the stipulations of vv. 30-32, with the important motivation, given in vv. 33f.

Dt. 4:41-43 narrates how ‘Moses set apart three

cities in the east beyond the Jordan’. Dt. 19:1 ff. stipulates that, after the conquest of Canaan, three cities of refuge shall be appointed on the W side of Jordan, and another three in case of a further ex-tension of Israel’s territory (the last regulation was apparently never carried out). It is emphasized that the Israelites should take care that a slayer who killed ignorantly was within easy reach of a city of refuge (vv. 3, 6fT.). To indicate the difiference between a wilful and unintentional murder, an example is given in v. 5. The elders of the slayer’s dwelling-place are to make the final decision (v. 12).

According to Jos. 20, the following cities of refuge were appointed during Joshua’s lifetime:

Kedesh, Shechem, Kiriath-arba (= Hebron), Bezer, Ramoth and Golan. Jos. 20 assumes as known both the regulations of Nu. 35 and of Dt. 19. A new feature here is that the elders of the cities of refuge also have a responsibility (vv. 4-5).

Nothing is known about the putting into prac-tice of the right of asylum. Except for 1 Ki. 1:50-53; 2:28-34, it is not mentioned, which per se need not surprise us. It is possible that, as the central authority established itself more firmly, the right of asylum decreased in significance.

Concerning the dating of these passages and the historicity of the facts they contain, Wellhausen and the scholars who follow him hold them to be the result of a development, as follows. Originally the sanctuary was the asylum. In the 7th Century bc the authors of Deuteronomy aimed at the cen-tralization of the cult. In this Connection they secu-larized the right of asylum, and replaced the sanc-tuaries by a few cities and superseded the priests by the elders. Nu. 35 contains a project dating from the exilic or post-exilic time which was never car-ried out. Jos. 20 dates from an even later period. Nowadays many scholars are of the opinion that this institution dates from a much older time, e.g. from the time of David (Albright and others).

There seems to be no reason why we should not accept that the regulations in question date, at least in essence, from Moses’ time. It is obvious that this cannot be discussed as an isolated question, for it is closely connected with the dating of sources. Suf-fice it to say here that only in ancient times did these six cities belong to Israel’s territory, Golan already being lost shortly after Solomon’s death, and Bezer about 850 bc (according to the * Moabite Stone).

Two questions remain for discussion. First, why was the unintentional slayer to remain in the city of refuge tili the death of the high priest? One answer given is that his guilt devolved upon the high priest and was atoned for by the (untimely) death of the high priest. A similar view occurs already in the Talmud (Makkoth 2b) and is still de-fended, among others by Nicolsky and Greenberg. This view has something attractive about it (cf. Ex. 28:36—38), but is still questionable. It is better to take the view that by the death of the high priest a definite period was concluded. Perhaps it is al-lowed, with van Oeveren, to work out this view in the following way: the cities of refuge were among the cities of the Levites; so the unintentional slayer, dwelling in a city of refuge, was linked up with the tribe of Levi; the death of the high priest, the chief of the tribe of Levi, unfastened this link.

Secondly, can it be stated with regard to the un-intentional slayer that justice gave way to mercy? Probably the best thing to say is that the question cannot be answered, because the OT does not dis-tinguish between mercy and justice in the way we do. But the pronouncement that the decrees which the Lord gave to Israel were good and just (Dt. 4:6ff., etc.) certainly applies to the regulations concerning the cities of refuge.

The answer to these two questions affects the extern to which we are to regard the regulations about the cities of refuge as Christological. It is undoubtedly legitimate to call Christ our Refuge. But to work out the parallel between Christ and the cities of refuge in further details is precarious.

For the opinions of later Judaism on these regulations, see the Mishnah tractate Makkoth 2, and the tractate in the Talmud associated w'ith it (cf. also Löhr, p. 34).

Bibliography. N. M. Nicolsky, ‘Das Asylrecht in Israel’, ZAWAi, 1930, pp. 146-175; M. Löhr, Das Asylwesen int Allen Testament, 1930; C. L. Feinberg, ‘The Cities of Refuge’, BS 103, 1946, pp. 411-416; 104, 1947, pp. 35-48; W. F. Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel, 1956, pp. 120-125; R. de Vaux, Andern Israel, 1961, pp. 160— 163; M. Greenberg, ‘The Biblical Conception of Asylum’, JBL 78, 1959, pp. 125-132; B. van Oeveren, De Vrijsteden in het Oude Testament, 1968 (with a summary in German, pp. 257-260, and with an extensive bibliography).    n.h.r.

CITY.

I. In the Old Testament

The word 'tr occurs 1,090 times in the OT and de-scribes a wide variety of permanent Settlements. It does not appear to have regard to size or rights (cf. Gn. 4:17; 19:29; 24:10; Ex. 1:11; Lv. 25:29, 31; 1 Sa. 15:5; 20:6; 2 Ki. 17:6; Je. 5142-43, 58; Jon. 3:3; Na. 3:1).

There are other words used in the Bible for city. Of the Hebrew words we note qiryä (Ezr. 4:10), qirya (Ezr. 4:15, etc.), qerel_ (Jb. 29:7; Pr. 8:3; 9:3, etc.), saar, literally ‘gate’, but used frequently for city or town in Deuteronomy (5:14; 12:15; 14:27— 28).

Modern discussion about ‘city’ is based on recent archaeological excavations and on mature appreciation of sociological and anthropological issues so that a more comprehensive and authentic picture of the city in ancient times has become available. In particular, reference to biblical cities, the location, layout, size, architecture, buildingma-terials, Provision of water and food as well as the economy, social Organization, everyday life, ad-ministration and culture have been explored in some detail for many ancient cities of biblical interest (see V. Fritz, The City in Ancient Israel, 1994).

In the normal city there was a central area where commerce and law were transacted, and round about were the ‘suburbs’ (migräs, ‘pasture grounds’), where farming was carried on (Nu. 35:2; Jos. 14:4; 1 Ch. 5:16; 6:55; Ezk. 48:15, 17). There seem to have been villages as well in the general neighbourhood of the bigger towns, which were described as ‘daughters’, bänöt, and which were probably unwalled (Nu. 21:25; 32:42; 2 Ch. 28:18; Ne. 11:25-31). Where the central city was walled it was the place of shelter for the entire surrounding Population in times of danger (* Fortification and Siegecraft). In pre-Israelite times many of these areas with their walled city were small city-states ruled by a ‘king’, melek, and owing allegiance to some great power such as Egypt.

There are numerous references to non-Israelite cities in the OT, among the most famous being Pithom and Ra‘amses, the store-cities of the phar-aoh (Ex. 1:11), the cities of the Philistines, which were really city-states of the Greek type (1 Sa. 6:17-18), Damascus, the Syrian Capital, “Nineveh, ‘an exceedingly great city, three days’ journey in breadth’ (Jon. 3:3), “Babylon the great (Dn. 4:30; Je. 51:37, 43, 58), “Susa (Shushan), the Capital of Persia (Est. 1:2). Excavation and general archaeological research have given us much significant information about some of these cities. Thus Nin-eveh was surrounded by walls of nearly 16 km circumference. In the neighbourhood were two other Assyrian cities, Khorsabad and Nimrud (*Calah), both of some size. In addition, there were numerous villages in the area. The extent of the city that was in the mind of the writer of Jonah may not be quite clear today, but there is good reason to think of ‘an exceedingly great city’. Again Babylon was a remarkable city with great fortifications and palaces.

Inside the walls of any of these ancient cities would be found the houses of the citizens, possibly the large houses of the nobles, and even a ‘palace. Excavations in Palestine have given a good idea of the lay-out of these cities. The gates of the city, of which many have now been excavated (e.g. Meg-iddo, Hazor, Gezer, Teil Sheba) were the place of commerce and law, and here the judges sat to give their decisions (Gn. 19:1; 2 Sa. 15:2-6; 1 Ki. 22:10: Am. 5:10, 12, 15). The number of gates varied. In Jericho there seems to have been only one gate, but in other cities there may have been several. The ideal city of Ezekiel had 12 gates (Ezk. 48:30-35; cf. Rev. 21:12-13). The area behind the walls was normally carefully planned with a ring-road all around the city and houses behind it, and other roads farther inside. Houses, public buildings, shrines or temples, and open spaces can be dis-cerned on the excavators’ plans.

Sometimes cities had a specific purpose. The Egyptian cities of Pithom and Ra'amses were Store cities (Ex. 1:11) or ‘treasure’ cities. Solomon had cities for ‘chariots and for horsemen’ (1 Ki. 4:26; 9:19) as well as cities for Stores. We judge that these were for defence and for grain storage. Excavations at Megiddo were particularly instructive in this regard, for they revealed that this town had at one time a huge grain storage-bin of some 500,000 litres capacity. A common picture brought to light by excavation is of a city gate with storehouses not far from the gate (e.g. Teil Sheba).

At times cities were used in bargaining between States, and when treaties were drawn up and boundaries were adjusted there was often a trans-fer of cities from one state to another (1 Ki.9:10— 14; 20:34). At times, also, cities formed part of a marriage dowry (1 Ki. 9:16). Again, people of neighbouring States were always anxious to gain access to the markets of their neighbours and to ‘make streets’ in their cities (I Ki. 20:34), where trade could be carried on.

In any discussion of the term ‘city’ in reference to the Bible ‘Jerusalem should receive a special place, for among the cities of Israel Jerusalem pre-dominated as the seat of the house of David and the centre of the religious life of the nation. It is termed the ‘city of David’ and the ‘city of God’, terms which have a close association with the pre-exilic worship of Israel and her king and which are reflected in many of the psalms. The character of Jerusalem in the last days of the kings has been greatly illuminated by the work of Kathleen Kenyon, whose excavations on the E slopes of the ancient city, where it overlooked the Kedron, showed terraces all along the slope which sup-ported rows of houses. There was a massive col-iapse in the attack of Nebuchadrezzar. The W wall of the city of those days has recently been discovered.

Jerusalem lay in ruins for nearly a Century bel'ore the new city was built. It was unwalled at first, but under Nehemiah was once again protected by a wall, traces of which are still to be seen.

When the OT was translated into Greek the

Hebrew ’ir becamepolis in the lxx. But whereas the Greek polis had political overtones and meant ‘state’ or ‘body politic’ rather than merely ‘city’, the term in its Hebrew setting was apolitical. Only Philo among the later Jewish writers used the term polis in a political sense.

Bibliography. ‘Cities’ in S. M. Paul and W. G. Dever, Biblical Archaeology, 1973, pp. 3-26, V. Fritz, The City in Ancient Isrrael, 1994. j.a.t.

II. In the New Testament

In the NT polis is frequently found. In the Gospels it bears the extended and non-political sense of village, etc., which is germane to the Jewish back-ground of Jesus’ ministry. In Acts it is used of various Hellenistic cities of Asia Minor and Europe but bears no reference to their political structure. In Rom. 16:23 we find the Corinth treas-urer or Steward (the term is known from inscrip-tions) in fellowship with the Christian church: apart from Paul’s boast in Acts 21:39, this is prac-tically the only place in the NT where we find even the most distant allusion to the political structure of the city. It may be tempting, however, to see in the words of Acts 15:28 edoxen tö pneumali 15 hagiö kai hemin, a phrase framed upon the civic formulary edoxen te bottle kai tö demö. Even so, however attractive and suggestive the idea that here the Holy Spirit takes the place of the council and the apostles the assembly of citizens, it is quite clear that neither the apostles nor Luke are con-cerned to press the analogy. It may also be signifi-cant to note that the word parresia (the Christian’s ‘boldness’ or ‘freedom of speech’) earlier has the specifically political connotation of the citizen’s right to free speech in the assembly.

The verb politeuomai means in the NT simply ‘to live one’s life, to conduct oneself (Acts 23:1; Phil.

1:27). The noun politeia, ‘Commonwealth’ or ‘body politic’, is used with reference to the rights and Privileges of Israel (Eph. 2:12). polileuma is used in Phil. 3:20, where some seek to find in it the tech-nical use as ‘colony’, and to translate the verse ‘we are a colony of heaven’ (so appropriate to Philip-pi). To render it thus, however, involves turning the sentence about, and the Suggestion must be re-jected. We find here either the less specific ‘citizen-ship’ (cf. Philo, Concerning the Confusion of Tongues 78; Epislle to Diognetus 5. 9) or the very general ‘way of life’ (as av ‘conversation’), in which case cf. 2 Cor. 4:18.

Jerusalem still possesses for the NT writers the title ‘holy city’ and ranks high in the esteem of Jesus as the city of the great King (Mt. 5:35). It remained until ad 70 a centre of Christian influ-ence and a focus of esteem. Yet it is spoken of also as a city of sinful men who have persecuted and slain the prophets, over which Jesus weeps as he sees the approach of its doom. This spiritual am-bivalence strikes us in Revelation. Jerusalem is the beloved city (20:9), object of God’s promises, centre of the millennial reign; but in ch. 11 the holy city is Sodom and Egypt where the Lord was cru-cified, and even the great city, a term normally re-served for the adversary of God (see chs. 16-18), of which Jerusalem in that hour was the locus and type. We may compare Paul’s contrast of two Jerusalems in Gal. 4:24-26.

For the writer to.the Hebrews and his addressees (whoever and however Hebrew either were), the emphasis lies upon the heavenly Jerusalem. It is their goal, the vision of which sustained the saints of old in their quest. In the coming of the Son it was given at length for a Man to sit down by God, to bis brethren to come to the city of the living God, and to the just men to be at last made perfect (12:22-23; 11:40). But it is yet to come in its full-ness, in that end which the writer so eagerly awaits. There are affinities here with Philo (e.g. loc. cit. supra), but Hebrews remains true to the kerygmatic points of crisis, the first and second comings of Jesus.

Heavenly Jerusalem, New Jerusalem, forms the subject of Rev. 21-22. As recent study of Revelation has revealed and emphasized, a number of sources are laid under contribution for the descrip-tion. In the first place, for the plan of the city, Ezk. 40-^18 is of predominant importance, and, for the benefits and blessings of that place and state, prophecies, especially of Isaiah and Zechariah, provide much of the language. Such hopes are also to be found widely in Jewish apocalyptic writing. Secondly, since the comparative work of the religio-historical school of exegetes, the relation of the description to the astronomy and astrology of antiquity has tended to be stressed. The twelve precious stones of the foundation are well-known counterparts of the twelve Zodiacal signs: the intermingled stones and pearls reflect the starry heavens above, and both Street and stream the Milky Way: the cubic dimensions of the city and its vast size are patterned on the vastness of space. Even the heavenly wall has its origin in the pillars of the sky. Thirdly, numerous parallels may also be drawn between this description and that of Hel-lenistic cities (and Babylon, their possible pattem) in Greek geographers and orators. In these sources we find a tetragonal plan, a central Street, praise of a river flanked by avenues or dotted with wooded islets, visions of cities adorned with fine trees and rendered salubrious by natural Situation and flora. Yet there is one marked contrast. There were many temples in Hellenistic cities; there is none, nor any need of one, in the new Jerusalem. No one source necessarily excludes the others; the recognition of all brings out the spiritual meaning of this vision. ln the appointed end, when God is All in all, we find the fulfilment of Israel’s hopes, the realization of God’s promises to her; the manifestation, in a city which has the glory of God, of the reality already declared by the heavens and the firmament; and the answer to all aesthetic yearnings and national aspirations in the place to which the kings of the earth bring their glory. Of this city the reborn are citizens, and to it all pilgrims of faith tend. The city is also described as the Lamb’s bride; it is in another aspect his church for which he died, the pattem and goal of all human Society. In the last analysis this chief of scriptural cities is men, not walls: just men made perfect, the city of the living God.

Bibuography. R. de Vaux, Andern Israel, 1961, pp. 229-240; M. du Buit, Geographie de la Terre Sainte, 1958; R. S. Lamon and G. M. Shipton, Megiddo I, 1939; G. Loud, Megiddo II, 1948, pp. 46-57; R. de Vaux, articles on excavations at Teil el-Ear‘a in Revue Biblique 1947-52; TWBR, s. u; W. M. Ramsay, The Cities of St Paul, 1907; E. M. Blaiklock, Cities of the NT, 1965; D. H. McQueen, The Expositor (Ninth Series) 2, 1924, pp. 221-226; R. Knopf, Festschrift für G Heinrici, 1914, pp. 213— 219; W. Bousset, R. H. Charles, G. B. Caird, G. R. Beasley-Murray, commentaries on Revelation in loc. cit.    J.N.B.

CLAUDIA. A Roman Christian, greeting Timothy (2 Tim. 4:21); in some imaginative reconstructions the wife of * Pudens, and even, on the bad author-ity of Apostolic Conslitutions 7. 2. 6, mother of ‘Linus. Alford, in loc., identifies Timothy’s friend with the British Claudia, whose marriage with one Pudens is celebrated by Martial (cf. Epig. 4. 13 with 11. 53), and with the hypothetical Claudia of a putative Pudens in a Chichester inscription (CIL

7. 11). Martial, however, came to Rome only in ad 66, and implies scarcely Christian proclivities of his Pudens. Another Pudens and Claudia appear in CIL 6. 15066; but Claudia is a very common Contemporary name.

Bibliography. J. B. Lightfoot, Clement, I, pp. 76fT.; G. Edmundson, The Church in Rome, 1913, pp. 244IT.    a.f.w.

CLAUDIUS. Roman Caesar from ad 41 to 54. He is supposed, on inconclusive grounds in each case, to have taken 3 different measures to deal with Christianity. (a) He expelled Jews from Rome for rioting at the instigation of Chrestus (Suetonius, Claudius 25). This is presumably the incident re-ferred to in Acts 18:2. Chrestus is either a personal name or a variant of Christus. Suetonius assumes the former, and was, moreover, capable of recog-nizing Christianity. Even if he was wrong, it need not refer to Christian Messianism. Neither Paul’s welcome in Rome nor the Epistle to the Romans suggests any history of confiict between Jews and Christians there. (b) Claudius reprimanded Jewish agitators imported into Alexandria from Syria (H. I. Bell, Jews and Christians in Egypt, 1924). Apol-los’s defective knowledge of Christianity, however, suggests that these were not Christians, (c) A Cae-sarian decree (JRS22, 1932, pp. 184ff.), perhaps of Claudius, punished tomb robbery and was appar-ently published in Galilee. Whether or not this refers to the resurrection is likely to remain a moot point.

Bibliography. A. Momigliano, Claudius1, 1961.    E.A.J.

CLAUDIUS LYSIAS. In Acts 21:31 ff. the military tribune (Gk. chiliarchos, ‘captain of a thousand’; av, rv ‘chief captain’; rsv ‘tribune of the cohort’) in command of the Roman garrison of the Antonia Fortress in Jerusalem, who took Paul into cus-tody. He had acquired his Roman citizenship by purchase (Acts 22:28); his nomen Claudius suggests that he had bought it in the principate of Claudius, when Roman citizenship became increasingly available for cash down. His cognomen Lysias implies that he was of Greek birth. His letter to Felix about Paul (Acts 23:26-30) subtly rearranges the facts so as to place his own behaviour in the most favourable light.    f.f.b.

CLEAN AND UNCLEAN. Heb. tähörltäme. Gk. kalharosl akathartosl akatharsia. According to Lv. 10:10-11 it was the duty of the priests 'to dis-tinguish between the holy and the common, and between the unclean and the clean’ and to teach the people about the differences. These fundamental categories of biblical thought are then ex-pounded in the following chapters of Leviticus.

God is the supremely holy being, and anyone

holy

(cf. God, life) nearly holy


clean


unclean

very unclean (cf. death)


who whishes to come into his presence must be holy too. But uncleanness is a bar to holiness: indeed if any unholy person comes into contact with the holy, he will die (e.g. 2 Sa. 6:6-7). Uncleanness has a variety of causes and eures.

Lv. 11 classifies living creatures into clean and unclean. Clean may be eaten, and some of the clean creatures may be sacrificed, but unclean may not. Cud-chewing animals with split hooves (e.g. cattle, sheep), are clean and may be eaten, but others (e.g. pigs) are unclean. Birds, except birds of prey, are clean and edible. Ordinary fish with fins and scales are also clean, but other aquatic creatures (e.g. shellfish) are unclean (Lv. 11:9— 12).

All animals, whether clean or unclean when alive, when dead will make those who touch them unclean (Lv. 11:28, 31, 39). Even more polluting are human corpses. So holy people, like priests and Nazirites, are forbidden to mourn for the dead, in case they make themselves unclean (Lv. 21:1-12; Nu. 6:1-12). Laity who become unclean by touch-ing a corpse remain so for a week.

Some bodily discharges also make people unclean. Mothers are polluted by the puerperal dis-charge for forty days after giving birth to a son, and for eighty days after bearing a daughter (Lv. 12). Sexual intercourse pollutes both parties for a day and menstruation makes a woman unclean for a week (Lv. 15:18-19). Long-term discharges from the sexual organs make people unclean for as long as the discharge continues. Skin diseases of various sorts may also make a person unclean. Lv. 13 dis-tinguishes between unclean complaints (e.g. active, sore, peeling conditions) and stable conditions (e.g. baldness) classed as clean. Anyone suflfering from a polluting skin condition remains unclean until it clears up. In general, short-term human uncleanness may be cleared by waiting a day and washing in water. When a condition causing long-term uncleanness clears up (e.g skin disease), the sufferer has also to offer a sacrifice so as to become ritually clean again (Lv. 14).

Some sins pollute not just the sinner but the land and even the sanctuary itself. For example, sexual sins such as incest, adultery, homosexuality and bestiality, pollute those involved and the land (Lv. 18). They may lead to the loss of the land or the ‘cutting-off’, i.e. death by supernatural causes, of the offender (Lv. 18:25, 28-29). Idols and idolatry are also polluting. Worship of other gods, Consulting the dead or possession of idols makes the per-petrators, the land and the sanctuary unclean (Lv. 18:21; 20:2-5; Ezk. 20:7, 18). Homicide is another sin that pollutes the land (Nu. 35:33-34). The uncleanness caused by these sins is so serious that only the death of the sinner suffices to cleanse it.

I. Theology of uncleanness

Modern readers tend to dismiss the uncleanness rules as unintelligible or irrelevant. Yet notions of uncleanness are found in most societies, including our own, and the biblical rules express one of its central theological convictions and served to teach it to Israel. Since Mary Douglas (1966) first looked at these rules from an anthropological perspective, there has emerged a broad consensus among biblical scholars about their significance.

Fundamental is the contrast between holiness and uncleanness. God is perfectly holy, whereas the unclean are those opposed to God, or who fall short of his perfection. But divine holiness does not merely demand total religious and moral commit-

ment, it meanslife. God himself is full and perfect life, so that death is the very antithesis of holiness. Thus uncleanness is very often associated    with death.

God    sin

life    death

holiness    uncleanness

Israel, the people of God, is called to be holy, ‘because 1 the Lord am holy’ (Lv. 20:26). This means shunning idolatry, murder and sexual im-morality, but also avoiding the other conditions associated with death.

If the quintessence of uncleanness is death, it becomes clear why corpses are regarded as so polluting. Similarly, the loss of life liquids, such as blood or semen, means that the person has less life within and therefore may be moving towards death. So, too, people suffering from serious skin diseases are not enjoying the fullness of life, and they are therefore classified as unclean. Only the pure and clean may approach God. Flandicapped priests may not officiate at the altar and blemished animals may not be sacrificed there (Lv. 21:17-23; 22:18-25). Lay people aflected by uncleanness are barred from worship and sometimes forced to live outside the Community until they recover (Nu. 5:1-4; 2 Ki. 7:3-4).

There are degrees of uncleanness in biblical thinking. So rather than regard holy and unclean, life and death, as mutually exclusive categories, it is better to see a Spectrum of conditions ranging from the very holy to the very unclean.

priests

sacrificial animals handicapped priests blemished sacrificial animals clean laity clean (edible) animals unclean people unclean animals human corpses dead animals

These harsh regulations declared very loudly one aspect of God’s character: he is life, perfect life, both morally and physically. He is opposed to death: those who embrace actions that lead to death separate themselves from God.

II. The food laws

The food laws (Lv. 11; Dt. 14) do not immediately seem to fit this understanding of uncleanness. Why are pigs, camels and crabs unclean and somehow closer to death than sheep, goats or salmon, which are clean? (However, that birds of prey are classified as unclean is suggestive, for they kill other creatures or live on carrion.)

The Standard Jewish explanation is that the Classification is arbitrary: they test obedience. Will you obey God, even if you cannot understand his reasons? Or is the aim to promote health? Pork, shellfish, and so on, often carry disease. There is nothing in the laws to suggest it. Some items classified as unclean are healthy foods, and vice versa. Nor does this explanation warrant Jesus’ abolition of the food laws. Would he have wanted his dis-ciples to eat unhealthy foods? Another scholarly explanation is that some of the unclean animals (e.g. pigs) were used in pagan worship. But the Premier clean sacrificial beast in Israel, the bull,
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Human    Animal


Birds    Space


was also highly valued in Egyptian and Canaanite religion, so reaction to foreign practice does not explain these rules.

Once again Mary Douglas has put forward the most plausible type of explanation. She noted that the cleanness rules structure the bird, animal and human realms in a similar way (see above).

The realms of birds and beasts both contain a mixture of clean and unclean species. The clean may be eaten, the unclean may not. Within the clean group there is a subgroup of animals or birds that may also be sacrified (e.g. sheep, pigeons). This threefold division of the bird and animal kingdoms corresponds to the divisions among human beings. Mankind falls into two main groups, Israel and the Gentiles. Within Israel only one group, the priests may approach the altar to offer sacrifice. This matches the law’s understand-ing of sacred space. Outside the camp is the abode of Gentiles and unclean Israelites. Ordin-ary Israelites dwell inside the camp, but only priests may approach the altar or enter the taber-nacle tent.

These distinctions served to remind Israel of her special Status as God’s chosen people. The food laws not only reminded Israel of her distinctive-ness, but they also served to enforce it. Jews faith-ful to these laws would tend to avoid Gentile Company, in case they were offered unclean food to eat (cf. Dn. 1:8-16).

God is identified with life and holiness, and un-cleanness is associated with death and Opposition to God. The food laws symbolize that Israel is God’s people, called to enjoy his life, while Gentile idolaters are by and large opposed to him and his people, and face death. The food laws also under-line respect for life directly as well as symbolically. Eating meat is described as a concession in Gn. 9:1-4. And it may only be eaten if the blood is drained out first, ‘for the life is . . . the blood’ (Lv. 17:11). Therefore, consumption of the life liquid is banned. Wanton slaughter of living creatures is also discouraged by the limited number of animals classified as clean. In both ways, these food laws tended to promote respect for life.

III. Clean and unclean in the prophets

The prophets (e.g. Is. 6:3-5) focus on the worst types of uncleanness attributable to human sin, not only natural types of uncleanness. Thus Ho. 5:3 accuses Israel of contracting uncleanness (NIV corruption) through unfaithfulness to the Lord, which he calls spiritual harlotry. Ho. 6:7-10 as-sociates uncleanness with murder and infidelity to the covenant. Is. 30:22 and Je. 2:7; 7:30 declare that idolatry defiles the Iand and the sanctuary.

But it is the priest/prophet Ezekiel, brought up strictly to avoid uncleanness (4:14), who makes most of the concept in his condemnation of Israel. Though he knows the laws on naturally occurring uncleanness (44:25; cf. 22:26 alluding to Lv. 10:10— 11), he repeatedly focuses on the uncleanness caused by Israel’s moral and spiritual apostasy, particularly bloodshed and idolatry, which he terms harlotry (e.g. 22:3-4, 11, 27; 33:25-26; 36:17-18).

IV. Clean and unclean in the NT

Like the prophets, the NT writers are most con-cerned with those sins which cause grave uncleanness, e.g. idolatry, sexual immorality and murder. According to Jesus, ‘What comes out of a man makes him unclean . . . evil thoughts, sexual immorality, theft, murder, adultery, greed, . . .’ (Mk. 7:16, 21-22). Frequently the demons cast out by Jesus are termed ‘unclean spirits’ (e.g. Mk. 1:23, 26-27). The essence of uncleanness is Opposition to God. In the epistles, uncleanness is sometimes sandwiched between sexual immorality and greed, which is idolatry (e.g. Eph. 5:3; Col. 3:5), again reflecting the OT. However, as in the prophets, Mk. 7:21 and Mt. 15:19, uncleanness is most often associated with sexual sin (e.g. Rom. 1:24; Gal. 5:19; 1 Thes. 4:7), so that impurity is virtually identified with misuse of sex.

In these respects the NT teaching fully under-lines the OT view of uncleanness, but in one important respect it transforms it. The natural types of uncleanness are either healed by Jesus or abol-ished by him. Thus he touches lepers, a woman suffering from a flow of blood, and even corpses, healing the former and bringing the dead back to life (e.g. Mk. 1:40-41; 5:21^13). The OT rarely offered healing for the unclean (e.g. 2 Ki. 5:14). But, in Christ, God drew near to the sufferers and healed them personally. His life-giving character is thus displayed even more vividly in the life of Jesus than in the OT era.

The OT food laws reminded the Jews of their special Status as the one people chosen by God. The clean (edible) creatures symbolized Israel, whereas the unclean (prohibited) foods symbolized the Gentile nations. But the church is open to people of all nations, not just Jews, so it is in-appropriate for the food laws to be maintained. In Mt. 15:16—17 and Mk. 7:18-19, Jesus’ critique of the food laws is immediately followed by the story of the Syro-Phoenician woman (describing herseif as a dog, i.e. unclean), whose daughter, possessed by an unclean spirit, was healed by Jesus (Mt. 15:21-28; Mk. 7:24-30).

Jesus’ ministry and teaching thus laid the foun-dation for outreach to the Gentiles and the aboli-tion of the food laws, but in Acts 10 the decisive Step is taken. Peter has a vision in which a heavenly voice commands him to kill and eat unclean animals. He responds: ‘Surely not, Lord! I have never eaten anything impure or unclean.’ Men sent by Cornelius, a Roman centurion, come asking for Peter to visit him. When he arrives at the house of Cornelius, Peter explains why he has come: ‘It is against our law for a Jew to associate with a Gen-tile or visit him. But God has shown me that I should not call any man impure or unclean’ (Acts 10:14, 28). The significance of this Cornelius epi-sode is underlined by Luke recounting it three times in Acts 10, 11 and 15. The Jerusalem council confirmed that it was right to include Gentiles within the church and simultaneously to abrogate the main food laws. The only uncleanness regula-tions they imposed concerned idolatry, sexual im-morality and blood, which were the worst types of uncleanness in the OT (Acts 15:20). Paul takes it for granted that the other food laws no longer apply to Christians (e.g. 1 Cor. 8:8; 1 Tim. 4:3-5).

Bibliography. M. Douglas, Purity and Danger, 1966; idem. Implicit Meanings, 1975; G. J. Wenham, The Book of Leviticus, 1979; P. P. Jenson, Graded Holiness, 1992; W. Houston, Purity and Monotheism, 1993; D. P. Wright, ‘Unclean and Clean (OT)’, ABD 6, pp. 729-41.    g.j.w.

CLEMENT. A Philippian Christian mentioned in Phil. 4:3. It is uncertain whether the reference means that the ‘true yokefellow’ addressed by Paul is asked to assist Clement as well as Euodia and Syntyche; or that Clement as well as Euodia and Syntyche laboured with Paul in the work of the gospel. av appears to adopt the former Interpretation and rsv the latter. Some of the early Fathers identified him with Clement, the bishop of Rome at the close of the Ist Century; but as the date of Clement of Rome’s death is uncertain, and the name was a common one, this also must be re-garded as uncertain.    r.v.g.t.

CLEOPAS (a contracted form of Cleopatros). One of the two disciples accosted by the risen Jesus on the afternoon of the first Easter Day as they were returning to their home at Emmaus (Lk. 24:18). (* Clopas.)    r.v.g.t.

CLOPAS (‘Cleophas’, av) is mentioned in Jn. 19:25, where one of the women who stood near the cross is said to have been Mary he tou Klöpa, an expression which could mean daughter, wife or mother of Clopas. The view that Clopas was the father of the apostle described in the lists of the apostles as ‘James, the son of Alphaeus’ rests on the assumption that Clopas and Alphaeus are ren-derings of the same Hebrew word—pronounced differently. In the early Latin and Syriac versions the Cleopas of Lk. 24:18 was confused with the Clopas of Jn. 19:25, but it is probable that they were two different people with two distinct names, as eo was usually contracted into ou and not into 5.

R.V.G.T.

CLOUD. The regularity of the seasons in the Med-iterranean area gives climatic significance to the appearance of clouds. But apart from the direction of wind influencing the weather and the colour of the evening sky, there is little evidence that the He-brews understood the meteorological signs.

Clouds were well recognized as an indication of moisture. Düring the rainy season in the winter half-year, air-streams bringing rainfall are associ-ated with cumulus clouds rising from the Mediter-ranean sea—‘a cloud rising in the west’ (Lk. 12:54). Hence Elijah’s servant looked seawards for the first indication that the spell of drought was to be broken (1 Ki. 18:44). Towards the end of the rainy season in April-May ‘clouds that bring the spring rain’ (Pr. 16:15) describe the king’s favour, since they provide the necessary moisture to swell the ripening ears of grain. Contrasted are the high cirrus rainless clouds (Jude 12), which draw in desert air from the SE and E, called Sirocco or Khamsin, in association with depressions. The clouds and wind without rain (Pr. 25:14), the ‘heat by the shade of a cloud’ (Is. 25:5) and subsequently the ‘sky of brass’ (Dt. 28:23) vividly describe these dust-storms.

Clouds brought by sea-breezes readily dissolve as the hot, dry air of the interior is encountered. Thus the ‘morning cloud’ (Ho. 6:4) is symbolic of transitory things, of human prosperity (Jb. 30:15) and of human life (Jb. 7:9). It is also a text on the reality of divine forgiveness (Is. 44:22).

The usual luminosity of the Palestinian sky em-phasizes that clouds cover and obscure (Ezk 32:7), and the joy of ‘a cloudless morning’ (2 Sa. 23:4) is vividly described. Like the cloud which hides the sun, divine favour or a supplication may be inter-cepted (La. 2:1; 3:44). Job prays that clouds may cover up the day of his birth (Jb. 3:5).

The cloud frequently means the whole circle of the sky; cf. ‘the bow in the clouds’ (Gn. 9:14). It represents the sphere of partial knowledge and hidden glory where God has a mysterious purpose in their motions (Jb. 36:29; 37:16; 38:37; Ps. 78:23). Thus too a cloud closes the scene of the incarna-tion (Acts 1:9), the transfiguration (Mt. 17:5; Mk 9:7; Lk. 9:34), and clouds herald the second advent (Rev. 1:7). To the Israelites the cloud of God’s presence was intimately related to their religious symbolism (Ex. 13:21; 40:34; 1 Ki. 8:10).

The clouds of Mk. 14:62, etc., may refer to the ascension rather than the parousia. j.m.h.

CNIDUS. A city of Caria in SW Asia Minor, where Paul’s ship changed course on its way to Rome (Acts 27:7). Cnidus had Jewish inhabitants as early as the 2nd Century bc (1 Macc. 15:23), and had the Status of free city.    j.d.d.

COAL. In the OT (MT) there are 5 Heb. words rendered ‘coal’. 1. gabelet (e.g. Pr. 26:21) means burning, as opposed to unlit, fuel; it is metaphoric-ally employed in 2 Sa. 14:7; 22:9, 13. 2. pehäm (e.g Pr. 26:21; Is. 44:12) is used indifferently of unlit and burning fuel. 3. rispä (e.g. Is. 6:6; 1 Ki. 19:6) means a flat stone girdle (cf. Arab. radf, radafa). 4. resep (e.g. Ct. 8:6) means ‘burning coals’; it should perhaps be rendered ‘fiery pestilence’ in Hab. 3:5.

5. s'hör (e.g. La. 4:8) is literally ‘blackness’.

In the NT the Gk. word anthrax, ‘coal’, occurs once (Rom. 12:20) as a metaphor for feelings of shame, but elsewhere anthrakia, ‘a heap of burning * fuel’, is used.    r.j.w.

COELESYRIA (Gk. koile syria, ‘hollow Syria’), 1 Esdras 2:17, etc.; 2 Macc. 3:5, etc., the valley lying

tetween the Lebanon and Antilebanon ranges, nodern El-Biqa‘ (cf. biq'al ’äwen, ‘the Valley of \ven’, Am. 1:5). As a political region under the 3tolemaic and Seleucid empires it frequently em-traces a wider area, sometimes Stretching to Da-nascus in the N and including Phoenicia to the W jr Judaea to the S. From 312 to 198 bc it formed jart of the Ptolemaic empire, but feil to the Seleuc-ds in consequence of the battle of Panion in the atter year. Coelesyria was an administrative div-sion of the province of Syria alter the Roman oc-:upation (64 bc). Herod was appointed military arefect of Coelesyria by Sextus Caesar in 47 bc ind again by Cassius in 43 bc.    f.f.b.

COLLECTION (PAULINE CHURCHES). The

collection (Gk. logeia) which Paul organized in his Gentile churches for the relief of the poverty of the Jerusalem church. In the 2 years preceding his last visit to Jerusalem (ad 57) it engaged his attention increasingly; it would, indeed, be difficult to exag-gerate the important part which it played in his apostolic strategy.

I.    Background

At the Conference in Jerusalem (c. ad 46) at which it was agreed that he and Barnabas should con-tinue to prosecute the work of Gentile evangeliza-tion, while the leaders of the Jerusalem church would concentrate on the Jewish mission (Gal. 2:1-10), the Jerusalem leaders added a special re-quest that Barnabas and Paul should continue to remember ‘the poor’—a request which is best understood against the background of the famine relief which the church of Antioch had sent to the Jerusalem believers by the hand of Barnabas and Paul (Acts 11:30). In reporting this request Paul adds that this was a matter to which he himself paid special attention. It was in his mind through-out his evangelization of the provinces to E and W of the Aegean, and in the closing years of that period he applied himself energetically to the or-ganizing of a relief fund for Jerusalem in the churches of Galatia, Asia, Macedonia and Achaia.

II.    Evidence from Corinthian corrcspondence

We first learn about this fund from the instructions given to the Corinthian Christians in I Cor. 16:1-4; they had been told about it and wanted to know more. From what he says to them we learn that he had already given similar instructions to the churches of Galatia—presumably in the late summer of ad 52, when he passed through ‘the Galatic region and Phrygia’ on his way from Judaea and Syria to Ephesus (Acts 18:22f.). Thanks to Paul’s Corinthian correspondence, more details are known about the organizing of the fund in Corinth than in any of the other contributing churches.

If Paul’s instructions to his converts in Corinth had been carried out, then each householder among them would have set aside a proportion of his income week by week for some 12 months, so that the church’s contribution would have been ready to be taken to Jerusalem in the spring of the following year by the delegates appointed by the church for that purpose. The tension which de-veloped soon afterwards between many of the Corinthian Christians and Paul perhaps occasioned a falling off in their enthusiasm for this good cause. Next time Paul wrote to them about it (in the aftermath of the reconciliation resulting from the severe letter which he sent to them by Titus) he expressed the assumption that they had been set-ting money aside for the fund systematically ever since they received his instructions, and told them how he had been holding up their promptness as an example to the Macedonian churches. But when one reads between the lines, it is plain that he had private misgivings on this score; hence he sent Titus back to Corinth with two companions to help the church to complete the gathering together of its contributions (2 Cor. 8:16-24). Some mem-bers of the church probably feit this was a subtle way of putting irresistible pressure on them: he was. ‘crafty’, they said, and got the better of them ‘by guile’ (2 Cor. 12:16).

At the time when Paul sent Titus and his companions to Corinth to see about this matter, he himself was in Macedonia, helping the churches of that province to complete their share in it. Those churches had been passing through a period of un-specified trouble as a result of which they were living at bare subsistence level, if that; and Paul feit that he could hardly ask them to contribute to the relief of fellow-Christians who were no worse off than themselves. But they insisted on making a contribution, and Paul was greatly moved by this token of divine grace in their lives (2 Cor. 8:1-5). He pays them a warm tribute in writing to the Cor-inthians in Order to encourage the latter to give as generously from their comparative affluence as the Macedonians gave from their destitution.

III. Evidence from Roman correspondence

Paul makes one further reference to this relief fund in his extant letters, and this reference is particu-larly informative, because it comes in a letter to a church which was not of Paul’s planting and which therefore was not involved in the scheme and indeed had no prior knowledge of it. Writing to the Roman Christians to prepare them for his in-tended visit to their city on the way to Spain, he teils them that the business of this relief fund must be completed before he can set out on his W jour-ney (Rom. 15:25-28). From this reference we ac-quire some further insight into the motives behind the collection. The strengthening of fellowship between the church of Jerusalem and the Gentile mission was a major concern of Paul’s, and his Organization of the relief fund was in large meas-ure designed to promote this end. He knew that many members of the Jerusalem church looked with great suspicion on the independent direction taken by his Gentile mission: indeed, his mission-field was repeatedly invaded by men from Judaea who tried in one way or another to undermine his authority and impose the authority of Jerusalem. But in denouncing them Paul was careful not to give the impression that he was criticizing the church of Jerusalem or its leaders. On the other hand, many of his Gentile converts would be impatient of the idea that they were in any way indebted to the church of Jerusalem. Paul was anx-ious that they should recognize their substantial indebtedness to Jerusalem. He himself had never been a member of the Jerusalem church and denied emphatically that he derived his gospel or his commission from that church; yet in his eyes that church, as the mother-church of the people of God, occupied a unique place in the Christian Order. If he himself were cut off from fellowship with the Jerusalem church, his apostolic activity, he feit, would be futile.

What could be better calculated to allay the sus-picions entertained in the Jerusalem church about Paul and his Gentile mission than the manifest evidence of God’s blessing on that mission with which Paul planned to confront the Jerusalem believers—not only the monetary gift which would betoken the Gentile churches’ practical interest in Jerusalem but living representatives of those churches, deputed to convey their contributions? Writing to his friends in Corinth Paul holds out to them the prospect that their Jerusalem fellow-Christians will be moved to a deep feeling of brotherly affection for them ‘because of the sur-passing grace of God in you’ (2 Cor. 9:14). That all suspicions would in fact be allayed was not a fore-gone conclusion—Paul asks the Roman Christians to join him in prayers that his ‘service for Jerusalem may be acceptable to the saints’ there (Rom. 15:31)—but if this would not allay them, nothing would.

Paul may have envisaged this appearance of Gentile believers with their gifts in Jerusalem as at least a token fulfilment of those Hebrew proph-ecies which spoke of the ‘wealth of the nations’ as coming to Jerusalem and of the brethren of its cit-izens as being brought ‘from all the nations as an offering to the Lord’ on his ‘holy mountain’ (Is. 60:5; 66:20). But if Paul had those prophecies in mind, perhaps the Jerusalem leaders had them in mind also, and drew different conclusions from them. In the original context, the wealth of the nations is a tribute which the Gentiles bring to Jerusalem in acknowledgment of her supremacy. In Paul’s eyes the contributions made by his converts to the Jerusalem relief fund constituted a volun-tary gift, an expression of Christian grace and gratitude, but it is conceivable that the recipients looked on them rather as a tribute due from the Gentile subjects of the Son of David.

Even the ‘unbelievers in Judea’, from whom Paul expected some Opposition (Rom. 15:31), might nevertheless be impressed by the visible testimony of so many representative believers from the Gentile lands in their midst. We know that at the very time when Paul was preparing to sail for Judaea with his converts and their gifts, he was pondering the relation, in the divine Programme, between his Gentile mission and the ultimate salvation of Israel: this also is a subject on which he lays bare his thought in his letter to the Romans. In this letter, indeed, he sets the collection for Jerusalem, with the problem of Jerusalem itself, in the context to which, in his judgment, they properly belong— the context of God’s saving purpose for all mankind.

IV. Reticence of Acts

The delegates of the contributing churches prob-ably included all those fellow-voyagers with Paul from Corinth or Philippi to Judaea who are named in Acts 20:4: Sopater of Beroea, Aristarchus and Secundus from Thessalonica, Gaius of Derbe and Timothy (originally from Lystra), and Tychicus and Trophimus from the province of Asia (the latter of whom we know from Acts 21:29 to have been a Gentile Christian from Ephesus). It would be unwise to attach sinister importance to the ab-sence of a Corinthian name from Luke’s list. The list may not be exhaustive; it may be confined to those who had travelled to Corinth from other places to join Paul. Paul had been spending several weeks with Gaius, his host, and other Corinthian friends; moreover, he had just told the Roman Christians how Macedonia and Achaia had re-solved to contribute to the Jerusalem relief fund. Achaia, for Paul, meant Corinth and the places around it, and there is no breath of a Suggestion in his letter to the Romans that ‘Achaia’ had not car-ried out its resolve. We should, indeed, consider the possibility that (in spite of some grumblings over Paul’s ‘craftiness’ in sending Titus to help with the organizing of their contribution) the Corinthian church asked Titus to convey their gift to Jerusalem; if so, the omission of the name of Titus here is of a piece with its omission throughout the whole narrative of Acts. No delegate from the church of Philippi is listed; the narrator himself may have served in that capacity.

When Paul and his companions reached Jerusalem, they were received by James and the other elders of the mother-church, who welcomed them and presumably accepted gratefully the gifts which they brought. The saving adverb ‘presumably’ is necessary because the record of Acts is completely silent about the collection, except where Paul says, in his defence before Felix, that he had come to Jerusalem ‘to bring to my nation alms and offer-ings' (Acts 24:17).

Luke’s almost total silence on the subject may have been apologetically motivated. Apart from the insistence that no evidence was forthcoming to substantiate the allegation that he had violated the sanctity of the Temple, the contents of Paul’s defence before Felix would have a greater relevance to his later appearance before the emperor’s tribunal in Rome than to his appearance before the procur-ator of Judaea, and this might well be true of the allusion to ‘alms and offerings’. If it can no longer be held that Acts was written to brief counsel Tor Paul’s defence before Caesar, or otherwise to serve as a document in the case, the possibility remains that some material of this kind was used by Luke as source-material. The Charge, expressed or implied, that Paul had diverted to a sectarian interest money which ought to have gone to the mainten-ance of the Temple or to the relief of the Judaeans as a whole, like the Charge that, as ‘a ringleader of the Nazarenes’, he was stirring up Subversion in Jewish communities throughout the Roman world, would have been more relevant to a trial before Caesar than to a case falling within the jurisdiction of Felix. A misrepresentation of the nature and purpose of the collection was probably included in the indictment prepared by Paul’s prosecutors against the time when his appeal to Caesar came up for hearing; if so, this could account for Luke’s reticence.

Bibliography. C. H. Buck, ‘The Collection for the Saints’, HTR 43, 1950, pp. lff.; D. Georgi, Die Geschichte der Kollekte des Paulus für Jerusalem, 1965; K. Holl, ‘Der Kirchenbegriflf des Paulus in seinem Verhältnis zu dem der Urgemeinde’, Gesammelte Aufsätze zur Kirchengeschichte 2, 1928, pp. 44ff.; A. J. Mattill, ‘The Purpose of Acts: Schneckenburger Reconsidered’, in Apostolic Hislory and the Gospel, ed. W. W. Gasque and R. P. Martin, 1970, pp. 108IT.; K. F. Nickle, The Collection: A Study in Paul’s Strategy, 1966.    f.f.b.

COLONY. A Corporation of Roman citizens settled in foreign parts and enjoying local Selfgovernment. The objective was sometimes Strategie, more often the rehabilitation of veterans or the unemployed, probably never economic or cul-tural romanization. In the E colonies were rare, and often composed of Gk.-speaking citizens in any case, The practice even grew up of conferring colonial Status on Gk. republics for honorific reasons. The self-conscious Romanism at Philippi (Acts 16:12) was probably therefore exceptional, and none of the other colonies mentioned in the NT is noticed as such (Corinth, Syracuse, Troas, Pisidian Antioch, Lystra, Ptolemais and possibly Iconium). Prominent in the affairs of most foreign States, however, was an association (convenlus) of resident Roman citizens. The ‘visitors from Rome’ at Jerusalem (Acts 2:10) are an example of this.

Bibuography. A. H. M. Jones, The Greek City from Alexander lo Justinian, 1940, pp. 61-84; A. N. Sherwin-White, The Roman Citizenship2, 1973; B. Levick, Roman Colonies in Southern Asia Minor, 1967; BA1CS 2.    e.a.j.

COLOSSAE. A city in the Roman province of Asia, in the W of what is now Asiatic Turkey. It was situated about 15 km up the Lycus valley from * Laodicea, on the main road to the E. It was ori-ginally the point at which the great routes from Sardis and Ephesus joined, and at a defensible place with an abundant water-supply. It was an important city in the Lydian and Persian periods, but later it declined when the road through Sardis to Pergamum was resited farther W at the prosper-ous new foundation of Laodicea. The site is now uninhabited; it lies near Honaz, 16 km E of the town of Denizli.
[image: ]

The gospel probably reached the district while Paul was living at Ephesus (Acts 19:10), perhaps through Epaphras, who was a Colossian (Col. 1:7; 4:12-13). Paul had apparently not visited Colossae when he wrote his letter (Col. 2:1), though his desire to do so (Phm. 22) may have been met at a later date. Philemon (Phm. 1) and his slave Ones-imus (Col. 4:9; Phm. 10) were members of the early Colossian church. The mixture of Jewish, Greek and Phrygian elements in the population of the city was probably found also in the church: it would have been fertile ground for the type of speculative heresy which Paul’s letter was designed to counter.

The neighbourhood was devastated by an earth-quake, dated by Tacitus (Ann. 14. 27) to ad 60. There is no hint of this in the Epistle, which we must suppose was written before news of the dis-aster had reached Rome.    e.m.b.g.

C.J.H.

COLOSSIANS, EPISTLE TO THE.

I.    Outline of contents

a.    1:1-2. Address.

b.    1:3-8. Thanksgiving for the faith and love of the Colossian Christians, and for the fruit of preaching the gospel among them.

c.    1:9—12. Prayer for their growth in understand-ing, and consequently in good works.

d.    1:13-23. The glory and greatness of Christ, the Image of God, his Agent in the creation of all things, the Head of the church, the One who by his cross reconciled all things to himself.

e.    1:24-2:3. Paul’s labours and sufferings in making known the mystery of Christ, and in seek-ing to present every man perfect in Christ.

/. 2:4-3:4. The specific warning against false teaching, and the apostle’s answer to it.

g 3:5-17. The sins of the old life to be put off, and the virtues of the new to be put on with Christ.

It. 3:18-4:1. Instructions concerning conduct, to wives and husbands, children and parents, servants and masters.

i.    4:2-6. Exhortation to prayer and wisdom of speech.

j.    4:7-18. Personal messages.

II.    Authorship

Doubts about the genuineness of Colossians were expressed first in the 19th Century; in particular the Tübingen school rejected the Pauline authorship of this and other letters on the basis of 2nd-century Gnostic ideas supposed to be present in them. More seriously regarded today are arguments based on the vocabulary, style and doctrine of this letter as compared with other Pauline letters, but these are not sufficiently strong to have led many scholars to reject the Pauline authorship. The marked similarity to 'Ephesians has led a few to argue for the genuineness of that letter and against that of Colossians {e.g. F. C. Synge, Philippians and Colossians, 1951), but the evidence has nearly always been taken overwhelmingly to indicate the priority of Colossians. A few scholars, like H. J. Holtzmann and C. Masson, have argued for a more complex relationship between the two letters.

The connection of Colossians with the little letter of * Philemon and the nature of that letter are such that it Stands virtually as Paul’s ‘signature’ to Colossians. The letter to Philemon concerns the runaway slave, Onesimus, who was returning to his master; this letter (4:9) says that along with Tychi-cus this Onesimus was being sent back to Colossae. Archippus is named as of the household of Philemon in that letter (v. 2); in this (4:17) there is a special message for the same man. There are greet-ings from Epaphras, Mark, Aristarchus, Demas and Luke in Philemon (vv. 23f.); the same people are specially mentioned in this letter (in 4:10-14). It is hard to imagine either or both of these refer-ences to particular people as inauthentic and ficti-tious. The only alternative is to see them as linking together the letters to Philemon and to the Colossians as having the same author and being written at the same time. As C. F. D. Moule puts it (CGT, p. 13), Tt seems ... impossible to doubt that Philemon was written by St Paul, or to doubt the close connection between Philemon and Colossians.’

III.    Destination of the Epistle

‘Colossae was a city of Phrygia in the Roman province of Asia, situated, like Hierapolis and Laodicea, in the valley of the river Lycus. Its former importance was diminished by NT times, and was further reduced by a disastrous earth-quake in the year ad 60. Paul did not found the church there, nor had he visited it when he wrote this letter (1:4, 7-9; 2:1). On his second missionary journey he passed to the N of the Lycus valley (Acts 16:6-8). On his third missionary journey Ephesus was for 3 years the centre of his labours (Acts 19:1-20; 20:31), and it is most likely that at this time the gospel reached Colossae through the agency of the Colossian Epaphras (1:7; 4:12). Most of the Christians there were Gentiles (1:27; 2:13), but from the time of Antiochus the Great there had been considerable and influential Settlements of Jews in the neighbourhood.

IV.    Time and place of writing

That Colossians was written from prison is clear from the words of 4:3, 10 and 18. Serious consider-ation has been given to three places as possible sites of Paul’s imprisonment when the letter was penned. 1. Ephesus. The most specific argument in favour of this is the Statement of the 2nd-century Marcionite prologue to Colossians. I f, however, Colossians and * Ephesians were written at the same time (as indicated by 4:7f. and Eph. 6:2lf ), this possibility is ruled out decisively. 2. Caesarea. A number of arguments have been given in favour of Caesarea. Bo Reicke argues this way on the basis of the destructive earthquake referred to above, but the beginning of Paul’s Roman imprisonment was probably earlier than the year that the earthquake took its toll in the Lycus valley. It is not likely that all of those named in ch. 4 were with the apostle when he was in prison in Caesarea. 3. Rome. There is no difficulty urged against the Roman origin of the letter that has not been ade-quately met. There is no place more likely than Rome to which the fugitive Onesimus would go, and the contents and personal references of the letter would seem to be more suited to Paul’s Roman imprisonment than to any other. A date of ad 60 thus seems likely.

V.    Reason for the Epistle

Two matters brought the church in Colossae espe-cially betöre Paul and occasioned the writing of this letter. First, he was writing to Philemon in Colossae sending back his runaway, but now con-verted, slave, Onesimus (Phm. 7-21). He could also take the opportunity of writing to the whole Colossian church. Secondly, Epaphras had brought to Paul a report of that church, which included many encouraging things (1:4-8), but apparently also disquieting news of the false teaching that threat-ened to lead its members away from the truth of Christ. This news pressed the apostle to write as he did.

VI. The false teaching

In his characteristic manner Paul meets the chal-lenge confronting the Colossian church by positive teaching rather than point-by-point refutation. Thus we do not know fully what it involved, but we may infer three things:

1.    It gave an important place to the powers of the spirit world to the detriment of the place given to Christ. In 2:18 he speaks of ‘worship of angels’, and other references to the relation of the spiritual creation to Christ (1:16, 20; 2:15) appear to have similar significance.

2.    Great importance was attached to outward observances, such as feasts and fasts, new moons and sabbaths (2:16f.), and probably also circumci-sion (2:11). These were presented proudly as the true way of self-discipline and the subjection of the flesh (2:20fT.).

3.    The teachers boasted that they possessed a higher philosophy. This is clear from 2:4, 8, 18; and we may assume also that Paul, in his frequent use of the terms ‘knowledge’ (gnoösis and epignösis), ‘wisdom’ (sophia), ‘understanding’ (synesis) and ‘mystery’ (mysterion), was countering such a view.

Some (e.g. Hort and Peake) have maintained that Jewish teaching could sufficiently account for all these different elements. Lightfoot argued that the false teaching was that of the Essenes, and we now have considerable knowledge of the Essene-like sect of the Dead Sea Scrolls, though we do not know of the presence of such a sect in the Lycus valley in the Ist Century ad. Others have identified the Colossian heresy with one of the Gnostic schools known to us from 2nd-century writers. We may not label it precisely. Syncretism in religion and philosophy prevailed in those days. We would probably be near to the truth in calling the teaching a Judaistic form of Gnosticism.

Paul deals with its three errors as follows:

1.    It is a misguided humility, he teils the Colossians, that exalts angels, and emphasizes the func-tions of the spirit powers of good and the fear of the principalities of evil. Christ is the Creator and Lord of all things in heaven and on earth, and the Vanquisher of all evil powers (1:15fT.; 2:9fT). All the fullness (pleröma) of the Godhead is in Christ. (Here too Paul was probably taking and putting to a Christian use one of the key words of the false teaching.)

2.    The way of holiness is not by an asceticism that promotes only spiritual pride, nor by self-centred efforts to control the passions, but by putting on Christ, setting one’s affections on him, and so Stripping off all that is contrary to his will (2:20ff.; 3:1 ff.).

3.    The true wisdom is not a man-made philosophy (2:8). but the ‘‘mystery’ (revealed secret) of God in Christ, who indweils those who receive him (1:27), without distinction of persons (3:1 Of).

Bibliography. J. B. Lightfoot, Saint Paul’s

Epistles to the Colossians and Io Philemon, 1875; C. F. D. Moule, The Epistles of Paul the Apostle lo the Colossians and lo Philemon, CGT, 1957; R. P. Martin, Colossians and Philemon, NCB', 1982; E, Schweizer, The Letter to the Colossians, E T. 1982; P. T. O’Brien, Colossians, Philemon, IVBC, 1982; F. F. Bruce, The Epistles to the Colossians, to Philemon, and to the Ephesians, NIC, 1984; N. T. Wright, Colossians and Philemon, TNTC, 1986.

F.F.

COLOURS. Colour-adjectives appear but sparsely in OT and NT alike, for a variety of reasons. The first reason is specific: the Bible, being the account of God’s dealings with a nation, and not the sub-jective record of a nation’s aesthetic experience, is sparing in descriptive writing of the kind that in-volves extensive and precise use of adjectives of colour. Even where nature, animate or inanimate, is described in the OT (as frequently in the Pentateuch, Job and Pss.), it is in its more awe-inspiring aspects, as fitting reflection of its Creator.

The second reason is more general and lin-guistic: biblical Hebrew did not possess a complex and highly-developed colour vocabulary, such as exists in most modern Indo-European languages today. Thus, close definition of colour would have been difficult if not impossible, unless by the use of simile or metaphor. But this reason, which seems at first sight to be purely linguistic, turns out to be psychological, after all; for it is an axiom of lin-guistics that any culture, no matter how primitive, develops that vocabulary which is perfectly ad-equate to express its thought and desires. This linguistic paucity, then, corresponds to a lack of interest in colour as an aesthetic experience on the part of the Hebrew people; their practical concern was more with the nature of the material of which the article was made, by virtue of which it was a particular colour. Indeed, many of their colour-words were descriptive of origin rather than shade; argämän, for mstance, generally translated ‘purple’ (e.g. Ex. 25:4), is reddish-purple cloth, usually woollen. It is a borrowed Word, and prob-ably means ‘tribute’. Other similar words (säni, karmtl, tola ) either contain a reference to the murex, the shellfish from whose juice the costly dye was obtained, or to the cochineal insect or sltield-louse, which yielded a rieh red. In consequence, one clothed in purple is not to the Hebrew primarily a beautiful object. He is a king, or wealthy man; just as one in sackcloth is not primarily an ugly object, but a beggar or a mourner. This approach makes easy the symbolic use of colour, which appears spasmodically in the OT and fully developed in the Apocalypse. However, even the rsv appears to have itself used ‘crimson’ and ‘scarlet’ quite indis-criminately, so little stress should be laid on the exact colour. säsar, ‘vermilion’ (Je. 22:14 and Ezk. 23:14) is an exception: it was a lead or iron oxide, yielding a bright red pigment suitable for wall-painting, not for the dyeing of clothing.

The NT writers were, of course, fully equipped with the extensive and flexible Gk. colour-vocabulary; but they were, by virtue of their sub-ject, concerned with colour as such even less than the writers of the OT. In any case, fixity of shade, and therefore exact precision of terminology, had to wait until the advent of purely Chemical dyes, which are easier to control, and the consequent development of colour-charts. In common with other ancient peoples, the Greeks were much more im-pressed by the contrast between light and shade than that between different colours. In other words, they tended to see and describe all colours as graduations between black and white. To com-pensate, they had a remarkably rieh vocabulary to describe degrees of refracted light. When this is realized, many imagined Bible problems disappear; the fields of Jn. 4:35, are not ‘already white for harvest’ but ‘gleaming’; Ex. 25:4 groups ‘blue and purple and scarlet’ together, not only as all alike being Symbols of richness, but because to the writer they were akin, perhaps scarcely difterenti-ated, as being ‘dark’, not ‘light’, colours, similarly produced, and all alike being colours of textiles, i.e. artefacts and not natural objects. For Joseph’s coat, see ‘Joseph.

Bibliography. F. E. Wallace, Colour in Homer and in Ancient Art, 1927; A. E. Kober, The Use of Color Terms in the Greek Poels, 1932; I. Meyerson (ed.), Problemesde la Couleur, 1957; G. T. D. Angel, NIDNTT 1, pp. 203-206; and see Index in NIDNTT 3.    a.c.

COMMUNION. In the NT the basic term, translated variously as ‘communion’, ‘fellowship’, ‘communicate’, ‘partake’, ‘contribution’, ‘common’ (in the sense of the Latin communis), stems from the Greek root koin-, There are two adjectives, koinönos (found 10 times) and synkoin-önos (found 4 times), which are used as nouns also; and two verbs koinöneö (8 times) and synkoinöneö (3 times); and the noun koinönia (20 times).

The fundamental connotation of the root koin-is that of sharing in something (genitive) with some-one (dative); or the simple cases may be replaced by a prepositional phrase. In both constructions nouns may be replaced by prepositions. Very rarely it may mean ‘to give a share in’ something; the most characteristic NT usage is that which em-ploys koin- with the genitive of the thing (or person) shared. There is also another NT use in which the term is found actively of a ‘willingness to give a share’; hence the meaning ‘generosity’. A third meaning emerges from the first use, with the sense of ‘sharing’ or ‘fellowship’ (which arises out of a common sharing of something). The results of the recent linguistic researches of such scholars as H. Seesemann and A. R. George may be stated in the latter’s words: ‘The important thing is that these words (belonging to the koin- family) refer primarily, though not invariably, to participation in something rather than to association with others: and there is often a genitive to indicate that in which one participates or shares’ (A. R. George, Communion with God in the New Testament, p. 133). From this ground-plan of the Word, the NT passages may be divided into three classes, accord-ing to whether the predominant idea is (a) having a share; (b) giving a share; or (c) sharing.


a. 'Having a share'

Under this heading we may classify, first of all, the adjectives which are used to describe partners in some common enterprise, e.g. Christian work (2 Cor. 8:23), or secular business (Lk. 5:10); also those who share in a common experience (e.g. per-secution, Heb. 10:33; Rev. 1:9; suffering, 2 Cor. 1:7; worship, 1 Cor. 10:18; murder, Mt. 23:30; the compact with demons in pagan cult worship, I Cor. 10:20). Then it is used similarly of those who enjoy certain Privileges in common, e.g Rom. 11:17; 1 Cor. 9:23. References to a common sharing in direct spiritual realities are Phil. 1:7; 1 Pet. 5:1; and 2 Pet. 1:4, although in the first text the ‘grace’ in question may be that of apostleship in which both the apostle and church share, and of which Paul writes in Rom. 1:5; Eph. 3:2, 8.

The verb koinöneö and its cognate form, which adds the prefix syn meaning ‘together with\ occur in 11 passages in the NT; but some of these will fall more naturally under section b, i.e. they will lend themselves best to the translation ‘generosity’. But under this heading we may note Rom. 15:27; Eph. 5:11; 1 Tim. 5:22; 2 Jn. 11; Rev. 18:4; Phil. 4:14; Heb. 2:14.

The noun is found to denote the corporate Christian life with the thought that believers share together in certain objective realities (cf. E. Lohmeyer, Der Brief an die Philipper, 1956, p. 17, who denies that it is ever found in Paul’s writing in the sense of a bond joining Christians together, but always with the meaning of participation in an object outside the believer’s subjective experience). These references are most notably: 1. 1 Cor. 10:16 (‘participation in the blood and body of Christ’); 2. 1 Cor. 1:9, where Anderson Scott’s view aims at seeing koinönia as a designation of the church; but his Interpretation here and elsewhere is being in-creasingly abandoned in favour of the objective sense of the genitive (or, with Deissmann, the ‘mystical genitive’ or ‘genitive of fellowship’). So the best translation of a difficult verse is ‘fellowship with his Son, Jesus Christ our Lord’ whether in the sense of ‘sharing in’ or ‘sharing with’ him; 3. Phil. 2:1, where the issue is to decide between a subjective genitive (‘any fellowship wrought by the Spirit’: so Anderson Scott, Christi-anity According Io St Paul, 1927, pp. 160flf.), or an objective genitive (‘fellowship with the Spirit’, ‘participation in the Spirit’: so convincingly Seese-mann); 4. 2 Cor. 13:14, where again the choice is between koinönia as fellowship which is created by the Holy Spirit and fellowship as participation in the Holy Spirit, a translation (cf. Rsvmg.) which is much in favour since Seesemann’s discussion in 1933; 5. 2 Cor. 8:4, ‘taking part in the relief of the saints’; and 6. Phil. 3:10, where the genitive is clearly objective, meaning that Paul’s ‘own actual sufferings are a real participation in Christ’s sufferings, suffered by virtue of his communion with Christ’ (A. R. George, op. eil., p. 184; cf. R. P. Martin, Philippians, TNTC, pp. 49-50; and Philippians, NCB, 1976, pp. 133ff. [biblio.]).

b. ‘Giving a share'

The main texts which Support the interpretation of koinönia as ‘giving a share’ are 2 Cor. 9:13, ‘the generosity of your contribution for them and for all others’. ‘Your contribution’ represents the Greek tes koinönias, for which Seesemann pro-poses the translation Mitteilsamkeit, i.e., in this context, generosity. This same rendering may be suggested also for Phil. 1:5 in which case the object of Paul’s gratitude to God is the generosity of the Philippian Christians in their support of the apos-tolic ministry for the progress of the gospel. Simi-larly, the same translation clarifies Phm. 6.

Another reference under this heading is Rom. 15:26, which indicates that koinönia can take on a concrete form as a generosity which clothes itself in practical action, and is so applied to the Collection for the saints of the Jerusalem church in their poverty-stricken condition (cf. 2 Cor. 8:4). ln this light we may consider, finally, Acts 2:42, although A. R. George rules out the meaning of ‘almsgiv-ing’, ‘generosity’. Other views which have been offered to explain this reference are an allusion to the "Lord’s Supper (cf. C. H. Dodd, The Johannine Epistles, 1946, p. 7); a technical expression for having a Community of goods as in Acts 2:44; 4:32, as C. E. B. Cranfield takes it in TWBR. p. 82; Anderson Scott’s view that the term he koinönia = the fellowship) is the translation of a special Heb. word h“bürä meaning a religious society within Judaism; a recent proposal of J. Jeremias that Acts 2:42 lists, in its four notes of the church’s corporate life, the liturgical sequence of early Christian wor-ship, in which case koinönia may be an allusion to the offering (The Eucharistie Words of Jesus, E.T. 1955, p. 83, n. 3, but in :E.T. 1966, pp. 118-121 this view is withdrawn); and the view that koinönia de-scribes the inward spiritual bond which joined the early Jerusalem brotherhood and which expresses itself in the outward acts of a pooling of material resources (cf L. S. Thornton, The Common Life in the Body of Christ, 1942, p. 451). See, further, R. N. Flew, Jesus and His Church ‘, 1943, pp. 109-110.

c. 'Sharing'

Linder this heading there are only three possible occurrences where koinönia is used absolutely or with the preposition mela (with). These are Acts 2:42; Gal. 2:9 and 1 Jn. l:3fT.

Bibliography. The most important treatment of the koin- group of words in the NT is that by H Seesemann, Der Begriff KOINÖNIA im Neuen Testament, ZNW, Beiheft 14, 1933. His conclu-sions are utilized by most subsequent writers on this theme, especially A. R. George, Communion with God in the New Testament, 1953, who provides a full discussion of most of the controverted passages mentioned above. He gives also a complete bibliography, to which may be added the most recent contribution to the subject, M. McDermott, ‘The Biblical Doctrine of koinonia’, BZ 19. 1-2, 1975, pp. 64-77, 219-233. G. F. Hawthorne, Philippians, WBC, 1983; P. T. O’Brien, Philippians, NIGTC, 1992. (Tord’s Supper.)    r.p.m.

COMPASSION. In the Bible it is a divine as well as a human quality. In rsv the word is often used to translate Heb. hämal and rah“mtm, which are, however, in av more frequently rendered by ‘pity’ or ‘spare’ and ‘merey’ or Tender mercies’ respect-ively. Thus compassion, pity and merey can be regarded as Synonyms. In the NT the most frequent words are eleeö (and cognate forms), trans-lated by ‘have compassion’, ‘have merey’ and ‘have pity’, and eleos, which is always translated ‘merey’. oikteirö is found twice and translated ‘have compassion’ and oiktirmön three times with the meaning ‘merciful’ and ‘of tender merey’

The prophets and other men of God were deeply aware of the wonder of God’s "merey to sinful men. They taught that anyone who had experi-enced this would feel it his duty to have compassion on his fellows, especially The fatherless, the widow, and the foreigner’ (frequently named together as in Dt. 10:18; 14:29; 16:11; 24:19; Je. 22:3, etc.) and also on those in "poverty and the afflicted (Ps. 146:9; Jb. 6:14; Pr. 19:17; Zc. 7:9-10; Mi. 6:8). There is no doubt from the frequent references in Deuteronomy that God expected his teople to show compassion not only to each other Hit to foreigners who lived among them. Through he teaching of our Lord Jesus Christ, especially in he parable of the good Samaritan (Lk. 10), it is :lear that compassion is to be shown by his dis-:iples to anyone who needs their help. It is to be ike his, not only in being without respect of per-ons, but also in that it is expressed in deeds (I Jn. 1:17) which may involve personal sacrifice.

J.W.M.

CONCUBINE. The practice of concubinage was videspread in the biblical world. In Mesopotamia he husband was free to have legal sexual relations vith slaves. In Assyria the husband was able to ake several free-born concubines as well as his veiled’ wife, although the ‘concubine’ was subject o the wife’s authority. Her sons were entitled to ihare the inheritance. Concubines who bore chil-Iren and who behaved arrogantly could be treated is slaves but not sold (cf. Laws of Hammurapi 146— 47; 170-171). In Cappadocia (19th Century bc) ind Alalab where a wife failed to produce a son vithin a specified time (3 or 7 years respectively) he husband was entitled to marry a second wife. n Ugarit a man who possessed a concubine was :alled a b'l sslmt, ‘the possessor of a female who :ompletes (the family)’. Sarah provided a slave :oncubine for Abraham (Gn. 16:2-3) and hand-naidens given as a marriage gift to Leah and lachel became Jacob’s concubines (Gn. 29:24, ^ilpah; Gn. 29:29, Bilhah). Concubines were pro-ected under Mosaic law (Ex. 21:7-11; Dt. 21:10— 4), although they were distinguished from wives Jdg. 8:31; 2 Sa. 5:13; 1 Ki. 11:3; 2 Ch. 11:21) and vere more easily divorced (Gn. 21:10-14). Kings ;uch as Solomon went to excess in a plurality of vives and concubines. To lie with a monarch’s ;oncubine was tantamount to Usurpation of the hrone (2 Sa. 3:7; 16:21-22; 1 Ki. 2:21-24). Two erms are used in the OT, pileges, a term of non-semitic origin, and the Aram. China (Dn. 5:2-3, !3), a ‘temple servant’. The former term is used in he times of the Patriarchs, the Conquest and the iarly kingdom, with the most frequent use in the iays of the Judges. The practice created tension vith wives in all periods and later prophets mcouraged monogamy (Mal. 2:14(T.). The ideal vornan of Pr. 31 belonged to a monogamous ■ociety.

In the NT monogamy was enjoined by Jesus Mt. 5:32; 19:3-12, elc.), and by NT writers (1 firn. 3:2, 12). The Contemporary Greek and Loman world still practised concubinage. Among he Greeks, pallakai, ‘concubines’, were regularly naintained for sexual pleasure and children born Vom such unions, although free, were bastards. It vas the wives (gynaikes) who bore legitimate chil-iren. In the Roman world the state of concubina-us, or ‘lying together’, involved informal but more tr less permanent unions without a marriage teremony. Children of such unions took the legal itatus of their mother and were deprived of the itatus of citizens. Against such a background nonogamy was the only form of marriage for Christians. Unmarried men who had a concubine vere obliged to marry or be refused baptism; the telieving woman could be baptized.

Bibliography. A. F. Rainey, EJ, 5, col. 862f.; R. le Vaux, Andern Israel, 1962, pp. 24-25,29, 53-54, 13,86,115-117.    j.a.t.

CONFESSION. The word to ’confess’ in both the Heb. and the Gk. (yädä and homologein) has, as in English, a twofold reference. There is confession of faith and confession of sin. On the one hand, confession means to declare publicly a personal rela-tionship with and allegiance to God. It is an act of open joyful commitment made to God in the pres-ence of the world, by which a congregation or in-dividuals bind themselves in loyalty to God or Jesus Christ. It is an avowal of faith which can have eternal eschatological consequences. On the other hand, it means to acknowledge sin and guilt in the light of God’s revelation, and is thus generally an outward sign of repentance and faith. It may or may not be followed by forgiveness (Jos. 7:19; Lv. 26:40; Ps. 32:5; Mt. 27:4; 1 Jn. 1:9).

The biblical use of the word appears to reflect the language of ancient treaties where a vassal agrees to the terms of the *covenant made by his suzerain, and binds himself by an oath to be loyal. Likewise from the legal context of confession of guilt in a court of law, the term is transferred to the confession of sin to God.

I.    In the Old Testament

In the OT confession frequently has the character of praise, where the believer in gratitude declares what God has done redemptively for Israel or his own soul. The noun (tödä) may thus mean confession, thanksgiving, praise, or even be used for a Company of people singing songs of praise. Such acknowledgment of God’s mighty acts of merey and deliverance is consequently closely related to the confession of sin. Both aspects of confession form an integral part of prayer and true worship (Gn. 32:9-11; 1 Ki. 8:35; 2 Ch. 6:26; Ne. 1:4-11; 9; Jb. 33:26-28; Pss. 22; 32; 51; 116; Dn. 9). Confession can lead the believer to pledge himself anew to God, to sing hymns of praise, to offer joyful sacrifice, and can give him a desire to teil others of God’s merey and to identify himself with the wor-shipping congregation in the house of God at Jerusalem.

Confession is not only personal and individual; it has a liturgical connotation where, as on the Day of *Atonement in the context of expiation and intercession, the high priest vicariously confesses the sins of the people, laying his hands on the head of a live goat which symbolically carries sin away from the covenant Community (Lv. 16:21). In simi-lar fashion Moses vicariously pleads for Israel (Ex. 32:32; cf Ne. 1:6; Jb. 1:5; Dn. 9:4fT).

Confession in the sense of joyful acknowledgment is prominent in the Qumran texts where frequently the psalms begin, T thank thee, Lord, be-cause .,.’, in a way similar to our Lord’s prayer in Mt. 11:25 (1QH 2. 20, 31, etc.).

II.    In the New Testament

In the NT the Gk. word to ‘confess’ has the generic meaning of acknowledging something to be the case in agreement with others; it is primarily used with reference to faith in Christ. It gathers up the OT aspects of thanksgiving and joyful praise, as well as of willing Submission, as in Mt. 11:25; Rom. 15:9; Heb. 13:15. In this it follows the lxx usage of the word, as in Pss. 42:6; 43:4-5; Gn. 29:34. It means, however, more than mental assent. It implies a decision to pledge oneself in loyalty to Jesus Christ as Lord in response to the work of the Holy Spirit.

To confess Jesus Christ is to acknowledge him as the Messiah (Mt. 16:16; Mk. 4:29; Jn. 1:41; 9:22), as the Son of God (Mt. 8:29; Jn. 1:34, 49; 1 Jn. 4:15), that he came in the flesh (1 Jn. 4:2; 2 Jn. 7), and that he is Lord, primarily on the ground of the resurrection and ascension (Rom. 10:9; 1 Cor. 12:3; Phil. 2:11).

Confession of Jesus Christ is linked intimately with the confession of sins. To confess Christ is to confess that he ‘died for our sins’, and conversely to confess one’s sins in real repentance is to look to Christ for forgiveness (1 Jn. 1:5-10). In preparation for the coming of Christ, John the Baptist sum-moned people to confess their sins, and confession was a constant element in the ministry both of our Lord and of the apostles (Mt. 3:6; 6:12; Lk. 5:8; 15:21; 18:13; 19:8; Jn. 20:23; Jas. 5:16).

Although addressed to God, confession of faith in Jesus Christ should be made openly ‘before men’ (Mt. 10:32; Lk. 12:8; 1 Tim. 6:12), by word of mouth (Rom. 10:9; Phil. 2:11), and may be costly (Mt. 10:32-39; Jn. 9:22; 12:42). It is the opposite of ‘denying’ the Lord. Confession of sin is likewise primarily addressed to God, but may also be made before men, for example, in corporate confession by a congregation or its representative in public prayer. Where the confession is for the benefit of the church or of others, an individual may openly confess sins in the presence of the church or of other believers (Acts 19:18; Jas. 5:16), but this should never be unedifying (Eph. 5:12). True repentance may require an acknowledgment of guilt to a brother (Mt. 5:23-24), but there is no Suggestion that confession of private sin must be made to an individual presbyter.

Confession of Jesus Christ is the work of the Holy Spirit, and as such is the mark of the true church, the Body of Christ (Mt. 10:20; 16:16-19; 1 Cor. 12:3). For this reason it accompanies baptism (Acts 8:37; 10:44-48), out of which practice emerged some of the earliest creeds and confes-sions of the church, which acquired added signifi-cance with the rise of error and false doctrine (1 Jn. 4:2; 2 Jn. 7).

The perfect pattem of confession is given to us in Jesus Christ himself, who witnessed a good confession before Pontius Pilate (1 Tim. 6:12-13). He confessed that he is the Christ (Mk. 14:62) and that he is a King (Jn. 18:36). His confession was before men, over against the false witness of his enemies (Mk. 14:56) and the denial of a disciple (Mk. 14:68), and was infinitely costly, with eternal con-sequences for all men. The church in her confession identifies herseif ‘before many witnesses’ with the ‘good confession’ of her crucified and risen Saviour. Her confession (of faith and of sin) is a sign that the old man is ‘dead with Christ’ and that she is possessed by her Lord, whom she is commis-sioned to serve. In her confession she is called to participate through the Spirit in the vicarious inter-cessions of Christ, ‘the apostle and high priest of our confession’ (Heb. 3:1), who has already confessed our sins on the cross and given praise to God (Heb. 2:12; Rom. 15:9, quoting Pss. 18:49; 22:22).

Confession in the NT (like denial of Christ) has an eschatological perspective, leading to either judgment or salvation, because it is the outward manifestation of faith or lack of it. Christ will one day confess before the Father those who confess him today, and deny those who deny him (Mt. 10:32-33; Lk. 12:8; 2 Tim. 2:11-13). Confession with the mouth is made to salvation (Rom. 10:9— 10, 13; 2 Cor. 4:13-14), and our confessions today are a foretaste of the church’s confessions of the last day, when every tongue shall confess that Jesus Christ is Lord (Rom. 14:11 — 12; Phil. 2:11; Rev. 4:11; 5:12; 7:10).

Bibliography. V. Neufeld, The Earliest Christian Confessions, 1963; J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Creeds', 1972; H. N. Ridderbos, in R. Banks (ed.), Reconciliation and Hope, 1974; O. Michel, TDNT 5, pp. 199-220; H. H. Rowden (ed.), Christ the Lord, 1982; M. Hengel, Between Jesus and Paul, 1983.    j.b.t.

CONFIRMATION. 1. Gk. bebaiösis (Phil. 1:7; Heb. 6:16) is thus rendered, meaning ‘a making firm’ and ‘a valid ratification’, respectively. In the OT seven Heb. roots are translated by ‘affirm’. ‘make firm’, ‘reaffirm’, ‘confirm’ (e.g. Is. 35:3; Est. 9:32). In the NT four Gk. verbs are similarly used.

1.    bebaioun; e.g. Rom. 15:8, ‘confirm the promises’

2.    kyroun, used of a covenant (Gal. 3:15, ‘ratified’), and of a personal attitude (2 Cor. 2:8—av ‘confirm your love’; rsv ‘reaffirm your love’). 3. mesiteuein, e.g. Heb. 6:17 (av ‘confirm’, rv, rsv ‘interpose with an oath’) where the meaning is that a promise is guaranteed because God is acting as Mediator. 4. episterizein is Luke’s word in Acts for the strength-ening effect of an apostolic mission on fellow-Christians (11:2, Western Text), on the souis of the disciples (14:22), on the churches (15:41) and brethren (15:32).

2. The ecclesiastical rite known as ‘confirm-ation’, or ‘laying on of hands’, is not traced to these verses, where Luke speaks only of the con-solidating effect on faith of the apostolic presence and preaching, but, presumably, to such passages as Acts 8:14-17; 19:1-6, where laying on of hands precedes a spectacular descent of the Holy Spirit upon previously baptized persons. Two observa-tions may be made. In the first place, in these verses in Acts the gift of the Spirit is associated primarily with baptism, not with a subsequent and separate rite of ‘laying on of hands’ (cf. Heb. 6:2). Secondly, Acts shows no constant sequence. Thus, laying on of hands may precede baptism, and be performed by one not an apostle (9:17ff.); in Acts 6:6; 13:3 it is associated, not with baptism, but with special tasks to be done (cf. Nu. 27:18, 20, 23) in connection with the missionary activity of the church.

Bibliography. G. W. H. Lampe, The Seal of the Spirit, 1951; H. Schönweiss et al.} NIDNTT 1, pp 658-664; ISBE 1, p. 760; for the rite of ‘confirm-ation’, see ODCC.    m.r w.f.

CONGREGATION, SOLEMN ASSEMBLY. The

noun ‘congregation’ is used to render several Heb words, one of which is also translated ‘assembly’.

1. mö'ed and 'edä come from the root yä'ad, ‘to appoint, assign, designate’. mö'ed means an ap-pointed time or place, or meeting, and occurs 223 times (e.g. Gn. 18:14; Ho. 9:5, ‘appointed festival’). In its most frequent use öhel mö'ed means the ‘tent of meeting’, av ‘tabernacle of the congregation’—a translation which fails to convey the sense of ‘due appointment’ (e.g. Ex. 27:21). In Is. 14:13 mö'ed is used for ‘mount of the congregation’. See BDB. 'edä occurs 149 times (not in Dt ), and means a Company of people assembled together by appointment (e.g. Ex. 16:1-2, where the congregation of Israel are assembled by God for the purpose of journeying from Egypt to Canaan).

2.    qähäl occurs 123 times, and comes from a root meaning 'assemble together’, whether for war (e.g. 2 Sa. 20:14), rebellion (Nu. 16:3) or a religious purpose (e.g. Nu. 10:7). It is used in Dt. 5:22, where all Israel is assembled to hear the words of God, and in Dt. 23:3, where solemn Statements of ex-communication are being made. On the distinction between 'edä and qähäl, see HOB, TWBR and es-pecially TDNT 3, pp. 487-536 (ekklesia). It ap-pears that 'edä, the older Word, is in frequent use in Ex. and Nu., and bears an almost technical sense of ‘those gathered together’ (for a specific purpose), but that qähäl, preferred by Deuteronomy and later writers, came to mean ‘all Israel gathered together by God as a theocratic state’.

3.    The rare word seret, from a root meaning ‘restrain’ or ‘confine’, is rendered ‘solemn as-sembly’ (e.g. Is. 1:13; Ne. 8:18; Am. 5:21) in Connection with high festivals, e.g. Unleavened Bread, Tabernacles (Dt. 16:8; Lv. 23:36). This word, trans-lated into Gk. aspanegyris, lies behind ‘festal gath-ering and assembly’ in Heb. 12:23, Rsvmg.

4.    In the lxx ekklesia was usually employed to translate qähäl, sometimes for 'edä, for which synagöge was also used. In the NT ekklesia is nor-mally rendered *‘church’, though Luke uses it in its classical sense in Acts 19:39, 41 of a summoned political assembly. In Acts 13:43 synagöge is rendered ‘congregation’ by the av (rv and rsv cor-rectly ‘synagogue’); its use in Jas. 2:2 indicates a Jewish-Christian meeting. Since synagöge, like ‘church’ in Eng., had come to mean both the gath-ering and the building, and since the Christians no longer met in synagogues, they chose ekklesia to describe themselves.

Bibliography. L. Coenen, NIDNTT 1, pp. 291 — 307; G. L. Carey, ZPEB 1, pp. 939-941.

M.R.W.F.

CONSCIENCE.

I.    Background

The OT has no word for ‘conscience’, and the Gk. term syneidesis is virtually absent from the lxx. If the concept which it denotes is not to be regarded as an innovation by the NT writers, its origin must therefore be sought in a world of Gk. rather than Heb. ideas. Many scholars opt in fact for a Stoic origin of the term, including C. H. Dodd (Romans in MNTC, pp. 35-37), C. K. Barrett (Romans in BNTC, p. 53) and J. Moffatt (on 1 Cor. 8:7fT. in MNTC). But C. A. Pierce (Conscience in the New Testament, 1955, pp. 13flf.) suggests instead that the background to the word in the NT is to be found in non-philosophical, populär Gk. thought (see also

J.    Dupont, Gnosis, 1949, p. 267). Pierce further be-lieves that the term came into the NT as a result of the troubles at Corinth, in which appeals to ‘conscience’ were being made in order to justify contro-versial actions, notably the eating of food offered to idols (Pierce, pp. 60flf.; cf. 1 Cor. 8:7-13). This would explain the absence of the term from the OT and Gospels, and its prevalence in Paul—especially in the Corinthian letters.

II. Meaning

The foundation-word of the group to which syneidesis belongs is synoida, which occurs rarely in the NT and means ‘I know in common with’ (Acts 5:2;

cf. the strict etymology of conscienlia, the Lat. equivalent of syneidesis), or—as it is used in the particular construction hautö    syneidenai—

something akin to the faculty of ‘self-knowledge’ (1 Cor. 4:4, which neb translates as ‘I have nothing on my conscience’). The chief meaning of syneidesis in the NT is an extension of this idea, and implies more than simply ‘consciousness’, since it includes moral judgment on the quality (right or wrong) of a conscious act. To some extent the way for this meaning had already been prepared in Judaism.

In the OT, as in Gk. philosophy, the judgment of actions was normally referred to the state or to the law. But in 1 Sa. 24:5 ‘heart’ (Heb. leb), in the phrase ‘David’s heart smote him’, plays the part of conscience, and conforms to the usual meaning of ‘conscience’ in populär Gk. as the pain suffered by man as man when by his actions begun or com-pleted he ‘transgresses the moral limits of his nature’ (Pierce, p. 54; the eflfect of a ‘bad conscience’ in this sense is illustrated, aithough the term is not used, by the action of Adam and Eve in Gn. 3:8). The one occurrence of syneidesis as such in the lxx (outside the Apocrypha) is Ec. 10:20, where rsv translates en syneidesei sou as ‘(even) in your thought (the Heb. is literally “knowledge”), do not curse the king’. This obviously does not follow the pattem just noted, however; and it is only at Wisdom 17:11, the single certain Apoc-ryphal appearance of the term (neb, ‘wickedness proves a cowardly thing when condemned by an inner witness, and in the grip of conscience gives way to forebodings of disaster’) that we find a clear anticipation of the NT use and meaning of syneidesis. (But cf. Jb. 27:6; also Ecclus. 14:2, and the variant reading at 42:18.)

III. New Testament usage

The NT use of ‘conscience’ must be considered against the background of ‘the idea of God, holy and righteous, creator and judge, as well as re-deemer and quickener’ (Pierce, p. 106). The truth of this remark is evident from the fact that the NT writers see man’s conscience negatively as the in-strument of judgment, and positively as the means of guidance.

The term syneidesis often occurs in the Pauline letters, as well as in Heb., 1 Pet. and two (Pauline) Speeches in Acts (23:1; 24:16). In its Pauline setting the word describes first of all the pain suffered by man when he has done wrong (see Rom. 13:5, where Paul urges ‘subjection’ for the sake of syneidesis as well as orge—the personal and social manifestations of God’s judgment). From this man is delivered by dying to sin through incorpor-ation into Christ (cf. Rom. 7:15; 8:2). However, it is possible for man’s conscience—the faculty by which he apprehends the moral demands of God, and which causes him pain when he falls short of those demands—to be inadequately disciplined (1 Cor. 8:7), to become weakened (v. 12) and even defiled (v. 7; cf. Tit. 1:15), and to grow seared and ultimately insensible (cf. 1 Tim. 4:2). Thus it is essential for the conscience to be properly educated, and indeed informed, by the Holy Spirit. That is why ‘conscience’ and ‘faith’ cannot be separated. By repentance and faith man is delivered from conscience as ‘pain’; but faith is also the means whereby his conscience is quickened and instructed. To walk in ‘newness of life’ (Rom. 6:4) implies a living, growing faith, through which the Christian is open to the influence of the Spirit (Rom. 8:14); and this in turn is the guarantee of a ‘good’ or ‘clear’ con-science(l Pet. 3:16; cf. Acts 23:1).

An important and developed use of syneidesis in Paul occurs in Rom. 2:14f. The implication of this passage is that God’s general revelation of himself as good and demanding goodness faces all men with moral responsibility. For the Jews the divine demands were made explicit in the Sinaitic Code, while the Gentiles perform ‘by nature’ what the law requires. But the recognition of holy obligations, whether by Jew or Gentile, is something individu-ally apprehended (the law is ‘written on their hearts’, v. 15) and, according to personal response, morally judged (for ‘their conscience also bears witness’ with the understanding of their heart, ibid). Thus ‘conscience’ belongs to all men, and through it God’s character and will are actively appreciated. At the same time it may be regarded as a power ‘apart’ from man himself (cf. Rom. 9:1; and the echo of the Pauline doctrine of ‘conscience’ in Rom. at Jn. 8:9, in the phrase ‘con-victed by their own conscience’—although this is rejected as a gloss by rsv and neb, and the whole pericope de adultera is omitted by the best mss).

Like Paul, the writer of Heb. uses the term syneidesis with both a negative and a positive refer-ence. Under the terms of the old covenant, man’s guilty conscience in relation to God could not be perfected (Heb. 9:9); but deliverance has been made possible by the work of Christ under the terms of the new covenant (9:14), and by the appropriation of the benefits of the death of Jesus through Christian initiation (10:22; cf. 1 Pet. 3:21). In terms of spiritual growth, therefore, a worshipper’s conscience may be described as ‘good’ (Heb. 13:18).

To summarize, the NT significance of ‘conscience’ is twofold: it is the means of moral judg-ment, painful and absolute because the judgment is divine, upon the actions of an individual com-pleted or begun; and it also acts as a witness and guide in all aspects of the believer’s sanctification.

Bibliography. J. Dupont, Gnosis, 1949; and Sludia Hellenistica, pp. 119—153; O. Hallesby, Conscience, 1950; C. A. Pierce, Conscience in the New Testament, 1955; W. D. Stacey, The Pauline View of Man, 1956, pp. 206-210; J. N. Sevenster, Paul and Seneca, 1961, esp. pp. 84—102; R. Schnackenburg, The Moral Teaching of the New Testament, 1965, pp. 287-296; M. E. Thrall, NTS 14, 1967-8, pp. 118-125 (against Pierce); C. Brown in NIDNTT 1, pp. 348-353.    s.s.s.

CONTENTMENT. The noun ‘contentment’ occurs only once in rsv (1 Tim. 6:6), but its Gk. equivalent autarkeia appears also in 2 Cor. 9:8 as ‘enough’; the adjective autarkes in Phil. 4:11 and the verb arkeö in Lk. 3:14; 1 Tim. 6:8; Heb. 13:5; 3 Jn. 10; see also 2 Cor. 12:9, ‘is sufllcient’. autarkeia denotes freedom from reliance upon others, whether other persons or other things; hence the satisfaction of one’s needs (2 Cor. 9:8) or the Control of one’s desires (1 Tim. 6:6, 8). It is not a passive acceptance of the Status quo, but the positive assurance that God has supplied one’s needs, and the consequent release from unnecessary desire. The Christian can be ‘self-contained’ because he has been satisfied by the grace of God (2 Cor. 12:9). The Christian spirit of contentment fol-lows the fundamental commandment of Ex. 20:17 against covetousness, the preceptof Pr. 15:17; 17:1, the exhortations of the prophets against avarice

(e.g. Mi. 2:2) and supremely the example and teaching of Jesus, who rebuked the discontent which grasps at material possessions to the neglect of God (Lk. 12:13-21) and who commended such confidence in our Father in heaven as will dispel all anxiety concerning physical supplies (Mt. 6:25— 32). In the OT the phrase ‘be content’ (from Heb. yä'at) indicates pleasure or willingness to do a cer-tain action, usually one which has been requested by another person, e.g. Ex. 2:21; Jdg. 17:11; 2 Ki. 5:23, av.    j.c.c.

CONVERSION.

I.    Meaning of the word

A turning, or returning, to God. The chief words for expressing this idea are, in the OT, süb (trans-lated in evv ‘turn’ or Teturn’), and, in Ihe NT, strephomai (Mt. 18:3; Jn. 12:40: the middle voice expresses the reflexive quality of the action, cf. the French ‘se convertir’); epistrephö (regularly used in lxx to render süb) and (in Acts 15:3 only) the cog-nate noun epistrophe. Despite the av of Mt. 13:15; 18:3; Mk. 4:12; Lk. 22:32; Jn. 12:40; Acts 3:19; 28:27 (all changed to ‘turn’ or ‘turn again’ in rsv), epistrephö is not used in the NT in the passive voice. süb and epistrephö can be used transitively as well as intransitively: in the OT God is said to turn men to himself (15 times); in the NT preachers are spoken of as turning men to God (Lk. 1:16f., echo-ing Mal. 4:5-6; Jas. 5:19f.; probably Acts 26:18). The basic meaning which the strephö word-group. like süb, expresses is to turn back (return: so Lk. 2:39; Acts 7:39) or turn round (about turn: so Rev. 1:12). The theological meaning of these terms rep-resents a transference of this idea into the realm of man’s relationship with God.

II.    Old Testament usagc

The OT speaks mostly of national conversions, once of a pagan Community (Nineveh: Jon. 3:7-10), otherwise of Israel; though there are also a few references to, and examples of, individual conversions (cf. Ps. 51:13, and the accounts of Naaman, 2 Ki. 5; Josiah, 2 Ki. 23:25; Manasseh, 2 Ch. 33:l2f.), together with prophecies of world-wide conversions (cf. Ps. 22:27). Conversion in the OT means, simply, turning to Yahweh, Israel’s covenant God. For Israelites, members of the covenant community by right of birth, conversion meant turning to ‘Yahweh your God' (Dt. 4:30; 30:2, 10) in whole-hearted sincerity after a period of dis-loyalty to the terms of the covenant. Conversion in Israel was thus essentially the returning of back-sliders to God. The reason why individuals, or the community, needed to ‘(re)turn to the Lord’ was that they had turned away from him and strayed out of his paths. Hence national acts of returning to God were frequently marked by leader and people ‘making a ‘covenant’, i.e. making together a fresh solemn profession that henceforth they would be wholly loyal to God’s covenant, to which they had sat loose in the past (so under Joshua, Jos. 24:25; Jehoiada, 2 Ki. 11:17; Asa, 2 Ch. 15:12; Hezekiah, 2 Ch. 29:10; Josiah, 2 Ch. 34:31). The theological basis for these public professions of conversion lay in the doctrine of the covenant. God’s covenant with Israel was an abiding relationship; lapses into idolatry and sin exposed Israel to covenant chastisement (cf. Am. 3:2), but could not destroy the covenant; and if Israel turned again to Yahweh, he would return to them in Messing (cf. Zc. 1:3) and the nation would be restored and healed (Dt. 4:23-31; 29:1 -30:10; Is. 6:10).

The OT stresses, however, that there is more to conversion than outward signs of sorrow and re-formation of manners. A true turning to God under any circumstances will involve inward self-humbling, a real change of heart and a sincere seeking after the Lord (Dt. 4:29f.; 30:2, 10; Is. 6:9f; Je. 24:7), and will be accompanied by a new clarity of knowledge of his being and his ways (Je. 24:7; cf. 2Ki. 5:15; 2 Ch. 33:13).

III. New Testament usage

In the NT, epistrephö is only once used of the return to Christ of a Christian who has lapsed into sin (Peter: Lk. 22:32). Elsewhere, backsliders are exhorted, not to conversion, but to repentance (Rev. 2:5, 16, 21 f.; 3:3, 19), and the conversion-words refer only to that decisive turning to God whereby, through faith in Christ, a sinner, Jew or Gentile, secures present entry into the eschato-logical kingdom of God and receives the eschato-logical blessing of forgiveness of sins (Mt. 18:3; Acts 3:19; 26:18). This conversion secures the Salvation which Christ has brought. It is a once-for-all, unrepeatable event, as the habitual use of the aorist in the oblique moods of the verbs indicates. It is described as a turning from the darkness of idolatry, sin and the rule of Satan, to worship and serve the true God (Acts 14:15; 26:18; 1 Thes. 1:9) and his Son Jesus Christ (1 Pet. 2:25). It consists of an exercise of ‘repentance and ‘faith, which Christ and Paul link together as summing up be-tween them the moral demand of the gospel (Mk. 1:15; Acts 20:21). Repentance means a change of mind and heart towards God; faith means belief of his word and trust in his Christ; conversion covers both. Thus we find both repentance and faith linked with conversion, as the narrower with the wider concept (repentance and conversion, Acts 3:19; 26:20; faith and conversion, Acts 11:21).

Though the NT records a number of conversion experiences, some more violent and dramatic (e.g. that of Paul, Acts 9:5ff.; of Cornelius, Acts 10:44tT.; cf. 15:7fT.; of the Philippian jailer, Acts 16:29ff), some more quiet and unspectacular (e.g that of the eunuch, Acts 8:30ff.; of Lydia, Acts 16:14), the writers show no interest in the psych-ology of conversion as such. Luke makes spacc for three accounts of the conversions of Paul and of Cornelius (Acts 10:5ff.; 22:6ff.; 26:12ff.; and 10:44fr.; 11:15flf.; 15:7fT.) because of the supreme significance of these events in early church history, not for any separate interest in the manifestations that accompanied them. The writers think of conversion dynamically—not as an experience, some-thing one feels, but as an action, something one does—and they interpret it theologically, in terms of the gospel to which the convert assents and re-sponds. Theologically, conversion means commit-ting oneself to that Union with Christ which bap-tism symbolizes: union with him in death, which brings freedom from the penalty and dominion of sin, and Union with him in resurrection from death, to live to God through him and walk with him in newness of life through the power of the indwelling Holy Spirit. Christian conversion is commitment to Jesus Christ as divine Lord and Saviour, and this commitment means reckoning union with Christ to be a fact and living accordingly. (See Rom. 6:1-14; Col. 2:10-12, 20ff.; 3:lff.)

IV. General conclusion

Turning to God under any circumstances is, psy-chologically regarded, man’s own act, deliberately considered, freely chosen and spontaneously per-formed. Yet the Bible makes it clear that it is also, in a more fundamental sense, God’s work in him. The OT says that sinners turn to God only when themselves turned by God (Je. 31:18f.; La. 5:21). The NT teaches that when men will and work for the furthering of God’s will in regard to their Salvation, it is God’s working in them that makes them do so (Phil. 2:12f). Also, it describes the initial conversion of unbelievers to God as the result of a divine work in them in which, by its very nature, they could play no part, since it is essen-tially a curing of the spiritual impotence which has precluded their turning to God hitherto: a raising from death (Eph. 2:1 ff.), a new birth (Jn. 3:lff.), an opening of the heart (Acts 16:14), an opening and enlightening of blinded eyes (2 Cor. 4:4-6), and the giving of an understanding (1 Jn. 5:20). Man re-sponds to the gospel only because God has first worked in him in this way. Furthermore, the accounts of Paul’s conversion and various references to the power and conviction imparted by the Spirit to the converting word (cf. Jn. 16:8; 1 Cor. 2:4f; 1 Thes. 1:5) show that God draws men to himself under a strong, indeed overwhelming, sense of divine constraint.Thus, the av’s habit of rendering the active verb ‘turn’ by the interpretative passive, ‘be converted’, though bad translation, is good bib-lical theology. (* Regeneration.)

Bibliography. G. Bertram, TDNT 7, pp. 722-729; F. Laubach, J. Goetzmann, U. Becker, NIDNTT1, pp. 354-362.    j.i.p.

CORD, ROPE. A number of Heb. words and one Gk. word are thus rendered in the rsv. I. hebel is the most common and it is the usual word for rope, being translated ‘rope’ in Jos. 2:15, etc., Mine’ in Mi. 2:5, etc., ‘cord’ in Est. 1:6, and ‘tackle’ in Is. 33:23. Some consider it is related etymologically to the English ‘cable’. 2. ‘“bot,, lit. ‘something inter-twined’, is also common and is rendered ‘rope’ in Jb. 39:10, etc., ‘branch’ in Ps. 118:27, etc., and ‘cart rope’ in Is. 5:18. 3.yet_er, the third general word, is variously rendered in Jdg. 16:7; Jb. 30:11 and Ps. 11:2. Rope was normally made of twisted hair or strips of skin. 4. metßr (Ex. 35:18, etc.) is a tent-cord. 5. hüt (Ec. 4:12) is thread.

6. The only word employed in the NT is schoin-ion, ‘bulrush rope’, which is rendered ‘cord’ in Jn. 2:15 and ‘ropes’ in Acts 27:32.    g.w.g.

CORINTH. A city of Greece at the W end of the isthmus between central Greece and the Pelopon-nesus, in control of trade routes between N Greece and the Peloponnese and across the isthmus. The latter was particularly important because much trade was taken across the isthmus rather than round the stormy S promontories of the Peloponnese. There were two harbours, Lechaeum 2-5 km W on the Corinthian Gulf, connected with the city by long walls; and Cenchreae 14 km E on the Saronic Gulf. Corinth thus became a flourishing centre of trade, as well as of industry, particularly ceramics. The town is dominated by the Acrocorinth (566 m), a steep, flat-topped rock surmounted by the acropolis, which in ancient times contained, inter alia, a temple of Aphrodite, goddess of love, whose

Service gave rise to the city’s proverbial immorality, notorious already by the time of Aristophanes (Strabo, 378; Athenaeus, 573).

From the late 4th Century until 196 bc Corinth was held mainly by the Macedonians; but in that year it was liberated, with the rest of Greece, by T. Quinctius Flamininus, and joined the Achaean League. After a period of Opposition to Rome, and social revolution under the dictator Critolaus, the city was, in 146 bc, razed to the ground by the consul L. Mummius, and its inhabitants sold into slavery.

ln 46 bc Corinth was rebuilt by Caesar and began to recover its prosperity. Augustus made it the Capital of the new province of Achaea, now detached from Macedonia and ruled by a separate proconsular governor.

Paul’s 18-month stay in Corinth in his second missionary journey (Acts 18:1-18) has been dated by an inscription from Delphi which shows that Gallio came to Corinth as proconsul in ad 51 or 52 (Acts 18:12-17; '"Paul, section II). His bema, or judgment seat (Acts 18:12), has also been identi-fied, as has the macellum or meat-market (1 Cor. 10:25). An inscription near the theatre mentions an aedile *Erastus, who possibly is the treasurer of Rom. 16:23.

Bibliography. Strabo, 378-382; Pausanias, 2. 1-4; Athenaeus, 573; Corinth 1-VlIl (Princeton University Press), 1951 onwards; J. G. O’Neill, Andern Corinth, 1930; H. G. Payne, Necrocorinthia, 1931; H. J. Cadbury, JBL 53, 1934, pp. 134fT.; O. Broneer, BA 14, 1951, pp. 78fif. Fine plates may be seen in A. A. M. van der Heyden and H. H. Scull-ard, Atlas of the Classical World, 1959, pp. 43f; J. Murphy-O’Connor, St. Pauis Corinth, 1983; BA 47, 1984, pp. 147-159; J. B. Salmon, Wealthy Corinth, 1984.    j.h.h.

CORINTHIANS. EPISTLES TO THE.

I. Outline of contents 1 Corinthians

a.    Greetings, and prayer for the recipients (1:1-9).

b.    Christian wisdom and the unity of the church (1:10-4:21):

(i)    The Statement of the problem (1:10-16): the Corinthians are putting the unity of the church at risk by following a variety of leaders.

(ii)    ‘Wisdom’ and the gospel (1:17-2:5): the world’s wisdom is folly to God; the Corinthians were not chosen by God for their wisdom; Paul preached not wisdom but Christ crucified, in dem-onstration of the Spirit and of power.

(iii)    True wisdom (2:6-13): God’s true wisdom is imparted only to those in whom his Spirit works: they understand God’s plans (2:9) and gifts (2:12).

(iv)    The Status of the Corinthians (2:14-3:4): But the Spirit is not being allowed to work in this way in the Corinthian church because of their unspiritual attitudes.

(v)    The apostles and the church (3:5-4:5): Paul explains how the Corinthians ought to regard their apostles, and wams them to build aright on the foundation which he laid.

(vi)    Conclusions (4:6-21): They must realize that they do not yet reign in the kingdom of the New Age, and learn humiiity.

c.    Problems in Corinthian church life (5:1-6:20):

(i)    A man and his father’s wife (5:1-13): the church is conniving at a heinous sin, perhaps even boasting in this expression of ‘Christian freedom’.

(ii)    Lawsuits (6:1-11): Perhaps a comment on a cause celebre.

(iii)    Prostitution (6:12-20).

d. Answers to questions (7:1-14:40):

(i)    Is celibacy the Christian ideal? (7:1-40): Paul’s principles (7:1-7, 17-24); application to various cases (7:8-16, 25-40).

(ii)    Meat oflfered to idols (8:1-11:1): the principles involved (8:1-13); the conflict with Christian liberty (9:1-27); an awesome example from Israel’s history (10:1-13), and conclusions (10:14-11:1).

(iii)    Behaviour in the Christian assembly (11:2-14:40): marital authority (11:2-16); attitudes to one another at the common meal (11:17-34); the principles governing the gifts of the Spirit: they do not contradict the gospel (12:1-3); they are all equally important (12:4-30); the most important thing is not which gift is possessed but whether it is used in love (12:31-13:13); practical considerations governing the use of these gifts: they should help the whole church (14:1-25); conclusions (14:26— 40).

e A fundamental problem tackled (15:1-58):

(i)    The resurrection of Jesus an essential part of the gospel (15:1-11).

(ii)    The implications of this: we too shall rise when the ‘last enemy’ is finally destroyed (15:12— 34).

(iii)    The relationship between the natural realm and the spiritual (15:35-50): there are different sorts of bodies (15:35-41); the resurrected body is very different from the present one (15:42-50).

(iv)    The essence of *eschatology (15:51-58): we must yet ‘put on’ this new body (either through death and resurrection, or exceptionally through change) before we inherit the kingdom (cf. 4:8).

/. The collection, and closing remarks (16:1 -24).

2 Corinthians

a.    Greetings and prayer of thanksgiving (1:1 7).

b.    Explanations for Paul’s apparently inconsistent behaviour (1:8-2:13): Paul gives an account of what he has experienced of suffering and the ac-companying comfort of God (1:8-11); and explains that his changes of plan were made in good faith and for the benefit of the Corinthians them-selves (1:12-2:13).

c.    Not our glory, but God’s (2:14-4:12):

(i)    A paean of praise for victory in Christ (2:14-

|7):

(ii)    The glory of the new covenant (3:1-4:6): Paul is commending not himself (3:1-6) but the glorious covenant of the Spirit (3:7-11) which en-ables him boldly but in transparent honesty to pro-claim the gospel (3:12-4:6).

(iii)    A comparison between the treasure of the gospel and the vessel in which it is carried (4:7-12).

d.    The basis of Paul’s confidence (4:13-5:10): Paul’s confidence is in the God who can raise the dead, so that even the prospect of death cannot diminish this confidence.

e.    The motivation of the apostle (5:11-21):

(i)    The love of Christ (5:11-15).

(ii)    The good news of reconciliation (5:16-21).

f An appeal for a response (6:1 —7:4):

(i)    For a positive response to Paul himself (6:1 — 13; 7:2—4).

(ii)    For purity in the life of the church (6:14-7:1).

g.    Paul's joy and confidence in his Corinthian church (7:5-16): his letter has had its effect (7:5-13) and Paul’s trust in the church has been vindi-cated (7:14-16).

h.    The Collection (8:1-9:15):

(i)    A tactful reminder that the Corinthians have not yet fulfilled their original offer of financial aid

(8:1-7).

(ii)    The basis of Christian giving (8:8-15).

(iii)    Titus’ zeal in this Service (8:16-24).

(iv)    Encouragement to the Corinthians to vindi-cate Paul’s boast (9:1-15).

/. Warning against false apostles (10:1-13:10):

(i)    An appeal for complete obedience (10:1-6).

(ii)    Paul’s challenge to the troublemakers (10:7— 18): he does not really need to defend his authority in Corinth, since he was the first to bring the gospel there; but these men are boasting ‘in other men’s labours’ (10:15).

(iii)    Paul’s own credentials (11:1-12:13): if the Corinthians are determined to have them, Paul’s credentials are as good as any other man’s (11:1 — 29); but he would rather boast in his weakness, not his strengths (11:30-12:10). Yet this is all folly; the only fact of any significance is that the church ex-perienced the true signs of an apostle (12:11-13).

(iv)    Paul’s defence against the Charge of defraud-ing the church (12:14-18): perhaps in the face of an accusation that the moneys for the collection had found their way into Paul’s own pocket.

(v)    Paul’s ultimate concern (12:19-13:10): not that his own name might be cleared, but that his beloved church might improve and be built up.

j. Closing greetings (13:11-14).

II. The church at Corinth

a.    Its tnilieu

The ‘Corinth which Paul evangelized c. ad 50 was a relatively new city. In ancient literature Corinth has a reputation for vice of every kind; but this was a reputation foisted upon Old Corinth by her trading-rival Athens. It is thus irrelevant for our understanding of the Situation at the time of Paul. So also is the groundless tradition that the city was a centre of cult-prostitution in honour of the god-dess Aphrodite. The morals-of secular Corinth are likely to have been no better or worse than those of any other Mediterranean port. That there was a Jewish community in the city is attested by Acts 18:4.

b.    Its foimdation

Paul says little about the founding of the church, but a brief account will be found in Acts 18. Paul stayed with the Jewish couple * Aquila and Prisca, probably already Christians, and recently expelled from Rome. As was his custom, Paul preached in the synagogue and persuaded ‘Jews and Greeks’ (Acts 18:4); that is, Jews and proselytes or ‘God-fearers’ (a phrase which includes Jews, proselytes and Gentiles who had adopted most of the Jewish religion without taking the final Step of circumci-sion). Perhaps as a result of the arrival of two more members of this unorthodox sect of the Nazarene (Acts 18:5), the Jewish authorities began to oppose Paul’s use of the synagogue for his preaching. Paul withdrew, taking with him a number of Jewish converts, notably the ruler of the synagogue, and moved next door into the house of a (converted?) ‘God-fearer’, Titius ‘Justus. This group formed the nucleus of the Corinthian church, which grew rapidly (Acts 18:8, 10). The relationships between these two groups of neighbours must have re-mained tense, and the Jews took advantage of a change of proconsulship (‘Gallio) to make an attack upon Paul in the courts; but this was unsuc-cessful and the result was that the church was able to grow unmolested while Paul stayed the (for him) unusually long time of 18 months before sailing for Syria with Aquila and Prisca.

c.    Its composition

As well as the Jews and proselytes who accom-panied Paul on his move from the synagogue, the church consisted of subsequent converts, probably from both Jewish and pagan backgrounds. The debate still proceeds as to whether the church was predominantly Jewish-Christian or predominantly pagan-convert in Constitution: there are no cogent reasons for it to have been either.

Socially the church embraced a wide ränge, in-cluding under its aegis the wealthy city-treasurer ‘Erastus; an erstwhile President of the synagogue; the refugee Jewish saddler Aquila, and the do-mestic slaves (if so they were) of ‘Chloe. Recent scholarship has used archaeological and socio-logical tools to shed much light on the social con-text of the Corinthian church. See the bibliography below.

d.    Its intellectual background

To account for the surprisingly rapid development of so many errors so soon in a church where Paul had taught for so long, many scholars have sug-gested that we should look for one underlying cause, and a wide ränge of possible background influences have been suggested, from a predominantly Jewish Situation (so J. M. Ford, ‘The First Epistle to the Corinthians or the First Epistle to the Hebrews?’, CBQ 28, 1966, pp. 402-416) to an influx of all-but full-blown ‘Gnosticism (so W. Schmithals, Gnosticism in Corinth, 1971). Before this question is discussed, a few comments about the thought-world of the time may be relevant.

There was certainly a significant Jewish group in the church. The Judaism of the ‘Dispersion was strongly influenced by many other currents of thought, including those from the Greek philo-sophical schools, and esoteric, ‘proto-Gnostic’ ideas; but still, of course, basing itself on the Torah, at least in so far as this was practicable. While sacrifice could be offered only in Jerusalem (involving a pilgrimage far beyond the means of most), Diaspora Jews were renowned in the Greek world for their adherence to circumcision and the sabbath, and for their refusal to eat swine’s flesh. In many circles, however, the Torah was interpreted allegorically rather than literally (‘Philo). Jews often, though by no means exclusively, lived to-gether in a ‘Jewish quarter’, and had certain civil rights, such as their own law-courts.

Gentile converts may have already been proselytes or ‘God-fearers’, or may have come directly from paganism. These latter would have been familiär with the usual Hellenistic pantheon and forms of worship, possibly including cult-prostitution. Ecstasy, including speaking in * tongues, was a common phenomenon in Graeco-Oriental religions, and this may help to account for the Corinthians’ misuse of Christian ‘spiritual gifts, and possibly for the ecstatically-produced blasphemy of 1 Cor. 12:2f.

The pagan temples played a significant part in religious, and hence daily, life: they functioned as restaurants and social centres, as well as being significant (but not the only) sources of the butchers’ meat-supply (‘Idols, meats offered to; *Meat market).

As well as the emotional and cultic elements, Hellenistic religions also appealed to the intellect, and ‘Gnosticism found a fertile seedbed here. Many of these religions developed a strongly dualist Outlook, for which matter was illusory and evil, whereas only the objects of thought, in the realm of the soul, were concrete and good. This easily led to a premium on knowledge; to a belief (also found in Hellenistic Judaism) in the immortality of the soul rather than the resurrection of the body; and, perhaps rather strangely, to both asceticism (in which the ‘evil’ world is simply rejected) and liber-tinism (in which the ‘good’ soul is held to be un-defiled, no matter what the illusory body may do).

All of these factors no doubt contributed to the particular problems which arose in the church.

e. The source(s) of its problems

Several single factors have been suggested as the

underlying cause for the Corinthians’ errors:

(i)    * Gnosticism. Schmithals’ Suggestion that this is the source of the Corinthians’ problems has al-ready been noted. It suffers, however, from grave drawbacks, not least because there is no evidence that Gnosticism as a System can be dated so early. Also, Schmithals is forced to assume that Paul misunderstood the Situation, since he does not ef-fectively answer Gnostic teachings (see C. K. Barrett, ‘Christianity at Corinth’, BJRL 46, 1963-4, pp. 269-297).

(ii)    A change in Paul’s own teaching. J. C. Hurd, The Origin of 1 Corinthians, 1965, has developed the elaborate thesis that Paul was obliged in the face of the Jerusalem Council (Acts 15) to change his message radically, to the puzzlement of the Corinthians who remained faithful to his original preaching of freedom, ‘wisdom and enthusiasm. It is impossible to deal adequately with Hurd’s thesis here, but three points are noteworthy. Hurd’s reconstruction of events forces him to treat the chronology and history of the book of Acts in a cavalier fashion, and to postulate that within 2 years Paul preached at Corinth, underwent his volte-face, and then developed the ‘mature’ Position expressed in 1 Cor. This seems far too short a time for such a development. Second, it is remark-able that Paul does not mention the Apostolic Decree, if he is now concerned to commend it to his churches. Third, Hurd’s thesis fails to provide a satisfactory exegesis of the letter. For a more de-tailed critique, see J. W. Dräne, Paul: Libertine or Legalist?, 1975, pp. 97f.

(iii)    An un-Pauline development of Paul's preaching. A. C. Thiselton (‘Realized Eschatology at Corinth’, NTS 24, 1977-8, pp. 510-526) has recently suggested that the Corinthians developed Paul’s own ‘eschatology far beyond his own position, and believed themselves to be already reigning in the kingdom of the New Age in which ‘all things are lawful’ (1 Cor. 4:8; 6:12; 10:23). Thiselton be-lieves that he can interpret most of the letter on the basis of this view, though it makes heavy weather of some problems such as the lawsuits of ch. 6.

Other scholars have looked for the answer in a combination of factors: Dräne (op. eit ), for in-stance, suggests that the Corinthians may have been influenced by gnostic ideas, if not by fully-developed Gnosticism, and by a misinterpretation of Paul’s own letter to the ‘Galatians. This Position is not incompatible with that of Thiselton, and some combination of these factors perhaps provides the best basis for an interpretation of the letter.

In 2 Cor. the problem seems to be rather different: here Paul is facing a personal attack on him-self (2 Cor. 10:10) mounted by some people whom he in turn styles ‘false apostles, deceitful workmen, servants of Satan and only disguised as apostles’ (2 Cor. 11:13-15). Paul’s stress on his own lack of oratorical ability, his refusal to assert his apostolic authority, and his weakness (11:6-7, 30), lead us to suppose that these people placed stress on their own great rhetoric, spiritual authority and strength. They are Hebrews (11:22) and presum-ably Claim authority from the mother-church in Jerusalem. Indeed, it has been suggested on the basis of the phrase ‘Superlative apostles’ (11:5; 12:11) that these men are none other than the Jerusalem apostles themselves, and that we have here a development of the split Paul mentions in Gal. 2:11 f. But Paul would not be likely to compare himself on equal terms with men he regards as satanic, so it seems most reasonable to regard the ‘Superlative apostles’ as a group distinct from the ‘false apostles’. We then appear to be dealing with three groups:

(i)    The ‘Superlative apostles’ at Jerusalem, whose authority is being invoked over against Paul’s, but to whom Paul regards himself as equal, not inferior.

(ii)    The ‘false apostles’, perhaps sent by the Jerusalem apostles, but going beyond the bounds of the agreement of Gal. 2:9; and perhaps wilfully ignor-ing the wishes of the Jerusalem apostles.

(iii)    The Corinthians themselves, in danger of being misled, but not as yet opposed to Paul (see C.

K. Barrett, ‘Paul’s Opponents in II Corinthians’, NTS 17, 1970-1, pp. 233-254).

III. The integrity of the letters

It is virtually certain that Paul had a greater cor-respondence with the Corinthian church than is preserved in Scripture. 1 Cor. 5:9-13 probably (though the verb in 5:9 could be translated T am writing’) refers to a previous letter warning the church to separate from the immoral (that is, immoral Christians, but this was misinterpreted). We shall style this letter ‘Cor. A’.

2 Cor. 2:3-11; 7:8-13a also refer to a previous letter. It is doubtful that this is 1 Cor., for the fol-lowing reasons:

(i)    the tone of this letter (see 2 Cor. 2:4; 7:8) is hardly the tone in which 1 Cor. is written.

(ii)    this letter followed a ‘painful visit’ (2 Cor. 2:1-3; 12:14; 13:1-3), which does not seem to be true for 1 Cor.

(iii)    despite the superficial similarity, 2 Cor. 2:5ff. does not seem to be referring to the same Situation as 1 Cor. 5:5, since in 2 Cor. the wrongdoer appears to have offended against Paul personally.

So if we call our 1 Cor. ‘Cor. B’, there appears to have been a ‘Cor. C (i.e. the letter referred to in 2 Cor.) betöre our 2 Cor. (‘Cor. D’). Hence there appear to have been at least four epistles of Paul to the Corinthians. What happened to the others? There are two possibilities: either they have per-ished, or they survive as fragments in our 1 and 2 Cor. This second possibility is not just suggested on the assumption that we must possess all that Paul ever wrote: there is some evidence in the let-ters themselves that they may be composite.

(i)    2 Cor. 10-13 looks like ‘Cor. E’. Even bel'ore anyone suggested that 2 Cor. may be composite, people had noted the sharp change of tone at ch. 10; and the contents also fit (see Barrett for de-tails). It is further argued that these chapters are better understood as having been written before 1-9: cf. the references to Paul’s visit in 10:6: 13:2 and 10 with those in 1:23; 2:3 and 9; or the references to boasting in 10:7f.; 11:18 and 12:1 with those in 3:1 and 5:12.

(ii)    2 Cor. 6:14-7:1 looks like ‘Cor. A’. Again the contents fit, and if this section is removed from 2 Cor., the ‘edges’ match up quite remarkably.

(iii)    It is also argued that 1 Cor. 8-10 is easier to understand as two (or even more) letters. Perhaps the most thorough attempt to analyse the Corin-thian correspondence into several parts is that of W. Schmithals, ‘Die Korintherbriefe als Briefsammlung’, ZNW64, 1973, pp. 263-288, where no fewer than nine separate letters are postulated. On this whole exercise, cf. C. K. Barrett, 1 Corinthians. pp. 12-17 and 2 Corinthians, pp. 11-21.

But at the very best partition-theories are coun-sels of despair: they raise as many problems as they solve, especially about the workings of the mind of the final editor. If it is possible to make sense of the letters as they stand, such theories should be rejected.

IV. Paul's dealings with the Corinthian church

The following attempts to present a reasonable re-construction of the probable events in the history of the Corinthian church of which we have any knowledge.

a.    Immediately after Paul's departure

Other preachers and teachers had come and gone: notably Apollos (Acts 19:1) and quite possibly Peter, or perhaps some emissaries from him (cf. 1 Cor. 1:12). Even at this stage there appears to have been something wrong, and Paul must have re-ceived reports of immorality, either actual or threatened, in the church.

b.    'Cor. A'

Paul responded to this problem with a letter warn-ing the church to have nothing to do with the immoral (cf. 1 Cor. 5:9). We cannot say more about the letter than that, except that it may have been written in ignorance of the true gravity of the Situation, and appears to have been misunderstood.

c.    Corinthian news reaches Paul

Paul had news from three sources before writing 1 Cor.:

(i) ’Chloe’s people visited Paul, reporting that the church had split under various leaders. These may have simply been rallying-points for groups with basically the same beliefs, or have represented real differences of belief (though Paul gives no in-dication in his letter that he is addressing deeply divided groups). The splits may even, if Chloe’s people brought the Corinthians’ letter, have been caused by the writing of the letter itself, with the different groups wanting to send it to different authorities.

(ii)    Stephanas, Fortunatus and Achaicus (1 Cor. 16:17) probably reported the situations which prompted Paul to write chs. 5 and 6 of his letter.

(iii)    The Corinthians had also written a letter to Paul, raising a variety of questions, which he an-swers in 1 Cor. 7:1-16:4. In his reply Paul several times quotes from their letter to him; cf. Tt is good for a man not to touch a woman’ (7:1); ‘All of us possess knowledge’ (8:1) and ‘All things are lawfuT (10:23). The letter appears to have asked, among other things, ‘Is celibacy the Christian ideal?’ (dis-cussed in ch. 7 of Paul’s reply); ‘Why should Christians not feel free to join in idol sacrifices and eat sacrificed meat, since we know that the idols are nothing?’ (discussed in chs. 8-10); ‘Are our prac-tices (presumably they described them in some detail) in our times of worship correct?’ (discussed in chs. 11-14); ‘Have we not already experienced the only * “resurrection” we are going to, in our new life in Christ?’ (discussed in ch. 15); and ‘What about the collection?’ (discussed in ch. 16).

d.    Paul replies: Cor. B'

Paul’s response is our I Cor. Its length, and the emotion engendered by the issues raised, are more than adequate to account for the occasionally dis-jointed form of the letter. However, the letter appears to have failed in its intention: we read in 2 Cor. 2:1 and 13:2 of the necessity for further action.

e.    The ‘painful visit'

That further action took the form of another visit to Corinth, but this visit appears also to have been a failure: the church is still strife-torn, and Paul is rebuffed by one individual who personally offends him.

/. ‘Cor. C

Paul again attempts to achieve by letter what he was unable to achieve in the flesh: he delivers a stinging rebuke to his flock. This letter was de-livered by Titus (2 Cor. 7:5-8) and is not now extant. Having written it, Paul went through ag-onies of regret, and was so upset that he could not complete his work, despite the opportunities: he finally left his work to go to meet Titus and learn how the letter had been received (2 Cor. 2:12f). When he met Titus, however, he was overjoyed to learn that his letter had been just what was needed; the Corinthians had repented and were now solidly behind Paul, and Titus’ report was thoroughly encouraging.

g.    'Cor. D’

Delighted with the restoration of good relation-ships between himself and his church, Paul immediately wrote again, this time a letter of praise and joy (our 2 Cor. 1-9).

h.    Further news arrives

Before Paul had sent off his letter (or perhaps even immediately after) news appears to have arrived to the effect that this victory in Corinth had not after all been complete. Either Titus had been over-optimistic or eise there had been a radical change: some Outsiders, Styling themselves ‘apostles’ and with the highest of credentials, were challenging

Paul’s *authority and beginning to lead his flock aslray.

Alternatively, we may assume that Paul knew of thc existence of this ‘pocket of resistance’ all along, but reserved his strictures until the end. This view, however, makes heavier weather of the change in tone, and does not account for the fact that Paul gives no indication that he has moved on from addressing the whole church to addressing a minority within it.

i. 'Cor. E'

Paul responded with a blistering attack on these ‘false apostles’, and re-asserted his own authority in another letter or an appendix to ‘Cor. D\ This is our 2 Cor. 10-13. Was this successful? We can only surmise. No further correspondence from Paul to the church survives, though in about ad 96 Clement, bishop of Rome, found it necessary to take up the cudgels once again against this wayward church. The church was again split, this time be-cause some of the younger men had ousted their Presbyters. Clement saw the problem as one of pride (an issue not wholly absent from Paul’s let-ters) rather than doctrine. So on the major issues Paul may have won the day, though perhaps not as completely as he would have liked.

V. Authenticity and dates

Whatever is made of their integrity, there can be no doubt as to the authenticity of these two epistles: they have always been regarded as part of the un-disputed Pauline Corpus. For the dating of the let-ters we may begin at the fixed point provided by the proconsulship of *GalIio which dates Acts 18:12 to the middle of ad 51 or 52 (proconsuls took up their posts in July). It is most reasonable to place the writing of I Cor. during the 2-year stay in Ephesus (Acts 19:10), so it may be dated somewhere in ad 53 or 54; and 2 Cor. soon after this, at the latest in ad 55.

Bibliography. Commentaries: Among the best commentaries on the two letters are still those of C. K. Barrett in the Black series (1968 and 1973). Others include: On 1 Cor:. Calvin; F. Godet, 1886;

J. Hering, 1962 (Fr. edn. 1948); H. Conzelmann, Hermeneia, 1975, L. Morris, TNTC\ 1983; G. D Fee, NIC, 1983 (Gk. text); E. E. Ellis, ICC, f.c. (Gk. text).

On 2 Cor.: Calvin; P. E. Hughes, NIC, 1962; V. P. Furnish, AB, 1984; R. P. Martin, Word, 1986; C.A. Kruse, TNTC, 1987; M. Thrall, ICC, 1 1994 (Gk. text).

Other studies: F. F. Bruce, Paul: Apostle of the Free Spirit, 1977, chs. 23 and 24; G. Theissen, The Social Setting of Pauline Christianity, 1982; A. J. Malherbe, Social Aspects of Early Christianity, 1983; J. Murphy-O’Connor, St. Pauls Corinth, 1983; B. J. Malina, Christian Origins and Cultural Anthropology, 1986; D. Georgi, The Opponents of Paul in Second Corinthians, 1987; P. Marshall, Enmily in Corinth, 1987; J. K. Chow, Patronage and Power, 1992; A. D. Clarke, Secular and Christian Leadership in Corinth, 1993.    d.r. de L.

CORNELIUS, ln Acts 10:1 ff. a Roman centurion of Caesarea in Palestine, one of the dass of Gen-tiles known as ‘God-fearers’ because of their at-tachment to Jewish religious practices, such as almsgiving and prayer, for which Cornelius re-ceives special mention. Cornelius was a common

nornen in the Roman world ever since Publius Cornelius Sulla in 82 bc emancipated 10,000 slaves and enrolled them in his own gens Cornelia. The Cornelius of Acts is specially notable as the first Gen-tile convert to Christianity. As he and his house-hold and friends listened to Peter’s preaching, they believed and received the Holy Spirit, whereupon they were baptized at Peter’s command. The im-portance of this occasion in Luke’s eyes is em-phasized by repetition (c/-. Acts 11:1 — 18; 15:7, 14). The Ttalian Cohort’ to which Cornelius belonged was an auxiliary cohort of Roman citizens, whose presence in Syria in the Ist Century ad is inscrip-tionally attested.    f.f.b.

CORNERSTONE. The NT references draw their meaning from three passages in the OT. The first is Ps. 118:22 where the stone rejected by the builders has become ‘the head of the corner’ (Heb. rö's pinnä, lxx kephale gönias). In its original context this reflected the Psalmist’s own jubilation at his vindication over the enemies who had rejected him, but in its liturgical setting in the Feast of Taber-nacles the psalm came to refer more to national than to personal deliverance. ln rabbinical exegesis it was accorded a Messianic interpretation and this prepared the way for its use by Christ of himself in Mt. 21:42; Mk. 12:10; Lk. 20:17. Peter also used the text in Acts 4:11 and 1 Pet. 2:7 to explain Christ’s rejection by the Jews and his exaltation by God to be head of the church. The phrase ‘head of the corner’ can indicate one of the large stones near the foundations of a building which by their sheer size bind together two or more rows of stones, but it is more likely to refer to the final stone which completes an arch or is laid at the top corner of a building (so Jeremias). This idea under-lies Eph. 2:20 (Gk. akrogöniaios, sc. lilhos), where Paul pictures the stones of the new temple as joined together by Christ who as the cornerstone gives the building completeness and unity. Christ is elsewhere described as the church’s ‘foundation, but Eph. 2:20 reverses the figure and regards the first-generation apostles and prophets as the foundation, with Christ as the summit and consummation.

The second passage (Is. 28:16) probably referred originally to the massive stonework of the Temple, symbolizing the Lord’s abiding presence among his people, a feature which was firm, unshakeable, reliable. The juxtaposition in Isaiah of the words ‘foundation’ and ‘cornerstone’ suggests either identity or similarity of meaning, but the NT biending of this with the third passage (Is. 8:14) in Rom. 9:33 and in 1 Pet. 2:6 has effectively weak-ened the link and left the emphasis on Christ as a ‘stumbling-block to those without faith, but as Security to those who believe.

Bibliography. S. H. Hooke, ‘The Corner-Stone of Scripture’, in The Siege Perilous, 1956, pp. 235-249; F. F. Bruce, ‘The Corner Stone’, ExpT 84, 1972-3, pp. 231-235.    j.B.Tr.

CORRUPTION (Gk. phthora, diaphthora) in evv, and especially av, usually connotes the transience of the present world Order. In Rom. 8:21 it is used of the liability of the material universe to change and decay; contrast the ‘imperishable’ (Gk. aph-thartos) inheritance reserved for believers (1 Pet. 1:4). In 1 Cor. 15:42ff. it denotes the liability of the natural’ body to *death and dissolution; ‘perish-ible’ (Gk. phthartos) is practically equivalent to mortal’ (Gk. thnetos), as ‘imperishable’ (Gk. aph-’harsia), predicated of the ‘spiritual’ body, is a synonym of ‘immortality’ (Gk. athanasia). In Acts Z:27ff.; 13:35ff. ‘corruption’ (in the sense of de-xtmposition) is the rendering of Gk. diaphthora, ^uoted from Ps. 16:10, lxx, for MTsahal_ (rsv ‘the * Pit’), parallel to Sheol. As a Messianic ‘testi-nony’ Ps. 16:10 in lxx lends itself even better than MT to the case of Jesus, whose body, being raised from death, ‘saw no corruption’ (Acts 13:37). ;* Hell, * Eschatology.)


Bibliography. E. F. Sutclifle, The Old Testament and the Fulure Life, 1946, pp. 76-81; J. Jeremias, ‘Flesh and Blood cannot inherit the King-Jom of God’, NTS 1, 1955-6, pp. 155ff. f.f.b.

COS (Acts 21:1). A massive and mountainous island, one of the Sporades group, off the SW coast of Asia Minor, near Halicarnassus. It was colonized at an early period by Dorian Greeks, and achieved fame as the site of the medical school founded in the 5th Century bc by Hippocrates, and again as a literary centre, the home of Philetas and Theocritus, in the 3rd Century bc. It was also noted for fine weaving.

The Romans made Cos a free state in the prov-ince of Asia, and the emperor Claudius, infiuenced by his Coan physician, conferred on it immunity from taxes. Herod the Great was a benefactor of the people of Cos.    k.l.McK.

COSMETICS AND PERFUMERY.

I. Introductory

a.    Scope

By cosmetics is here understood that wide ränge of concoctions from pulverized minerals, vegetable oils and extracts, and animal fats which has been used from earliest times to beautify, improve or restore personal appearance (‘visual’ cosmetics) or to produce pleasing fragrances (‘odoriferous’ cosmetics).

b.    Cosmelic vessels and appliances

In Scripture, little is said of the boxes, phials, flasks, spoons and other cosmetic trinkets known from archaeology. Besides the ‘perfume boxes’ of Is. 3:20, a rendering the accuracy of which has been questioned, there is the well-known flask of precious ointment or spikenard with which the re-pentant woman anointed Christ’s head (Lk. 7:37; cf. Mt. 26:7; Mk. 14:3). But Israelite town-sites in Palestine have produced many little patterned cosmetic-bowls; at most periods the tiny-handled pottery vessels probably served for scent-bottles, while from 14th/13th-century bc Lachish comes a superb ivory ointment-flask. Egyptian ladies of rank favoured elaborate ivory cosmetic-spoons fea-turing lotuses, maidens, ducks, etc., in shape, and these were sometimes used in Palestine too. For eye-paint there were many little boxes and tubes, and the paint was commonly applied with a little stick (spatida) of wood or bronze. Egypt has yield-ed scores of such pots and spatulae. (* Mirror.)

c.    Hygiene

Throughout the biblical East, oil to anoint the body, with the object of soothing the sun-dricd skin, was almost as essential as food and drink. This use of oil was customary except in mourning; see Dt. 28:40 (its loss, a curse); Ru. 3:3; 2 Sa. 12:20 (cf. Mt. 6:17). A striking example is the clothing, feeding and anointing of the repatriated troops of King Ahaz (c. 730 bc), described in 2 Ch. 28:15. Those with a passion for luxury, Jiowever, made free with expensive ointments (Am. 6:6), a sure way to empty one’s purse (Pr. 21:17).

External sources corroborate the biblical pic-ture. In Ramesside Egypt (13th Century bc) one papyrus mentions 600 hin of ‘anointing-oil’ for a gang of workmen; other workmen are given ‘ointment to anoint them, three times in the month’, or ‘their corn-ration and their ointment’ (see R. A. Caminos, Late Egyptian Miscelianies, 1954, pp. 307-308, 312,470). The same Situation held true in Mesopotamia from at least the 18th Century bc onwards. Oriental cosmetics, it must be remem-bered, were as much used for utilitarian as for dec-orative purposes. (See the oil-distribution texts from Mari, J. Bottero, Archives Royales de Mari, 7, texts 5-85.)

II. Perfumers and perfume-making

In 1 Sa. 8:13 Samuel pictures a typical king Mike all the nations round about’ as requiring the Services of ‘perfumers and cooks and bakers’. Three as-pects of this passage find illumination in external sources: the existence of palace perfumeries, the association of cosmetics-manufacture and cook-ing, and the basic (Heb.) term rqh.

a.    Royal perfumeries

The great palace at Mari on the middle Euphrates (18th Century bc) had its own perfumery, the bit-raqqi, which had to supply large quantities of vari-ous ointments for the king’s dignitaries and sol-diers, and the perfumes which were required for bodily use, for ritual, festivals and royal banquets. See J. Bottero, Archives Royales de Mari, 7, 1957, Textes Economiques et Administratifs, pp. 3-27 (texts 5—85), 176-183 (the various oils), 183-184 (large quantities), 274, n. 2, and p. 360 (bit-raqqi).

b.    Methods of manufacture associaled with cooking The implication of 1 Sa. 8:13, which groups to-gether perfumers (av ‘confectionaries’), cooks and bakers, also corresponds to ancient usage. The techniques of the perfumer were closely related to cooking. The perfume of flowers, etc., could be ex-tracted and ‘fixed’ by three processes. First is enf-leurage: steeping the flowers in fat and continually changing them. Second is maceration: dipping the flowers, etc., into hot fats or oils at 65° C (150° F). This was most widespread and dosest to cooking. Third is expressing: squeezing out the scent-bearing juices by compressing flowers, etc., in a bag. Oil of myrrh and other gum-resins were ob-tained by heating the substance concerned in a greasy-type ‘fixative’ oil/fat (plus water to avoid scent-evaporation); the perfume-essence of the myrrh or other ‘resin’ was thereby transferred to the greasy oil/fat which could then be strained off as liquid perfume. For these processes, see R. J. Forbes, Sludies in Ancient Technology, 3, 1955, pp. 9-10, and references, and A. Lucas, JEA 23, 1937, pp. 29-30, 32-33. The N Canaanite texts of Ugarit mention ‘oil of the perfumer’ (smn rqh; see Gordon, Ugaritic Lilerature, 1949, p. 130) and items such as ‘10 logs of oil’, ‘3 logs of perfume’ (tlt lg rqh\ see Gordon, Ugaritic Textbook, 3, 1965,

р. ~427, No. 1354—14th/!3th Century bc; the same measure (log) is used in Lv. 14:10, 12, 15, 21, 24) (* Weights and Measures).

These processes, so aldn to cooking with fats, etc., are sometimes pictured in Egyptian tomb-paintings of the 15th Century bc, showing people pouring and stirring the mixture in heated pans, or moulding incense into fancy shapes. Typical ex-amples will be found in Davies, JEA 26, 1940, plate 22 with p. 133, and Forbes, op. cit., p. 13 and fig. 1. The cookery aspect of perfumery is also directly reflected in an Egyptian term for ‘perfumer’, ps-sgnn, lit. ‘cooker of ointment’, and by the use of fire in the elaborate cosmetics-recipes from Assyria (on which see E. Ebeling, Parfümrezepte und Kultische Texte aus Assur, 1950).

с.    The rqh terminology

The ordinary participle roqah is used for 'perfumer’ in Ex. 30:25, 35 (av ‘compound’, ‘confec-tion’); 37:29, and also in 1 Ch. 9:30, where it refers to priests commissioned by David and Saul to make perfumes for the tabernacle. It also occurs in Ec. 10:1, where it is identical with Ugaritic smn rqh quoted above. raqqäh, fern, raqqähä, is the noun-form for ‘Professional perfumer’; the latter is found in 1 Sa. 8:13 (av ‘confectionaries’), the formet occurs in Ne. 3:8, ‘Hananiah, a member (lit. ‘son’) of the perfumers’ (guild)’. (Cf. Mendelsohn, BASOR 80, 1940, p. 18.) Of words for ‘perfume’ itself, roqah occurs in Ex. 30:25, 35; riqqüah, ‘un-guents’, in Is. 57:9; reqah, of spiced wine in Ct. 8:2 (* Food); merqah, ‘perfume’ or ‘fragrance’ (rsv), in Ct. 5:13; m'ruqqähim is verbal passive in ‘com-pounded with the perfumery of the artificer’ in 2 Ch. 16:14; mirqahat is ‘ointment, perfumery’ in ‘makers of ointment’, 1 Ch. 9:30, and in ‘an ointment, a perfume of the perfumer’s art’, Ex. 30:25; finally, merqähä, ‘(pot of) ointment’ in Jb. 41:31, and perhaps in an imperative, ‘spiee the spicery’, in a cooking context (?spiced meat), in Ezk. 24:10 (difficult).

III. ‘Visual’ cosmetics

a. ‘ Painting' of face and body From the earliest times, ancient Oriental women-folk used to paint round their eyes and darken their eyebrows with mineral pastes which were usually black. At first this was largely medicinal in aim (to protect the eyes from strong sun-glare), but it speedily became principally a feminine fashion, giving an enlarged and intense appearance to the eyes. This is attested in Egypt, Palestine and Mesopotamia.

In 841 bc Queen Jezebel is said to have used such cosmetics. 2 Ki. 9:30 indicates that she ‘treated her eyes with eye-paint (pük) and adorned her head’ before going to the window whence she was thrown to her death at Jehu’s word. Over two centuries later two Hebrew prophets pictured their idol-atrous nation, faithless to God, as a woman made up for illegitimate lovers. Jeremiah (4:30) says ‘you enlarge your eyes with eye-paint (pük)', while Ezek-iel (23:40) alleges ‘you painted (kähal) your eyes .,. Note also Keren-happuch, the name of Job’s third daughter (42:14), ‘horn of eye-paint’—i.e. source of beauty. Such eye-paint was prepared by grinding the mineral concerned to a fine powder and mixing it with water or gum to form a paste that could be kept in a receptacle and applied to

the face with the finger or a spatula (see 1.6, above).

The minerals used require some comment. In Roman times an antimony compound was used in eye-preparations; the Lat. for antimony sulphide and then antimony itself is stibium. Unfortunately this has led to ancient Oriental eye-paints being generally dubbed antimony or stibium—in large measure, wrongly so. In Egypt green malachite was quickly superseded by black eye-paint (Egyp msdml). Analysis of many excavated samples has shown that this consisted principally of galena (lead sulphide), never of antimony except as an accidental impurity. (See A. Lucas, Ancient Egyptian Materials and Industries*, 1962, pp. 80-84 and cf. pp. 195-199.) In Mesopotamia the Babylonians called their black eye-paint guhlu, alleged to be either galena or antimony/stibium. (For the former, see Forbes, Studies in Ancient Technology, 3, p. 18, who adduces no evidence for his case; for the latter, see R. C. Thompson, Dictionary of As-syrian Chemistry and Geology, 1936, pp. 49-51, where the evidence produced is irrelevant—but his ‘needles of “lead”’ would suit galena better than antimony.) guhlu is same as Heb. kähal, ‘to paint (eyes)’, and passed into Arabic as kohl, ‘eye-paint’. Modern Arab. kohl is often just moistened soot; it can include galena but not antimony (cf. Lucas, op. cit., p. 101). Hence Heb. pük, ‘eye-paint’, was very likely galena rather than antimony. Thus, the ’abnepük in theTemple treasures(l Ch. 29:2) would be ‘lumps of galena’. The use of pük in Is. 54:11 (av ‘fair colours’, rsv ‘antimony’) may presuppose the employment of (powdered) galena as part of an (dark-tinted) adhesive (e.g. resin) for setting gem-stones. For resin plus powdered minerals in tinted adhesives for setting jewellery, etc., see Lucas, op cit., pp. 12-13.

In Egypt red ochre (red oxide of iron), often found in tombs, may have served as a rouge for colouring the cheeks (Lucas, op cit., p. 104). Egyptian ladies also used powder-puffs (Forbes, op cit., p. 20 and fig. 4) and lipstick (see the lively picture reproduced in ANEP, p. 23, fig. 78). In antiquity the leaves of the fragrant henna-plant (see IV, below) were crushed to provide a red dye for feet, hands, nails and hair (Lucas, op. cit., p. 107). ln Mesopotamia the Sumerians used for face-powder yellow ochre, quaintly called ‘golden clay’ or ‘face bloom’; the Babylonians commonly used red ochre (Forbes, op. cit., p. 20). Similar fads doubtless pleased coquettish Hebrew ladies like those of ls. 3:18-26.

6. Hairdressing and restoratives Hair-styles were part of ancient Near Eastern fash-ions. In Egypt skilled hairdressers attended to the coiffure (and wigs) of the great. For reproductions of these hairdressers and details of the hair-styles and the hair-pins used, see ANEP. p. 23, figs. 76-77, and refs. on p. 259, and also E. Riefstahl, JNES 15, 1956, pp. 10-17 with plates 8-14. Mesopotamia also had its fashions in hairdressing (cf. B. Meissner, Babylonien und Assyrien, I, 1920, pp. 410-411: RA 48. 1954, pp. 113-129, 169-177; 49, pp. 9ff.). Canaan and Israel, too, provide examples of a var-iety of coiffures with curls long or short (see G. E. Wright, Biblical Archaeology, 1957, p. 191 and figs. 136-137, 72). In this connection notice Isaiah’sjibe (3:24) and Jezebel’s adorning her head (2 Ki. 9:30). Ornate combs were populär (see, e.g., ANEP, p. 21. fig. 67). Men in the Semitic world (in contrast to Egypt) rejoiced in fine beards and took care over their hair—witness Samson’s seven locks (Jdg. 16:13, 19). Barbers and razors are well known in the OT (e.g. Ezk. 5:1, etc.) and in the ancient Orient alike (ANEP, p. 24, figs. 80-83). Restora-tives to repair the ravages of age were eagerly sought. Recipes found in the Egyptian medical papyri include one hopefully entitled ‘Book of Transforming an Old Man into a Youth'; several were devoted to improving the complexion (see the renderings in Forbes, op. cit., pp. 15-17).

IV. ‘Odoriferous’ cosmetics in personal use

a.    Perfumery in the Song of Songs

'Ointment is simply semen (tob) (1:3; 4:10); reah, ‘fragrance’, applies to man-made ointments (1:3) and nature’s scents (2:13) alike. Spikenard or nard (1:12; 4:13-14) is here very likely to be the same as the lardu of Assyro-Babylonian inscriptions, the root of the gingergrass Cymbopogon schoenanthus im-ported perhaps from Arabia (see R. C. Thompson, Dictionary of Assyrian Botany, 1949, p. 17). But the NT nardospistike, ‘precious (spike)-nard’ (Mk. 14:3; Jn. 12:3), is probably the Nardostachys jata-mansi of India (Himalayas), a very expensive import for Roman Palestine. ‘Bether’ (Ct. 2:17, av) is either a place-name or ‘cleft mountains’, rather than a spiee. For myrrh (1:13; 3:6; 4:6; 5:1) and liquid myrrh, mör ober (5:5, 13), see V.a, below; for frankincense, see V.A, below. The expressions ‘mountain(s), hill, of myrrh, frankincense, spices’ (4:6; 8:14) may perhaps allude to the terraces (men-tioned also by Egyptian texts) on which the pro-ducing trees grew.

ln 1:14; 4:13 köper may be the henna-plant with fragrant flowers whose leaves when crushed yield a red dye; see on henna, Lucas, op cit., pp. 107, 355— 357. ‘Perfumed’ in 3:6 is m'qutleret, same root as q'töret, ‘incense’; as for ‘powders of the merchant’, see the powder-puff reference at the end of Ill.a, above. In 4:14 karköm is usually rendered as saf-fron; it could be either or both of safTron-crocus and turmeric, which yield a yellow dye (Thompson, op cit., pp. 160-161, and refs. on Assyr. azupiranu and kurkanu for these). For calamus and cinnamon, see V.a, below; on aloes, see *Herbs. The verses 5:13; 6:2 allude to beds of spices, bösem, perhaps here specifically balm of Gilead, as opposed to its more general meaning of spices. For mandrakes (7:13), see *Plants. ‘Spiced wine’ (8:2) is known elsewhere in the ancient East (* Food).

b.    Other references

bösem, ‘perfume’, in Is. 3:24 is a general term in Scripture for spices; cf. the gifts of the Queen of Sheba (1 Ki. 10:2, 10), the treasures of Hezekiah (2 Ki. 20:13) and the references in the Song of Solomon (4:10, 14, 16; 8:14). Cleansingand beautifying of the body are apparently implied in the term lamruq used in Est. 2:3 (av, rv ‘purifications’; rsv ‘ointments’), when Esther and others were prepar-ing for King Ahasuerus. The perfume’ of Pr. 27:9 is q'töret (‘incense’). The ‘precious ointment' of Ec. 7:1 (as of Ct. 1:3) is semen tob, exactly the term samnu tabu already used by a dignitary in a Mari tablet of the 18th Century bc who requests it to rub himself with (C. F. Jean, Archiv Orientälni 17:1, 1949, p. 329, A179, 1. 6). Perfumes were put on clothes (Ps. 45:8), sprinkled on couches (Pr. 7:17), and precious oil (semen tob again) was poured upon the head, as in Aaron’s anointing (Ps. 133). Perfumes or spices were burnt at the funerals of the great (2 Ch. 16:14). See M. Dayagi-Mendels, Perfumes and Cosmetics in the Ancient World, 1989.

V. Sacred perfumery

a. The holy anointing oil

For anointing the tabernacle and its furnishings, and the Aaronic priests at induction, not for profane use (Ex. 30:22-33). Several of its constituents can be identified. Myrrh, Heb. mör, is a fragrant gum-resin of the tree-species balsamo-dendron and commiphora of S Arabia and Somaliland. Its fragrance resides in the 7-8% content of volatile oil. It is this essence that could be incorporated into a liquid perfume by heating with fixative oil/fat and straining off (see ILA, above). Besides the ‘liquid myrrh’ of Ct. 5:5, 13, this liquid myrrh-perfume may be what is meant by ‘flowing’ or ‘liquid myrrh’ (mor-d'rör) in Ex. 30:23, and is probably the smn mr of 14th/13th-century bc Canaanite texts from Ugarit (Gordon, Ugaritic Literature, 1949, p. 130: texts 12 + 97, lines 2, 8, 15 and 120, 1 ine 15) and of the Contemporary Amarna Letter No. 25, IV:51 (saman murrt)-, the Heb. word mör is therefore early, not ‘late’ as is wrongly stated in BDB, p. 600b. Egyptian ’ntyw, ‘myrrh’, was also used in this liquid form, for anointing and medicine (refs. Erman and Grapow, Wörterbuch der Aegyptischen Sprache, 1, p. 206: 7). It is this kind of liquid myrrh that is the true slacte (Lucas, JEA 23, 1937, pp. 29-33; Thompson, Dictionary of Assyrian Botany, p. 340).

The precise identity of the ‘sweet cinnamon’, qinnmon besem (Ex. 30:23; cf. Pr. 7:17; Ct. 4:14) is uncertain. There is no formal evidence that this term represents the Cinnamomum zeylanicum, native to Ceylon; other plants with aromatic bark or wood in this cinnamon/cassia group are possible (cf. Thompson, op. cit., pp. 189-190). That the Egyp. ti-sps-wood is cinnamon (Forbes, Studies in Ancient Technology, 3, p. 8, Table II, and Lucas, op. cit., p. 354. by implication) is wholly uncertain. See also cassia, below. For fragrant cosmetic woods in Egypt (samples), see Lucas, p. 119; Shamshi-Adad I of Assyria also sought them (G. Dossin, Archives Royales de Mari, 1, No. 88,11. 27-30—isu riqu).

The ‘sweet calamus’ (Ex. 30:23, av, rv) or ‘aromatic cane’ (rsv) is Heb. q'neh-bösem, and its identity with the ‘sweet cane from a far country’ (Je. 6:20, and also the ‘calamus’ of Ezk. 27:19), qäneh hattöb, is not certain. The latter, however, is very likely the qanu täbu of Assyro-Babylonian texts, from 18th Century bc onwards (for that of Mari, seeC. F. Jean, Archiv Orientälni 17: 1,1949, p. 328). And this is probably the Acorus calamus having an aromatic rhizome or stem-root; see Thompson, op. cit., pp. 20-21. In New Kingdom Egypt, 15th—12th centuries bc, the scented Jmn-plant is identified as Acorus calamus (G. Jequier, Bulletin de /’Institut Franfais d’Archeologie Orientale 19, 1922, pp. 44-45, 259 and n. 3; Caminos, Late-Egyptian Miscel-lanies, 1954, p. 209—ArnnZ-oil). Actual plant stalks in a pot labelled ‘perfume’ or similar were found in Tutankhamün’s tomb, c. 1340 bc (Lucas, p. 119). The ‘50 talents of reeds’ in an Ugarit tablet (Gordon, Ugaritic Literature, p. 130, text 120: 9-10) among other aromatics might be sweet cane, but hardly cinnamon (Sukenik, Tarbiz 18, 1947, p. 126; see Gordon, Ugaritic Textbook, 3, 1965, p. 479, No. 2244).

Finally, there is cassia, which translates Heb. qiddä in Ex. 30:24 and Ezk. 27:19. Whatever the real identity of this might be, it is very possible that qiddä is the same as Egyp. kdt in Papyrus Harris I of c. 1160 bc (so Forbes, op. cit., p. 8, Table II). The other Heb. term often rendered ‘cassia’—q'st äh— is obscurer still. However, if in meaning this term is parallel to Arab. salthäh, ‘peeled’, and this in turn to Assyro-Bab. kasi slri (as Thompson, op. cit., p. 191, would suggest), then it might well be Assyr. qulqullänu, modern Arab. qulqul, the Cassia lora (Thompson, op. cit., pp. 188-192). Cf. name of Job’ssecond daughter(Jb. 42:14). (*Herbs, Cassia.)

b. The sacred incense

For the significance of incense, see * Incense. Only its make-up is dealt with here. The general Heb. word for incense (which also appears as ‘smoke’, and ‘perfume’ at times) is q'toret, known as a loan-word in Egyp. front the 12th Century bc (Erman and Grapow, Wörterbuch d. Aeg. Sprache, 5, p. 82:

3); other forms front the root qtr occur. In the sacred incense of Ex. 30:34-38 the last two constitu-ents are easiest to identify. One of these, Heb. helb'näh, is pretty certainly galbanum, Feritla gal-banißua Boiss., growing in Persia and known in Mesopotamia (Bab. bululjhum) from the 3rd mil-lennium bc onwards. (See Thompson, op. cit., pp. 342-344; W. von Soden, Akkadisches Handwörterbuch, Lieferung 2, 1959, p. 101 and refs.)

Frankincense, Heb. Tbönäh (‘white’), is nanted from its appearance as whitest of the gum-resins used for incense; it comes from the genus of trees Boswellia of S Arabia and Somaliland, and is the classical olibanum. The Egyptian queen Hatshep-sut apparently had such trees brought to Egypt c. 1490 bc, and small balls of frankincense were found in Tutankhamün’s tomb (r. 1340 bc). See Lucas, op. cit., pp. 111-113. natap, ‘drops’, is given as slacle in uoc, but for true stade see V.a above on myrrh. The name suggests a natural exudation and suitable for incense—perhaps a storax (cf. on these, Lucas, op. cit., p. 116; Thompson, op. cit., pp. 340-342) or eise balm of Gilead, opobalsamum, etc., on which see Thompson, pp. 363-364. The last term, s'helel, is quite uncertain; lxx renders as ony.x, hence evv onycha—part of a mollusc giving an odour when burnt (Black and Cheyne, EBi, under Onycha). But it might just conceivably be a plant-product, sihiltu in Assyr. medicine (Aram. sihlä), Thompson, Dictionary of Assyrian Chemistry, 1936, p. 73 and n. 1; but hardly Assyr. saljle, ‘cress’ (for which see Thompson, Dictionary of Assyrian Botany, 1949, pp. 55-61). But shll in Ugarit-text 12 + 97 among aromatics and foodstuff (Gordon, Ugaritic Lileralure, p. 130, 1.4; Ugaritic Te.xtbook, 3, p. 488, No. 2397) could very well be Heb. s'helel and even Assyr. sihiltu and Aram. Sihlä already mentioned. None of these is Assyr. sal]ullatu, because this latter must be read as hullatu (Thompson, op. cit., p. 69). To attempt any closer solution would be too hazardous at present.

For an attempt to reconstitute the sacred incense of Ex. 30, see Progress, Vol. 47, No. 264, 1959-60, pp. 203-209 with specimen.    k.a.k.

COUNCIL. In the OT (av) the word appears once only, as a translation of Heb. rigmä (Ps. 68:27) in referring to ‘the princes of Judah and their coun-ciF. a general word which could be rendered ‘Company’ (so Avmg.) or ‘throng’ (rsv). The similar word ‘counsel’ is used in Je. 23:18, 22, av (rv, rsv ‘council’), of the privy council (Heb. söd) of Yahweh (cf. 1 Ki. 22:19flf.; Jb. 1:6fr.; 2:1 ff.), where his decrees are announced; true prophets have access to this council and so have foreknowledge of those decrees.

In the NT two Gk. words are used. symboulion denotes a consultation of people (Mt. 12:14), or the provincial governor’s advisory board (Acts 25:12). synedrion, a ‘sitting together’, is used most frequently with reference to the *Sanhedrin, the supreme court of the Jews, but sometimes also to lesser courts (e.g. Mt. 10:17; Mk. 13:9), of which Jerusalem had two and each Palestinian town one.    J d D

COUNCIL, JERUSALEM. The Council of Jerusalem is the name commonly given to the meeting convened between delegates from the church of Antioch (led by Paul and Barnabas) and the apos-tles and elders of the church of Jerusalem, to dis-cuss problems arising from the large influx of Gen-tile converts into the church (Acts 15:2-29). Many commentators identify this meeting with the one described in Gal. 2:1-10; the view taken here, however, is that in Gal. 2:1-10 Paul refers to an earlier Conference which he and Barnabas had with James the Just, Peter and John, at which the Jerusalem leaders recognized the vocation and Status of Paul and Barnabas as apostles to the Gentiles. (For the view that one and the same occasion is referred to, see ‘Chronology of the New Testament, section U.d.)

I. The occasion

The rapid progress of the gospel among Gentiles in Antioch (Acts 11:19ff.) and in Cyprus and Asia Minor (Acts 13:4-14:26) presented the conservative Jewish believers in Judaea with a serious problem. The apostles had acquiesced in Peter’s evangeliza-tion of the household in Caesarea because it was attended by evident marks of divine approval (Acts 10:1-11:18), but if the spread of the gospel among Gentiles continued on the present scale ihere would soon be more Gentiles than Jews in the church, with a consequent threat to the mainten-ance of Christian moral Standards. To this problem many Jewish Christians had a simple solution. Let the Gentile converts be admitted to the church in the same way as Gentile proselytes were admitted into the Commonwealth of Israel: let them be circumcised and accept the Obligation to keep the Jewish law.

Thus far these conditions had not been imposed on Gentile converts. No word appears to have been said about circumcision to Cornelius and his household, and when Titus, a Gentile Christian, visited Jerusalem with Paul and Barnabas on the earlier occasion the question of circumcising him was not even aired (Gal. 2:3). Now, however, some zealots for the law in the Jerusalem church decided to press upon the Gentile Christians of Antioch and her daughter-churches the necessity of taking on themselves the yoke of the law. Their pressure proved so persuasive in the recently-ibunded churches of Galatia that Paul had to send these churches the urgent protest which we know as his Epistle to the “Galatians. In Antioch itself they caused such controversy that the leaders of the church there decided to have the whole question ventilated and settled at the highest level. Accord-ingly, the Council of Jerusalem was convened (c\ ad 48).

II.    The main question settled

The debate was opened by the Pharisaic party in the Jerusalem church, who insisted that the Gentile converts must be circumcised and required to keep the law. After much disputing, Peter reminded the Council that God had already shown his will in the matter by giving the Holy Spirit to Cornelius and his household on the ground of their faith alone. Paul and Barnabas supported Peter’s argument by telling how God had similarly blessed large num-bers of believing Gentiles through their ministry. Then James the Just, leader of the Jerusalem church, summed up the debate and expressed his judgment that no conditions should be imposed on the Gentile converts beyond the condition of faith in Christ with which God had clearly shown him-self to be satisfied. The Gentile cities, he said, had no lack of witnesses to the Mosaic law; but the entry of Gentiles into the church of the Messiah was the fulfüment of the promise that David’s fallen tent would be set up again and his sover-eignty be re-established over Gentile nations (Am. 9:1 lf.).

III.    A practical issue decided

Once the main question of principle was settled in a way which must have given complete satisfaction to the Antiochene delegation, a practical matter remained to be dealt with, affecting the day-to-day fellowship between Jewish and Gentile converts where there were mixed communities. It would be a sign of grace and courtesy if Gentile Christians respected certain Jewish scruples. Hence, at James’s Suggestion, the letter in which the Jerusalem leaders conveyed their findings to the Gentile churches of Syria and Cilicia (including that of Antioch) ended with an admonition to them to ab-stain from certain kinds of food which their breth-ren of Jewish stock would find offensive, and to conform to the Jewish Code of relations between the sexes. Without such concessions from Gentile Christians, there would have been grave practical difficulties in the way of their enjoying un-restrained table-fellowship with Jewish Christians. (When it is remembered that in those days the Lord’s Supper was regularly taken in the course of a general fellowship meal, the importance of this consideration will be realized.) There is no real substance in the objection that Paul would not have agreed to communicate these conditions to his Gentile converts (as he is said to have done in Acts 16:4). Where basic principles were not com-promised, Paul was the most conciliatory of men, and he repeatedly urges on Christians this very duty of respecting the scruples of others in such matters (cf. Rom. 14:1 fT.; 1 Cor. 8:1 flf.). Neverthe-less, when the Corinthians asked Paul for a ruling on food offered to idols he appealed to first principles and not to the Jerusalem decree.

After a generation or two, the Situation which called forth the Jerusalem Council and the apos-tolic letter of Acts 15:23-29 disappeared, and the Western Text of Acts adapts the letter to a new Situation by altering its requirements in a more purely ethical direction—requiring abstention i'rom idolatry, bloodshed and fornication. But the requirements in their original form were observed by Christians in Gaul and N Africa late in the 2nd Century, and were incorporated by Alfred the Great in his English law-code towards the end of the 9th Century.

Bibliography. W. L. Knox, The Acts of the Apostles, 1948, pp. 40ff.; C. S. C. Williams, The Acts of the Apostles, 1957, pp. 177fT.; E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles, 1971, pp. 440fT.; R. Bauckham, in BA1CS 2.    f.f.b.

COUNSELLOR (Heb. yö‘es, ‘one who gives advice or counsel’). The basic idea appears in Pr. 24:6b. The word is used as a designation of the Messiah in Is. 9:6, where in respect to the giving of counsel he is said to be a wonder (pele'). rsv uses ‘Counsel-lor’ to translateparakletos in Jn. but has ‘advocate’ in 1 Jn. 2:1.

The word parakletos derived from the verb par-akaleö, literally ‘to call beside’, has been inter-preted both actively and passively; actively as meaning one who Stands by and exhorts or en-courages, whence the av ‘Comforter’ in Jn. 14:16, 26; 15:26; 16:7; passively as meaning one called to stand by someone, particularly in a law-court (though as a friend of the accused rather than a Professional pleader), whence ‘advocate’ in 1 Jn. 2:1. Many versions simply transliterate the Greek; hence the name ‘Paraclete’ for the Holy Spirit.

parakaleö is frequently used in the NT to mean ‘exhort’, ‘encourage’, and Acts 9:31 speaks ex-pressly of the paraklesis of the Holy Spirit, which probably means the ‘exhortation’ or ‘encourage-ment’ of the Spirit (though it may mean the invo-cation of the Spirit’s aid).

There is little evidence for an active use of parakletos outside the NT or the patristic commenta-tors on the Gospel passages, who seem to derive the sense ‘consoler’ or ‘encourager’ simply from the general context, which speaks of the disciples’ sense of desolation at Jesus’ departure and of their need to be taught more about him. In Gk. transla-tion of Jb. 16:2, Aquila and Theodotion used par-akletoi where lxx has parakletores, the regulär active noun for ‘comforters’.

On the other hand, the help of the Spirit prom-ised in Mt. 10:19-20; Mk. 13:11; Lk. 12:11-12 is precisely that of an advocate before the Jewish and secular authorities. Even Jn. 16:8-11 has a forensic tone, though admittedly rather of prosecution than defence. The translation ‘advocate’ is more appropriate in 1 Jn. 2:1, where the sinner is thought of as arraigned before God’s justice. Even here, however, the more general sense is not impossible.

The evidence is nicely balanced, and since so many words in the fourth Gospel seem intended to suggest more than one meaning, an ambiguous rendering such as rsv ‘Counsellor’ is probably to be preferred.

Critics have argued that the application of the word parakletos in the Gospel to the Spirit and in the Epistle to Jesus Christ indicates the different authorship of the two works. But: (i) the Spirit’s paraklesis is amid earthly dangers and difficulties: Jesus appears for us in heaven; (ii) these different but parallel Offices are reflected also in Rom. 8:26, 34: the Spirit makes intercession in us and the risen Christ for us in heaven; (iii) the words allosparakletos used in Jn. 14:16, though Greek usage permits the translation ‘another, a Paraclete’, may mean simply ‘another Paraclete’, implying that Jesus himself is a Paraclete. (* Spirit, Holy.)

Bibliography. C. K. Barrett, JTS n.s. 1, 1950, pp. 7-15; G. Johnston, The Spirit-Paraclete in the Gospel of John, 1970, pp. 80-118.    m.h.c.

COURAGE. The Heb. Word häzaq means literally ‘to show oneself strong’. Other words, e.g. rüah, ‘spirit’ (Jos. 2:11), lebäb, ‘heart’ (Dn. 11:25) and ’ämas, ‘to be quick’ or ‘alert’, exhibit the basic atti-tude front which courage flows. Courage is, there-fore, a quality of the mind, and, as such, finds a place among the Cardinal virtues (Wisdom 8:7). Its opposite, cowardice, is found among the mortal sins (Ecclus. 2:12-13). The quality can be seen only in its manifestations and especially, in the OT, on the battlefield (Judges, Samuel, Chronicles). The moral idea is not entirely absent. Those who are objects of God’s special care are to ‘fear not’ (Is. 41:13-14; Je. 1:8; Ezk. 2:6).

The absence of the word from the NT is striking. The noun tharsos occurs only once (Acts 28:15). The ideal for the Christian is not the Stoic arete (virtue), but a quality of life based on faith in the present Christ. Here is no ‘grin and bear it’ atti-tude, but a more than natural one which sees an occasion for victory in every Opposition (cf. 1 Cor. 16:9).

The verb tharreö, a form current from the time of Plato with the sense of ‘to be confident, hopeful, of good courage’, is found in Heb. 13:6; and in 2 Cor. 5:6, 8 (‘good courage’); 7:16 (‘perfect con-fidence’); 10:1-2 (‘boldness’). The cognate term tharseö appears with more emotional overtones and is rendered ‘take heart’ in Mt. 9:2, 22; Mk. 10:49, but as ‘take courage’ in Acts 23:11. Courage is a Christian duty but also a constant possibility for one who places himself in the almighty hands of God. It shows itself in patient endurance, moral steadfastness and spiritual fidelity. h.d.McD.

COURT. 1. Heb. häser (hästr, Is. 34:13, av), ‘an en-closure or court’, as found in a private house (2 Sa. 17:18, av) or a palace (1 Ki. 7:8), or in a garden (Est. 1:5). It is very commonly used of the court of the ‘tabernacle (e.g. Ex. 27; 35; 38); of the inner court (hehäser happ'nimd, e.g. 1 Ki. 6:36) and the outer court (hehäser hahisönä, e.g. Ezk. 10:5) of the Temple of Solomon; and the courts of the •Temple in the vision of Ezekiel (Ezk. 4046). See 4, below.

2. '“zärä, a word of rare occurrence, and there-fore uncertain meaning, but evidently used in the sense of ‘court’ and so translated in 2 Ch. 4:9; 6:13. 3. bayit_, ‘house’, rendered ‘(king’s) court’ in av of Am. 7:13 (bei mamläkä), but rv and rsv give variant translations. 4. 'fr, ‘city’ in 2 Ki. 20:4, and so translated in rv, but av and rsv follow some mss, the Qfre, and the ancient vss in reading (ha)ser, ‘court’ (see 1, above). 5. Gk. aule, an open enclosure, once (Rev. 11:2) translated ‘court’ (* Palace).

In Herod’s * Temple, which is not systematically described in the Bible, there were four courts, those of the Gentiles, the Women, the Men (Israel) and the Priests, in ascending Order of exclusiveness (•Architecture).    t.c.m.

COUSIN. The av rendering in Lk. 1:36 and 1:58 (plural) of Gk. syngenes, ‘one of the same family’. Because of the modern restricted use of the Eng. word ‘cousin’, a more accurate translation would be ‘kinswoman’ (so rv, rsv). (*Kin.) In Col. 4:10 anepsios (‘sister’s son’ in av) means ‘cousin’ (so rv, rsv).    j.d.d.

COVENANT, ALLIANCE.

I.    Terminology

The two key-words in the Bible for covenant or alliance are Heb. b'rU and Gk. diatheke. b'rit_ usually refers to the act or rite of the making of a covenant and also to the Standing contract between two Partners, diatheke is the Gk. translation (lxx) of the word b'ri[ which is taken over in the NT Its meaning is ‘testament’. Along with b'rit various other terms are used in a covenantal comext. The most important are ’äheb ‘to love’, hesed ‘covenant love’ or ‘covenant solidarity’, täbä ‘goodness’ or ‘friendship’, sälöm ‘covenantal peace’ or ‘covenantal prosperity’ and yäda ‘to serve faithfully in accordance with the covenant’. With the exception of hesed all the other terms can be somehow connected to terminology in ancient Near Eastern treaties.

Various verbs are used in connection with b'rit_. The technical term is käral_ b'rit, lit. ‘to cut a covenant’, which points to the ancient rite of cutting an animal with the forming of a treaty or covenant. When the verb kära[ is used with the prepositions lr or ‘im, it points in the direction of a covenant con-tracted by a superior. Many verbs are used in place of kärat, e.g. heqim, ‘to establish’, nälan ‘to give’. higgid'to declare’, nisbd ‘to swear’, he’rmid‘to con-firm’, siwwä ‘to command’ and säm ‘to make’. Various verbs are also used to denote the participa-tion of the people in the covenant, e.g. bö‘ ‘to come into a covenant relationship with the Lord’ (2 Ch. 15:12), äbar ‘to enter into such a relationship’ (Dt. 29:12) and ämad ‘to stand in a covenant relationship’. Two verbs are used for keeping the covenant, Wz. näsar and sämar. A whole duster of verbs are used for breaking the covenant: in the first place lö‘ with näsar and sämar, then e.g. säkah ‘to forget’, äbar ‘to transgress’, maas ‘to despise’, pärar ‘to break’, säqar ‘to be false to’, hillel ‘to profane’ and sähat ‘to corrupt’.

II.    Covenantal rites

We are not well informed on covenantal rites, because of lack of material. There are, however, a few vestiges of these rites left in available material. The slaughtering of an animal (sheep, donkey, bull, etc.) is described in the Mari texts, the AlalaJ) tab-lets and in the OT. It was the custom to cut the animal in two or three parts (so lately advocated by Cazelles). Part of it was burnt in honour of the god and part of it was eaten at a covenantal meal. In Gn. 15 such a rite is described. In Ex. 24 the same rite is mentioned. In this case the sacrifice and the covenantal meal are clearly described. In certain ancient Near Eastern vassal treaties it is stated that the vassal is compelled to visit the great king annu-ally to renew the treaty. Although the OT is not clear on this point, it is not unlikely that the same custom existed in Israel. It is possible that the Isra-elites gathered with a certain festival (New Year’s festival) to renew the covenant.

III.    Alliance or treaty

(/) In the ancient Near East The idea of making a treaty pervades almost the whole history of the ancient Near East. It is only by chance that we are well informed on certain Near Eastern treaties, e.g. the Hittite treaties, the treaties of Esarhaddon and the Aramaean treaty of Sefire. A close study of,

e.g., the Mari tablets and those of Amarna shows that a treaty background existed betwcen various of the nations and groups mentioned. The usage of, e.g., father-son, or lord-servant (abdu) shows that in a friendly relationship the great king is usu-ally called ‘father’ and the vassal king ‘son’, and in a more Stern relationship the great king is called Mord’ and his vassal ‘servant’. Two main types of treaties occurred: (1) a treaty of equals in which the two partners are called ‘brothers’, e.g. the treaty between Hattusilis III and Rameses II. The stipula-tions in this kind of treaty are restricted mainly to acknowledgment of borders and the return of run-away slaves. (2) a vassal-treaty was contracted between a great king (conqueror) and a minor king. These treaties were built up more or less around the following scheme: preamble or introduction, in which the great king is introduced with all his titles and attributes; the historical prologue, in which the history of the relationship between the great king and the vassal’s forefathers and the vassal himself is sketched. It is not a stereotyped history, but actual historical occurrences which are described with strong emphasis on the benevolent deeds of the great king to the vassal and his country. Then the stipulations of the treaty are given. These con-sist, e.g., of the following: prohibition of any relationship with a country outside the Hittite sphere; prohibition of hostility to other Hittite vassals; immediate help to the great king in times of war; the vassal must not listen to any slandering of the great king but immediately report it to the king; the vassal must not hide deserting slaves or refugees; the vassal must appear once a year before the king to pay his taxes and to renew the treaty. The stipulations are followed by the compulsion on the vassal to deposit the written treaty in the temple and to read it occasionally. This is followed by a list of gods as witnesses, in which the gods of the great king are prominently placed. Even certain natural phenomena such as heaven and earth, mountains, sea, rivers, etc., are called in as witnesses. The vassal treaty is concluded by curses and blessings. Certain curses will come into efTect when the treaty is broken. These curses are of a wide variety and it is clear that certain of them are reserved for the divine sphere and others could be executed by the army of the great king. When the treaty is kept, certain blessings will accrue to the vassal, e.g. the eternal reign of his descendants. Variations on this theme occur in later vassal treaties, e.g. in the vassal treaties of Esarhaddon heavy emphasis is laid on the curse motif. In the Sefire treaty the curse is illustrated by the melting of a wax figure, etc., a kind of magic act.

(ii) In the OT. It is clear from the OT that the treaty relationship with foreign nations was not unknown to the Israelites. Both types of treaties, those between equals and vassal treaties, occur in the OT. Vestiges of a parity treaty between the Israelites and the Midianites (Ex. 18) are discernible, although many unsolved problems existed, e.g. the relationship between Midianites and Kenites and the later hostility between Midianites and Israelites. The best example of a parity treaty, however, is the one between the Israelites and the Phoeni-cians. It started probably between David and Hiram (note the word ’öheb, Moved’, in express-ing the relationship between David and Hiram, 1 Ki. 5:1) and was renewed on a more elaborate scale between Solomon and Hiram. They are called brothers, and one of their transactions, viz. the exchange of certain cities for timber, etc., can be par-alleled by the same kind of transaction in the Alalab tablets, also in the treaty sphere. This treaty relationship is later inherited by N Israel after the division of the Israelite kingdom. The good rela-tions between the Omrides and the Phoenicians were built on this treaty. We know, e.g, that the parity treaty between Hattusilis III and Rameses II was concluded with a marriage between the daugh-ter of Hattusilis and Rameses. The marriage between Jezebel and Ahab must be understood as a partial fulfilment of the conditions of the treaty

The best example of a vassal treaty in the OT is the one contracted between the Israelites and Gibeonites (Jos. 9-10). The vassal character of the treaty is evident in the terminology. The Gibeonites came to the Israelites and told them that they wanted to become their slaves. The ex-pression ‘we are your slaves’ ('"bädekä '"nähnü) is definitely referring to vassalage. The treaty was contracted and then a covenantal peace (sälöm) between the two parties existed. Although most modern scholars regard Jos. 10 as a later addition, it is to be observed that the military assistance of the Israelites to the Gibeonites after the forming of the treaty was a well-known treaty Obligation on the major partner (e.g. clearly stated in the vassal treaties discovered at Ugarit). It is thus abundantly clear that the Israelites were well aware of various forms of treaties as they were applied elsewhere in the ancient Near East.


IV. Biblical covenants

(/) The covenant with the Lord. The idea of a cov-enant relationship between a god and a king or his people is well attested through the history of the ancient Near East. It occurs in various forms with a great diversity of material. This is not always expressly stated, but can be deduced from terminology used. The idea of such a covenant was thus not at all foreign to the Israelites. At the same time the treaty relationship was well known to them, as we have seen above. It is thus not surprising that the Lord used this form of relationship to give ex-pression to his relation with his people. This could have started early, because such an idea was well known in the ancient Near East from well back in the 3rd millennium bc.

(ii)    Early covenants. Biblical tradition mentions two covenants contracted between God and Noah (Gn. 6:18; Gn. 9:8—17). It is clearly called a covenant, with a certain Obligation on Noah and certain promises from the Lord. This is a prelude to biblical covenants where the promise plays an important role.

(iii)    The patriarchal covenant. This is transmitted to us in two traditions, viz. Gn. 15 and 17. The Lord has contracted this covenant with Abraham with strong emphasis on the promise (especially in Gn. 17). Two promises were made, viz. the multi-plication of Abraham’s offspring and the inherit-ance of the *Promised Land. It is obvious, e.g. from the book of Exodus, that the promise of a large offspring is regarded as fulfilled (cf. Ex. 1:7-

22). The description of the conquering of the Promised Land in Joshua points to the fulfilment of the promise of inheritance. The patriarchal covenant is thus mainly promissory. In this it is closely related to the Davidic covenant. The author of Exodus, although describing the forming of the new Sinaitic covenant, still emphasizes the importance of the patriarchal covenant. With the breaking of the Sinai covenant (Ex. 32) this author demonstrates that the patriarchal covenant was still in force (Ex. 33:1). It is thus to be noted that the Sinai covenant did not replace the patriarchal covenant, but co-existed with it.

(iv)    The Sinai covenant. According to biblical tradition, this covenant was formed with Moses as mediator at Sinai after the Israelites were wonder-fully saved by the Lord from their Egyptian bond-age. In Ex. 24 the actual rite of the covenant-forming is described. This description has an an-cient flavour. A sacrifice was made to the Lord. The blood of the sacrificial animals was divided in two parts, one of which was poured out against the altar. Mention is also made of the book of the covenant. Nothing is said of the contents of this book. Some scholars hold that this refers to the Decalogue and others that it refers to the preceding Covenant Code. We have here a new covenant in which the law is read, followed by the response of the people, sacrifice, sealing by oath and finally the covenant meal. It is clear that the author of Exodus has combined the covenant-forming with the stipulations of the Covenant Code. In Ex. 19 the theophany of the Lord is described; in Ex. 20 the policy of the Lord for his people is sketched (the Decalogue); in Ex. 21-23 the stipulations are given and in Ex. 24 the actual rite of the covenant is described. It is important to note that this covenant has a detailed description of stipulations. As we have seen from the Hittite vassal treaties, stipulations are part and parcel of the treaty form. But we must bear in mind that this is an Israelite covenant which could follow in certain aspects well-known treaty or covenant forms, but could deviate in other aspects from the restricted number of forms we know from the ancient Near East. The stipulations of the Covenant Code are totally different in content from what we know of treaty stipulations. Special circumstances and the different religious background should account for this. At the end of the Covenant Code as a kind of epilogue the promissory character is discernible. Here the reference to the Promised Land is again taken up.

(v)    The Davidic covenant. This covenant is mainly promissory. We agree with various scholars who hold that this covenant is closely connected to the Sinai covenant. It is not to be regarded as a new covenant, but as a further extension of the Sinai covenant. The Davidic covenant became necessary with the development of a new historical Situation. The Israelite king was now the mediator between the Lord and his people. A covenant with this king thus became a necessity. The latest research has shown that a close link also exists between the patriarchal and Davidic covenants. Both covenants are of the promissory type. The patriarchal prom-ises were fulfilled with the growing of the Israelite Population and with the inheritance of Palestine. It was thus necessary to make new promises in the new Situation which developed. With the new promise to David of an eternal reign by his des-cendants, the patriarchal covenant was in a certain sense superseded by the new covenant. In 2 Sa. 7 the covenant is embedded in a narrative form, but certain terminology clearly points to the covenant background, e.g. God will be a father for David’s son and the king will be a son for God. The eternal throne of David’s descendants can be paralleled to the promise in the form of a blessing in the Hittite vassal treaties, vt'z. that the faithful vassal’s sons would reign eternally on his throne. The Davidic covenant, as it is clear from Pss. 2 and 110, had profound infiuence on later expectations in the OT and even in the NT.

(vi)    Covenant in the NT. In c. 600 bc a great upsurge of interest in the covenant occurred (e.g. in Jeremiah). The infiuence of the covenant idea was also strongly feit during the intertestamental period, as K. Baltzer and A. Jaubert have shown. The sect of Qumran can be regarded as a covenant community. It is to be expected that this would also be true in the NT. In the NT the word ‘covenant’ (diatheke as a Gk. translation of b'rit) is used in close connection with the * Lord’s Supper (cf. Mk 14:22-25; 1 Cor. 11:23-25). With the institution of the Holy Communion Jesus refers to his body as the bread and his blood as the wine. This is obvi-ously a reference to Jesus as the paschal lamb which must be slaughtered with Passover and be eaten by his disciples. The paschal lamb became the covenant animal and the Holy Communion a covenant meal. Interesting is Christ’s reference to the new testament of his blood. Note the prominent role of blood in the covenant-forming at Sinai (Ex. 24:8). The killing of Jesus as the paschal lamb will take place at Golgotha the next day. Christ’s sacrifice on the cross is the most important part of the forming of a new covenant. Paul correctly in-terpreted Christ’s crucifixion as taking on him the curses of the law in Order to redeem mankind (Gal. 3:13). With the new covenant the curse of the old Sinaitic covenant is removed by Christ. He became the new Davidic King on the eternal throne. At once two old covenants were superseded: the curses of the Sinai covenant were removed and the promise of the Davidic covenant fulfilled.

(vii)    Renewal and ratification of the covenant. The renewal of the covenant means that the covenant is broken and must be renewed to come into force again. The best example of this is in Ex. 32-34, where the Sinai covenant is broken by Aaron and the Israelites by making a golden bull for worship. When Moses came back, the curses of breaking the covenant were applied by killing a number of Israelites (Ex. 32:26-28). Moses acted as mediator to renew the broken covenant. He went back on the mountain to receive once more the stipulations for the renewed covenant (Ex. 34). Jeremiah regarded the covenant as so totally broken that it could be replaced only by a new covenant (Je. 31:31).

The ratification of the covenant is when a covenant is renewed without necessarily being broken. The best example of this is in Jos. 23-24. In Jos. 23 a description is given of Joshua’s final command-ments to the Israelites in which they are requested to keep the covenant. According to Jos. 24, with a strong covenant background, the Israelites were gathered at Shechem to renew the covenant with the Lord. Some scholars think that the covenant communion was for the first time formed at Shechem because of the ancient tradition of covenant-forming at this place. We are following the biblical tradition and regard the meeting at Shechem as a ratification of the covenant.

V. The covenant and the prophets

The view of Wellhausen, still followed by many scholars, is that the covenant idea is foreign to the earlier prophets. The idea is only developed from the time of the Deuteronomist onwards (cf., e.g, the views of Kutsch and Perlitt). This view is mainly built on the assumption that nothing can be discovered of the covenant idea in the earlier prophets and that the usage of b'rit, is almost nonexistent. It is true that b’rit_ is scarce in these writ-ings, but it is a question whether we could ascribe the scarcity of a term to the non-existence of an institution or not. There might have been a reason for the avoidance of b'rit_, e.g. a wrong conception could have existed amongst the readers and listen-ers of the real meaning of the term. Recent re-search has shown that the covenant idea pervades most of the writings of the prophets, if we use a wider approach and look for the different elements in the covenant, e.g. the curse and blessing and the breaking of the covenant by contravening the stipulations. What will happen when the stipula-tions are broken? Then a covenant lawsuit will follow. The connection between the prophetic office and law is clear from a close study of the prophetic writings. There is no difference in approach to the law between prophets like Hosea, Arnos, Isaiah and Jeremiah. Why should Jeremiah be singled out as a protagonist of the covenant just because he has used b'rti and the others not?

One of the main problems of the prophetic writings is the origin of the prophetic threat. Another Problem is the combination of prophetic threat and blessing. A close study of the threats shows that many of them can be closely linked to roughly Contemporary curses in vassal treaties, e.g. those of Esarhaddon and Sefire. The curse was, however, not only restricted to treaties, but used for a variety of purposes in the ancient Near East. It is to be observed that the treaty curse has certain charac-teristics which occur also in the prophetic threat. This makes it probable that the prophets regarded the covenant as broken and that as a result of this, certain curses would come into efTect. This implies that the prophets were familiär with the covenant form. The fact that they have pronounced threats when the law (of the covenant) is broken, but blessing and prosperity when the law (of the covenant) is kept, shows their special knowledge of the covenant form. The whole problem of threat and blessing beside each other can then be explained by the breaking or the keeping of the covenant.

The covenant lawsuit, which is well attested in the ancient Near East, as Harvey has shown, can be traced from an early source like Dt. 32 to the early and later prophets, e.g. Is. 1:2-3, 10-20; Je. 2:4-13; Mi. 6:1-8. ln the lawsuit the Israelites are accused of idolatry. It means that they have vio-lated one of the conditions of the covenant, viz. not to worship any other god. On this, judgment is pronounced in the form of threats or curses. It is striking that in certain lawsuits heaven and earth are called in as witnesses. The parallel with the much earlier Hittite vassal treaties, where heaven and earth are also regarded as witnesses, is most illuminating. This points to a close link with the treaty or covenant form.

VI. The covenant and theology

Eichrodt in his Theology of the Old Testament takes covenant as the central idea of the OT. Israel-ite religious thought was built up around this con-cept. From the discussion above it is clear how per-vading and important the covenant idea was for the Israelites. It does not, however, exclude other modes of expressing relationship between the Lord and his people. The covenant with its stipulations opens up the possibility of transgression and sin, with the consequence of judgment and punish-ment. This is one of the main themes of the OT. Another important featurc of the covenant is promise and expectation. The Davidic covenant with the promise of an eternal throne gave rise to the expectation of the glorious coming of the Messiah, Son of David. This forms the important link between OT and NT. The covenant is thus the most important link between the Testaments. With the new covenant of the NT a fresh expectation is given of the parousia of the Messiah. This shows that the covenant and the expectations which it creates, are also responsible for the main theme of eschatological expectation.
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COVENANT, BOOK OF THE. In Ex. 24:7 ‘the book of the covenant’ (seper habb'rlt) is read by Moses as the basis of Yahweh’s covenant with Israel, at its ratification at the foot of Sinai. Prob-ably this ‘book’ was the Decalogue of Ex. 20:2-17. It has, however, become customary to give the des-ignation ‘The Book of the Covenant’ to Ex. 20:22-23:33 (which may at one time have occupied a later Position in the record). In 2 Ki. 23:2, 21; 2 Ch.

34:30 ‘the book of the covenant’ is the Deutero-nomic law. (‘Deuteronomy.)

Here we are concerned with Ex. 20:22-23:33, conventionally called 'The Book of the Covenant’ and in any case the oldest extant codification of Israelite law. It comprises ‘judgments’ (mispättm, ‘precedents’) and ‘Statutes’ (d'bärim, lit. ‘words’). The ‘judgments’ take the form of case-laws: ‘If a man do so-and-so, he shall pay so much.’ The ‘Statutes’ take the categorical or ‘apodictic’ form: ‘You shall (not) do so-and-so.’ Intermediate between those types are the participial laws (so called be-cause they are expressed by means of the Hebrew participle), of the type: ‘He that does so-and-so shall surely be put to death.’ This type frequently replaces the Tf a man . . .’ type when the death pen-alty is prescribed.

The principle on which the laws in this Code are arranged does not lie on the surface, but it has been persuasively argued that each section falls within the scope of one of the Ten Commandments: the Code could thus be described as ‘a running midrash to the decalogue’ (E. Robertson, The Old Testament Problem, 1950, p. 95; cf. A. E. Guilding, ‘Notes on the Hebrew Law Codes’, JTS 49, 1948, pp. 43flf.).

I.    Cultic regulations

The code begins with two cultic regulations: the making of gods of silver or gold is forbidden (Ex. 20:22ff) and an ‘altar of earth’ is prescribed (20:24-26), neither manufactured of hewn stones nor ap-proached by Steps, like the more elaborate altars of Israel’s neighbours.

II.    Judgments

There follows a series of case-laws (21:1-22:17). These cover such civil and criminal cases as the treatment of Hebrew slaves (21:2-6), the sale of one’s daughter into slavery (21:7-11), murder and manslaughter (21:12-14), injury to parents (21:15, 17), kidnapping (21:16), assault and battery (21:18-27, incorporating the lex talionis, 21:23-25), a goring ox (21:28-32), accidents to animals (21:33fi), killing of one ox by another (21:35f.), theft (22:1 —4), damage to crops (22:5f), deposits and loans (22:7-15), seduction (22:16f).

It is this section of the code that presents affin-ities with the other ancient law-codes of the Near East—those of Ur-nammu of Ur, Lipitishtar of Isin, Bilalama (?) of Eshnunna and Hammurapi of Babylon, for example. These are constructed on the same general lines as the Israelite case-law. The Hittite code, too, in several points of detail and arrangement, shows resemblances to these Israelite laws, although the general outlook of the Hittite code differs from that of other Near Eastern Codes, reflecting the Indo-European principle of compen-sation for injury done rather than the Semitic in-sistence on talio (retaliatory punishment).

While the Israelite case-laws are comparable to these other codes, they reflect a simpler way of life. A settled agricultural Community is presumed, and people live in houses, but there is nothing of the rather elaborate urban Organization or social stratification of Hammurapi’s code. Full-grown men in the Israelite Community are either citizens or serfs, whereas in Hammurapi’s code the punishment for physical injury, for example, is gradu-ated according as the injured person is a Superior, an equal, a ‘vassaT or a serf.

A life-setting in the early days of agricultural

Settlement in Israel suggests itself, and we may recall that such Settlement began before the Crossing of the Jordan—if not at Kadesh-barnea, then certainly in Transjordan, where the conquered kingdoms of Sihon and Og, with their cities, were occupied by Israelites (Nu. 21:25, 35).

In Ex. 18 we have a picture of Israelite case-law in formation; Moses and his assistants adjudicate on cases which are submitted to them. With this we may associate the alternative name of Kadesh given inGn. 14:7, En-mishpat, i.e. the spring where judgment is given.

III. Statutes

The ‘apodictic’ laws which constitute the remain-ing part of the code have the form of directions (torä) given by God through one of his spokesmen (cf. the function of the priest in Mal. 2:7), prefer-ably at a sanctuary—in the first instance, through Moses at Sinai or Kadesh. They have no parallel in the ancient law-codes of W Asia, but it has been pointed out that they have close stylistic affinities with ancient Near Eastern treaties, especially treat-ies in which a superior imposes conditions on a vassal. The Decalogue, which is also couched in this apodictic style, is the Constitution of the covenant established by Yahweh with Israel; the other apodictic laws are corollaries to the basic covenant-law. Many of the Statutes of Ex. 22:18-23:33 are concerned with what we should call re-ligious practice, e.g. the ofTering of firstfruits (22:29f.; 23:19a), sabbatical years and days (23:10-12), the three pilgrimage festivals (23:14-17). ln 23:15 we find the beginning of a reinterpretation of these festivals to commemorate events in Israel’s redemptive history. Ex. 23:10-19 has been re-garded as a self-contained ritual code (compare the so-called ‘Kenite’ code of 34:17-26). But the Statutes also include ethical and humanitarian injunc-tions, protecting those who have no natural pro-tector (22:21-24), forbidding excessive severity to debtors (22:25-27), insisting on judicial impartial-ity, especially where one of the litigants is an alien who might feel himself at a disadvantage (23:6-9). We should remember that the Israelites knew no such clearcut distinction between civil and re-ligious law as we take for granted today.

IV.    Conclusion

The code ends with Yahweh’s assurance of success and prosperity to Israel if his covenant-law is obeyed, accompanied by a solemn warning against fraternization with the Canaanites.

While the ‘Statutes’ take the form of direct utter-ances of God, the ‘judgments’ also derive their au-thority from him (Ex. 18:19; 21:1).
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COVETOUSNESS. The Hebrews visualized the soul as full of vigorous desires which urged it to extend its infiuence over other persons and things. There was hämad, to desire a neighbour’s posses-sions (Dt. 5:21; Mi. 2:2), besä, the desire for dis-honest gain (Pr. 28:16; Je. 6:13) and ’äwä, selfish desire (Pr. 21:26). These are all rendered in av by ‘covetousness’. The OT places covetousness under a ban (Ex. 20:17), and Achan is stoned for the crime in Jos. 7:16-26.

Gk. epithymia expresses any intense desire, which if misdirected may be concentrated on money, as in Acts 20:33; 1 Tim. 6:9; Rom. 7:7. Gk. pleonexia generally expresses ruthless self-assertion, 2 Cor. 2:11; 7:2, which is applied to pos-sessions in Lk. 12:15, and repudiated by Christ in Mk. 7:22. The Word is often associated with im-morality in lists of vices (Eph. 4:19; cf. Philo), and, being in essence the worship of seif, is character-ized as the ultimate idolatry in Eph. 5:5 and Col. 3:5. It can be rendered ‘avarice’ in 2 Cor. 9:5 and 2 Pet. 2:3. Gk. zelos is used to inculcate an intense desire for spiritual gifts in 1 Cor. 12:31; but it de-scribes a very sordid carnal strife in Jas. 4:2.    d.h.t.

CREATION.

I. The biblical doctrine

This must not be confused or identified with any scientific theory of origins. The purpose of the biblical doctrine, in contrast to that of scientific in-vestigation, is ethical and religious. Reference to the doctrine is widespread in both the OT and the NT, and is not confined to the opening chapters of Genesis. The following references may be noted: in the prophets, Is. 40:26, 28; 42:5; 45:18; Je. 10:12— 16; Am. 4:13; in the Psalms, 33:6, 9; 90:2; 102:25; also Jb. 38:4fT.; Ne. 9:6; and in the NT, Jn. hlflf; Acts 17:24; Rom. 1:20, 25; 11:36; Col. 1:16; Heb. 1:2; 11:3; Rev. 4:11; 10:6.

A necessary starting-point for any consideration of the doctrine is Heb. 11:3, ‘By faith we under-stand that the world was created by the word of God.’ This means that the biblical doctrine of cre-ation is based on divine revelation and understood only from the standpoint of faith. It is this that sharply distinguishes the biblical approach from the scientific. The work of creation, no less than the mystery of redemption, is hidden from man and can be perceived only by faith.

The work of creation is variously attributed to all three persons of the Trinity: to the Father, as in Gn. 1:1; Is. 44:24; 45:12; Ps. 33:6; to the Son, as in Jn. 1:3, 10; Col. 1:16; to the Holy Spirit, as in Gn 1:2; Jb. 26:13. This is not to be taken to mean that different parts of creation are attributed to different persons within the Trinity, but rather that the whole is the work of the triune God.

The words in Heb. 11:3, ‘what is seen was made out of things which do not appear’, taken with Gn. 1:1, ‘in the beginning God created the heavens and the earth’, indicate that the worlds were not made out of any pre-existent material, but out of nothing by the divine Word, in the sense that prior to the divine Creative fiat there was no other kind of existence. This creatio ex nihilo has important theo-logical implications, for among other things it pre-cludes the idea that matter is eternal (Gn. 1:1 indi-cates that it had a beginning) or that there can be any kind of dualism in the universe in which an-other kind of existence or power Stands over against God and outside his control. Likewise it indicates that God is distinct from his creation, and it is not, as pantheism maintains, a phenomenal, or external, manifestation of the Absolute.

At the same time, however, it is clear that the idea of primary creation contained in the formula creatio ex nihilo does not exhaust the biblical teach-ing on the subject. Man was not created ex nihilo, but out of the dust of the ground (Gn. 2:7) and the beasts of the field and the fowls of the air were formed out of the ground (Gn. 2:19). This has been called secondary creation, a Creative activity making use of already created materials, and Stands alongside primary creation as part of the biblical testimony.

Statements such as Eph. 4:6, ‘One God ... above all, and through all, and in all’ indicate that God Stands in a relationship of both transcendence and immanence to the created Order. In that he is ‘above all’ and ‘over all’ (Rom. 9:5), he is the tran-scendent God, and independent of his creation, self-existent and self-sufficient. Thus creation must be understood as a free act of God determined only by his sovereign will, and in no way a necessary act. He did not need to create the universe (see Acts 17:25). He chose to do so. It is necessary to make this distinction, for only thus can he be God the Lord, the unconditioned, transcendent one. On the other hand, in that he is ‘through all, and in all’, he is immanent in his creation (though distinct from it), and it is entirely dependent on his power for its continued existence. Tn him (en autö) all things hold together’ (Col. 1:17) and ‘in him we live and move and have our being’ (Acts 17:28).

The words ‘by thy will they existed and were created’ (Rev. 4:11), cf. ‘created through him, and for him’ (Col. 1:16), indicate the purpose and goal of creation. God created the world ‘for the manifestation of the glory of his eternal power, wisdom and goodness’ (Westminster Confession). Creation, in other words, is theocentric, and intended to display the glory of God; to be, as Calvin says, ‘the theatre of his glory’.    j.p.

II. The Genesis account

The opening chapter of Genesis is a majestic fes-tive overture to the whole Bible. It introduces the reader to the two principal actors in the biblical drama, God and man (i.e. mankind, Heb. 'ädäin), and Sketches the main elements in their relationship. We meet God, the almighty creator of all that exists, but also the triumphant climax of his work, man, made in the divine image to rule over God’s world on his behalf. We sense God’s concern for man’s well-being as he assigns the plants for his food. This divine concern is even more apparent in Gn. 2, where the Lord God provides a garden for man to dwell in, animals as his companions, and a wife as his perfect counterpart.

These points are obvious to readers, naive and sophisticated alike. But the latter often find great Problems with the Genesis account, for it seems so out of tune with current scientific thinking. It is embarrassing to have such apparently mythical ac-counts opening the Christian Bible. But this is the fault of the reader who brings his anachronistic ideas to an ancient text. If the text is allowed to address the ideas and concerns of the age it was written for, some 3,000 years ago, it will be found to be a most revolutionary document, challenging some of the fond assumptions of its age and yet continuing to speak powerfully to all interested in fathoming the mystery of life.

To appreciate the uniqueness and originality of Genesis, its account of creation must be compared with other ancient accounts of about the same era from Babylon, Egypt and Canaan. We shall therefore begin by summarizing some of the main ancient Near Eastern beliefs about creation to illuminate the background to Genesis. Then we shall focus on the main assertions of Genesis about God. the world and man. A comparison with andern Near Eastern creation stories also illuminates the nature of the genre of Gn. 1-3, and will allow us to elucidate the nature of the days of creation. We shall close by discussing the importance of these chapters to biblical theology and ethics and their relationship to modern scientific thought.

The ancient world was polytheistic: they be-lieved in a multitude of gods and goddesses who varied in power and benevolence. Gn. 1 mentions only one God of supreme power: it goes out of its way to point out that the sun, moon and stars which were often regarded as divine were just cre-ated by God. The power of this one God is high-lighted by the mode of creation: he just says ‘Let there be’ and there is, quite unlike the struggle of some Babylonian and Canaanite gods to create things.

The ancient world held that the gods were not wholly in favour of human existence. According to the Atrahasis epic, mankind was created as a divine strike-breaker: the minor gods had gone on strike, thus depriving the great gods of food, so the latter created seven human couples to supply them with food. Unfortunately, the human race turned out to be a mixed blessing: the population explo-sion spoiled the tranquillity of heaven, so the gods tried to annihilate mankind through famine, plague and flood.

Genesis paints a very different scenario. The creation of mankind is the climax of the creation Story. God invites the angels ‘Let us make man in our image’ to witness the grand conclusion of his Creative activity. He is not worried by the potential growth of the human race; he positively encour-ages it by creating mankind in two sexes and mak-ing their first duty, to ‘Be fruitful and increase in number; fill the earth’ (Gn. 1:28). Further analysis of Gn. 1 reveals that the creation of man is no afterthought: the previous five days’ activity builds up to it. Those days on which things most essential to human existence, sun, land, plants, were created are described more fully than the others. The divine goodwill towards man is accentuated by his providing food for man, not vice versa as in the Babylonian account.

There thus runs through the opening chapters a critique of the theology of other oriental creation accounts. In some cases (e.g. the Atrahasis epic and the Sumerian flood story) a similar sequence of events may be observed to Gn. 1-9. But the theo-logical emphases are quite different: the unity, the power of God, and his benevolence towards man are clear. Another diflference is that whereas Meso-potamians tended to view human society as evolv-ing upward. Genesis sees society as created perfect and then disintegrating as the result of human sin. Thus Genesis takes a story-line that was familiär in the ancient world, and in retelling it puts forward a quite new theology.

But how far does Genesis intend us to read its opening chapters as history? Would they, as many maintain, be better termed" ‘myth’? The first point to make is that Gn. 1:1 —2:3 is quite different from all the following sections of the book. Each of these ten sections is headed ‘This is the account of’ (2:4; 6:9, etc.). 1:1, whether taken as title or first Statement of chapter I, is quite different: Tn the beginning God created the heavens and the earth’. Second, 1:1—2:3 is full of repetitive formulae and quasi-poetic language. It is not quite poetry, but rather high-flown prose. The division of the account into seven days is the most obvious repeti-tion, but repeated commands, fulfilments, naming, blessing, and appreciation formulae, mostly in multiples of seven, show that is a very carefully-crafted opening to the book.

Furthermore, there is an interesting pattem in the arrangement of the Creative acts by days. The first three days match the next three:


	
Day 1
	
Light
	
Day 4
	
Luminaries


	
Day 2
	
Sky
	
Day 5
	
Birds


	
Day 3
	
Seas and Land
	
Day 6
	
Animais


	
Day 7
	
Sabbath
	
and Man




The unique character of 1:1-2:3 vis ä vis what follows needs to be borne in mind as we seek to determine the character of the opening chapters of Genesis. Not only does 2:4 begin with a formula that links it up to later sections of Genesis, suggest-ing that the author saw Adam and Eve in a similar way to the later patriarchs such as Abraham and Jacob, but he links the actors named in these opening chapters to those who lived later, by genealo-gies (e.g. chs. 5, II). If he saw the stories of Jacob as describing real events and characters, it seems likely that he saw Gn. 2-3 in similar terms.

However, the absence of the usual opening formula and the distinctive style of 1:1 —2:3 makes it likely that the author wants us to view this chapter differently. He gives us another clue, pointing in the same direction, by speaking of ‘days’ on days 1-3, before the creation of the sun on day 4 which he says marks the days and other seasons. ‘What sort of days are those which are not defined by the sun and moon?’ we should ask.

If ‘myth’ is defined as stories about God’s action in the past which affect the present, it is clear that Genesis’ accounts of the creation and the fall fit this definition. But as Jacobsen pointed out, in Genesis and many Near Eastern accounts there is a strong interest in cause and effect, the linkage of events over time, which give the narratives a histor-ical cast. So he called them mytho-historical. If myth could be purged of its negative overtones of error and falsity, this might be acceptable. lt is preferable to describe these chapters as proto-historical (German Urgeschichte) or theological history.

But there is more to Genesis lff. than a narrative making theological points about God and his relationship to man. Genesis is the first of the five books of the Torah, the Law. It is also teaching ethics as well as theology. We have already noted that God’s first word to man was a command, ‘Be fruitful’. But ch. 1 teils of six days of divine work, followed by one of divine rest. It leaves open how long God’s days are from a human point of view. Ps. 90:4 compares a thousand human years to a day, or even a watch in the night, to God. Yet man was created in the divine image, hence it seems likely that he is meant to imitate his creator by working six days and resting on the seventh (cf. Ex. 20:8-11). Further models for human behaviour, especially between the sexes, are suggested by the Gn. 2 account of the creation of Adam and Eve.

Interpreted along these lines Gn. 1-2 conflicts with modern scientific discovery less than is often supposed. In its original bc context it was chal-lenging the theology and ethics of ancient orien-tals, declaring that their notions of polytheism and the human Situation were quite wrong. The world was not run by a set of capricious amoral deities for their own benefit, but was created by one Sovereign holy God who controlled all things and de-sired the good of his supreme creature, man. Gn. 1 is not so much a scientific or historical explanation of how the world came to be, but a theological hymn of praise to the creator for his bounty be-stowed on man. As the inspired writer of Genesis transformed the stories of origins well known in ancient times, to disclose the true nature of God to his contemporaries, so his achievement should provoke modern theologians to do the same. The character of the God revealed in Genesis, and his love for mankind, is now more fully revealed, espe-cially through the incarnation, but new revelation has not so much as challenged Genesis so much as enriched its insights. The same surely is true of scientific discovery. The size and complexity of the universe as we know it is beyond the imaginings of the ancients, yet they worshipped and adored the creator of the little world they knew. How much more should modern man be awestruck by the wisdom and power of the God who can create and sustain the universe revealed by modern Science, and be amazed by his love for mankind created in the divine image and redeemed by grace.
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CREATURES. Tr. of hayyä and nepes hayyä in OT, zöon, ktisma and sometimes ktisis in NT, em-phasizing mainly the aspect of being alive rather than createdness.

The term embraces ‘all flesh that is upon the earth’ (Gn. 9:16) which is under the all-seeing eye of God (Heb. 4:13) and within the scope of the gospel (Col. 1:23). Elsewhere man is distinguished front other creatures as having responsibility for them (Gn. 2:19), but abusing his position by idol-atry (Rom. 1:25), yet in Christ being reborn as God intended him to be—‘a kind of first fruits of his creatures’ (Jas. 1:18).

The term also includes celestial beings (Ezk. 1; Rev. 5, et passim) where earthly imagery is taken up into the vision of the worship of heaven. p.a.b.

CREED. It is clear that a full-scale creed in the sense in which J. N. D. Kelly defines it (‘a fixed formula summarizing the essential articles of the Christian religion and enjoying the sanction of ec-clesiastical authority’, Early Christian Creeds 1972, p. 1) is not found in the NT. The so-called ‘Apostles’ Creed’ does not go back to apostolic times. Yet recent investigation in the field of sym-bolic theology will not postpone the church’s creed-making to the 2nd and subsequent centuries. There are clear indications that what appear as credal fragments, set in the context of the church’s missionary preaching, cultic worship and defence against paganism, are already detectable in the NT. We shall examine some representative examples of these confessional forms. (A more extended discus-sion will be seen in V. H. Neufeld, The Earliesl Christian Confessions, 1963, and R. R Martin, Worship in the Early Church, 1974, ch. 5.)

a.    Missionary preaching

There is evidence that in the primitive church there was a corpus of distinctive Christian teaching held as a sacred deposit from God (see Acts 2:42; Rom. 6:17; Eph. 4:5; Phil. 2:16; Col. 2:7; 2 Thes. 2:15; and especially in the Pastoral Epistles, 1 Tim. 4:6; 6:20; 2 Tim. 1:13-14; 4:3; Tit. 1:9). This body of doctrinal and catechetical instruction, variously known as ‘the apostles’ teaching’, ‘the word of life’, ‘the pattem of doctrine’, the apostolic ‘tradi-tions’, ‘the deposit’, the ‘sound words’, formed the basis of Christian ministry, and was to be held firm (Jude 3; and especially in Heb. 3:1; 4:14; 10:23), handed on to other believers as the apostolic men themselves had received it (see 1 Cor. 11:23ff.; 15:3, where the verbs, ‘received’, ‘delivered’, are tech-nical terms for the transmission of authoritative teaching; cf. B. Gerhardsson, Memory and Manu-script, 1961), and utilized in the public proclam-ation of the gospel. In fact, the term ‘gospel’ des-ignates the same web of truth, the Heilsgeschichte, which proclaims God’s redeeming mercy in Christ tomen (Rom. 2:16; 16:25; 1 Cor. 15:1 fT.).

b.    Cultic worship

Under this heading the cultic and liturgical acts of the church as a worshipping community may be shown to reveal credal elements, e.g. in baptism (Acts 8:37 according to the Western Text; Rom. 9:9: see J. Crehan, Early Christian Baptism and the Creed, 1950); in the worshipping life of the church, especially in the eucharist, with which are associ-ated ceremonial declarations of faith, hymnic compositions, liturgical prayers and devotional ex-clamations (as in 1 Cor. 12:3; 16:22, which is prob-ably the earliest example of corporate prayer, Maränä thä, ‘Our Lord, come!’ and Phil. 2:5-11, on which cf. R. P. Martin, Carmen Christi: Philip-pians ii. 5-11 in Recent Interpretation and in the Selling of Early Christian Worship, NTS Monograph series 4, 1967); and in exorcism for which formulae used in the casting out of evil spirits (e.g. Acts 16:18; 19:13) came into prominence, as in the Jewish practice.

c.    Cullmann 's theory of formulation

O. Cullmann, The Earliest Christian Confessions, E T. 1949, pp. 25fT., has set forth the theory that the formulation of early creeds was controlled partly by the polemical needs of the church in the pagan world. When arraigned before the magistrates and required to attest their allegiance, the Christians’ reply would be ‘Jesus Christ is Lord’; and thus a credal form was shaped and systematized.

The NT ‘creeds’ ränge in scope from the simple confession, ‘Jesus is Lord’, to implicit Trinitarian formulations, as in the apostolic benediction of 2 Cor. 13:14 and such references as Mt. 28:19 (on which, see Martin, Worship in the Early Church, ch. 8; A. W. Wainwright, The Trinity in the New Testament, 1962); 1 Cor. 12:4fr.; 2 Cor. 1:21 ff.; 1 Pet. 1:2; but excepting the interpolated 1 Jn. 5:7f. There are binitarian creeds which associate the Father and the Son, as in 1 Cor. 8:6 (which may be a Christianized Version of the Jewish credo known as the Shema, based on Dt. 6:4fT); 1 Tim. 2:5f.;

6:13f; 2 Tim. 4:1. The main type, however, is the Christological formula with such detailed summaries as in 1 Cor. 15:3flf.; Rom. 1:3; 8:34; Phil. 2:5-11; 2 Tim. 2:8; 1 Tim. 3:16 (on which, see R. H. Gundry in Apostolic History and the Gospel, ed. W. W. Gasque and R. P. Martin, 1970, pp. 203-222) and 1 Pet. 3:18fT. (on which, see R. Bultmann, Co-nieclanea Neoteslamentica 11, 1949, pp. 1-14).

R.P.M.
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CRESCENS. Companion of Paul (2 Tim. 4:10) on Service in ‘Galatia’. Elsewhere Paul uses this term of Anatolian Galatia, but here it could equaily des-ignate European Gaul, as most ancient commenta-tors and some mss interpret it. If so, with the con-tiguous references to Titus’s Dalmatian mission, it may point to a concerted penetration of the W by associates of the imprisoned Paul. The name is Lat., and infrequent in Gk.

Bibliography. Zahn, INT, 2, pp. 25f. a.f.w.

CRETE. A mainly mountainous island in the Mediterranean lying across the S end of the Aegean. It is about 250 km long, and its breadth varies from 56 km to 11 km. It is not mentioned by name in the OT, but it is probable that the * Chere-thites, who formed part of David’s bodyguard, came from it, and the place-name *Caphtor prob-ably referred to the island and the adjacent coast-lands which feil within its dominion during the 2nd millennium bc. In the NT Cretans (Kretes) are mentioned among those present at Pentecost (Acts 2:11), and later the island (Krete) is named in the account of Paul’s journey to Rome (Acts 27:7-13, 21). His ship sailed past Salmone at the E end and put into a port called Fair Hävens near Lasea in the centre of the S coast, and Paul advised winter-ing there. He was overruled, however. The ship set out to coast round to a better wintering-berth at Phoenix in the SW, but a strong wind sprang up, driving them out to sea, and finally to Malta. After his imprisonment at Rome, Paul evidently revisited Crete, for he left * Titus there to carry on the work. The unflattering description of the Cretans in Tit. 1:12 is a quotation from Epimenides of Crete (quoted also in Acts 17:28a).

Our knowledge of the island’s history is derived chiefly from archaeology. There were neolithic Settlements on it in the 4th and 3rd millennia bc, but it was in the Bronze Age that a powerful civil-ization was achieved. This was centred upon Knös-sos, a site excavated over many years by Sir Arthur Evans. The Early Bronze Age (Early Minoan I—III,

The island of Crete in NT times, showing the direc-tion of the wind Euraquilo.

A diagrammatic representation of how Paul, sailing front Fair Hävens, was blown off course past Cauda.

c. 2600-2000 bc) was a period of gradual com-mercial expansion, which was continued during the Middle Bronze Age (Middle Minoan I—III, c. 2000-1600 bc). In this lauer period writing (on clay and copper tablets) was in use, first of all in the form of a pictographic script (c. 2000-1650 bc) and then in a simplified form, known as Linear A (c. 1750-1450 bc). Neither of these Scripts has been positively deciphered (C. H. Gordon’s Suggestion that Linear A was used to write Akkadian has not been widely accepted).

The peak of Cretan civilization was reached in the early part of the Late Bronze Age (Late Minoan I(-II), c. 1600-1400 bc). The Linear A script continued in use during part of this period, but a third script, Linear B, appeared at Knossos (Late Minoan II, known only from Knossos). This was finally deciphered in 1953 by M. Ventris, and found to be couched in an archaic form of Gk (Mycenaean), suggesting that the Late Minoan II period at Knossos was due to an enclave of Gk-speaking invaders. Similar tablets have also been found at Mycenae and Pylos on the mainland of Greece, where the script continued to be used after the decline of Minoan civilization, a decline which was accelerated by the violent destruction, perhaps by pirates, of most of the towns in Crete, around 1400 bc. This decline continued through the last phases of the Bronze Age (Late Minoan III, c. 1400-1125 bc). Towards the end of this period Dorian Greeks came to the island and ushered in the Iron Age.

Discoveries in Egypt, and at such sites as Ras Shamra (cf the name of king krt in the cuneiform tablets), Byblos and Atchana (Alala(j) in Syria, show that Cretan commerce had extended to W Asia by the Middle Minoan II period (Ist quarter of the 2nd millennium), and from this time on the folk-movements, in which the * Philistines played a part and which culminated in the invasion of the ‘Sea Peoples’ in the 14th Century, were taking place. Throughout the Iron Age the island was div-ided among a number of feuding city-states, until it was subdued by Rome in 67 bc.

Bibliography. J. D. S. Pendlebury, The Archaeology of Crete, 1939; R. W. Hutchinson, Pre-historic Crete, 1962; H. J. Kantor, The Aegean and the Orient in the Second Millennium BC, 1947; J. Chadwick, The Decipherment of Linear B, 1958; A. Hopkins, Crete: Its Past, Present and People, 1978; C. H. Gordon, HUCA 26, 1955, pp. 43-108; JNES 17, 1958, pp. 245-255.    t.c.m.

CRIME AND PUNISHMENT. Crime and pun-ishment can be taken either in the juridical or in the religious sense, the latter in one way closely related to the formen We have thus to investigate the meaning of both to get a clear conception of our subject. The combination of crime and pun-ishment in a strictly legal sense raises questions. The clear-cut distinction between criminal and civil offences of modern times is not present in OT and Near Eastern jurisprudence. Every offence was committed, in the first place, against a certain person or Community, and the only way to put the wrong right was to compensate the injured or wronged person.

Jurisprudence was also connected all over the Near East with the divine. The god sanctioned the laws of a Community. This is evident, e.g., from the prologue of the laws of Ur-Nammu, where Nanna, the Sumerian moon god, is mentioned; there is the famous law code of Hammurapi with the well-known Stele presenting the god Shamash and Hammurapi in front of him receiving the Symbols of authority and justice. In a very special sense this is also true of the OT. The promulgation of laws is closely connected with the forming of the *coven-ant. This can now be paralleled by certain treaties like the treaty between Ir-IM of Tunip and Niqmepa of Alalab, where a covenant is made, with certain mutual obligationscouched in the typ-ical form of Near Eastern jurisprudence. This is, however, only a formal parallel. The OT tradition takes the promulgation back to the covenant’s origin at Sinai, giving every law the sanction of the Lord.

For our purpose it is preferable to sketch the meaning and background of crime and punish-ment separately.

1. Crime

a. Elymology

There is a close affinity between crime, guilt and punishment. This is evident from the Heb. word ’äwön, translated 55 times as ‘offence’ or ‘crime’, 159 times as ‘guilt’ and 7 times as ‘punishment’. The basic meaning of crime is to act in a con-sciously crooked or wrong way. The word resa means guilt and crime, and refers to the way of life of an irreligious person. The Heb. word in verb form, sägä, gives the meaning to act wrongly in ignorance. Another Heb. word, pesa', has the em-phatic meaning rebellion or revolt. The common word for an offence, crime or sin is the verb hätä', and noun hei'. It has the double connotation of an offence against human beings (e.g. Gn. 41:9); and sin against God (e.g. Dt. 19:15). The basic meaning of the word was presumably ‘to miss something’, ‘to err’; and this meaning was carried over to the sphere of offences against humanity and the deity. The whole idea of sin in OT and NT (Gk. hamartia is a direct translation of hei') is built up around this word.

In the Gk. NT the most important words connected with crime are hamartia, hamarlema, ase-beia, adikia, parakoe, anomia, paranomia, par-aptöma. hamartia and hamarlema mean to ‘miss a mark’, thus closely bound in meaning to the Heb. hei’, denoting sin. asebeia and adikia mean to be actively irreligious and to be deliberately against God, a type of conduct usually regarded in the OT as the impious way of living, and described by rasa . parakoe means to be actively disobedient; the OT calls disobedience a refusing to hear (lö‘ säma', e.g. in Je. 9:13; 35:17). It denotes an action against the law, like paranomia. The nearest parallel in the OT is ’äwön. It is interesting to note that no tech-nical terminology was used in biblical times to de-scribe a transgression of law. Near Eastern jurisprudence has not developed a theoretical legal terminology. parabasis literally means to trans-gress, to transgress the existing laws with individual acts, e.g. Rom. 4:15. paraptöma is a less rig-orous word than all those already discussed. It has the meaning of sin not of the worst enormity. ‘Fault’ comes nearest to the meaning, e.g. Gal. 6:1.

b. The treatment of offences

Legal decisions in Near Eastern civil and criminal law were made to protect individuals and the Community against injustice. It is obvious from the general casuistic style of Near Eastern jurisprudence that the codified laws as found in the laws of Ur-Nammu, of the city of Eshnunna, of Hammurapi, of the Middle Assyrian times, as well as of certain laws from the Covenant Code and other parts of the Pentateuch, must be regarded as decisions by famous kings, officials, elders or heads of families, and not as a theoretical legal System built up by judges and sages. Every stipulation in the casuistic legal material is made to protect certain rights and to restore by compensation the damage done. For example, negligence in not properly looking after a goring ox was regarded as a crime when that ox gored a man, a slave or some-one else’s ox, e.g. Ex. 21:28-32, 35-36; Laws of Eshnunna §§53—55. According to Exodus, when negligence causes the death of a free person, the negligent person is punished by death. In all other cases fixed compensation in kind or in shekels must be paid. Even in criminal offences, such as rape or theft, the guilty person must compensate the victim. For the rape of a young girl, the OT pre-scribes fixed compensation to the amount of the normal bride-price. This shows that the value of the girl is diminished in a way which makes it im-possible for her father, who has the legal right over her, to give her to another person for the usual bride-price. The guilty person, then, has to compensate the father for his loss, e.g. Ex. 22:16-17. This is true of all codified laws of the Near East, where in some cases further stipulations are in-serted to cover various situations, e.g. in a special sense in the Middle Assyrian laws.

There is, however, one type of law, which A. Alt in 1934 considered as quite foreign to anything dis-covered outside the Israelite world, namely apo-dictic law, which is now called prohibitives and vet-itives. The publication in 1958, however, of ‘covenant’ forms using a similar apodictic method in Assyr. times may show that such legal phraseology in the second person was not unknown elsewhere in the ancient Near East. What is unique in the OT legislation is that the laws in apodictic style are direct commands from the Lord to his people. The Ten Commandments, for example, are typical of this kind of law. ‘You shall not kill’ (Ex. 20:13) is given as a direct command by God to his people at Sinai, according to the reliable OT tradition. These laws originated in the sacred sphere of the Lord, and came as part of the Israelite religion right at the beginning of their nationhood when the covenant between God and his people was made. From the OT tradition it is also obvious that the casuistic laws were regarded as laws sanctioned by God. The whole corpus of legal material is immediately regarded as divinely inspired. These laws, promul-gated with the covenant at Sinai, were there to bind the people to God and to unite the various tribes and individuals. Any transgression against a fellow-Israelite is a transgression against God.

c.    Types of offences in Hebrew law

The more important types of offences are murder, assault, theft, negligence and transgressions of a moral and religious nature. In case of murder a distinction is made between an intentional act and unintentional manslaughter (e.g. Ex. 21:12-14). Murder was regarded all over the ancient Near East as a grave offence and, with a few exceptions, was punished by the death of the murderer. In the Bible human life, created by God, is regarded as precious. Assault which damaged the human body is also severely punished, but almost always with fixed compensation. Hebrew law is unique against Near Eastern legal practices in that a bodily injury inflicted by a master on his slave is punished by the release of the slave. Theft and negligence are usu-ally punished by restitution or fixed compensation.

d.    A distinction made

The OT as well as the NT makes a distinction between a mere transgression and a crooked and sinful life. The way of life was regarded as very important, especially in the Wisdom literature. The existence of the wicked is described in detail, e.g. in Ps. 1, which is closely connected with the Wisdom material of the OT. This psalm gives expression to wickedness and crime as the way of life of the un-godly, the sinners and the scornful. The life of these groups is a denial of the law of God. This kind of ungodly life means rebellion against God, and this is closely linked with all kinds of un-righteous deeds against other people. The clearest representation of this attitude is present in the writings of the prophets around 600 bc, and is especially stressed by Jeremiah. Crime against fellow-men is always regarded as crime against the Lord. A deep religious interpretation is thus at-tached to crime and transgression.

e.    The New Testament interpretation

It is precisely this religious interpretation which predominates in the NT. Every transgression is taken as an offence against God. Paul’s conception in Rom. 7 is that the law brings knowledge of sin, but cannot take it away; it even quickens the con-sciousness of sin and makes transgressions abound (7:7-11). Law is, however, not sin, but is intended to restrain transgression by ordaining penalties. By knowing the law, our sinful nature (hamartia) is provoked and entices us to individual sinful acts (parabasis). The sinful nature, the sinful way of life, is expressed by Paul in terms of the flesh (sar.x), to describe the life saved by Christ, the word ‘spiritual’ (pneitma) is used. Every life which is not saved by Christ is sinful in nature, and thus culpable, and has to be punished by God.


II. Punishment

a. Elymology

Among the more important biblical words connected with punishment, the stem slm has the meaning ‘to compensate’, or ‘to restore the bal-ance’. This word has a specific legal connotation, as is also evident from certain Amarna letters. The stem ykh has a legal meaning ‘to punish’, e.g. in Gn. 31:37; Jb. 9:33; 16:21, but in numerous other places has the more usual meaning ‘to reprove’. The stem ysr is more widely used in the sense of punishment. It is interesting to note that in Ugar-itic (Canaanite cuneiform) this word is present in the sense of instruction, as also in Heb. The noun müsär is also used; this stem is thus linked up with an education background and not primarily with legal punishment. It is corrective punishment, as is the punishment inflicted by a father on his son. A strong word, used with the Lord as subject, is the stem nqm. Mendenhall pointed out that this, in the light of cuneiform material from Mari, means to vindicate. Vindication in the sense of punishment inflicted by God on the wicked is present, for ex-ample, in Nahum.

It is an interesting feature that in the NT, where the concept of divine punishment is fully realized, words with this connotation are used in only seven places. It is evident that dike, the common word for judgment, may also have the secondary meaning ‘punishment’, much the same as the Heb. mispät. The only words with the clear meaning of punishment are timöria and kotasis. In classical Gk. the former has a vindicative character, very much like nqm in Heb. But in koine and in NT Gk. this meaning is hardly found. The term became synonymous with kotasis, the ordinary word for punishment, e.g. Mt. 25:46; Acts 4:21; 22:5; 26:11; Heb. 10:29; 2 Pet. 2:9; 1 Jn. 4:18. In Matthew kolasis is used for the final punishment in contrast to eternal life. The same meaning for the final judgment is present in 2 Peter, where the punishment is connected with the eschatological day of judgment, a later development from the OT conception of the Day of the Lord.

b.    The practice of blood revenge

Every crime or transgression must be punished, according to the common legal principles of the Near East. Primarily, this punishment was inflicted in the more primitive nomadic or semi-nomadic society by the victim or his relations, e.g. a common Semitic legal procedure is that a murderer must be punished by death by the dead person’s nearest relations (‘Avenger of blood). This is still Islamic law. We have numerous examples of blood revenge in the OT, e.g Ex. 21:23—25; 22:2-3. This is called ins talionis. The common formula of the ins talionis cannot only be traced back to the Old Babylonian Code of Hammurapi but is also present in a much later votive tablet discovered at Marseilles. It is the very basis of the Islamic law of ‘deliberate homicide’.

c.    The dispensing of justice

Decisions on various cases were made by judges or elders or the head of a family, usually in the city gate. Their activity is not to be confused with the modern conception of judge. These judges were arbitrators between two parties (the Heb. word säpat sometimes means ‘to decide between two parties’). This rote of arbitration was not only played by elders and officials but also by the king himself, cf., e.g, the decision made by David in favour of the woman of Tekoa (2 Sa. 14) and the wise decision of Solomon (1 Ki. 3:16ff.). But it is also clear that in nomadic and semi-nomadic society retribution was in some cases inflicted without the help of an arbitrator, e.g. in case of murder, where the common law of blood revenge took place. On the other hand, in modern bedouin Society people travel long distances to a famous judge to get his decision on a case.

Both in civil and criminal offences the judge gave decisions designed to maintain ‘social equi-librium’. When a bodily injury was inflicted, or damage done to a neighbour’s property (which was taken in a much broader sense than our modern one, so that his wife, children and slaves, for ex-ample, were also included), the loss was restored by fixed compensation. It is, however, incorrect to suggest that in all cases only the value of the damage was paid; e.g. a thief had to compensate for stolen property such as cattle and sheep with five times its value in the formen and four times in the lauer, case (cf. Ex. 22:1). This was probably used as a kind of deterrent against theft.

d. God as Judge

It is a fact that God is regarded in the Bible as the supreme Judge. This conception is not alien to the ancient Near East, e.g. in a very important cunei-form tablet of Mari, the god Shamash is described as judge of gods and men. Very early in the history of Israel God was regarded as Creator of all things. This makes him the Possessor of his Creation. Any damage done to his creation is a direct act of rebellion against himself.

From a legal Standpoint this gives him the right to punish. On the other hand, laws were made and sanctioned by God to protect his creation. His own commands put him under the compulsion to punish any transgression of them. Some places in the OT give the impression that the punishment decided on by the elders or officials was sufficient. On the other hand, it is evident that people who get away without human punishment are punished by God, some of them by a violent death, others by great damage (cf. Nu. 16). The idea shifted from punishment during a man’s lifetime to the *Day of the Lord, with a final judgment where everybody shall be judged according to his deeds. The idea of a judgment after death is present also in the Egyp-tian conception of death. A deceased person is weighed over against the goddess Maat and re-ceives his due according to his weight. The biblical conception does not only refer to judgment after death but also to a final judgment at the eschato-logical end of days. This idea is fully developed in the NT in the eschatological parts of the Gospels, in parts of Paul’s Epistles, in 2 Peter and in Revelation (e.g. Mt. 24—25; Mk. 13; Lk. 21; 1 Thes. 5; 2 Thes. 2; 2 Pet. 3; Rev. 20-22). (*Eschatology.)

III. Conclusion

It is evident that crime and punishment were not only bound up with ordinary jurisprudence but also with the divine. A crime against a human being or his property is a crime against God, and must be punished either by the authorities or by God. A transgression of religious stipulations must likewise be punished by God. A wicked way of life is rejected by God and punished
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CRISPUS. He was archisynagögos (* Synagogue) at Corinth. His conversion, with his family, was significant, most Corinthian Jews being bitterly hostile (Acts 18:5-8); hence, perhaps, his baptism by Paul himself (1 Cor. 1:14). Acts of Pilate 2. 4 probably intends him.

The name (meaning ‘curly’) is Lat., but is used elsewhere by Jews (cf. TJ Yebhamoth 2. 3; 12. 2; Lightfoot, HHT in 1 Cor. 1:14). Pesh., Goth. (v.l.) read ‘Crispus’ for ‘Crescens’ in 2 Tim. 4:10.    a.f.w.

CROSS, CRUCIFIXION. The Gk. word for ‘cross’ (stauros; verb stauroö; Lat. crux, crucifigo, ‘I fasten to a cross’) means primarily an upright stäke or beam, and secondarily a stäke used as an in-strument for punishment and execution. It is used in this latter sense in the NT. The noun occurs 28 times and the verb 46. The crucifixion of live crim-inals did not occur in the OT (stauroö in the lxx of Est. 7:10 is the Heb. tälä, meaning ‘to hang’). Execution was by stoning. However, dead bodies were occasionally hung on a tree as a warning (Dt. 21:22-23; Jos. 10:26). Such a body was regarded as accursed (hence Gal. 3:13) and had to be removed and buried before night came (cf. Jn. 19:31). This practice accounts for the NT reference to Christ’s cross as a ‘tree’ (Acts 5:30; 10:39; 13:29; 1 Pet. 2:24), a Symbol of humiliation.

Crucifixion was practised by the Phoenicians and Carthaginians and later used extensively by the Romans. Only slaves, provincials and the lowest types of criminals were crucified, but rarely Roman citizens. Thus tradition, which says that Peter, like Jesus, was crucified, but Paul beheaded, is in line with ancient practice.

Apart from the single upright post (crux Simplex) on which the victim was tied or impaled, there were three types of cross. The crux commissa (St Anthony’s cross) was shaped like a Capital T, thought by some to be derived from the Symbol of the god Tammuz, the letter tau; the crux decussata (St Andrew’s cross) was shaped like the letter X; the crux immissa was the familiär two beams t, held by tradition to be the shape of the cross on which our Lord died (Irenaeus, Haer. 2. 24.4). This is strengthened by the references in the four Gospels (Mt. 27:37; Mk. 15:26; Lk. 23:38; Jn. 19:19-22) to the title nailed to the cross of Christ over his head.

After a criminal’s condemnation, it was the custom for a victim to be scourged with theflagel-lum, a whip with leather thongs, which in our Lord’s case doubtless greatly weakened him and hastened eventual death. He was then made to carry the cross-beam (palibulum) like a slave to the scene of his torture and death, always outside the
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Drawing showing the position of the body during crucifixion, based on a skeleton found near Jerusalem.

city, while a herald carried in front of him the ‘title’, the written accusation. It was thispatibulum, not the whole cross, which Jesus was too weak to carry, and which was borne by Simon the Cyreni-an. The condemned man was stripped naked, laid on the ground with the cross-beam under his shoulders, and his arms or his hands tied or nailed (Jn, 20:25) to it. This cross-bar was then lifted and secured to the upright post, so that the victim’s feet, which were then tied or nailed, were just clear of the ground, not high up as so often depicted. The main weight of the body was usually borne by a projecting peg (sedile), astride which the victim sat. There the condemned man was left to die of hunger and exhaustion. Death was sometimes has-tened by the erurifragium, breaking of the legs, as in the case of the two thieves, but not done in our Lord’s case, because he was already dead. How-ever, a spear was thrust into his side to make sure of death, so that the body could be removed, as the Jews demanded, before the sabbath (Jn. 19:31 ff.).

The method of crucifixion seems to have varied in different parts of the Roman empire. Secular writers of the time shrink from giving detailed ac-counts of this most cruel and degrading of all forms of punishment. But new light has been thrown on the subject by archaeological work in Judaea. In the summer of 196S a team of archae-ologists under V. Tzaferis discovered four Jewish tombs at Giv‘at ha-Mivtar (Ras el-Masaref), Ammunition Hill, near Jerusalem, where there was an ossuary containing the only extant bones of a (young) crucified man, dating from probably be-tween ad 7 and ad 66, judging from Herodian pot-tery found there. The name Jehohanan is incised. Thorough research has been made into the causes and nature of his death and may throw consider-able light on our Lord’s form of death.

The young man’s arms (not his hands) were nailed to the patibulum. the cross-beam, which might indicate that Lk. 24:39; Jn. 20:20, 25, 27 should be translated ‘arms'. The weight of the body was probably borne by a plank (sedecula) nailed to the Simplex, the upright beam, as a Support for the buttocks. The legs had been bent at the knees and twisted back so that the calves were parallel to the patibulum or cross-bar, with the ankles under the buttocks. One iron nail (still in situ) had been driven through both his heels together, with his right foot above the left. A fragment shows that the cross was of olive wood. His legs had both been broken, presumably by a forcible blow, like those of Jesus’ two companions in Jn. 19:32.

If Jesus died in similar fashion, then his legs were not fully extended as in traditional Christian art. His contorted leg muscles would then have probably caused severe pain with spasmodic con-tractions and rigid cramps. This could have con-tributed to the shortened time of his death in 6 hours, hastened doubtless by the earlier scourging.

Contemporary writers describe it as a most painful form of death. The Gospels, however, give no detailed description of our Lord’s physical suf-ferings, but simply and reverently say ‘they crucified him’. According to Mt. 27:34, our Lord refused any form of alleviation for his sufferings, doubtless that he might preserve clarity of mind to the end, in doing his Father’s will. Hence the fact that he was able to comfort the dying thief, and pronounce the rest of the seven wonderful words from the cross.

The NT writers’ interest in the cross is neither archaeological nor historical, but Christological. They are concerned with the eternal, cosmic, so-teriological significance of what happened once for all in the death of Jesus Christ, the Son of God, on the cross. Theologically, the word ‘cross’ was used as a summary description of the gospel of Salvation, that Jesus Christ ‘died for our sins’. So the ‘preaching of the gospel’ is ‘the word of the cross’, ‘the preaching of Christ crucified’ (1 Cor. 1:17ff.). So the apostle glories ‘in the cross of our Lord Jesus Christ’, and speaks of suffering persecution ‘for the cross of Christ’. Clearly the word ‘cross’ here Stands for the whole glad announcement of our redemption through the atoning death of Jesus Christ.

‘The word of the cross’ is also ‘the word of rec-onciliation’ (2 Cor. 5:19). This theme emerges clearly in the Epistles to the Ephesians and Colos-sians. It is ‘through the cross’ that God has recon-ciled Jews and Gentiles, abolishing the middle wall of partition, the law of commandments (Eph 2:14-16). It is ‘by the blood of his cross’ that God has made peace, in reconciling ‘all things to him-self’ (Col. l:20ff.). This reconciliation is at once personal and cosmic. It comes because Christ has set aside the bond which stood against us with its legal demands, ‘nailing it to the cross’ (Col. 2:14).

The cross, in the NT, is a Symbol of shame and humiliation, as well as of God’s wisdom and glory revealed through it. Rome used it not only as an instrument of torture and execution but also as a shameful pillory reserved for the worst and lowest. To the Jews it was a sign of being accursed (Dt. 21:23; Gal. 3:13). This was the death Jesus died, and for which the crowd clamoured. He ‘endured the cross, despising the shame’ (Heb. 12:2). The lowest rung in the ladder of our Lord’s humiliation was that he endured ‘even death on a cross’ (Phil. 2:8). For this reason it was a ‘stumbling block’ to the Jews (1 Cor. 1:23; cf. Gal. 5:11). The shameful spectacle of a victim carrying a patibulum was so f'amiliar to his hearers that Jesus three times spoke of the road of discipleship as that of cross-bearing (Mt. 10:38; Mk. 8:34; Lk. 14:27).

Further, the cross is the symbol of our union with Christ, not simply in virtue of our following his example, but in virtue of what he has done f-or us and in us. In his substitutionary death for us on the cross, we died ‘in him’ (cf 2 Cor. 5:14), and ‘our old man is crucified with him’, that by his indwelling Spirit we might walk in newness of life (Rom. 6:4fT.; Gal. 2:20; 5:24ff.; 6:14), abiding ‘in him’.

Bibliography. M. Hengel, Crucifixion, 1977; J. H. Charlesworth, ExpT 84, 1972-3, pp. 147-150; B, Siede, NIDNTT 1, pp. 389-405; J. Schneider, TDNT 7, p. 572; L. Morris, The Cross in the New Testament, 1967; A. E. Harvey, Jesus and the Con-straints of Hislory, 1982; J. R. W. Stott, The Cross of Christ, 1986; J. B. Green, The Death of Jesus, 1988.    j.b.t.

CROWN. A distinctive head-dress, often Ornate, worn by kings and other exalted persons.

I. In the Old Testament

The high priest’s crown was a gold plate inscribed ‘Holy to the Lord’, fastened to his mitre or turban by blue cord, this being an emblem of consecration (Ex. 29:6; 39:30; Lv. 8:9; 21:12). After the Exile, in 520 bc, Zechariah (6:11-14) was commanded by God to make gold and silver crowns and to place them on the head of Joshua the high priest, these being (later) laid up in the Temple as emblems of God’s favour. They may have been combined in one double crown, uniting priestly and regal Offices in one person.

Among royal crowns, David’s gold crown was an emblem of his God-given kingship (Ps. 21:3; cf. 132:18; withdrawal of God’s gift—and crown—cf. Ps. 89:39; Ezk. 21:25-26). Joash’s actual coron-ation is recorded (2 Ki. 11:12; 2 Ch. 23:11). David captured the gold, stone-inset crown of the king (or god Milcom) of Ammon, which weighed a talent (2 Sa. 12:30; 1 Ch. 20:2). Ammonite statues show kings or gods wearing large high crowns (see F. F. Bruce, Israel and the Nations, 1969, pl. I). For crown set with stones, cf. Zc. 9:16. The great royal crown of Vashti, Ahasuerus’ queen (Est. 1:11), came to Esther’s head (2:17), and the royal apparel with which Mordecai eventually was honoured in-cluded a gold crown (Est. 6:8; 8:15).

Besides being the mark of royalty (Pr. 27:24), a crown became metaphorical of glory (Jb. 19:9; Is. 28:5; 62:3; Je. 13:18; La. 5:16; Pr. 4:9; 12:4; 14:24; 16:31; 17:6), and sometimes, less happily, of pride (Jb. 31:36; Is. 28:1,3).

The Bible world öfters many examples of a var-iety of crowns. In Egypt the king and the gods wore a variety of tall and elaborate crowns of vary-ing significance as well as a simple gold circlet or diadem. Most characteristic is the great Double Crown of Upper and Lower Egypt combined, in-corporating the red crown of Lower Egypt (flat cap, with spiral at front and tall projection at rear) and above it the white crown of Upper Egypt (tall and conical with a knob at the top). Pharaoh’s diadems were always fronted by the uraeus or royal cobra. In Mesopotamia the Assyr. kings wore a truncated conical cap adorned with bands of col-oured embroidery or precious stones, or a simple diadem. The kings of Babylon wore a curving mitre ending in a point; see H. Frankfort, Art and Architecture of the Andern Orient, 1954, plates 87-89, 95, 109-110, 114, 116, 120.

Palestinian excavations have yielded a series of circlets or diadems; for one of strip gold patterned with dots, see W. M. F. Petrie, Ancient Gaza III, 1933, plates 14: 6, 15. See also Tor further examples,

K. Galling, Biblisches Reallexikon, 1937, cols. 125— 128 and figures.    k.a.k.

II. In the New Testament

There are two words to be considered. The more important is stephanos, which denotes properly a chaplet or a circlet. It is used of Christ’s crown of thorns. ‘Thorns’ are no more specific in Gk. than in English, so that it is impossible to be sure just what plant was used. What is clear is that this ‘crown’ was a mocking symbol of royalty, perhaps also of divinity (see H. St J. Hart, JTS n.s. 3, pp. 66-75). But though the stephanos might denote a crown of royalty (Rev. 6:2, etc.), its more usual use was for the laurel wreath awarded to the victor at the Games or for a festive garland used on occa-sions of rejoicing. These uses underlie most of the NT references. Thus Paul reminds the Corinthians that athletes strive ‘to receive a perishable wreath’ and he adds, ‘but we an imperishable’ (1 Cor. 9:25). It is important that the seeker after the crown ‘competes according to the rules’ (2 Tim. 2:5). Sometimes the Christian’s crown is here and now, as when Paul thinks of his converts as his crown (Phil. 4:1; 1 Thes. 2:19). More usually it is in the hereafter, as the ‘crown of righteousness, which the Lord, the righteous judge, will award to me on that Day’ (2 Tim. 4:8). There are references also to a ‘crown of life’ (Jas. 1:12; Rev. 2:10), and to ‘an unfading crown of glory’ (1 Pet. 5:4). The crown may be lost, for Christians are exhorted to hold fast lest it be taken from them (Rev. 3:11). God has crowned man ‘with glory and honour’ (Heb. 2:7), and Jesus was crowned likewise, ‘so that by the grace of God he might taste death for every one’ (Heb. 2:9).

diadema is not frequent (Rev. 12:3; 13:1; 19:12). In the NT it is always a symbol of royalty or honour.    l.m.

CUP. The ancient cup was a bowl, wider and shal-lower than the normal teacup. While usually made of pottery, it was sometimes of metal (Je. 51:7).

1. Heb. käs, commonly used for adrinking-vessel, whether the pharaoh’s (Gn. 40:11) or a poor man’s (2 Sa. 12:3). This could be of a size to hold in the hand or might be larger (Ezk. 23:32), with a rim (1 Ki. 7:26). In Solomon’s court they were made of gold. 2. Heb. gäbia'. This is the name given to Joseph’s silver divining cup (Gn. 44:2ff.) and to the bowls of the golden candlestick in the tabernacle, which were formed like almond blossom (Ex. 25:31 ff). In Je. 35:5 (av ‘pots’) it is used for a pitch-er. It may have been named as flower- or goblet-shaped. 3. Heb. saß. At the Passover the blood was held in this bowl (Ex. 12:22, av ‘bason’). It was also a household vessel, appearing among equipment given to David (possibly of metal, contrasted with earthenware, 2 Sa. 17:28) and as a large wine bowl (Zc. 12:2). 4. Heb. qubba'ai (Is. 51:17, 22) was evi-dently a large wine vessel, explained as käs. 5. Heb. ’aggän. This was the common name for a large bowl in the ancient Semitic world used in sacred rites (Ex. 24:6) or for serving wine at a banquet (Ct. 7:2). With the storage jar, it could be hung front a peg (Is. 22:24). (* Vessels.)

In the NT Gk. poterion denotes a drinking-vessel of any sort. Pottery continued in common use (Mk. 7:4), but the rieh were now able to possess glass as well as metal cups, which were normally goblet-shaped, cf. the chalice depicted on coins of the first revolt (see IBA, p. 89). The cup used at the Last Supper was probably an earthenware bowl, sufficiently large for all to share (Mt. 26:27).

Throughout the Bible, cup is used figuratively as containing the share of blessings or disasters allot-ted to a man or nation or his divinely appointed fate (Pss. 16:5; 116:13; Is. 51:17; Mt. 26:39ff.; Jn. 18:11). (* Lord’s Supper.)    a.r.m.

CUPBEARER (Heb. masqeh, ‘one giving to drink’). The ‘butler’ of Joseph's pharaoh (Gn. 40:1 ff.) both in Heb. and by function was the king’s cupbearer. His Office as depicted in Gn. 40 corres-ponds in part to the (wider) Egyp. wdpw of early times and especially the Middle Kingdom period (broadly, c. 2000-1600 bc; cf. Joseph c. 1700 bc), and exactly to the later term wb\ ‘cupbearer’, of New Kingdom times (c. 1600-1100 bc), which in-cludes Moses’ day. See A. H. Gardiner, Ancient Egyptian Onomastica, 1, 1947, pp. 43*, 44* on No. 122 (wb'), and J. Vergüte, Joseph en Egyple, 1959, pp. 35-40 (esp. p. 36). The Egyptian cupbearers, wb’, were often called w'b-’wy, ‘pure of hands’, and in the 13th Century bc one such cupbearer is actu-ally entitled wb' dp irp, ‘cupbearer (or, butler) who tastes the wine’ (R. A. Caminos, Late-Egyptian Miscellanies, 1954, p. 498). These officials (often foreigners) became in many cases confidants and favourites of the king and wielded political influ-ence; this is very evident in 20th-Dynasty Egypt (12th Century bc), and cf. Nehemiah. The (lesser) cupbearers of high Egyptian dignitaries are some-times shown serving wine in the tomb-paintings.

Cupbearers were part of Solomon’s glittering court that so impressed the queen of Sheba (1 Ki. 10:5; 2 Ch. 9:4); for a somewhat earlier cupbearer at a Palestinian court (Canaanite), see left end of the Megiddo ivory illustrated in E. W. Heaton, Everyday Life in Old Testament Times, 1956, p. 164, fig. 80, or W. F. Albright, Archaeology of Pal-estine, 1960, p. 123, fig. 31.

Nehemiah (1:11) was cupbearer to Artaxerxes I of Persia (c. 464-423 bc) and, like his earlier col-leagues in Egypt, enjoyed royal trust and favour, and had access to the royal ear. For a picture of an Assyr. cupbearer, see H. Frankfort, Art and Archi-tecture of the Ancient Orient, 1954, plate 89.    K.A.K.

CURSE. The main biblical vocabulary of the curse consists of the Heb. Synonyms ’ärar, qälal and ’älä, corresponding to the Gk. kalaraomai, kalara and epikalaralos', and the Heb. helfrim and herem, corresponding to the Gk. anathematizö and anathema.

The basic meaning of the first group is maledic-tion. A man may utter a curse, desiring another’s hurt (Jb. 31:30; Gn. 12:3); or in confirmation of his own promise (Gn. 24:41; 26:28; Ne. 10:29); or as a pledge of the truth of his testimony in law (I Ki. 8:31; c/T Ex. 22:11). When God pronounces a curse, it is, a., a denunciation of sin (Nu. 5:21, 23; Dt.

29:19-20), b. his judgment on sin (Nu. 5:22, 24, 27, Is. 24:6), and c., the person who is suffering the consequences of sin by the judgment of God is called a curse (Nu. 5:21, 27; Je. 29:18).

However, for the Hebrew, just as a Word was not a mere sound on the lips but an agent sent forth, so the spoken curse was an active agent for hurt. Behind the word Stands the soul that created it. Thus, a word which is backed by no spiritual cap-acity of accomplishment is a mere ‘word of the lip’ (2 Ki. 18:20 Rvmg.), but when the soul is powerful the word is clothed in that power (Ec. 8:4; 1 Ch. 21:4). The potency of the word is seen in some of our Lord’s healing miracles (Mt. 8:8, 16; cf Ps. 107:20), and in his cursing of the barren fig-tree (Mk. 11:14, 20-21). In Zc. 5:l^t the curse, repre-senting the law of God, itself flies through the land, discerns sinners and purges them out. A curse is as substantial a danger to the deaf man as is a stumbling-block to the blind, for he cannot take ‘evasive action’ by appeal to the more potent ‘blessing’ of Yahweh (Lv. 19:14; Ps. 109:28; con-trast Rom. 12:14). The rehearsing of the blessings and curses on Mts Gerizim and Ebal (Dt. 27:1 lff; Jos. 8:33) reveals the same dynamic view of the curse. On the borders of Canaan, Moses set before the people flife and death, the blessing and the curse’ (see Dt. 30:19). The first national act on entering the land is to activate both: the blessing which will ‘overtake’ the obedient, and the curse which will ‘overtake’ the disobedient (Dt. 28:2, 15). Between these two poles the national lil'c moves.

It is because of the relation between obedience and blessing, disobedience and cursing (Dt. 11:26-28; Is. 1:19-20) that Dt. 29:12, for example, can speak of God’s covenant as his ‘curse’, and Zc. 5:3 can call the Decalogue the ‘curse’. The word of God’s grace and the word of God's wrath are the same word: the word which promises life is but a savour of death and judgment to the rebel, and therefore a curse. When God’s curse falls on his disobedient people, it is not the abrogation but rather the implementation of his covenant (Lv. 25:14-45). Paul uses this truth to expound the doc-trine of redemption. The law is a curse to those who fail to obey it (Gal. 3:10), but Christ redeemed us by becoming a curse for us (Gal. 3:13), and the very means of his death itself proves that he took our place, for ‘cursed be every one that hangs on a tree'. This quotation from Dt. 21:23, where ‘accursed of God’ means ‘under God’s curse’, displays the curse of God against sin falling on the Lord Jesus Christ, who thus became a curse for us.

The Heb. root häram means ‘to seclude from Society’ (Koehler, Lexicon, s. v.) This is borne out by OT usage. In general, the word applies to things open to human use but deliberately rendered un-available to man. (n) Lv. 27:29 (‘devoted’) likely refers to Capital punishment: the death penalty cannot be evaded. (b) In Ezk. 44:29; Nu. 18:14 of-ferings to God are called herein, set apart for ex-clusively religious purposes. Lv. 27:21 ff. parallels herem with qödes (‘holiness’) in Order to express two sides of the same transaction: man sets some-thing utterly apart for God (herein), God accepts it and marks it as his own (qödes), whereupon it be-comes irredeemable by man. (c) Characteristically, the word is used of ‘utter destruction’. Sometimes the implied reason is the wrath of God (e.g. Is. 34:5), but more often it is in order to remove a

CYPRUS

potential contagion for Israel’s sake (Dt. 7:26; 20:17). Any contact with such a ‘devoted thing’ involved implication in its contagion, and share in its fate (Jos. 6:18; 7:1, 12; 22:20; 1 Sa. 15:23; 1 Kl 20:42). However, while Achan involved himself and his house in the destruction of Jericho, Rahab, by identifying herseif with Israel, escaped the curse and saved her house also (Jos. 6:21-24; 8:26-27; Jdg. 21:11). (d) Spiritually, herem is the judgment of God against impenitent sinners (Mal, 4:6), and it is here that the impossibility of redeeming the herein is clearly seen, cf. the NT, 1 2anathema, Gal. 1:8-9; 1 Cor. 16:22; Rom. 9:3.

Bibliography. J. Pedersen, Israel, 1-2, 1926; 3-4, 1940, passim; D. Aust et al., ‘Curse’, NIDNTT 1, pp. 413-418; H. C. Berichts, JBL 13, 1963; J. B Payne, The Theology of the Older Testament, 1962, pp. 201 ff., elc. \ J. B. Lightfoot, Galatians, 1880, on 3:10, 13, and pp. 152-154.    j.a.m.

CUSH. 1. Classed under Ham, and father of the hunter Nimrod (Gn. 10:6-8; 1 Ch. 1:8-10).

2.    A region encompassed by the river Gihon (Gn. 2:13); probably in W Asia and unrelated to 4 below; see E. A. Speiser in Festschrift Johannes Friedrich, 1959, pp. 473—485.

3.    A Benjaminite, some utterance of whom oc-casioned a psalm (7) of David seeking deliverance and justice.

4.    The region S of Egypt, i.e. Nubia or N Sudan, the ‘Ethiopia’ of classical writers (not modern Abyssinia). The name Cush in both Heb. and Assyr. derives from Egyp. Ks (earlier K's, K's), ‘Kush’. Originally the name of a district some-where between the second and third cataracts of the Nile c. 2000 bc, ‘Kush’ became also a general term for Nubia among the Egyptians, which wider use Hebrews, Assyrians and others took over (G. Posener, in Kush 6, 1958, pp. 39-68).

In 2 Ch. 21:16 Arabians are ‘near’ the Ethiopi-ans —i.e. just across the Red Sea from them; •Syene or Seveneh (mod. Aswan) was the frontier of Egypt and Ethiopia in the Ist millennium bc (Ezk. 29:10). The far-removed location of Cush/ Ethiopia gives point to Pss. 68:31; 87:4; Ezk. 29:10; Zp. 2:12; 3:10; and perhaps Am. 9:7; it is one limit of Ahasuerus’ (Xerxes) vast Persian empire (Est. 1:1; 8:9 and texts of Xerxes’ time). Ethiopian con-tingents featured in the armies of ‘Shishak against Rehoboam (2 Ch. 12:3) and of 2Zerah against Asa (2 Ch. 14:9, 12-13; 16:8). Later, throughout Isaiah (11:11; 18:1 ff. fpreceding Egypt, 19:1 ff.]; 20:3-5; and 43:3; 45:14), Egypt and Ethiopia are closely linked—for in the prophet Isaiah’s time the ‘Ethiopian’ 25th Dynasty ruled over both; so, e.g., King •Tirhakah, Is. 37:9 (= 2 Ki. 19:9), cf. 36:6, etc. Na. 3:9 also reflects this. But later still, from c. 660 bc onwards, the fortunes (and thrones) of Egypt and Ethiopia became separate again, and Ezekiel (30:4-5, 9) proclaims Egypt’s impending fate as a warning to Ethiopia; in Je. 46:9, likewise, Ethiopi-ans are merely mercenaries in the Egyptian forces again as in the days of Shishak. The ‘topaz’ came from this land (Jb. 28:19) of unchangeably dark skins (Je. 13:23), as did Ebed-melech at the Ju-daean court (Je. 38:7ff.; 39:15ff.), and Queen Can-dace’s minister (Acts 8:27). The runner who bore news of Absalom’s death to David was a ‘Cushite’ (2 Sa. 18:21, 23, 31-32). Ethiopia recurs in the prophecies of Ezk. 38:5 and Dn. 11:43. On Nu. 12:1, see 2 Ethiopian woman.    k.a.k.

CUSHAN-RISHATHAIM. The king of Aram-Naharaim (E Syria-N Mesopotamia) who subju-gated Israel for 8 years until their deliverance by Othniel (Jdg. 3:8-10). Both Heb. and Gk. versions take it as an unfamiliar composite personal name, otherwise unknown. Various attempts have been made to identify this name, which may be related to Cushan, an archaic term for the Midianites (Hab. 3:7) who, as nomads, reached Syria (2Aram), where there is a place Qsnrm (Kushan-röm). Some have tried to identify him with the Syrian Irsu, who ruled Egypt for 8 years about 1200 bc (JNES 13, 1954, pp. 231-242). An ancient Interpretation of the name as ‘Cushan of double wickedness’ under-lies the MT vocalization ‘rishathaim’; cf. also the Kassite name Kassa-risat, or the Ethiopian •Cush.    d.j.w.

CUSHION. The only use of the word (Gk. proskephalaion) is in Mk. 4:38, where it refers to a pillow perhaps kept for the seat of honour in the Stern of a boat. Cranfield defends the use of the Gk. epi (on, against), employed here with the ‘ac-cusative of place where’. Its rarity suggests the possibility that it is a graphic detail of eyewitness evidence.    j.b.j.

CUTH, CUTHAH. An ancient city in Babylonia (Akkad. kütu from Sumer, gu-du-a), the seat of the god Nergal, whose inhabitants were deported by Sargon to repopulate Samaria (2 Ki. 17:24, 30). The site, represented today by the mound called Teil Ibrahim, was briefly excavated in 1881-2 by Hormuzd Rassam, who noted that it had at one time been a very extensive city.

Bibliography. H. Rassam, Asshur and the Land of Nimrod, 1897, pp. 396, 409-411. t.c.m.

of contacts with Asia Minor and Syria. In the 15th Century bc the Minoan civilization of *Crete ex-tended to Cyprus, and in the following Century there is evidence of colonization by the Mycenae-ans, who were succeeding to the Cretan power on the Greek mainland. It was probably in this Century that the copper mines, which in Roman times became famous enough for the metal to be named after the island (Lat. cyprium), first came into extensive use, and as a result of this Cyprus appears frequently in the records of the surrounding na-tions (* Elishah) at this period. In spite of outside influence, the basic Minoan-Mycenaean culture remained dominant, being evidenced particularly by the so-called Cypro-Minoan inscriptions (two early collections 15th and 12th centuries bc), which show close affinities with the Cretan Linear Scripts. This script was still found in use in the late Ist millennium, together with the dialect of Gk. most closely related to that in the Minoan Linear B Tab-lets, Arcadian, which had presumably been super-seded in S Greece and Crete by Doric.

Cyprus lay in the path of the ‘Sea Peoples’, and excavations at Enkomi and Sinda have revealed a late type of Mycenaean pottery from which the so-called * ‘Philistine’ pottery of Palestine was clearly a development. In the 9th or 8th Century BC Phoe-nicians settled on the island and later a number of bilingual inscriptions occur (c. 600-200 bc), of Phoenician and Greek severally with the Cypro-Minoan, now called classical Cypriot, script which was still in use at this time. That the Phoenicians did not gain much power is shown by an account of tribute to Esarhaddon in 672 bc, when only one Phoenician, as opposed to nine Greek kings, is mentioned (tribute had also been paid to Sargon in 709). In the 6th Century Egypt dominated the island until it became part of the Persian empire under Cambyses in 525. In 333 bc it submitted to Alexander, and after a brief period under Antig-onus it passed to the Ptolemies. It was made a Roman province in 58 bc, and after various changes it became a Senatorial province in 27 bc, from which time it was governed by a proconsul (Gk. anthypatos; cf. Acts 13:7).

Bibliography. Sir G. F. Hill, A History of Cyprus, 1940; E. Gjerstad, The Swedish Cyprus Expedition 4, 2, 1948 (Geometrie, Archaic and Classical periods); 4, 3, 1956 (Hellenistic and Roman periods); V. Karageorghis, The Ancient Civilization of Cyprus, 1969.    t.c.m.

Sulia’s time, and Dio Cassius (68) another in Tra-jan’s. To this Jewish community belonged Simon the cross-bearer (Mk. 15:21 and parallels), some of the missionaries to Antioch (Acts 11:20) and the Antiochene teacher ‘Lucius. It was also repre-sented in the Pentecost crowd (Acts 2:10) and evi-dently had its own (or a shared) synagogue in Jerusalem (Acts 6:9).

Bibliography. P. Romanelli, La Cirenaica Rontana. 1943; A. Rowe, D. Buttle and J. Gray, Cyrenaican Expeditions of the University of Manchester, 1956; J. Reynolds, JTS n.s. 11, I960, pp. 284fT.    j.h.h.

CYRUS (Heb./Aram. körey, Elam/Old Persian küruy, Bab. kuras). Persian king of the Achaeme-nid dynasty. Cyrus may have been an early dynastic name. Cyrus I was a Contemporary of Ashurbani-pal of Assyria, c. 668 bc, and therefore possibly known to Isaiah, who foresaw the restoration of the Jerusalem Temple through this new power which would free Jews from exile (Is. 44:28). Cyrus would be God’s ‘Messiah’-deliverer and an in-strument of the divine plan (Is. 45:1).

Cyrus II (the Great), grandson of Cyrus I, came to the throne c. 559 bc. In 549 he conquered his mother’s father, Astyages, the Median king, his overlord, founding the Persian (Achaemenid) empire. He took the titles ‘king of the Medes’ and ‘king of Elam’ (A. K. Grayson, Babylonian Historical-Lilerary Texts, 1975, p. 31). He conquered Croesus, and his kingdom of Lydia, and in 547 marched through Assyria. A few years later he was already threatening Babylonia, but it was not until 16 October 539 that the Persians with Gobr-yas entered Babylon, having diverted the river and thus been able to penetrate the city along the dried-up river bed to effect a surprise (Bab. Chronicle, ANET, p. 366; DOTT, p. 82; Herodotus, 1. 189 191; cf Dn. 5:30). 17 days later Cyrus himself entered the city amid scenes of jubilation.

Cyrus’ own inscriptions bear out the OT view of a sympathetic ruler. In his first year he issued a decree by which he ‘gathered together all the in-habitants (who were exiles) and returned them to their homes’ and in the same decree restored deities to their renovated temples (see Cyrus Cylinder, ANET, p. 316; DOTT, pp. 92-94; Ezr. 6:1fr.). The Jews, having no images, were allowed to restore their Temple and its fittings (Ezr. 6:3). Düring the first 3 years of the rule of Cyrus in Babylonia Daniel prospered (Dn. 1:21; 6:28; 10:1), but then, according to Josephus (Ant. 10. 249), was removed to Media or more probably to Susa the Persian Capital (Dn. 8:2). For the theory that Cyrus might also have been called ‘Darius the Mede’, see ‘Darius. In Babylonia Cyrus was succeeded in 530 bc by his son Cambyses (II) who had been also for a while his co-regent.

Bibliography. E. M. Yamauchi, Persia and the Bible, 1990, pp. 65-92.    d.j.w.

1

CYPRUS. The island of Cyprus, some 225 km long, and 100 km wide at its broadest, lies in the E Mediterranean some 100 km W of the coast of Syria and about the same distance from the Turk-ish coast.

Cyprus is not mentioned by that name in the OT, where it is probably referred to as 2 Elishah; the people called 2 Kittim in Gn. 10 may also have set-tled there at a later period. In the NT the island is named Kypros in Acts. Barnabas was a native of it (4:36), as were some of the other early disciples, and the church in the island was further aug-mented by refugees from the first persecution (Acts 11:19-20; 21:16). Paul and Barnabas travelled across the island from Salamis to Paphos at the beginning of their first missionary journey (Acts 13:4-13). It was at Paphos that they encountered

2

DAGON. In the OT Dagon is a principal deity of the Philistines worshipped in Samson’s time at Gaza (Jdg. 16:21-23), at Ashdod (to Maccabean days, 1 Macc. 10:83-85; 11:4) and at Beth-shan in the days of Saul and David (1 Sa. 5:2-7; 1 Ch. 10:10 with 1 Sa. 31:10). The true origin of this god’s name is lost in antiquity, and even his pre-cise nature is uncertain. The common idea that he was a fish-deity appears to have no foundation in fact, being adumbrated in Jerome (BDB, p. 1121) and first clearly expressed by Kimhi in the 13th Century ad (Schmökel), influenced solely by the outward similarity between 'Dagon’ and Heb. däg, ‘fish’. The fish-tailed divinity on coins from Arvad and Ascalon is linked with Atargatis and has no stated connection with Dagon (Dhorme and Dussaud). The common Heb. word dägän, ‘grain, corn’ (BDB, p. 186) may be derived from the name of the god Dagon or Dagan or be its origin; it is thus possible that he was a Vegetation or grain god (cf. W. F. Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel5, 1953, pp. 74 and 220, n. 15).

From at least 2500 bc onwards, Dagon received worship throughout Mesopotamia, especially in the Middle-Euphrates region, in which, at Mari, he had a temple (18th Century bc) adorned with bronze lions (see Illustration in A. Champdor, Babylon, 1959). Many personal names were com-pounded with Dagon.

In the 14th Century bc and earlier, Dagon had a temple at Ugarit in N Phoenicia, identified by two stelae in it dedicated to his name; these are pictured in Syria 16, 1935, plate 31: 1-2, opposite p. 156, and translated by Albright, op. cit., p. 203, n. 30. This temple had a forecourt (?), an antechamber, and probably a tower (plan in C. F. A. Schaeffer, The Cuneiform Texts of Ras Shamra-Ugarit, 1939, plate 39), the whole probably taking the form of the ancient model illustrated by C. L. Woolley (A Forgotten Kingdom, 1953, p. 57, fig. 9). In the Ugar-itic (N Canaanite) texts Dagon is father of Baal. At Bethshan, one temple discovered may be that of 1 Ch. 10:10 (see A. Rowe, Four Canaanite Temples of Beth Shan, 1, 1940, pp. 22-24). That Dagon had other shrines in Palestine is indicated by two Settlements each called Bethdagon (Jos. 15:41; 19:27) in the territories of Judah and Asher. Ram-eses II mentions a B(e)th-D(a)g(o)n in his Palestin-ian lists (c. 1270 bc), and Sennacherib a Bit-Dagannu in 701 bc.

D

DABERATH. A levitical city of Issachar (1 Ch. 6:72; Jos. 21:28, where av has ‘Dabareh’), probably on the border of Zebulun (Jos. 19:12). It is usually identified with the ruins near the modern village of Debüriyeh, at the W foot of Mt Tabor. (*Debo-rah.)    J.D.D.

Bibliography. H. Schmökel, Der Gott Dagan, 1928, and in Ebeling and Meissner (eds.), Reallexikon der Assyriologie, 2, 1938, pp. 99-101; E. Dhorme and R. Dussaud, Les Religions de Baby-lonie et d'Assyrie. . .des Hittiles. . . Pheniciens, etc., 1949, pp. 165-167, 173, 3641'., 371, 395f; M. Dahood, in S. Moscati (ed ), Le antiche divinitä se-miliche, 1958, pp. 77-80; M. Pope, in W. Haussing (ed.), Wörterbuch der Mythologie, 1, 1965, pp. 276-278. For Mari material, see J. R. Küpper, Les No-mades en Mesopotamie au temps des Rois de Mari, 1957, pp. 69-71.    k.a.k.

DALMANUTHA. In Mk. 8:10 a district on the coast of the Lake of Galilee, to which Jesus and his disciples crossed after the feeding of the four thou-sand. It has never been satisfactorily identified. (Magadan in the parallel passage, Mt. 15:39, is equally unknown.) Various emendations have been proposed (including F. C. Burkitt’s Suggestion that it represents a corruption of Tiberias combined with its earlier name Amathus), but it is best to keep the attested reading and await further light.

f.f.b.

DALMATIA. A Roman province in the mountain-ous region on the E of the Adriatic, formed by the emperor Tiberius. Its name was derived from an Illyrian tribe that inhabited it. It was bounded on the E by Moesia and the N by Pannonia. It is men-tioned in 2 Tim. 4:10, and is identical with *11-lyricum (Rom. 15:19).    b.f.c.a.

DAMASCUS.

a. Location

The Capital city of Syria (Is. 7:8) situated E of the Anti-Lebanon Mts and overshadowed in the SW by Mt Hermon (Ct. 7:4). It lies in the NW of the Ghuta plain 700 m above sea-level and W of the Syrian-Arabian desert. The district is famous for its orchards and gardens, being irrigated by the clear Abana (mod. Barada) and adjacent Pharpar rivers, which compared favourably with the slower, muddy Jordan (2 Ki. 5:12) and Euphrates rivers (Is. 8:5-8). It is a natural Communications centre, linking the caravan route to the Mediterranean coast (c. 100 km to the W) through Tyre (Ezk. 27:18) to Egypt with the tracks E across the desert to Assyria and Babylonia, S to Arabia, and N to Aleppo. The city was of special importance as head of an *Aramaean state in the 1 Oth—8th cen-turies bc.

The centre of the modern city lies beside the Barada river, part of it occupying the area of the old walled city. Some streets follow the lines of
[image: ]


Plan and suggested reconstruction of the Canaanile temple of Dagan, buill for Rameses III al Bethshean. possibly where the Philistines fastened Saul's head (I Ch. 10:10). I2th Cent. bc.

Roman times, including Straight Street (Darb al-mustaqim) or Long Street (Süq al-Tawileh) as in Acts 9:11. The great mosque built in the 8th Century ad is said to cover the site of the temple of * Rimmon (2 Ki. 5:18).

b. Name

The meaning of Damascus (Gk. Damaskos', Heb. Dammeseq\ Aram. Darmeseq; 1 Ch. 18:5; 2 Ch. 28:5) is unknown. The ram darmeseq of 1 Ch. 18:6 corresponds to the modern (Dimask-)es-säm as ‘Damascus of the North (Syria)’. The name is found in Egyp. Tjmsqw (Tuthmosis III) and

Amarna Letters (14th Century) and cuneiform inscriptions as DimaSqi. Other names in the latter texts are sa imerisu (perhaps ‘caravan city’) and Bit-Haza’-ili (‘House of Hazael’) in the 8th Century bc (DOTT, p. 57). See ANET, p. 278, n. 8.

c. Hislory

Damascus appears to have been occupied from prehistoric times. In the 2nd millenniutn bc it was a well-known city near which Abraham defeated a coalition of kings (Gn. 14:15). It is possible that his servant Eliezer was from this city (Gn. 15:2; Syr. and vss). David captured and garrisoned

Damascus after his defeat of the troops it had con-tributed in Support of Hadadezer of Zobah (2 Sa. 8:5f.; 1 Ch. 18:5). Rezon of Zobah, who escaped l'rom this battle, later entered the city which was made the Capital of a newly formed Aramaean city-state of *Aram (Syria; 1 Ki. 11:24). The city increased its influence under Rezon’s successors Hezion and his son Tabrimmon. By the time of the accession of the latter’s son Benhadad 1 (c. 900-860 bc) Damascus was the dominant partner in the treaty made by Asa of Judah to oflset the pressure brought against him by Baasha of Israel (2 Ch. 16:2). The same king (if not Benhadad II—see *Chronology of the Old Testament) made the Provision of merchants’ quarters in Damascus a term of a treaty made with Ahab (1 Ki. 20:34). The aim of this treaty was to gain the Support of Israel for the coalition of city-states to oppose the Assyr-ians. Ben-hadad (Assyr. Adad-idri) of Damascus provided the largest contingent of 20,000 men at the indecisive battle of Qarqar in 853 bc. Benhadad may be the unnamed ‘king of Aram’, in fighting whom Ahab met his death (see 1 Ki. 22:29-36).

In the plain near Damascus the prophet Elijah anointed Hazael, a Damascene noble, as the future king of Syria (1 Ki. 19:15), and Elisha, who had healed the general Naaman of Damascus, was invited there by Hazael to advise on Benhadad’s health (2 Ki. 8:7). In 841 bc Hazael had to face renewed attacks by the Assyrians under Shalma-neser III. For a time he held the pass leading through the Lebanon Mts, but having lost 16,000 men, 1,121 chariots and 470 cavalry was forced to retreat within Damascus, where he successfully withstood a siege. The Assyrians fired orchards and plantations round the city before they with-drew (DOTT, p. 48; ANET, p. 280). In 805-803 bc Adad-nirari III led fresh Assyrian attacks on Hazael and Damascus. A further campaign in 797 bc by Adad-nirari so weakened Damascus that J(eh)oash of Israel was able to recover towns on his N border previously lost to Hazael (2 Ki. 13:25).

Under Rezin (Assyr. Rahianu) Aram again op-pressed Judah (2 Ki. 16:6), and in 738 was, with Menahem of Israel, a vassal of Tiglath-pileser III of Assyria. Soon thereafter Rezin revolted, cap-tured Elath and took many Judaeans captive to Damascus (2 Ch. 28:5). Ahaz of Judah thereupon appealed for help to Assyria who responded by launching a series of punitive raids in 734-732 bc, which culminated in the capture of Damascus, as prophesied by Isaiah (17:1) and Arnos (1:4-5), and the death of Rezin. The spoiling of the city (Is. 8:4), the deportation of its inhabitants to Kir (2 Ki. 16:9), and its destruction were cited as an object-lesson to Judah (Is. 10:9f.). In return for this assist-ance Ahaz was summoned to pay tribute to the Assyrian king at Damascus, where he saw and copied the altar (2 Ki. 16:10-12) which led to the worship of Syrian deities within the Temple at Jerusalem (2 Ch. 28:23). Damascus was reduced to a subsidiary city within the Assyrian province of Hamath and henceforth lost its political, but not completely its economic, influence (cf. Ezk. 27:18). Judaean merchants continued to reside in the city, and the border of Damascus was considered the boundary of the ideal Jewish state (Ezk. 47:16-18; 48:1; Zc. 9:1).

In the Seleucid period Damascus lost its Position as Capital, and thus much trade, to Antioch, though it was restored as Capital of Coelesyria under Antiochus IX in 111 bc. The Nabataean Aretas won the city in 85 bc, but lost control to Tigranes of Armenia. Damascus was a Roman city from 64 bc to ad 33.

By the time of Paul’s conversion Aretas IV (9 bc-ad 40), who had defeated his son-in-law Herod Antipas, had an ethnarch in the city (2 Cor. 11: 32-33). The city had many synagogues (Acts 9:2; Jos., BJ 2. 20) and in these, after being led to the house of Judas in Straight Street (9:10-12) where he was visited by Ananias, Paul first preached. Opposition forced Paul to escape over the city wall (9:19-27) but he returned to the city after a period spent in nearby Arabia (Gal. 1:17). Damascus continued to be subsidiary to Antioch, both politically and eco-nomically, until its supremacy was restored by the Arab conquest of ad 634.

Bibiliography. M. F. Unger, Israel and the Ar amaeans of Damascus, 1957; W. T. Pitard, Ancient Damascus, 1987.    d.j.w.

DAN. 1. The ancestor of the tribe of Dan named after the son of Jacob, born to him by Rachel’s servant Bilhah (Gn. 30:1-6).

2.    The tribe of Dan first settled SW of Ephraim and W of Judah (Gn. 14:14; Jos. 19:40^48). Though pressed by Philistines and Amorites during the period of the Judges (Jdg. 1:34; 5:17; 13:2), some stayed until absorbed into Judah. The majority migrated to the N border of Israel and took over Laish (Leshem), renamed Dan (Jos. 19:47), at the foot of Mt. Hermon by the source of the River Jordan.

3.    The tribal Capital had been settled since c. 5,000 bc. Throughout the Early and Middle Bronze Ages the wealthy city covered 30 acres and was named in Egyptian Execration and Mari (tcxts c. 1825 Last) before its capture by Thutmose III in the 13th Century. The site, Tel Dan (Arab. Teil el Qadi, ‘the judges’ mound’) was then a prosperous urban centre with ramparts, an arched 3 m high gateway, found intact, and well-furnished tombs. In the Iron Age Jereboam developed it as a cult-centre, with golden calves. It was an alternative to distant Jerusalem (1 Ki. 12:29).

Israeli excavations over 25 years have traced the history. A fragment of an Aramaic stela, datable to the 9th Century bc, has a reference to byt dwd, almost certainly to be read ‘the House of David' and thus, with a possible similar reference in the Moabite Stone (Mesha’) inscription, is the earli-est note yet externally to that royal dynasty. In the Hellenistic levels a bilingual Gk. and Aramaic text reads ‘to the god who is in Dan’. The biblical description of the extent of Hebrew territory as ‘from Dan to Beersheba’, i.e. N to S is apposite.

Dan remained occupied through the Roman and Persian periods. The omission of Dan from the list of tribes in Rev. 7:5-8 may be because the tribe was considered as antichrist on the basis of Je. 8:16 (LXX; Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 5.30.2).

Bibliography. A. Biran, NEAEHL, 1992, pp. 323-332; idem., Biblical Dan, 1994; A. Biran and J. Naveh, ‘An Aramaic stela fragment from Tel Dan’, IEJ43, 1993, pp. 81-99; BAR 20, 1994, pp. 26-38, 47.    d.j.w.
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DANCE. The OT makes occasional reference to dancing as a source of amusement only (e.g. Ex. 32:19; Ec. 3:4), butusually behind theactivity issome form of religious significance. Groups of women engaged in it on occasions of national celebration, such as after the Crossing of the Red Sea (Ex. 15:20) after military victories (1 Sa. 18:6) and at religious festivals (Jdg. 21:19-21). Less frequently, men also are recorded as having danced (e.g. 2 Sa. 6:14).

ln NT times the Greek custom of employing Professional women dancers was followed in the case of Salome at Herod’s birthday feast (Mk. 6:21-22); there was dancing at the prodigal son’s homecoming festivities (Lk. 15:25); and it was such a common part of daily life that it entered into children’s games (Mt. 11:17; Lk. 7:32; c/T Jb. 21:11).

For a comprehensive treatment, see the cor-responding article in EBi.    j.d.d

DANIEL (Heb. däniyye'l, däni'el, ‘God is my judge’). 1. Second son of David (1 Ch. 3:1) and Abigail, called also ‘Chileab’ (Avmg.). Although older than his brothers Absalom and Adonijah, nothing more is recorded of him, suggesting that he died young. 2. A descendant of Ithamar, who accompanied Ezra (8:2) and was a signatory to the covenant (Ne. 10:1, 6). 3. A man of extraordinary wisdom and righteousness whose name is coupled with Noah and Job (Ezk. 14:14,20), and who is men-tioned again in 28:3. Ezekiel need not be referring to the Ugaritic mythological Dan'el (cf. AN ET*, pp. 149-155) even though his spelling (Däni'el) isslight-iy different from that of his Contemporary (Däniy'el), for in personal names the vowel letters werein free Variation with oneanother.justasDö’ef the Edomite (1 Sa. 21:7; 22:9) is speit Döyeg in 1 Sa. 22:18, 22. Furthermore, Daniel’s wisdom had become proverbial as early as 603 bc (Dn. 2:1), a number of years before Ezekiel spoke of it (Ezk. 28:3). Thus, he may be the same as the following.

4. The fourth of the so-called ‘greater’ prophets, of whose early career nothing is known except for what we are told in the book which bears his name. An Israelite of royal or noble descent (cf. Jos., Anl. 10. 188), he was carried captive to Babylon by Neb-uchadrezzar in the third year of Jehoiakim, and with various companions trained for the king’s Service (Dn. 1:1-6). Following a custom of the time, he was given (v. 7) the Babylonian name of * Beltes-hazzar. He gained a reputation first as an Interpreter of other men’s visions (ch. 2-5), then of his own, in which he predicted the l'uture triumph of the Messianic kingdom (ch. 7-12).

Renowned for sagacity, he successfully occupied leading governmental posts under Nebuchadrez-zar, Belshazzar and Darius. His last recorded vision was on the banks of the Tigris in the third year of Cyrus.

There is a brief reference to ‘the prophet Daniel’ in Mt. 24:15 (= Mk. 13:14). ("Daniel, Book of.)

j.d.d.

j.c.w.

Cyrus of Persia defeated Babylon (10:1). For the captives, this was a time of painful refiection. Did loss of their land mean that history was no longer under God’s control?

The book divides into two parts: chs. 1-6 relate six incidents from the years in Babylon; God working on behalf of his servants; chs. 7—12 record four visions, showing God’s purpose for the nations, and the establishment of his kingdom. God had not abandoned his people. Chs. 2 and 7 are closely linked by their contents, so connecting the two parts. They also form a bracket round the interven-ing chapters, thus:

I. Daniel and his friends introduced (1:1-21)

II.    God and the nations (2:1-7:28)

A. Daniel interprets Nebuchadrezzar’s dream (2:1-49)

B. The nations see God’s servants rescued (3:1-39)

C. God’s judgment on Nebuchadrezzar

(4:1-37)

C God’s judgment on Belshazzar (5:1-31) B1 2 God rescues Daniel from the lions (6:1-28)

A2 An angel interprets Daniel’s vision (7:1-28)

III.    Two nations are identified (8:1-27)

IV.    Daniel’s prayer and its visionary answer (9:1-17)

V. A divine messenger gives an unprecedented revelation (10:1-12:13)

II. Date and authorship

Whereas the dates given in the text relate to the Babylonian empire, the visions introduce successive empires that Stretch ahead into the 2nd Century bc and beyond. Those who regard the visions as history rather than prophecy, date the last vision c. 167-165 bc, when Antiochus Epiphanes violated the temple (11:31). Some scholars would date the whole book from this period, while others regard the earlier chapters as having a much longer history. Extensive debate continues on the following topics:

1 Historical accuracy. Assuming that the author intended his stories to be accepted as events that actually happened, many commentators have ques-tioned his accuracy (cf. H. H. Rowley, Darius the Mede, pp. 54-60). Some alleged discrepancies are easily accounted for, e.g. the difference between 1:1 and Je. 25:1. In Babylon it was usual to reckon the first months of a new reign as the accession year, hence third year in Daniel, whereas in Palestinian sources they would be reckoned as year 1, hence fourth year in Jeremiah (A. R. Millard, EQ 49, 2, 1977, p. 69). The author refers to Belshazzar as king (5:1; 7:1; 8:1), yet no such king was known in Babylon. He was in fact crown prince, and acted as regent for more than half his father’s reign, during which time he was to all intents and purposes king ("Belshazzar). A more intractable problem is the identity of Darius the Mede, who is said to have taken over the kingdom after the death of Belshazzar (5:31). At least seven different identifications have been suggested, though none has been verified from ancient sources (cf. J. E. Goldingay, WBC, p. 112). Perhaps Darius the Mede and Cyrus the Per-sian were titles of the same person ("Darius). It is unlikely, as some allege, that the author of Daniel, who was meticulous in other details, would have muddled Darius the Mede with Darius Hystaspes, whose reign began in 522 bc and was referred to as king of Persia in Ezr. 4:5.

The author of Daniel chs. 1-6 presents a de-tailed account of life at the Babylonian court, widely thought to have been recorded during, or soon after the exile, to encourage faith under persecution.

2.    Two languages. The book opens and closes in Heb. but from 2:4b-7:28 the language is Aramaic, the lingua franca of the ancient Near East (cf. 2 Ki. 18:26). To account for the use of Aramaic in these chapters it has been suggested: (i) that they may have circulated separately because they were of interest to non-Jews; (ii) their message would have been equally encouraging to the Jewish resistance in the Maccabean struggle; (iii) the different languages may indicate different authors; (iv) 2:4 implies that the introduction of Aramaic was intentional. There are other examples in Near Eastern literature of an ABA structure, so the language changes do not necessarily indicate more than one author (J. G. Baldwin, TOTC, p. 69).

Attempts to date the Aramaic used in Daniel have failed, and we do not know whether it was written in Palestine or among the E dispersion. ‘Several scholars today would consider an Eastern (Mesopotamian) origin for the Aramaic part of Daniel . . . as probable, in agreement with the sub-ject matter, though absolute proof cannot be given within the relative unity of Imperial Aramaic (K. A. Kitchen, in D. J. Wiseman, Some Problems, pp. 78, 79). It has proved equally impossible to argue conclusively from the Heb. of Daniel.

3.    The prophecies. Chs. 2 and 7-12 present styl-ized accounts of the course of future history as it concerned Israel and the world. Nebuchadrezzar of Babylon was the ‘head of gold’ (2:38) and the ‘lion’ of 7:4. The kings of Media and Persia were to take over from Babylon (8:20; the silver of 2:32 and the second beast of 7:5), while Greece would provide the next rulers (8:21; cf. the bronze of 2:39 and 7:6). Ch. 11 is a chronicle of contests for supremacy over the holy land after the death of Alexander the Great (11:3) until 165 bc. Though these events are presented as future, in vague terms, most commentators regard this chapter as history written after the event, in the 2nd Century bc.

The simplest way to account for the Babylonian background of chs. 1-6 and the 2nd Century Pales-tinian setting of chs. 7-12 is to postulate at least two authors. Against that, chs. 2 and 7 could rea-sonably be expected to have come from the same mind, and some recent scholars have assumed that there were a number of different authors, who drew on material handed down to them (Goldingay, WBC, pp. 326-329). Someone in the Maccabean period would then have acted as ‘coordinat-ing editor’ to produce a book which several other scholars have regarded as demonstrably the work of one author (cf. Baldwin, TOTC, pp. 38—44).

Could the detail of ch. 11 possibly be regarded as prophecy? Babylon had long been familiär with a kind of predictive prophecy, centuries before Daniel’s exile there (Baldwin, TB, 1979, pp. 77-99). It was appropriate, therefore, that Daniel’s God should be seen to be in control of events, and of the climax of history (2:44) and judgment day (7:9. 10).

Since the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls in 1947, fragments of Daniel MSS have been avail-able dating from the late-2nd Century bc. No master text was in use at Qumran, for the fragments represent several different MSS. Evidently the book was already regarded as canonical, and the Qumran Community looked for the fulfilment in their day of ihe ‘unfulfilled’ ending of Daniel

II.    All this suggests the book was written before 165 bc.

The debate continues on both date and author-ship, but the structure of the book favours unity of authorship, and there is no compelling argument that renders impossible a date in the late 6th or early 5th Century bc.

III.    Message

The introductory chapter, written after the return from exile (1:21), looked back over the events of a lifetime to show that youthful commitment to God’s cause was abundantly vindicated. Already Daniel had stood out as leader of the young men from Judah, had undertaken a voluntary discipline over food and drink, and had received God’s specific gifts for his future ministry (17). Even the king recognized that he and his friends were intel-lectually superior to their Babylonian con-temporaries.

Ch. 2 shows God’s sovereignty at work in Neb-uchadrezzar’s second year. The king’s tantalizing dream became a test case for Daniel and a demon-stration of the power of Daniel’s God who reveals mysteries. The ibur sections of the towering Statue represented four successive empires, Nebuchadrez-zar’s being the first. The fourth would be Struck by a living stone that would shatter the whole structure. Human kingdoms are subject to the authority of the living God who will end them and set up his own kingdom. Daniel has a parallel vision of four beasts (ch. 7), but the empires are now character-ized by brutality, while God’s Intervention is even more glorious. The climax of the vision and of the book is the coming of ‘one like a son of man’ to whom was given authority, glory and sovereign power (chs. 13, 14). To this mysterious title the gospels were to provide the commentary.

Nebuchadrezzar’s image of gold (chs. 3, 4) was intended to bring all the representatives of his empire of nations into Submission. But three of the king’s administrators, who acknowledged a higher authority in the living God, refused to bow down to the image. Their deliverance from the furnace so impressed the king that he declared legal ihe wor-ship of their God. Later, his building works com-pleted (4:30), the king suffered from a terrifying mental illness which fulfilled a dream that Daniel had interpreted. Only after he had given due honour to the Most High God was his sanity restored. Then the king testified to the salutary effect of his illness in humbling his pride, and glorified God (4:37).

Belshazzar, by contrast, was totally irreligious (5:2), and desecrated vessels from the Jerusalem Temple at his feast. When writing mysteriously ap-peared on the wall he was horror-struck. The athe-ist is wrong-footed by the approach of death. In Belshazzar’s case it came swiftly, but he had been warned (ch. 28). His empire was taken over by that of the Medes and Persians.

Daniel’s outstanding courage was rewarded by high office in the new administration (6:1-3), but in his old age he was to be victimized by jealous rivals. By accusing him of breaking a law they had pur-posely devised, the nobles had Daniel thrown to the lions. That God rescued him from the lions is the best known incident in the book. King Darius recognized the living God who rescues and saves, and decreed that everyone in his empire should reverence Daniel’s God. Thus persecution, though meant for evil, can result in God’s glory.

The last five chapters, written like the first in Heb., return to God’s future purposes (cf. chs. 2 and 7). The scope, however, is more limited, Babylon is not mentioned, and the emphasis is on the second and third kingdoms. The ram (8:3) is the Medo-Persian etnpire, and the he-goat the Gk. empire of Alexander the Great that was to split into four after his death (8:21-23). Later on, one ‘master of intrigue’ will take his stand against God himself, only to be defeated (8:25). In answer to Daniel’s prayer pleading God’s promise of restor-ation (9:4-19), Gabriel instructed Daniel more fully concerning future sufferings. Advance warn-ing proves that God has not lost control, but will bring about his decreed end when the ‘seventy sevens’ have been fulfilled.

The final revelation (10:1-12:13), dated the 3rd year of Cyrus and fulfilling 1:21 (cf. use of the name Belteshazzar, given to Daniel in 1:7), was brought by a special divine messenger, seen only by Daniel. It concerned the holy land, sited between two power-seeking kingdoms (11:1-20). Under a particularly brutal usurper the era of persecution of God’s people was to begin for political ends. This was unprecedented, hence the special revelation. The unmistakable message is the need to stand firm, to persevere and wait for God to bring in ‘the end of days’. Jesus endorsed the message of Daniel, applying 9:27 to a time still future; he extended judgment for the persecutor to judgment for all the nations (Mt. 25:31^46). The NT, as a whole, endorses and completes the revelation to Daniel (Rev. 22:12-17).

Bibliography. John Calvin, Daniel 1, 1561, tr. T. H. L. Parker, 1993; J. A. Montgomery, The Book of Daniel, ICC, 1927; H. H. Rowley, Darius the Mede and the Four World Empires in the Book of Daniel, 1935; E. J. Young, The Prophecy of Daniel, 1949; J. C. Whitcomb Jr., Darius the Mede, 1959; idem. Daniel, 1985; D. J. Wiseman (ed.), Notes on Some Problems in the Book of Daniel, 1965;
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JOB

DAN-JAAN. Joab and his companions came to Dan-jaan in compiling the census ordered by David (2 Sa. 24:6-9). Startimg from *Aroer, E of the Dead Sea, they campedl S of the city in the valley of the Gadites (the Arnon basin), then went N to Jazer, through Gilead and other territory to Dan-jaan and its environs, and to Sidon (probably the territorial boundary is meant). Thence they moved S, past a Tyrian outpost, ending in Beer-sheba. As Beersheba is also mentioned in David’s instructions along with Dan (v. 2), some scholars identify Dan-jaan with the well-known Dan. More probably it was a N town in the district of Dan, perhaps *Ijon of 1 Ki. 15:20 (LOB, p. 264). Among readings given by lxx is Dan-jaar, perhaps ‘Dan of the Woods’. Another lxx reading, ‘and from Dan they turned round to Sidon’ seems indefensible. Jaan might be a personal name (cf. 1 Ch. 5:12 for a possible cognate); a place name y'ny is known in Ugaritic.    w.j.m.

A.R.M.

DARIUS (Heb. Dädyäwes', Akkad. Elamite, Dari-awus; Old Persian, Darayavauy, Gk. Dareios).

1.    Darius the Mede, the son of Ahasuerus (Xerxes; Dn. 9:1), received the government on the death of Belshazzar (5:30-31), being made king of the Chaldeans (9:1) at the age of 62 (5:31). He bore the title of ‘king’ (6:6, 9, 25) and the years were marked by his reign (11:1). He appointed 120 subordinate governors under three presidents, of whom one was Daniel (6:2), who prospered in his reign (6:28). According to Jos. (Ant. 10. 249), Daniel was removed by Darius to Media.

Since Darius the Mede is not mentioned by name outside the book of Daniel, and the Contemporary cuneiform inscriptions reckon no king of Babylon between Nabonidus (and Belshazzar) and the accession of Cyrus, his historicity has been denied and the OT account of this reign con-sidered a conflation of confused traditions (H. H. Rowley, Darius the Mede, 1935). On the other hand, the narrative has all the appearance of genuine historical writing, and in the absence of many historical records of this period there is no reason why the history should not be accepted.

There have been many attempts to identify Darius with persons mentioned in the Babylonian texts. The two most reasonable hypotheses identify Darius with (a) Gubaru, (b) * Cyrus. Gubaru was governor of Babylon and of the region beyond the river (Euphrates). There is, however, no specific evidence that he was a Mede, called king, named Darius, a son of Ahasuerus, or aged about 60. Cyrus, who was related to the Medes, was called ‘king of the Medes’ and is known to have been about 62 years old on becoming king of Babylon. According to the inscriptions, he appointed many subordinate officials, and documerits were dated by his regnal years. This theory requires that Dn. 6:28 be translated '. . . in the reign of Darius, even in the reign of Cyrus the Persian’ as an explan-ation by the writer of the use of sources using two names for the one person. The weakness of this theory lies in the fact that Cyrus is nowhere named son of Ahasuerus (but this might be a term used only of royal persons) or as ‘of the seed of a Mede’.

2.    Darius I, son of Hystaspes, who was king of Persia and of Babylon, where he succeeded Cam-byses (after two usurpers had been displaced), and ruled 521-486 bc. He enabled the returned Jews to rebuild the Temple at Jerusalem with Jeshua and Zerubbabel (Ezr. 4:5; Hg. 1:1; Zc. 1:1).

3.    Darius II (Nothus), who ruled Persia and Babylon (423-408 bc), called ‘Darius the Persian’ in Ne. 12:22, perhaps to distinguish him from ‘Darius the Mede’. Since the father of Jaddua the high priest is mentioned in an Elephantine papyrus c. 400 bc, there is no need to assume that this Jaddua was the high priest who met Alexander in 332 bc and that the Darius here meant is Darius III (Codomanus), who reigned c. 336-331 bc.

Bibliography. J. C. Whitcomb, Darius the Mede, 1959; D. J. Wiseman, Notes on some Problems inlhe Book of Daniel, 1970, pp. 9-16. D.J.w.

DATHAN (Heb. dätän, ‘fount’?). A Reubenite, son of Eliab. Nu. 16:1-35 teils how, with his brother, Abiram, and *Korah, a Levite, he rebelled against Moses.    j.d.d.

DAVID (Heb. däwid, sometimes däwid\ root and meaning doubtful, but see BDB in loc.\ the equa-tion with a supposed Old Bab. (Mari) dawidum, ‘chief’, is now discounted (JNES 17, 1958, p. 130; VT Supp 7, 1960, pp. 165ff.); cf. Laesoe, Shemsha-rah Tablets, p. 56). The youngest son of Jesse, of the tribe of Judah, and second king of Israel. In Scripture the name is his alone, typifying the unique place he has as ancestor, forerunner and foreshadower of the Lord Jesus Christ—‘great David’s greater son’. There are 58 NT references to David, including the oft-repeated title given to Jesus—‘Son of David’. Paul States that Jesus is ‘descended from David according to the ftesh’ (Rom. 1:3), while Jesus himself is recorded by John as saying ‘I am the root and the offspring of David’ (Rev. 22:16).

When we return to the OT to find who this is who occupies a position of such prominence in the lineage of our Lord and the purposes of God, the material is abundant and rieh. The story of David is found between 1 Sa. 16 and 1 Ki. 2, with much of the material paralleled in 1 Ch. 2-29.

I. Family background

Great-grandson of Ruth and Boaz, David was the youngest of eight brothers (1 Sa. 17:12ff.) and was brought up to be a shepherd. In this occupation he learnt the courage which was later to be evidenced in battle (1 Sa. 17:34-35) and the tenderness and care for his flock which he was later to sing of as the attributes of his God. Like Joseph, he suflered from the ill-will and jealousy of his older brothers, perhaps because of the talents with which God had endowed him (1 Sa. 18:28). Modest about his an-cestry (1 Sa. 18:18), David was to father a line of notable descendants, as the genealogy of our Lord in Matthew’s Gospel shows (Mt. 1:1-17).

II. Anointing and friendship with Saul

When God rejected Saul from the kingship of Israel, David was revealed to Samuel as his succes-sor, who anointed him, without any ostentation, at Bethlehem (1 Sa. 16:1-13). One of the results of Saul’s rejection was the departure of the Spirit of God from him, with a consequent depression of his own spirit, which at times seems to have ap-proached madness. There is an awesome revelation of divine purpose in the providence by which David, who is to replace Saul in the favour and plan of God, is selected to minister to the fallen king’s melancholy (1 Sa. 16:17-21). So the lives of these two men were brought together, the stricken giant and the rising stripling.

At first all went well. Saul was pleased with the youth, whose musical skill was to give us part of our richest devotional heritage, appointed him his armour-bearer. Then the well-known incident in-volving Goliath, the Philistine Champion, changed everything (I Sa. 17). David’s agility and skill with the sling outdid the strength of the ponderous giant, whose slaughter was the signal for an Israel-ite repulsion of the Philistine force. The way was clear for David to reap the reward promised by Saul—the hand of the king’s daughter in marriage, and freedom for his father’s family from taxation; but a new factor changed the course of events—the king’s jealousy of the new Champion of Israel. As David returned from the slaying of Goliath, the


	
Great-

grand-

parents
	
0

Boaz m 1
	
ö

Ruth


	
Grand-

father
	
ö

Obed

i


	
Father
	
I

ß

Jesse

I


	
Brothers

and

Sisters
	
A


	
fff 7 / r

ößßßßß

Eliab Abmadab Shammah Nethanel Raddai Ozem (Elihu) (Shimeah) (Nathaniel)
	
öß ß

Zeruiah David Abigail




The ancestry of David of Judah.
[image: ]
Thefamily of David.


women of Israel greeted him, singing, ‘Saul has slain his thousands, and David his ten thousands'. Saul, unlike his son ‘Jonathan in a similar Situation, resented this and, we are told, ‘eyed David l'rom that day on' (1 Sa. 18:7, 9).

III.    The hostility of Saul

Saul’s dealings with David declined progressively in amity, and we find the young national hero es-caping a savage attack on his life by the king, re-duced in military honour, cheated of his promised bride and married to Saul’s other daughter, Michal, al'ter a marriage Settlement which was meant to cause David’s death (1 Sa. 18:25). 1t would appear from 1 Sa. 24:9 that there was a group at Saul’s court which deliberately fomented trouble between Saul and David, and the Situation deteriorated steadily. Another abortive attempt by Saul at slaying David with his spear was followed by an attempted arrest, foiled only by a stratagem of Michal, David’s wife (I Sa. 19:8-17). A marked feature of this period in David’s life is the way in which Saul’s two children, Jonathan and Michal, allied themselves with David and against their own father.

IV.    Flight from Saul

The next stages in the story of David are marked by a constant flight from the relentless pursuit of Saul. No resting-place is safe for long; prophet, priest, national enemy—none can give him shelter, and those who help him are cruelly punished by the rage-maddened king (1 Sa. 22:6—19). After a narrow escape from destruction by the Philistine war-lords, David eventually established the Adul-lam band, at first a heterogeneous collection of fu-gitives, but later an armed task-force which harried the foreign invaders, protected the crops and fiocks of outlying Israelite communities, and lived off the generosity of the latter. The churlish refusal of one of these wealthy sheep-farmers, Nabal, to recog-nize any indebtedness to David is recorded in 1 Sa. 25, and is interesting in introducing Abigail, later to become one of David’s wives. Chs. 24 and 26 of the same book record two instances when David spared the life of Saul, out of mingled piety and magnanimity. Eventually David, quite unable to curb the hostility of Saul, came to terms with the Philistine king, Achish of Gath, and was granted the frontier town of Ziklag in return for the occa-sional use of his warrior band. When the Philistines went out in force against Saul, however, the war-lords demurred at David’s presence in their ranks, fearing a last-minute change of loyalty, so he was spared the tragedy of Gilboa, which he later mourned in one of the loveliest elegies extant (2 Sa. 1:19-27).

V.    King in Hebron

Once Saul was dead, David sought the will of God and was guided to return to Judah, his own tribal region. Here his fellow-tribesmen anointed him king, and he took up royal residence in Hebron. He was then 30 years old, and he reigned in Hebron for VA years. The first 2 years of this period were occupied by civil war between the supporters of David and the old courtiers of Saul, who had set up Saul’s son Eshbaal (Ishbosheth) as king in Ma-hanaim. It may be doubted whether Eshbaal was more than a puppet, manipulated by Saul’s faithful captain, Abner. With the death of these two by assassination, organ ized Opposition to David came to an end, and he was anointed king over the 12 tribes of Israel in Hebron, from which he was soon to transfer his Capital to Jerusalem (2 Sa. 3-5).

VI. King in Jerusalem

Now began the most successful period in David’s long reign, which was to last for another 33 years. By a happy combination of personal bravery and

skilled generalship he led the Israelites in such a systematic and decisive subjugation of their enemies—Philistines, Canaanites, Moabites, Am-monites, Aramaeans, Edomites and Amalekites— that his name would have been recorded in history quite apart from his significance in the divine plan of redemption. The Contemporary weakness of the powers in the Nile and Euphrates valleys enabled him, by conquest and alliance, to extend his sphere of infiuence from the Egyptian frontier and the Gulf of Aqabah to the upper Euphrates. Conquer-ing the supposedly impregnable Jebusite citadel of Jerusalem, he made it his Capital, whence he bestrode the two major divisions of his kingdom, later to become the divided kingdoms of Judah and Israel. A palace was built, highways opened, trade routes restored, and the material prosperity of the kingdom secured. This, however, could never be the sole, nor yet the main, ambition of ‘a man after Yahweh’s own heart’, and we soon see evidence of David’s religious zeal. He brought back the ark of the covenant from Kiriath-jearim and placed it in a special tabernacle prepared for it in Jerusalem. It was during the return of the ark that the incident occurred which led to the death of Uzzah (2 Sa. 6:6-8). Much of the religious Organization which was to enrich the later Temple wor-ship owes its origin to the arrangements for the Service of the tabernacle made by David at this time. In addition to its Strategie and political im-portance, Jerusalem thus acquired the even greater religious significance, with which its name has been associated ever since.

It is all the more to be wondered at and remem-bered in godly fear, that it was in this period of outward prosperity and apparent religious fervour that David committed the sin referred to in Scrip-ture as ‘the matter of Uriah the Hittite’ (2 Sa. 11). The significance and importance of this sin, both for its intrinsic heinousness and for its con-sequences in the whole ensuing history of Israel, cannot be overestimated. David repented deeply, but the deed was done, and Stands as a demonstra-tion of how sin spoils God’s purpose for his children. The poignant cry of anguish with which he greeted the news of the death of ‘Absalom was only a feeble echo of the heart’s agony which knew that death, and many more, to be but part of the reaping of the harvest of lust and deceit sown by him so many years before.

Absalom’s rebellion, in which the N kingdom remained loyal to David, was soon followed by a revolt on the part of the N kingdom, led by Sheba, a Benjaminite. This revolt, like Absalom’s, was crushed by Joab. David’s dying days were marred by the scheming of Adonijah and Solomon for his throne, and by the realization that the legacy of internecine bloodshed foretold by ‘Nathan had still to be spent.

In addition to David’s Standing arrny led by his kinsman Joab, he had a personal bodyguard re-cruited mainly from warriors of Philistine stock, whose loyalty to him never wavered. There is ibundant evidence in the historical writings to vhich reference has already been made of David’s ikill in composing ödes and elegies (see 2 Sa. 1:19-17; 3:33-34; 22; 23:1-7). An early tradition de-icribes him as ‘the sweet psalmist of Israel’ (2 Sa. 13:1), while later OT writings refer to his direction jf the musical worship of Israel, his invention of ind skill in playing musical instruments, and his jomposition (Ne. 12:24, 36, 45^16; Am. 6:5). seventy-three of the psalms in the Bible are re-:orded as ‘David’s’, some of them in ways which dearly imply authorship. Most convincingly of all, jur Lord himself spoke of David’s authorship of at east one psalm (Lk. 20:42), using a quotation from it to make plain the nature of his Messiahship.

VII. Character

The Bible nowhere glosses over the sins or char-icter defects of the children of God. ‘Whatever was written in former days was written for our instruction’ (Rom. 15:4). It is part of the task of Scripture to warn by example, as well as to sncourage. The sin of David in the matter of Uriah the Hittite is a Cardinal instance of this. Let this blot be seen for what it is - a stain on a character otherwise fair and wondrously to the glory of God. It is true that there are elements in the experience of David which seem foreign and even repugnant to the child of the new covenant. Yet ‘he . . . served the counsel of God in his own gen-eration’ (Acts 13:36), and in that generation he stood out as a bright and shining light for the God of Israel. His accomplishments were many and varied; man of action, poet, tender lover, generous l'oe, stern dispenser of justice, loyal friend, he was all that men find wholesome and admirable in man, and this by the will of God, who made him and shaped him for his destiny. It is to David, not to Saul, that the Jews look back with pride and affection as the establisher of their kingdom, and it is in David that the more far-sighted of them saw the kingly ideal beyond which their minds could not reach, in the image of which they looked for a coming Messiah, who should deliver his people and sit upon the throne of David for ever. That this was not idealistic nonsense, still less idol-atry, is indicated by the NT endorsement of the excellences of David, of whose seed Messiah indeed came, after the flesh.

Bibliography. G. de S. Barrow, David: Shep-lierd, Poet. Warrior, King, 1946; A. C. Welch, Kings and Prophets of Israel, 1952, pp. 80ff. For a concise estimate of the ‘Davidic’ psalms, see N. H. Snaith, The Psalms, A Short Introduction, 1945, where Ewald’s rearrangement is cited with approval. For an important and interesting appraisal of David’s officia! role as divine representative and the sig-nificance of Jerusalem in the religious life of the monarchy, see A. R. Johnson, Sacral Kingship in Ancient Israel, 1955.    t.h.j.

DAY OF THE LORD. This expression forms part of the *eschatology of the Bible. It has various equivalents, such as ‘the day’, ‘in that day’.

In this article we consider the uses of the actual phrase. Am. 5:18-20, the earliest use, shows that the phrase was already a Standard one in populär phraseology. To the people it meant the day when Yahweh would intervene to put Israel at the head of the nations, irrespective of Israel’s faithfulness to him. Arnos declares that the Day means judg-ment for Israel. So also in Is. 2:12f; Ezk. 13:5; Joel 1:15; 2:1, 11; Zp. 1:7, 14; Zc. 14:1.

Other prophets, conscious of the sins of other nations as well as of Israel, declare that the Day will come on individual nations as a punishment for their brutalities, e.g. Babylon, Is. 13:6, 9; Egypt, Je. 46:10; Edom, Ob. 15; many nations, Joel 2:31; 3:14; Ob. 15.

The Day of the Lord is thus the occasion when Yahweh actively intervenes to punish sin that has come to a climax. This punishment may come through an invasion (Am. 5-6; Is. 13; Ezk. 13:5), or through some natural disaster, such as a locust invasion (Joel 1-2). All lesser interventions come to a head in the actual coming of the Lord himself. At this Day there are truly repentant believers who are saved (Joel 2:28-32), while those who remain en-emies of the Lord, whether Jews or Gentiles, are punished. There are also physical effects on the world of nature (Is. 2).

In the NT the Day of the Lord (as in 2 Thes. 2:2) is the second coming of Christ, and the phrase ‘the day of Jesus Christ’, or an equivalent, occurs in 1 Cor. 1:8; 5:5; Phil. 1:6. 10; 2:16; 2 Thes. 2:2 (av). The coming is unexpected (1 Thes. 5:2; 2 Pet. 3:10), yet certain signs must occur first, and these should be discerned by Christians (2 Thes. 2:2f). Physical effects on the world of nature accompany the Day (2 Pet. 3:12f.).    j.s.w.

DAY’S JOURNEY (Nu. 11:31; 1 Ki. 19:4; Jon. 3:4; Lk. 2:44). In the E distances were commonly con-sidered in terms of hours and days. Thus a day’s journey might be reckoned as 7-8 hours (perhaps 30-50 km), but it was a somewhat indefinite expression appropriate to a country where roads and other factors vary greatly. It should not be con-fused with a sabbath day’s journey, for which see ♦Weights and Measures.    j.d.d.

DAYSPRING (Heb. sahar, ‘dawn’; Gk. analole, ‘uprising’, elsewhere in av ‘east’). The ‘place’ of the dayspring (Jb. 38:12, rsv ‘dawn’) is the daily-changing point of the horizon at which the sun comes up. The Gk. (Lk. 1:78) presents difficulties of Interpretation, but could intend a comparison of the Messiah with the rising of the sun. See A R. C. Leaney, The Gospel according to St Luke, 1958, pp. 90-91.    j.d.d.

DEACON. rsv renders ‘deacon’ only at Phil. 1:1 and 4 times in 1 Tim. 3; but the Gk. word thus represented, diakonos (generally in av ‘minister’ or ‘servant’), occurs some 30 times in NT, and the cognates diakoneö (to ‘minister’) and diakonia (‘ministry’) occur between them a further 70 times. In the majority of the 100 occurrences of the words there is no trace of a technical meaning re-lating to specialized functions in the church; in a few it is necessary to consider how far diakonos and its cognates have acquired such a connotation.

I. Derivation

Basically, diakonos is a servant, and often a table-servant, or waiter. In Hellenistic times it came also to represent certain cult and temple officials (see examples in MM), foreshadowing the Christian technical use. The more general sense is common in NT, whether for royal servants (Mt. 22:13) or for a servant of God (1 Thes. 3:2, TR). In a single passage Paul describes Epaphras as a ‘deacon’ of Christ and himself as a ‘deacon’ of the gospel and of the church (Col. 1:7, 23, 25). Others exercise a diakonia towards Paul (Acts 19:22; cf. Phm. 13 and perhaps Col. 4:7; Eph. 6:21), the context showing that they are his assistants in evangelistic work. To find here the origin of the later idea of the bishop with his deacon is straining language. In other words, diakonia is here being applied especially to preaching and pastoral work.

In NT, however, the word never quite loses its Connection with the supply of material needs and Service (cf, e.g, Rom. 15:25 in context; 2 Cor. 8:4). A waiter is a diakonos still (Jn. 2:5, 9); the table-waiting of Martha (Lk. 10:40) and of Peter’s mother-in-law (Mk. 1:31) is diakonia It is in this light that we are to see Christ’s insistence that his coming was in order to minister (Mk. 10:45): sig-nificantly this Claim is set in Lk. 22:26f. in the context of table-service. The Lord is the Deacon par excellence, the table-waiter of his people. And, as these passages show, ‘deaconship’ in this sense is a mark of his whole church.

II. The New Testament diaconatc

As we have seen, there was Contemporary analogy for ‘deacons’ as cult officials. When, therefore, we find the church greeted ‘with the bishops and deacons’ (Phil. 1:1) it is natural to see a reference to two particular classes within the church. It is true that Hort can see rather the ‘ruling’ and the ‘serv-ing’ elements together making up the church, but it is doubtful if this could be applied to 1 Tim. 3, where a list of qualifications for bishops is im-mediately followed by a parallel list for deacons: sobriety, straightforwardness, freedom from excess and greed, probity. These would be particularly appropriate for those with responsibilities in fi-nance and administration, and the prominence of social Service in the early church would make diakonos an especially suitabie word for such people— the more so since the love feast, involving literal table-service, was a regulär agency of charity. While diakonia is a mark of the whole church, it is also a special gift—parallel with prophecy and government, but distinct from generous giving—to be exercised by those who possess it (Rom. 12:7; 1 Pet. 4:11). And while any servant of Christ is right-ly called a ‘deacon’, the term may be particularly applied to those who minister, like Phoebe (Rom. 16:1), in the ways mentioned. But whether the di-aconate existed universally under this name, or whether, for instance, the ‘helps’ at Corinth (1 Cor. 12:28) were equivalent to the ‘deacons’ at Philippi, remains uncertain. There is little to suggest that in NT times the term ‘deacon’ is ever more than semi-technical, or that it has any Connection with the Jewish hazzän (‘Synagogue). Significantly, im-mediately after listing the qualifications for deacons, Paul returns to the general sense of the word in exhorting Timothy himself (1 Tim. 4:6. Cf. also 1 Pet. 4:10 with 4:11).

The account in Acts 6 of the appointment by the Jerusalem church of seven approved men to super-vise the administration of the widows’ fund is commonly taken as the formal institution of the diaconate. It is doubtful if this has much basis in language. Leaving aside unprovable theories which see the Seven as but the Hellenistic counterpart of the Twelve, we may note, first, that the Seven are never called ‘deacons’, and secondly, that while the cognate words are used they apply equally to the diakonia of the Word exercised by the Twelve (v. 4) and to that of the tables (whether for meals or money) exercised by the Seven (v. 2). Laying on of hands is too common in Acts to be seen as a special milestone here (‘Ordination), and the careers of Stephen and Philip show that the Seven were not confined to table-service.

There is, however, weight in Lightfoot’s argu-ment that the position Luke gives to the incident reflects his view of its high significance. It is ‘one of those representative facts of which the earlier part of his narrative is almost wholly made up’ (Philip-piansf, p. 188). The significance lies, however, not in the institution of an Order in the ministerial hierarchy, but as the first example of that delega-tion of administrative and social responsibilities to those of appropriate character and gifts, which was to become typical of the Gentile churches, and the recognition of such duties as part of the ministry of Christ.

Ecclesiastical usage institutionalized and nar-rowed the NT conception. Early non-canonical lit-erature recognizes a dass of deacons without specifying their functions (cf. 1 Clement 42; Ignatius, Magnesians 2. 1; Trallians 2. 3; 7. 3). Later literature shows the deacons undertaking functions such as attending the sick, which must have been part of Christian diakonia in apostolic times; but their duties in the Eucharist (via table-service at the communal meal?), and personal relationship with the monarciiical bishop, become increasingly prominent. The occasional limitation of the diaconate to seven is probably due to deliberate archaizing.

Bibliography. H. W. Beyer, TDNT2, pp. 81-93;
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DEACONESS. There are a number of indications in the NT that women as well as men were ap-pointed as deacons. * Phoebe was diakonos of the church at Cencreae (Rom. 16:1) and Paul recom-mends her as his messenger. Although sometimes translated ‘servant’ (av), this is the word used for a deacon in 1 Tim. 3:8. It had no feminine form at this time. The Greek Fathers regularly read 1 Tim. 3:11, ‘The women likewise must be serious’ (rsv), as a reference to the qualities required for women deacons rather than deacons’ wives (av).

About ad 111 Pliny, governor of Bithynia, re-ported that he had questioned under torture two maidservants, who were called deaconesses (minis-trae), concerning Christian rites (Epistolae, 10:96). After that there seems no clear literary notice of deaconesses before the 3rd Century Didascalia. It portrays a culture where women were significantly enclosed. Women deacons had freedom to move within households, reaching women and children. They played an important role at the baptism of women and in continuing to teach the converts. Around this time the feminine term diakonissa was coined.

Some have doubted the existence of such an Office in NT times, but the Consensus today seems to be that women such as Phoebe held a recognized office as deacon in Paul's day. The emphasis in Luke 8:2f. on the involvement of women in Jesus’ ministry may have been intended to be an en-couragement to them. Deaconesses gradually dis-appeared in later centuries, with the tendency for women’s ministry to be concentrated in celibate re-ligious Orders.

Bibliography. B. Witherington. Women in the Ministry of Jesus, 1984; A Report to the House of Bishops of the General Synod of the Church of England, Deacons in the Ministry of the Church, 1981; C. Hall (ed.), The Deacon s Ministry, 1992.

V.M.S.

DEAD SEA. OT: ‘Salt Sea’ (Gn. 14:3), ‘Eastern Sea’ (Ezk. 47:18), ‘Sea of the Arabah’ (Dt. 4:49); classical: Asphaltiles, later ‘Dead Sea’; Arabic: ‘Sea of Lot’.

The great rift valley reaches its deepest point at the Dead Sea basin. The surface of the water is on average 427 m below sea-level, and the deepest point of the bed some 433 m lower still. The Sea is about 77 km long and Stretches from the sheer cliffs of Moab some 10 or 14 km across to the hills of Judah. On this W side is a narrow shore bound-ed by many terraces, the remains of earlier beaches. Except for a few springs (e.g. ‘Ain Feshkha and Engedi, cf. Ct. 1:14), the Judaean coast is arid and bare. Four main streams feed the Sea from the E: the Mojin (Arnon), Zerqa Ma‘in, Kerak and the Zered. The rate of evaporation is so great (tem-perature reaches 43°C in summer) that the inflow of these waters and the Jordan serves only to keep the sea-level constant. The annual rainfall is about 5 cm. Luxuriant Vegetation is to be found where the rivers flow in or where there are fresh-water springs. The oases around the Kerak and the Zered delta show how fertile this basin could be (cf Gn. 13:10), as Ezekiel saw in his vision of a river of pure water flowing from Jerusalem to sweeten the Salt Sea (Ezk. 47:8-12).

Until the mid-19th Century it was possible to ford the sea from Lisan (‘tongue’), a peninsula which projects from beside the Kerak to within 3 km of the opposite shore. Traces of a Roman road remain. Masada, an almost impregnable fortress built by the Maccabees and by Herod, guarded this road on the edge of Judaea. S of the Lisan, the sea is very shallow, gradually disappearing into the salty marsh (Zp. 2:9) called the Sebkha.

The concentrated Chemical deposits (salt, potash, magnesium, and calcium Chlorides and bromide, 25% of the water), which give the Dead Sea its buoyancy and its fatal effects on fish, may well have been ignited during an earthquake and caused the rain of brimstone and fire destroying Sodom and Gomorrah. Lot’s wife, stopping to look back, was overwhelmed by the falling salt, while her family, hastening on, escaped (Gn. 19:15-28). Archaeological evidence suggests a break of several centuries in the sedentary occupa-tion from early in the 2nd millennium bc. A hill of salt (Jebel Usdum, Mt Sodom) at the SW corner is eroded into stränge forms, including pillars which are known as ‘Lot’s Wife’ by local Arabs (cf Wisdom 10:7). Salt was obtained from the shore (Ezk. 47:11), and the Nabataeans traded in the bitumen which floats on the surface (see P. C. Hammond, BA 22, 1959, pp. 4CMI8). Throughout the OT period the sea acted as a barrier between Judah and Moab and Edom (cf. 2 Ch. 20:1-30), although it may have been used by small trading boats, as it was in Roman times. (* Plain, Cities of the; "Patriarchal Age; * Archaeology; * Jordan; * Arabah; * Dead Sea Scrolls.)

Bibliography. G. A. Smith, Historical Geog-raphy of the Holy Land, 1931, pp. 499-516; D. Baly, The Geography of the Bible, 1974.    a.r.m.

DEAD SEA SCROLLS. Ancient manuscripts dis-covered in and around the cliffs along the W shore of the Dead Sea.

In the broadest usage, the expression Dead Sea Scrolls (DSS) embraces all epigraphic remains dis-covered since 1947 over a 75 km Stretch from Wadi ed-Daliyeh 25 km N of the Dead Sea southward to Masada, mostly in caves. Strictly speaking, DSS designates only those manuscripts discovered in the vicinity of Khirbet Qumran. At present, this includes approximately 800 manuscripts from eleven caves, many extremely fragmentary. Almost certainly, the scrolls represent a ‘library’ for the community - probably Essenes - which inhabited the buildings at "Qumran (see also * Essenes). One of the strongest pieces of evidence for this view of the DSS is the distribution of writings in the caves (Dimant).

Nevertheless, the recognition that the eleven caves contained parts of a large collection does not imply that all the works were composed by one group of people. This is obviously the case with the non-biblical texts. Of approximately 190 non-biblical compositions represented among the scrolls, nine were previously known: Ben Sira, Tobit, Epistle of Jeremiah, apocryphal psalms, Jubilees, 1 Enoch, Book of Giants, Testament of Levi and Testament of Naphtali. The tendency to regard the remaining non-biblical compositions as direct evidence for practices and beliefs of the Qumran community (e.g. ‘the Qumran liturgy’ and ‘Qumran exegesis’) has given way to much more circumspection in the use of DSS. Scholars now generally demand some concrete indication before labelling a piece as sectarian or of Qumran origin. They also find the use of sources, redactional layers and developments. It now appears possible that roughly one third of the total number of manuscripts and over one third of the non-biblical compositions are of non-Qumran provenance, many with no sectarian content whatsoever.

The biblical manuscripts are extremely valuable for textual criticism, since they predate by over a millennium the earliest Heb. biblical manuscripts previously known (the oldest DSS MSS date from the 3rd Century bc: 4QSamb, 4QEx', 4QJera). These manuscripts confirm that three primary textual witnesses to the Heb. Bible were in existence prior to the Christian era: the MT ‘type’, the Heb. Vorlage of the LXX, and the Samaritan Pentateuch. But the DSS also hint at a greater diversity than previously imagined. Furthermore, the existence at Qumran of texts close to each of these, but also of a distinctive ‘Qumran group’ and many texts which share characteristics of several groups, without any decisive commitment to one, shows that a local text theory is not wholly adequate to explain the vari-ations. It emerges that textual criticism of the Heb. Bible must not be pursued in isolation from literary criticism.

By the presence of every book of the Heb. canon (except Esther), the use of formulas to introduce quotations from Scripture and exegetical activity on biblical texts, the DSS give evidence of a dis-tinct body of authoritative books headed by the Pentateuch, the prophets and the Psalms. Never-theless, the divergent nature of the Psalter in llQPs*, the use of formulas to introduce quota-tions from the Apocryphon of Levi and Jubilees, and the implicit Claim to inspiration in the Temple Scroll, imply that the boundaries of the corpus of authoritative writings were not rigid. Moreover, the existence of various forms of biblical texts side by side within one Community, and especially expansive texts, imply that there was little or no concern for ‘a canonical text’.

Several manuscripts consist only of excerpts of Scripture, some of which had a liturgical function (tefillin and mezuzot, probably 4QDeutl"), and others whose purpose is less clear.

Biblical interpretation permeates most of the DSS, but there are some compositions whose central purpose is to explain, clarify, harmonize, sys-tematize and extend the biblical text in different ways. Most distinctive to Qumran exegesis is the explicit commentary known as pesher, so named after the characteristic method of citing a brief biblical passage followed by the formula ‘its interpretation concerns’. Pesher exegesis operates on the premise that hidden in Scripture is secret reve-lation pertaining to the last days, and only the sect-arian community holds the key to the true interpretation. Consequently, it disregards the histor-ical context of the biblical text but assumes that it concerns the history of the sect and its enemies. Continuous pesharim exist on the Psalms and several of the prophets (Isaiah, Hosea, Micah, Nahum, Zephaniah, Habakkuk). There are also thematic pesharim which assemble passages from different biblical books around a common subject, e.g. 4QFlorilegium, 4QCatena”, and llQMel-chizedek treat eschatological themes while 4Q Ordinances (4Q159, 513-514) reinterprets various biblical laws. Examples of pesher exegesis also appear within non-biblicai works, e.g. the Damas-cus Document.

Other types of exegesis are more subtle. Tar-gums to Leviticus and Job interpret the text by means of Aramaic translation. Juxtaposition of biblical passages in 4QTestimonia points to an ex-pectation of three eschatological figures: a prophet like Moses, a Davidic Messiah and a priestly Messiah. Various works follow the biblical text quite closely but with additions, omissions and reorder-ings for exegetical purpose, e.g. 4QReworked Pentateuch*'1''; Temple Scroll. Others are more extensive in their exegetical retelling, rewording or paraphrasing the biblical text itself, e.g. Genesis (4QAges of Creation [4Q180-181], 4QGenesis Commentary [4Q252], IQGenesis Apocryphon, Jubilees, 4QPseudo-Jubilees*h), Exodus (4Q127), Joshua (4Q123) and the description of the eschatological city in Ezk. 40-48 (the Aramaic New Jerusalem texts). Among these examples of ‘rewritten Bible’, the Temple Scroll is unusual since it aims not only to restate and interpret Scripture, but to constitute a new revelation of law itself, perhaps as a sixth book of the Torah.

Numerous works are much more loosely related to the biblical text. Sometimes called ‘para-biblical literature’, these include a variety of works in-tended to Supplement Scripture, offen associated with important biblical characters such as Enoch, Noah, the patriarchs, Moses, Joshua, Samuel, Jeremiah and Ezekiel.

Among the most important of the non-biblical compositions are several which appear to be rule-books for a community: the Community Rule (S), the Damascus Document (D), the Eschatological Rule (Sa) and the War Rule (M). With the excep-tion of Sa, which is appended to only one copy of S, these exist in multiple copies which attests to their popularity at Qumran. They incorporate a variety of literary forms and diverse content, are patently of composite origin and exhibit complex redactional histories perhaps related to develop-ments in the community. S is usually regarded as the central source of Information about the Organization and life of the Qumran sect, its dualism. Messianism and eschatology. The close relation-ship between S and D probably reflects related communities. M and Sa provide rules for the eschatological community. All of the rules point to a highly structured Organization and rigorous dis-cipline, but this derives from theological rather than ascetical motivations. It is not certain, how-ever, to what degree these might have been liturgical and/or utopian writing rather than purely practical rule-books.

The publication of the Temple Scroll in 1977 and 4QMMT in the early 1990s highlighted the central role of law at Qumran. The Temple Scroll is a collection of laws related to the Temple, sacri-fices, priesthood and festivals, closely following but reinterpreting and supplementing biblical law. It is probable that it was a revered source at Qumran rather than a Qumran composition, since it lacks polemic and differs in some points from positions attested in the Rules. 4QMMT is a polemical collection of purity laws (and seemingly a calendar) with one group appealing to another on friendly but Stern terms. Many of its legal positions re-semble Sadducean halakhah, but this is a result of common Jewish tradition rather than identity or relationship of groups.

Liturgical works among the DSS include collec-tions of prayers for days of the week with a hymn for the Sabbath, days of the month and festivals as well as grace at meals, purification ceremonies and possibly a wedding ceremony. It is unlikely that all of these were exclusive to the Qumran sect, and are therefore important evidence for the early development of Jewish liturgy. More certainly sectarian are blessing and cursing rituals, a collection of mystical Sabbath hymns, blessings for the last days and exorcism psalms. Numerous poetic texts could also have had some sort of liturgical use, such as the non-sectarian mixed psalter 11 QPsalms", the sectarian Thanksgiving Hymns, collections of hymns beginning ‘Bless, O my soul’ and lamentations.

Only recently has the full scope of wisdom material among the DSS begun to be realized, and many texts remain unpublished. In 4QMysteries, wisdom and prophecy are linked: divine wisdom is hidden as mysteries discernible only by those specially gifted in interpreting signs.

Various calendrical texts coordinate the 364-day solar calendar, known from 1 Enoch and Jubilees, with both biblical and non-biblical festivals and/or the priestly courses. Some also synchronize these with the days of the lunar month.

The influence of apocalyptic writings, and inter-est in revelation of mysteries, visions and mystical communion with the angels, is apparent in many of the scrolls. Besides important fragments of pre-viously known apocalypses such as 1 Enoch and the Book of Giants, there are several fragmentary works of an apocalyptic nature, mostly in Ara-maic, e.g. part of a book of Noah, a visionary angel-guided tour of the New Jerusalem, a vision of Amram exhibiting a cosmic dualism, a Danielic vision about the four kingdoms, and another about a 'son of God’ whose identity is still disputed. The Qumran sect emerges as a Community which held in tension the apocalyptic impulse and concern for the law (cf. CD 1:5—7).

A few works might be termed magical texts. 4Q186 determines a person’s spiritual nature by his physical features and the astrological conditions at his birth. Related to this, 4Q534 demonstrates the connection between physical features and the des-tiny of an individual. 4Q318 combines astrology with the interpretation of portents.

A scroll of copper lists the locations of hidden treasures, but sdiolars have not been able to agree on its significance or relationship to Qumran or the other scrolls.

Unanswered questions about the textual his-tory of individual compositions and their relationship to one another, and about the library as a whole, render precarious broad Claims about the history, beliefs and practices of the Qumran sect based on harmonization of various scrolls. Nevertheless, the priestly Orientation of the community is prominent. A central element of their self-identity was the conviction that the community atoned for the land by the acceptance of discipline, enactment of judgments, right behaviour and prayer. Purity laws and calendar were issues of contention with the temple author-ities. A founding leader, called the Teacher of Righteousness, had faced Opposition from the high priest (the ‘Wicked Priest’) and was betrayed by a leader close to him (the ‘Spouter of Lies’). Characteristic themes include a cosmic dualism between dark and light, eschatology, Messianism, predestination and election.
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DEATH. From one point of view death is the most natural of things: ‘man is destined to die once’ (Heb. 9:27). It may be accepted without rebellion: ‘Let me die the death of the righteous’ (Nu. 23:10). From another, it is most unnatural. It is the penalty for sin (Rom. 6:23), and is to be feared as such. Both points of view are found in the Bible; neither should be overlooked. Death is a biological necessity, but people do not die simply as the animals die.

I.    Physical death

‘Death’ can have more than one meaning. Physical death seems inevitable for bodies like ours; decay and ultimate dissolution are inescapable. But the Bible speaks of death as the result of sin. God said to Adam, ‘when you eat of it you will surely die’ (Gn. 2:17). Paul teils us that ‘sin entered the world through one man, and death through sin’ (Rom. 5:12), and again that ‘the wages of sin is death’ (Rom. 6:23). But Adam did not die physically on the day that he disobeyed God. And in Rom. 5 and 6 Paul is contrasting the death that came about through Adam’s sin with the life that Christ brings people. Now the possession of eternal life does not abolish physical death. It is opposed to a spiritual state, not to a physical event. The inference we draw from all this is that the death which is the result of sin is more than bodily death.

Suicide is rare in the OT, but there were people who took their lives in the face of military disaster, actual or expected (Jdg. 9:54; 1 Sa. 31:4; 2 Sa. 17:23; 1 Ki. 16:18). There is but one suicide in the NT, that of Judas (Mt. 27:5). We should see this as a sinful way of ending God’s good gift of life, but the Bible does not discuss it.

The scriptural passages that connect death with sin do not qualify death. We would not realize from them anything other than the usual meaning attached to the word. Perhaps we should under-stand that mortality was the result of Adam’s sin, and that the penalty of death includes both physical and spiritual aspects. But we do not know enough about Adam’s pre-fallen condition to be dogmatic. If his body was like ours, then it was mortal. If it was not, we have no means of know-ing whether it was mortal or not.

We should understand death as something that involves the whole person. We die, not as so many bodies, but as people, in the totality of our being. And the Bible does not put a sharp line of demar-cation between the two aspects. Physical death, then, is a fit Symbol and expression of, and unity with, the more serious death that sin inevitably brings.

II.    Spiritual death

That more serious death is the divine penalty. We have already noticed that death is ‘the wages’ of sin (Rom. 6:23), i.e. the due reward for sin. Paul can speak of certain sinners who ‘know God’s righteous decree that those who do such things de-serve death’ (Rom. 1:32), and the thought of God’s decree underlies John’s reference to the ‘sin that leads to death’ (1 Jn. 5:16). This is a very important truth. It enables us to see the full horror of death. And at the same time, paradoxically, it gives us hope. We are not caught up in a web woven by blind fate, so that, once having sinned, nothing can ever be done about it. God is over the whole pro-cess, and, if he has decreed that death is the penalty of sin, he has also determined to give life eternal to those saved by Christ.

Sometimes the NT emphasizes the serious con-sequence of sin by referring to ‘the second death’ (Jude 12; Rev. 2:11, etc.). This is a rabbinic expres-sion for eternal perdition. It is to be understood along with passages in which Jesus spoke of ‘eternal fire prepared for the devil and his angels’ (Mt. 25:41), ‘eternal punishment’ (set in contrast to ‘eternal life’, Mt. 25:46), and the like. The final state of the impenitent is variously described as death, punishment, being lost, etc. Obviously it would be unwise to equate it with any one description. But clearly it is a state to be regarded with horror.

Sometimes the objection is made that this is in-consistent with the truth that God is a loving God. There is a profound mystery here, but the objection, as commonly stated, overlooks the fact that death is a state as well as an event (The mind of sinful man is death’, Rom. 8:6). Paul does not say that the mind of the flesh causes death, but that it is death. He adds that ‘the sinful mind is hostile to God. It does not submit to God’s law, nor can it do so.’ The same truth can be put in a different way: ‘Anyone who does not love remains in death' (1 Jn. 3:14). When we have grasped the truth that death is a state, we see the impossibility of the impenitent being saved. Salvation for such is a contradiction in terms. For Salvation, we must pass from death into life (Jn. 5:24).

III. Victory over death

An arresting feature of NT teaching on death is that the emphasis is on life. In most places nekros (‘dead’) is used of resurrection from the dead or the like. Scripture faces death, as it faces all reality. But its interest is in life. Death is treated more or less incidentally, as that from which people are
[image: ]


saved. Christ conquered death. He took upon him-self our nature ‘so that by his death he might des-troy him who holds the power of death - that is, the devil’ (Heb. 2:14). The devil’s power is subject to God’s overruling (Jb. 2:6; Lk. 12:5, etc.). Satan is no absolute disposer of death. Nevertheless death, the negation of life, is his proper sphere. And Christ came to put an end to death. It was through death, as the Hebrews passage indicates, that he defeated Satan. It was through death that he put away our sin: ‘The death he died he died to sin, once for all’ (Rom. 6:10). For those who are apart from Christ, death is the supreme enemy, the Symbol of our alienation from God, the ultimate horror. But Christ has used death to deliver people from death. He died that believers may live. It is significant that the NT speaks of believers as ‘sleep-ing’ rather than as ‘dying’ (eg. 1 Thes. 4:14). Jesus bore the full horror of death. Therefore, for those who are ‘in Christ’, death has been transformed so that it is no more than sleep. ‘If a man keeps my word,’ Jesus said, ‘he will never see death’ (Jn. 8:51).

The extent of Christ’s victory over death is indi-cated by his resurrection. ‘Since Christ was raised from the dead, he cannot die again; death no long-er has mastery over him’ (Rom. 6:9). The resurrection is the great triumphal event, and the whole of the NT note of victory originates here. Christ is ‘the author of life’ (Acts 3:15), ‘the Lord of both the dead and living’ (Rom. 14:9), ‘the Word of life’ (1 Jn. 1:1). His victory over death iscomplete. And his victory is made available to his people. Death’s destruction is certain (1 Cor. 15:26, 54fT.; Rev. 21:4). The second death has no power over believers (Rev. 2:11; 20:6). ln keeping with this the NT understands eternal life not as the immortality of the soul, but in terms of the resurrection of the body. Nothing could more graphically illustrate the fmality and the completeness of death’s defeat.
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DANIEL. BOOK OF.
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 Outline of contents

The book covers the period of the exile from 605 bc, when Nebuchadrezzar first took captives from Judah to Babylon (1:1, 2), to 537 bc, 2 years after


Not only is there a glorious l'uture, there is a glorious present. Believers have already passed out of death and into life (Jn. 5:24; 1 Jn. 3:14). They are ‘free from the law of sin and death’ (Rom. 8:2). Death cannot separate them from God (Rom. 8:38f.). Jesus said, ‘If a man keeps my word, he will never see death’ (Jn. 8:51). Such wordsdo not deny the reality of biological death. Rather, they point us to the truth that, because of the death of Jesus, believers have passed altogether out of the state which is death. They are brought into a new state, which is aptly characterized as life. They will in due course pass through the gateway we call death. But the sting has been drawn. The death of Jesus means victory over death for his followers.

Bibliography. C. S. Lewis, Miracles, 1947, pp. 150ff.; C. Ryder Smith, The Bible Doctrine of Salvation. 1941, passim.; Leon Morris, The Wages of Sin, 1955; R. Bultmann, TDNT2, pp. 856f, 4, pp. 892-895; L. Coenen and W. Schmithals, NIDNTT 1, pp. 429-446.    l.m.

DEB1R (Heb. d'bir). 1. A city on the S side of the Judaean hills, heTd by Anakim before the Israelite invasion, then by Kenizzites (Jos. 10:38; 11:21; 15:15 = Jdg. 1:11). A levitical town (Jos. 21:15). In Jos. 15:49 it is equated with Kiriath-sanna; since the Achsah story recalls Kiriath-sepher as the Ca-naanite name, it has been argued that sanna is a mis-spelling or ‘Debir’ is an incorrect gloss (M. Noth, Josua’, ad loc., and JPOS 15, 1935, pp. 44-47; H. M. Orlinsky, JBL 58, 1939, p. 255). Debir was probably at Kh. Rabbud, 13 km SW of Hebron, a strong position overlooking the Nahal Hevron, occupied from Late Bronze Age to 586 bc (K. Galling, ZDPV10, 1954, pp. 135ff.; excavated by M. Kochavi from 1969, Tel Aviv I, 1974, pp. 2-33). The springs mentioned in Jos. 15:19, Jdg. 1:15 may be located 3 km to the N, up a side valley. Teil Beit Mirsim, 20 km WSW of Hebron, proposed by W. F. Albright, is not free of difficulties; it is hardly the Southern site implied by Achsah’s complaint, and authorities differ as to the duration and sig-nificance of occupational breaks. See K. M. Kenyon, Archaeology in the Holy Land. 1970, pp. 214, 306; LOB. p. 219; J. Bimson, Redating the Exodus, 1981, pp. 45-51, etc.

2.    On the N border of Judah (Jos. 15:7); probably above the Wadi Debr, which is the lower part of the Wadi Mukallik, or near Tughret ed-Debr, S of the Ascent of *Adummim. See GTT, p. 137.

3.    In the N of Gad (Jos. 13:26) (MT Lidebir)-, probably Umm ed-Debar, 16 km S of Lake Tibe-rias; LOB p. 252.

4.    The Canaanite king of *Eglon who fought

against Joshua (Jos. 10:3). The kings are named only in that text; there is no reason to see in it any evidence that the city of Debir was involved in the alliance.    j.p.u.l.

DEBORAH (Heb. cfbörä, ‘bee’). 1. Rebekah’s nurse, whose death at Bethel is recorded in Gn 35:8; the tree beneath which she was buried was known as Allon-bacuth, ‘the oak (or terebinth) of weeping’.

2. A prophetess who appears in the list of judges of Israel (c. 1125 bc). According to Jdg. 4:4ff, she had her headquarters under ‘the palm tree of Deborah’ between Ramah and Bethel, and was consulted there by Israelites from various tribes who wished to have their disputes settled—either disputes which proved too intractable for their local judges or intertribal disputes. She was thus a judge in the ordinary, non-military sense of the word, and it was probably because of her judicial and charis-matic renown that the Israelites had recourse to her in the straits to which they were reduced under Sis-era’s oppression. She commanded * Barak to take the field as Israelite commander-in-chief against Sisera, and consented to accompany him at his insistence; the result was the crushing defeat of Sisera at the battle of Kishon (Jdg. 4:15; 5:19ff.).

She is called (Jdg. 4:4) the wife of Lappidoth (lit. ‘torches’), and she is described (Jdg. 5:7) as ‘a mother in Israel’. It has been argued that this last phrase means ‘a metropolis in Israel’ (cf. 2 Sa. 20:19), and that the reference is to the city of Dab-erath (Jos. 21:28; 1 Ch. 6:72), modern Debüriyeh at the W foot of Mt Tabor; but there is nothing in the narrative or in the poem to prepare us for the prominence which would thus suddenly be given to such an obscure place.

The song of Deborah (Jdg. 5:2—31 a) has been preserved from the 12th Century bc with its lan-guage practically unmodernized, and is thus one of the most archaic passages in the OT. It was evi-dently composed on the morrow of the victory which it celebrates, and is an important source of information on tribal relations in Israel at the time. It may be divided into eight sections: an exordium of praise (vv. 2-3); the invocation of Yahweh (4-5); the desolation under the oppressors (6-8); the mus-tering of the tribes (9—18); the battle of Kishon (19-23); the death of Sisera (24-27); the descrip-tion of Sisera’s mother awaiting his return (28-30); and the epilogue (31a). It is from the song, rather than from the prose narrative of ch. 4. that we learn what precisely brought about Sisera’s defeat: a cloudburst fiooded the watercourse of Kishon and swept away the Canaanite chariotry (21), throwing the army into confusion and making it an easy prey for Barak’s men.

The vivid and moving description of Sisera’s mother (28ff.) has been feit to confirm the feminine authorship of the song; if it betrays sympathy of a sort, it is not a compassionate sympathy.

Deborah is apostrophized in the song not only in v. 12 but probably also in v. 7, where the repeated Heb. qamti may be understood not as the normal first person singulär (T arose’) but as an archaic second person singulär (‘thou didst arise’); cf. rsv (* Judges).

Bibliography. A. D. H. Mayes, Israel in ihe Period of the Judges, 1974.    f.f.b.

DEBT, DEBTOR.

a.    Lending. loan

Loans in Israel were not commercial but charit-able, granted not to enable a trader to set up or expand a business but to tide a peasant farmer over a period of poverty. Since the economy remained predominantly agricultural up to the end of the Monarchy, there developed no counterpart to the commercial loan System already existing in Baby-lonia in 2000 bc. Hence the legislation contains not mercantile regulations but exhortations to neigh-bourliness. The same outlook persists in Ecclus. 29. The background changes in the NT. The debtors in the parable of the unjust Steward (Lk. 16:1-8) are either tenants who pay rent in kind or merchants who have goods on credit. The description of sins as debts (Mt. 6:12) is a Jewish commonplace which Jesus employs, not to characterize the relationship between God and man as one between creditor and debtor, but to proclaim the grace and enjoin the duty of forgiveness (Lk. 7:41 f.; Mt. 18:21-27).

b.    Interest, usury

The Word ‘usury’ in the av has not the modern sense of exorbitant interest. Thecomplaint in theOT is not that interest is excessive but that it is charged at all. All three formulations of the law (Ex. 22:25, Dt. 23:19f., Lv. 25:35ff.,) forbid it as an exploit-ationof afellow-Israelite’smisfortune. Dt. 23:20 (cf 15:1-8) allows that a foreigner may be charged. Interest is mentioned as an established practice in the Code of Hammurapi and earlier Babylonian laws. The word nesek (lit. ‘something bitten off) probably denotes simply rapacious exaction from a debtor, though the play on the word nös’kim in Hab. 2:7 Rvmg. (meaning both ‘payers of interest’ and ‘biters’) may imply a sum which eats away the savings set aside for repayment. The synonym tarbit (‘increase’) and the Gk. tokos (‘offspring’) take the more modern view of interest as a growth upon Principal. In keeping with a changed economy, Jesus approves of investment to earn income (Mt. 25:27; Lk. 19:23) but retains the traditional distrust of any Charge on a private loan (Lk. 6:31 ff.).

c.    Pledge, su re ly

Security took the form of a pledge of some personal effect for a small temporary loan (Dt. 24:10; Jb.

24:3), the mortgage of real estate (Ne. 5) or the surety of aguarantor (Pr. 6:1-5; Ecclus. 8:13; 29:14-20). Where there was no security to forfeit debtors could be sold into slavery (Ex. 22:3; 2 Ki. 4:1; Am. 2:6; 8:6, etc.). The laws are framed to mitigate the severity of custom. Restrictions are laid on the ränge of pledgeable items and conditions of bor-rowing (Dt. 24). By a sort of ‘Statute of Limita-tions’ all debts were to be cancelled every seventh year (Dt. 15:1 ff., only Dt. mentionsdebts in Connection with the year of Jubilee), and Israelites giving Service in discharge of debts to be released (Lv. 25:39-55). This legislation seems not to have been observedhistorically. Elishahelpsthe widowin2 Ki. 4:1-7 not by invoking the law but by working a mir-acle. Ne. 5 makesnoappeal to Dt. 15 (though cf. Ne. 10:31 and Je. 34:13f.). In the Judaistic period Hillel invented a System for legal evasion of Dt. 15, the purpose of which was not to frustrate or circumvent the law but to adapt it to a commercial economy.

Bibliography. R. de Vaux, Andern Israel, 1961;

J. D. M. Derrett, Law in the New Testament, 1970.

a.e.w.

DECAPOLIS. A large territory S of the Sea of Galilee, mainly to the E of Jordan, but including Beth-shean to the W. The Greeks had occupied towns like Gadara and Philadelphia as early as 200 bc. In 63 bc Pompey liberated Hippos, Scythopolis and Pella from the Jews. He annexed the cities to the province of Syria, but gave them municipal freedom. About ad 1 they formed a league for trade and mutual defence against Semitic tribes. Pliny named the ten original members as Scythopolis, Pella, Dion, Gerasa, Philadelphia, Gadara, Raphana, Kanatha, Hippos and Damas-cus. Ptolemy included other towns S of Damascus in a list of 18 cities in the 2nd Century ad.

Inhabitants of Decapolis joined the great crowds which followed Christ in Mt. 4:25. He landed in the territory at Gerasa (Mk. 5:1; Origen reads Gergesa, a site on the cliff). The presence of so many swine suggests a predominantly Gentile population who, on suffering economic loss through the miracle, requested Christ’s departure, despite the demoniae’s testimony. Christ revisited Decapolis when making an unusual detour through the Hippos area on a journey from Sidon to the E shore of Galilee (Mk. 7:31). The Jewish church retired to Pella bel'ore the war of ad 70.

Bibliography. DCG, G. A. Smith, HisloricaI Geography of the Holy Land, 1931, pp. 595-608; H. Bietenhard, ‘Die Dekapolis von Pompeius bis Traian’, ZDPV 79, 1963, pp. 24-58; Pliny, NH 5. 18.74.    D.H.T.

DECEIT. From Heb. root ränu5, meaning treach-ery or guile (Ps. 34:13). It is used of a witness, of balances and of a bow (Ps. 78:57). It is expressed by several Gk. words, e.g. plane, ‘error’ (Eph. 4:14); dolos, ‘cunning’, ‘treachery’ (Rom. 1:29; Mk. 7:22); apate, ‘beguiling pleasure’ (Mt. 13:22; Heb. 3:13; Col. 2:8). Since the devil is the arch-deceiver (Rev. 20:10) his children are described as ‘full of deceit’, e.g. Elymas (Acts 13:10). Conversely, in Christ’s mouth there is no deceit (1 Pet. 2:22) and in the true Israelite Nathanael no guile (Jn. 1:47).

Bibliography. BAGD, MM, HOB, W. Günther, NIDNTT2, pp. 457—461.    d.h.t.

DECISION, VALLEY OE Mentioned in Joel 3:14 as the place of God’s judgment on the nations, the ‘valley of decision’ is also called (vv. 2, 12) 'the valley of Jehoshaphat’. V. 16 suggests proximity to Zion, but, as Am. 1:2 shows, this wording may be a prophetic formula rather than an indication of lo-cation. ‘Jehoshaphat’, meaning ‘Yahweh judges’, may be symbolic rather than topographic. 2 Ch. 20 would explain the symbolism: in the valley of Beracah, 24 km S of Jerusalem, King Jehoshaphat observed Yahweh’s victory over heathen nations, a microcosm of the Day of Yahweh. However, from the 4th Century ad onwards the name ‘valley of Jehoshaphat’ has been given to the valley between the Temple Hill and the Mount of Olives.

J.A.M.

rule. With the arrival of the Nabataeans Dedan gave place to the neighbouring city of Hegra (Medain Salih) as the main centre in the area.

Bibliography. POTT, pp. 287-31 1, esp. 293-296, with bibliography, to which add W. F. Albright, Geschichte und Alles Testament (Festschrift A. Alt), 1953, pp. 1-12; H. von Wissmann, RE Supp. Bd. 12, cols. 947-969; I. Eph‘al, The Andern Arabs, 1982.    g.i.d.

DEDICATION. The term is used in the OT almost exclusively of the consecration of things, e.g. the altar (Nu. 7:10), silver and gold (2 Sa. 8:11). Three Heb. words are used: h“nukkä, ‘consecration’; qödes, ‘a thing separated, hallowed’; herem, ‘a thing devoted to God’. (* Curse, * Ban.) d.g.s.

DECREE. In the av the term occurs frequently in Esther, Ezra and Daniel as a translation of various Heb. and Aram. words for royal decrees. rsv often differentiates between them, using ‘interdict’ in Dn. 6:8, ‘sentence’ (rv ‘law’) in Dn. 2:9 and ‘decree’ in Ezr. 5:13. God, as King of the earth, is said in the OT to make decrees (Dn. 4:24; Ps. 2:7), and the world is controlled by them: there is one for the rain, Jb. 28:26, and one for the sea, Pr. 8:29 (rsv ‘command’), where we should speak of laws of nature. The Heb. höq, ‘Statute’ (Ps. 119:5, 8, 12, etc.), is the nearest biblical approach to the ‘decrees of God’ spoken of by theologians.

In the NT the Gk. dogma describes special decrees of the Roman emperor in Lk. 2:1 and Acts 17:7 (cf. E. A. Judge, The Decrees of Caesar at Thessalonica’, RTR 30, 1971, pp. 1—7). In Acts 16:4 it is used of the findings of the Jerusalem Council: cf. Gk. usage for authoritative decisions of groups of philosophers. In Eph. 2:15 and Col. 2:14, 20 it refers to Jewish enactments.

Bibliography. BAGD\ HDB, MM. d.h.t.

DEDAN. A city and people of NW * Arabia, famous for its role in the Caravan trade (Is. 21:13; Ezk. 27:20—the reference in MT of v. 20 is prob-ably due to a textual error—cf. rsv), since it lay on the well-known ‘incense route’ from S Arabia to Syria and the Mediterranean. It is mentioned in close association with Sheba in the Table of * Nations (Gn. 10:7—cf. 1 Ch. 1:9) and elsewhere (Gn. 25:3; 1 Ch. 1:32; Ezk. 38:13), and probably played a part in the trading relations established by Solomon with the queen of Sheba (1 Ki. 10). But it only comes into prominence in OT texts in the 7th Century bc (Je. 25:23; 49:8; Ezk. 25:13; 27:20), when it may have been a Sabaean trading colony (von Wissman); this would help to explain why, in the biblical genealogies, it is associated with both N and S Arabian peoples. It is mentioned by Nabon-idus in one of his inscriptions (ANET, p. 562), and seems to have been at least temporarily conquered by him (mid-6th Century bc): some Arabian inscriptions found near Taima‘, which mention Dedan, may refer to his wars (POTT, p. 293). The site of the city of Dedan is that now known as al— ‘Ula, some 110 km SW of Taima‘. A number of Dedanite inscriptions are known, and give the names of one king and several gods of the Dedan-ites (POTT, p. 294). Subsequently the kingdom seems to have fallen into Persian hands, and later still (3rd-2nd centuries bc?) came under Lihyanite

DEDICATION, FEAST OF (Gk. ho enkainismos tou thysiasteriou, 1 Macc. 4:47-59; ta enkainia, Jn. 10:22, rendering Heb. h“nukkä, from hänak, ‘dedi-cate’). Held on 25 Kislew, and lasting 8 days, it originally celebrated the winter solstice, but later commemorated the cleansing of the Temple and altar by Judas Maccabaeus in 164 bc, 3 years to the day after their defilement by Antiochus Epiphanes. Its resemblance in mode of celebration to the Feast of Tabernacles (2 Macc. 10:6) was deliberate, though, unlike the great feasts, it might be celebrated outside Jerusalem. The prominent feature of illuminations gave it the name Feast of Lights (Jn. 9:5; Jos., Am. 12. 325). The sole NT reference (Jn. 10:22) indicates the season of the year.

Bibliography. O. S. Rankin, The Origins of the Festival of Hanukkah, 1930.    t.h.j.

DEHAVITES, DEHAITES. A name occurring in an Aramaic list (Ezr. 4:9, av) prepared for Artax-erxes, which enumerates the various peoples who had been settled in Samaria by * Ashurbanipal. The name (fPtib: dehäwe', Qfre'. dehäye') falls in the list between the ‘Susanchites’ and the Elamites, and from the facts that *Susa was in Elam, and that no satisfactory identification for dehäwe’ has been found in extra-biblical sources, it has been plausibly suggested that it be read de hü (for di-hiT), ‘that is’ (with Codex Vaticanus hoi eisin), which would result in the rendering, ‘the Susians, that is the Elamites’ (so rsv).

Bibliography. G. Hoffmann, ZA 2, 1887, p. 54; F. Rosenthal, A Grammar of Biblical Aramaic, 1961, §35.    t.c.m.

DEMAS. A co-worker with Paul in the first imprisonment, sending greetings in Phm. 24 and Col. 4:14. In the lauer he alone is mentioned with-out commendation. There follows the pathetic notice of his desertion in the second imprisonment (2 Tim. 4:10; Parry neatly renders ‘left me in the lurch’). Paul’s words, ‘in love with (agapesas) this present world’, suggest that personal interest, not cowardice, took Demas to Thessalonica: perhaps he was a Thessalonian. The name is not uncom-mon; it may be a pet-form of Demetrius. John Chapman (JTS 5, 1904, pp. 364flf.) argued that Demas, restored, is the Demetrius of 3 Jn. 12; but this is as conjectural as is the ugly portrait of Demas in the Acts of Paul and Thecla. a.f.w.

DEMETRIUS was a common Gk. name, and two people bearing it are mentioned in the NT.

1.    A Christian whose witness is commended in 3 Jn. 12.

2.    The silversmith of Ephesus, who stirred up a riot against Paul (Acts 19:24, 38).

Conjectures have been made identifying the two (J. V. Bartlet, JTS 6, 1905, pp. 208f„ 215), while J. Chapman (JTS 5, 1904, pp. 364ff.) would identify 1 above with Demas, the companion of Paul (Col. 4:14; Phm. 24; 2 Tim. 4:10).

The name also occurs in the Apocrypha, where it refers to three kings of the Seleucid dynasty. Demetrius I Soter was king of Syria 162-150 bc. Son of Seleucus IV, he obtained the throne on the death of his uncle ‘Antiochus Epiphanes IV by killing Antiochus’ son, Eupator, and his general Lysias. He continued his predecessor’s persecution of the Maccabees, and was killed by Alexander Balas (1 Macc. 10:50). His son, Demetrius II Nica-tor, avenged his father’s death by overcoming Balas in 145 bc and, after a reign characterized by in-trigue and duplicity, he was taken captive in 138 bc by Mithradates I of Persia. Demetrius III Eu-caerus, the son of Antiochus Grypos, appears briefiy on the stage of history in 88 bc to aid in the defeat of Jannaeus, but quickly feil from favour. See R. H. Pfeiffer, History of New Testament Times, 1949.    d.h.w.

DEMON.

I.    In the Old Testament

In the OT there are references to demons under the names sair (rsv ‘satyrs’, Lv. 17:7;2Ch. 11:15) and sed(Dt. 32:17; Ps. 106:37). The former term means ‘hairy one’, and points to the demon as a satyr. The latter is of uncertain meaning, though it is evi-dently connected with a similar Assyr. Word. In such passages there is the thought that the deities who were served from time to time by Israel are no true gods, but are really demons (cf. 1 Cor. 10:19f). But the subject is not one of great interest in the OT, and the relevant passages are few.

II.    In the Gospels

It is otherwise when we turn to the Gospels. There are many references there to demons. The usual designation is daimonion, a diminutive of daimön, which is found in Mt. 8:31, but apparently with no difference of meaning (the parallel accounts use daimonion). In the classics daimön is frequently used in a good sense, of a god or of the divine power. But in the NT daimön and daimonion always refer to spiritual beings hostile to God and men. Beelzebul (* Baal-zebub) is their ‘prince’ (Mk. 3:22), so that they may be regarded as his agents. This is the sting behind the accusation that Jesus had ‘a demon’ (Jn. 7:20; 10:20). Those who opposed his ministry tried to link him with the very forces of evil, in-stead of recognizing his divine origin.

In the Gospels there are many references to people possessed by demons. A variety of effects results, such as dumbness (Lk. 11:14), epilepsy (Mk. 9:17f.), a refusal to wear clothing and a living among the tombs (Lk. 8:27). It is often said in modern times that demon-possession was simply the way people had in the Ist Century of referring to conditions that we today would call sickness or madness. The Gospel accounts, however, dis-tinguish between sickness and possession by demons. For example, in Mt. 4:24 we read of ‘the sick, those afflicted with various diseases and pains, demoniacs, epileptics (seleniazomenous, which may mean ‘lunatics’ as av), and paralytics’. None of these classes appears to be identical with the others.

Neither in the OT nor in the Acts and Epistles do we find many references to demon-possession. (The incident of Acts 19:13ff. is exceptional.) Apparently it was a phenomenon especially associated with the earthly ministry of our Lord. It should surely be interpreted as an outburst of demoniacal Opposition to the work of Jesus.

The Gospels picture Jesus as in continual con-flict with *evi! spirits. To cast out such beings from men was not easy. His opponents recognized both that he did this, and also that it required a power greater than human. Therefore they attributed his success to the indwelling of * Satan (Lk. 11:15), exposing themselves to the counter that this would spell ruin in the kingdom of the evil one (Lk. 11:17f.). Jesus’ power was that of ‘the Spirit of God’ (Mt. 12:28) or, as Luke expresses it, ‘if it is by the finger of God that I cast out demons . . .’ (Lk. 11:20).

The victory that Jesus won over demons he shared with his followers. When he sent out the Twelve he ‘gave them power and authority over all demons and to eure diseases’ (Lk. 9:1). Again, the seventy could report when they returned from their mission, ‘Lord, even the demons are subject to us in your name’ (Lk. 10:17). Others than Jesus’ im-mediate disciples might use his name to cast out demons, a fact which caused perturbation to some of the inner circle, but not to the Master (Mk. 9:38f).

III. Othcr New Testament references

After the Gospels there are few references to demons. In 1 Cor. 10:20f. Paul is concerned with idol worship, and regards idols as in reality demons, a use we see again in Rev, 9:20. There is an interesting passage in Jas. 2:19, ‘the demons believe—and shudder’. It reminds us of Gospel passages in which the demons recognized Jesus for what he was (Mk. 1:24; 3:11, etc.).

There seems no reason a priori why we should reject the whole concept of * demon-possession. When the Gospels give us good evidence that it did take place it is best to accept this.

Bibliography. J. M. Ross, ExpT66, 1954-5, pp 58-61; E. Langton, Essentials of Demonology, 1949; G. H. Twelftree, Jesus the Exorcist, 1993.

L.M.

DEMON-POSSESSION. Apparent possession by spirits is a world-wide phenomenon. It may be sought deliberately, as by the shaman and witch-doctor among primitive peoples, and by the medium among both primitive and civilized men and women. It may come upon individuals sud-denly, as with watchers at the Voodoo rites, or in the form of what is generally known as demon-possession. In each case the possessed person be-haves in a way that is not normal for him or her, speaks in a voice totally different from normal, and often shows powers of telepathy and clairvoyance.

In the Bible the pagan prophets probably sought possession. The prophets of Baal in 1 Ki. 18 would come in this category. Mediums, who were banned in Israel, must have deliberately cultivated posses-sion, since the law regards them as guilty people, not as sick (e.g. Lv. 20:6, 27). In the OT * Saul is an outstanding example of unsought possession. The Spirit of the Lord leaves him, and ‘an evil spirit front the Lord tormented him’ (1 Sa. 16:14; 19:9). We may fairly interpret this by saying that, if a person has been powerfully open to the Holy Spirit in a charismatic way, disobedience is liable to be followed by the entry into his life of an evil spirit allowed by God. On the other hand, we may simply say that ‘evil’ has no moral connotation here, but signifies depression. The spirit is driven away by David’s playing: since playing was nor-mally accompanied by singing, it was probably David’s psalm-singing that drove away the spirit, as Robert Browning implies in his poem Saul.

The NT records many cases of possession. It is as though Satan had concentrated his forces in a special way to challenge Christ and his followers. The Gospel records show that Christ distinguished between ordinary illness and those that accompanied demon-possession. The former were healed by laying on of hands or anointing, the latter by commanding the demon to depart (e.g. Mt. 10:8; Mk. 6:13; Lk. 13:32; also Acts 8:7; 19:12). Possession was apparently not always continuous, but when it came it produced effects that were often violent (Mk. 9:18). Blindness and dumbness, when caused by possession, would presumably have been persistent (e.g. Mt. 9:32-33; 12:22).

Most psychologists dismiss the idea of demon-possession. A good representative writer is T. K. Oesterreich, whose German work is published in English as Possession. Demoniacal and Other, among Primitive Races, in Antiquity, the Middle Ages. and Modern Times, 1930. He maintains that the equivalents of possession today are ‘a particu-larly extensive complex of compulsive phenom-ena’. So also W. Sargant in Battle for the Mind (1957) and The Mind Possessed (1973). On the other hand, there is the classic by J. L. Nevius, a missionary doctor in China, Demon Possession and Allied Themes, 1892. This book takes demon-possession as a genuine phenomenon, and most missionaries would probably agree.

It is possible to take an intermediate position, and to hold that a demon can seize on a repressed facet of the personality, and front this centrc influ-ence a person’s actions. The demon may produce hysterical blindness or dumbness, or Symptoms of other illnesses, such as epilepsy. Among many peoples an epileptic fit has been regarded as a sign of possession by a spirit or a god, and indeed epi-leptics are often psychically sensitive. The Bible does not link epilepsy with demon-possession, and even the description of the fits of the possessed boy in Mt. 17:14f.; Mk. 9:14f.; Lk. 9:37f., seem to indi-cate something more than mere epilepsy. The nature of epilepsy is still unknown, but it can be artificially induced in apparently normal people (W. G. Walter, The Living Brain, 1953, pp. 60f.). Students of personality disorders know that it is often impossible to say just how these are triggered off. We are not saying that all, or even the majority, are due to demon-possession, but some may be.

The Bible does not say what conditions pre-dispose to demon-possession, though Christ’s words in Mt. 12:44-45 indicate that an ‘empty house’ can be reoccupied. The early church cast out demons in the name of Jesus Christ (Acts 16:18), but it would seem that there were also non-

Christian exorcists who met with some success (Lk. 11:19; though note Acts 19:13-16).

The command to ‘try the spirits’ in 1 Jn. 4:1-3 shows that there were false prophets in the church who spoke under possession. Since the spiritualists make much of this verse, it should be noted that the Bible never speaks of possession by any good departed spirit or by an angel. The alternatives are either the Holy Spirit or an evil spirit. See also 1 Cor. 12:1-3.

Btbliography. M. F. Unger, Demons in the World Today, 1971; V. White, God and the Un-conscious, 1952, chapter 10; J. S. Wright, Mind. Man. and the Spirits (formerly What is Man?), 1972, pp. 108ff.; J. Richards, But deliver us from evil, 1974; G. H. Twelftree, Jesus the Exorcist, 1993.

j.s.w.

DEPUTY. In the OT, two words are used: Heb. nissäb, ‘one set up’, used in 1 Ki. 22:47 of the vice-roy or regent who administered Edom when it was tributary to Judah in Jehoshaphat’s reign; and Heb. pehä, in Est. 8:9; 9:3 (av; rsv *‘governor’).

In the NT, av rendering of Gk. anthypatos (Acts 13:7-8, 12; 19:38) and anthypateuö (‘was the deputy’. Acts 18:12), rsv *‘proconsul’. f.f.b.

DERBE (Lycaonian delbeia, ‘juniper’). In Acts 14:6ff. a city of Lycaonia, the most easterly place visited by Paul and Barnabas when they founded the churches of S Galatia. Paul and Silas visited it on their westward journey through Asia Minor (Acts 16:1). Paul’s fellow-traveller Gaius came from Derbe (Acts 20:4; the Western Text brings him from Doberus in Macedonia). The site of Derbe was identified in 1956 by M. Bailance at Kerti Hüyük, 21 km NNE of Karaman (Laranda), some 100 km from Lystra (whence Acts 14:20b must evidently be translated: ‘and on the morrow he set out with Barnabas for Derbe’). In 1964 M. Ballance attempted to identify the site even more precisely at Devri §ehri, 4 km SSE of Kerti Hüyük. It may have lain beyond the E frontier of Roman Galatia, in the dient kingdom of Commagene.

Bibliography. M. Ballance, ‘The Site of Derbe: A New Inscription’, AS 7, 1957, pp. I47ff.; and ‘Derbe and Faustinopolis’, AS 14, 1964, pp. 139fT.; B. Van Elderen, ‘Some Archaeological Observa-tions on Paul’s First Missionary Journey’, in W. W. Gasque and R. P. Martin (eds.), Apostolic Hislory and the Gospel, 1970, pp. 156fT.    f.f.b.

DESCENT INTO HADES. Although the doctrine of the descent of Christ into hell is firmly embed-ded in the early Christian creeds (it first appears in 4th-century Arian formularies), its place in Scrip-ture is in fact circumferential. It receives explicit mention possibly twice (1 Pet. 3:19; 4:6), and is indirectly referred to in only two other places (Acts 2:27 and Rom. 10:7), where it is hinted at by the reinterpretation of OT passages—Ps. 16 in the case of Acts, and Dt. 30. It is doubtlül whether we are right to press for a reference to the descensus ad inferos in Eph. 4:9f., since the comprehensive movement in these verses is best understood as forming a parallel to that in the ‘kenotic’ passage Phil. 2:5-11.

The references in the two Petrine passages are more direct, but by no means clear. The context of the first (1 Pet. 3:19) is the congruent suffering of Christ (the climax of which was his death) and of the Christian. It was after his passion and ‘in the spirit’ (pneumati) that the Lord ‘preached’ (the technical term ekeryxen) to the * ‘spirits in prison’. As victor, and no longer victim, Christ proclaimed his triumph (keryssein is to be distinguished from euangelizein, 4:6) inclusively.

In 1 Pet. 4:6 the thought of preaching the good news to the ‘dead’ arises from a consideration of the painfulness as well as the glory of being dead to sin. This, says Peter, may well involve suffering for Christ’s sake, as Christ suffered for ours (4:1 f). It was this gospel that judged the ‘dead’, and gave them the opportunity of sharing God’s eternal life (v. 6). This may well refer to Christians who have heard the gospel while alive, and died before the Lord’s return (so Selwyn, Stibbs and Dalton). Others interpret ‘the dead’ as meaning those who are spiritually dead; and a third view connects this verse with 3:19, and sees in it a further reference to the ‘spirits in prison’. In this case the thought of judgment (= death, here) is subordinate to that of life (the fullness of God’s life, denoted by zösi, as opposed to the transitoriness of man’s life, implied in 4:2 by the verb bioö, similarly translated).

The interval between the death and the resurrec-tion of Jesus cannot be regarded as without signifi-cance. But the event claimed by Christians as taking place then, whether or not Peter has it in mind in these two passages, is more a matter of theology than chronology. Then the meaning be-comes more important than the manner, and we can understand the descensus as a part of the tri-umphant activity of Christ, who is Lord of hell as well as of heaven (cf. Rev. 1:18 and Phil. 2:10), and who thus completes his involvement in every con-ceivable area of experience.

Bibliography. See the commentaries on I Pet., esp. those by E. G. Selwyn, 1946; A. M. Stibbs, 1959; J. N. D. Kelly, 1969; E. Best, 1971. See also C. E, B. Cranfield, ExpT69, 1957-8. pp. 369-372; W.

J. Dalton, Christ's Prodamation to the Spirits, 1965.    s.s.s.

DESIRE. In their numerous references to ‘desire’ the OT and NT provide many acute and incisive psychological insights. Indeed both by the diversity of the vocabulary of ‘desire’, and the manner of handling it, the Bible makes plain an important part of its doctrine of man.

In the OT ‘desire’ means mucli more than merely ‘to long for’, ‘to ask for’ or ‘to demand’. In Heb. psychology the whole personality was involved in desire. Hence ‘desire’ could easily become ‘covet-ousness’, leading to ‘envy’ and ‘jealousy’, etc. Among the Hebrews ‘desire’ was the request which the nepes (the ‘soul’ or 'seif) made of the personality (Dt. 14:26, rv). ‘Desire’ was the inclination of the nepes (2 Sa. 3:21). And when the whole ‘soul’ lay behind an inclination or desire that was sinful then the soul, it was said, ‘lusted a lust’ (see Nu. 11:4, 6). It was against this kind of covetousness that the tenth commandment was directed (Ex. 20:17), because when such sinful desire was given free rein the well-being of the whole community was endangered (Je. 6:13-15).

In the NT sinful desire is stimulated by the will to get rieh (1 Tim. 6:9); so much so that it is equated with ‘the love of money’ (v. 10). But it may also manifest itself in illicit sexual desire (Mt. 5:28), or in what Paul describes as ‘the desires of the fiesh and of the thoughts’ (Eph. 2:3, Rvmg ). The NT testifies also to what is an observable fact in human experience: that if these sinful desires are gratified instead of crucified they become a con-suming fire (Col. 3:5f.). On the other hand, where God is the object of the soul’s desire (Rom. 10:2a), and his best gifts (1 Cor. 12:31), the body becomes the instrument of righteousness (Rom. 6:12f.).

J.G.S.S.T.

DESOLATING SACRILEGE (‘abomination of desolation’, av). The phrase (Heb. siqqüs somem) occurs first in Dn. 12:11, with variants in Dn. 9:27; 11:31. siqqüs = an offensive object, due to uncleanness, then an idol as offensive to God; siqqüs somem probably represents a contemptu-ous equivalent for Baal samem, Mord of heaven’: the Mord’ is a mere ‘idol’, and he is not ‘of heaven’ (samem) but he ‘desolates’ (somem). The name appears to have in view the action of Antiochus Epiphanes, who placed on the altar in the Jerusalem Temple a small idolatrous altar, described in 1 Macc. l:54fT. as the ‘desolating sacrilege’ (Gk. bdelygma eremöseös). With it, according to Jewish tradition, went an image— almost certainly of Zeus, the lord of heaven, bearing the emperor’s likeness. The sacrilege cre-ates ‘desolation’: i.e. both desolating horror and destruction (for the combination of the two con-cepts see Je. 4:1-8; 7:30-34; 44:22; Ezk. 5:11-15; Dan. 9:27-29). In Mk. 13:14; Mt. 24:15 a related sacrilege may be in view—a sign of the impend-ing destruction of the Temple. The sacrilege has been interpreted as the appearance of the Antichrist (cf. 2 Thes. 2:3f., and note that in Mark ‘standing’ is masculine in gender), or of the Roman army under a sacrilegious leader. Luke’s Version is best viewed as a translation for Gen-tile readers, to whom the Danielic phrase would be largely incomprehensible). The precise inter-pretation of Mk. 13:14 is uncertain. D. Ford pointed out, ‘Daniel’s presentation of the shiqqutz shomem is a welding of elements already existing in the historical and prophetic books . . . What Daniel did with motifs from his prececessors Christ did with Daniel’ (Abomination of Desolation, 309).

Bibliography. G. Kittel, TDNT 2, p. 660; G. R. Beasley-Murray, A Commenlary on Mark 13, 1957, pp. 54-72; idem. Jesus and the Last Days, 1993, pp. 408-416; W. G. Kümmel, Prophecy and Fulfilment, 1957, pp. 95-103; C. H. Dodd, More New Testament Sludies, 1968; D. Ford, The Abomination of Desolation in Biblical Eschatology, 1979; R. T. France, Jesus and the Old Testament, 1971.    G.R.B.-M.

DEUTERONOMY, BOOK OF. The name Deu-teronomy derives from the lxx rendering of a phrase in 17:18. The king was to prepare ‘a copy of this law’. The phrase is rendered in Greek as to deuleronomion touto, lit. this second law. Sub-sequently the Vulgate rendered the Greek as deu-teronomium. The Contents of the book were regarded as a second law, the first having been given on Mt Horeb (Sinai) and the second (repeti-tion) on the plains of Moab.

Early 2nd millennium bc law-codes (Ist column) normally begin with title and prologue glorifying the king who had proclaimed the laws that follow, then there are blessings and curses for those who keep or break the laws. Column two shows the more complex, but very consistent pattem of late 2nd millennium treaties: the title identifies the chief partner; then comes a historical prologue to show how past benefits from the chief partner should inspire the vassal to grateful obedience to the stipulations that follow. There are provisions for the text to be preserved in the vassal's chief temple, for regulär reading to his people as reminder of its terms. The gods of both parties are witnesses and guarantors of the pact, enacting the curses and blessings on those who disobey or obey its terms. A treaty or covenant was ratified by an oath and solemn ceremony, and mention of sanctions against one who breaks it.

After c.1200 bc, this elaborate arrangement disappears. Düring the 1 st millennium, treaties had only four elements, the title plus the terms, curses for infringement and gods of witness in no fixed Order. Strikingly, the biblical covenants in Sinai, Moab and Shechem (Ex.; Dt.; Jos. 24) agree in content and form with the late 2nd millennium treaties, and not those of the 1 st millennium. This suggests a date of origin c.1400-1200 bc, the probable period of Moses and Joshua, the leaders traditionally associated with those covenants.
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A diagram showing the changes in form and contents of laws, treaties and covenants in OT times.

I.    Outline of contents

The book falls naturally into three sections.

a.    1:1-4:43. First address of Moses. A historical retrospect describing God’s mighty acts between Horeb and Beth-peor (1:6-3:29) is followed by an appeal to Israel to hearken and obey as God’s chosen people.

b.    4:44-28:68. Moses’ second address. The sec-tion is lengthy. The nature of the covenant faith with its fundamental demand for total allegiance to Yahweh is presentcd to Israel (5:1-11:32). Les-sons are drawn from the past (8:1-10:11) and Israel is called to commitment (10:12— 11:32). In 12:1 — 26:19 the law of God with its detailed covenant stipulations is presented. The section deals with aspects of worship (12:1-16:17), the character of Israel’s leaders (16:18—18:22), criminal law (19:1 — 21), the Holy War (20:1-20), a ränge of miscel-laneous laws (21:1-25:19) and two rituals (26:1-19). The need to undertake a covenant renewal in the land, and to respond to the covenant challenge is given in 27:1-26. Finally, the 'covenant sanc-tions, that is, the curses and blessings of the covenant, are set out in 28:1-68.

c.    29:1-30:20. Moses’ third address. A recapitu-lation of the covenant demand including, among other things, a historical review (29:1-9), an ex-hortation to commitment (29:10-15), a warning of punishment for disobedience (29:16-28) and a solemn appeal to choose life (30:11-20).

Finally, the last acts of Moses, hisparting words and his call for a covenant-renewal ceremony every seventh year (31:1-13). Moses’ Charge to Joshua (31:14-23), his song of witness (31:30-32:47), final blessing and his death (32:48-34:12) bring the book to a close.

II.    A covenant manifesto

Probably no book in the OT gives such profound and continuous expression to the covenant idea. Yahweh, the Lord of the Covenant, who per-formed unprecedented saving acts to redeem his people Israel, made a covenant with them (4:23, 31; 5:2-3; 9:9; 29:1, 12) which he would remember and keep (7:9, 12) and display ‘covenant faithful-ness’ or ‘steadfast loyalty’ (hesed, 5:10; 7:9, 12) to-wards them. For their part, loyalty to Yahweh and to his covenant would find expression in their obedience to the covenant stipulations, the ‘law’ (törä). Reference is made to ‘this book of the law’ (28:61; 29:21; 30:10; 31:26) and ‘this law’ (1:5; 4:18; 17:18-19; 27:3, 8, 26). More precisely the law is defined as ‘testimonies’ ('edül), ‘Statutes’ (mispalim) and ‘ordinances’ (huqqim). Sometimes only two of these terms appear, ‘testimonies and Statutes’ (6:17), or ‘Statutes and judgments’ (av)/ ‘Statutes and ordinances’ (rsv) (4:1; 12:1). All these constituted a body of teaching which provided Israel with guidance for living in fellowship with Yahweh and with one another. Such a life would enable Israel to enjoy to the full all the blessings of the covenant. To live any other life was tantamount to a rejection of Yahweh’s gracious intention for his people.

III.    The theology of Deuteronomy

Both the literary shape of Deuteronomy and its underlying central concept provide clues to the basic theology of the book. In summary the book expounds:

a. Yahweh, as the Lord of the covenant, Israel’s sovereign Lord, King, Judge and Warrior who undertook mighty saving acts for Israel and de-manded their obedience.

b.    Yahweh, as the God of history, able to perform saving acts in Egypt, in the wilderness, in Canaan, the leader of Israel’s armies, able to fulfil his purposes for Israel in the face of every enemy.

c.    Israel, as the people of the covenant, obligated to love, to obey, to worship and to serve Yahweh exclusively. That way lay peace (sälöm) and life (hayytm).

d.    The worship of the God of the covenant, based on love and gratitude and finding expression both in personal devotion and in a carefully defined ränge of festivals and rituals.

IV. The structure of Deuteronomy

Even a cursory reading of the book suggests that a more complex plan lies behind the book. Several attempts have been made to define the structure. M. Noth, 1948, proposed that chs. 1-4 were the intro-duction to a great historical work Stretching from Joshua to 2 Kings, while the rest of Deuteronomy was a great prologue to this history. G. von Rad, 1932, regarded the book as a cultic celebration, perhaps a feast of covenant-renewal, arranged in four Segments, (1) Historical (1-11), (2) The Law (12:1-26:15), (3) The Sealing of the Covenant (26:16-19), (4) The Blessings and Curses (27f).

When G. E. Mendenhall, 1955, drew attention to the many parallels between the Hittite treaties of the 2nd millennium and the 'covenant of Yahweh with Israel, a new turn was given to the study of the structure of Deuteronomy. The Hittite treaties comprised (1) a preamble; (2) a historical prologue;

(3)    the treaty stipulations: (a) general, (b) specific;

(4)    the treaty sanctions, curses and blessings; (5) the witnesses, plus clauses requiring the treaty document to be deposited in the Temple and the periodic pubiic reading of the treaty.

M. G. Kline, 1963, proposed that Deuteronomy was a unity, and held it to be an authentic Mosaic document cast in the form of the ancient Near Eastern treaty, as follows: (1) preamble (1:1-5); (2) historical prologue (1:6-4:45); (3) the covenant stipulations (5:1-26:19); (4) the covenant sanctions and oath (27:1-30:20); (5) dynastic disposition, covenant continuity (31:1-34:12).

D. J. McCarthy, 1963, accepted the view that the basic structure of Deuteronomy was that of an ancient Near Eastern treaty, but argued that chs. 1-3 should be set apart as a piece of historical writing, chs. 4, 29 and 30 should be seen as formal units in themselves comprising all the elements of the covenant scheme. He held that chs. 5-28 comprised the kernel framed between two Speeches in covenant form.

G. J. Wenham, 1970, has argued that Deuteronomy constitutes a distinctive OT covenant form resembling both the Law Codes and the Near Eastern treaties, but assuming a shape somewhere between them as follows: (1) historical prologue (1:6-3:29); (2a) basic stipulations (4:1-40; 5:1-11:32); (2b) detailed stipulations (12:1-26:19); (3) document clause requiring the recording and renewal of the covenant (27:1-26); (4) blessings (28:1-14); (5) curses (28:15-68); (6) recapitulation (29:1—30:20), concluding with an appeal. The later chs. 31-34 do not belong to the covenant form but represent a covenant-renewal.

M. Weinfeld, 1972, allows that Deuteronomy follows a literary tradition of covenant writing rather than imitating a periodic cultic ceremony (von Rad). But while the book preserves the motifs of the old covenant tradition, he argues that these were re-worked and adapted to the covenant liter-ary pattem by scribes/wise men of the Hezekiah-Josiah period under the strong influence of Assyr-ian treaty models.

It seems beyond question that the structure of Deuteronomy is related in some way to the polit-ical treaties of the ancient Near East, although it appears to be a particular adaptation of the model in a form that was distinctive for Israel.

V.    The basic social and religious background of Deuteronomy

It is widely recognized today that a great deal of Deuteronomy is ancient, although the exact age of such parts is not easy to define. It is almost a re-l'rain in the commentary of G. von Rad, 1966, that such and such a law is ‘early’ or ‘earlier’. In his view Deuteronomy is firmly rooted in the sacred and cultic traditions of the old Israelite tribal System of the pre-monarchical period, even though its present form may represent a modification to suit a later stage in Israel’s history.

A. C. Welch, 1924, considered that the cultic laws of chs. 12, 14, 16 and 27 all point to the primitive conditions of the age of settlement probably about the 10th Century. E. Robertson, 1949, 1950, argued strenuously that Deuteronomy was drawn up under the guidance of Samuel as the Standard law book, both civil and religious, for the emerging monarchy and therefore represents a period of about the 1 Ith Century.

Certainly the society portrayed in Deuteronomy is an early one. Israel’s neighbours are Canaanites (7:1 —5; 20:16f.), Amalekites (25:17-19), Ammon-ites and Edomites (23:3-6). There are laws about the discharge of the Holy War (20:1-20; 21:10-14; 23:10-14; 25:17-19). There is no Temple. The only reference to a king (17:14-20) is to the king that shall arise. Many of the laws have close paraliels to the Laws of Hammurapi. Some reflect a background of Canaanite religion (14:21b); others reflect an agricultural society of a simple kind and deal with such items as Standing crops (23:24-25), millstones (24:6), oxen treading corn (25:4), land-marks (19:14), etc. Although some of these fea-tures were applicable over a long period, there are good grounds for arguing that behind the present Deuteronomy lies an ancient and authentic period of national existence which pre-dated the Monarchy. It has been argued that there is a deliberate ‘archaizing’ on the part of the writer. But archa-izing is based on a knowledge of the past and much in Deuteronomy would have been quite meaning-ful in a simple rural economy in pre-monarchical times in Israel.

VI.    Deuteronomy and the central sanctuary

The central sanctuary plays an important part in Deuteronomy. There is a ‘place which the Lord your God shall choose’ (12:5, 11, 18; 18:6-8; 31:10-13, etc.). There is no indication that this place is specifically Jerusalem, although it became so eventually. The central sanctuary seems to have moved from place to place in earlier years. Thus the Ark rested at Gilgal (Jos. 4:19; 5:9; 9:6), Shechem (Jos. 8:33), Bethel (Jdg. 20:18, 26-28; 21:2), Shiloh (Jos. 18:1; Jdg. 18:31; 1 Sa. 1:7, 24; 4:3, etc.). It is extremely difficult to decide whether the relevant texts specify one particular place at a particular time, a permanent place for all time or even a variety of places at a particular time, each of which was approved. Certainly the books of Kings and excavations at Arad. Dan and Beer-sheba suggest that, in practice, several places ex-isted. The reforming kings of later centuries like Asa, Hezekiah and Josiah sought to regularize the ‘high places’ where there were irregulär practices, or even to centralize worship in Jerusalem.

What seems evident is that Deuteronomy pres-ents the ideal, feasible and capable of Operation in the days of Moses, impossible to maintain from the days of the Conquest onwards though not for-gotten by reformers, but never realized tili post-exilic times. There was a central sanctuary in Moses’ day in the first half of the 13th Century bc. The ideal place it was intended to occupy in Israel’s national and religious life is set out in Deuteronomy.

VII. The date and authorship of Deuteronomy

Few questions have proved more difficult to answer than this. On the surface the NT seems to imply Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch and hence of Deuteronomy (Mt. 19:8; Mk. 12:26; Lk. 24:27, 44; Jn. 7:19, 23; Acts 13:39; 15:5; 1 Cor. 9:9; 2 Cor. 3:15; Heb. 9:19; 10:28). The difficulty with all these references is that the exact meaning of the term Moses is not clear. It may refer simply to the Pentateuch scroll and not to authorship. Deuteronomy itself refers to Moses speaking (1:6, 9; 5:1; 27:1,9; 29:2; 31:1,30; 33:1, etc.) and to writing (31:9, 24).

But none of these Statements permits the con-clusion that Deuteronomy as we have it today came completely, or even in large measure, from Moses himself. One has to allow for editorial activ-ity and adaptations of original Mosaic material to a later age. Even if it could be shown that much of the geography, the legal background and the society would suit a generally Mosaic age, this falls short of a complete Mosaic authorship. Four main views have been proposed about the authorship and date of the book:

a.    A substantially Mosaic date and authorship with a certain amount of post-Mosaic material;

b.    A date in the period Samuel-Solomon. Much of the material is held to go back to the time of Moses, but the book as we have it was compiled 300^400 years after Moses’ death.

c.    A date in the Hezekiah-Josiah period during the 7th Century bc. It is not denied that there may well be a considerable Stratum of Mosaic material and that Mosaic principles underlie much of the work. But the book represents a gathering together of ancient material preserved in religious and prophetic circles in a time of profound apostasy when the nation needed to be recalled to its ancient covenant obligations. These were set out in terms of addresses given by Moses at the time of Israel’s entry into the land. The publication of this Collection of material lent Support to Josiah in his reform.

d.    A post-exilic date and authorship. The book was not a Programme of reform but the wishful thinking of unrealistic post-exilic dreamers.

Increasingly scholars are recognizing that although any investigation of the origin of Deuteronomy will lead ultimately to the figure of Moses himself, it is quite impossible to decide on the date at which Deuteronomy reached its final form. There are two aspects to the problem: (1) the age of the original data, and (2) the period at which those data were drawn together. There are grounds for thinking that much in Deuteronomy goes back to Moses’ time and much to be said Ibr the view that Moses himself provided Israel with the heart of Deuteronomy. However, it became necessary in new situations to represent the words of Moses and to show their relevance for a new day. There are several key points in Israel’s history when this might have happened—in the days when the king-dom was newly established under Saul, or David, or Solomon; in the critical period following the break-up of the kingdom on Solomon’s death; or again at a number of critical points in the centuries that followed. We have to allow both for the power-ful infiuence of Moses and for editorial processes which brought the book to its present shape. While there seems little reason to deny that a substantial part of Deuteronomy was in existence some centuries before the 7th Century bc, it is not possible to say how much of it comprises the ipsissima verba of Moses himself.

Bibliography. P. Buis and J. Leclerq, Le Deu-teronome, 1963; R. E. Clements, God's Chosen People, 1968; P. C. Craigie, Deuteronomy, 1977; S. R. Driver, Deuteronomy, ICC, 1902; G. H. Davies, ‘Deuteronomy’, in Peake's Commentary on the Bible, rev. 1962; M. G. Kline, Treaty of the Great King, 1963; G. T. Manley, The Book of the Law, 1957; D. J. McCarthy, Treaty and Covenant, 1963; G. E. Mendenhall, Law and Covenant in Israel and the Ancient Near East, 1955; E. W. Nicholson, Deuteronomy and Tradition, 1967; E. Robertson, The Old Testament Problem, 1950; G. von Rad, Deuteronomy, 1966; idem, Studies in Deuteronomy, 1953; G. A. Smith, The Book of Deuteronomy, 1918; J. A. Thompson, Deuteronomy, TOTC, 1974; idem, The Ancient Near Easlern Treaties and the Old Testament, 1964; M. Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School, 1972; idem., Deuteronomy 1-11, AB, 1991; A. C. Welch, The Code of Deuteronomy, 1924; idem, Deuteronomy and the Framework to the Code, 1932; G. J. Wenham, The Slructure and Date of Deuteronomy (unpublished Ph D. thesis, London, 1970); idem, ‘Deuteronomy and the Central Sanctuary’, TynB 22, 1971, pp. 103-118; G. E. Wright, ‘Deuteronomy’, in IB, 2; idem, The Old Testament and Theology, 1965.

J.A.T.

DEW. The Heb. tat, ‘sprinkled moisture’, is re-ferred to indiscriminately for dew and night mist. As the effects upon plants of dew (i.e. condensa-tion of water vapour on a cooled surface), and of mist (i.e. condensation in the air), are not yet understood, the difference is perhaps irrelevant. Moist air drawn in from the sea is largely respon-sible for dew-fall in W Palestine, especially in the districts near the coast and on the W slopes of the mountains, though it does not occur in summer in the Jordan valley S of Beisan and on the W up-lands of Transjordan. According to Ashbel, the number of yearly dew-nights varies from 250 on the sandy soil of Gaza and the high slopes of Mt Carmel to 100-150 days in the Judaean Highlands, dropping rapidly E in the Jordan trough. The max-imum dew occurs in the beneficial summer months when the plants need moisture most. Duvdevani has experimented with two types of condensation. ‘Downward dew’ is characteristic of summer in areas of loose soil, i.e. with good soil-cooling con-ditions. ‘Upward dew’ results from the condensation of water vapour from damp soil, and is therefore more frequent in the winter season. This may be the explanation of Gideon’s signs (Jdg. 6:36—40). In his first experience so heavy was the night mist or dew, that he wrung out from the fleece a bowl full of water, while the hard-baked earth of the threshing-floor was dry. In the second experience the fleece was dry, while the earth, perhaps the disturbed soil in the edge of the threshing-floor, produced conditions for ‘upward dew’ from the soil, inadequate to moisten the fleece.

Scriptural references show that, though dew-fall is mysterious, its incidence is well known. ‘Who has begotten the drops of dew?’ says the Lord as he answers Job (38:28), and its origin is considered heavenly (Gn. 27:28; Dt. 33:28; Hg. 1:10; Zc. 8:12). It falls suddenly (2 Sa. 17:12), gently (Dt. 32:2), lies all night (Jb. 29:19), and exposure to it is dis-comforting (Ct. 5:2; Dn. 4:15, 23, 25, 33), but it quickly evaporates in the morning (Jb. 7:9; Ho. 6:4). Dew is to be expected in the hot summer weather of harvest (Is. 18:4; cf Ho. 14:5; Mi. 5:7).

Dew is beneficial to summer crops. This has been proved conclusively by agronomical field-studies made since 1937. The ancients therefore were not exaggerating it as a source of blessing. Dew is sufficiently copious to permit dry-farming in the absence of rain (Ecclus. 18:16; 43:22). It allows geophytes to be cultivated in the Negeb and aids the vine harvest; hence the prayer, ‘May God give you of the dew of heaven, and of the fatness of the earth, and plenty of grain and wine’ (Gn. 27:28; cf. Dt. 33:28). The absence of dew was therefore a cause of severe plight (Hg. 1:10; cf. Jb. 29:19; Zc. 8:12), intensifying the drought in the absence of rain (1 Ki. 17:1; cf. 2 Sa. 1:21). Its preciousness is therefore taken up as an emblem of resurrection; ‘thy dew is a dew of light, and on the land of the shades thou wilt let it fall’ (Is. 26:19). From this prophecy was based the talmudic phrase ‘the dew of resurrection’.

The passage in Ps. 133:3 appears to state that the dew of Hermon comes down on the mountain of Zion. This is incapable of a geographical interpret-ation. It may be a proverbial expression for plenti-ful dew, since Hermon receives a maximum amount. In consequence of the heavy dew on Hermon and Mt Carmel, the soft, friable limestone rapidly disintegrates and the soil is frequently re-plenished. Thus, these mountains have been sym-bolic of fertility.

Bibliography. D. Ashbel, Bioclimatic Atlas of Israel, 1950, pp. 51-55; S. Duvdevani, ‘Dew obser-vations and their significances’, Proc. United Na-tions Scientific Conference in the Conservation and Utilization of Resources, 1949, 4.    j.m.h.

DIBLATH, DIBLAH. Occurring only in Ezk. 6:14, no place of this name has been identified, and it is probably an ancient scribal error for * Riblah as rsv text; lxx already read Diblah. j.d.d.

DIBON. 1. A town in Judah, occupied after the Exile (Ne. 11:25) but not identifiable today.

2. Dibon (Heb. dibön) of Moab, marked by the modern village of Dhiban, to the E of the Dead Sea and 6 km N of the river Arnon. The city is mentioned by Rameses II, who claimed its capture (K. A. Kitchen, JEA 50, 1964, pp. 63-70). Origin-ally it belonged to Moab, but it was captured by

Sihon, king of the Amorites, in pre-Israelite times (Nu. 21:26). The Israelites took it at the time of the Exodus (Nu. 21:30), and it was given to the tribes of Reuben and Gad (Nu. 32:2-3). Gad built Dibon, however (Nu. 32:34), and hence it is called Dibon-gad (Nu. 33:45), although in Jos. 13:15fT. it is reckoned to Reuben. It is probably one of the halting-places on the Exodus journey and is re-ferred to in Nu. 33:45-46. Israel lost it later, it was regained by Omri and lost again to Mesha, king of Moab, who speaks of it on the * Moabite Stone, lines 21 and 28. Isaiah and Jeremiah knew it as a Moabite town (Is. 15:2; Je. 48:18, 22).

Archaeological excavations were carried out by the American Schools of Oriental Research in 1950-5 in the SE, NW and NE corners of the mound. There is some evidence for Early Bronze Age occupation, some levels at bedrock, a wall and pottery from Early Bronze III. The Moabite occupation proper dates from Iran I and is represented by several large buildings. In the SE Corner the re-mains are from Iron II extending from the mid-9th Century to the destruction by Nebuchadrezzar in 582 bc. Here lay a royal quarter, possibly built by Mesha. Later remains come from the Nabataean, Byzantine and Arab periods.

Bibliography. N. Glueck, Exploration in East-ern Palestine, 3, AASOR 18-19, 1937-8, pp. 115, 224fr.; AASOR 40, 1972; F. V. Winnett & W. L. Reid, AASOR 36-37, 1961; J. C. L. Gibson, Text-book of Syrian Semitic Inscriptions, I, 1971, pp. 71-83; NEAEHL, pp. 350-352.    j.a.t.

DINAH (Heb. dtnä, ‘judgment’ or ‘judged’). Daugh-ter of Jacob by Leah (Gn. 30:21; 46:15). While Jacob was encamped near Shechem, Dinah went out to visit the local womenfolk (Gn. 34); however, Shechem, son of Hamor, Hivite prince of Shechem, was attracted to her, apparently forced himself upon her, and then sought her in marriage from Jacob. But Jacob’s sons were indignant; they stipulated circumcision of the Shechemites before any marriage could be agreed to. Then Simeon and Levi (obviously with their retainers) caught the Shechemites off guard and slaughtered them treacherously. This deed was disapproved of (Gn. 34:30) and denounced (Gn. 49:5-7) by Jacob. The recording of sad incidents of this kind involving womenfolk is noted as a mark of early (pre-Solomonic) date for such narratives by C. H. Gordon, HXJCA 26, 1955, p. 80.    k.a.k.

DIONYSIUS THE AREOPAGITE. A member of the aristocratic council of Athens (‘Areopagus); one of Paul’s few Athenian converts (Acts 17:34). A 2nd-century tradition (Dionysius of Corinth in Eusebius, EH 3. 4; 4. 23), that he was the first bishop of Athens may rest only on this passage. A body of much later mystical writings was long ac-cepted as his and exercised a very strong influence in the Middle Ages (see partial English tr. by C. E. Rolt; R. Roques, ‘Dionysius Areopagitica’ in RAC for recent study). Other speculations about Dionysius, possibly related to the pagan Dionysos cult, are traced by Rendel Harris, Annotators of the Codex Bezae, 1901, pp. 76ff.    a.f.w.

DIOTREPHES. A refractory person of overween-ing ambition who would not recognize John the

Eider, publicly attacked him, forbade the reception of his adherents, and, whether by formal excom-munication or physical violence, excluded those who did receive them Though the Elder’s personal Intervention would eventually be decisive, the effect of his letters could be annulled by the present influence of Diotrephes (3 Jn. 9-10). It is not clear whether this was in virtue of a regulär office (e.g. as an early monarchical bishop—cf. T. Zahn, INT, 3, pp. 374ff.) or by dominance of personality among his peers (cf. J. V. Bartlet, JTS 6, 1905, pp. 204ff.). For other imaginative reconstructions, cf. J. Chapman, JTS 5, 1904, pp. 357ff., 517ff; B. H. Streeter, The Primitive Church, 1929, pp. 83ff; C.

H. Dodd, The Johannine Epistles, 1945, pp. 161fT.

A.F.W.

DISCIPLE. A disciple (from Lat. discipulus, ‘pupil, learner’, corresponding to Gk. mathetes, from manthanö, ‘to learn’) is basically the pupil of a teacher. The corresponding Heb. term limmüd is somewhat rare in the OT (Is. 8:16; 50:4; 54:13; cf. Je. 13:23), but in the rabbinical writings the taimid (cf. 1 Ch. 25:8) is a familiär figure as the pupil of a rabbi from whom he learned traditional lore. In the Gk. world philosophers were likewise surrounded by their pupils. Since pupils often adopted the dis-tinctive teaching of their masters, the word came to signify the adherent of a particular outlook in re-ligion or philosophy.

Jewish usage is seen in the NT references to the disciples of the Pharisees (Mk. 2:18). The Jews considered themselves to be ultimately disciples of Moses (Jn. 9:28), since his teaching formed the basis of rabbinic instruction. The followers of John the Baptist were known as his disciples (Mk. 2:18; Jn. 1:35). The term was probably applied to his close associates. They practised prayer and fasting in accordance with his instructions (Mk. 2:18; Lk. 11:1), and some of them cared for him in prison and saw to his burial (Mt. 11:2-7; Mk. 6:29).

Although Jesus (like John) was not an officially recognized teacher (Jn. 7:14f.), he was popularly known as a teacher or rabbi (Mk. 9:5; 11:21; Jn. 3:2), and his associates were known as disciples. The word can be used of all who responded to his message (Mt. 5:1; Lk. 6; 17; 19:37), but it can also refer more narrowly to those who accompanied him on his travels (Mk. 6:45; Lk. 8:2f.; 10:1), and especially to the twelve apostles (Mk. 3:14). Dis-cipleship was based on a call by Jesus (Mk. 1:16-20; 2:13f.; Lk. 9:59-62; even Lk. 9:57f. presupposes Jesus’ invitation in general terms). It involved personal allegiance to him, expressed in following him and giving him an exclusive loyalty (Mk. 8:34-38; Lk. 14:26—33). In at least some cases it meant literal abandonment of home, business ties and possessions (Mk. 10:21, 28), but in every case readiness to put the Claims of Jesus first, whatever the cost, was demanded. Such an attitude went well beyond the normal pupii-teacher relationship and gave the word ‘disciple’ a new sense. Faith in Jesus and allegiance to him are what determine the fate of men at the last judgment (Lk. 12:8f.).

Those who became disciples were taught by Jesus and appointed as his representatives to preach his message, cast out demons and heal the sick (Mk. 3:14f.); although these responsibilities were primarily delegated to the Twelve, they were not confined to them (Mk. 5:19; 9:38-41; Lk. 10:1-16).

According to Luke, the members of the eariy church were known as disciples (Acts 6:1 f., and frequently thereafter). This makes it clear that the earthly disciples of Jesus formed the nucleus of the church and that the pattem of the relationship be-tween Jesus and his earthly disciples was constitu-tive for the relationship between the risen Lord and the members of his church. The Word, however, is not found outside the Gospels and Acts, and other NT writers used a variety of terms (believers, saints, brothers) to express more fully the charac-teristics of discipleship after Easter.

Bibliography. K. H. Rengstorf, TDNT 4, pp. 415-460: JV/.DJV7T1, pp. 480-494; M. Hengel, The Charismatic Leader and His Followers, 1981; M. J. Wilkins, DJG, pp. 176-182.    i.h.m.

DISPERSION. The term 'Dispersion’ (Gk. dias-pora) can denote either Jews scattered in the non-Jewish world (as in Jn. 7:35; 1 Pet. 1:1) or the places in which they reside (as in Jas. 1:1; Judith 5:19).

I.    Origins

It is difficult to know how eariy the voluntary dis-persion of Israel began; there are hints of an early ‘colony’ in Damascus (1 Ki. 20:34), and Solomon’s expansionist policies may well have led to earlier commercial outposts. But the conquering kings of Assyria and Babylonia introduced a new factor, the compulsory transplantation of sections of the population to other parts of their empire (2 Ki. 15:29; 17:6; 24:14fT; 25: II IT.). Involved in this policy was the removal of the classes providing the natural leadership and the skilled craftsmen. Many of these transplanted groups, especially from the N kingdom, probably lost their national and religious identity, but the Judaean Community in Babylon had a rieh prophetic ministry, learnt to retain the worship of the God of Israel without Temple or sacrifice, and produced the purposeful men who returned to rebuild Jerusalem. Only a portion, however, returned under Cyrus; a sizeable and in-tensely self-conscious Jewish community remained in mediaeval times, with its own recension of the Talmud.

II.    Extcnt

The Israelites abroad were not forgotten at home, and prophetic pictures of God’s gracious Intervention in the last times include the happy restoration of ‘the dispersed of Israel’ (e.g. Is. 11:12; Zp. 3:10; cf. also Ps. 147:2, where lxx significantly renders ‘the diasporai of Israel’). The area of the prophets’ visions is often much wider than the Assyrian and Babylonian empires. In other words, another dispersion—probably originally voluntary, but reinforced, as Je. 43:7; 44:1 show, by refugees—had already begun. Jews were settling in Egypt and beyond, and in less-known areas. Some rather lurid light is cast on what the communities in Egypt could be like by the Aramaic papyri found at Ele-phantine (* Papyri, *Seveneh) as distant as the First Cataract, from a Jewish trading-community with its own altar and idiosyncrasies.

With Alexander the Great’s conquests a new era of the Dispersion begins: a steadily increasing stream of Jewish immigrants is noticed in the most diverse places. In the Ist Century ad Philo num-bered the Jews in Egypt at a million (In Flaccum 43). Strabo the geographer, somewhat earlier, notes the number and Status of the Jews in Cyrene, adding: ‘This people has already made its way into every city, and it is not easy to find any place in the habitable world which has not received this nation, and in which it has not made its power feit’ (quoted by Jos., Ant. 14. 115, Loeb edition).

Of the general truth of Strabo’s estimate there is abundant evidence. Syria had large Jewish ‘col-onies’. Juster (1914) listed 71 cities in Asia Minor which the Dispersion affected: the list could doubtless be augmented today. Roman writers such as Horace testify in no friendly fashion to the presence and habits of Jews in the Capital. As early as 139 bc there was an expulsion of the Jews from Rome: the edict mentioned in Acts 18:2 had several precedents. But somehow the Jews always came back. For all their unpopularity—barely concealed in the Speeches of the governors Pilate and Gallio, quite evident in the mob-cries of Philippi (Acts 16:20) and Ephesus (Acts 19:34)— the Jews established themselves as a kind of universal exception. Their social exclusiveness, their incomprehensible taboos and their uncompromis-ing religion were all tolerated. They alone might be exempted from ‘official’ sacrifices, and (since they would not march on the sabbath) from mili-tary Service. Under Seleucids, Ptolemies and Romans alike, the Dispersion, with much patent dislike to face, and occasionally outbreaks of sav-age violence, enjoyed, in the main, peace and prosperity.

The spread of the Dispersion was not confined to the Roman empire: it was prominent in the Per-sian sphere of influence too, as the account of the Pentecost crowd illustrates (Acts 2:9-11). Josephus has revealing stories of Jewish free-booters of Fra Diavolo stature in Parthia (Ant. 18. 31 Off.), and of the conversion and circumcision of the king of the buffer state of Adiabene (Ant. 20. 17ff.).

III. Characteristics

The oddities of Elephantine are not typical of later Dispersion Judaism. The life of most of these communities lay in the law and the synagogue, though it may be noted that the refugee Zadokite high priest Onias set up a temple at Leontopolis in Egypt, in the 2nd Century bc, on the basis of Is. 19:18fL, and said that most of the Egyptian Jews had temples ‘contrary to what is proper’ (Ant. 13. 66). But in the nature of things they could not live exactly as the Jews in Palestine. The westward Dispersion had to live in the Greek world, and it had to speak Greek. One major result of this was the translation of the sacred books into Greek, the Septuagint (*Texts and Versions). The legends about its origin at least bear witness to the mis-sionary spirit of Hellenistic Judaism. Although it may be misleading to generalize from Alexandria, we can see there a prosperous and educated Jewish community seeking to make intellectual contact with an established Greek culture. The ‘de-Messianized’ but otherwise orthodox Judaism of the book of Wisdom and of Philo are character-istic products. There is evidence also of Jewish mis-sionary apologetic directed to pagans of Greek education, and of Codes of instruction for pagan converts. There is perhaps a slightly satirical com-mentary on Diaspora Judaism’s understanding of its mission in Rom. 2:17-24.

Hellenistic Jewish culture was faithful to law and nation (cf Phil. 3:5-6—the confession of a Jew of the Dispersion). The communities paid the half-shekel Temple tax, and maintained contact with each other and with Jerusalem (cf. Acts 28:21 f). The devout visited Jerusalem for the great feasts when possible (Acts 2:5ff.; 8:27) and often had closer ties with the mother-country. But so different had the cultural atmosphere become that the Dispersion communities had their own synagogues there (cf. Acts 6:9). 1t is possible that Stephen learnt some of his radicalism about the Temple from Diaspora Judaism in pre-conversion days.

Notwithstanding Jewish unpopularity, it is clear that Judaism strongly attracted many Gentiles. The simple but majestic worship of one God, the lofty ethics, the generally high Standards of family life, brought many, including people of rank, to the synagogues. The necessity of circumcision prob-ably held back many men from becoming full ‘proselytes, but numbers remained in attendance as ‘God-fearers’. Thus we regularly find Gentiles in the synagogues during Paul’s missionary journeys (cf Acts 13:43fT.; 14:1; 17:4; 18:4ff.).

A less happy aspect of the attraction of Judaism was the widespread belief, to which many sources testify, that Jews possessed special magical powers and that their sacred words were particularly effi-cacious in incantations. Undoubtedly un-scrupulous Jews traded on this reputation, and we meet one such in Acts 13:6ff. It is likely, too, that there was a fringe of Jewish syncretistic and sectar-ian teaching which dealt in the mystery and occult so fascinating to the Hellenistic world. Some pagan cults—such as the Sabazios cult in Phrygia— eagerly scattered Judaic ingredients into their exot-ically flavoured religious pot-pourri; but, however important these may be for the history of Christian heresy (* Gnosticism), there is little evidence that they were in themselves representative of and sig-nificant for Dispersion Judaism as a whole. As might be expected, archaeological study reveals considerable formal differences, and differing de-grees of cultural exclusiveness, at various times and places; but nothing indicates that there was any major indecision in Diaspora Judaism as to the uniqueness of Israel’s God, his revelation in the Torah, and his people.

IV. Relation to Christianity

The influence of the Dispersion in preparing the way for the gospel is beyond doubt. The synagogues stretched over the greater part of the known world were the stepping-stones of the early missionaries. Acts shows Paul, the self-confessed apostle to the Gentiles, regularly opening his evan-gelistic work by synagogue preaching. Almost as regularly a division follows, the majority of Israel-ites by birth refusing the proffered Messiah, the Gentiles (i.e. the proselytes and God-fearers) re-ceiving him joyfully. Representative converts, such as Cornelius and the Ethiopian eunuch, had first been proselytes or God-fearers. Clearly the God-fearers—children of the Dispersion—are a vital factor in early church history. They came to faith with some previous knowledge of God and the Scriptures, and already watchful of idolatry and immorality.


The lxx also performed a missionary Service beyond its effect on those Gentiles in contact with synagogues; and more than one Christian Father testifies that the reading of the lxx played a vital part in his conversion.

An apparent confusion in some pagan writers makes it difficult to teil whether Judaism or Christianity is alluded to. This may be due to the fact that so often a Christian community arose within the bosom of Diaspora Judaism: and to an ignorant or indifferent pagan, even if he believed the horror stories about Christian arson and cannibal-ism, the attitude of converts towards many trad-itional practices might seem to be Jewish. On the other hand, Jewish influence on many leading converts helps to explain why ‘Judaizing’ was such a peril in the apostolic church.

It is interesting that Peter and James, both Pales-tinian Jews, address Christians as ‘the Dispersion’ (Jas. 1:1; 1 Pet. 1:1). Like the members of the old dispersion, they are ‘sojourners’ where they live; they enjoy a solidarity unknown to the heathen; and they owe a transcendent loyalty to the Jerusalem which is above.

Bibliography. J. Juster, Les Juifs dans iEmpire Romain, 1914; A. Causse, Les Disperses d'Israel, 1929; E. Schürer, History of the Jewish People, 2, 1978; BC, 1, pp. 137ff.; E. R. Goodenough, Jewish Symbols in the Greco-Roman period, 1953-68 (rela-tion to pagan symbolism); R. McL. Wilson, The Gnostic Problem, 1958; V. Tcherikover, Hellenistic Civilization and the Jews, 1959; H. J. Leon, The Jews of Ancient Rome, 1960; M. Grant, The Jews in the Roman World, 1973; E. M. Smallwood, The Jews under Roman Rule, 1977.    a.f.w.

DIVINATION. The usual Heb. word translated ‘divination’ and ‘diviner’ is the root qsm. The root nhs is used in Gn. 44:5, 15, and elsewhere this is translated ‘enchanter’, ‘enchantment’, ‘use en-chantments’. The root ’nn is sometimes coupled with the former words, and is translated ‘observe times’ (rv ‘practise augury’), and twice ‘soothsayings’.

Divination is roughly the attempt to discern events that are distant in time or space, and that consequently cannot be perceived by normal means. A similar definition could be given for the seership aspect of prophecy, as exercised in, e.g., 1 Sa. 9:6-10. Hence the term could be used oc-casionally in a good sense, as we might speak of a prophet having clairvoyant gifts without thereby approving all forms of clairvoyance. Thus Balaam is a diviner as well as being inspired of God (Nu. 22:7; 24:1). The divination condemned in Ezk. 13:6-7 is specified as ‘lying’. In Mi. 3:6-7, 11, div-ining is a function of the prophets, though here also they have prostituted their gift; cf Zc. 10:2. In Pr. 16:10 qesem (‘inspired decisions’) is used of the divine guidance given through the king.

Apart from these general uses, divination is condemned, except for two passages noted below. God’s people are forbidden to use divination and enchantments as the pagan world did (Lv. 19:26; Dt. 18:9-14), and 2 Ki. 17:17; 21:6 record their disobedience. Pagan diviners are mentioned in I Sa. 6:2; Is. 44:25; Ezk. 21:22.

Divination may take many forms. One can make two broad divisions, namely, internal and mechan-ical: the former is either the trance inspiration of the shaman type, or direct second sight; the latter makes use of technical means, such as sand, en-trails of a sacrifice, or in modern times tea-leaves. These divisions cannot be pressed, since the objects may release the clairvoyant faculty, as with crystal-gazing. Balaam may have released his powers in this way (Nu. 24:1).

The following forms are mentioned in the Bible.

a.    Rhabdomancy. Ezk. 21:21. Sticks or arrows were thrown into the air, and omens were deduced from their position when they feil. Ho. 4:12 could also be a reference to this.

b.    Hepaloscopy. Ezk. 21:21. Examination of the liver or other entrails of a sacrifice was supposed to give guidance. Probably shapes and markings were classified, and the priest interpreted them.

c.    Teraphim. Associated with divination in 1 Sa. 15:23 (‘idolatry’, rsv); Ezk. 21:21; Zc. 10:2. If the teraphim were images of dead ancestors, the divination was probably a form of spiritualism.

d.    Necromancy, or the consultation of the de-parted. This is associated with divination in Dt. 18:11; 1 Sa. 28:8; 2 Ki. 21:6, and is condemned in the Law (Lv. 19:31; 20:6), the Prophets (Is. 8:19-20) and the historical books (1 Ch. 10:13). The medium was spoken of as having an 'ob, translated ‘a familiär spirit’, or in modern terms ‘a control’. An associated term, translated ‘wizard’, is yid'öni, probably from the root yäda, ‘know’, and presum-ably refers to the supernatural knowledge claimed by the spirit and in a secondary sense by its owner.

e.    Astrology draws conclusions from the position of the sun, moon and planets in relation to the zodiac and to one another. While not condemned, astrology is belittled in Is. 47:13 and Je. 10:2. The wise men (*Magi) who came to the infant Jesus (Mt. 2:9) were probably trained in Bab. tradition which mixed astronomy with astrology.

f.    Hydromancy, or divination through water. Here forms and pictures appear in the water in a bowl, as also in crystal-gazing. The gleam of the water induces a state of light trance, and the vi-sions are subjective. The only reference to this in the Bible is Gn. 44:5, 15, where it might appear that Joseph used his silver cup for this purpose. But one cannot say how much credence to give to a Statement that comes in a section where Joseph and his Steward are deliberately deceiving his brothers.

g.    Lols. In the OT the lot was cast to discover God’s will for the allocation of territory (Jos. 18-19, etc.), the choice of the goat to be sacrificed on the Day of Atonement (Lv. 16), the detection of a guilty person (Jos. 7:14; Jon. 1:7), the allocation of Temple duties (1 Ch. 24:5), the discovery of a lucky day by Haman (Est. 3:7). In the NT Christ’s clothes were allocated by lot (Mt. 27:35). The last occasion in the Bible on which the lot is used to divine the will of God is in the choice of Matthias (Acts 1:15-26), and there may be a signiftcance in that this is before Pentecost. (See also * Urim and Thummim.)

b. * Dreants are often counted as a means of divination, but in the Bible there is no instance of a person’s deliberately asking for guidance or supernatural knowledge through dreams, except perhaps the false prophets in Je. 23:25-27. The spontaneous dream, however, is often a means of divine guidance.

In Acts 16:16 a girl has a spirit of divination. The Gk. here ispythön. The famous Delphic Oracle was in the district of Pytho, and the term evidently was used loosely for anyone supernaturally in-spired, as was the priestess at Delphi. (* Magic AND SoRCERY.)

Bibuography. C. Brown, J. S. Wright, NIDNTT 2, pp. 552-562.    j.s.w.

DIZAHAB. One of the places named in Dt. 1:1 to dehne the site of the Speeches which follow. 1t has often been identified with Dahab on the E coast of the Sinai peninsula (e.g. Rothenberg and Aharoni), but this is not easily reconciled with the other data given (cf. v. 5). A location in N Moab is required, and ed-Dheibe (30 km E of Hesbän/Heshbon) seems the most probable Suggestion so far.

Bibuography. F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Pal-estine, 2, 1937, p. 307 and map 4; B. Rothenberg and Y. Aharoni, God's Wilderness, 1961, pp. 144, 161.    G.I.D.

DOCTRINE. ln the OT the word occurs chiefly as a translation of leqah, meaning ‘what is received' (Dt. 32:2; Jb. 11:4; Pr. 4:2; Is. 29:24). The idea of a body of revealed teaching is chiefly expressed by törd, which occurs 216 times and is rendered as law’.

ln the NT two words are used. didaskalia means both the act and the content of teaching. 1t is used of the Pharisees’ teaching (Mt. 15:9; Mk. 7:7). Apart from one instance in Colossians and one in Ephesians, it is otherwise confined to the Pastoral Epistles (and seems to refer often to some body of teaching used as a Standard of orthodoxy). didache is used in more parts of the NT. It too can mean either the act or the content of teaching. It occurs of the teaching of Jesus (Mt. 7:28, etc.) which he claimed to be divine (Jn. 7:16-17). After Pentecost Christian doctrine began to be formulated (Acts 2:42) as the instruction given to those who had responded to the kerygma (Rom. 6:17). There were some in the church whose official function was to teach this to new converts (e.g. 1 Cor. 12:28-29). For the content of the didache, see E. G. Selwyn. The First Epislle of St Peter, 1946, Essay II.

R.E.N.

DODANIM. The name of a people descended from Javan, son of Japheth, mentioned twice in the OT (Gn. 10:4: Heb. dödänim, lxx Rhodioi', 1 Ch. 1:7: Heb. rödänim, lxx Rhodioi). The Genesis reference is probably to be read (with the Samaritan Pentateuch) rödänim (d and r are readily confused in both the old and the ‘square’ Heb. Scripts), referring to the inhabitants of the island of Rhodes. See E. Dhorme, Syria 13, 1932, pp. 48-49. t.c.m.

DOOR-POST, GATE-POST, POST. I. Heb. m'züzöt were the wooden planks which framed a doorway and which supported the lintel, masqöp, and on which an * amulet was later fixed. Blood was sprinkled on them at the first Passover (Ex. 12:7, 22-23), a slave’s ear was pierced against one when he chose to remain with his master (Ex. 21:6), and the posts were to be written upon (Dt 6:9; 11:20). The term is also used of temples (1 Sa. 1:9; 1 Ki. 6:33; Ezk. 41:21) and gates (Jdg. 16:3).

2. ’ayil. Used mainly of Ezekiel’s temple (40:9-10, etc.) where it is translated ‘post’ av and ’jamb’ rsv. It is thought to be a projection from the wall, such as a pilaster. 3. sap, ‘post’ av. see ’Thresh-old.    C.J.D.

DOR. A sea-port on the Mediterranean coast, S of Carmel. occupied from c. 1900 bc to Gk. times. Mentioned by Ramcsses II and as the city Sikil ruled by Beder of the Tjeker (sea-peoples) in the llth Century Wen-Amon story (ANET. p. 26). It opposed the Israelites and was defeated (Jos. 11:1— 2; 12:23; 17:11-13, cf. Ch. 7:29). Its Canaanite in-habitants were not conquered (Jdg. 1:27) until the reign of David and it remained essentially Phoeni-cian. Solomon developed it (1 Ki. 4:11). The four-room gatehouse and temple belong to this period or Ahab’s restorations. The Assyrians in 722 bc took Dor into their provincial System (Duru). It was rebuilt on a Gk. model by Ptolemy II. The port was later overshadowed by Herod’s Caesarea Maritima. For excavations, see NEAEHL, pp. 357-372.

Bibliography. E. Stern, BAR 19, 1993, pp. 13-44; idem. Dor, Rider of the Seas, 1994. d.j.w.

DORCAS, or Tabitha (‘gazelle’), was renowned for charity in the church at Joppa (Acts 9:36). When she died they sent two members to Lydda for the apostle Peter. He came immediately, and following Jesus’ example, excluded the mourners. Then he knelt and prayed, and fulnlled his divine Commission (Mt. 10:8). She is the only woman disciple so called (mathetria) in the NT.    m.b.

DOTHAN. The fertile plain of Dothan separates the hills of Samaria from the Carmel ränge. It pro-vides an easy pass for travellers from Bethshan and Gilead on their way to Egypt. This was the route of the Ishmaelites who carried Joseph into Egypt. The good pasturage had attracted Jacob’s sons from Shechem, 32 km to the S. Near the town (now teil döia) are rectangular cisterns about 3 m deep similar to the pit into which Joseph was put (Gn. 37:17ff.). Elisha led the Syrian force, which had been sent to capture him, along the hill road to Samaria, 16 km S. His servant was encouraged by a vision of heavenly forces arrayed on the hill to the E of the town (2 Ki. 6:13-23).

Excavations (1953-60) revealed a walled city of the Early and Middle Bronze Ages, and a Late Bronze Age Settlement apparently using the older city wall. Thothmes III lists Dothan among his conquests (c. 1480 bc). It was probably one of the towns which was absorbed by the Israelites, but not actually conquered (cf. Jdg. 1:27). Areas of the Iron Age town which have been cleared show the narrow streets and small houses with storage-pits and bread-ovens of Elisha’s day. Among the finds are fifteen pieces of silver in a pottery box repre-senting an individual’s savings. There was also Settlement in the Assyrian and Hellenistic periods (cf. Judith 4:6; 7:3).

Bibliography. Excavation reports by J. P. Free, BA 19, 1956, pp. 43^18, 1953-5 seasons; BASOR 131, 1953, pp. 16-29; 135, 1954, pp. 14-20; 139, 1955, pp. 3-9; 143, 1956, pp. 11-17; 147, 1957, pp. 36-37; 152, 1958, pp. 10-18; 156, 1959, pp. 22-29; 160, 1960, pp. 6-15; NEAEHL pp. 372-374.

A.R.M.

DRAGON. In the OT two Heb. words are so trans-lated by the av.

1. tan, ‘jackal’ (so rsv). It always occurs in the plural, usually masculine (tanninr. Jb. 30:29; Ps. 44:19; Is. 13:22; 34:13; 35:7; 43:20; Je. 9:11; 10:22; 14:6; 49:33; 51:37; Ezk. 29:3; Mi. 1:8), but once in the feminine (tannör. Mal. 1:3). In La. 4:3 the form tannin occurs, but this is probably tan with the rare plural ending-m (nunation, asfound in the Moabite Stone), and not a member of 2 below.

2. tannin. A word of uncertain meaning, probably unrelated to tan. It is translated in av ‘dragon’, ‘whale’ (Gn. 1:21; Jb. 7:12; rsv ‘sea monster’) and ‘serpent’ (Ex. 7:9-10, 12), the last being a satisfac-tory rendering in the Exodus passage, and it also seems to be the sense in Dt. 32:33 and Ps. 91:13; and possibly in Ne. 2:13. The other occurrences are less easy to define. In Gn. 1:21 evidently large sea-creatures such as the whale are intended, and this may be the meaning of Jb. 7:12 and Ps. 148:7, though, on the basis of an Arabic cognate, ‘water spouf is suggested by some (e.g. Rvmg. for the latter). In Ps. 74:13; Is. 27:1 and 51:9, the crocodile may be intended, and the association with Egypt suggests the same possibility in Ezk. 29:3; 32:2, and even Je. 51:34. None of these meanings can be certain, and the term may in some contexts refer to an apocalyptic creature of some kind, as in NT drakön, ‘dragon’, used figuratively of Satan in Rev.

12-13; 16 and 20. The word occurs in the lxx chief-ly for tannin.

Bibliography. G. R. Driver in Z. V. Togan (ed ), Proceedings of the Twenty-Second Congress of Orientalists . . . Istanbul . . .. 1951, 2, 1957, pp. 114-115; A. Heidel, The Babylonian Genesis5, 1951, pp. 102-105.    t.c.m.

DREAM. If comparing the ‘dream’ literature of the Babylonians and the Egyptians with the refer-ences to dreams in the OT, one is impressed by the Hebrews’ lack of preoccupation with this phenom-enon. Nor is the religious significance of the dreams that are recorded in the OT at all prominent. Indeed, dreams are said to derive from the ac-tivities in which the dreamer has been immersed during the day (Ec. 5:3). However, the OT recog-nizes that, whatever the origin of a dream, it may become a means by which God communicates with men, be they Israelites (1 Ki. 3:5) or non-Israelites (Gn. 20:3fr.).

Dreams recorded in Scripture are of two kinds. First, there are those consisting of the ordinary dream phenomena in which the sleeper ‘sees’ a connected series of images which correspond to events in everyday life (Gn. 40:9-17; 41:1-7). Sec-ondly, there are dreams which communicate to the sleeper a message from God (Gn. 20:3-7; 1 Ki. 3:5-15; Mt. 1:20—24). On occasions there is virtually no distinction between a dream and a * vision during the night (Jb. 4:12f; Acts 16:9; 18:9f.)

In interpreting dreams the Bible distinguishes between the dream-phenomena reported by non-Israelites and by Israelites. Gentiles such as phar-aoh (Gn. 41:15flf.) and his high-ranking officers (40:12f., 18f.) require Joseph to explain their dreams, and Nebuchadrezzar needs Daniel (Dn. 2:17fT). On occasion God himself speaks and so renders human Intervention unnecessary (Gn. 20:3ff; 31:24; Mt. 2:12). But when the members of the covenant community dream, the Interpretation accompanies the dream (Gn. 37:5-10; Acts 16:9f).

This subject is important for the OT view of prophecy. Among the Hebrews there was a close association between dreams and the function of the prophet. The locus classicus is Dt. 13:1-5, where the prophet is mentioned along with the dreamer without betraying any sense of incongru-ity. The close connection in Heb. thought between dreaming and prophesying is again revealed in Je. 23:25-32. It is also clear that in the days of Samuel and Saul it was commonly believed that the Lord spoke through dreams as well as by Urim and prophets (1 Sa. 28:6). Joel 2:28 (quoted Acts 2:17) links prophecy, dreams and visions with the out-pouring of the Spirit.

Moses is described as the only prophet to whom the Lord spoke ‘mouth to tnouth, clearly, and not in dark speech’ (Nu. 12:6-8; cf. Dt. 34:10), but the context shows that vision and dream are equally valid means of prophetic revelation (Nu. 12:6). Jeremiah censures the false prophets for treating the dreams of their own subconscious as revela-tions from God (Je. 23:16, 25-27, 32), but he admits that a true prophet can have a genuine prophetic dream (v. 28), the proof being the ham-merlike message it contained (v. 29). Jeremiah him-self certainly knew the dream form of prophetic inspiration (31:26).

In the NT Matthew records five dreams in Connection with the birth and infancy of Jesus, in three of which an angel appeared with God’s message (Mt. 1:20; 2:12-13, 19, 22). Later he records the troubled dream of Pilate’s wife (27:19). Other pas-sages speak of * visions rather than dreams, but the borderline is thin.

Bibuography. EBT, 1, pp. 214ff; P. J. Budd, NIDNTT 1, pp. 511-513; ZPEB, 2, p. 162; E. D. Ehrlich, Der Traum im Alten Testament, BZAWTh, 1953; DBT, pp. 127-128.    j.g.s.s.t.

j.s.w. 1 2

wool. It is worn next to the skin and reaches down to the knees or to the ankles. It is made with or without sleeves, short or long (see Benzinger, Hebr Arch., figs. 59-60; Marston, The Bible Comes Alive, plate 15, bottom). For work or whiie running, this shirt was pulled up (Ex. 12:11; 2 Ki. 4:29). The Bible also mentions a kuttönel_passim, which was a special kind of garment (Gn. 37:3, 23, 32), and was worn also by princes (2 Sa. 13:18-19). It was pos-sibly a highly coloured garment, a kind of plaid twisted round the body, as is shown by the Syrian ambassadors to Tutankhamün (ANEP, fig. 52). The shirt, presumably worn underneath it, is pos-sibly the sädin (Jdg. 14:12; Pr. 31:24; Is. 3:23; lxx sindön), but might include in this dass of garments the rrf'tt, regularly torn as a sign of mourning (Ezr. 9:3; Jb. 1:20; 2:12), and worn by men of import-ance, e.g. Jonathan (1 Sa. 18:4), Samuel (1 Sa. 2:19; 15:27; 28:14), Saul (1 Sa. 24:4, 11), Job and his friends (Jb. 1:20; 2:12) and Ezra (Ezr. 9:3).

The ordinary mantle is generally called simlä. It can be identified with the ’abäye of the modern fellahin (Benzinger, Hebr. Arch., fig. 73). This is a more or less square piece of cloth, which is some-times thrown over one shoulder or, as now, over both Shoulders. There are openings for the arms at the sides. This cloak, which everybody possessed, could not be given in loan, as it was used at night as a covering (Ex. 22:25-26; Dt. 24:13). It was generally taken off for work (Mt. 24:18; Mk. 10:50). It was also used to carry all kinds of objects (see Ex. 12:34; Jdg. 8:25; 2 Ki. 4:39; Hg. 2:12).

Another cloak was called ’adderet_, which it is not easy to describe. It was sometimes made of a costly material (Jos. 7:21, 24) and was worn by the king (Jon. 3:6) and by prophets (1 Ki. 19:13, 19; 2 Ki. 2:13-14), where it was possibly made from animal’s skin. It was not in general use, and the word does not appear in late Hebrew.

For a head-covering Israelites probably wore a folded square of cloth as a veil for protection against the sun, or wrapped it as a turban around the head. rsv translates migbaöt as ‘caps’ (Ex. 28:40; Lv. 8:13) and p’’er as ‘headdress’ (Is. 3:20) and Minen turbans’ (Ezk. 44:18); av ‘bonnet’. Notable men and women wore in later times the sänip (Is. 3:23; 62:3), which was a piece of cloth twisted round the head.

The poor people generally went about barefoot. but the sandal was known (Dt. 25:10; Am. 2:6: 8:6). The soles (n''älim) were of leather or wood and tied with thongs(i'><Mr)(Gn. 14:23; Is. 5:27; Mk. 1:7: Lk. 3:16, av Matchet’). These were not worn inside the house.

b. Women’s dress

The dress of women was very much the same as that for men. But the difference must have been sufficiently noticeable, because it was forbidden fot men to wear women’s clothes, and vice versa (Dt 22:5). The difference has to be sought in finer material, more colours and the use of a veil and a kind of headcloth (mitpahat: Is. 3:22, av ‘wimple’; trans-lated ‘mantle’ in Ru. 3:15), which could be used tc carry loads (Benzinger, Hebr. Arch., fig. 59 Marston, loc. cit.). The most common dresses foi the Israelite women are the kuttöne[ and the simlä The fine underwear sadin is also worn by women (Pr. 31:24; Is. 3:23). For feasts, women wore a mort costly attire (1 Tim. 2:9). Hip and thigh clothing was not worn. A long train or veil was used b> ladies of rank (Is. 47:2; Na. 3:5). Articles men-tioned in the catalogue of Is. 3:18fT. cannot now bc more particularly identified.

c.    Dress for special occasions

Festive attire was distinctive from ordinary dress only in that the material was more costly (Gn. 27:15; Mt. 22:11-12; Lk. 15:22). The colour was preferably white (Ec. 9:8; Mk. 9:3; Rev. 3:4). Tis-sues of byssus, scarlet and purple were much ap-preciated (Pr. 31:22; Ecclus. 6:30; Je. 4:30). Women liked to adorn their clothes with gold and silver (2 Sa. 1:24; Ps. 45:9, 14-15; Ezk. 16:10, 13; 27:7).

Dress for mourning and penitence (saq) was probably some kind of haircloth similar to the mantle of the prophets. This was worn with a beit and sometimes on the naked body (Gn. 37:34; 2 Sa. 3:31; 1 Ki. 21:27; 2 Ki. 6:30).

d.    Dress of priests

The oldest sacred dress seems to have been the ’epöd bad, probably a simple loin-cloth (2 Sa. 6:14, 20). The priests of Nob were known as men who wore the ‘linen ephod’ (1 Sa. 22:18). Samuel (1 Sa. 2:18) and David (2 Sa. 6:14) wore a simple linen ephod. This ordinary ephod has to be distinguished from the ephod of the high priest made of costly material (byssus = ses), worked with gold, purple, scarlet or the like. This part of the dress reached from the breast down to the hips. 1t was held in place by two shoulder-bands and was tied round the waist (Ex. 39:1-26). There is also mention of an ephod which was used for the oracles. This was hung in the Temple (1 Sa. 21:9). The ordinary priests wore during the liturgical Service a cloth which covered the hips and thighs (Ex. 28:42^13; Lv. 16:4) and a long embroidered linen tunic with sleeves (Ex. 28:40; 39:27), also an elaborately worked beit of twined linen, blue, purple and scarlet stuff(Ex. 28:40; 39:29) (Nötscher, Bibi. Allerumskunde, 1940). They had also a kind of turban called misnepet (Ex. 28:4, 37, 39; 29:6; 39:28). As in Egypt and Babylon, it was forbidden for priests to wear woollen clothes (Ezk. 44:17). They were not allowed to wear sandals in the Temple (Ex. 3:5; 29:20).

Bibuography. In general: M. G. Houston, Andern Egyptian and Persian Costume and Decor-alion', 1954; ANEP, figs. 1-66 and passim; H. F. Lutz, Textiles and Customs among the People of the Andern Near East, 1923. Near East with special reference to the OT: I. Benzinger, Hebräische Archäologie1927, pp. 72-89. Egyptian material in A. Erman, Life in Andern Egypt, 1894 (old but useful), pp. 200-233; BA 24, 1961, pp. 119-128 (for tasselled garments). All these works are profusely illustrated.    c.d.w.

DRUSILLA. Born in ad 38 (Jos., Ant. 19. 354), the youngest daughter of * Herod Agrippa I, and sister of Agrippa II, who gave her in marriage to a Syrian petty king, Azizus of Emesa. The procur-ator ‘Felix, abetted by the Cypriot magician Atomos (whom some, following an inferior text of Josephus (Ant. 20. 142), connect with the ‘Elymas’ of Acts 13:8), persuaded her to desert Azizus and to marry him.

The Western Text records that it was Drusilla, not her husband, who wanted to meet Paul (ad 57), but it seems doubtful whether in this sophis-ticated Jewish teenager the apostle would find a receptive listener to his discourse on ‘justice and self-control and l'uture judgment' (Acts 24:24-25).

J.D.D.

DUALISM. Several characteristic themes of bib-lical doctrine can be better understood if con-sidered against their background of dualistic thought. The word ‘dualism’ has been variously used in the history of theology and philosophy, but the basic conception is that of a distinction between two principles as independent of one another and in some instances opposed to one another. Thus in theology God is set over against some spiritual principle of evil or the material world, in philosophy spirit over against matter, in psychology soul or mind over against body.

I.    God and the powers of evil

The first use of the term ‘dualism’ was in Hyde’s Historia Religionis Velerum Persarum, published in 1700. Although it is a matter for dispute among experts whether Persian religion as a whole should be described as dualistic, it is clear that at some periods of Mazdaeism there existed a belief in a being evil by his own nature and the author of evil, who does not owe his origin to the creator of good but exists independently of him. This being brought into existence creatures opposed to those created by the good spirit.

With these views the Israelites certainly came in contact through Persian influences on them, but any such belief in the existence of evil from eter-nity and its Creative power, even if modified by a belief in the ultimate victory of good, was un-acceptable to the biblical writers. Satan and all the powers of evil are subordinated to God, not only in his final victory but also in their present activity and in their very being as fallen creatures of his (cf. especially Jb. 1-2; Col. 1:16-17).

II.    God and the world

Many andern cosmogonies picture God or the gods as imposing Order and form on a formless but pre-existent matter. However malleable to the divine hand, matter which is not itself created by God necessarily imposes a limit on the divine Operation, assimilating it to the Creative activity of man, who always has to deal with a given material.

In the biblical conception of creation, although God and the world are kept very clearly distinct and Pantheism is rigorously avoided, the world is regarded as owing not only its form but also its very being to God (Heb. 11:3; cf. 2 Macc. 7:28).

III.    Spirit and matter

Dualism finds more philosophical expression in the making of an absolute distinction between spirit and matter, coupled with a considerable ten-dency to regard spirit as good and matter as posi-tively evil or at best an encumbrance to spirit.

This moral depreciation of matter as contrasted with spirit is contrary to the Christian doctrine of creation and the biblical understanding of sin. The Situation is both better and worse than dualism portrays it. On the one hand, matter is not inher-ently evil; the Creator saw all that he had made as good (Gn. 1:31); on the other hand, the evil con-sequences of rebellion against God affect not only the material but also the spiritual realm. There are spiritual hosts of wickedness in the heavenly places (Eph. 6:12) and the most heinous sins are spiritual.

Nor does the Bible altogether accept the meta-physical distinction of spirit and matter. Hebrew dynamism sees the world less in terms of static substance than of a constant activity of divine providence w'nich as readily uses material agencies as it does purely spiritual powers. Thus modern scientific concepts of the inter-relation of energy and matter are more akin to the biblical Outlook than is a Platonist or idealist dualism. ‘God is spirit’ (Jn. 4:24); but ‘the Word became flesh’ (Jn. 1:14).

IV. Soul and body

A particular instance of the Heb. avoidance of dualism is the biblical doctrine of man. Greek thought, and in consequence many Hellenizing Jewish and Christian sages, regarded the body as a prison-house of the soul: söma sema, ‘the body is a tomb’. The aim of the sage was to achieve deliver-ance from all that is bodily and thus liberate the soul. But to the Bible man is not a soul in a body but a body/soul unity; so true is this that even in the resurrection, although flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God, we shall still have bodies (1 Cor. 15:35ff.).    m.h.c.

DUKE (Heb. ’alhip, ? leader of an elep, ‘thousand’). av title (rsv ‘chief) of the sons of Seir the Horite (Gn. 36:20-30), of Esau’s grandsons by Adah and Basemath and his sons by Aholibamah (Gn. 36:1 — 19), and of Esau’s later(?) descendants (Gn. 36:40-43; 1 Ch. 1:51-54). Characteristic title of tribal chiefs of Edom down to Moses’ time (Ex. 15:15), and known also in Ugaritic about then. In Jos. 13:21, ‘dukes’ of av represents Heb. näsik, i.e. ‘princes’ of Sihon.    k.a.k.

DUMAH. 1. Son of Ishmael and founder of an Arab Community (Gn. 25:14; 1 Ch. 1:30). These descendants gave their name to Dumah, Capital of a district known as the Jawf, about halfway across N Arabia between Palestine and S Babylonia. Dumah is modern Arabic Dümat-al-Jandal, and the Adummatu of Assyrian and Babylonian royal in-scriptions in the 7th to 6th centuries bc (references in Ebeling and Meissner, Reallexikon der As-syriologie, 1, 1932, pp. 39-40).

2.    The name is apparently used figuratively of that nearer semi-desert land, Edom (Seir), in a brief oracle of Isaiah (21:11-12).

3.    A township in Judah (Jos. 15:52), usually identified with the present ed-Dömeh or ed-Dümah, e. 18 km SW of Hebron. The name Rumah in 2 Ki. 23:36 might conceivably be for Dumah in Judah; see GTT, §963, p. 368. k.a.k.

DUNG. The word is used in the av to translate various Heb. terms. Heb. ’aspöi, usually rendered ‘dunghill’, is probably a refuse-tip, rubbish-dump or ash-heap, and is used as a simile to convey the haunt of the destitute (1 Sa. 2:8; Ps. 113:7; La. 4:5); cf. also Lk. 14:35. Jerusalem’s Dung Gate (the same word) in Ne. 2:13; 3:13-14; 12:31, may be the gate by which refuse was taken out of the city. A grimmer comparison was of unburied corpses (perishing) as düng (dömen) in the fields (2 Ki. 9:37, Jezebel; Je. 8:2; 9:22; 16:4; 25:33; cf. Jb. 20:7; Zp. 1:17). Disobedient priests are once threatened that the düng of their sacrifices (i.e. that which is un-clean, cf. Ex. 29:14; Lv. 4:11; 8:17, etc.) will be spread upon their laces and they removed with it (Mal. 2:3). Jehu turned a temple of Baal into a latrine (2 Ki. 10:27). Utter privation under siege was pictured as eating düng (2 Ki. 18:27). The ‘dunghills’ (n'wälUü) of Ezr. 6:11; Dn. 2:5; 3:29, should probably be ‘ruin-heaps’.

Animal-dung had of old two main uses: for fuel and for manure. As fuel, it would often be mixed with straw (cf. Is. 25:10) and dried; it was then suit-able for heating the simple ‘bread ovens’ of clay or stones used in Palestine, human düng being so used only exceptionally (Ezk. 4:12-15) and often burnt up (cf. the simile of 1 Ki. 14:10). When Ben-hadad II closely besieged Samaria, poor food and fuel (doves’ düng) sold at inflated prices (2 Ki. 6:25). For düng as fuel into modern times, see Doughty, Travels in Arabia Deserla.

Ps. 83:10 may refer to manuring the ground, while Lk. 13:8 with reference to the fig-tree cer-tainly does. In a powerful metaphor Paul counted all things as düng (av) or refuse, in comparison with the ‘surpassing worth’ of knowing Christ (Phil. 3:8).    k.a.k.

DURA (Aram. Dura ; lxx Deeira). The place in the administrative district of Babylon where King Nebuchadrezzar set up an image for all to worship (Dn. 3:1). Possibiy Teil Der (27 km SW of Bagh-dad), though there are several Bab. places named Döru. Oppert reported structures SSE of Babylon at ‘Doura’ (Expedition scieniifique en Mesopotamie. 1, 1862, pp. 238-240). Pinches (ISBE) proposed the general interpretation of the plain of the ‘Wall’ (Bab. düru), part of the outer defences of the city. For the name Dura, cf. Dura (Europos); Old Bab. Da-mara (Orientalia 21, 1952, p. 275, n. 1).

D.J.W

DUST. Heb. ’äbäq, ’äpär, dust of the earth, is used literally and in similes to express: multitude (Gn 13:16; Is. 29:5); smallness (Dt. 9:21; 2 Ki. 13:7): poverty (I Sa. 2:8); abasement (Gn. 18:27) (*Ashes); dust on the head as a sign of sorrow (Jb. 2:12; Rev. 18:19); contrition (Jos. 7:6).

Man’s lowliness is emphasized by his being taken from the dust (Gn. 2:7; Jb. 4:19; Ps. 103:14) and by his ultimate return to dust (Gn. 3:19; Jb 17:16). Paul distinguishes the present mortal body as ‘the image of the man of dust’, inherited from Adam, from the immortal or ‘spiritual’ body to be put on at the resurrection, as ‘the image of the mar of heaven’ (1 Cor. 15:44-49). The serpent is sen-tenced to ‘eat dust’ (Gn. 3:14) and warning of judgment is conveyed by shaking the dust off the feet (Mt. 10:14-15; Acts 13:51).    p.a.b.

F.F.B

DWARF (Heb. daq, ‘thin’, ‘small’). Used to denott one of the physical disabilities which precluded £ man from officiating as a priest (Lv. 21:20), the exact meaning of the Heb. word is not clear Thi same word is used of the lean kine and blasted ear: in Pharaoh’s dream (Gn. 41:3, 23), and the refer ence may simply be to a withered person. Dwarf: in the ancient Near East were always thought to bt possessed of special (frequently magical) powers See IEJA, 1954, pp. lfT; HUCA 26, 1955, p. 96.

J.D.D
[image: ]


EAR. 1. In the OT Heb. ’özen, possibly derived from a root meaning ‘pointed’, is used of the ears of animals (Am. 3:12), and more frequently of man. There are parallels to this word in other Near Eastern languages. The denominative verb ’äzan (in the Hiph‘11) means ‘to give ear’, ‘to hear’. In the NT Gk. ous is commonly used. Occasionally (eg. Acts 17:20) akoe, from akouö, ‘to hear’, is also found. In the incident of the cutting off of the ear (Mt. 26:51) the word is ötion, meaning particularly the external lobe.

While NT concepts envisage the interdepend-ence of the members of the *body (1 Cor. 12:16), the OT views them more as semi-independent organs. This is clear in the case of the ear, which God planted (Ps. 94:9), or dug (Ps. 40:6 mg.), and which not only hears but attends (Ne. 1:6), tests words (Jb. 34:3), andcan be stoppedfromhearing(Is. 33:15) or made heavy, rendering hearing difficult (Is. 6:10). God is spoken of also as having ears in the same way (Is. 59:1), different from the unhearing ears of the idols (Ps. 135:17). The ears must be used aright to get the true meaning of words (Mt. 11:15).

There are two OT customs which focus attention especially on the ear. The one was the rite of con-firming a Hebrew slave in perpetual, voluntary Service, by nailing his ear to his master’s door (Ex. 21:6). The other was the putting of the blood of the sacrifice upon the right ear, thumb and toe of the priest (Lv. 8:23-24). Both probably have refer-ence to securing obedience. To ‘open the ear’ is used in Heb. as a figurative expression for revealing (e.g. Is. 50:5).

2. An ear of grain. This would be of barley in the OT, of corn in the NT (Ex. 9:31; Mk. 4:28). The Heb. word ’äbtb gives rise to the name for the first month, the month of the Passover, at the time of the barley harvest (Ex. 23:15).    b.o.b.

EARNEST (Gk. arrabön, a Semitic loan-word; Heb. 'eräbön\ Lat. arrha, arr(h)abo). av translation of a commercial term, probably brought W by Phoenician traders. It means, strictly, the first instalment of a gift or payment, put down as a pledge that the rest will follow later (cf. the down-payment in modern hire-purchase). Paying the earnest makes obligatory payment of the remainder.

In this sense Paul calls the gift of the Spirit an earnest of the Christian’s inheritance (Eph. 1:14; 2 Cor. 1:22; 5:5)—a guarantee (rsv), foretaste and first instalment of coming glory.

More generally, an arrabön is any pledge or de-posit, of whatever sort, given in token that a larger payment will later be made; so in lxx, Gn. 38:17-18, 20, rendering ’eräbön.

Bibliography. O. Becker. NIDNTT 2, pp. 39f.;

J. Behm, TDNT1, p. 475.    j.i.p.

EARTH. 1. The physical * world in which man lives, as opposed to the heavens, e.g. Gn. 1:1; Dt. 31:28; Ps. 68:8; Dn. 6:27, etc. (Heb. 'eres or Aram. '°ra'). This word is ambiguous in so far as it some-times expresses this wider meaning of ‘earth’ (Le. so far as the Hebrews knew it) and sometimes only ‘land’, a more restricted area. In the accounts of the Flood (Gn. 6-9) and of the division of speech (Gn. 11:1) each meaning has its advocates. This ambivalence is not peculiar to Hebrew; suf-fice it to mention the Egyptian word ta\ which likewise means land (as in ‘conqueror of all lands’) and earth (‘you who are upon earth’, i.e. the living).

2.    Dry land as opposed to the sea, Gn. 1:10, etc. (Heb. 'eres\ also yabbeset_, ‘dry land’ in Dn. 2:10). Phrases such as ‘pillars of the earth’, ‘foundation of the earth’(1 Sa. 2:8; Jb. 9:6; Ps. 102:25; Is. 48:13) are simply poetic expressions from early Semitic which do not imply a doctrine of a table-like sur-face upon supports. The ‘water under the earth’ (Ex. 20:4) probably refers to subterranean springs and pools which, as the main source of water in Palestine, are referred to in poetic passages such as Pss. 24:2; 136:6; cf. Gn. 8:2.

3.    The ground-surface, the soil which supports Vegetation and so all life, e.g. Gn. 1:11—12; Dt. 26:2 (both 'eres and '“dämä are so used). Soil served for temporary altars (Ex. 20:24); the Aramaean Naaman took Israelite soil on which to worship Israel’s God (2 Ki. 5:17). Tom clothes and the pla-cing of earth on the head were tokens of mourning (2 Sa. 1:2; 15:32).

4.    In passages such as Gn. 11:1; Ps. 98:9; La.

2:15, the word comes to mean, by transference, the inhabitants of the earth or part of it. In the NT Gk. ge is variously translated, generally ‘earth’, and appears with all these four meanings. For 1 see,

e.g, Mt. 6:10and note the restricted use in Jn. 3:22, ‘land of Judea’; for 2 see Acts 4:24 and cf. Mk. 4:1; for 3 see Mt. 25:18, 25 and cf. Mt. 10:29; for 4 see Rev. 13:3 (av‘world’).    k.a.k.

EARTHQUAKE. Earthquakes have been the alter ego of * Palestine consequent on its geological structure. In the biblical record earthquakes or their associated phenomena are recorded at vari-ous periods and attested in some excavations (e.g. Y. Yadin, Hazor, 1975, pp. 150—151), at Mt Sinai on the giving of the law (Ex. 19:18), in the days of Saul (1 Sa. 14:15), Elijah (1 Ki. 19:11), Uzziah (Am. 1:1; Zc. 14:5) and Paul and Silas (Acts 16:26). An earthquake associated with crustal fissures des-troyed Korah and his companions (Nu. 16:31), and a similar event may have been associated with the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah (see Am. 4:11). The earthquake at the crucifixion is

EARTHQUAKE

described in Mt. 27:51 f. with miraculous manifestations.

There are many references to this terrible form of natura] calamity: Jdg. 5:4; Pss. 18:7; 29:6, 97:4; 114:4; Joel 2:10; 3:16; Am. 8:8; Na. 1:5; Hab. 3:6; Zc. 14:4; Rev. 6:12; 8:5; 11:13; 16:18. The earth-quake was figurative of divine judgment (Is. 29:6; Ezk. 38:19fT.). Earthquakes (ribu) are also attested in Assyr. texts (Iraq 4, 1927, pp. 186-189).

Bibliography. IEJ 1, 1951, pp. 223-246; D. P. McKenzie, Nature 226, 1970, pp. 237-243.

J.M.H.

D.J.W.

EAST. A bearing indicated in the OT by the phrase mizrah-semes, ‘rising of the sun’ (e.g. Nu. 21:11; Jdg. 11:18), or more frequently by mizräh, ‘rising’, alone (e.g Jos. 4:19), and once (Ps. 75:6) by mösa, ‘going forth’, alone. In the NT the same usage is found with anatole, ‘rising’ (e.g. in Mt. 2:1). The rising of the luminaries gave the ancient peoples their Standard of direction, so the term qedem, ‘front’, or some Variation of the root qdrn, was thus frequently employed to designate the E. The word qdm is attested from c. 2000 bc as a loan-word in the Egyptian ‘Story of Sinuhe’ and from the 14th Century in the Ugaritic texts. The wisdom of the East (probably "Babylonia rather than Moab, 1 Ki. 4:30; cf. Mt. 2:1-12) was proverbial, and com-parable to that of "Egypt.    T.c.M.

EAST, CHILDREN OF THE (Heb. b'ne-qedetn). A general term applied to various peoples living to the E (and NE, Gn. 29:1) of Canaan, and used in association with such neighbours as the Midian-ites, Amalekites (Jdg. 6:3), Moabites, Ammonites (Ezk. 25:10) and Kedarites (Je. 49:28). Sometimes "nomads are indicated (Ezk. 25:4), but the term could evidently also apply to the inhabitants of Mesopotamia (1 Ki. 4:30), and the patriarch Job is described (1:3) as one of the b'ne-qedem. (*East, * Kadmonites.)

Bibliography. A. Musil, Arabia Deserta, 1927, pp. 494fT; P. K. Hitti, History of the Arabs, 1956, p. 43.    T.C.M.

EASTER, a word used in the Germanic languages to denote the festival of the vernal equinox, and subsequently, with the coming of Christianity, to denote the anniversary of the resurrection of Christ (which in Gk. and Romance tongues is denoted by pascha, ‘Passover’, and its derivatives). Tyndale, Coverdale and others give ‘Easter’ as a rendering of pascha, and one example survives in av, at Acts 12:4 (‘after Easter’, where rv and rsv have ‘after the Passover’; similarly neb).

ln the 2nd Century ad and later there was con-siderable diversity and debate over the dating of the Christian Easter; the churches of Asia Minor for long followed the ‘quartodeciman’ reckoning, by which it was observed regularly on the 14th of Nisan, while those of Rome and elsewhere followed a calendar which commemorated the pas-sion year by year on a Friday and the resurrection on a Sunday. The latter mode prevailed. f.f.b.

EBAL (OBAL). 1. A‘son’of *Joktan(Gn. 10:28; I Ch. 1:22); one of the Semitic families which in-habited S Arabia. 2. A descendant of Esau (Gn 36:23).

Bibliography. IDB. 3, p. 579 (art. ‘Obal’).

J.D.D.

EBAL, MOUNT. The northern, and higher, of two mountains which overshadowed Shechem, the modern Nablus. It lies N of the Vale of Shechem, 427 m above the valley and 938 m above sea-level. The space between Ebal and its neighbour Ger-izim, S of the vale, provides a natural amphitheatre with wonderful acoustic properties. At the close of his discourse in Dt. 5-11 Moses points to the two mountains on the W horizon beyond Gilgal and Moreh (Shechem) and announces that when they have entered the land a blessing shall be set on Gerizim and a curse on Ebal.

After the iaws of Dt. 12-26 the narrative is re-sumed, and Moses gives detailed instructions. First, great stones were to be set up on Mt Ebal, covered with cement, and the law inscribed on them. The practice of writing on plaster laid on stones, previously known from Egypt, is now attested in Palestine itself, in the 8th Century bc wall-inscriptions from Teil Deir Alla (J. Hoftijzer, BA 39, 1976, p. 11; for the date, cf. p. 87). After this an altar of unhewn stones was to be erected and sac-rifices offered (Dt. 27:1-8). The Samaritan Pentateuch ("Texts and Versions, 1. V) reads ‘Gerizim' for ‘Ebal’ in v. 4; the textual Variation seems to be connected in some way with the existence of a Samaritan temple on Mt Gerizim, but it is not certain which reading is the more original. Another possi-bility is that the Samaritan reading is due to the uneasiness feit in a late period at sacrifice (vv. 6-7) being offered on ‘the mountain of the curse’ (cf. 11:29).

In a further address (Dt. 27:9-28:68) Moses ordernd six tribes to stand on Gerizim to bless obedi-ence and six on Ebal to curse disobedience (27:9 13). Then the Levites should curse any who sin (27:15-26). By their response of ‘Amen’ the people are to condemn such practices openly. After vic-tories in the centre of Palestine, Joshua gathered the people at Shechem, where these ceremonies were duly performed (Jos. 8:30-35). Remains of a small stone building, dated 1240-1140 bc, contain-ing pottery and bones of cattle, sheep and goats, may indicate a cult place, see NEAEHL, pp. 375-377.

The rituals described have been seen as evidence for regarding Deuteronomy as a document in treaty-form (M. G. Kline, The Treaty of the Great King, 1963, ch. 2, esp. pp. 33-34) and for supposing that in early times there was a recurring festival for the renewal of the covenant at Shechem (G. von Rad, The Problem of the Hexateuch and Other Essays, E.T. 1966, pp. 37-38). Whatever the merits of these particular theories, Dt. 27 certainly con-tains early material of great importance for the early history of Israelite religion.

Bibliography. G. Adam Smith, The Historical Geography of the Holy Land1', 1931, ch. 6 (‘The View from Mt Ebal’); R. J. Coggins, Samaritans andJews, 1975, pp. 73, 155.    g.t.m.

g.i.d.

EBED-MELECH (Heb. ebed-ntelek, a common name = ‘servant of the king’). Ethiopian servant of Zedekiah who rescued Jeremiah from a dungeon (Je. 38:7-13), and for this his life was to be spared at the sack of Jerusalem (Je. 39:15-18). d.j.w.

EBENEZER (Heb. 'eben 'ezer, ‘stone of help’).

1.    The site of the dual defeat of Israel at the hands of the Philistines near Aphek in the N of Sharon. The sons of Eli were slain, the ark taken (1 Sa. 4:1 -22), and a period of Philistine overlordship begun which continued until the days of national reinvigoration under the Monarchy.

2.    The name of the stone which Samuel erected

between Mizpah and Shen some years after this battle, to commemorate his victory over the Philistines (1 Sa. 7:12). The stone was probably given the same name as the site of Israel’s earlier defeat in Order to encourage the impression that that defeat had now been reversed. The exact site of the stone is unknown.    r.j.w.

EBER. 1. The son of Salah or Shelah (1 Ch. 1:18-19, 25) and great-grandson of Shem who, when aged 34, became father of Peleg (Gn. 11:16) and later of other sons and daughters, one of whom was Joktan (Gn. 10:21,25). He lived 464 years ac-cording to Gn. 11:16-17. Some identify him with Ebru(m), king of * Ebla, Syria, c. 2300 bc.

Eber (Heb. ’eber), meaning ‘one who emigrates’, is the same as the name Hebrew (Habiru). His sons lived at a time when there was a ‘division’ as at * Babel, perhaps between those who were ‘Arabs’ (probably by metathesis the same as, or a dialectal variant for, 'eher) under *Joktan and those who lived semi-sedentary lives on irrigated land (Akkad. palgu) under * Peleg. The name Eber ap-pears to be used as a poetic description of Israel in Nu. 24:24.

2. A Gadite family (1 Ch. 5:13). 3. Two Ben-jaminites (1 Ch. 8:12, 22). 4. The head of a priestly family of Amok who returned to Jerusalem from Babylonia with Zerubbabel (Ne. 12:20). dj.w.

EBLA is modern Teil Mardikh, located 70 km S of Aleppo. The city-state flourished in the mid-third millennium bc. P. Matthiae has excavated it since 1964, finding second millennium bc occupa-tion, as attested in texts from Mari and Alalakh. However, excavation of the third millennium palace in 1975 revealed an archive of about 8,000 cuneiform tablets. The texts are 80% administrative, but lexical texts, letters and a few literary composi-tions also occur.

A variety of Claims have been made about the Ebla texts and their relationship to the Bible that now appear unfounded (Biggs, 1992). VVe must treat with caution great biblical parallels sug-gested in earlier studies of the Ebla texts. No cer-tain identification exists for the names of biblical places and persons in these texts. The Ebla texts attest an age centuries betöre that of Abram and the patriarchs of Genesis. They probably cover a period of 40 years. Scholars now reject Claims that Ebla was the centre of a far-flung empire. They identify all the place names attested in the texts with sites in N Syria. Even the identification of Ebrium, king of Ebla, with the name Eber in Gn. 10:24, raises questions. Ebrium was more likely an official than the king, and his name may have a different root than that of Eber (Krcbernik, 1988, 39).

Research suggests a language closely related to that used at Contemporary Mari and N Babylonia (Gelb, 1992). Linked to Amorite and Old Akka-dian, these languages provide the earliest examples of the family of languages where Heb. finds its home. Thus some linguistic structures and vocabu-lary similar to Heb. occur. For example, officials at Ebla use the titles malikum and sapitum that resemble Heb. nielek (‘king’) and sopet (‘judge’). We also find similar customs, such as a law that forbids cursing both the king and the deity, found in a treaty at Ebla (Lambert, 1987, 359) and in Ex. 22:28. Parallels like these also occur in other W Semitic archives, e.g. Alalakh and Ugarit. The evidence from Ebla shows how the biblical patriarchs of the second millennium bc inherited a so-phisticated N Syrian culture already present for 500 years.

A special study shows that forms and structures of the many personal names at Ebla resemble those of ancient Israel. Thus theophoric elements appear in most names and many describe the deity (or deities) with similar attributes (Millard, 1988). Although the names refer to different people, some possess similarities of elements and structure with those found in the genealogies of Gn. 1-11 (Hess, 1993). Adam, Eve, Noah, Jabal, Jubal, and Haran all bear similarities with names at Ebla. Especially interesting is Adam. It occurs as a personal name only at Ebla and in early second millennium bc Amorite sources, but not later.

Temples and palatial buildings of the Middle Bronze Age show the town flourished in the age of the biblical Patriarchs, having architectural styles, defensive ramparts and gates of patterns common throughout Syria and Canaan. Richly furnished tombs contained fine pottery, ivory carving and gold jewellery in the same fashions as found in Babylonia and S Canaan, including a gold nose-ring (cf. Gn. 24:22, 30) (Millard, 1992).

Bibliography. A. Archi, ‘The Archives of Ebla’ in Cuneiform Archives and Libraries, 1986, pp. 72-86; W. G. Lambert, ‘The Treaty of Ebla’ in Ebla 1975-1985. Dieci anni di studi linguislici e filologici, 1987, pp. 353-364; A. R. Millard, ‘Ebla Personal Names and Personal Names of the First Millennium BC in Syria and Palestine’ in Eblaile Personal Names and Semitic Name-giving Papers of a Symposium Held in Rome July 15-17, 1985, 1988, pp. 159-164; idem. ‘Ebla and the Bible. What’s Left (If Anything)?’ in BRev 8, 1992, pp. 19-31, 60, 62; R. Biggs, ‘Ebla Texts’ in ABD 2, 1992, pp. 263-270; I.

J. Gelb, ‘Mari and the Kish Civilization’ in Mari in Relrospecl, 1992, pp. 121-202; R. S. Hess, Studies in the Personal Names of Genesis 1-11, 1993.

R.S.H.

ECBATANA (av ACHMETHA), mod. Hamadan. The former Capital of the Median empire, it became the summer residence of the Persian kings after *Cyrus had founded the ‘Persian empire (c. 540 bc). Herodotus (1. 98) and Judith 1:1-4 describe the magnificence of the city. The decree of Cyrus (Ezr. 6:3-5), authorizing the rebuilding of the Temple under ‘Zerubbabel (Ezr. 1:2; 3:8-13), was filed here in the royal archives, and re-issued with additions by ‘Darius (Ezr. 6:6-12).

D.J.A.C.

ECCLESI ASTES, BOOK OF. The writer calls himself qöhelet. The fern, ending probably denotes an office that is held, in this instance the office of a caller of assemblies. Hence ‘Preacher’ or ‘Teacher’ is a reasonable translation.

I.    Outline of contcnts

The theme of the book is a search for the key to the meaning of life. The Preacher examines life from all angles to see where satisfaction can be found. He finds that God alone holds the key, and he must be trusted. Meanwhile we are to take life day by day from his hand, and glorify him in the ordinary things.

Within this general framework Ecclesiastes falls into two main divisions of thought, (a) ‘the futility of life’, and (b) ‘the answer of practical faith’. These run concurrently through its chapters. ln the outline below, those passages belonging to the first category are printed in roman type, and those belonging to the second in italic.

1:1-2. The theme stated.

1:3-1. Nature is a closed System, and history a mere succession of events.

1:12-18. Wisdom discourages man.

2:1-11. Pleasure leaves him unsatisfied.

2:12-23. Wisdom is to be rated above such things, but death defeats the wise and foolish alike.

2:24-26. Take life day by day from God, and glorify him in ordinary things.

3:1-15. Live Step by Step and remember that God alone knows the whole plan.

3:16. The problem of injustice.

3:17. God willjudge all.

3:18-21. Man dies like the beasts.

3:22. God must therefore be gbrified in this life.

4:1 -5. The problems of oppression and envy.

4:6. Quietness of spirit is therefore to be sought.

4:7-8. The lonely miser.

4:9-12. The Messing of friendship.

4:13-16. The failure of kings.

5:1-7. The nature of the true worshipper.

5:8-9. Oppressive officialdom.

5:10-17; 6:1-12. Money brings many evils.

5:18-20. Be content wilh whal Godgives.

7:1-29. Practical wisdom, involving the fear of God. is a guide for life.

8:1-7. Man must submit to God's commands even though the future is hidden.

8:8—9:3. The problem of death, which comes to good and bad alike.

9:4-10. Since death is universal, use life energetic-ally while its powers remain.

9:11-12. But do not be proud of natural talents.

9:13-10:20. More proverbs for practical living.

11:1-8. Since the future cannot be known, man must co-operale sensibly with the natural laws that are known.

11:9-12:8. Remember God in youth. for old age weakens the faculties.

12:9-12. Listen to wise words.

To summarize its contents, the book constitutes an exhortation to live a God-fearing life, realizing that one day account must be rendered to him.

II.    Authorship and datc

Although the writer says that he was king over Israel (1:12), and speaks as though he were Solomon, he nowhere says that he is Solomon. The style of the Heb. is later than Solomon’s time. If Solomon was the author, the book underwent a later modernization of language. Otherwise a later writer may have taken up a comment on life that had been made by Solomon, ‘Vanity of vanities, all is vanity,’ and used this as a text to show why even a wise and wealthy king should say such a thing. We cannot teil at what date the book received its present form, since there are no clear historical al-lusions in it. About 200 bc is commonly suggested.

III. Interpretation

(See the outline of contents above.) The Interpretation is partially bound up with the question of the unity of the book. Those who reject the unity hold that there is an original nucleus by a sceptical writer who queried God’s hand in the world. This was worked over by one or more writers, one at least trying to redress the balance on the side of orthodoxy (e.g. 2:26; 3:14, etc.), and another pos-sibly inserting the Epicurean passages (e.g. 2:24-26; 3:12-15, etc.). It would, however, be stränge if an orthodox writer thought it worth while to salvage what was fundamentally a book of scepticism. Moreover, why should a sceptic be commended as wise (12:9)?

If the book is a unity, some take it as the mus-ings of the natural man. The Preacher gives up the Problems of God and man, but holds that it is best to live a quiet and normal life, avoiding dangerous extremes (e.g. A. Bentzen, IOT, 2, p. 191). The closing summary in 12:13-14 suggests that the book is not primarily sceptical, and that the so-called Epicurean passages are not intended in the Epicurean sense. Life is a riddle, for which the Preacher tries to find the key. The meaning of life is not to be found in the acquisition of knowledge, money, sensual pleasures, oppression, religious profession or folly. Either these things prove empty or some-thing happens against which they are helpless. Even God’s hand at times is inscrutable. Man is so made that he must always try to make sense of the uni-verse, since God has set eternity in his heart; yet God alone knows the whole pattem (3:11, Rvmg.).

Therefore the plan for man is to take his life each day from the hand of God, and enjoy it from him and for him. This theme should be compared with what Paul says about the vanity of the world in Rom. 8:20-25, 28.

Bibliography. F. D. Kidner, The Message of Ecclesiastes. BST, 1976; R. E. Murphy (ed.), FOTL XIII: Wisdom Literature, 1983; J. Crenshaw, Ecclesiastes, 1987; G. Ogden, Qoheleth, 1987; R. N. Whybray, Ecclesiastes, 1989; R. Murphy. Ecclesiastes, 1992.    j.s.w.

ED. It is related in Jos. 22 that when the two and a half tribes left Shiloh to take up their possessions E of Jordan, they set up ‘an altar of great size’ (v. 10) on the banks of the river, not for sacrifice, but as a ‘witness’ (Heb. 'ed). Fearing a schism, their brethren sent Phinehas and ten princes to protest (vv. 13-14), but they were satisfied that, on the con-trary, it was to bear witness to their loyalty to Yahweh (v. 28). In v. 34 MT the word 'ed occurs only once, in the phrase ‘it is a witness’, but its earlier occurrence after ‘they called the altar’ is presupposed by av, rv ('Ed'), and rsv, neb (‘Witness’).    g.t.m.

F.F.B.

EDEN. 1. The name of the Levite(s) who shared in Hezekiah’s reforms (2 Ch. 29:12; 31:15).

2. A place that traded with Tyre, associated with Harran and Canneh (Ezk. 27:23). This Eden and its people are identical with the Beth-eden (House of Eden) of Am. 1:5 and the ‘children’ of Eden of 2 Ki. 19:12; Is. 37:12—and these comprise the As-syrian province (and former kingdom) of Bit-Adini between Harran and the Euphrates at Carchemish. See further on *Telassar, *Eden, House of, and literature there cited. k.a.k.

EDEN, GARDEN OF. The place which God made for Adam to live in, and from which Adam and Eve were driven after the Fall.

I.    The name

The MT States that God planted a garden in Eden (gan-b''eden\ Gn. 2:8), which indicates that the garden was not co-extensive with Eden, but must have been an enclosed area within it. Of possible origins of the name: a. direct from the Sumerian edin, ‘plain, steppe’; b. from the Sumerian edin via Akkadian edinu\ or c. from the Common West Semitic, ’dn, ‘pleasure, luxury’, the last, already long noted by commentators as a ‘homophonous’ root, seems most plausible, with a possible derived meaning of ‘place with abundance of water’ or the like. The question must remain open, however, since the name might go back to some quite unknown earlier language. From its Situation in Eden the garden came to be called the ‘garden of Eden’ (gan-'eden; Gn. 2:15; 3:23-24; Ezk. 36:35; Joel 2:3), but ü was also referred to as the ‘garden of God’ (gan-'löhUn, Ezk. 28:13; 31:9) and the ‘garden of the Lord’ (gan-YHWH, Is. 51:3). In Gn. 2:8fT. the word gern, ‘garden’, and in Is. 51:3 ’eden itself, is rendered paradeisos by the lxx, this being a loan-word from Old Persian (Avestan) pairidaeza, ‘enclosure’, which came to mean ‘park, pleasure ground’, and from this usage came English * ‘paradise’ for the garden of Eden

II.    The rivers

A river came from Eden, or the plain, and watered the garden, and from thence it was parted and became four heads (rä 's im, Gn. 2:10). The word rö's, ‘head, top, beginning’, is interpreted variously by scholars to mean either the beginning of a branch, as in a delta, going downstream, or the beginning or junction of a triblltary, going up-stream. Either interpretation is possible, though the latter is perhaps the more probable. The names of the four tributaries or mouths, which were evi-dently outside the garden, are given as pisön (Gn. 2:11), gihön (2:13), hiddeqel (2:14) and p'rät (2:14). (see under V. below).

Genesis 2:6 States that ‘an ’ed went up from the earth, and watered the whole face of the ground’. The etymology of ’ed has been much debated, the main suggestions being: a. from the Sumerian id, ‘river’; b. from the Sumerian id via Akkadian id (though the more usual Akkadian reading of the ideogram is naru)\ c. from the Sumerian e-de (strict-ly e(4)-de(2); i.e. written respectively with the fourth and second homonymous cunieform signs representing those sounds) ‘high water’; and d. from the Sumerian e 4 de(-a) via Akkadian edü, 'flood’.

Of these the third, from the Sumerian e-de pos-sibly via another language such as Hurrian, is perhaps the most plausible, but the possibility of an origin in an unknown earlier language must leave the question open. The sense seems to be of some form of natural irrigation. It seems reasonable to understand this as relating to the inside of the garden.

III.    The contents of the garden

If the Statement in Gn. 2:5-6 may be taken to indi-cate what did subsequently take place within the garden, an area of arable land (sädeh, av ‘field’) to be tilled by Adam may be postulated. On this were to grow plants (sCh) and herbs (’eseb), perhaps to be understood as shrubs and cereals respectively. There were also trees of every kind, both beautiful and fruit-bearing (Gn. 2:9), and two in particular in the middle of the garden, the tree of life, to eat from which would make a man live for ever (Gn. 3:22), and the tree of knowledge of good and evil, from which man was specifically forbidden to eat (Gn. 2:17; 3:3). Many views of the meaning of ‘the knowledge of good and evil’ in this context have been put forward. One of the most common would see it as the knowledge of right and wrong, but it is difficult to suppose that Adam did not already possess this, and that, if he did not, he was forbidden to acquire it. Others would connect it with the worldly knowledge that comes to man with maturity, and which can be put to either a good or bad use. Another view would take the expression ‘good and evil’ as an example of a fig-ure of speech whereby an antonymic pair signifies totality, meaning therefore ‘everything’ and in the context universal knowledge. Against this is the fact that Adam, having eaten of the tree, did not gain universal knowledge. Yet another view would see this as a quite ordinary tree, which was selected by God to provide an ethical fest for the man, who ‘would acquire an experiential knowledge of good or evil according as he was stedfast in obedience or feil away into disobedience’ (NBC, pp. 78f.). (*Fall, *Temptation.) There were also animals in the garden, cattle (b'hemä, *Beast), and beasts of the field (Gn. 2:19-20), and birds.

IV.    The neighbouring territories

Three territories are named in connection with the rivers. The Tigris is said to have gone ‘east of As-syria’ (qidmat ’assür, literally ‘in front of assür’\ Gn. 2:14), an expression which could also mean ‘between ’assur and the spectator’. The name ’ assur could refer either to the state of Assyria, which first began to emerge in the early 2nd millennium bc, or the city of Assur, mod. Qal‘at Sharqät on the W bank of the Tigris, the earliest Capital of Assyria, which was flourishing, as excavations have shown, in the early 3rd millennium bc. Since even at its smallest extent Assyria probably lay on both sides of the Tigris, it is probable that the city is meant and that the phrase correctly States that the Tigris ran to the E of Assur. Secondly, the river Gihon is described as winding through (säbab) ‘the whole land of Cush’ (küs, Gn. 2:13). *Cush in the Bible usually signifies Ethiopia, and has commonly been taken in this passage (e.g. av) to have that meaning; but there was also a region to the E of the Tigris, from which the Kassites descended in the 2nd millennium, which had this name, and this may be the meaning in this passage. Thirdly, the Pishon is described as winding through the whole land of *Havi!ah (Gn. 2:11). Various products of this place are named: gold, ’bdellium and söham-stone (Gn. 2:11-12), the latter being translated ‘onyx’ in the evv, but being of uncertain meaning.

Since bdellium is usually taken to indicate an aro-matic gum, a characteristic product of Arabia, and the two other biblical usages of the name Havilah also refer to parts of Arabia, it is most often taken in this context to refer to sotne part of that peninsula.

V.    The location of the garden of Eden

Theories as to the location of the garden of Eden are numerous. That most commonly held, by Calvin, for instance, and in more recent times by F. Delitzsch and others, is the view that the garden lay somewhere in S Mesopotamia, the Pishon and Gihon being either canals connecting the Tigris and Euphrates, tributaries joining these, or in one theory the Pishon being the body of water from the Persian Gulf to the Red Sea, compassing the Ara-bian peninsula. These theories assume that the four ‘heads’ (av) of Gn. 2:10 are tributaries which unite in one main stream, which then joins the Persian Gulf; but another group of theories takes ‘heads’ to refer to branches spreading out from a supposed original common source, and seeks to locate the garden in the region of Armenia, where both the Tigris and Euphrates take their rise. The Pishon and Gihon are then identified with various smaller rivers of Armenia and Trans-Caucasia, and in some theories by exten-sion, assuming an ignorance of true geography in the author, with such other rivers as the Indus and even Ganges.

The expression ‘in Eden, in the east’ (Gn. 2:8), literally ‘in Eden from in front’, could mean either that the garden was in the E part of Eden or that Eden was in the E from the narrator’s point of view, and some commentators have taken it as ‘in Eden in old times’, but in either case, in the absence of certainty as to the meaning of the other indica-tions of locality, this Information cannot narrow it down further.

In view of the possibility that, if the Deluge was universal (* Flood), geographical features have been altered, the site of Eden remains unknown.

VI.    Dilmun

Among the Sumerian literary texts discovered early this Century at Nippur in S Babylonia, one was discovered which described a place called Dilmun, a pleasant place, in which neither sickness nor death were known. At first it had no fresh water, but Enki the water-god ordered the sun-god to remedy this, and, this being done, various other events took place, in the course of which the god-dess Ninti (*Eve) is mentioned. In later times the Babylonians adopted the name and idea of Dilmun and called it the ‘land of the living’, the home of their immortals. Certain similarities be-tween this Sumerian notion of an earthly paradise and the biblical Eden emerge, and some scholars therefore conclude that the Genesis account is de-pendent upon the Sumerian. But an equally pos-sible explanation is that both accounts refer to a real place, the Sumerian Version having collected mythological accretions in the course of transmission.

1

DRESS. The OT does not give us a detailed de-scription of the various kinds of dress which were worn in Palestine. However, the Egyp., Bab. and Hittite monuments enable us to get a good idea of the general dress. In the tomb of Khnumhotep at Beni-hasan (Egypt) we find a procession of Asiat-ics who arrive in Egypt with eyepaint (ANEP, fig. 3). They are all dressed in vividly coloured gar-ments, and this gives a clue as to how Abraham and other nomads were clad in about the 12th Egyptian Dynasty.

According to Gn. 3:7, 21 the origin of dress is associated with the sense of shame. It is a shame to be naked (Gn. 9:22-23) and this is especially the fate of prisoners and fugitives (Is. 20:4; Am. 2:16; Mk. 14:52). Children, however, used to run naked up to puberty.

The most important garments seem to have been a kind of loin- or waist-cloth, a long or short shirt or robe, an upper garment and a cloak, not to speak of the beit, headdress, veil and sandals.

a. Men ’s dress

We find but few mentions of a loin- or waist-cloth (’ezör) reaching from the waist to the knee. This was a common dress during the Bronze II and III ages, but it disappears as a civilian dress during Bronze

2

 although remaining as a military dress (Ezk. 23:15; Is. 5:27). Almost as primitive is an animal skin and the hair^ cloak ormantle (Zc. 13:4; 2 Ki. 1:8; Mt. 3:4), which was worn only by prophets and poor people (Ecclus. 40:4) or for penitence. Covering of the hips and thighs was required only of priests (Ex. 28:42; 39:28). Otherwise these breeches were unknown in the OT and in the ancient Near East, except among the Persians, who knew the salwär, probably the sarbäl of Dn. 3:21, 27.

The ordinary shirt, which becomes predominant in Bronze III and is the normal dress in the Iron Age, is mentioned in the Bible as kuttönel (Gk. chitön), which seems to have been made of linen or
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EDEN, HOUSE OF (Heb. bet_ 'eden, Am, 1:5; sometimes written b'ne ‘eden, 2 Ki. 19:12; Is. 37:12, which may be a contraction of b'ne bet, 'eden, ‘chil-dren of the house of Eden’), and its association with Gozan and Harran suggests a location in N Syria.

It is very probably to be identified with the Ara-maean state of Bit-Adini which lay between the river Bali(j and the Euphrates, and blocked the path of the Assyrian expansion to N Syria. Under these circumstances it could not last long, and its main city Til Barsip, modern Teil Ahmar, on the E bank of the Euphrates, was taken by Shalmaneser III, and in 855 bc the state became an Assyrian province. It is presumably to this conquest that both Arnos and Rabshakeh referred over a Century later (BASOR 129, 1953, p. 25). The Eden referred to in Ezk. 27:23 (without bet, ‘house of’), among the far-flung places trading with Tyre, has been connected, plausibly, with cuneiform Hindanu, original Tddan/Giddan on the middle Euphrates.

T.C.M.

EDER, EDAR (Heb. ’eder, ‘flock’). 1. The place of Israel’s encampment between Bethlehem and Hebron (Gn. 35:21). In Mi. 4:8 ‘tower of the flock’ (Rvmg. ‘of Eder’) was probably the site of a watch-tower erected against sheep thieves. 2. A town to the S of Judah near to the Edomite border; per-haps mod. Khirbet el-‘Adar 8 km S of Gaza (Jos. 15:21). Y. Aharoni proposed to emend this name to * Arad (LOB, pp. 105, 298). 3. A Levite of David’s time. A member of the house of Merari and a son of Mushi (1 Ch. 23:23; 24:30). 4. A Benjaminite, and son of Beriah (1 Ch. 8:15).    R.r.w.

EDOM, EDOMITES.

I. Biblical

The term Edom C'döm) denotes either the name of Esau, given in memory of the red pottage for which he exchanged his birthright (Gn. 25:30; 36:1, 8, 19), or the Edomites collectively (Nu. 20:18, 20-21; Am. 1:6, 11; 9:12; Mal. 1:4), or the land occu-pied by Esau’s descendants, formerly the land of Seir (Gn. 32:3; 36:20-21, 30; Nu. 24:18). It stretched from the Wadi Zered to the Gulf of Aqabah for c. 160 km, and extended to both sides of the Arabah or wilderness of Edom (2 Ki. 3:8, 20), the great depression connecting the Dead Sea to the Red Sea (Gn. 14:6; Dt. 2:1, 12; Jos. 15:1; Jdg. 11:17-18; 1 Ki. 9:26, etc). It is a rugged, moun-tainous area, with peaks rising to 1,067 m. While not a fertile land, there are good cultivable areas (Nu. 20:17, 19). In Bible times the king’s highway passed along the E plateau (Nu. 20:14-18). The Capital, *Sela, lay on a small plateau behind Petra. Other important towns were Bozrah and Teman.

The Edomites C'döm, dömirn) were descendants of Edom (Esau, Gn. 36:1-17). Modern archaeology has shown that the land was occupied before Esau’s time. We conclude that Esau’s descendants migrated to that land and in time became
[image: ]


The land of the Edomites between the Dead Sea and the Gulf of Aqabah.

the dominant group incorporating the original Horites (Gn. 14:6) and others into their number. After c. 1850 bc there was a break in the culture of Edom tili just before c. 1300 bc and the land was occupied by nomads.

Esau had already occupied Edom when Jacob returned from Harran (Gn. 32:3; 36:6-8; Dt. 2:4-5; Jos. 24:4). Tribal chiefs (av ‘dukes’) emerged here quite early (Gn. 36:15-19, 40-43; 1 Ch. 1:51-54), and the Edomites had kings ‘before any king reigned over the Israelites’ (Gn. 36:31-39; 1 Ch. 1:43-51).

At the time of the Exodus, Israel sought permis-sion to travel by the king’s highway, but the request was refused (Nu. 20:14-21; 21:4; Jdg. 11:17-18). Notwithstanding this discourtesy, Israel was for-bidden to abhor his Edomite brother (Dt. 23:7-8). In those days Balaam predicted the conquest of Edom (Nu. 24:18).

Joshua allotted the territory of Judah up to the borders of Edom (Jos. 15:1, 21), but did not en-croach on their lands. Two centuries later King Saul was fighting the Edomites (1 Sa. 14:47) al-though some of them were in his Service (1 Sa. 21:7; 22:9, 18). David conquered Edom and put garrisons throughout the land (2 Sa. 8:13-14. Emend “räm in v. 13 to ’rdöm because of a scribal confusion of resh V and daleih ‘d’. Cf. I Ch. 18:13). There was considerable slaughter of the Edomites at this time (2 Sa. 8:13), and I Ki. 11:15— 16 speaks of Joab, David’s Commander, remaining in Edom for six months ‘until he had cut off every male in Edom’. Some must have escaped, for Hadad, a royal prince, fled to Egypt and later became a trouble to Solomon (1 Ki. 11:14-22). This conquest of Edom enabled Solomon to build a port at Ezion-geber, and to exploit the copper-mines in the region, as excavation clearly shows (I Ki. 9:26-28).

In Jehoshaphat’s time the Edomites joined the Ammonites and Moabites in a raid on Judah (2 Ch. 20:1), but the allies feil to fighting one another (vv. 22-23). Jehoshaphat endeavoured to use the port at Ezion-geber, but his ships were wrecked (1 Ki. 22:48). At this time Edom was ruled by a deputy, who acted as king (1 Ki. 22:47). This ‘king’ acknowledged the supremacy of Judah and joined the Judah-Israel coalition in an attack on Mesha, king of Moab (2 Ki. 3:4-27).

Under Joram (Jehoram), Edom rebelled, but, al-though Joram defeated them in battle, he could not reduce them to subjection (2 Ki. 8:20-22; 2 Ch. 21:8-10), and Edom had a respite of some 40 years.

Amaziah later invaded Edom, slew 10,000 Edomites in the Valley of Salt, captured Sela their Capital and sent 10,000 more to their death by Casting them from the top of Sela (2 Ki. 14:7; 2 Ch. 25:11-12). Uzziah, his successor, restored the port at Elath (2 Ki. 14:22), but under Ahaz, when Judah was being attacked by Pekah and Rezin, the Edomites invaded Judah and carried off captives (2 Ch. 28:17). The port of Elath was lost once again. (Read ‘Edom’ for ‘Aram’ in 2 Ki. 16:6, as rsv.) Judah never again recovered Edom. Assyr. inscriptions show that Edom became a vassal-state of Assyria after c. 736 bc.

After the fall of Judah, Edom rejoiced (Ps. 137:7). The prophets foretold judgment on Edom for her bitter hatred (Je. 49:7-22; La. 4:21-22; Ezk. 25:12-14; 35:15; Joel 3:19; Am. 9:12; Ob. lOff.), Some Edomites pressed into S Judah and settled to the S of Hebron (Mdumaea). Edom proper feil into Arab hands during the 5th Century bc, and in the 3rd Century bc was overrun by the Nabataeans. Through these centuries yet other Edomites fled to Judah. Judas Maccabaeus later subdued them (1 Macc. 5:65), and John Hyrcanus compelled them to be circumcised and incorporated into the Jewish people. The Herods were of general Edomite stock.

II. Archaeological

If we date the emergence of the Edomites proper from the end of the Late Bronze Age and the be-ginning of the Iron Age, there is a limited ränge of archaeological evidence throughout the centuries until Roman times. A few important sites have been excavated—Tawilän was occupied from the 8th to the 6th centuries bc. Teil el-Kheleifeh on the Gulf of Aqabah was occupied throughout the period of Israel’s kings, and later. Umm el-Biyära (behind Petra) has been investigated. A variety of small Iron Age fortresses on the borders of Edom is known. Important data are preserved on Assyr-ian records from about 733 bc to the end of the Assyrian empire in 612 bc. Some aspects of the general culture are beginning to emerge, e.g. sev-eral important seals and ostraca reveal names and deities and throw light on commercial trans-actions. The name of the deity Qatis appears in personal names. But, in general, the archaeo-logical information is comparatively sparse at present.

Bibliography. J. R. Bartlett, Edom and the Edomites, 1989; ABD 2, 1992, pp. 287-295 (his-tory); A. MacDonald, ABD 2, 1992, pp. 295-301 (archaeology); K. G. Hoglund, Peoples of the Old Testament World, 1994, pp. 335-347.

J.A.T.

EDREI (Heb. ’edre'i). 1. A chief city of the Amorite kingdom of Og, where Israel defeated the Amorites in a pitched battle (Nu. 21:33; Dt. 1:4; 3:1; Jos. 12:4; 13:12, 31). Probably modern Der‘a, 24 km ENE of Irbid (so Eusebius); this occupies a key point for Communications in the Bashan area, and has remains dating from the Early Bronze Age. See F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palest ine, 2, 1937, p. 310; R. Hill, VT 16, 1966, pp. 412ff.

2. A town in Naphtali (Jos. 19:37); near Abel-beth-Maacah (list of Tuthmosis III, LOB, p. 162).

J.P.U.L.

EDUCATION. The child has always been of paramount importance in Judaism, as the Mishnah and Talmud clearly show in several pas-sages. For that matter, Jesus certainly taught the value of children, in his kindly treatment of them as well as in his instruction regarding them. Be-cause of this, there are a number of source-books for the study of education in the biblical period to be found in the OT, the Apocrypha and the Mishnah; viz. Proverbs, Ecclesiasticus, Wisdom of Solomon and Pirqe Aboth, quite apart from uselul allusions in other books. On the other hand, actual details of schooling are few; the word ‘school’ occurs but once in av, and then refers merely to a lecture-room borrowed by Paul (Acts 19:9), not to any Jewish or Christian school.

I. Early links with religion

Three events stand out in the history of Jewish education. They centre on three persons, Ezra, Simon ben-Shetah and Joshua ben-Gamala. It was Ezra who established Scripture (such as it was at the time) as the basis for schooling; and his suc-cessors went on to make the synagogue a place of instruction as well as a place of worship. Simon ben-Shetah enacted, about 75 bc, that elementary schooling should be compulsory. Joshua ben-Gamala improved existing Organization, appoint-ing teachers in every province and town, a Century later. But otherwise it is not easy to date innovations. Even the origins of the synagogue are obscure, though the Exile is a likely time for their rise. Schürer doubts the historicity of Simon ben-Shetah’s enactment, though most scholars accept it. ln any case, Simon did not institute the elementary school, but merely extended its use. Simon and Joshua in no way interfered with existing trends and methods, and indeed Ezra only made more definite the previous linking of religion with everyday life. So it will prove better to divide the topic by subject rather than date, since none of the three men made sweeping changes.

II.    The development of schools

The place of learning was exclusively the home in the earliest period, and the tutors were the parents; and teaching in the home continued to play an important part in the whole of the biblical period. As it developed, the synagogue became the place of instruction. Indeed, the NT and Philo Support Schürer’s view that the synagogue's purpose was primarily instructional, and only then devotional; the synagogue ministry of Jesus consisted in ‘teaching’ (cf. Mt. 4:23). The young were trained in either the synagogue itself or an adjoining building. At a later stage the teacher sometimes taught in his own house, as is evidenced by the Aramaic phrase for ‘school’, bet_ säp'rä, literally ‘teacher’s house’. The Temple porticoes, too, proved very useful for rabbis, and Jesus did much of his teaching there (cf. Mt. 26:55). By Mishnaic times, eminent rabbis had their own schools for higher learning. This fea-ture probably started in the time of Hillel and Shammai, the famed Ist-century bc rabbis. An elementary school was called bet has-seper, ‘house of the book’, while a College for higher education was known as bet_midräs, ‘house of study’.

III.    Teaching as a profession

The first tutors were the parents, as we have seen, except in the case of royal children (cf. 2 K.i. 10:1). The importance of this role is stressed here and there in the Pentateuch, e.g. Dt. 4:9. Even as late as the Talmud, it was still the parent’s responsibility to inculcate the law, to teach a trade and to get his son married. After the period of Ezra, there arose a new profession, that of the scribe (söper), the teacher in the synagogue. The scribes were to change their character by NT times, however. The ‘wise’, or ‘sages’, seem to have been a different guild from the scribes, but their exact nature and function are obscure. The ‘sage’ (häkäm) is, of course, frequently mentioned in Proverbs and later wisdom literature. By the NT period, there were three grades of teacher, the häkäm, the söper and the hazzän (‘officer’), in descending order. Nicodemus was presumably of the highest grade, the ‘teachers of the law’ (Lk. 5:17, where the Gk. term is nomodidaskalos) of the lowest. The generic term ‘teacher’ (Heb. m'lammed\ Aram. säp'rä) was usu-ally applied to the lowest grade. But the honorific titles given to teachers (rabbi, etc.) indicate the re-spect in which they were held. Ideally, they were not to be paid for teaching, but frequently a polite fiction granted them remuneration for time spent instead of Services rendered. Ecclus. 38:24f. con-siders manual labour beneath a teacher’s dignity; besides, leisure is a necessary adjunct to his task. But later on there were many rabbis who learnt a trade. Paul’s views can be seen in 1 Cor. 9:3flf. The Talmud gives stringent rulings about the qualifica-tions of teachers; it is interesting that none of them is academic—they are all moral, except those that prescribe that he must be male and married.

IV.    The scope of education

This was not wide in the early period. The boy would learn ordinary moral instruction from his mother, and a trade, usually agricultural, plus some religious and ritual knowledge, from his father. The interplay of religion and agricultural life would have been self-evident at every festival (cf. Lv. 23, passim). The festivals also taught religious history (cf. Ex. 13:8). So even at the earliest period everyday life and religious belief and prac-lice were inseparable. This was the more so in the synagogue, where Scripture became the sole authority for both belief and daily conduct. Life, indeed, was itself considered a ‘discipline’ (Heb. <nüsär, a frequent word in Proverbs). Education, then, was and remained religious and ethical, with Pr. 1:7 its motto. To read was essential for the study of Scripture; writing was perhaps less important, although it was known as early as Jdg. 8:14. Basic arithmetic was taught. Languages were not taught oer se, but note that, as Aramaic became the ver-nacular, study of the Heb. Scriptures became a lin-guistic exercise.

Girls’ education was wholly in their mothers’ hands. They learnt the domestic arts, simple moral and ethical instruction, and they were taught to read in Order to become acquainted with the law. Their education was considered important, how-ever, and they were even encouraged to learn a for-eign language. King Lemuel’s mother apparently proved an able teacher to him (Pr. 31:1); this chap-ter also shows the character of the ideal woman.

V. Methods and aims

Methods of instruction were largely by repetition; the Heb. verb sänä, ‘repeat’, came to mean both ‘learn’ and ‘teach’. Mnemonic devices such as ac-rostics were therefore employed. Scripture was the textbook, but that other books were not unknown is evidenced by Ec. 12:12. The value of rebuke was known (Pr. 17:10), but an emphasis on corporal chastisement is to be found in Proverbs and Ec-clesiasticus. But discipline was much milder in Mishnaic times.

Until comparatively late times, it was customary for the pupil to sit on the ground at his teacher’s feet, as did Paul at Gamaliel’s (Acts 22:3). The bench (sapsäl) was a later invention.

Jewish education’s whole function was to make the Jew holy, and separate from his neighbours, and to transform the religious into the practical. Such, then, was normal Jewish education; but un-doubtedly there were schools after a Gk. pattem, especially in the closing centuries bc, and indeed Ecclesiasticus may have been written to combat deficiencies in such non-Jewish instruction. Hel-lenistic schools were found even in Palestine, but of course more frequently among Jewish com-munities elsewhere, notably in Alexandria.

In the infant church child and parent were told how to behave towards one another (Eph. 6:1,4). Church officers had to know how to rule their own children. There were no Christian schools in early days; for one thing, the church was too poor to finance them. But the children were included in the church fellowship, and doubtless received their training there as well as in the home.

Bibliography. W. Barclay, Educational Ideals in the Ancient World, 1959, chs. I, VI; E. B. Castle, Ancient Education and Today, 1961, ch. V; TDNT 5, pp. 596-625; entries j. v. ‘Education’ in EJ and ISBE, R. N. Whybray, Intellectual Tradition in the OT, 1974. (* Wisdom; *Wisdom Literature; * Writing.)    d.f.p.

EGLON (Heb. ’eglön). 1. A city near Lachish, in the S confederacy against Joshua; eventually occu-pied by Judah (Jos. 10:3; 15:39). W. F. Albright’s Identification with Teil el-Hesi (BASOR 17, 1925, p. 7) has been widely accepted (J. Simons, GTT, p. 147; LOB, p. 219) and is not inconsistent with the sequence in Jos. 10:34; the position and strati-graphy present problems, however, and M. Noth’s choice of Teil Eitun (20 km ESE), may be right. See

V. Fargo, K. O’Connell, BA 41, 1978, pp. 165-182;

L. Toombs, IEJ 32, 1982, pp. 67fT, E. Ayalon, Tel Aviv 12, 1985, pp. 54-62.

2. The king of Moab who occupicd territory W of the Jordan early in the period of the Judges, and was assassinated by Ehud (Jdg. 3:12flfi).

J.P.U.L.

EGYPT. The ancient kingdom and modern repub-lic in the NE corner of Africa and linked with W Asia by the Sinai isthmus.

I.    Name

a.    Egypl

The word ‘Egypt’ derives from the Gk. Aigyptos, Lat. Aegyptus. This term itself is probably a tran-script of the Egyp. Lf(wt)-k'-Pt(h), pronounced roughly Ha-ku-ptah, as is shown by the cuneiform transcript Lfikuptah in the Amarna letters, c. 1360 bc. ‘Hakuptah’ is one of the names of Memphis, the old Egyptian Capital on the W bank of the Nile just above Cairo (which eventually replaced it). If this explanation is correct, then the name of the city must have been used pars pro tolo for Egypt generally besides Memphis by the Greeks, rather as today Cairo and Egypt are both Misr in Arabic.

b.    Mizraim

The regulär Heb. (and common Sem.) word for Egypt is misrayim. The word first occurs in ex-ternal sources in the 14th Century bc: as msrm in the Ugaritic (N Canaanite) texts and as misri in the Amarna letters. ln the Ist millennium bc, the Assyr.-Bab. texts refer to Musur or Musri, un-fortunately they use this term ambiguously: for Egypt on the one hand, for a region in N Syria/S Asia Minor on the other, and (very doubtfully) for part of N Arabia (see literature cited by Oppenheim in ANET, p. 279, n. 9). For the doubtful possibility of the N Syrian Musri being intended in 1 Ki. 10:28, see * Mizraim. The term Musri is thought to mean 'march(es)’, borderlands, and so to be applicable to any fringe-land (Egyptian, Syrian or Arabian; cf. Oppenheim, loc. eil ). However true from an Assyr. military point of view, this explanation is hardly adequate to account for the Heb./Canaanite form misrayimlmsrm of the 2nd millennium, or for its use. That misrayim is a dual form reflecting the duality of Egypt (see II, below) is possible but quite uncertain. Spiegelberg, in Re-cueil de Travaux 21, 1899, pp. 39-41, sought to derive msr from Egyp. (i)mdr, ‘(fortification-) walls’, referring to the guard-forts on Egypt’s Asi-atic frontier from c. 2000 bc onwards, the first fea-ture of the country to be encountered by visiting Semites from that time. The fact that the term might be assimilated to Semitic mäsör, ‘fortress’, adds weight to this. However, a final and complete explanation of misrayim cannot be offered at present.

II.    Natural features and geography

a. General

The present political unit ‘Egypt’ is roughly a square, extending from the Mediterranean coast of Africa in the N to the line of 22° N latitude (1100
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km from N to S), and f'rom the Red Sea in the E across to the line of 25° E longitude in the W, with a total surface-area of roughly 1,000,250 sq. km, However, of this whole area, 96% is desert and only 4% usable land; and 99% of Egypt’s popula-tion live in that 4% of viable land.

The real Egypt is the land reached by the Nile, being Herodotus’ oft-quoted ‘gift of the Nile’. Egypt is in a ‘temperate Zone’ desert-belt having a warm, rainless climate: in a year Alexandria has barely 19 cm of rain, Cairo 3 cm and Aswan virtu-ally nil. For life-giving water, Egypt depends wholly on the Nile.

b. The two Egypls

Historically ancient Egypt consists of the long, narrow Nile valley from the first cataract at Aswan (not from the second, as today) to the Memphis /Cairo district, plus the broad, flat triangle (hence its name) of the Delta from Cairo to the sea. The contrast of valley and delta enforce a dual nature upon Egypt.

(i)    Upper Egypt. Bounded on either side by cliffs (limestone to the N and sandstone to the S of Esna some 530 km S of Cairo), the valley is never more than c. 19 km wide and sometimes narrows to a few hundred metres (as at Gebel Silsileh). At its annual inundation the *Nile deposited fresh silt upon the land beyond its banks each year until the Aswan barrages halted deposition in modern times. As far as the waters reach, green plants can grow; im-mediately beyond, all is desert up to the cliffs.

(ii)    Lower Egypt. Some 20 km N of Cairo, the Nile divides into two main branches. The N branch reaches the sea at Rosetta, and the E at Damietta about 145 km away; from Cairo to the sea is roughly 160 km. Between the two great arms of the Nile, and over a considerable area beyond them to the E and W, Stretches the fiat, swampy Delta-land, en-tirely composed of river-borne alluvium and inter-sected by canals and drainage-channels. Lower Egypt has, from antiquity, always included the northernmost part of the Nile valley from just S of

Memphis/Cairo, in addition to the Delta proper, ln ancient times tradition held that the Nile had seven mouths on the Delta coast (Herodotus), but only three are recognized as important in ancient Egyp-tian sources.

c. The Egypt of antiquity

To the W of the Nile valley Stretches the Sahara, a flat, rocky desert of drifted sand, and parallel with the valley a series of oases—great natural depres-sions, where cultivation and habitation are made possible by a supply of artesian water. Between the Nile valley and Red Sea on the E is the Arabian desert, a mountainous terrain with some mineral wealth: gold, ornamental stone, including ala-baster, breccia and diorite. Across the Gulf of Suez is the rocky peninsula of Sinai.

Egypt was thus sufficiently isolated between her deserts to develop her own individual culture; but, at the same time, access from the E by either the Sinai isthmus or Red Sea and Wadi Hammamat, and from the N and S by way of the Nile was direct enough for her to receive (and give) external Stimulus.

The ancient geography of pharaonic Egypt is a subject of considerable complexity. The historic nomes or provinces first clearly emerge in the Old Kingdom (4th Dynasty) in the 3rd millennium bc, but some probably originated earlier as territories of what were originally separate little communities in prehistory. There were reckoned 22 of these nomes for Upper Egypt and 20 for Lower Egypt in the enumeration that was traditional by Graeco-Roman times, when geographical records are füllest.

III. People and language

a. People

The earliest evidences of human activity in Egypt are fiint tools of the Palaeolithic age from the Nile terraces. But the first real Egyptians who settled as agriculturists in the Nile valley (and of whom physical remains survive) are those labelled as Taso-Badarians, the first predynastic (prehistoric) culture. They appear to be of African origin, to-gether with the two successive prehistoric culture-phases, best called Naqada I and II, ending about 3000 bc or shortly thereafter. Modern Egyptians are in direct descent from the people of ancient Egypt.

b. Language

The ancient Egyptian language is of mixed origin and has had a very long history, It is usually called ‘Hamito-Semitic’, and was basically a Hamitic tongue (i.e. related to the Libyco-Berber languages of N Africa) swamped at an early epoch (in prehis-tory) by a Semitic language. Much Egyptian vo-cabulary is directly cognate with Semitic, and there are analogies in syntax. Lack of early written matter hinders proper comparison with Hamitic. On the affinities of the Egyptian language, see A. H. Gardiner, Egyptian Grammar, § 3, and (in more detail) G. Lefebvre, Chronique d'Egyple, 11, No. 22, 1936, pp. 266-292.

In the history of the Egyptian language, five main stages may conveniently be distinguished in the written documents. Old Egyptian was an ar-chaic and terse form, used in the 3rd millennium bc. Middle Egyptian was perhaps the vernacular of Dynasties 9-11 (2200-2000 bc) and was used uni-versally for written records during the Middle Kingdom and early New Kingdom (to c. 1300 bc), and continued in use in official texts, in a slightly modified form, as late as Graeco-Roman days. Late Egyptian was the populär speech of the New Kingdom and after (16th—8th centuries bc), but was already coming into populär use two centuries betöre this time (1800-1600). It is also the language of documents and New Kingdom literature and official texts from Dynasty 19 onwards. Old, Middle and Late Egyptian were written in hiero-glyphic and hieratic Scripts (* Writing). Demotic is really the name of a script, applied to the still more evolved form of Egyptian current in documents dating from the 8th Century bc to Roman times. Coptic, the last stage of Egyptian, and the native language of Roman-Byzantine Egypt, has several dialect forms and was turned into a literary medium by Egyptian Christians or Copts. It was written, not in Egyptian script, bul in the Coptic alphabet, which is composed of the Greek alpha-bet plus seven extra characters taken over from the old Demotic script. Coptic has survived as the purely liturgical language of the Coptic (Egyptian) Church down to modern times, its use being equivalent to that of Latin in the Roman Catholic Church.

IV. History

Of Egypt’s long history only the salient features and those periods of direct relevance to biblical studies are discussed below. For further detail, see the classified Bibliography at the end of the article.

a. Egypt before 2000 bc

(i) Predynastic Egypt. During the three successive phases of predynastic Settlement the foundations for historic Egypt were laid. Communities grew up having villages, local shrines and belief in an after-life (evidenced by burial-customs). Late in the final prehistoric phase (Naqada II) definite contact with Sumerian Mesopotamia existed, and Mesopota-mian influences and ideas were so Strang as to leave their mark on formative Egyptian culture (cf. H. Frankfort, Birth of Civilisation in the Near East, 1951, pp. 100-111). It is at this point that hiero-glyphic writing appears, Egyptian art assumes its characteristic forms and monumental architecture begins.

(ii)    Archaic Egypt. The first pharaoh of all Egypt was apparently Narmer of Upper Egypt, who conquered the rival Delta kingdom; he was perhaps the Menes of later tradition, and certainly the founder of Dynasty 1. Egyptian culture advanced and matured rapidly during the first two Dynasties.

(iii)    Old Kingdom. ln Dynasties 3-6, Egypt reached a peak of prosperity, splendour and cul-tural achievement. King Djoser’s step-pyramid and its attendant buildings is the first major struc-ture of cut stone in history (c. 2650 bc). In Dynasty 4 the pharaoh was absolute master, not in theory only (as was always the case) but also in fact, as never occurred before or after. Next in authority to the divine king stood the vizier, and beneath him the heads of the various branches of administra-tion. At first members of the royal family held such Offices. During this period material culture reached high levels in architecture (culminating in the Great Pyramid of Kheops, Dynasty 4), sculpture and painted relief, as well as in furnishings and jewellery. In Dynasty 5 the power of the kings weakened economically, and the priesthood of the sun-god Re‘ stood behind the throne. In Dynasty 6 the Egyptians were actively exploring and trading in Nubia (later Cush). Meanwhile the decline in the king’s power continued. This Situation reached its climax late in the 94 years’ reign of Pepi II. The literature of the time included several wisdom-books: those of Imhotep, Hardidief, (?Kairos) to Kagemni, and, of especial note, that of Ptah-hotep.

(iv)    First Intermediate Period. In the Delta, where the established Order was overthrown, this was a time of social upheaval (revolution) and of Asiatic infiltration. New kings in Middle-Egypt (Dynasties 9 and 10) then took over and sought to restore order in the Delta. But eventually they quarrelled with the princes of Thebes in Upper Egypt, and these then declared their independence (Dynasty 11) and eventually vanquished their northern rivals, reuniting Egypt under one strong sceptre (that of the Intef and Mentuhotep kings). The disturbances of this troubled epoch shattered the bland self-confidence of Old Kingdom Egypt and called l'orth a series of pessimistic writings that are among the finest and the most remarkable in Egyptian literature.

b. The Middle Kingdom and Second Intermediate Period

(i) Middle Kingdom. Eventually the 1 Ith Dynasty was followed by Amenemhat I, founder of Dynasty 12, the strong man of his time. He and his Dynasty (c. 1991 bc) were alike remarkable. Elect-ed to an unstable throne by fellow-nobles jealous for their local autonomy, Amenemhat 1 sought to rehabilitate the kingship by a Programme of material reform announced and justified in literary works produced as royal Propaganda (see G. Posener, Litlerature et Politique dans l'Egyple de la XII' Dynastie, 1956). He therein proclaimed him-self the (political) saviour of Egypt. He accord-ingly rebuilt the administration, promoted agricultural prosperity and secured the frontiers, pla-cing a series of forts on the Asiatic border. The administration was no longer at llth-Dynasty

Thebes, which was too far S, but moved back to the strategically far superior area of Memphis, to Ithet-Tawy, a centre specifically built for the pur-pose. Sesostris III raided into Palestine, as far as Shechem (‘Sekmem’). The extent of Egyptian in-fiuence in Palestine, Phoenicia and S Syria in Dyn-asty 12 is indicated by the execration texts (19th Century bc) which record the names for magical cursing of possibly-hostile Semitic princes and their districts, besides Nubians and Egyptians. (See W. F. Albright, JPOS 8, 1928, pp. 223-256; BASOR 81, 1941, pp. 16-21 and-B/ISO.R 83, 1941, pp. 30-36.)

This was the golden age of Egypt’s classical lit-erature, especially short stories. This well-organized 12th-Dynasty Egypt, careful of its Asi-atic frontier, was in all probability the Egypt of Abraham. The Charge which pharaoh gave to his men concerning Abraham (Gn. 12:20) when he left Egypt is exactly paralleled (in reverse) by that given with regard to the returning Egyptian exile Sinuhe (ANET, p. 21, lines 240-250) and, pictorially, by the group of 37 Asiatics visiting Egypt, shown in a famous tomb-scene at Beni-hasan (see, e.g., IBA, fig. 25, pp. 28-29). Amün of Thebes, fused with the sun-god as Amen-Re‘, had become chief national god; but in Osiris resided most of the Egyptians’ hopes of the afterlife.

(ii) Second Intermediate Period and Hyksos. For barely a Century after 1786 bc, a new line of kings, the 13th Dynasty, held sway over most of Egypt, still ruling from Ithet-Tawy. Their reigns were mostly brief so that a vizier might thus serve sev-eral kings. Deprived of settled, firm, personal royal control, the machinery of state inevitably began to run down. At this time many Semitic slaves were to be found in Egypt, even as far as Thebes (*Joseph), and eventually Semitic chiefs (Egyp. ‘chiefs of for-eign lands’ hk’w-h'swt = Hyksos) gained promin-ence in Lower Egypt and then (perhaps by a swift coup d'etal) took over the kingship of Egypt at Ithet-Tawy itself (forming the 15th—16th ‘Hyksos’ Dynasties), where they ruled for about 100 years. They established also an E Delta Capital, Avaris (on S of modern Qantir). These Semitic pharaohs assumed the full rank and style of traditional roy-alty. The Hyksos at first took over the Egyptian state administration as a going concern, but as time passed, Semitic officials were appointed to high office; of these the chancellor Hür is the best-known.

Into this background, Joseph (Gn. 37-50) fits perfectly. Like so many others, he was a Semitic servant in the household of an important Egyptian. The royal court is punctiliously Egyptian in etiquette (Gn. 41:14; 43:32; “Joseph), yet the Semite Joseph is readily appointed to high office (as in the case of Hür, perhaps, a little later). The peculiar and ready blend of Egyptian and Semitic elements mirrored in the Joseph-narrative (independent of its being a Heb. story set in Egypt) fits the Hyksos period perfectly. Furthermore, the E Delta is prominent under the Hyksos (Avaris), but not again in Egyptian history until Moses’ day (i.e. the 19th Dynasty, or, at the earliest, the very end of the 18th).

Eventually princes at Thebes clashed with the Hyksos in the N; King Kamose took all Egypt from Apopi III (‘Awoserre) except for Avaris in NE Delta, according to his recently discovered histor-ical Stele (see L. Habachi, The Second Stela of Kamose, 1972). Finally, Kamose’s successor

Ahmose I (founder of the 18th Dynasty and the New Kingdom) expelled the Hyksos regime and its immediate adherents (Egyp. as well as Asiatic) from Egypt and worsted them in Palestine. An outline of this period’s culture (illustrated) is in W. C. Hayes, Scepter of Egypt, 2, 1959, pp. 3-41.

c. New Kingdom—the Empire The next five centuries, from c. 1552 to c. 1069 bc, witnessed the pinnacle of Egypt's political power and influence and the age of her greatest outward grandeur and luxury, but also, by their end, the breakdown of the old Egyptian spirit and eventual dissolution of Egyptian life and civilization which came about during the Late Period.

(i)    Dynasty 18. The first kings of this line (except Tuthmosis f) were apparently content to expel the Hyksos and to rule Egypt and Nubia in the old 12th-Dynasty tradition. But the energetic Tuthmosis III took up the embryo policy of his grand-father Tuthmosis I, aiming to conquer Palestine-Syria and set the national boundary as far from Egypt proper as possible, in Order to avoid any repetition of the Hyksos dominion. The princes of the Canaanite/Amorite city-states were reduced to tribute-paying vassals. This structure lasted almost a Century tili late into the reign of Amenophis III (c. 1360 bc); for this brief spell, Egypt was the paramount power in the ancient Near East.

Thebes was not sole capital at this time: Memphis in the N was more convenient administratively (especially for Asia). Amenophis III showed par-ticular predilection for Aten, the sun-god manifest in the solar disc, while seeking to curb priestly am-bition and still officially honouring Amün. But his son Amenophis IV broke completely with Amün and then with almost all the old gods, proscribing their worship and excising their very names from the monuments. Amenophis IV proclaimed the sole worship of Aten, changed his own name to Akhenaten and moved to his own newly-created capital-city in Middle Egypt (Akhet-Aten, the modern Teil el-Amarna). Only he and the royal family worshipped Aten directly; ordinary men worshipped Aten in the person of the divine pharaoh Akhenaten himself.

Meantime, Egypt’s hold on Syria-Palestine slackened somewhat. The petty princes there were free to fight each other in pursuit of personal am-bition, denouncing each other to the pharaoh and seeking military aid from him to further their own designs. This information comes from the famous Amarna letters. At home, Akhenaten eventually had to compromise with the opposing l'orces, and within 2 or 3 years of his death Amün’s worship, wealth and renown were fully restored.

General Haremhab now assumed control and began to set the affairs of Egypt to rights again. At his death the throne passed to his colleague Para-messu, who, as Rameses I, founded Dynasty 19 and reigned for 1 year.

(ii)    Dynasty 19. Roughly 1300-1200 bc. Follow-ing Haremhab’s internal restoration of Egypt, Sethos I (son of Rameses I) feit able to reassert Egyptian authority in Syria. His clash with the Hittites was not unsuccesslül and the two powers made a treaty. Sethos began a large building Programme in the NE Delta (the first since Hyksos times) and had a residence there. He may have founded the Delta Capital so largely built by his son Rameses II, who named it after himself, ‘Pi-Ramesse’, ‘House of Rameses’ (the Raamses of

Ex. 1:11). Rameses II posed as the imperial phar-aoh par excellence, dazzling later generations to such an extern that nine later kings took his name (Rameses III XI). Besides the Delta residence. this king undertook extensive building throughout all Egypt and Nubia during his long reign of 66 years. In Syria he campaigned (usually against the Hit-tites) for 20 years (including the battle of Qadesh) until, wearied of the struggle, and with other foes to face, he and his Hittite Contemporary Hattusil III finally signed a treaty of lasting peace between them. His successor Merenptah made one brief raid into Palestine (his capture of Gezer is attested by an inscription at Amada independent of the famous Israel Stele), apparently brushing with a few Israelites among others, and had to beat off a dangerous invasion (that of the ‘Sea Peoples’) from Libya; his successors were ineffective.

The first half of Dynasty 19 apparently wit-nessed the Israelite oppression and Exodus (’Chronology of the Old Testament). The res-toration of firm order under Haremhab and the great impetus given to building activity in the E Delta by both Sethos I and Rameses II, with the consequent need of a large and economic labour-force, set the background for the Heb. oppression which culminated in the work on Pithom and Ra'amses described in Ex. 1:8— 11. * Ra'amses was the great Delta-residence of the pharaoh, and

*    Pithom a township in the Wadi Tumilat. Ex. 1:12-22 gives some details of the conditions of this slavery, and for background to the Hebrews’ brick-making, see * Brick; * Moses.

As for the early life of Moses, there is nothing either exceptional or incredible in a W Semite’s being brought up in Egyptian court circles, per-haps in a harint in a Delta pleasure-residence, the pharaohs having several such scattered harims (cf.

J. Yoyotte in G. Posener, Dictionary of Egyptian Civilization, 1962). At least from the reign of Rameses II onwards, Asiatics were brought up in royal harims, with the purpose of holding office (see S. Sauneron and J. Yoyotte, Revue d’Egyptologie 7, 1950, pp. 67-70). The thoroughly Semitic Ben’Ozen from Sür-Bäsän (‘Rock of Bashan’) was royal cupbearer (wb’-nsw) to Merenptah (J. M. A. Janssen, Chronique d'Egypte 26, No. 51, 1951, pp. 54-57 and fig. 11), and another Semitic cupbearer of his was called Pen-Ha§u[ri], (‘he of Hazor’) (cf. Sauneron and Yoyotte, op. eil., p. 68, n. 6). On a lower level, an Egyptian of c. 1170 bc scolds his son for joining in blood-brotherhood with Asiatics in the Delta (J. Cerny, JNES 14, 1955, pp. 161 IT.). Hence the Egyptian training and upbringing of Moses in Ex. 2 is entirely credible; the onus of proof lies upon any who would discredit the ac-count. A further implication is that Moses would have an Egyptian education, one of the best avail-able in his day. See further * Moses. For the magi-cians, * Magic and Sorcery; and for the plagues,

*    Plagues of Egypt. For the flight of fugitives (comparable to that of Moses in Ex. 2:15), cf. the flight of two runaway slaves in Papyrus Anastasi V (ANET, p. 259) and clauses on the extradition of fugitives in the treaty between Rameses II and the Hittites (ANET, pp. 200-203). For movements of peoples or large groups, see the Hittite example quoted in the article * Exodus, and for the number of Israelites at the Exodus, * Wilderness of Wan-dering. Between Egypt and Canaan at this period there was constant coming and going (cf. the frontier-reports in ANET, pp. 258-259). The age of the 19th Dynasty was the most cosmopolitan in Egyptian history. More than in Dynasty 18, Hebrew-Canaanitic loan-words penetrated Egyptian language and literature by the score, and Egyptian officials proudly showed off their know-ledge of the Canaanite tongue (Papyrus Anastasi I. see ANET, p. 477b). Semitic deities (Baal, Anath, Resheph, Astarte or Ashtaroth) were accepted in Egypt and even had temples there. Thus the Hebrews could hardly fail to hear something of the land of Canaan, and Canaanites with their cus-toms were before their eyes, before they had even stirred from Egypt; the knowledge of such matters displayed in the Pentateuch does not imply a date of writing after the Israelite invasion of Canaan, as is so often erroneously surmised.

(iii) Dynasty 20. In due course, a prince Setnakht restored Order. His son Rameses III was Egypt’s last great imperial pharaoh. In the first decade of his reign (c. 1190-1180 bc) great folk-movements in the E Mediterranean basin swept away the Hittite empire in Asia Minor, entirely disrupted the traditional Canaanite-Amorite city-states of Syria-Palestine and threatened Egypt with invasion from both Libya and Palestine. These attacks Rameses III beat off in three desperate campaigns, and he even briefly carried Egyptian arms into Palestine. Since his successors Rameses IV-XI were for the most part ineffective personally, the ma-chinery of state became increasingly inefficient and corrupt, and chronic inflation upset the economy, causing great hardship for the common people. The famous robberies of the royal tombs at Thebes reached their peak at this time.

d. Late-Period Egypt and Israelite History From now on, Egypt’s story is one of a decline, halted at intervals, but then only briefly, by occa-sional kings of outstanding character. But the memory of Egypt’s past greatness lingered on far beyond her own borders, and served Israel and Judah ill when they were foolish enough to depend on the ‘bruised reed’.

(i) Dynasty 21 and the United monarchy. Late in the reign of Rameses XI the general Herihor (now also high priest of Amün) ruled Upper Egypt and the prince Nesubanebded I (Smendes) ruled Lower Egypt; this was styled, politically, as a ‘renaissance’ (whm-mswt). At the death of Rameses XI (c. 1069 bc), Smendes at Tanis became pharaoh, the succes-sion being secured for his descendants (Dynasty 21), while, in return, Herihor’s successors at Thebes were confirmed in the hereditary high-priesthood of Amün, and in the rule of Upper Egypt under the Tanite pharaohs. So in Dynasty 21, one half of Egypt ruled the whole only by gra-cious permission of the other half!

These peculiar circumstances help to explain the modest foreign policy of this Dynasty in Asia: a policy of friendship and alliance with neighbour-ing Palestinian States, military action being re-stricted to ‘police’ action to safeguard the frontier in the SW corner of Palestine nearest the Egyptian border. Commercial motives would also be strong, as Tanis was a great port. All this links up with Contemporary OT references.

When King David conquered Edom, Hadad the infant Edomite heir was taken to Egypt for safety. There he found a welcome so favourable that, when he was grown up, he gained a royal wife (1 Ki. 11:18—22). A clear example of 2Ist Dynasty foreign policy occurs early in Solomon’s reign. A * pharaoh ‘smote Gezer’ and gave it as dowry with his daughter’s hand in marriage-alliance with Solomon (1 Ki. 9:16; cf. 3:1; 7:8; 9:24; 11:1). The combination of ‘police’ action in SW Palestine (Gezer) and alliance with the powerful Israelite state gave Egypt security on her Asiatic frontier and doubtless brought economic gain to both States. At Tanis was found a damaged triumphal relief-scene of the pharaoh Siamün smiting a foreigner—apparently a Philistine, to judge by the Aegean-type axe in his hand. This very specific detail strongly suggests that it was Siamün who conducted a ‘police’ action in Philistia (reaching Canaanite Gezer) and became Splomon’s ally. (For this scene, see P. Montet, L'Egypte et la Bible, 1959, p. 40, fig. 5.)

(ii) The Libyern Dynasties and the divided mon-archy. 1. * Shishak. When the last Tanite king died in 945 bc a powerful Libyan tribal chief (? of Bubastis/Pi-beseth) acceded to the throne peace-fully as Sheshonq I (biblical Shishak), thereby founding Dynasty 22. While consolidating Egypt internally under his rule, Sheshonq I began a new and aggressive Asiatic foreign policy. He viewed Solomon’s Israel not as an ally but as a political and commercial rival on his NE frontier, and there-fore worked for the break-up of the Hebrew king-dom. While Solomon lived, Sheshonq shrewdly took no action apart from harbouring political re-fugees, notably Jeroboam son of Nebat (1 Ki. 11:29-40). At Solomon’s death Jeroboam’s return to Palestine precipitated the division of the king-dom into the two lesser realms of Rehoboam and Jeroboam. Soon after, in Rehoboam’s ‘fifth year’, 925 bc (1 Ki. 14:25-26; 2 Ch. 12:2-12), and apparently on pretext of a bedouin border incident (stele-fragment, Grdseloff, Revue de THistoire Juive en Egypte, 1, 1947, pp. 95-97), Shishak in-vaded Palestine, subduing Israel as well as Judah, as is shown by the discovery of a Stele of his at Megiddo (C. S. Fisher, The Excavation of Armageddon, 1929, p. 13 and fig.). Many biblical place-names occur in the list attached to the triumphal relief subsequently sculptured by Shishak on the temple of Amün (Karnak) in Thebes (see ANEP, p. 118 and fig. 349). (See also *Sukkiim.) Shes-honq’s purpose was limited and definite: to gain political and commercial security by subduing his immediate neighbour. He made no attempt to revive the empire of Tuthmosis or Rameses.

2.    *Zerah. It would appear from 2 Ch. 14:9-15; 16:8, that Sheshonq’s successor Osorkon I sought to emulate his father’s Palestinian success but was too lazy to go himself. Instead, he apparently sent as general Zerah the Ethiopian, who was soundly defeated by Asa of Judah c. 897 bc. This defeat speit the end of Egypt’s aggressive policy in Asia. However, again like Sheshonq I, Osorkon I main-tained relations with Byblos in Phoenicia, where statues of both pharaohs were found (Syria 5, 1924, pp. 145-147 and plate 42; Syria 6, 1925, pp. 101-117 and plate 25).

3.    Egypt and Ahab’s dynasty. Osorkon I’s successor, Takeloth I, was apparently a nonentity who allowed the royal power to slip through his in-competent fingers. Thus the next king, Osorkon II, inherited an Egypt whose unity was already men-aced: the local Libyan provincial governors were becoming increasingly independent, and Separatist tendencies appeared in Thebes. Hence, he apparently returned to the old ‘modest’ foreign policy of (similarly-weak) Dynasty 21, that of alliance with his Palestinian neighbours. This is hinted at by the discovery, in Omri and Ahab’s palace at Samaria, of an alabaster vase of Osorkon II, such as the pharaohs included in their diplomatic presents to fellow-rulers (illustrated in Reisner, etc., Harvard Excavations at Samaria, 1, 1924, fig. on p. 247). This suggests that Omri or Ahab had links with Egypt as well as Tyre (cf. Ahab’s marriage with Jezebel). Osorkon II also presented a statue at Byblos (M. Dunand, Fouilles de Byblos, 1, pp. 115-116 and plate 43).

4. Hoshea and ‘So king of Egypt’. The ‘modest’ policy revived by Osorkon II was doubtless con-tinued by his ever-weaker successors, under whom Egypt progressively feil apart into its constituent local provinces with kings reigning elsewhere (Dynasty 23) alongside the main, parent 22nd Dynasty at Tanis/Zoan. Prior to a dual rule (per-haps mutually agreed), the Egyptian state was rocked by bitter civil wars centred on Thebes (cf. R. A. Caminos, The Chronicle of Prince Osorkon, 1958), and could hardly have supported any different external policy.

All this indicates why Israel’s last king, Hoshea, turned so readily for help against Assyria to *So king of Egypt’ in 725/4 bc (2 Ki. 17:4), and how very misplaced was his trust in an Egypt so weak and divided. No help came to save Samaria from its fall. The identity of ‘So’ has long been obscure. He is probably Osorkon IV, last pharaoh of Dynasty 22, c. 730-715 bc. The real power in Lower Egypt was wielded by Tafnekht and his successor Bekenrenef (Dynasty 24) from Sais in the W Delta; so powerless was Osorkon IV that in 716 bc he bought off Sargon of Assyria at the borders of Egypt with a gift of twelve horses (H. Tadmor, JCS\2, 1958, pp. 77-78).

(iii) Ethiopia—the ’bruised reed'. In Nubia (Cush) there had meantime arisen a kingdom ruled by princes who were thoroughly Egyptian in cui-ture. Of these, Kashta and Piankhy laid Claim to a protectorate over Upper Egypt, being worshippers of Amün of Thebes. In one campaign, Piankhy subdued Tafnekht of Lower Egypt to keep Thebes safe, but promptly returned to Nubia.

However, his successor Shabaka (c. 716-702 bc) promptly reconquered Egypt, eliminating Beken-renef by 715 bc. Shabaka was a friendly neutral towards Assyria; in 712 he extradited a fugitive at Sargon II’s request, and sealings of Shabaka (pos-sibly from diplomatic documents) were found at Nineveh. Doubtless, Shabaka had enough to do inside Egypt without meddling abroad; but un-fortunately his successors in this Dynasty (the 25th) were less wise. When ‘Sennacherib of Assyria attacked Hezekiah of Judah in 701 bc the rash new Ethiopian pharaoh Shebitku sent his equally young and inexperienced brother *Tirhakah to oppose Assyria (2 Ki. 19:9; Is. 37:9), resulting in dire defeat for Egypt. The Ethiopian pharaohs had no appreciation of Assyria’s Superior strength—after this setback, Tirhakah was defeated twice more by Assyria (c. 671 and 666/5, as king) and Tanutamen once—and their incompe-tent interference in Palestinian affairs was disas-trous for Egypt and Palestine alike. They were most certainly the ‘bruised reed’ of the Assyrian king’s jibe (2 Ki. 18:21; Is. 36:6). Exasperated by this stubborn meddling, Ashurbanipal in 664/3 bc finally sacked the ancient holy city Thebes, pil-laging fourteen centuries of temple treasures. No more vivid comparison than the downfall of this

city could the prophet Nahum find (3:8-10) when proclaiming the oncoming ruin of Nineveh in its tum. However, Assyria could not occupy Egypt. and left only key garrisons.

(iv)    Egypt, Judah and Babylon. In a now dis-organized Egypt, the astute local prince of Sais (W Delta) managed with great skill to unite all Egypt under his sceptre. This was Psammetichus I, who thereby established the 26th (or Saite) Dynasty. He and his successors restored Egypt’s internal unity and prosperity. They built up an efifective army round a hard core of Greek mercenaries, greatly enhanced trade by encouraging Greek merchants and founded strong fleets on the Mediterranean and Red Seas. But, as if in compensation for the lack of real, inner vitality, inspiration was sought in Egypt’s past glories; ancient art was copied and archaic titles were artificially brought back into fashion.

Externally, this dynasty (except for the head-strong Hophra) practised as far as possible a policy of the balance of powers in W Asia. Thus, Psammetichus I did not attack Assyria but remained her ally against the reviving power of Babylon. So, too, Neco II (610-595 bc) was marching to help a re-duced Assyria (2 Ki. 23:29) against Babylon, when Josiah of Judah sealed Assyria’s fate by delaying Neco at Megiddo at the cost of his own life. Egypt considered herseif heir to Assyria’s Palestinian possessions, but her forces were signally defeated at Carchemish in 605 bc so that all Syria-Palestine feil to Babylon (Je. 46:2). Jehoiakim of Judah thus exchanged Egyp. for Bab. vassalage for 3 years. But as the Bab. chronicle-tablets reveal, Egypt and Babylon clashed in open conflict in 601 bc with heavy losses on both sides; Nebuchadrezzar then remained 18 months in Babylonia to refit his army. At this point Jehoiakim of Judah rebelled (2 Ki. 24:1 f.), doubtless hoping for Egyptian aid. None came; Neco now wisely kept neutral. So Nebuchadrezzar was not molested in his capture of Jerusalem in 597 bc. Psammetichus II maintained the peace: his state visit to Byblos was linked rather with Egypt’s acknowledged commercial than other interests in Phoenicia. He fought only in Nubia. But Hophra (589-570 bc; the Apries of the Greeks) foolishly cast dynastic restraint aside, and marched to support Zedekiah in his revolt against Babylon (Ezk. 17:11-21; Je. 37:5), but returned in haste to Egypt when Nebuchadrezzar temporarily raised his (second) siege of Jerusalem to repulse him—leaving Jerusalem to perish at the Babyloni-an’s hand in 587 bc. After other disasters,

*    Hophra was finally supplanted in 570 bc by Ahmose II (Amasis, 570-526 bc). As earlier prophesied by Jeremiah (46:13 ff.). Nebuchadrezzar now marched against Egypt (as referred to in a damaged Bab. tablet), doubtless to prevent any re-currence of interference from that direction. He and Ahmose must have reached some understand-ing, for henceforth, tili both were swallowed up by Medo-Persia, Egypt and Babylon were allies against the growing menace of Media. But in 525 bc Egypt followed her allies into Persian domin-ion, under Cambyses. On this period, see further,

*    Babylonia and * Persia.

(v)    The base kingdom. At first Persian rule in Egypt (Darius I) was fair and firm; but repeated Egyptian rebellions brought about a harshening of Persian policy. The Egyptians manufactured anti-Persian Propaganda that went down well in Greece (cf. Herodotus); they shared a common foe. Briefly, during c. 400-341 bc, Egypt's last native pharaohs (Dynasties 28-30) regained a precarious independ-ence until they were overwhelmed by Persia to whom they remained subject for just 9 years, until Alexander entered Egypt as ‘liberator’ in 332 bc. (See F. K. Kienitz, in Bibliography, and G. Posener, La Premiere Dominalion Perse en Egypte, 1936). Thcreafter, Egypt was first a Hellenistic monarchy under the * Ptolemies and then feil under the heel of Rome and Byzantium. From the 3rd Century ad, Egypt was a predominantly Christian land with its own, eventually schismatic (Coptic) church. In ad 641/ 2 the Islamic conquest heralded the mediaeval and modern epochs.

V. Literature

a. Scope of Egyptian literature (i) 3rd millennium bc. Religious and wisdom-literature are the best-known products of the Old Kingdom and Ist Intermediate Period. The great sages Imhotep, Hardidief [?Kairos] to Kagemni, and Ptahhotep produced ‘Instructions’ or ‘Teach-ings’ (Egyp. sb'yt, written collections of shrewd maxims for wise conduct of everyday life, espe-cially for young men hopeful of high office, so be-ginning a very long tradition in Egypt. The best-preserved is that of Ptahhotep; see Z. Zäba, Les Maxims de Ptahhotep, 1956. For the Pyramid Texts and Memphite Theology, see VI, below.

In the Ist Intermediate Period, the collapse of Egyptian society and the old Order may be pictured in the Admonitions of Ipuwer, while the Dispute of a Man Tired of Life with his Soul reflects the agony of this period in terms of a personal conflict which brings man to the brink of suicide. The Instruction for King Merikare shows remarkable regard for right dealing in matters of state, while the Eloquent PeasanTs nine rhetorical Speeches within a narrative prose prologue and epilogue (cf. Job) call for social justice.

(ii)    Early 2nd millennium BC. In the Middle Kingdom, stories and propaganda-works are out-standing. Finest of the narratives is the Biography of Sinulte, an Egyptian who spent long years of exile in Palestine. The Shipwrecked Sailor is a naut-ical fantasy. Among the Propaganda, the Prophecy of Neferty (‘Neferrohu’ of older books) is a pseudo-prophecy to announce Amenemhat I as saviour of Egypt. On prediction in Egypt, see Kitchen, Tyn-dale House Bulletin 5/6, 1960, pp. 6-7 and refs. Two loyalist ‘Instructions’, Sehetepibre and A Man to his Son, were intended to identify the good life with loyalty to the throne in the minds of the ruling and labouring classes respectively. The poetry of the Hymns to Sesoslris III apparently also expresses that loyalty. For administrators in training, the Instruction of Khety son of Duauf or Satire of the Trades points out the advantages of the scribal profession over all other (manual) occupations by painting these in dark colours. For tales of magi-cians, * Magic and Sorcery (Egyptian).

(iii)    Late 2nd millennium BC. During this period the Empire produced further stories, including de-lightful fairy-tales (e.g. The Foredoomed Prince; Tale of the Two Brothers), historical adventure (The Capture of Joppa, a precursor of Alibaba and the Forly Thieves) and biographical reports such as the Misadventures of Wenamün, who was sent to Lebanon for cedarwood in the ill-starred days of Rameses XI. Poetry excelled in three forms: lyric, royal and religious. Under the first head come some charming love-poems, in general style herald-ing the tender cadences of the Song of Songs. The Empire pharaohs commemorated their victories with triumph-hymns, the finest being those of Tu-thmosis III, Amenophis III, Rameses II and Mer-enptah (Israel Stele). Though less prominent, wisdom is still well represented; beside the Tnstructions’ of Ani and Amennakhte, there is a remarkable ode on the Immortality of Writing. For Amenemope’s wisdom see b. (i) 2, below.

(iv) Ist millennium ttc. Less new literature is known from this epoch so far. In Demotic the ‘Instruction’ of ‘Onchsheshonqy dates to the last cen-turies bc, and the Stories of the High Priests of Memphis (magicians) to the Ist centuries ad. Most Coptic (Christian) literature is translated from Gk. church literature, Shenoute being the only out-standing native Christian writer.

b. Egyptian literature and the OT The very incomplete survey given above will serve to emphasize the quantity, richness and variety of early Egyptian literature; besides the additional matter under Religion below, there is a whole body of historical, business and formal texts. Egypt is but one of the Bible lands; the neighbouring countries, too, offer a wealth of writings (’Assyria; *Canaan; ’Hittites.) The relevance of such lit-eratures is twofold: firstly, with regard to questions of direct contact with the Heb. writings; and sec-ondly, in so far as they provide dated, first-hand comparative and Contemporary material for ob-jective control of OT literary forms and types of literary criticism.

(i) Questions of direct contact. 1. Gn. 39; Ps. 104. In times past the incident of Potiphar’s unfaithful wife in Gn. 39 has occasionally been stated to be based on a similar incident in the mythical Tale of Two Brothers. But an unfaithful wife is the only common point; the Tale is designedly a work of pure fantasy (the hero is changed into a bull, a persea-tree, etc.), whereas the Joseph-narrative is biography, touching actuality at every point. Un-fortunately, unfaithful wives are not mere myth, either in Egypt or elsewhere (see an incidental Egyptian instance in JNES 14, 1955, p. 163).

Egyptologists today do not usually consider that Akhenaten’s ‘Hymn to Aten’ inspired parts of Ps. 104 as Breasted once thought (cf. J. H. Breasted, Dawn of Conscience, 1933, pp. 366-370). The same universalism and adoration of the deity as creator and sustainer occur in hymns to Amün both before and after the Aten hymn in date, which could carry these concepts down to the age of Heb. psalmody (so, e.g. J. A. Wilson, Bürden of EgyptICulture of Andern Egypt, pp. 224-229). But even this tenuous link-up can carry no weight, for the same universalism occurs just as early in W Asia (cf. the ex-amples given in W. F. Albright, From Stone Age to Christianity, 1957 ed., pp. 12-13, 213-223) and is therefore too generally diffused to allow of its being made a criterion to prove direct relationship. The same point might be made with regard to the so-called penitential psalms of the Theban necropolis-workers of Dynasty 19. A sense of shortcoming or sin is not peculiar to Egypt (and is even, in fact, quite atypical there); and the Egyp. psalms should be compared with the confession of man’s sinfulness made by the Hittite king, Mursil II (ANET, p. 395b) and with the Babylonian penitential ödes. The latter again show the wide diffu-sion of a general concept (although it may have different local emphases); and they cannot be used to establish direct relationship (cf. G. R. Driver, The Psalmists, ed. D. C. Simpson, 1926, pp. 109-175, especially 171-175).

2. The Wisdom of Amenemope and Proverbs. Impressed by the close verbal resemblances be-tween various passages in the Egyptian ‘Instruction’ of Amenemope (c. 1100 bc, see below) and the ‘words of the wise’ (Pr. 22:17-24:22) quoted by Solomon (equating the ‘my knowledge’ of 22:17 with. that of Solomon from 10:1), many have as-sumed, following Erman, that Proverbs was debtor to Amenemope; only Kevin and McGlinchey ven-tured to take the opposite view. Others, with W. O. E. Oesterley, Wisdom of Egypt and the Old Testament, 1927, doubted the justice of a view at either extreme, considering that perhaps both Amenemope and Proverbs had drawn upon a common fund of Ancient Oriental proverbial lore, and spe-cifically upon an older Heb. work. The alleged de-pendence of Proverbs upon Amenemope is still the common view (e.g. P. Montet, L'Egyple et la Bible, 1959, pp. 113, 127), but is undoubtedly too simple. By a thoroughgoing examination of both Amenemope and Proverbs against the entire realm of ancient Near Eastern Wisdom, recent research has shown that in fact there is no adequate basis for assuming a special relationship either way between Amenemope and Proverbs. Two other points re-quire note. First, with regard to date, Plumley (DOTT, p. 173) mentions a Cairo ostracon of Amenemope that ‘can be dated with some cer-tainty to the latter half of the Twenty-first Dynasty’. Therefore the Egyp. Amenemope cannot be any later than 945 bc (= end of Dynasty 21), and Egyptologists now tend to favour a date in Dynas-ties 18-20. In any case, there is no objective reason why the Hebrew Words of the Wise should not be as old as Solomon’s reign, i.e. the 10th Century bc. The second point concerns the Word silsöm, found in Pr. 22:20, which Erman and others render as ‘thirty’, making Proverbs imitate the ‘thirty chap-ters’ of Amenemope. But Pr. 22:17-24:22 contains not 30 but 33 admonitions, and the simplest Interpretation of slswm is to take it as elliptical for ’et_möl silsöm, ‘formerly’, ‘already’, and to render the clause simply as, ‘Have I not written for thee, already, in/with counsels of knowledge?’

(ii) Literary usage and OT criticism. It is singu-larly unfortunate that the conventional methods of OT literary criticism (see also “Biblical Criticism) have been formulated and developed, over the last Century in particular, without any but the most superficial reference to the actual character-istics of the Contemporary literature of the Bible world, alongside which the Hebrew writings came into existence and with the literary phenomena of which they present very considerable external, formal similarities. The application of such external and tangibly objective Controls cannot fail to have drastic consequences for these methods of literary criticism. While Egyp. texts are a specially fruitful source of such external control-data, Mes-opotamian, N Canaanite (Ugaritic), Hittite and other literatures provide valuable confirmation. See for preliminary survey, K. A. Kitchen, Ancient Orient and Old Testament, 1966, chs. 6-7.


VI. Religion

a. The gods and theology

Egyptian religion was never a unitary whole. There were always local gods up and down the land, among whom were Ptah, artificer-god of Memphis; Thoth, god of learning and the moon at Hermopolis; Amün ‘the hidden’, god of Thebes, who overshadowed the war-god Mentu there and became state god of 2nd-millennium Egypt; Hathor, goddess of joy at Dendera; and many more. Then there were the cosmic gods: first and foremost Re‘ or Atum the sun-god, whose daugh-ter Ma'et personified Truth, Justice, Right and the cosmic Order; then Nüt the sky-goddess and Shu, Geb and Nu, the gods of air, earth and the primordial waters respectively. The nearest thing to a truly national religion was the cult of Osiris and his cycle (with his wife, Isis, and son, Horus). The story of Osiris had great human appeal: the good king, murdered by his wicked brother Seth, becom-ing ruler of the realm of the dead and triumphing in the person of his posthumous son and avenger Horus, who, with the support of his mother Isis, gained his father’s kingship on earth. The Egyp-tian could identify himself with Osiris the revivi-fied in his kingdom of the hereafter; Osiris’s other aspect, as a god of Vegetation, linking with the annual rise of the Nile and consequent rebirth of life, combined powerfully with his funerary aspect in Egyptian aspirations.

b.    Egyptian worship

Egyptian worship was a complete contrast to Hebrew worship in particular, and to Semitic in general. The temple was isolated within its own high-walled estate. Only the officiating priesthood worshipped in such temples; and it was only when the god went forth in glittering procession on great festivals that the populace actively shared in hon-ouring the great gods. Apart from this, they sought their solace in household and lesser gods. The cult of the great gods followed one general pattem, the god being treated just like an earthly king. He was awakened from sleep each morning with a hymn, was washed and dressed (i.e. his image), and break-fasted (morning oflering), did a morning’s busi-ness, and had midday and evening meals (corres-ponding offerings) before retiring for the night. The contrast could hardly be greater between the ever-vigilant, self-sufficient God of Israel with his didactic sacrificial System, symbolizing the need and means of atonement to deal wilh human sin, and of peace-ofTerings in fellowship at tabernacle or Temple, and those earthly Egyp. deities of nature. For Egyp. temple-worship, cf. H. W. Fair-man, BJRL 37, 1954, pp. 165-203.

c.    Religious literalure

To the 3rd millennium bc belong the Pyramid Texts (so-called from their being inscribed in 6th-Dynasty pyramids), a large body of ‘spells’, appar-ently forming incredibly intricate royal funerary rituals, and also the Memphite Theology, which glorifies the god Ptah as first cause, conceiving in the mind (‘heart’) and creating by the word of power (‘tongue’) (a distant herald of the logos-concept of John’s Gospel (1:1 ff.) transformed through Christ). At all times there are hymns and prayers to the gods, usually full of mythological allusions. In the Empire certain hymns to Amün, and Akhenaten’s famous Aten-hymn, remarkably illustrate the universalism of the day; see V. Litera-ture, b (i) 1, above. Epics of the gods which at present remain to us exist only in excerpts. A ribald part of the Osiris-cycle survives in the Conlendings of Horus and Seth. The Coffin Texts of the Middle Kingdom (usually painted inside coffins at that time) and the ‘Book of the Dead’ of the Empire and Late Period are nothing more than collections of magical spells to protect and benefit the de-ceased in the after-life; special guide-books to ‘infernal’ geography were inscribed on the tomb-walls of Empire pharaohs. On magical literature,

*    Magic and Sorcery. See ANET for translations from religious texts.

d. Funerary belief,'s

The Egyptians’ elaborate beliefs about the after-life found expression in the concrete, material terms of a more-glorious, other-worldly Egypt ruled by Osiris. Alternative hereafters included ac-companying the sun-god Re‘ on his daily voyage across the sky and through the underworld, or dwelling with the stars. The body was a material attachment for the soul; mummification was simply an artificial means of preserving the body to this end, when tombs early became too elaborate for the sun’s rays to desiccate the body naturally, as it did in prehistory’s shallow graves. Objects in tombs left for the use of the dead usually attracted robbers. Egyptian concern over death was not morbid; this cheerful, pragmatic, materialistic people simply sought to take the good things of this world with them, using magical means so to do. The tomb was the deceased’s eternal physical dwelling. The pyramids were simply royal tombs whose shape was modelled on that of the sacred stone of the sun-god Re‘ at Heliopolis (see I. E. S. Edwards, The Pyramids of Egypt, 1961). The Empire pharaohs’ secret rock-hewn tombs in the Valley of Kings at Thebes were planned to foil the robbers, but failed, like the pyramids they replaced.

Bibuography. General. Very useful is S. R. K. Glanville (ed.), The Legacy of Egypt, 1942 (new edn., 1965); well illustrated is W. C. Hayes, Sceptre of Egypt, 1, 1953; 2, 1959. Likewise, G. Posener, S. Sauneron and J. Yoyotte, Dictionary of Egyptian Civilization, 1962. On Egypt and Asia, W. Helck, Die Beziehungen Ägyptens zum Vorderasien im 3. und2. Jahrtausend v. Chr., 1962. H. Kees, Andern Egypt, a Cultural Topography, 1961, is useful and reliable. W. Helck et ai, Lexikon der Ägyptologie, 1-7, 1972-92; B. J. Kemp, Andern Egypt, Anatomy of a Civilisalion, 1989. Full bibliography is obtain-able from: I. A. Pratt, Andern Egypt, 1925, and her Andern Egypt (1925-41), 1942, for nearly every-thing pre-war; W. Federn, eight lists in Orientalia 17, 1948; 18, 1949; and 19, 1950, for the years 1939-47; and J. M. A. Janssen, Annual Egyptologi-cal Bibliography, 1948fF., for 1947 onwards. Also Porter-Moss, Topographical Bibliography, 1 vols.

Origin of name. Brugsch, Geographische Inschriften, 1, 1857, p. 83; A. H. Gardiner, Ancient Egyptian Onomastica, 2, 1947, pp. 124*, 211*.

Geography. Very valuable for the physical struc-ture and geography of Egypt is J. Ball, Contribu-tions to the Geography of Egypt, 1939. See also J. Bainbes and J. Malek, Atlas of Ancient Egypt, 1980. The deserts find some description in A. E. P. Weigall, Travels in the Upper Egyptian Deserts, 1909. On the early state and Settlement of the Nile valley, W. C. Hayes, ‘Most Ancient Egypt’ = JNES 22, 1964. For ancient Egyptian geography, a mine of information is (Sir) Alan Gardiner’s Ancient Egyptian Onomastica, 3 vols., 1947, with good dis-cussions and references to literature. See also

*    Egypt, River of, * Hanes, * Memphis,

*    Naphtuhim, * Nile, * On, Pathros, * Pi-Beseth,

*    Ra'amses, *Thebes, *Zoan, etc.

Language. For details of, and bibliography on, the Egyp. language, see Sir A. H. Gardiner, Egyp-lian Grammar', 1957. For Coptic, see W. C. Till, Koptische Grammatik, 1955, and A. Malion, Grammaire Copte, 1956, for full bibliography; in English, cf. C. C. Walters, An Elementary Coptic Grammar, 1972.

Hislory. The Standard work is E. Drioton and J. Vandier, L'Egypte (Collection ‘Clio’)4, 1962, with full discussions and bibliography. Valuable is J. A. Wilson, The Bürden of Egypt, 1951, reprinted as a paperback, The Culture of Andern Egypt, 1956. J. H. Breasted’s History of Egypt, various dates, is now out of date, as is H. R. Hall’s Andern History of the Near East. See also A. H. Gardiner, Egypt of the Pharaohs, 1961; and esp. CAH},Vols. 1-3. I970flf.

On Egyp. historical writings, see L. Bull in R. C. Dentan (ed.), The Idea of History in the Andern Near East, 1955, pp. 3-34; C. de Wit, EQ 28, 1956, pp. 158-169.

On rival Egyp. priesthoods, see H. Kees, Das Priestertum im Ägyptischen Staat, 1953, pp. 78-88 and 62-69, also Nachträge, 1958; see also J. A. Wilson, Bürden of EgyptICulture of Andern Egypt, ch. ix. Late Period, see K. A. Kitchen, The Third Intermediate Period in Egypt (1100-650 bc)1, 1986, esp. Part IV.

On Egypt under Persian dominion, see F. K. Kienitz, Die Politische Geschichte Ägyptens, vom 7. bis zum 4. Jahrhundert vor der Zeitwende, 1953. For the Babylonian chronicle-tablets, see D. J. Wise-man, Chronicles of Chaldaean Kings, 1956. For a small but very important correction of Egyptian 26th Dynasty dates, see R. A. Parker, Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts. Kairo Abteilung, 15, 1957, pp. 208-212.

For Graeco-Roman Egypt, see CAH, later vol-umes; Sir H. I. Bell, Egypt from Alexander the Great io the Arab Conquest, 1948, and his Cults and Creeds in Graeco-Roman Egypt, 1953 and later edns.; W. H. Worrell, A Short Account of the Copts, 1945.

Literalure. For literary works, cf. W. K. Simpson (ed.), The Literature of Ancient Egypt, 1972, and

M. Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature, 1-3, 1973-80; many historical texts in J. H. Breasted, Andern Records of Egypt, 5 vols., 1906/ 7. Con-siderable but abbreviated selections appear in ANET. Brilliant work in listing, identifying and restoring Egyp. literature is Posener’s Recherches Lilteraires, 1-7, in the Revue d'Egyptologie 6-12 (1949-60). Still valuable in its field is T. E. Peet, A Comparative Study of the Lileralures of Egypt, Palestine and Mesopotamia, 1931.

Religion. For Egyptian religion, a convenient outline in English is J. Cerny, Andern Egyptian Religion, 1952; fuller detail and bibliography in J. Vandier, La Religion Egyp Henne, 1949; cf. also S. Morenz, Egyptian Religion, 1973; G. Hart, A Dictionary of Egyptian Gods and Goddesses, 1986.

K.A.K.

EGYPT, RIVER OF. The correct identification of ‘River of Egypt’ is still uncertain; several distinct Heb. terms must be carefully distinguished. yr'ör misrayim, ‘river (= *Niie) of Egypt’, refers exclusively to the Nile proper; its seasonal rise and fall being mentioned in Am. 8:8, and its upper

Egyptian reaches in Is.7:18 (plural). The term n'har misrayim, ‘(flowing) river of Egypt’, occurs once only (Gn. 15:18), where by general definition the promised land lies between the two great rivers, Nile and Euphrates. These two terms (y’'ör/nehar misrayim) are wholly separate from, and irrelevant to, the so-called ‘river of Egypt’ proper, the nahal misrayim or ‘torrent-wadi of Egypt’. The identification of this term, however, is bound up with that of Shihor, as will be evident from what now follows

In the OT it is clearly seen that Shihor is a part of the Nile; see the parallelism of Shihor and y‘‘6r (Nile) in Is. 23:3, and Shihor as Egypt’s Nile cor-responding to Assyria’s great river (Euphrates) in Je. 2:18. Shihor is the extreme SW limit of territory yet to be occupied in Jos. 13:3 and from which Israelites could come to welcome the ark into Jerusalem in 1 Ch. 13:5, and Jos 13:3 specifies it as east of Egypt’. Hence Shihor is the lowest reaches of the easternmost of the Nile’s ancient branches (the Pelusiac), flowing into the Mediterranean just W of Pelusium (Teil Farameh). This term Shihor is by origin Egyp. s-hr, ‘waters of Horus’; the Egyptian references agree with the biblical location in so far as they mention Shihor’s producing sah and rushes for the not-distant Delta-capital Pi-Ramesse (Tanis or Qantir) and as the ‘river’ of the 14th Lower-Egyptian nome (province); see R. A. Caminos, Late-Egyptian Miscellanies, 1954, pp. 74, 78 (his Menzalah-identification is erroneous), and espe-cially A. H. Gardiner, JEA 5, 1918, pp. 251-252.

The real question is whether or not the nahal misrayim, ‘river (torrent-wadi) of Egypt’, is the same as the Shihor, easternmost branch of the Nile.

Against the identification Stands the fact that elsewhere in Scripture the Nile is never referred to as a nahal. The river of Is. 11:15 is often taken to be the Euphrates (note the Assyro-Egyp. context here, especially v. 16), and the threat to smite it into seven n'hällm, wadis traversable on foot, represents a transformation of (not the normal description for) the river concerned, whether Nile or Euphrates.

If the ‘wadi of Egypt’ is not the Nile, the best alternative is the Wadi el-‘Arish, which runs N out of Sinai to the Mediterranean 145 km E of Egypt proper (Suez Canal) and 80 km W of Gaza in Palestine. In defence of this identification can be argued a perceptible change of terrain W and E from el-‘Arish. Westward to Egypt there is only barren desert and slight scrub; eastward there are meadows and arable land (A. H. Gardiner, JEA 6, 1920, p. 115). Hence Wadi el-‘Arish would be a practical boundary, including the usable land and excluding mere desert, in the specific delimitations of Nu. 34:5 and Jos. 15:4, 47 (cf. also Ezk. 47:19; 48:28). This is then simply echoed in 1 Ki. 8:65 (= 2 Ch. 7:8); 2 Ki. 24:7 and Is. 27:12. Jos. 13:3 and 1 Ch. 13:5 would then indicate the uttermost SW limit (Shihor) of Israelite activity (cf. above). Sar-gon II and Esarhaddon of Assyria also mention the Wadi or Brook of Egypt in their texts. In 716 bc Sargon reached the ‘Brook (or Wadi) of Egypt’ (nahal musur), ‘opened the sealed harbour of Egypt’ mingling Assyrians and Egyptians for trade purposes, and mentioning ‘the border of the City of the Brook of Egypt’, where he appointed a gov-ernor. Alarmed by the Assyr. activity, the shadow-pharaoh Osorkon IV sent a diplomatic present of ‘12 big horses’ to Sargon (H. Tadmor, JCS 12, 1958, pp. 34, 78). All this fits well with nahal musur
[image: ]
Egypt. showing the Wadi el-Arish and the river Shihor, bolhpossible identifications wilh the 'River of Egypt



being Wadi el-‘Arish and the ‘City’ there being the Settlement El-‘Arish, Assyr. Arzä (Tadmor, an. eil., p. 78, note 194, with further bibliography on ‘River of Egypt’).

One or two points apparently favonring the alternative view, viz. that the ‘Wadi of Egypt’ is the Shihor/Pelusiac Nile-arm, must, however, not be overlooked. Many are inclined to equate pre-cisely the terms of Jos. 13:3, Shihor, and Nu. 34:5, Jos. 15:4, 47 (likewise 1 Ki. 8:65 and 1 Ch. 13:5), nahal misrayim, making Wadi of Egypt another name of the Shihor-Nile. But this would make no allowance for different nuances in the Scripture texts concerned as outlined above. Further, it is true that Sargon II could well have reached the Pelusiac (easternmost) arm of the Nile; his ‘City’ there would then be Pelusium— which would most decidedly alarm Osorkon IV. But the ‘City’ is certainly the Arza(ni) of Esarhaddon’s inscriptions (ANET, pp. 290-292, vassim) which corresponds well to ‘Arish but not Pelusium (Egyp. sinw, swn). Finally, Egyptians and the 19th Dynasty evidently regarded the Pelusiac area as de facto the edge of Egypt proper: in Papyrus Anastasi III, 1: 10, Huru (Pal-estine generally) extends ‘from Sile to ’Upa (= Damascus)’; Sile (‘Thel’) is modern Qantara a few km S and E of the former Pelusiac Nile-arm

(R. A. Caminos, Late-Egyplian Miscellanies, pp. 69, 73 and refs.). But this proves nothing about Israel’s boundaries; as already mentioned, from Qantara to ‘Arish is a desolate no-man’s-land. In any case, 19th-Dynasty Egypt did assert author-ity and maintain wells across the entire coast-strip, Qantara-‘Arish-Gaza (see A. H. Gardiner, JEA 6, 1920, pp. 99-116, on the military road here). The Shihor/Nile identification of the Wadi of Egypt has been advocated by H. Bar-Deroma, PEQ 92, 1960, pp. 37-56, but he takes no account of the Contemporary Egyp. and Assyr. sources, the post-biblical matter cited being imprecise and of too late a date. The subject is not closed, but Wadi el- ‘Arish is more likely to be the ‘River (Wadi) of Egypt’ than is the E Nile on present evidence.    k.a.k.

EGYPTIAN, THE. In Acts 21:38 an agitator for whom the Roman officer commanding the Antonia fortress mistook Paul when the latter was set upon in the Temple precincts. According to Josephus (BJ 2. 261-263; Atu. 20. 169-172), this Egyptian came to Jerusalem c. ad 54, claiming to be a prophet, and led a great multitude to the Mount of Olives, promising that, at his command, the city walls would collapse before them. Soldiers sent by Felix dispersed his followers, with some bloodshed; the Egyptian escaped. (“Assassins.)

f.f.b.

EHUD (Heb. ’ehüd). A Benjaminite name (1 Ch. 7:10; 8:6; Jdg. 3:15). Ehud, the son of Gera, led the revolt against the Moabite occupation of E Benjamin (Jdg. 3); gaining a private audience of King Eglon, he killed him in his own apartments, and rallied the Israelites to take advantage of the con-fusion into which the Moabites were thrown. His left-handedness was doubtless useful in taking Eglon unawares. The Heb. phrase ‘deformed (lit. bound) in his right hand’ is idiomatic; cf. Jdg. 20:16.    j.p.u.L.

EKRON. One of the five principal Philistine cities, and a place of importance, having villages depend-ent upon it (Jos. 15:45—46). Recent surveys suggest that it is to be identified with Khirbet al-Muqanna“, which has hitherto been equated with * Eltekeh. Surface explorations in 1957 showed the site was occupied in the Early Bronze Age but evi-dently not again until the Early Iron Age. The peak period, when the walled city occupied an area of some 40 acres, making it in fact the largest Iron Age Settlement yet found in Palestine, was charac-terized by typical Philistine pottery. The teil has a projection at the NE corner which perhaps repre-sents the acropolis, and on the S slopes a double wall with gates and towers has been traced. In the allotment of territories Ekron was placed on the border between Judah and Dan (Jos. 15:11,45-46; 19:43), but at the death of Joshua it remained to be possessed. It was finally taken by Judah (Jdg. 1:18), but must have been recaptured by the Philistines, for they took the ark there when it was removed from Gath (1 Sa. 5:10), and it was from there that it was despatched to Beth-shemesh on the cow-drawn cart (1 Sa. 6). It appears that Ekron was again temporarily in Israelite hands in the time of Samuel (1 Sa. 7:14), but the Philistines had retaken it by Saul’s time (1 Sa. 17:52), and it was still held by them in the time of Arnos (1:8). In 701 bc Padi the ruler of Ekron, a vassal of the Assyrians, was expelled by certain Ekronites and held captive by Hezekiah in Jerusalem, but Sennacherib, in his campaign of the year, retook Ekron (am-qar-ru-na) and restored Padi (ANET, pp. 287-288; DOTT, pp. 66-67). The city is mentioned in the Annals of Es-arhaddon as tributary (ANET, p. 291; DOTT, p. 74), but was still at that time regarded as a Philistine city from the ethnic point of view (Je. 25:20; Zp. 2:4; Zc. 9:5, 7). The Bible is not concerned with the subsequent history of the city, though the name of the city god, * Baal-zebub (2 Ki. 1:2-3), is familiär from the NT.

Bibliography. NEAEHL, pp. 1051-1059; Y. Aharoni, PEQ 90, 1958, pp. 27-31; Honigmann, Reallexikon der Assyriologie, 1, 1932, p. 99; T. C. Mitchell in AOTS, pp. 405-406.    t.c.m.

ELAH (Heb. ’elä, ‘terebinth’). 1. A tribal prince of Edom (Gn. 36:41; 1 Ch. 1:52), perhaps the chief of the district of Elah, possibly the seaport of * Elath.

2. Son of Baasha, and king of Israel for 2 years until he was assassinated by Zimri during a drunk-en orgy in the house of Arza, his Steward (1 Ki. 16:6-14). 3. Father of Hoshea, the last king of

Israel (2 Ki. 15:30; 17:1; 18:1,9). 4. Second son ol Caleb, son of Jephunneh, Joshua’s companion (1 Ch. 4:15). 5. A Benjaminite who dwelt at Jerusalem after the Exile (1 Ch. 9:8). His name is one of thost omitted in the parallel list in Ne. 11. j.g.g.n.

ELAH (Heb. ’elä, ‘terebinth’). A valley used by tht Philistines to gain access to Central Palestine. I was the scene of David’s victory over Goliath (1 Sa. 17:2; 21:9), and is generally identified with tht modern Wadi es-Sant. 18 km SW of Jerusalem.

J.D.D

ELAM, ELAMITES. The ancient name for tht plain of Khuzistan, watered by the Kerkh river which joins the Tigris just N of the Persian Gull Civilization in this area is as old as, and closel; connected with, the cultures of lower Mesopota mia. A local pictographic script appeared ven soon after the invention of “writing in Babylonia The Elamites cannot be certainly linked with an; other known race, although their language may bt related to the Dravidian family. The reference U Elam as a son of Shem (Gn. 10:22) may well reflec the presence of early Semites in this area, and thert is archaeological evidence in the time of Sargon (c. 2350 bc) and his successors of their influence or the local culture. Rock sculptures depict typica Akkadian figures and bear Akkadian inscriptions although carved for Elamite rulers. The mountain ous region to the N and E was known as Anshat and, from an early period, formed a part of Elam Sumerian and Semitic plainsmen looked upor these ranges as the abode of evil spirits, and earl; epics describe the terrors they held for those wht crossed them in search of the mineral wealth ol States beyond (see S. N. Kramer, History Begins ci Sumer, 1958, pp. 57fT., 230ff.).

Its control of the trade routes to the Iraniar plateau, and to the SE, made Elam the object ol constant attacks from the plains of Mesopotamia These in turn offered great wealth to any con queror. A strong Elamite dynasty, a king beinj succeeded by his brother, then his son, arose abou 2000 bc and gained control of several cities in Ba bylonia, destroying the power of the Sumeriat rulers of Ur and sacking it (see ANET, pp. 455fT. 480f). To this period of Elamite supremacy shouk “Chedorlaomer probably be assigned (Gn. 14:1) Hammurapi of Babylon drove the Elamites out c 1760 bc, but the ‘Amorite’ dynasty, to which hi belonged, feil before Hittite and Elamite attacks c 1595 bc. Invasions of Kassites coming from thi central Zagros mountains (* Babylonia) drove thi Elamites back to Susa, until a resurgence of powe enabled them to conquer and rule Babylon for sev eral centuries (c. 1300-1120 bc). Among trophie: taken to Susaat this time was the famous Law Stele o Hammurapi. Elamite history isobscure from c. 100< bc until the campaigns of Sargon of Assyria (c. 721 705 bc). Sennacherib and Ashurbanipal subjectec the Elamites and deported some of them to Samaria taking Israelites to Elam (Ezr. 4:9; Is. 11:11).

After the collapse of “Assyria, Elam was an nexed by the Indo-Europeans, who had graduall; gained power in Iran following their invasions c 1000 bc. Teispes (c. 675-640 bc), ancestor ol Cyrus, bore the title ‘king of Anshan' and Sus< eventually became one of the three chief cities ol the Medo-Persian empire.

Elam is called upon by Isaiah to crush Babylon (Is. 21:2) and this was carried out (cf. Dn. 8:2). Yet Elam will be crushed in turn, even the famous archers defeated (Je. 25:25; 49:34-39; cf Is. 22:6; Ezk. 32:24). The crowd at Pentecost (Acts 2:9) con-tained men from as far away as Elam, presumably members of Jewish communities who had re-mained in exile in the semi-autonomous state of Elymais, though using Aramaic, the last flicker of Elamite independence. (*Archaeology, * Medes, * Persia, *Susa.)

Bibliography. W. Hinz, The Lost World of Elam, 1972; E. Porada, Ancient Iran, 1965.

A.R.M.

ELATH (ELOTH). EZION-GEBER. In the bib-lical sources there are three phases in the history of these places. First, as stations along the route of the Israelites moving from the Sinai wilderness (its E side) up to Qadesh-Barnea (Nu. 33:35-36; Dt. 2:8). Ezion-Geber and Elath are mentioned as two entities. Second, Ezion-Geber appears alone in the 1 Oth—9th centuries bc as the port from which Solomon, in alliance with Hiram of Tyre, sent fieets out to Ophir and elsewhere (1 Ki. 9:22; 2 Ch. 8:17), and at which the ships of Jehoshaphat’s planned expedition were wrecked (1 Ki. 22:48; 2 Ch. 20:36—37). Third, Elath/Eloth reappears in the 8th Century bc, when Azariah (Uzziah) of Judah captured it and rebuilt it (2 Ki. 14:22), only for Ahaz to lose it to the Edomites up to 40 years later, under Aramean pressure (2 Ki. 16:6). The main site of Elath was placed at later Aila (about 1 km NE of Aqaba) by Robinson (Bibilical Researches in Palest ine I, 1841,241).

Some 4 km further W, Frank noted and Nelson Glueck dug an ancient site, Teil el-Kheleifeh, which both identified as Ezion-Geber. Glueck went further by identifying the main building within the fortress as a copper-smelting Station, and assumed the sea had once been further N than now (cf. his Other Side of the Jordan, 1970, pp. 103-137), but, under later criticism, he modified his views some-what (BASOR 179, 1965, pp. 15-17), but still identified as one site what the Bible gave as two.

Recent work leads to much more radical conclu-sions. Teil el-Kheleifeh may never have been a port. Some 20 km to the SW, along the Sinai side of the Gulf of Aqaba, study of the little island, Jazirat Faraun, suggests that it would be a better location for Ezion-Geber. The island itself has an inner harbour. The strait between it is a suitably shel-tered mooring for ancient shipping and there are traces of ancient quays running out from the shore (cf. A. Flinder, BAR 15/4, 1989, pp. 30—43). This would provide a suitable starting-point for the en-terprises of Solomon and (failed) Jehoshaphat.

A re-study of the excavations of Teil Kheleifeh was made by G. Pratico (initially BA 45, 1982, pp. 120-121: BASOR 259, 1985, pp. 1-32; cf. BAR 12/5, 1986, pp. 24-35; full report, G. D. Pratico, Nelson Glueck's 1938-1940 Excavations at Teil el-Kheleifeh: A Reappraisal, 1993). As a result, the history of the site extends only to the 8th—4th centuries bc, not back to the 10th (as Glueck had thought). It had two main phases: an official building within a rectangular casemate-wall precinct, and then a fort and buildings within a larger precinct with offsets in the wall. It is conceivable that this site represented the Elath captured and rebuilt by Azariah (casemate level I), then lost to the

Edomites and rebuilt by them (fort, levels II-IV). But if the real Elath was just further E, then this site would have been a satellite of Elath proper, whoever built it. Certainly it later belonged to the Edomites, witness the seal-impressions of an official Quas-anal. Phase V belonged to the Persian period (5th—4th centuries bc).    k.a.k.

ELDAD (Heb. ‘God has loved’). An Israelite elder, associated with Medad in Nu. 11:26-30; perhaps to be identified with Elidad (Nu. 34:21). He and Medad failed to appear at the tabernacle of the congregation when summoned there with the sev-enty elders by Moses. They nevertheless shared in the gift of prophecy which the elders received from the Lord. Far from forbidding this apparently irregulär display of divine power, Moses rejoiced and wished that all the Lord’s people might become prophets. Such ecstatic behaviour was a significant feature of early OT * prophecy.

J.B.Tr.

ELDER. In most civilizations authority has been vested in those who by reason of age or experience have been thought best qualified to rule. It is not surprising therefore that the leaders in many ancient communities have borne a title derived from a root meaning ‘old age’. In this respect the Heb. ‘elder’ (zäqen) Stands side by side with the Homeric geronies, the Spartan presbys, the Roman senatus and the Arab sheikh.

In the Pentateuch elders are referred to among the Egyptians (Gn. 50:7) and the Moabites and Midianites (Nu. 22:7), as well as among the Israelites. In Ex. 3:16 the Israelites are represented as having had elders from the time of the Egyptian captivity, and it is with them that Moses is com-manded to collaborate in his bid for freedom. They were probably the heads of families in the first in-stance, but Ex. 24:1 gives a fixed number of sev-enty. It was upon this inner circle of seventy elders that the Lord poured out the spirit in Order that they should share the government of the people with Moses (Nu. 11:25).

After the wilderness period every city seems to have had its own ruling body of elders whose duties, according to Deuteronomic legislation, in-cluded acting as judges in apprehending murderers (Dt. 19:12), conducting inquests (Dt. 21:2) and set-tling matrimonial disputes (Dt. 22:15; 25:7). If theirs was a city of refuge they also heard pleas for asylum (Jos. 20:4; but see also Nu. 35:24). Their numbers varied, Succoth having seventy-seven (Jdg. 8:14), and they are associated with other civil officials, e.g. heads of tribes (Dt. 5:23; 29:10) and officers and judges (Jos. 8:33). Maybe the term ‘elders’ was a general word for the ruling body and included some of these officials.

The national body of ‘elders of Israel’ still exer-cised considerable infiuence under the Monarchy as the chieftains of the people, having first agitated for the appointment of a king (1 Sa. 8:4f.) and having finally accepted David (2 Sa. 5:3). Their Position and infiuence were recognized by Solomon (1 Ki. 8:1, 3), Ahab (1 Ki. 20:7), Jezebel (1 Ki. 21:8), Jehu (2 Ki. 10:1), Hezekiah (2 Ki. 19:2) and Josiah (2 Ki. 23:1). Ezekiel in captivity dealt with them (Ezk. 8:1; 14:1; 20:1), and they appear also in Ezra’s time and in the Gk. period. While their authority was originally civil, by NT times the ‘elders

of the people’ (presbyteroi lou laou) shared with the chief priests the power of determining religious af-fairs and, if necessary, of expulsion from the * synagogue. See also * Sanhedrin and (for NT use) ♦Presbyter.    j.B.Tr.

ELEALEH (Heb. 'el'äleh, ‘God is exalted’). A town E of Jordan always mentioned in conjunction with Heshbon. Conquered by Gad and Reuben (Nu. 32:3), rebuilt by the latter tribe (32:37), and later Moabite, it was the subject of prophetic warn-ings (1s. 15:4; 16:9; Je. 48:34). Identified with the modern el-‘Al, 4 km NE of Heshbon. j.d.d.

ELEAZAR. The name (meaning ‘God has helped') of a number of OT figures. In all but a few cases (1 Sa. 7:1; 2 Sa. 23:9-10(1 Ch. 11:12); 1 Ch. 23:21-22; 24:28; Ezr. 8:33; 10:25; Ne. 12:42; Mt. 1:15) Eleazar the third son of *Aaron, whom he succeeded as chief priest (Nu. 20:25-28; Dt. 10:6), is meant. Even before his father’s death he is repre-sented as having an important position in the priestly hierarchy (Nu. 3:32; 4:16; 16:37^)0; 19:3—

4), which resulted from the punishment of his elder brothers Nadab and Abihu (Lv. 10:1-2). As chief priest he is frequently mentioned alongside Moses or Joshua as a leader of the Israelites (e.g. Nu. 26:1; Jos. 14:1).

Most references in the OT are either in what some scholars call the ‘priestly’ sections of the Pentateuch (see below) or in the work of the Chronicler. In post-exilic times ‘the sons of Eleazar’ formed one of the two main divisions of the full priesthood, ‘the sons of Aaron’ (1 Ch. 24:4-6; in Ezr. 8:2 his son Phinehas appears as the ancestor of the group). Since Zadok was at this time regarded as a descendant of Eleazar (1 Ch. 6:1-8, 50-53; 24:3), it appears that the high priesthood was held by members of this division. Ezra was an important member of it (Ezr. 7:5). It is widely thought that the tradition about Eleazar was developed in priestly circles to safeguard the exclusive Privileges of this group, who have been the descendants of the priests who officiated in Jerusalem before the Exile (cf Cody). If this were correct, it would affect the way in which the relevant texts are understood. But that Aaron did have a son Eleazar who followed him in his priestly office and had a son called Phinehas is firmly estab-lished on the basis of older texts (Dt. 10:6; Jos. 24:33 and (?) Jdg. 20:28). According to Jos. 24:33 he was buried at Gibeah in the land of Ephraim.

Bibliography. IDB, 2, pp. 75-76; A. Cody, A History of Old Testament Priesthood, 1969, pp. 171-174.    G.t.D.

ELECTION. The act of choice whereby God picks an individual or group out of a larger Company for a purpose or destiny of his own appointment. The main OT word for this is the verb bähar, which expresses the idea of deliberately selecting some-one or something after carefully considering the alternatives (e.g. sling-stones, 1 Sa. 17:40; a place of refuge, Dt. 23:16; a wife, Gn. 6:2; good rather than evil, Is. 7:15f.; life rather than death, Dt. 30:19f; the Service of God rather than of idols, Jos. 24:22). The word implies a decided preference for, sometimes positive pleasure in, the object chosen (cf, e.g, Is. 1:29). In lxx and the NT the corres-ponding verb is eklegomai. eklegö is commonly active in classical Gk., but the biblical writers always use it in the middle voice, with reflexive overtones: it thus means ‘choose out for oneself. haireomai is used synonymously of God’s choice in 2 Thes. 2:13, as in Dt. 26:18, lxx. The cognate ad-jectives are Heb. bähir and Gk. eklektos, translated ‘elect’ or ‘chosen’; the NT also uses the noun ekloge, ‘election’. The Heb. verb yäda , ‘know’, which is used of various acts of knowing that, in idea at least, imply and express aflfection (e.g. rela-tions between the sexes, and the believer’s acknow-ledgment of God), is used to denote God’s election (i.e. his taking cognizance of persons in love) in Gn. 18:19 (see rv); Am. 3:2; Ho. 13:5. The Gk. proginöskö, ‘foreknow’, is similarly used in Rom. 8:29; 11:2 to mean ‘forelove’ (cf. also the use of ginöskö in 1 Cor. 8:3 and Gal. 4:9).

I. Old Testament usage

Israelite faith was founded on the belief that Israel was God’s chosen people. His choice of her had been made by means of two connected and com-plementary acts. (a) He chose Abraham and his seed, by taking Abraham out of Ur and bringing him to the promised land of Canaan, making there an everlasting covenant with him and his descendants, and promising him that his seed should be a blessing to all the earth (Gn. 11:31-12:7; 15; 17; 22:15-18; Ne. 9:7; Is. 41:8). (b) He chose Abra-ham’s seed by redeeming them from slavery in Egypt, bringing them out of bondage under Moses, renewing the Abrahamic covenant with them in an amplified form at Sinai and setting them in the promised land as their national home (Ex. 3:6-10; Dt. 6:21-23; Ps. 105). Each of these acts of choice is also described as God’s call, i.e. a sovereign utterance of words and disposal of events by which God summoned, in the one case, Abraham, and in the other, Abraham’s seed, to acknowledge him as their God and live to him as his people (Is. 51:2; Ho. 11:1; *Call). Israelite faith looked back to these two acts as having cre-ated the nation (cf. Is. 43:1; Acts 13:17).

The meaning of Israel’s election appears from the following facts:

a. Its source was God’s free omnipotent love. Moses’ Speeches in Deuteronomy stress this. When he chose Israel, God ‘set his love on’ Israel (Dt. 7:7; 23:5): why? Not because Israel first chose him, nor because Israel deserved his favour. Israel was in fact the reverse of attractive, being neither nu-merous nor righteous, but feeble, small and rebelli-ous (Dt. 7:7; 9:4-6). God’s love to Israel was spon-taneous and free, exercised in defiance of demerit, having no cause save his own good pleasure. He made it his delight and satisfaction to do Israel good (Dt. 28:63; cf. 30:9) simply because he re-solved to do so. It was true that in delivering Israel from Egypt he was keeping a promise made to the Patriarchs (Dt. 7:8), and there was a necessity of the divine character in that, for it is God’s nature always to be faithful to his promises (cf. Nu. 23:19; 2 Tim. 2:13); but the making of this promise had itself been an act of free unmerited love, for the Patriarchs were themselves sinners (as Gn. is at pains to show), and God chose Abraham, the first recipient of the promise, out of idolatry (Jos. 24:2f.). Here too, therefore, the cause of election must be sought, not in man, but in God.

God is King in his world, and his love is omnipotent. Accordingly, he implemented his choice of

Israel by means of a miraculous deliverance (by 'a Tiighty hand’, Dt. 7:8, etc.) out of a state of help-iess captivity. Ezk. 16:3-6 dwells on Israel’s pitiable Kondition when God chose her; Ps. 135:4-12 extols dis display of sovereignty in bringing his chosen people out of bondage into the promised land.

b.    The goal of Israel’s election was, proximately, the blessing and Salvation of the people through God’s separating them for himself (Ps. 33:12), and, ultimately, God’s own glory through Israel’s show-ing forth his praise to the world (Is. 43:20f; cf. Pss. 79:13; 96:1-10), and bearing witness of the great things he had done (Is. 43:10-12; 44:8). Israel’s dection involved Separation. By it, God made Israel a holy people, i.e. one set apart for himself ;Dt. 7:6; Lv. 20:26b). He took them as his inherit-ance (Dt. 4:20; 32:9-12) and treasure (Ex. 19:5; Ps. 135:4), promising to protect and prosper them (Dt. 28:1-14), and to dwell with them (Lv. 26:1 lf.). Election made them his people, and him their God, in covenant together. It had in view living com-munion between them and him. Their destiny, as his chosen people, was to enjoy his manifested presence in their midst and to receive the multitude af good gifts which he promised to shower upon them. Their election was thus an act of blessing which was the fount of all other blessings. Hence the prophets express the hope that God would re-store his people and presence to Jerusalem after the Exile, and re-establish conditions of blessing there, by saying that God will again ‘choose’ Israel and Jerusalem (Is. 14:1; Zc. 1:17; 2:12; cf. 3:2).

c.    The religious and ethical obligations created by Israel’s election were far-reaching. Election, and the covenant relationship based on it, which dis-tinguished Israel from all other nations, was a motive to grateful praise (Ps. 147:19f.), loyal keep-ing of God’s law (Lv. 18:4f.) and resolute r.on-conformity to the idolatry and wrongdoing of the unelected world (Lv. 18:2f.; 20:22f.; Dt. 14:1 f.; Ezk. 20;5-7, etc ). Also, it gäve Israel grounds for un-faltering hope and trust in God in times of distress and discouragement (cf. Is. 41:8-14; 44:1 f.; Hg. 2:23; Ps. 106:4f.). Irreligious Israelites, however, were betrayed by the thought of the national election into complacently despising other nations, and assuming that they could always rely on God for protection and preferential treatment, no matter what their own lives were like (cf. Mi. 3:11; )e. 5:12). It was this delusion, and in particular the idea that Jerusalem, as the city of God, was inviol-able, that the false prophets fostered in the days betöre the Exile (Je. 7:1-15; 23:9f; Ezk. 13). In fact, however, as God had made plain from the first (Lv. 26:14fT; Dt. 28:15ff.), national election implied a ätrict judgment of national sins (Am. 3:2). The Exile proved that God’s threats had not been idle.

d.    Within the chosen people, God chose indi-viduals for specific tasks designed to further the purpose of the national election—i.e. Israel’s own mjoyment of God’s blessing, and, ultimately, the blessing of the world. God chose Moses (Ps. 106:23), Aaron (Ps. 105:26), the priests (Dt. 18:5), :he prophets (cf. Je. 1:5), the kings (1 Sa. 10:24; 2 3a. 6:21; 1 Ch. 28:5), and the Servant-Saviour of Isaiah’s prophecy (’my elect’, Is. 42:1; cf. 49:1, 5), who suffers persecution (Is. 50:5ff.), dies for sins Is, 53) and brings the Gentiles light (Is. 42:1-7; 19:6). God’s use of Assyria and ‘my servant’ Neb-uchadrezzar as his scourges (Is. 7:18ff.; 10:5ff.; Je. 25:9; 27:6; 43:10), and of Cyrus, a man ignorant of God, as a benefactor to the chosen people (Is.

45:4), is tcrmed by H. H. Rowley ‘election without covenant’ (The ßiblical Doclrine of Election, 1950, ch. 5), but the phrase is improper; the Bible always reserves the vocabulary of election for the covenant people and covenant functionaries drawn from Israel’s own ranks.

e The promised blessings of election were for-feited through unbelief and disobedience. The prophets, facing widespread hypocrisy, insisted that God would reject the ungodly among his people (Je. 6:30; 7:29). Isaiah foretold that only a faithful remnant would live to enjoy the golden age that was to follow the inevitable judgment on Israeli sins (Is. 10:20-22; 4:3; 27:6; 37:31f.). Jer-emiah and Ezekiel, living in the time of that judgment, looked for a day when God, as part of his work of restoration, would regenerate such of his people as he had spared, and ensure their covenant faithfulness for the future by giving each of them a new heart (Je. 31:31 fT.; 32:39f.; Ezk. 11:191’.; 36:25fr.). These prophecies, with their focus on individual piety, pointed to an individualizing of the concept of election (cf. Ps. 65:4): they gave grounds for distinguishing between election to privilege and election to life, and for concluding that, while God had chosen the whole nation for the privilege of living under the covenant, he had chosen only some of them (those made faithful by regener-ation) to inherit the riches of the relationship to himself which the covenant held out, while the rest forfeited those riches by their unbelief. The NT teaching about election assumes these distinctions; see especially Rom. 9.

II. New Testament usage

The NT announces the extension of God’s covenant-promises to the Gentile world and the transference of covenant-privileges from the lineal seed of Abraham to a predominantly Gentile body (cf. Mt. 21:43) consisting of all who had become Abraham’s true seed and God’s true Israel through faith in Christ (Rom. 4:9-18; 9:6f; Gal. 3:14ff., 29; 6:16; Eph. 2:1 lfT.; 3:6-8). The unbelieving natural branches were broken off from God’s olive-tree (the elect Community, Sprung from the Patriarchs), and wild olive branches (believing Gentiles) were ingrafted in their place (Rom. 11:16-24). Faithless Israel was rejected and judged, and the international Christian church took Israel’s place as God’s chosen nation, living in the world as his people and worshipping and proclaiming him as their God.

The NT presents the idea of election in the fol-lowing forms:

fl. Jesus is hailed as God’s elect one by the Father himself (Lk. 9:35, reading eklelegmenos, an echo of Is. 42:1), and probably by John the Baptist (Jn. 1:34, if eklektos is the right reading; see Barrett ad loc.). The sneer of Lk. 23:35 shows that ‘the elect one’ was used as a Messianic designation in Christ’s day (as it is in the book of Enoch, 40:5; 45:3-5, etc.). In 1 Pet. 2:4, 6 Christ is called God’s elect corner-stone; this echoes Is. 28:16, lxx. In reference to Christ, the designation ‘points to the unique and distinctive office with which he is in-vested and to the peculiar delight which God the Father takes in him’ (J. Murray in Baker’s Dictionary of Theology, 1960, p. 179).

b. The adjective ‘elect’ denotes the Christian Community in its character as the chosen people of God, in contrast with the rest of mankind. This usage simply echoes the OT. The church is ‘an elect race’ (1 Pet. 2:9, quoting Is. 43:20; cf. also 2 Jn. 1, 13), having the Privileges of access to God and the responsibilities of praising and proclaiming him, and faithfully guarding his truth, which Israel had had bef'ore. As in the case of Israel, God had mag-nified his mercy by choosing poor and un-distinguished persons l'or this momentous destiny (1 Cor. 1:27flT.; Jas. 2:5; cf Dt. 7:7; 9:6); and, as betöre, God’s gracious choice and call had created a people—his people—which had no existence as a people before (1 Pet. 2:10; Rom. 9:25f., citing Ho. 1:10; 2:23).

In the Synoptics Christ refers to the eklektoi (pl.) in various eschatological contexts. They are those whom God accepts, and will accept, because they have responded to the gospel invitation and come to the wedding-feast stripped of self-righteousness and clad in the wedding-garment provided by the host, i.e. trusting in God’s mercy (Mt. 22:14). God will vindicate them (Lk. 18:7) and keep them through coming tribulation and peril (Mk. 13:20, 22), for they are the objects of his special care.

c. eklegomai is used of Christ’s choice of his apostles (Lk. 6:13; cf. Acts 1:24; 9:15) and the church’s choice of deacons (Acts 6:5) and delegates (Acts 15:22, 25). This is election to special Service from among the ranks of the elect Community, as in the OT. Christ’s choosing of the Twelve for apos-tolic office involved the choosing of them out of the world to enjoy salvation (cf. Jn. 15:16, 19), except in the case of Judas (cf. Jn. 13:18).

III. Theological development in NT

The complete theological development of the idea of election is found in Paul’s Epistles (see espe-cially Rom. 8:28-1 1:36; Eph. 1:3-14; 1 Thes. 1:2-10; 2 Thes. 2:13-14; 2 Tim. 1:9-10). Paul presents divine election as a gracious, Sovereign, eternal choice of individual sinners to be saved and giori-fied in and through Christ.

a.    Election is a gracious choice. Election ‘by grace’ (Rom. 11:5; cf. 2 Tim. 1:9) is an act of un-deserved favour freely shown towards members of a fallen race to which God owed nothing but wrath (Rom. 1:18ff.). And not only does God choose sinners to save (cf. Rom. 4:5; 5:6-8; Eph. 2:1-9); he chooses to save them in a way which exalts his grace by magnifying their sinfulness. He shuts up his elect, both Jew and Gentile, in a state of dis-obedience and unbelief, so that they display their true character as sinners, and stand out in history confessed as unbelievers, before he shows them his mercy (Rom. 1 1:30-32; the Gentiles, 9:30; 10:20; the Jews, 10:19, 21; 11:11, 25f. [‘so’ in v. 26 means ‘through the coming in of the Gentiles’]). Thus the outworking of election further exhibits the gra-tuitousness of grace.

b.    Election is a Sovereign choice, prompted by God’s own good pleasure alone (Eph. 1:5, 9), and not by any works of man, accomplished or fore-seen (Rom. 9:11), or any human efforts to win God’s favour (Rom. 9:15-18). Such efforts would in any case be vain, for however high sinners aspire and however fast they run, they still in reality only sin (Rom. 8:7f.). God in sovereign freedom treats some sinners as they deserve, hardening (Rom. 9:18; 11:7-10, cf 1:28; 1 Thes. 2:15f.) and destroy-ing them (Rom. 9:21 f); but he selects others to be ‘vessels of mercy’, receiving ‘the riches of his glory’ (Rom. 9:23). This discrimination involves no in-justice, for the Creator owes mercy to none, and has a right to do as he pleases with his rebellious creatures (Rom. 9:14-21). The wonder is not that he withholds mercy from some, but that he should be gracious to any. God’s purpose of sovereign discrimination between sinner and sinner appeared as early as his limitation of the Abrahamic promise to Isaac’s line and his setting of Jacob over Esau (Rom. 9:7-13). It was true from the first that ‘not all who are descended from Israel belong to Israel' (Rom. 9:6), and that those Israelites who actually enjoyed the salvation promised to the chosen people were only ‘a remnant, chosen by grace’ (Rom. 11:5; 9:27-29). And it remains true, accord-ing to Paul, that it is God’s sovereign election alone that explains why. when the gospel is preached. some do in fact respond to it. The unbelief of the rest requires no special explanation, for no sinner, left to himself, can believe (1 Cor. 2:14); but the phenomenon of faith needs explaining. Paul’s explanation is that God by his Spirit causes the elect to believe, so that when men come to a true and active faith in Christ it proves their election to be a reality(1 Thes. 1:4ff.; Tit. l:l;c/ Acts 13:48).

c.    Election is an eternal choice. God chose us, says Paul, ‘before the foundation of the world’ (Eph. 1:4; 2 Thes. 2:13; 2 Tim. 1:9). This choice was an act of *predestination (Eph. 1:5, 11), apart of God’s eternal purpose (Eph. 1:9), an exercise of loving foreknowledge whereby God determined to save those whom he foreknew (Rom. 8:29f.; cf 1 Pet. 1:2). Whereas the OT, dealing with the national election to privilege, equates God’s choosing with his calling, Paul, dealing with personal election to salvation, distinguishes the choice from the call, and speaks of God’s calling (by which he means a summons to faith which effectively evokes a response) as a stage in the temporal execution of an eternal purpose of love (Rom. 8:30; 9:23f.; 2 Thes. 2:13f; 2 Tim. 1:9). Paul stresses that election is eternal in Order to assure his readers that it is immutable, and nothing that happens in time can shake God’s resolve to save them.

d.    Election is a choice of individual sinners to be saved in and through Christ. Election is ‘in Christ’ (see Eph. 1:4), the incarnate Son, whose historical appearing and mediation were themselves included in God’s eternal plan (1 Pet. 1:20; Acts 2:23). Election in Christ means, first, that the goal of election is that God’s chosen should bear Christ’s image and share his glory (Rom. 8:29, cf. v. 17; 2 Thes. 2:14). They are chosen for holiness (which means Christlikeness in all their conduct) in this life (Eph. 1:4), and glorification (which means Christlikeness in all their being, cf. 2 Cor. 3:18; Phil. 3:21) in the life to come. Election in Christ means, second, that the elect are to be redeemed from the guilt and stain of sin by Christ, through his atoning death and the gift of his Spirit (Eph. 5:25-27; 2 Thes. 2:13; cf. 1 Pet. 1:2). As he himself said, the Fathci has given him a certain number of persons to save, and he has undertaken to do everything necessary to bring them all to eternal glory (Jn. 6:37-45: 10:14-16, 27-30; 17:2, 6, 9ff„ 24). Election in Christ means, third, that the means whereby the blessings of election are brought to the elect is union with Christ—his union with them represen-tatively, as the last Adam, and vitally, as the life-giver, indwelling them by his Spirit, and their union with him by faith.

IV. Significance of election for the believer

Paul finds in the believer’s knowledge of his election a threefold religious significance.

a.    It shows him that his salvation, first to last, is all of God, a fruit of sovereign discriminating nercy. The redemption which he finds in Christ ilone and receives by faith alone has its source, not in any personal qualification, but in grace alone— the grace of election. Every spiritual blessingfiows to him from God’s electing decree (Eph. 1:3fT.). The knowledge of his election, therefore, should teach him to glory in God, and God only (1 Cor. 1:31), and to give him the praise that is his due (Rom. 11:36). The ultimate end of election is that God should be praised (Eph. 1:6, 12, 14), and the thought of election should drive ransomed sinners to incessant doxologies and thanksgivings, as it does Paul (Rom. 11:33f.; Eph. l:3ff.; 1 Thes. 1:3ff.; 2 Thes. 2:13fT). What God has revealed about election is to Paul a theme, not for argument, but for worship.

b.    It assures the believer of his eternal security, and removes all grounds for fear and despondency. If he is in grace now he is in grace for ever. Nothing can aflfect his justified Status (Rom. 8:33f); nothing can cut him off from God’s love in Christ (Rom. 8:35-39). He will never be safer than he is, for he is already as safe as he can be. This is precious knowledge; hence the desirability of making sure that one’s election is a fact (cf. 2 Pet. 1:10).

c.    It spurs the believer to ethical endeavour. So far from sanctioning licence (cf. Eph. 5:5f.) or pre-sumption (cf. Rom. 11:19-22), the knowledge of one’s election and the benefits that flow from it is the supreme incentive to humble, joyful, thankful love, the mainspring of sanctifying gratitude (Col. 3:12-17)

Bibliography. BAGD; T. Nicol in DAC\ J. Orr in HDB (1 vol.); C. Hodge, Systematic Theology, 2, pp. 331-353; H. H. Rowley, The Biblical Doctrine of Election, 1950; G. C Berkouwer, Divine Election, 1960; TD NT 4, pp. 144-192; NIDNTT 1, pp. 533-543.    j.i.p.

ELECT LADY. 2 John is addressed to ‘the elect lady’ (eklekte kyriä). This may signify an individual, either unnamed, or named Electa, or Kyriä, or Electa Kyria. There are fairly convincing objec-tions to each of these suggestions. Further, the ab-sence of personal allusions, the almost unvarying use of the plural, the contents of the letter and the concluding The children of your elect sister greet you’ combine to make it likely that the Epistle is addressed to a church. No parallel is known, but this seems to be the least difficult explanation.

L.M.

ELEMENTS. Gk. stoicheia, translated ‘elements’ in 2 Pet. 3:10, 12; ‘elemental spirits’ in Gal. 4:3, 9; Col. 2:8,20 (av ‘rudiments’), is the neuter plural of the adjective stoicheios, which means ‘standing in a row’, ‘an element in a series’. Hence stoicheia is used: 1. for the letters of the alphabet when written out in series. From this use comes the meaning ‘first principles’, ‘the ABC of any subject, as in Heb. 5:12. 2. It may also mean the component parts of physical bodies. In particular, the Stoics used the term for the four elements: earth, water, air, fire. 3. There is evidence in Christian writers from the middle of the 2nd Century ad for the use of stoicheia in an astronomical sense for the heavenly bodies (cf. Justin Martyr, Apol. 2. 5. 2).

4. Evidence from the Orphic hymns and the

Hennelica, coupled with modern Gk. usage, shows that stoicheia later came to mean ‘angels’, ‘spirits’ (‘elemental spirits’). But it is not estab-lished that it was thus used as early as the Ist Century ad; alleged early instances are either of doubtful meaning or of doubtful date. Jewish writers associate spirits or angels with various physical objects (cf. 1 Enoch 40:11-21; Jubilees 2:2) but do not call them stoicheia (of 2 Enoch 16:7, sometimes cited for this, we do not have the Gk. text).

Critics have suggested all four senses for the Pauline passages. 2 agrees with the preoccupation with regulations about material things in Col. 2:21, and the reference to philosophy in 2:8. 3 agrees with the mention of calendar observances in Gal. 4:10. 4 agrees with the reference to false gods in Gal. 4:8 and to angels in Col. 2:18. Paul seems to apply his remarks equally to the Jewish and Gen-tile worlds, but this offers no criterion for his meaning. The Jews paid great attention to physical things and astronomy in the law and believed in the mediation of angels (cf. Gal. 3:19; 1:8); the Gen-tiles concerned themselves with the elements and with astronomy in their philosophy and wor-shipped false gods, whom Paul identifies with demons (1 Cor. 10:20). Perhaps the best Interpretation on these lines combines senses 2 and 3 in the fashion of the Sibylline Oracles (2. 206; 8. 337). Sense 1, ‘the ABC of religion’, accords well with the general context in Galatians, with its insistence that Paul’s converts should not turn back to a System meant for the ‘childhood’ of religion, but this gives a strained sense to the genitive ‘of the world’, which must be taken to mean ‘favoured by the world’ or ‘characteristic of the world’. The question has been in dispute since the Patristic period, and must be left open unless more evidence comes to light.

In 2 Pet. 3 the mention of stoicheia between ‘heaven’ and ‘earth’ in v. 10 strongly suggests sense

2. Those who favour sense 4 in Paul have argued for it here also, pointing to the Testament of Levi 4:1; 1 Enoch 68:2 for references to spirits being dis-solved in fire.
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ELHANAN. 1. In 2 Sa. 21:19, rv, rsv, we read that Elhanan the son of Jaare-oregim slew Goliath the Gittite. When this is compared with 1 Ch. 20:5, where we read, ‘Elhanan the son of Jair slew Lahmi the brother of Goliath the Gittite’, it is ap-parent from the setting and the names used that the two verses refer to the same event.

One solution is to conclude that in 2 Samuel we have an interesting example of how easily corrup-tion may slip into the text. Jaare is the same as Jair with the two final Heb. letters reversed. The word 'ör'gtm is the Heb. for ‘weavers’ and has slipped in by careless copying, duplicating the place where evv translate ‘weavers’. The Heb. words for ‘Beth-lehemite’ and ‘Lahmi the brother’ are so similar as to make it almost certain that one is the corruption of the other. We should therefore regard 1 Ch. 20:5 as the original and true reading. An alternative solution is to conclude that in 1 Ch. 20:5 we have a harmonistic midrash, designed to get rid of the apparent discrepancy between 2 Sa. 21:19 and 1 Sa. 17:12ff., where Goliath the Gittite is killed by

David. But Elhanan may have been David's original name.

2. In 2 Sa. 23:24 and 1 Ch. 11:26 Elhanan, the son of Dodo, is named as one of David’s mighty men. This is a different person.

Bibliography. J. Weingreen, From Bible to Mishna, 1976, pp. 16f., 139.    G.T.M.

F.F.B.

ELI. The story of Eli is told in 1 Sa. 1-4. He was ‘the priest’ in ‘the house of the Lord’ at Shiloh (1 Sa. 1:3, 7, 9). This ‘house’ must have been the inter-tribal sanctuary, incorporating the tabernacle (Jos. 18:1; Jdg. 18:31), with some additional structure; and here was the ark (1 Sa. 4:3). Eli’s ancestry is not given, but by comparing 1 Ki. 2:27 with 1 Ch. 24:3 we deduce that Phinehas, his son, and there-fore Eli himself, was a descendant of Ithamar, the youngest son of Aaron. We have no information as to how the priesthood passed from the line of Eleazar (1 Ch. 6:4-15); but the Samaritan tradition that it was seized from Uzzi when a child must be rejected as due to racial bias. (See E. Robertson, The Old Testament Problem, 1950, p. 176.)

From 1 Sa. 14:3 and 22:9ff. it appears that Eli’s descendants, through Phinehas and his son Ahitub, continued to exercise the priesthood for a time at Nob.

Because of the scandalous conduct of Eli’s sons, ineflfectively rebuked by their father, a man of God came to pronounce a doom upon them and their descendants (1 Sa. 2:27-36). This was confirmed by a revelation to the child Samuel (1 Sa. 3:11-14). It was partially fulfilled in the death of Hophni and Phinehas (1 Sa. 4:11) and the ruthless murder of the priests in Nob (1 Sa. 22:9-20). But Abiathar escaped and shared with Zadok the priesthood under David (2 Sa. 19:11). But from this he was degraded by Solomon, in further fulfilment of the ancient prophecy (1 Ki. 2:26f.).

Eli ‘had judged Israel forty years’ (1 Sa. 4:18), a testimony to the Service he rendered to his people. But it was marred by the sinfui sacrilege of his sons, and by his failure to eject them from their sacred office.    g.t.m.

ELIAB. ‘God is father’, a common OT name. 1. A son of Helon, prince and representative of Zebu-lun (Nu. 1:9; 2:7, etc.). 2. A Reubenite, the son of Pallu and father of Dathan, Abiram and Nemuel (Nu. 26:8-9). 3. The eldest son of Jesse and brother of David (1 Sa. 16:5fT, etc.), father of Abihail (2 Ch. 11:18), and called ‘Elihu’ in 1 Ch. 27:18. 4. A Gadite warrior and companion of David (1 Ch. 12:9). 5. A levitical musician of the time of David (1 Ch. 15:18flf.). 6. An ancestor of Samuel (1 Ch. 6:27), also called Eliel (1 Ch. 6:34) and Elihu (1 Sa. 1:1).    g.w.g.

ELIAKIM (Heb. ’el-yäqtm, ‘God establishes’?; Gk. Eliakeim). The name of at least live different indi-viduals. Two were ancestors of our Lord (Mt. 1:13; Lk. 3:30); one was a priest, a Contemporary of Ne-hemiah (Ne. 12:41). Eliakim was also the one whom Pharaoh-neco made king after Josiah and whose name he changed to Jehoiakim (2 Ki. 23:34; 2Ch. 36:4).

The most prominent individual to bear this name was the son of Hilkiah, who was appointed
[image: ]

Seal inscribed ‘belonging to Eliakim. assislant of Jehoiachin (l'lyqm n‘r ywkn). Impressions of this seal have been foimd on jar-handles at Teil beit Mirsim. Beth-shemesh and Ramat Rahel. Perhaps this was the seal of Eliakim (6th Cent, bc). but it may be of earlier date.

Steward in place of the deposed Shebna (Is. 22: 20ff). Since the time of Solomon (1 Ki. 4:6) this office had existed both in the N and S kingdoms (1 Ki. 16:9; 18:3; 2 Ki. 10:5), and was apparently even exercised by Jotham after Uzziah’s leprosy (2 Ki. 15:5). When Sennacherib besieged Jerusalem Eliakim went to talk with the Rabshakeh (2 Ki. 18:18, 26-27; Is. 36:3, 11, 22), and Hezekiah then sent him to bear the news to Isaiah (2 Ki. 19:2; Is. 37:2). An Eliakim servant of Jokin (ywkn) appears on seal-impressions of Hezekiah’s time. e.j.y.

ELIASHIB. There are several people with this name in the OT: a descendant of David (1 Ch. 3:24); a priest in the time of David (1 Ch. 24:12); a singer (Ezr. 10:24); a son of Zattu (Ezr. 10:27); a son of Bani (Ezr. 10:36). The name is also found on seals and ostraca at *Arad.

The most important was the high priest in the time of Nehemiah. He is first mentioned in Ezr. 10:6 as the father of Johanan, but is not called high priest at this time. Josephus says that Eliashib’s father, Joiakim, was high priest when Ezra came to Jerusalem in 458 bc (Ant. 11. 154). When Nehemiah came in 445 bc Eliashib was high priest, and took part in the building of the city walls (Ne. 3:1, 20-21). Later he compromised, and formet! a mar-riage alliance with Tobiah (Ne. 13:4) and gave him a room in the Temple precincts (Ne. 13:5). One of his grandsons married Sanballat’s daughter (Ne. 13:28). His genealogy is given in Ne. 12:10-11.

j.s.w.

ELIEZER (Heb. 'IIezer, ‘God is [my?] help’). A name scattered right through biblical history.

1.    Eliezer the Damascene, Abraham’s chief servant, and his adopted heir before the birth of Ish-mael and Isaac (Gn. 15:2-3). The custom whereby a childless couple could adopt someone from out-side as an heir is very well attested during c. 2000-1500 bc; such an adoptive heir had to take second place to any subsequent first-born son. See also, D.

J. Wiseman, IBA, 1959, pp. 25-26. For these cus-toms in Ur, c. 1800 bc, see Wiseman, JTVI 88, 1956, p. 124. For similar customs in the *Nuzi tab-lets, see Speiser, AASOR 10, 1930, texts H 60, H 67, pp. 30, 32, etc.

2.    Second son of Moses, named Eliezer in allu-sion to Moses’ escaping the sword of Pharaoh (Ex.

18:4; 1 Ch. 23:15). Eliezer had only one son, Re-habiah, but the latter had many descendants, of whom one (Shelomith) became treasurer of David’s dedicated things (1 Ch. 23:17-18; 26:25— 26).

3.    Grandson of Benjamin, and progenitor of a later Benjaminite clan (1 Ch. 7:8).

4.    One of the seven priests who sounded the trumpets before the ark when David brought it into Jerusalem (1 Ch. 15:24). 5. Eliezer son of Zichri, tribal ruler of Reuben under David (1 Ch. 27:16).

6. The prophet who prophesied to King Je-hoshaphat of Judah that his fleet of vessels at Ezion-geber would be wrecked in punishment for his alliance with the wicked King Ahaziah of Israel (2 Ch. 20:35-37).

7. One of eleven men commissioned by Ezra to seek out Levites for the return to Jerusalem in 458 bc (Ezr. 8:16fT.). 8-10. Three men, including a priest and a Levite, who had taken alien wives (Ezr. 10:18, 23, 31). 11. An Eliezer appears in Christ’s earthly lineage as given by Luke (3:29). k.a.k.

ELIHU (Heb. Vihü, ‘My God is he’). 1. An Ephraimite, Samuel’s paternal great-grandfather (1 Sa. 1:1), whose name seems to occur as Eliab in 1 Ch. 6:27 and as Eliel in 1 Ch. 6:34. 2. One of the captains of Manasseh, who deserted to David just before the battle of Ziklag (1 Ch. 12:20). 3. A Ko-rahite, member of the gatekeepers, grandson of Obed-edom, and son of Shemaiah (1 Ch. 26:7). 4. A chief officer of Judah, brother (or near relative) of David (1 Ch. 27:18), perhaps identical with Eliab (1 Sa. 16:6). 5. Job’s young friend, son of Barachel, a Buzite of the family of Ram (Jb. 32:2, 4-6; 34:1; 35:1; 36:1). His appearance at the end of the story is somewhat of a puzzle, since he was not included in the list of friends whose debate with ‘Job forms the bulk of the book. Elihu’s speeches, with their strong stress on divine sovereignty, serve both to prepare for the revelation of God (Jb. 38) and to promote suspense by delaying it. d.a.h.

ELIJAH. The 9th-century prophet of Israel. His name appears in the Heb. OT as 'eliyyähü and ’eliyyä, in the Gk. OT as Eleiou, and in the NT as Eleias. The name means ‘Yah is El’ or ‘Yahweh is God’.

Apart front the reference to Elijah in 1 Ki. 17:1 as ‘the Tishbite, of Tishbe in Gilead’, no informa-tion about his background is available. Even this reference is obscure. The MT suggests that while Elijah resided in Gilead (mittösähe giT’äd) his birthplace was elsewhere (perhaps Tishbe of Naphtali). The lxx reads ek thesbön tes galaatl, thus indicating a Tishbe of * Gilead. Josephus seems to concur (Ant. 8. 319). This has tradition-ally been identified with a site about 13 km N of the Jabbok.

Elijah’s prophetic ministry is recorded in I Ki. 17—19; 21; 2 Ki. 1-2. These narratives are written in the purest classical Heb. ‘of a type which can hardly be later than the 8th Century’ (W. F. Albright, Frorn the Stone Age to Christianity, p. 307). They could not have enjoyed an existence for long in oral form. They describe his ministry to the N kingdom during the Omrid Dynasty (*Omri). Elijah was Contemporary with Ahab and Ahaziah. and front the position of the translation narrative (2 Ki. 2) and the answer to Jehoshaphat’s question in 2 Ki. 3:11, we conclude that his translation probably occurred about the time of the accession to the throne of Jehoram of Israel. The difFiculty presented to this conclusion by 2 Ch. 21:12-15 can possibly be resolved either by interpreting the much-controverted 2 Ki. 8:16 to teach a co-regency of Jehoshaphat and Jehoram, kings of Judah (♦Chronology of the OT) or by regarding the letter as a prophetic Oracle written prior to his translation.

The Elijah cycle presents six episodes in the life of the prophet: his prediction of drought and his subsequent flight, the Mt Carmel contest, the flight to Horeb, the Naboth incident, the Oracle about Ahaziah, and his translation. Except for the last, they are all basically concerned with the clash between the worship of Yahweh and *Baal. The Baal in these stories is Baal-melqart, the official protective deity of Tyre. Ahab fostered this Phoe-nician variant of the nature-religion of Canaan after his marriage with the Tyrian princess *Jez-ebel (1 Ki. 16:30—33), but it was Jezebel who was chiefly responsible for the systematic extermin-ation of Yahweh worship and the propagation of the Baal cult in Israel (1 Ki. 18:4, 13, 19; 19:10, 14).

Elijah appears in the first episode (1 Ki. 17) without introduction, and after the delivery of the Oracle to Ahab announcing a drought, he retires beyond Ahab’s jurisdiction first to the wadi Cherith, E of Jordan, and then to Zarephath (modern Sarafend below Sidon still preserves the name and overlooks what remains of this ancient Mediterranean sea-port). Elijah was miraculously sustained in both places, and while at Zarephath he performed a miracle of healing (1 Ki. 17:17-24).

The second episode, 3 years later (1 Ki. 18:1; cf. Lk. 4:25; Jas. 5:17, which follow Jewish tradition), recounts the break in the drought following the overthrow of organized Baal worship on Mt Carmel. The drought imposed and withdrawn at Yahweh’s word was a challenge to Baal’s sovereignty over nature. 1 Ki. 17 had depicted Elijah in the very stronghold of Baal-melqart sustained by Yahweh while the country languishes (1 Ki. 17:12; cf. Jos., Ant. 8. 320-4). 1 Ki. 18 brings the challenge into the open, and Yahweh’s supremacy is spectacularly demonstrated. That Baal worship in Israel was certainly not exterminated at Mt Carmel is seen front later references (e.g. 2 Ki. 10:18-21). For the presence of an altar of Yahweh on Mt Carmel, see *Altar. Keil suggests that this was probably built by pious Yahweh-worshippers after the division in the kingdom. Some commentators omit 1 Ki. 18:30b altogether, while others omit vv. 31-32a.

The third episode (1 Ki. 19) describing Elijah’s flight to Horeb to avoid Jezebel’s wrath is particu-larly significant. Horeb was the sacred mountain where the covenant God of Moses had made him-self known, and Elijah’s return to this place repre-sents the return of a loyal but disheartened prophet to the very source of the faith for which he had contended. The closing commission in 1 Ki. 19:15— 18 seems to have been only partially discharged by Elijah. The accession of Hazael and Jehu to the thrones of Syria and Israel respectively is recorded in the * Elisha cycle.

The Naboth incident (1 Ki. 21) illustrates and vindicates the principle embedded in the religious consciousness of Israel, that land owned by an Is-raelite family or clan was understood as a gift front
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Yahweh, and that failure to recognize this and re-spect the rights of the individual and family within the covenant community would issue in judgment. Elijah emerges as a Champion of the strong ethical demands of the Mosaic faith so significantly lack-ing in the Baal cult.

The fifth episode in 2 Ki. 1 continues to illustrate the Yahweh-Baal clash. Ahaziah’s dependence

upon the life-god of Syria, Baalzebub (Baal-zebul of Ras Shamra texts, cf. Mt. 10:25 Rvmg.; Baalzebub, meaning ‘Lord of Flies’, was probably a way of ridiculing the Syrian deity), evokes the judgment of God (2 Ki. 1:6, 16). A judgment of fire also falls on those who endeavoured to resist the word of Yahweh by harming his prophet (2 Ki. 1:9-15). The translation of Elijah in a whirlwind (s^ärä) brings to a dramatic close his spectacular prophetic career. The exclamation of Elisha (2 Ki.

2:12) is repeated in 2 Ki. 13:14 with reference to Elisha himself.

Two observations may be made about the im-portance of Elijah. First, he Stands in the OT trad-ition of ecstatic prophecy coming through front the days of Samuel and he is also a forerunner of the 8th-century rhapsodists or writing ‘prophets. His link with the earlier tradition is seen in that he is first of all a man of action and his Spirit-determined movements defy human anticipation (1 Ki. 18:12). ln the background of the Elijah per-icope the prophetic schools of Samuel’s day con-tinue to exist (1 Ki. 18:4, 13; 2 Ki. 2:3, 5, 7). His link with the later prophets lies in his constant en-deavour to recall his people to the religion of Moses, both in worshipping Yahweh alone as well as in proclaiming Mosaic Standards of righteous-ness in the community. In both these respects he anticipates the more fully developed oracles of Amos and Hosea. This advocacy of the Mosaic faith by Elijah is supported by several details which suggest a parallel between Elijah and Moses. El-ijah’s return to Horeb is obvious enough, but there is also the fact that Elijah is accompanied and suc-ceeded by Elisha as Moses was by Joshua. This parallel is quite striking. Not only has the death of Moses an air of mystery attaching to it (Dt. 34:6) but his successor secured the allegiance of Israel by participating in the same spirit as Moses and demonstrated his fitness for office by a miraculous river Crossing (Dt. 34:9; Jos. 4:14). The translation narrative (2 Ki. 2) reproduces this pattem fairly precisely. The fact also that God answers Elijah by fire on two occasions (1 Ki.

18:38; 2 Ki. 1:10, 12) seems to look back to the exhibition of God’s presence and judgment in fire in the Exodus narratives (e.g. Ex. 13:21; 19:18; 24; 17; Nu. 11:1; 16:35). Little wonder that in Jew-ish Haggadic thought Elijah was viewed as the counterpart to Moses.

Second, his ministry is spoken of as being re-vived ‘before the coming of the great and dreadful day of the Lord’ (Mal. 4:5-6). This theme is a populär one in the Jewish Mishnah (‘Talmud and Midrash), and was a common topic of discussion during the ministry of Jesus (Mk. 8:28). Jesus indi-cated that the Malachi prophecy had reference to the ministry of ‘John the Baptist (Mt. 11:14; 17:121'.). Elijah reappears in person on the mount of transfiguration (Mk. 9:4) and he is referred to elsewhere in the NT in Lk. 4:25-26; Rom. 11:2-4; Jas. 5:17-18.

Three other men of the same name appear in the OT, the first a Benjaminite priest (1 Ch. 8:27; Heb. ’eltyyä), and the second and third a priest and a layman respectively, who married foreign wives (Ezr. 10:21,26; Heb. ’eliyyä).

Bibliography. E. Fohrer, Elia1, 1968; 11. H. Rowley, Men of God, 1963; J Lindblom, Prophecy in Ancient Israel, 1963; L. Bronner, The Stories of Elijah and Elisha, 1968; M. B. Van’t Veer, My God as Yahweh, 1980; commentaries on the books of Kings by G. H. Jones, NCB, 1984; B. O. Long, FOTL 91, 1984; S. J. De Vries and T. R. Hobbs, WBC, 1985; D. J. Wiseman, TOTC, 1993.


B.L.S.

ELIM (Heb. ‘terebinths’ or ‘oaks’). Second stopping-place of the Israelites after their Crossing of the Re(e)d Sea from Egypt. Beyond the wilderness of *Shur, E of the modern Suez canal, they first encamped at Marah in the wilderness of Etham not far away (because named after Etham in E Delta), and thence reached Elim with its twelve springs and seventy palm-trees. After this the Israelites went on ‘and pitched by the Red Sea’, before eventually reaching the wilderness of *Sin, Ex. 15:27; 16:1; Nu. 33:9-10.

By putting the stop at Elim shortly after the escape from Egypt and passage of its desert edge (Shur), and before a stop by the Red Sea prior to reaching the wilderness of Sin, the biblical refer-ences suggest that Elim is situated on the W side of the Sinai peninsula, facing on to the Gulf of Suez. Any closer location is still not certain, but a plausible Suggestion of long Standing is Wadi Gharan-del (or, Ghurundel), a well-known watering-place with tamarisks and palms, c. 60 km SSE of Suez along the W side of ‘Sinai. (*Wilderness of Wandering.)

Bibliography. E. Robinson, Biblical Researches in Palestine, 1, 1841, pp. 99—100, 105-106, and map at end; A. P. Stanley, Sinai and Palestine, 1887, pp. 37-38; Wright and Filson, Westminsler Hislorical Atlas to the Bible, 1956, pp. 38-39 and plate V.

K.A.K.

ELISHA. The 9th-century prophet of Israel. His name appears in the Heb. OT as ’flsa, in the Gk. OT as Eleisaie, in Josephus as Elissaios and in the NT as Elisaios. The name means ‘God is Salvation’. His father’s name was Shaphat.

All that can be known about Elisha’s background is found in 1 Ki. 19:16, 19-21. We are not told his age or his birthplace, but we may assume that he was a native of Abel-meholah (Teil Abu Sifri?) in the Jordan valley and was still only young when Elijah sought him out. That he was the son of a family of some means also seems clear.

His ministry, if we date it from his call, extended through the reigns of Ahab, Ahaziah, Jehoram, Jehu, Jehoahaz and Jehoash, a period of more than 50 years. The narratives of Elisha’s ministry are recorded in 1 Ki. 19; 2 Ki. 2-9; 13, and com-prise a series of some eighteen episodes. It is not possible to be certain of their chronological order throughout because of obvious breaks in the se-quence of events(e.g., cf. 2 Ki. 6:23 with 6:24; 5:27 with 8:4-5; 13:13 with 13:14ff.). These episodes do not betray the same tension between Yahweh and Baal worship as those of the ‘Elijah cycle. It is a ministry conducted at the head of the prophetic schools which consists of a display of signs and wonders both at a personal as well as a national level. Elisha emerges as a kind of seer in the tradition of Samuel to whom peasants and kings alike turn for help.

Examining these episodes in their biblical order, we make the following observations. (1) Elisha’s call (1 Ki. 19:19-21) was not so much an anointing (cf 1 Ki. 19:16) as an ordination by investiture with Elijah’s prophetic mantle. Until Elijah’s translation Elisha remained his servant (1 Ki. 19:21; 2 Ki. 3:11). (2) 2 Ki. 2:1-18 recounts Elisha’s as-sumption of the role of his master. The double portion of the spirit upon Elisha recalls the lan-guage and thought of Dt. 21:17 while the whole episode is reminiscent of the replacement of Moses by Joshua as leader of Israel. (3) The healing of the injurious waters in 2 Ki. 2:19-22 also finds a parallel in the events of the Exodus (Ex. 15:22-25). (4) The incident in 2 Ki. 2:23-25 must be understood as a judgment upon the deliberate mockery of the new head of the school of Yahweh's prophets. Some scholars incline to the view that Elisha’s baldness was a prophetic tonsure.

(5) The story of Elisha’s part in the campaign of the three kings against * Moab (2 Ki. 3:1-27) re-cords his request for music when receiving an Oracle from Yahweh (v. 15). There is a strong Suggestion of ecstatic prophecy here as in 1 Sa. 10:5— 13 (cf. 1 Ch. 25:1). (6) 2 Ki. 4:1-7 is parallel to Elijah’s miracle in 1 Ki. 17:8-16 and introduces (7) the longer story of Elisha’s dealings with the Shu-nammite woman (2 Ki. 4:8-37), which has many points of similarity with 1 Ki. 17:8-24. (8) 2 Ki. 4:38^tl and (9) 4:42^4 occur at sessions with the fraternity of prophets at Gilgal, probably during the famine referred to in 2 Ki. 8:1. The second of these miracles anticipates the miracle of Jesus which is recorded in Mk. 6:35-44.

(10)    The Naaman story (2 Ki. 5:1-27) cannot be dated with accuracy. It must have occurred during one of the temporary lulls in hostilities between Israel and Syria. The editorial comment in v. 1 ascribing the Syrian’s victories to Yahweh should be compared with Am. 9:7. This cosmic view of Yahweh is recognized by Naaman (v. 15), and his request for Israelite soil (v. 17) need not necessarily be taken to imply that he believed Yahweh’s influ-ence to be confined to Israelite territory. Elisha makes no comment on this, but sends Naaman on his way (v. 19). Since most Israelites saw nothing wrong in including other gods in their debased worship of Yahweh, a Syrian who did not at once accept monotheism could hardly be blamed. (* Rimmon).

(11)    2 Ki. 6:1-7 recounts a miraculous feat of Elisha and incidentally casts light on the size and habitations of prophetic fraternities (cf. 2 Ki. 4:38— 44). (12) 2 Ki. 6:8-23 and (13) 6:24-7:20 depict Elisha as a counsellor of kings and a deliverer of the nation from national disaster (cf. 2 Ki. 3:1-27). The second of these episodes is said to involve * Ben-hadad of Aram and ‘the king of Israel’. This is unfortunately obscure. (14) 2 Ki. 8:1-6 clearly belongs before 5:1-27. It is a continuation of the Shunammite story (2 Ki. 4:8-37).

(15) 2 Ki. 8:7-15, (16) 9:1-13, and (17) 13:14-19 all depict Elisha involved in affairs of state. The first of these describes the ascent of * Hazael to the throne of Damascus (cf 1 Ki. 19:15). Elisha’s reply (v. 10) may be understood to mean that the king would recover from his sickness but would die for other reasons, or it may have been the prophet’s spontaneous reply that had to be corrected by a vision from Yahweh (cf. 2 Sa. 7:1-17; 2 Ki. 4:26-36). The anointing of Jehu discharged the last of the tasks committed to Elijah (1 Ki. 19:15-16) and precipitated the predicted overthrow of the Omrid Dynasty (1 Ki. 21:21—24). This prophetic-inspired revolt is in contrast to the corresponding priestly revolt in the S that removed Athaliah from the throne (2 Ki. 11). If he lived into the reign of Je-hoash of Israel, he must have been about 80 years old at the time of his death. He appears as a fa-vourite of the king, who realizes his political value (v. 14). Sympathetic or mimetic actions ac-companying prophetic oracles are not uncommon in the OT.

Although Elisha is a prophet of the 9th Century and belongs to the prophetic tradition which pro-duced the 8th-century rhapsodists or writing prophets, he has more affinities with the ecstatic prophets of the llth Century. He is very like Samuel, with gifts of knowledge and foresight and a capacity to work miracles. He figures at the head of the prophetic schools and is in frequent demand because of his singulär gifts. Although he is spoken of as having a home in Samaria (2 Ki. 6:32), he is, like Samuel, constantly moving about the land and enjoys an easy access into royal courts and peasant dwellings. While his relation to * Elijah is certainly suggestive of the relationship between Joshua and Moses, the fact that Elijah’s ministry is reproduced in John the Baptist and Elisha’s directly anticipates the miracie-aspect of the ministry of Jesus is even more significant. Elisha is referred to only once in the NT (Lk. 4:27).

Bibliography. L. Bronner, The Stories of Elijah and Elisha, 1968; commentaries on the books of Kings by G. H. Jones, NCB, 1984; B. O. Long, FOTL 91, 1984; S. J. De Vries and T. R. Hobbs, WBC, 1985; D. J. Wiseman, TOTC, 1993.

B.L.S.

ELISHAH. The eldest son of *Javan (Gn. 10:4= 1 Ch. 1:7), whose name was later applied to his des-cendants, who inhabited a maritime region ('iyye, ‘isles’ or ‘coastlands’) which traded purple to Tyre (Ezk. 27:7). It is very probable that the biblical name 'rlisä (lxx Elisa) is to be equated with Alasia of the extra-biblical sources. This name occurs in the Egyptian and cuneiform (Boghaz-Koi, Alalalj, Ugarit) inscriptions, and it was the source of eight of the Amarna letters, in which it usually occurs in the form a-la-si-ia. These texts indicate that Alasia was an exporter of copper, and it is possible, though not universally accepted, that it is to be identified with the site of Enkomi on the E coast of Cyprus, where excavations under C. F. A. Schaeffer have revealed an important trading-centre of the Late Bronze Age. The name Alasia would also apply to the area under the political domination of the city, and may at times have included outposts on the Phoenician coast.

Bibliography. R. Dussaud in C. F. A. Schaeffer, Enkomi-Alasia, 1952, pp. 1-10; AS 6, 1956, pp. 63-65; KBi, p. 55.    t.c.m.

ELIZABETH (from Heb. ''liseba , ‘God is [my] oath’). The wife of Zechariah the priest, and mother of John the Baptist (Lk. l:5flf ). Herseif of priestly descent, Elizabeth is described in the av as a ‘cousin’ (more accurately, ‘kinswoman’, rsv) of the Virgin Mary (Lk. 1:36), to whom she addressed the remarkable words of Lk. 1:42-45. j.d.d.

ELLASAR. The city or kingdom ruled by Arioch, an ally of *Chedorlaomer king of Elam, who at-tacked Sodom and captured Lot, Abraham’s nephew (Gn. 14:1, 9). Identifications suggested depend on those proposed for the kings involved. These include: (i) äl Assur —Ashur/Assyria (so Dhorme, Böhl, Dossin); (itj Ilänsura—in the Mari texts, between Harran and Carchemish (Yeivin); (iii) Telassar—(2 Ki. 19:12; Is. 37:12) in N Mesopo-tamia as a parallel to ’Shinar = Singara, but the name is to be read Til-Baseri; (;v) Larsa—in S Ba-bylonia. This depends on the outmoded equation •Amraphel = Hammurapi (of Babylon).

Bibliography. E. Lipinski, Studies in Aramaic Inscriptions and Onomastica 1, 1975. d.j.w.

ELOl, EEOI, LAMA SABACHTHANI. Occurs in Mk. 15:34 and in a slightly different form in Mt. 27:46. It is one of the Lord’s sayings on the cross, and is a quotation from Ps. 22:1. The form ‘Eli’ would be more likely to give rise to the confusion with Elijah, and the form in Matthew is thus more likely to be original. Our Lord uses the Aramaic, almost exactly the form of the Targum.

The difficulty of accounting for this saying is the strongest argument for its authenticity. Inadequate explanations are that it reflects the intensity of the Lord’s human feeling, that it reveals the disap-pointment of his hope that in his extremity the Father would usher in the new age, or that he was merely reciting the Psalm as an act of devotion. It can be understood only in the light of the NT doc-trine of the atonement, according to which Christ identified himself with sinful man and endured Separation from God (cf. Phil. 2:8; 2 Cor. 5:21). It is a mystery we cannot fathom.

Bibliography. D. H. C. Read, ‘The Cry of Dereliction’, ExpT 68, 1956-7, pp. 260ff. a.g.

ELON (Heb. 'elon, 'elon). I. A Hittite of Canaan (Gn. 26:34; 36:2). 2. Head of a family in Zebulun (Gn. 46:14; Nu. 26:26) (‘Helon’, Nu. 1:9; 2:7 etc).

3. A Zebulunite judge of Israel (Jdg. 12:11-12). 4. A S Danite town (Jos. 19:43); possibly Kh. W. Alin, 2 km E of Beth-shemesh (GTT, p. 349). Elon-beth-hanan (1 Ki. 4:9) may be this Elon (Mazar, IEJ 10, 1960, p. 67), or Aijalon (LOB, pp. 311 f.). The name, like *Elah, means ‘terebinth’ (rsv ‘oak’, Jos. 19:33).    j.p.u.l.

ELTEKEH. A city in Palestine allotted to the tribe of Dan (Jos. 19:44) and later made a levitical city (Elteke, Jos. 21:23). Sennacherib mentions it (Altakü) together with Timnä among his con-quests in his annals for 701/700 bc (Chicago Cylin-der 3. 6; Taylor Cylinder 2. 82-83). Some identify it with Khirbet el-Muqanna‘ c. 40 km W of Jerusalem (so Albright) but this may be * Ekron; Tell-esh-Shalaf, 16 km NNE of Ashdod, is an alternative (Mazar).

Bibliogphaphy. D. D. Luckenbill, The Annals of Sennacherib, 1924, p. 32; W. F, Albright, BASOR 15, 1924, p. 8; B. Mazar, IEJ 10, 1960, pp. 72-77.    t.c.m.

ELZAPHAN (Heb. 'elsäphän, ‘God has hidden’). I. Also called Elizaphan. A son of Uzziel, a Levite (Ex. 6:22) who, with his brother * Mishael, dis-posed of the bodies of Nadab and Abihu, who had been killed for desecrating the altar (Lv. 10:1-5). A leader of the Kohathites in the wilderness (Nu. 3:30), he also was the father of a house of priests (1 Ch. 15:8; 2 Ch. 29:13).

2. A son of Parosh who, representing the tribe of Zebulun, was to assist in the division of Canaan (Nu. 34:25).    d.w.b.

EMBROIDERY. The ornamentation of cloth was of two main types: 1. chequer work (tasbesf 2. coloured embroidery (riqtnä). rsv (Ex. 28:39) de-scribes the former as weaving (cf. av ‘embroider’), the latter as needlework, though the methods used are not specified in the Hebrew (cf neb). Chequer work decorated the high priest’s tunic (Ex. 28:4) and, worked in gold thread, a princess’s wedding dress (Ps. 45:13). Such thread was cut from thin plates of beaten gold (Ex. 39:3). Some idea of the pattem produced is suggested by the use of the same term for the gold filigree work in which gems were set (Ex. 28:11).

Coloured embroidery decorated the high priest’s girdle (Ex. 28:39), the screens for the tabernacle door (Ex. 26:36) and the gate of the court (Ex. 27:16). A distinction may be intended between this type of ornamentation and the equally intricate and richly coloured work of the ephod and breast-piece (Ex. 28:6, 15), the tabernacle curtains and veil (Ex. 26:1, 31), and the garments of those who ministered in the sanctuary (Ex. 39:1), since only the former is designated ‘the work of the em-broiderer’ (ma“seh röqenv, Ex. 26:36).

Its value is evident from its importance for trade (Ezk. 27:16, 24) and as the spoils of war (Jdg. 5:30). It decorated not only clothing for men (Ezk. 16:18; 26:16) and women (Ezk. 16:10, 13; Ps. 45:14), but could be used for other ornamentation, e.g. a ship’s sail (Ezk. 27:7). By an extended use the word is applied to the plumage of an eagle (Ezk. 17:3) and to the variegated stones prepared by David for the Temple (1 Ch. 29:2). Its intricacy made it a suitable figure to describe the human embryo (Ps. 139:15).

Applique work may have been used for the coloured pomegranates which, with golden bells, decorated the skirt of the high priest’s robe (Ex. 28:33). (*Arts and Crafts.)    g.i.e.

EMIM. Early inhabitants of Moab, who were smitten in the plain of *Kiriathaim by Chedor-laomer in the time of Abraham (Gn. 14:5). They were described by Moses as a great and numerous people, to be compared in stature to the * Anakim (Dt. 2:10). They were evidently considered to belong to the peoples known as *Rephaim, but were called ’ernirn, ‘terrifying beings’, by the Moabites who followed them in the area (Dt. 2:11). They are unknown outside the Bible. (*Giant).

t.c.m.

EMMAUS. A village, said to be 60 furlongs (11 km) from Jerusalem, to which ’Cleopas and an-other disciple were journeying when Jesus ap-peared to them after his resurrection (Lk. 24:13). The site cannot be certainly identified. One possi-bility is the town still known as ‘Amwas, 32 km WNW of Jerusalem, where Judas Maccabeus de-feated Gorgias in 166 bc (1 Macc. 3:40, 57; 4:3). But this is at the wrong distance from Jerusalem, as given by Luke (unless the variant reading of 160 furlongs found in Codex Sinaiticus and other mss preserves the original text); it also demands a long, though by no means impossible, walk by the travellers.

Of places within about 11 km from Jerusalem two have been suggested. There was a village at El-qubeibeh in the Ist Century, and Crusaders found a fort here named Castellum Emmaus; unfortunately the name cannot be traced back to the Ist Century. Josephus (BJ 7. 217) refers to a military colony of Vespasian at Ammaous, some 6 km W of Jerusalem. This has been identified with Kaloniye (Lat. colonid) or with Kh. Beit Mizza (ancient Mozah); here again the distance is wrong, unless we suppose that Luke’s 60 furlongs was meant as the total length of the outward and return journeys.

Bibliography. J. Finegan, The Archaeology of the New Testament, 1969, pp. 177-180; ZPEB, 2, pp. 2991'.; NEAEHL, pp. 385-389.    i.h.m.

ENCAMPMENT BY THE SEA. The place where the Israelites camped by the sea and made the Crossing (Ex. 13:18; 14:2) has been the subject of much controversy during the last 100 years. The question is inseparable from that of the location of such places as Baal-zephon, Etham, Migdol, Piha-hiroth, Sea of Reeds and Succoth.

Two main traditions have grown up around the route of the Exodus out of Egypt: the ‘Southern’ theory favouring a route from the Wadi Tumilat region SE to the Suez area, and the ‘Northern’ theory advocating a Crossing near Lake Menzaleh to S of Port Said.

The S theory was foreshadowed by Josephus (Am. 2. 315), who considered the Israelites to have started from Latopolis (= Egyp. Babylon, Old Cairo) to a Baal-zephon on the Red Sea; Pierre Diacre and Antonin de Plaisance had a tradition of the Hebrews passing Clysma near the present-day Suez. Among moderns, Lepsius, Mallon, Bourdon (with a Crossing at Clysma), Cazelles and Montet favoured this view.

The N route was championed by Brugsch, iden-tifying the Sea of Reeds, yam-süp, with Egyp. p'-t_wf and placing it in Lake Serbonis on the Medi-terranean shore with Baal-zephon at Ras Qasrun there. But this hardly agrees with the biblical ac-count, in which God forbade Israel to go by ‘the way of the land of the Philistines’ (Ex. 13:17-18). Gardiner was the next to espouse the N route (JEA 5, 1918, pp. 261-269; Recueil Champollion, 1922, pp. 203-215), likewise O. Eissfeldt and N. Aime-Giron, the former identifying Casios and Baal-zephon on the Mediterranean shore and the latter equating Baal-zephon with Tahpanhes (Phoeni-cian papyrus). For Albright, see below.

H. Cazelles summed up the whole problem. He considers that later tradition from the lxx onward (note the lxx’s thalassa erythra, ‘Red Sea’) speaks for a S route, but that study of the names in the Heb. text suggests that this latter indicates a N route by the Mediterranean; according to Cazelles, these N locations were due to an editor of J and E docu-ments who (like Manetho and Josephus) associated the Hebrew Exodus with the expulsion of the Hyksos from Egypt. However, this is speculative.

Finally, there is an entirely different Suggestion by W. F. Albright (BASOR 109, 1948, pp. 15-16). He placed Ra‘amses at Tanis in the N, brought the Israelites SE past the places in the Wadi Tumilat (Pithom at Retabeh, Succoth at Teil el-Maskhutah) and then sharply back up N again (cf. ‘that they turn back’, Ex. 14:2) by the Bitter Lakes to the region of a Baal-zephon located at later Tahpanhes (Defneh); Migdol is then Teil el-Her just S of Pelu-sium, with the Sea of Reeds (yam-süp) in this general area. Having thus left Egypt proper, the Israelites would then flee to the SE into the Sinai pen-insula, so that Albright’s route in its end-result be-comes a ‘Southern’ one (i.e. he does not take Israel by the forbidden way of the Philistines). Noth’s reserves (Festschrift Otto Eissfeldt, 1947, pp. 181 — 190) are largely based on literary-critical consider-ations of doubtful relevance. As will be evident, the route of the Exodus is still a very live issue.

Bibliography. N. Aime-Giron, Annales du Service des Antiquites de l’Egypte 40, 1940-1, pp. 433-460; Bourdon, RB 41, 1932, pp. 370-382, 538-549; H. Cazelles, RB 62, 1955, pp. 321-364; O. Eissfeldt, Baal-Zaphon, Zeus Casios und der Durchzug der Israeliten durch das Meer, 1932; Lepsius, Zeitschrift für Aegyptische Sprache 21, 1883, pp. 41-53; Mallon, ‘Les Hebreux en Egypte’, Orienta-lia 3, 1921; Montet, Geographie de l’Egypte Anci-enne, 1, 1957, pp. 218-219, and L'Egypte et la Bible, 1959, pp. 59-63; E. Uphill, Pithom and Raamses, JNES 27, 1968, pp. 291-316, and 28, 1969, pp. 15-39.

See also H. H. Rowley, From Joseph to Joshua, 1950, for much older bibliography, and C. de Wit, The Date and Route of the Exodus, 1960, for more specifically Egyptian aspects. M. Bietak, Teil El-Dab'a II, Vienna, 1975, is invaluable for E Delta topography and conditions.    c.D.w.

ENDOR. Modern ‘En-dür, 6 km S of Mt Tabor. The town was assigned to Manasseh, but was never wrested from Canaanite possession (Jos. 17:11-12). The medium of Endor, of whom Saul inquired before his last battle (1 Sa. 28:7), was probably from this Canaanite stock, for an attempt had been made to do away with such practices among the Hebrews (1 Sa. 28:3).    r.j.w.

EN-EGLAIM (Heb. ’en-'eglayim, ‘spring of the two calves’). A place mentioned once only (Ezk. 47:10) as lying on the shore of the Dead Sea. Though the site is unknown, the reference to * En-gedi suggests a location somewhere in the NW sector. This site is distinct from Eglaim (’eglayim, Is. 15:8), a town in Moab.

Bibliography. GTT, pp. 459-460; W. R. Farmer, BA 19, 1956, pp. 19-21.    t.c.m.

EN-GANNIM (Heb. ’en-gannim, ‘spring of gar-dens’). 1. A town in Judah’s inheritance in the Shephelah (Jos. 15:34); perhaps modern Beit Jamal, 3 km S of Beth-shemesh.

2. A levitical city in Issachar’s territory (Jos. 19:21; 21:29; called Anem, 1 Ch. 6:73). Variously identified with Jenin, Olam and Khirbet Beit Jann, SW of Tiberias.    g.g.g.

EN-GEDI (Heb. ’en-gedS, ‘spring of the kid’). Important oasis and fresh water spring W of the Dead Sea, allotted to Judah at the conquest (Jos. 15:62). David hid there (1 Sa. 23:29; 24:lff.), its rugged terrain and fertility making it an ideal refuge. Famous for aromatic plants and perfume (Ct. 1:14). Excavations 1949 and 1961-5 revealed several fortresses and a late synagogue. Hazazon-tamar = En-gedi (Gn. 14:7; 2 Ch. 20:2). See NEAEHL, pp. 399-409,    g.g.g.

ENGLISH VERSIONS OF THE BIBLE. The

main justification for an article on English (rather than Latin or Spanish) versions of the Bible is that, although English has far fewer mother-tongue Speakers than Chinese, more Bibles are distributed in English than in any other of the over 2,000 lan-guages into which at least one of its books has been translated.

I.    Old Knglish versions

The history of versions of the Bible in English has its beginnings in the Old English (Anglo-Saxon) period of the language. The Venerable Bede has supplied a fascinating account (Ecclesiastical History 4, ch. 24) of a heavenly gift granted to the herdsman Caedmon in the latter part of the 7th Century ad, which enabled him to sing in English verse the substance and the themes of the Scrip-tures. Bede does not quote any of Caedmon’s poetry verbatim. Surviving Old English metrical treatments or paraphrases of biblical materials, whether or not they are to be connected with Caedmon, witness to an important means of dis-seminating knowledge of the Scriptures in that period.

To Bede himself has been attributed the transla-tion of the Gospel according to John. His follower Cuthbert, in a letter on the death of his ‘father and master’, relates that Bede completed his translation of the fourth Gospel on the day of his death at the virtual moment of his departure. Bede’s work has regrettably not survived.

Aldhelm (640-709) has been credited with a translation of the Psalms and indeed of much, if not all, of the Bible into English; but no extant ms can with certainty be said to represent his work. The Vespasian Psalter, the oldest surviving Latin text of the Psalms with a gloss or interlinear translation of the individual words into Old English, cannot with any assurance be held to contain Ald-helm’s work. This ms of the Psalter was succeeded by a considerable number of others with Old English glosses.

King Alfred the Great (849-899) introduced his Code of Saxon Laws with an abbreviated and rearranged English rendering of the Ten Com-mandments and portions in English of Ex. 21-23 and Acts 15. William of Malmesbury says that Alfred was at work on an English translation of the Psalms at the time of his death. There has been disagreement as to whether Alfred’s work is repre-sented by the prose rendering in English of the first 50 psalms in the Paris Psalter. His translation of Gregory’s De cura pastolari involved, of course, translation of the Scripture references in the text.

Ailfric, an abbot at about the beginning of the 11 th Century, made translations or paraphrases of extensive parts of the OT text.

Two mss of the Gospels in Latin with an Old English gloss have survived. One of them is the famous Lindisfarne Gospels c. 700 with a gloss made c. 950. The other ms is the Rushworth Gospels, whose gloss is very much dependent on that of the Lindisfarne ms in Mark, Luke and John.

A noteworthy development in the Old English period was the competent translation of the four Gospels into a continuous English text, a text which is represented by six extant mss. 1

it was made by Nicholas of Hereford (from Genesis to Baruch 3:20). Whatever may have been Wyclifs personal contribution to the actual work of translation, his zeal for the Scriptures and for making them accessible to the people in the English language must be credited with giving the impetus to this highly influential Version. It was made from a Latin base and it clung to the original with some damage to English idiom and clarity, but it was a commendable new effort. It was soon followed by a translation in smoother style which was probably made by John Purvey, a follower of Wyclif, with the assistance of others. The prin-ciples and procedures followed by Purvey were in many respects exemplary, and his revision was very influential. It was indeed finally superseded by the work of William Tyndale and Miles Coverdale in the 16th Century, but its influence has been per-petuated through its successors.

III. William Tyndale (c. 1494-1536)

William Tyndale was the first to translate the NT directly from Greek into English. He received his MA degree at Oxford in 1515, the year before the appearance of Erasmus’ Greek NT, the first printed NT in Greek actually to be published. Tyndale may have studied Greek at Cambridge. His zeal for making the Scriptures available in the vernacular is indicated in the story of his encounter with a Mearned man’ who expressed the judgment that we might better be without the laws of God than without those of the Pope. To him Tyndale expressed defiance of the Pope and his laws and said that if God would spare his life he would cause a ploughboy to know more of the Scripture than his learned adversary did. Finding England uncongenial to his desire to lay the NT plainly before the eyes of the people in their native language, he went to Hamburg and later travelled widely in Continental Europe. He was never to return to the land which was to enter into his labours and to be enriched by his dedication.

In completing his translation of the NT, Tyndale made use of the 1519 and 1522 editions of Erasmus’ Greek NT. He also consulted Erasmus’ Latin translation, Luther’s German text and the Latin Vulgate. The printing of his NT was begun in 1525 in Cologne, but Opposition forced him to flee to Worms with the sheets that had been printed. There before long (in 1525 or 1526) two editions were completed (one quarto, the other octavo) of 3,000 copies each. Virulent oflicial Opposition in England was so successful in destroying copies of early issues of Tyndale’s NT that there are only minimal remains today. Revised editions appeared in 1534 and 1535. Tyndale’s NT, despite the Opposition to it, could not be destroyed. The first printed English NT, the first made from the Greek, opened a new period in the history of the English Bible and made an ineradicable contribution to the English Bibles yet to come. The influence of the word-ing and structure of Tyndale’s NT on the av is immense; the av is a continuing witness to the sim-plicity, freshness, vitality and felicity of his work. Tyndale also published translations of the Pentateuch in 1530, Jonah in 1531 and selections from the OT (published with his edition of the NT in 1534). An edition of the Pentateuch with a revised translation of Genesis was printed in 1534. There is good authority for believing that Tyndale translated much more of the OT, but before he could complete his translation of the Bible he suflered a
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martyr’s death. In his OT work he used the Hebrew text. Among other works available to him were Luther’s German translation, the Latin Vulgate and a Latin rendering by Pagninus. Like his Version of the NT, Tyndale’s faithful and vivid trans-lations of books of the OT has been exceedingly influential. His dying prayer was that the Lord would open the eyes of the king of England.

George Joye also had a significant part in the development of the English Bible in Tyndale’s day. He graduated from Cambridge in 1513, was later influenced by Lutheran doctrine and found it ne-cessary to seek refuge abroad c. 1527. He may have published a version of the Psalter in 1530, different from that which he published in 1534. He also published English translations of Isaiah (1531), Jer-emiah, Lamentations, and the Song of Moses at the Red Sea (1534), and a revision of Tyndale’s NT (1534) without Tyndale’s authorization and with changes of which Tyndale did not approve. After Tyndale had issued his own revision of his NT in 1534, with selections from the OT, Joye published another edition of his NT, together with selections from the OT. He may also have published translations of Proverbs and Ecclesiastes.

IV.    Miles Coverdale (1488-1568)

The first really notable name in the history of English Bible translation and revision between Tyndale and the av is that of Miles Coverdale, whose work benefited from an altered royal and ecclesiastical attitude. In 1535 Coverdale published a translation (which he had prepared on the Continent) of the entire Bible, the first full Bible to be printed in English. This version was dedicated to Henry VIII. It was made from German and Latin versions and with the aid of translations made by Tyndale. A folio edition and a quarto edition appeared in 1537. The quarto edition asserts on its title-page that it was set forth with the king’s most gracious licence. In 1538 Coverdale published an edition of the Latin Vulgate NT with an English translation in parallel columns. His capacity for beautiful rhythm and phrasing have made an enduring con-tribution to the great tradition of English Bible translation.

V.    The Matthew Bible

In 1537 there appeared a Bible whose title-page asserts that it was truly and purely translated into English by Thomas Matthew. This Bible has offen been regarded as the work of one of Tyndale’s fol-lowers, John Rogers, who regarded it as inexpedi-ent to issue under his own name. It was virtually a Compilation of Tyndale’s and Coverdale’s work with minor alterations and some 2,000 notes. It was a fact of remarkable irony that a Bible which was substantially the work of Tyndale, who had been opposed by Henry VIII and the church, could now be dedicated to Henry and set forth with his most gracious licence! On the solicitation of Cranmer, the Archbishop of Canterbury, Thomas Cromwell secured Henry’s authorization that this Bible would be allowed by his authority to be bought and read within the realm.

VI.    Taverner’s Bible

Richard Taverner (c. 1505-75) published in 1539 a revision of Matthew’s Bible which introduced a number of improvements indicating some schol-arly competence. It was not without influence on future versions, but has not generally been regarded as occupying a place in the main line of English versions of the Bible.

VII.    The Great Bible

In 1539 there appeared a Bible which was to exer-cise enormous influence on England and on the subsequent history of the English Bible. It was prepared by Coverdale on the invitation of Thomas Cromwell, and has therefore been called Cromwell’s Bible. Because of its large size it is commonly called the Great Bible. The second edition of April 1540 and later editions had a preface by Archbishop Cranmer, and consequently the version has frequently been referred to as Cran-mer’s Bible. But regardless of its multiple designa-tions, it is really a revision of Matthew’s Bible. It was authorized for distribution among the people and for the use of every church. Copies were ob-tained for the churches; people collected around them, and even disturbed church Services with their reading and discussions. Three editions appeared in 1540 and three more in 1541. The Psalter of the Great Bible has been perpetuaied in the Book of Common Prayer.

VIII.    The Geneva Bible

In the last years of Henry VIII no new editions of the English Bible were produced, and the official attitude towards the use of vernacular Scriptures changed. The Great Bible was not banned, as were Tyndale’s and Coverdale’s Bibles, but its use was limited. The new attitude was carried over into the field of Primers, which contained selections from the Scriptures. In 1545 a revised Primer, frequently referred to as the Primer of Henry VIII, was published, and the use of any other was forbidden. In the reign of Edward VI the climate again became favourable to the development and use of the Bible in English. Many editions of the older translations were published, but practically no new work was done. Sir John Cheke prepared independent translations of Matthew and the beginning of Mark made from the Greek in a style designed to be intelligible to the less cultured, and trying to avoid words of non-English origin, but his work was not in fact published until 1843.

The reign of Mary Tudor was of a quite different character from that of Edward. Bibles were taken from churches, and many Protestants suf-fered martyrdom. Some fled to the Continent. A group of such men in Geneva was responsible for the production of the Geneva Bible. First, how-ever, a Geneva NT was published in 1557, prepared chiefiy, it would seem, by William Whittingham. This NT employed the verse divisions which Stephanus had introduced into the fourth edition of his Greek NT in 1551. Italics were used to dis-tinguish words introduced by the translator to clar-ify the meaning. Whittingham seems to have used as the foundation text for his praiseworthy revision a recently published edition of Tyndale’s NT.

In 1558 Elizabeth’s reign began, and the official attitude towards the use of the Bible and towards its translators changed again. Whittingham and others nevertheless continued in Geneva until they had completed the version of the Bible on which they had been working. This Geneva Bible, dedicated to Elizabeth, was published in 1560. It made an enormous contribution to the Authorized Version, and achieved a dominant popularity in the period 1570-1620. A very scholarly work, it drew upon the unique competence and assistance of the great and devoted men who were in Geneva at the time, and upon works in different languages which were available there. The OT section was a pains-taking revision of that of the Great Bible with careful attention to the Hebrew; and for the NT it drew upon the Whittingham 1557 edition. Because of its use of ‘breeches’ in Genesis 3:7 (a reading which, however, was not new), it became known as the ‘Breeches Bible’. Verse divisions were employed throughout the entire Bible.

IX.    The Bishops’ Bible

The Geneva Bible was more accurate than the Great Bible, but ofiicial endorsement was not transferred to it. Instead, the Archbishop of Can-terbury, Matthew Parker, promoted a revision of the Great Bible, with much of the work done by bishops. This revision, of varying merit and at points considerably influenced by the Geneva Bible, was published in a folio edition in 1568. It came to be known as the Bishops’ Bible, and received ecclesiastical authorization. A slightly revised quarto edition appeared in 1569. A folio edition with an extensive revision of the NT section was published in 1572. The Prayer Book Version of the Psalms and the Bishops’ Bible Psalter were printed in this edition in parallel columns. In following editions, except for that of 1585, only the Prayer Book Psalter was in-cluded. The 1572 revision had a substantial influence on the av.

X.    The Rheims Douay Version

Roman Catholics, who during the reign of Elizabeth I had found refuge on the Continent, in 1582 published in Rheims a NT which they hoped would counteract the influence of Protestant trans-lations. This was the work of Gregory Martin, William Allen and others of the English College in Rheims. Their reason for addressing themselves to this task was not that which actuated Protestant translators (i.e., a zealous desire to make the Word of God generally accessible in the vernacular), for in their preface they held that, on the contrary, the translation of the Bible into the ‘vulgär tongues’ was not an absolute necessity, or even necessarily profitable. They based their translation on a Latin Vulgate text, but did give attention to the Greek, as is evidenced by their treatment of the definite art-icle. They gave some attention also to previous translations in English. Of set purpose they re-tained certain Latin words and followed their basic text closely, even, at times, to the point of sacrifice of intelligibility. They did, however, provide a glossary to assist the English reader, and their work served to broaden the word-base on which the av was constructed. The OT was not published until 1609-10 at Douai, which was too late to exert much, if any, influence on the av. In style it was similar to the Rheims NT

XL The Authorizcd Version

At the Hampton Court Conference in 1604 a pro-posal was made by Dr John Reynolds, a Puritan and President of Corpus Christi College, Oxford, that a new translation of the Bible be made. This proposal, although not favoured by a majority of those present, appealed to King James I, and re-sulted ultimately in the production of the av. The king wished to have a uniform translation made by the finest scholars in the two English universities, a translation to be reviewed by the bishops and the most learned men in the church, afterwards pre-sented to the Privy Council, and finally ratified by his authority.

James appointed fifty-four learned men for the work of translation, and the translators were div-ided into six Companies. Among other things, the revisers were to foilow the Bishops’ Bible, and were to modify it as slightly as the ‘truth of the original’ or emphasis required; they were to retain the old ecclesiastical terms such as ‘church’, and marginal notes were to be avoided except for certain non-controversial uses.

Further information about the principles and practices which were followed by the revisers is given in the preface, ‘The Translators to the Reader’. The Scriptures are there acknowledged to be high and divine, full and perfect; and their translation into the vernacular is shown to be necessary. The revisers appreciated the excellent translation work that had been done in previous years. They never designed to make a new translation or to change a bad one into a good one, but their aim was ‘to make a good one better, or out of many good ones, one principal good one, not justly to be excepted against’. They sought not praise, but the truth; their trust was in him who has the key of David.

They worked from the Hebrew text of the OT and the Greek text of the NT. They did not labour with undue haste or hesitate to revise what they had done; but brought back to the anvil that which they had hammered. They consulted translators or commentators in various languages. When the text was not clear, they gave alternative translations in the margin. They did not bind themselves to trans-late a given Heb. or Gk. expression by the same English expression in all cases, but responded sen-sitively to the context. They avoided the obscurity of the Douay Bible with its Latinate element. Their desire was that the Bible speak like itself, that it be understood ‘euen of the very vulgär’.

When the various Companies had completed their work, twelve representatives chosen from among them revised the entire translation. After some further modifications of detail the Version was ready for publication. There is no extant record of official ecclesiastical or royal authorization, but the words ‘appointed to be read in churches’ appeared on the title-page of the first edition. The Version immediately displaced the Bishops’ Bible in the churches and in time gained a victory over the Geneva Bible in populär favour, although the latter continued in use privately for a long while, especially in Scotland. The av gathered to itself the virtues of the long and brilliant line of English Bible translations; it united high scholarship with Christian devotion and piety. It came into being at a time of vigorous literary activity, and its scholars had a remarkable mastery of the instrument which Providence had prepared for them. Their Version has justifiably been called ‘the noblest monument of English prose’. It has been estimated that the av is indebted to the earlier Eng-lish translations of the Bible for about 60% of its text. The chief contributors were the Geneva Bible (about 19%), and Tyndale’s translations, including the Matthew Bible (about 18%).

XII. From the Authorized to the Revised Version

Even in the years following its first publication, the av underwent significant though unofficial revision. More than 300 changes are found in the 1613 edition. Extensive modifications were introduced in editions published in the 18th Century. Other English versions continued to be made. Henry Ainsworth front 1616 to 1623 published transla-tions of the Pentateuch and the Song of Solomon, and his translation of these books and of the Psalms was published after his death. His work was animated by a desire for accurate rendering. Para-phrases became fairly numerous. Several signifi-cant contributions were made in the 18th Century. William Mace published in 1729 a NT in Greek and English in which he attempted to take into account ‘the most Authentic Manuscripts’ and to use the accepted colloquial style of his day. Trans-lations made in the 18th Century by Philip Dod-dridge (Family Expositor, or, a Paraphrase and Version of the New Testament), George Campbell (Translation of the Gospels) and James Macknight (A New Literal Translations of all the Apostolical Epistles) were used in a NT published in 1818. In 1745 William Whiston published his Primitive New Testament, which uses the text of the av, but modifies it in the interest of readings found in Codex Bezae, Codex Claromontanus and Codex Alexan-drinus. John Wesley published in 1755 a revision of the av NT.

Richard Wynne issued in 1764 The New Testament, carefully collaled with the Greek, corrected, divided andprinled according to the subjects treated of. Wynne sought to find a middle course be-tween a literal rendering and loose paraphrase. Anthony Purver, a member of the Society of Friends, worked for 30 years on the translation of the Bible which he published in 1764. One of the most note-worthy of I8th-century efforts was that of E. Har-wood, who published in 1768 his Liberal Translation of the New Testament. His use of an ‘elegant’, literary, paraphrastic 18th-century style dates his work.

John Worsley made an effort to translate the NT from the Greek into the ‘Present Idiom of the Eng-lish Tongue’. He wished to remove from the text obsolete and hardly intelligible words, and to bring the translation closer to the original. His translation was published posthumously in 1770. Other versions which were published (or printed) in the late 18th Century were those of Gilbert Wakefield, W H. Roberts, Thomas Haweis, William New-come, who utilized Griesbach’s Greek text of 1774-5, Nathaniel Scarlett, assisted by certain other ‘men of piety and literature’ (whose translation allows itself the freedom of arranging material in the form of a drama), and ‘J. M. Ray’.

The Philadelphia publisher R. Aitken, who in 1782 had produced the first edition of the av published in America, issued in 1808 the first printed translation of the Septuagint, by Charles Thomson.

The 19th Century saw the appearance of translations of the Epistles of Paul by the Unitarians Thomas Belsham (1822) and Charles Eyre (1832), and of the entire NT by the Unitarian Samuel Sharpe (1840) from J. J. Griesbach’s Greek text. In 1865 Sharpe published a revised text of the av of the OT. In 1833 the American, Rodolphus Dickinson, published with indifferent success a NT in which he attempted to improve on the style of the av. Among the literal translations of the 19th Century, mention should be made of that of Robert Young in 1863. New textual information continued to be reflected in the English versions. ‘Herman Heinfetter’ made use of the Codex Vaticanus:

G. W. Braineld took into account the texts of Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Alford and Tregelles in his translation of the Gospels (1863); Robert Ainslie used the av in 1869, but modified it in the interest of readings favoured by Tischendorf; Samuel Davidson published in 1875 a translation of the NT from the text of Tischendorf; and

J. B. Rotherham translated the NT from the text of Tregelles (1872).

Andrew Norton’s new translation of the Gospels (1855) and Leicester Ambrose Sawyer’s translation of the NT (1858) were efforts to use the style of their day. They have been credited with intro-ducing the succession of 20th-century versions in modern speech. Various private revisions of the av were published in the 19th Century, in both Britain and the United States.

XIII.    Roman Catholic versions in the I8th and I9th centuries

In the 18th Century a number of Roman Catholic elforts were made to provide an improved English Version. Cornelius Nary published in 1718 and 1719 a NT translated from the Latin Vulgate with attention given to the Greek and Hebrew idiom, in which he attempted to use intelligible, idiomatic English. Robert Witham also desired to make the text of the English NT intelligible to the Contemporary reader. His Version, translated from the Latin Vulgate, was published in 1730. In 1738 the fifth, lightly revised, edition of the Rheims-Douay NT appeared, more than a Century after the fourth edition (1633). Richard Challoner, who has been credited with some of the work on this fifth edition, later published two revisions of the Douay OT and five of the NT (1749-72), providing a simpler, more idiomatic type of text which continued in general use among English-speaking Roman Catholics until at least 1941. He was not averse to following the av when he approved its readings. The revisions made by Bernard MacMahon 1783-1810 had aconsiderable influence, especially in Ire-land. Bishop Francis Patrick Kenrick from 1849 to 1860 published a revised text of the Rheims-Douay version with annotations.

XIV.    The Revised Version

Conviction that a revision of the av had become necessary came to formal ecclesiastical expression in 1870, and a revision of the av was undertaken by the Convocation of Canterbury of the Church of England. Distinguished scholars, not all of whom were members of the Church of England, partici-pated in the project. Among the general principles adopted, it was agreed that as lew changes as pos-sible were to be made in the text of the av consistent with faithfulness, and that such changes as were introduced should be expressed in the language of the av and its predecessors.

The initial meeting of the NT Company was held on 22 June 1870, in the Jerusalem Chamber of Westminster Abbey. This opening session was pre-ceded by a communion Service conducted by the Dean of Westminster in the Henry VII Chapel. Among those who were admitted to the Lord’s table was a Unitarian member of the Company. Strong protest was naturally aroused. From this inauspicious beginning the Company began more than 10 years of labour. The assistance of American biblical scholars was sought; and two American Companies, one for the OT and one for the NT, were formed. Exclusive Copyright was given to the

University Presses of Oxford and Cambridge. The American Companies agreed not to publish an edi-tion embodying their distinctive readings for 14 years after the publication of the English rv. The University Presses promised to publish during that period an appendix listing readings preferred by the American Companies which had not been accepted by the British revisers. On 17 May 1881 the rv of the NT was published in England, and the whole Bible on 19 May 1885. The textual theories of Westcott and Hort were manifest in the NT; the OT characteristically followed the Massoretic Text, and much effort was made to represent the original faithfully and accurately even in details. Where possible, unlike the av translators, the revisers attempted consistently to represent a given word in the original by a given English word. Because of its accuracy the rv has proved very valuable for study purposes. Its style, however, has not generally been approved by those who have been captivated by the rhythm and the music of the AV.

In 1901 the preferences of the American Companies and other preferences of the surviving members of the committee were embodied in the text of an ‘American Standard Edition’ of the Re-vised Bible. Among the changes which were intro-duced, the Substitution of ‘Jehovah’ for ‘Lord’ and ‘God’ (in small capitals) was unwelcome to many.

XV. Since the Revised Version

The rv did not succeed in displacing the av in the affections of the majority of Bible-readers, and was unable to satisfy all of those who were per-suaded of the need for a revision. They did, however, open a remarkably prolific period of Bible translation, Since 1881 there has been an unceasing flow of translations, or revisions of translations, of the NT, or the entire Bible, or of parts of the Bible. The Bible Society’s Library in Cambridge, UK, listed fifteen new English translations between 1980 and 1984 alone, Among them there has been a diversity in basic texts employed, in methods of translation, in language and style, and in theo-logical viewpoint. The influence of the Greek text and of the principles of textual criticism advocated by Westcott and Hort has been strongly feit. The view that the Greek of the NT was in the main the populär, vernacular Greek of the Ist Century and not the literary Greek of that time has encouraged translators to undertake versions in ‘everyday English’. There has been a generally successful effort to achieve intelligibility and contemporaneity of ex-pression. However, in the realm of felicity and grace of style the accomplishment has offen been undistinguished.

A number of the versions or revisions which have appeared since the time of the English rv might be given brief mention. Among the pioneers in the translation of the Scriptures into modern English was Ferrar Fenton, who published a translation of Romans ‘direct from the original Greek into modern English’ in 1882 and a translation of the Epistles of Paul in 1883. His NT translated into ‘current English’ appeared in 1895 and his Bible in Modern English in 1903, The Twentieth Century New Testament, the work of about twenty persons, was published from 1898 to 1901, and was subsequently issued in revised form, The New Testament in Modern Speech, R. F. Weymouth’s much-used translation from the text of his Result-ant Greek Testament, was posthumously published in 1903, with Ernest I Iampden-Cook as editor. James Moffatt issued The Historical New Testament in 1901, in which he attempted to arrange the writings of the NT in a conjectured Order of ‘literary growth’ and date of composition. In 1913 his new translation of the NT appeared. Its textual basis was mainly von Soden’s Greek text. The singulär reading of the Sinaitic Syriac is followed at Mt. 1:16, and the reader is not assisted by any textual note. Moffatt’s translation of the OT was published in 1924. E. J. Goodspeed’s ‘American’ translation of the NT, based on the Greek text of Westcott and Hort and intended to be expressed in populär American idiom, appeared in 1923, and the ‘American’ translation of the OT, prepared by A. R. Gordon, T. J. Meek, Leroy Waterman and J. M. Powis Smith, appeared in 1927. Attention should also be called to W. G. Ballantine’s River-side New Testament (1923); Helen B. Mont-gomery’s Centenary Translation of the New Testament (1924); C. B. Williams’ translation of the New Testament ‘in the language of the people’ (1937), a Version which attempts a precise render-ing of Gk, verb forms; The New Testament in Basic English (1941) and The Bible in Basic English (1949); Gerrit Verkuyl’s Berkeley Version of the New Testament (1945), the Berkeley Version of the entire Bible (1959), the OT section of which was prepared by a sizeable staff of translators, with Gerrit Verkuyl as editor-in-chief, and the New Berkeley or Modern Language Bible (1969); J. B. Phillips' translation of the NT (1947—57; one-volume edition, 1958), in vigorous and Contemporary but not always common language; The Leichworth Version (of the NT) in Modern English, by T. F. Ford and R. E. Ford (1948), a remarkably successful light revision of the av which conserves much of stylistic beauty of its original; The New World Translation of the Christian Greek Scriptures (1950 revised 1984), a Version prepared by the Je-hovah’s Witnesses; C. K. Williams’ translation of the NT into a limited-vocabulary ‘Plain English’ (1952); H. J. Schonfield’s Authentic New Testament (1955); Kenneth S. Wuest’s Expanded Translation of the Greek New Testament (1956—9); the Amplified New Testament (1958); W. F. Beck’s New Testament in the Language of Today (1963); William Barclay’s New Translation of the New Testament (1968-9); and The Translator’s New Testament (1973).

Several Roman Catholic translations of special interest have appeared in this period. The NT section of The Westminster Version of the Sacred Scriptures, (1913-35), was translated from the Greek by various men working on individual assignments under general editors. It employs a solemn or ‘biblical’ style with archaic forms. J. A. Carey issued a revision of the Challoner-Rheims NT in 1935, F. A. Spencer’s translation of the NT from the Greek was published in 1937. In 1941 a revision of the Challoner-Rheims NT appeared in USA, prepared under the supervision of the Con-fraternity of Christian Doctrine by a large number of scholars. It was not bound by the official Clementine text of the Latin Vulgate, but its revisers were free to take account of critical editions. They succeeded in commendable measure in producing a Version of clarity, simplicity and Contemporary style.

Monsignor R. A. Knox published in 1944 a trial edition of a translation of the NT from the Vulgate and a slightly modified definitive edition in 1945, vvhich was ‘authorized by the Archbishops and Bishops of England and Wales’. It was accorded an official Status along with the Rheims-Douay Version. Knox’s translation of the OT from the Latin Vulgate was published in 1949 in two vol-umes ‘for private use only’. A revision appeared in 1955 with hierarchical authorization. The translation of the NT by James A. Kleist and Joseph L. Lilly (1954) was made from the Greek. Kleist translated the Gospels from the text of Bover; Lilly translated the rest of the NT. The Jerusalem Bible (1966) is related to the French Version La Bible de Jerusalem, though is not simply a translation of it. The New American Bible (1970), sponsored by the Bishops’ Committee of the Confraternity of Christian Doctrine, represented a major translation eflbrt. It was based on the original languages of Scripture or on what was held to be the oldest form of the text extant.

Several of the most widely used and most in-fluential of recent versions remain to be men-tioned. A committee-revision of the American rv, authorized by the International Council of Re-ligious Education, was published in 1946 (NT; 21971), 1952 (entire Bible), 1965 (Catholic edition). This Revised Standard Version (rsv) was a more flexible, less concordant translation than the rv. It made significant use of conjectural emendations in the OT, and its translation ‘expiation’ in Rom 3:25 was criticized by evangelicals. Its successor The New Revised Standard Version (nrsv, 1989) did much to meet such criticisms.

Another revision of the American rv, The New American Standard Bible (1963), prepared by evan-gelical scholars, is a close and faithful translation in a clear and readable style, which is admirable for study purposes. Also by evangelicals is the New Internationa! Version (1978). It is a completely new translation into Contemporary English, somewhat freer than is nasb. The very successful Good News Bible: Today's English Version (gnb or tev; NT 1966 by Robert G. Bratcher, Bible 1976, 2nd edn. USA 1992, UK 1994), first published by the American Bible Society and later in a British usage edition, is based on faithfulness to the semantic con-tent rather than to the grammatical structure of the original, and on the use of common rather than literary or church language; the Contemporary English Version (USA 1995, UK NT 1996) also seeks oral readability. The first but not the second of these principles also marks the New English Bible (neb; NT 1961, Bible 1970), in which all the main British non-Roman Catholic churches and the British Bible Societies participated, and its successor the Revised English Bible (reb; 1989), in which British Roman Catholic churches also participated. reb addressed charges of excessive OT conjectural emendation in neb, and also somewhat lowered neb’s language level.

The Living Bible (NT 1962, Bible 1971) describes itself as a paraphrase, and is not based directly on the original texts.

It may reasonably be claimed that there are enough English translations in print to satisfy the needs, beliefs and tastes of every kind of reader. Yet changes in the language, greater understanding of how language works and communication takes place, and new discoveries about the languages and the world of the Bible, mean that no translation, in English or any other language, is likely to prove definitive.
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p.e.

EN-HADDAH. ‘Sharp spring’, the name of a place which feil to the lot of Issachar (Jos. 19:21). Sug-gested identifications have been made (see GTT, p. 185), but the site has not been definitely identified.

T.C.M.

EN-HAKKORE (Heb. ‘en-haqqöre’). The spring in Lehi from which Samson refreshed himself after slaughtering the Philistines with the jawbone of an ass (Jdg. 15:19). None of the places mentioned in the Story has been identified. En-hakkore could mean ‘the spring of the partridge’ (cf En-gedi, ‘the spring of the goat’), but Jdg. 15 gives a coherent account of the origin of the name, indicating that it means ‘the spring of him who called’. j.a.m.

EN-HAZOR. The name of a place which feil to the lot of Naphtali (Jos. 19:37). The site is unknown, though suggestions have been made (see GTT, p. 198). It is distinct from * Hazor.

T.C.M.

of Mesopotamian legend So Enoch became the initiator of the art of writing and the first wise man, who received heavenly revelations of the secrets of the universe and transmitted them in writing to later generations.

In the earlier tradition his scientific wisdom is prominent, acquired on journeys through the heavens with angelic guides, and including astro-nomical, cosmographical and meteorological lore, as well as the solar calendar used at Qumran. He was also God’s prophet against the fallen angels. Later tradition (2nd Century bc) emphasizes his ethical teaching and especially his apocalyptic revelations of the course of world history down to the last judgment. In the Similitudes (1 Enoch 37-71) he is identified with the Messianic Son of man (71:14-17), and some later Jewish traditions identified him with the nearly divine figure Metatron (Targum of Pseudo-Jonathan, Gn. 5:24; 3 Enoch). Early Christian apocalyptic writings frequently expect his return to earth with Elijah before the End.

1 Enoch (Ethiopic Enoch) is among the most important intertestamental works. The complete text survives only in Ethiopic, but sections are extant in Greek and important fragments of the original Aramaic are now available from Qumran. 1 Enoch comprises five books: the Book of Watchers (1-36), the Similitudes (37-71), the Astronomical Book (72-82), the Book of Dreams (83-90) and the Epistle of Enoch (91-105). The Qumran mss include fragments of all these except the Similitudes, which are therefore now generally dated no earlier than the Ist Century ad. Also from Qumran there are fragments of a hitherto almost unknown Book of Giants, which was probably the original fifth book of the Enoch Pentateuch, for which the Similitudes were later substituted.

The Qumran mss help clarify the dates of these works. The oldest sections are the Astronomical Book and 6-19: these date from no later than the beginning of the 2nd Century bc and may be as early as the 5th Century. The Book of Watchers (incorporating 6-19) cannot be later than the midist and is probably from the mid-3rd Century bc. The Book of Dreams is from 165 or 164 bc. The Epistle of Enoch and Book of Giants may date from the end of the 2nd Century bc.

Other works under the name of Enoch are from the Christian era. The Similitudes (1 Enoch 37-71) (important as perhaps illustrating the background to the use of ‘Son of man’ in the Gospels) seem to be a Jewish work, though some argue for Christian origin. 3 Enoch (Hebrew Enoch) is a Jewish work of disputed date. 2 Enoch (Slavonic Enoch) is a late Christian work which may incorporate Jewish material.

Bibliography. J. T. Milik, The Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments from Qumrän Cave 4, 1976; J. C. VanderKam, Enoch and the Growth of an Apocalyptic Tradition, 1984; M. Black, The Book of Enoch or 1 Enoch, 1985.    r.j.b.

ENOSH. Son of Seth and father of Kenan (Gn. 4:26; 5:6-11; 1 Ch. 1:1; Lk. 3:38). His life-span is recorded as 905 years. In his time men began to call upon the covenant name of Yahweh. The Heb. word ''nös, ‘man’, occurs some 42 times in OT, and often suggests the aspect of frailty and mortality (Jb. 4:17); the corresponding verb anaimeans ‘to be weak’ (cf. *Adam).    n.h.

EN-RIMMON (Heb. 'en-rimmön, ‘spring of the pomegranate’). A village in Judah reoccupied after the Exile (Ne. 11:29). Either it was formed by the coalescing of two separate villages Ain and Rimmon, or more probably, reading Jos. 15:32; 19:7; 1 Ch. 4:32 all as En-rimmon, it was always a single town, originally in Judah’s inheritance (Jos. 15:32), but soon transferred to Simeon (Jos. 19:7). It has been identified with Umm er-Ramämin, 15 km N of Beersheba.    m.a.m.

EN-ROGEL (Heb. ’en-rögel, ‘well of the fuller’). A water source just outside Jerusalem, some 200 m S of the confluence of the Valley of Hinnom and the Kidron valley. It is known today as Job’s well. The well marked a point on the N boundary of Judah (Jos. 15:7) before David captured Jerusalem (2 Sa. 5:6fT).

The narrative of Adonijah’s abortive attempt to gain the throne in David’s old age suggests the site had cultic associations (1 Ki. l:9ff.). r.j.w.

EN-SHEMESH (Heb. ’en-semes, ‘spring of the sun’). A point on the Judah-Benjamin border 4 km E of Jerusalem, below Olivet, and just S of the Jericho road, and now sometimes called the ‘Spring of the Apostles’; modern ‘Ain Haud.

J.D.D.

ENVY. A grudging regard for the advantages seen to be enjoyed by others—cf. Lat. invidia from in-video, ‘to look closely at’, then ‘to look with mali-cious intent’ (see 1 Sa. 18:9). The Heb. qin'ämeans originally a burning, then the colour produced in the face by a deep emotion, thus ardour, zeal, jeal-ousy. rsv Substitutes ‘jealousy’ for ‘envy’ in Jb. 5:2; Pr. 27:4; Acts 7:9; 1 Cor. 3;3, etc. But they are not synonymous. Jealousy makes us fear to lose what we possess; envy creates sorrow that others have what we have not. The word qin'ä is used to express Rachel’s envy for her sister (Gn. 30:1, cf. Gn. 37:11; Nu. 25:11, etc). Its evils are depicted especially in the book of Proverbs: thus the question in 27:4: ‘Who can stand before jealousy?’ The NT zelos is usually translated in a good sense as * ‘zeal’ as well as in a bad sense as ‘envy’ (Jn. 2:17; cf. Col. 4:13 where it is translated ‘worked hard’ [av ‘great zeal’]; note also its reference to God, 2 Ki. 19:31; Is. 9:7; 37:32, etc.). The word phthonos always ap-pears in a bad sense except in the difficult verse Jas. 4:5, which should be translated as in Rvmg. (A comparable sentiment is expressed in the Qumran Manual of Discipline, 4. 16-18.) phthonos is char-acteristic of the unredeemed life (Rom. 1:29; Gal. 5:21; 1 Tim. 6:4; Tit. 3:3). It was the spirit which crucified our Lord (Mt. 27:18; Mk. 15:10). Envy, zelos, as inconsiderate zeal, is to be avoided by Christians (Rom. 13:13;2Cor. 12:20; Jas. 3:14, 16). See NIDNTT 1, pp. 557f.; TDNT 2, pp. 877-882.

1

    Middle English versions

The development of a literature in Middle English begins in the closing part of the 12th Century. In about 1300 a metrical Version of the Psalter ap-peared; it was followed by prose translations, one of which was the work of Richard Rolle of Ham-pole. Portions of the NT were also translated. The distinguishing achievement of the Middle English period, however, was the translation work associ-ated with John Wyclif (c. 1320-84) and the movement he represented. An earlier Wyclifite Version was produced c. 1380-3. A substantial portion of

2

ENOCH. 1. Son of Cain (Gn. 4:17) after whom a city was named.

3

 Son of Jared and father of Methuselah (Gn. 5:18, 21). Enoch was a man of outstanding sanc-tity who enjoyed close fellowship with God (Gn. 5:22, 24: for the expression ‘walked with God’, cf Gn. 6:9; Mi. 6:8; Mal. 2:6). Like Elijah (2 Ki. 2:11), he was received into the presence of God without dying (Gn. 5:24).

4

It is probable that the language of Pss. 49:15; 73:24 reflects the story of Enoch. In that case the example of Enoch’s assumption played a part in the origin of Jewish hope for life with God beyond death. (In the Apocrypha, Wisdom 4:10-14 also treats Enoch as the outstanding example of the righteous man’s hope of eternal life.)

5

In the NT, Heb. 11:5f. attributes Enoch’s assumption to his faith; the expression ‘pleased God’ is the lxx translation of ‘walked with God' (Gn. 5:24). Jude 14f. quotes a prophecy attributed to Enoch in I Enoch 1:9.

6

In the intertestamental period Enoch became a populär figure: see Ecclus. 44:16; 49:14, 16 (Heb.); Jubilees 4:14-26; 10:17; and I Enoch. Probably the legend of Enoch was elaborated in the Babylonian diaspora as a counterpart to the antediluvian sages


h.d.mcD.

EPAPHRAS. In Col. 1:7; 4:12; Phm. 23, one of Paul’s friends and associates, called by him his ‘fellow slave’ and ‘fellow prisoner’. The name is abbreviated from Epaphroditus, but Epaphras is probably not to be identified with the Epaphroditus of Phil. 2:25; 4:18 (as he is by T. R. Glover, Paul of Tarsus, 1925. p. 179). We gather that Epaphras evangelized the cities of the Lycusvalley in Phrygia under Paul’s direction during the latter’s Eph-esian ministry, and founded the churches of Colossae, Hierapolis and Laodicea. Later he visit-ed Paul during his Roman captivity, and it was his news of conditions in the churches of the Lycus valley that moved Paul to write the Epistle to the Colossians.

Bibliography. P. T. O’Brien, Colossians, Philemon, WBC, 1982.    f.f.b.

EPAPHRODITUS. A Macedonian Christian front Philippi. There are no grounds for identifying him with Epaphras of Col. 1:7; 4:12, or Phm. 23. His name means ‘comely’ or ‘charming’. Paul calls him ‘your messenger' (hymdn apostolon, Phil. 2:25), where the word used is one more frequently trans-lated elsewhere as ‘apostle’. This does not mean that Epaphroditus held any office in the Philippian church; he was simply a messenger (cf. 2 Cor. 8:23) who brought the gift from the church to Paul in prison at Rome. He became seriously ill, possibly as a result of over-exerting himself in journeying from Philippi to Rome, or in serving Paul at Rome. The av says ‘he regarded not his life’ (see Phil. 2:30), but rsv more correctly ‘risking his life’. The word used is paraboleusamenos, ‘having gambled with his life’, from paraboleuesthai ‘to throw down a Stake, to make a venture’.

Bibliography. J. Agar Beet, ‘Epaphroditus and the gift from Philippi’, The Expositor, 3rd Series, 9, 1889, pp. 64ff.; C. O. Buchanan, ‘Epaphroditus’ Sickness and the Letter to the Philippians’, EQ 36, 1964, pp. 157ff.    d.o.s.

EPHESIANS, EPISTLE TO THE.

I. Outline of contents

This letter, in its form less restricted by particular controversial or pastoral needs than any other NT letter, Stands as a wonderful declaration of the eternal purpose of God in Christ wrought out in his church (chs. 1-3), and of the practical con-sequences of that purpose (4-6).

a.    God's eternal purposes for man in Christ, 1:1-3:21

1:1-2. Greeting.

1:3-14. Praise for all the spiritual blessings that come to men in Christ.

1:15—23. Thanksgiving for the readers’ faith, and prayer for their experience of the wisdom and power of God.

2:1-10. God’s purpose to raise men from the death of sin to new life in Christ.

2:11-22. His purpose to reconcile men not only to himself, but to one another—in particular to bring Jews and Gentiles together into the one people of God.

3:1-13. The privilege of the apostle’s calling to preach the gospel to the Gentiles.

3:14-21. A second prayer, for the knowledge of the love of Christ, and his indwelling fullness; and a doxology.

b.    Practical consequences, 4:1-6:24

4:1-16. Exhortation to walk worthily, and to work to build up the one body of Christ.

4:17-32. The old life of ignorance, lust and unrighteousness must be put off. and the new life of holiness put on.

5:1-21. A further call to live in love and purity, as children of light, full of praise and usefulness.

5:22-33. Instructions to wives and husbands, based on the analogy of the relationship between Christ and his church.

6:1-9. Instructions to children and parents, ser-vants and masters.

6:10-20. Summons to Christian conflict in the armour of God and in his strength.

6:21-24. Concluding personal message.

II.    Destination

Although the great majority of mss and all the early vss have the words ‘at Ephesus’ in 1:1, the 4th-century Codices Vaticanus and Sinaiticus, the important corrector of the cursive 424, the cursive 1739, the papyrus 46 (dated ad 200) omit these words. Tertullian probably, Origen certainly, did not have them. Basil said they were lacking in the oldest mss known to him. The heretic Marcion called this letter ‘to the Laodiceans’. This small but very weighty evidence is supported by the evidence of the contents of the letter. It is difficult to explain such verses as 1:15; 3:2; 4:21, and the complete absence of personal greetings, if this were a letter addressed by Paul to Christians among whom he had laboured for 3 years (Acts 19:1-20 and 20:31). Yet it seems to have been addressed to a specific circle of Christians (1:15ff.; 6:21). The most likely Interpretation of all the evidence is that the letter, if genuinely Paul’s, was sent to a group of churches in Asia Minor (of which Ephesus was the greatest). Either one copy was sent to each in turn, the place-name being inserted in reading; or there may have been several copies with different addresses.

III.    Authorship

There is abundant early evidence (perhaps going back to ad 95) of the use of this letter and from the end of the 2nd Century we read of its unquestioned acceptance as the letter of Paul that it Claims to be (1:1; 3:1). Since the end of the 18th Century, how-ever, the traditional authorship has been ques-tioned. It is impossible here to do justice to the arguments for and against it. (They are set forward very fully, with opposite conclusions, in C. L. Mitton, The Epistle to the Ephesians, 1951, and A. van Roon, The Authenticily of Ephesians, 1974.) Very briefly the most important arguments against the genuineness of Ephesians are as follows:

1.    Ephesians is not a real letter addressed to a particular Situation like all the others we know as Paul’s. It is more lyrical in style, full of participles and relatives, distinctive in its piling up of similar or related expressions. For the Pauline authorship it is argued that the absence of controversy ac-counts for the difference. We have here not the reasoned argument necessary in the other letters, but a ‘prophetic declaration of incontrovertible, patent lacts’ (Dodd).

2.    There are 42 words not otherwise used in the NT, and 44 more not used elsewhere by Paul. This argument can be assessed only by comparison with other Epistles, and by examining the words them-selves. In the view of many the nature of the subject-matter sufficiently accounts for them.

3.    It is urged that nowhere in Paul’s writings have we such stress on the church and so little eschatology. Yet satisfying reasons can be given for the difference of emphasis, and in particular for the great exposition here of the part of the church in the eternal purpose of God.

4.    Certain features and expressions are taken as indicative of a later date or another hand than that of the apostle, e.g. the reference to the ‘holy apos-tles and prophets’ (3:5; cf. 2:20), the treatment of the Gentile question and the self-abasement of 3:8. Each individual objection may be answered, though those who oppose the Pauline authorship urge the cumulative force of all the objections.

5.    Other arguments are based on a comparison of Ephesians with other NT writings. This letter has more in common with non-Pauline writings (especially Luke and Acts, 1 Peter and the Johannine writings) than any other letter of the Pauline Corpus. Sometimes the resemblances in thought and expression are very striking, but rarely such as make literary dependence probable. They witness rather to a large common vocabulary, and perhaps also to a similar formalizing of teaching and belief in the early church in different places. (See E. G. Selwyn, The First Epistle of St Peter, 1946, pp. 363-466.) Most significant, however, is the extensive similarity in content, expression and even Order of subject-matter between this letter and Co-lossians. It is almost universally accepted that Co-lossians is prior to Ephesians. Ephesians has the doctrine and exhortation of Colossians, only de-veloped further. With the exception of 6:2 lf. and Col. 4:7f., there is no evidence of direct copying, but in Ephesians the same expressions are offen used with a slightly different connotation; one pas-sage in one teuer resembles two in the other; one passage in Ephesians has a parallel in Colossians and also in another Pauline letter. To some these phenomena are the strongest arguments for the work of an imitator; in the view of others they make the apostolic authorship more sure.

IV. Purpose

Many scholars have opposed the Pauline authorship without giving any positive Suggestion as to how the letter came to be written. Others have been more specific.

1.    Some have seen it as ‘an attempt to sum up and to recommend to a later generation the apos-tle’s teaching’ (M. Barth, AB, p. 57). E. J. Good-speed, for example, sees it as written to introduce the collection of Paul’s letters, the quintessence of Paul presented by one (Onesimus, he suggests) who was saturated in Paul’s writings and Colossians most of all.

2.    Others have seen a historical crisis in the life of the early church—the threat of Gnosticism, the threat to Christian unity, or the danger of a turn-ing aside from the great Pauline doctrines—as call-ing forth this work, written in the name of the great apostle.

3.    J. C. Kirby (Ephesians: Baplisnt and Pentecost, 1968) partly follows the views of others in drawing attention to a great deal of liturgical and didactic material in the Epistle, but goes further and gives reasons for thinking of Ephesians as the trans-formation into a letter of what basically was an annual covenant renewal Service, held at the time of Pentecost, recalling to Christians the meaning of their baptism.

To many the arguments against the Pauline authorship appear strong. To some, one or another of the views of the suggested purposes seems at-tractive. Yet, as E. F. Scott puts it, the Epistle ‘is everywhere marked by a grandeur and originality of thought which seems utterly beyond the reach of any mere imitator’ (MNTC, p. 136). It is not easy to imagine a writer trying in Paul’s name to present the essence of his theology and then turn-ing to Colossians and quoting exactly the words of 4:7f. to give the impression that Ephesians was written at the same time as the letter to Colossae. It seems better to return to the Pauline authorship and reconstruct the Situation that called forth Ephesians as follows.

Paul was a prisoner in Rome c. the year ad 61 (see ‘Colossians for other possibilities of the place of Paul’s imprisonment at the time of writ-ing). Onesimus, Philemon’s runaway slave, had come to the apostle, been brought to faith in Christ and, with a letter from Paul, was being sent back to his master ‘no longer as a slave, but more than a slave, as a beloved brother’ (Phm. 16). At the same time the apostle had heard from Epaphras of the difficulties being faced, especially through false leaching, by the Colossian church. Thus when Onesimus was returning to Colossae, Paul also sent Tychicus with a letter to that church, answer-ing their Problems and giving practical instructions concerning Christian living to Christians whom he had never met or taught personally. Writing thus to the Colossians, the apostle’s mind was filled with the theme of the glory of Christ and his perfect Provision for the life of men. Paul’s thoughts turned to the other churches in the whole neigh-bourhood of Colossae, and, no longer having to deal with particular pastoral problems or doctrinal difficulties, he fulfilled his desire to express, in teaching and exhortation, in praise and prayer, the glory of the purpose of God in Christ and the re-sponsibility of the church to make known that purpose by proclamation and by living in unity, love and purity. This letter was despatched with Philemon and Colossians, but sent to the various churches of the Roman province of Asia, of which Ephesus was one and indeed the most significant. In all probability this is the very letter that Paul in Col. 4:16 says that the Colossian Christians should receive ‘from Laodicea’.

Bibliography. J. A. Robinson, St Paiil’s Epistle lo the Ephesians, 1904; Markus Barth, Ephesians, AB, 1974; J. R. W. Stott, The Message of Ephesians, BST, 1979; C. L. Mitton, Ephesians, NCB, 1982; F. F. Bruce, The Epistles lo the Colossians, to Philemon, and to the Ephesians, NIC, 1984: F. Foulkes, The Letter of Paul to the Ephesians, TNTC\ 1989; A. T. Lincoln, Ephesians. WBC, 1990; A. G. Patzia, Ephesians, Colossians, Philemon, NIBC, 1991.    F.F.

EPHESUS. The most important city in the Roman province of Asia, on the W coast of what is now Asiatic Turkey. It was situated at the mouth of the Cayster River between the mountain ränge of Coressus and the sea. A magnificent road 11 m wide and lined with columns ran down through the city to the fine harbour, which served both as a great export centre at the end of the Asiatic caravan-route and also as a natural landing-point from Rome. The city, now uninhabited, has been undergoing excavation for many years, and is probably the most extensive and impressive ruined site of Asia Minor. The sea is now some 10 km away, owing to the silting process which has been at work for centuries. The harbour had to undergo extensive Clearing operations at various times from the 2nd Century bc; is that, perhaps, why Paul had to stop at Miletus (Acts 20:15-16)? The main part of the city, with its theatre, baths, library, agora and paved streets, lay between the Coressus ridge and the Cayster, but the temple for which it was famed lay over 2 km to the NE. This site was ori-ginally sacred to the worship of the Anatolian fertility goddess, later identified with Greek Artemis and Latin Diana. Justinian built a church to St John on the hill nearby (hence the later name Ayasoluk—a corruption of hagios theologos), which was itself succeeded by a Seljuk mosque. The neighbouring Settlement is now called Selfuk.
[image: ]

Ephesus, one of the ’seven churches of Asia' (Rev. 1-3).

The original Anatolian Settlement was aug-mented betöre the 10th Century bc by lonian col-onists, and a joint city was set up. The goddess of Ephesus took a Greek name, but clearly retained her earlier characteristics, for she was repeatedly represented at later periods as a many-breasted figure. Ephesus was conquered by Croesus shortly after his accession in c. 560 bc, and owed some of its artistic glories to his munificence. After his fall in 546 it came under Persian rule. Croesus shifted the site of the archaic city to focus upon the temple of * Artemis: Lysimachus, one of the successors of Alexander, forcibly replanted it about the harbour early in the 3rd Century bc. Ephesus later formed part of the kingdom of Pergamum, which Attalus III bequeathed to Rome in 133 bc. It became the greatest commercial city of the Roman province of Asia. It then occupied a vast area, and its popula-tion may have numbered a third of a million. It is estimated that the great theatre built into Mt Pion in the centre of the city had a capacity of about 25,000.

Ephesus also maintained its religious import-ance under Roman rule. It became a centre of the emperor cult, and eventually possessed three of-ficial temples, thus qualifying thrice over for the proud title neökoros (‘temple-warden’) of the em-perors, as well as being neökoros of Artemis (Acts 19:35). It is remarkable that Paul had friends among the *Asiarchs (Asiarchai, Acts 19:31), who were officers of the ‘commune’ of Asia, whose primary function was actually to l'oster the imperial cult.

The temple of Artemis itself had been rebuilt after a great fire in 356 bc, and ranked as one of the seven wonders of the world until its destruction by the Goths in ad 263. After years of patient search J. T. Wood in 1870 uncovered its remains in the marsh at the foot of Mt Ayasoluk. It had been the largest building in the Greek world. It contained an image of the goddess which, it was claimed, had fallen from heaven (cf. Acts 19:35). Indeed, it may well have been a meteorite origin-ally. Silver coins from many places show the valid-ity of the Claim that the goddess of Ephesus was revered all over the world (Acts 19:27). They bear the inscription Diana Ephesia (cf. Acts 19:34).

There was a large colony of Jews at Ephesus, and they had long enjoyed a privileged Position under Roman rule (Jos., Am. 14. 225ff.; 14. 262ff.). The earliest reference to the Corning of Christianity there is in c. ad 52, when Paul made a short visit and left Aquilaand Priscilla there (Acts 18:18-21). Paul’s third missionary journey had Ephesus as its goal, and he stayed there for over 2 years (Acts 19:8, 10), attracted, no doubt, by its Strategie importance as a commercial, political and religious centre. His work was at first based on the synagogue: later he debated in the lecture-hall of Tyrannus, making of Ephesus a base for the evangelization of the whole province of Asia. The spread of Christianity, which refused syncretism, began to incur the hostility of vested religious interests. It affected not only the magic cults which flourished there (Acts 19:13fif.—one kind of magic formula was actually called Ephesia grammata) but also the worship of Artemis (Acts 19:27), causing damage to the trade in cult objects which was one source of the prosper-ity of Ephesus. There followed the celebrated riot described in Acts 19. Inscriptions show that the grantmateus (‘town clerk’) who gained control of the assembly on this occasion was the leading civic official, directly responsible to the Romans for such breaches of the peace as illicit assembly (Acts 19:40). It has been suggested that his assertion ‘there are proconsuls’ (19:38), if it is not a general-izing plural, may fix the date with some precision. On Nero’s accession in ad 54, M. Junius Silvanus, the proconsul of Asia, was poisoned by his sub-ordinates Helius and Celer, who acted as proconsuls until the arrival of a regulär successor.

Christianity evidently spread to *Colossae and the other cities of the Lycus valley at the period of Paul’s stay in Ephesus (cf. Col. 1:6-7; 2:1). It was Paul’s headquarters for most of the time of the Corinthian controversy and correspondence (1 Cor. 16:8), and the experience which he de-scribes as ‘fighting with wild beasts’ happened there (1 Cor. 15:32). This seems to be a metaphorical allusion to something already known to the Cor-inthians, perhaps mob violence. (There was no amphitheatre at Ephesus, though the Stadium was later adapted to accommodate beast-fighting.) G.

S. Duncan (St Paul's Ephesian Ministry, 1929) has maintained that Paul was imprisoned two or three times at Ephesus, and that all the captivity Epistles were written from there and not from Rome. E. J. Goodspeed (INT, 1937), followed by C. L. Mitton and J. Knox, have located at Ephesus the collection of the Pauline Corpus of letters. There are difficul-ties in the hypothesis of an Ephesian imprison-ment which suits the case, and although B. Reicke and J. A. T. Robinson have recently revived the idea that some or all of the captivity Epistles were written from Caesarea, it remains preferable to place them in Rome (see C. H. Dodd, BJRL 18, 1934, pp. 72-92).

After Paul’s departure Timothy was left at Ephesus (1 Tim. 1:3). The Pastorais give a glimpse of the period of consolidation there. It is thought by many that Rom. 16 was originally addressed by Paul to Ephesus.

The city was later the headquarters of the John who had jurisdiction over the seven leading churches of Asia addressed in the Apocalypse. The church in Ephesus is addressed first of the seven (Rev. 2:1 -7), as being the most important church in the de facto Capital, and as being the landing-place for a messenger from Patmos and Standing at the head of a circular road joining the seven cities in order. This church is flourishing, but is troubled by faise teachers, and has lost its ‘first love’. The false apostles (2:2) are most probably like the ’Nicolaitans, who seem to have advocated com-promise with the power of paganism for the Christian under pressure. The Ephesians were steadfast, but deficient in love. Ramsay character-ized Ephesus as the ‘city of change’. Its problems were the problems of a successful church coping with changing circumstances: the city too had had a long history of shifting sites (cf 2:5b). The promise of eating of the tree of life is here probably set against the background of the sacred date-palm of Artemis, which figures on Ephesian coins.

According to Irenaeus and Eusebius, Ephesus became the home of John the apostle. A generation after his time Ignatius wrote of the continuing fame and faithfulness of the Ephesian church (Ephesians 8-9). The third General Council took place here in ad 431 to condemn Nestorian Chris-tology, and sat in the double church of St Mary, the ruins of which are still to be seen. The city dedined, and the progressive silting of its gulf finally severed it wholly from the sea.

Bibliography. G. E. Bean, Aegean Turkey. An Archaeological Guide, 1966; E. Akurgal, The AndenI Ruins and Civilisations of Turkey, 1973; C. J. Hemer, The Leiters to the Seven Churches of Asia in Their Local Setting, 1986; E. M. Yamauchi, New Testament Cities in Western Asia Minor, 1980.

E.M.B.G.

C.J.H.

EPHPHATHA. The actual Word addressed by Jesus to the deaf man (Mk. 7:34). It is probably an Aramaic imperative transliterated into Greek, and the Evangelist adds the translation (in Greek), ‘be opened’. The Aramaic verb used isp't_ah, ‘to open’; it is not certain whether the simple passive (eth-peel) or intensive passive (ethpaal) was employed. The former form would be 'etp'tah, the latter ‘elpattah. It seems that in either case the t was as-similated to the p\ this is a regulär feature of later Aramaic and its dialects (e.g. Syriac). An alternative possibility is that the word is Hebrew (niphal conjugation).

Bibliography. J. A. Emerton, JTS 24, 1973, pp. 1-23.    D.F.P.

EPHRAIM. The second son of Joseph, born to him by Asenath, the daughter of Potipherah, before the years of famine came (Gn. 41:50-52). The sick Jacob acknowledged the two sons of Joseph (Gn. 48:5), blessing Ephraim with his right hand and Manasseh with his left (vv. 13-14), thus signifying that Ephraim would become the greater people (v. 19).

In the order of the tribes in the wilderness en-campment the Standard of Ephraim’s camp was on the W side (Nu. 2:18). From the tribe of Ephraim Elishama was to stand with Moses (Nu. 1:10), and Joshua the son of Nun, one of the spies, was des-cended from Ephraim (Nu. 13:8). He was chosen with Eleazar the priest to divide the land (Nu. 34:17). Ephraim is also included in the blessing of Moses.

Under the valiant leadership of Joshua, Ephraim with the other tribes received its inherit-ance, which is described in Jos. 16. The territory may be roughly identified as follows. Proceeding W from Gilgal we come to Bethel, then to lower Beth-horon, W to Gezer, then N to Lod and W towards the sea, N to the Qanah river and then E to Tap-puah, Janobah, Taanath-shiloh to Ataroth, then S to Nasrath and Gilgal.

From the beginning the tribe of Ephraim occu-pied a position of prestige and significance. It complained to Gideon that he had not called it to fight against the Midianites. His reply reveals the superior position of Ephraim. Ts not the gleaning of the grapes of Ephraim better than the vintage of Abiezer?’ (Jdg. 8:2). The men of Ephraim complained again in similar terms to Jephthah, and this led to war between the Ephraimites and the Gileadites.

The prestige of Ephraim kept it from looking with favour upon Judah. After the death of Saul, Abner, Saul’s captain, made Eshbaal king over the N tribes, including Ephraim. Because of the Philistine domination, however, EshbaaTs authority was eflfectively limited to Transjordan. He reigned for 2 years, but Judah followed David (2 Sa. 2:8flf.). After Eshbaal’s death the N tribes invited David to become their king.

Later David learnt that Israel followed after Ab-salom. The N tribes never did desire to yield to David’s reign, but David grew continually greater and stronger. Under Solomon the S kingdom reached the pinnacle of splendour and prosperity. Nevertheless, even at this time, there was dis-content in the N (1 Ki. 1 l:26flf.).

Rehoboam’s folly provided the necessary pre-text, and the N revolted, renouncing all claim to the promises made to David (1 Ki. 12:16). Nevertheless, God continued to send his prophets to the N kingdom, and one of the characteristics of the Messianic kingdom is to be the healing of the tragic schism introduced by Jeroboam the son of Nehmt (cf. Ho. 1:11; Is. 11:13). Even when exile has overtaken the S as well as the N kingdom, Ephraim retains a special place: T am a father to Israel, and Ephraim is my first-born’ (Je. 31:9). e.j.y.

f.f.b.

EPHRAIM (geographical). The boundaries of Ephraim are recorded in Jos. 16, and with Manasseh in Jos. 17. Only some of the main topo-graphical features of these boundaries have so far been determined beyond dispute; most of the places mentioned cannot be precisely located at present.

The S boundary of Ephraim is most clearly ex-pressed in Jos. 16:1-3, where, however, it is given as the (S) boundary of ‘the children of Joseph’, i.e. Ephraim-Manasseh. But as Manasseh was situated wholly to the N and NE of Ephraim, this bound-ary is, in practice, that of Ephraim. It ran (E to W) up from the Jordan and Jericho inland to Bethel (Beitin, c. 16 km N of Jerusalem), Luz (?near by) and Ataroth (site uncertain), then via the border of Lower Beth-horon to Gezer—well-known site— and the Mediterranean sea-coast (Jos. 16:1-3). V. 5 is difficult, but may perhaps further dehne part of this S boundary.

The N boundary from a point Michmetha(t)h (16:6) ‘before Shechem’ (17:7) turned W; its course in that direction ran from Tappuah (location still disputed) to and along the brook of Qanah (perhaps the present Wadi Qänah, which joins Wadi Aujah, and reaches the Mediterranean c. 6'/i km N of Joppa) to the sea (16:8). E from Michmetha(t)h, the border turned by Taanath-shiloh (S) along the E of Janoah to (another) Ataroth, Naarah, and back to Jericho and the Jordan (16:6-7). On the N, Shechem apparently was within Ephraim’s share, to judge from the levitical city-lists (Jos. 21:20-21: 1 Ch. 6:67).

The region in central W Palestine that feil to Ephraim is mainly relatively high hill-country with better rainfall than Judaea and some good soils; hence some biblical references to the fruitfulness of the Ephraim district. The Ephraimites had direct but not over-easy access to the great N-S trunk road through the W plain.

Bibliography. D. Baly, The Geography of the Bible2, 1974, pp. 164-176; Y. Kaufmann, The Biblical Account of the Conquest of Palestine, 1953, pp. 28-36. Also F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 1-2, 1933-8. With reserve, Z. Kallai, Hislor-ical Geography of the Bible, 1986; N. Na'aman, Borders and Districts in Biblical Historiography, 1986.    K.A.K.

EPHRATH, EPHRATHAH. I. The ancient name of * Bethlehem Judah, which occurs in all cases but one (Gn. 48:7, ’eprät) in the form ’epräUi. Rachel was buried on the route there from Bethel (Gn. 35:16, 19; 48:7; cf. 1 Sa. 10:2); it was the home of Naomi’s family (Ru. 4:11), who are described as Ephrathites (’epräti, Ru. 1:2), of Ruth’s descend-ant David (I Sa. f7:12; cf Ps. 132:6), and of the Messiah, as foretold in Mi. 5:2.

2.    The gentilic ’eprätj is applied three times to Ephraimites (Jdg. 12:5; 1 Sa. 1:1; I Ki. 11:26).

3.    The second wife of Caleb the son of Hezron

(1 Ch. 2:19, 50; 4:4; cf 2:24).    t.c.m.

EPHRON. I. Name of a ‘son of Heth’ (Hittite or Syrian), a son of Zohar from whom Abraham bought the cave of Machpelah as a burial-place for Sarah (Gn. 23:8; 25:9; 49:30). A similar type name (Apran) is known from *Alalat), Syria. 2. A hill area between Nephtoah and * Kiriath-jearim which marked the border of Judah (Jos. 15:9; 18:15, rsv amended text). 3. A place near * Bethel taken by Abijah from Jeroboam I (2 Ch. 13:19). rsv ‘Ephron’; MT ‘Ephrain’, av ‘Ephraim’; cf 2 Sa. 13:23) to be identified with Ophrah (Jos. 18:23). Perhaps a word meaning ‘province’ (VT 12, 1962, p. 339). Generally identified as et-Taiyibeh c. 7 km NE of Bethel. 4. A fort between Ashtoreth-karnaim (Carmion) and Beth-shan (Scythopolis) captured by Judas Maccabaeus (1 Macc. 5:46-52; 2 Macc. 12:27-29; Jos., Ant. 12. 346). Possibly the modern et-Taiybeh SE of Galilee.    d.j.w.

EPICUREANS. Some of the philosophers whom Paul encountered at Athens (Acts 17:18) were of this school, whose best-known disciple is the Roman poet Lucretius. The founder, Epicurus, was born in 341 bc on the island of Samos. His early studies under Nausiphanes, a disciple of Democri-tus, taught him to regard the world as the result of the random motion and combination of atomic particles. He lived for a time in exile and poverty. Gradually he gathered round him a circle of friends and began to teach his distinctive doctrines. In 306 he established himself in Athens at the famous ‘Garden’ which became the headquarters of the school. He died in 270 after great suffering from an internal complaint, but in peace of mind.

The founder’s experiences, coupled with the general uncertainty of life in the last centuries before Christ, gave a special stamp to the Epicurean teachings. The whole System had a practical end in view, the achievement of happiness by serene detachment. Democritean atomism banished all fear of divine intervention in life or punishment after death; the gods follow to perfection the life of serene detachment and will have nothing to do with human existence, and death brings a final dispersion of our constituent atoms.

The Epicureans found contentment in limiting desire and in the joys and solaces of friendship. The pursuit of extravagant pleasure which gives to ‘epicure’ its modern connotation was a late perver-sion of their quest for happiness.

It is easy to see why the Epicureans found Paul’s teaching about the resurrection stränge and un-palatable. Jewish rabbis use the word apiqörös to mean one who denies life after death, and later as a synonym for ‘infidel’.

Bibliography. Usener, Epicurea, 1887; A. J. Festugiere, Epicurus and his Gods, E.T. 1955; N. W. de Witt, Epicurus and his Philosophy, 1954.

M.H.C.

EPISTLE. Gk. epistole and Lat. epistula represent a letter of any kind: originally simply a written communication between persons apart, whether personal and private or official. In this sense epistles are a part of. the heritage of all literate peoples, and examples are to be found in the OT (2 Sa. 11; 1 Ki. 21; 2 Ki. 5; 10; 20; 2 Ch. 30; 32; Ezr. 4-5; 7; Ne. 2; 6; Est. 1; 3; 8-9; Is. 37; 39; Je. 29) and in the Greek papyri from Egypt (cf all the large published collec-tions of papyri, passim, and especially the Zenon correspondence). Such a letter was described by Demetrius, Typoi epistolikoi (Ist Century bc), as a written conversation, while Demetrius, On Style 3. 223fT, quotes Artemon, the ancient collector of Aristotle’s letters, as calling it half a dialogue.

But the earliest collections of Greek letters generally regarded as genuine, in part at least, those of Isocrates and Plato, already show a tendency to use letters, or the letter-form, for larger purposes than mere private or official communication; so that among Isocrates’ letters (368-338 bc) some are set Speeches, or introductions to Speeches, and Plato’s Seventh Letter (c. 354 bc) is a refutation of populär misconceptions about his philosophy and con-duct. In both cases the letters aim at other readers than those addressed, and are thus a form of pub-lication. Compare here present-day letters ‘to the Editor of The Times’.

Despite a feeling often hinted at, and sometimes
[image: ]


expressed, that such letters have neither the size nor the subject-matter of true letters, but are rather ‘writings with “greetings” added’ (Demetrius, On Style, loc. eil.), the epistolary form continued to be used for philosophical, scientific and literary publication (e.g. Epicurus, Epistles, and the three literary letters of Dionysius of Halicarnassus). The theory and practice of letter-writing came to be treated by the teachers of rhetoric (e.g. Demetrius, On Style, idem, Typoi epistolikoi), and letter-writing in the characters of famous men formed part of the rhetorical school exercise of prosöpo-poeia. The growth in Hellenistic and Roman times of collections of fictitious letters may be attributed to such exercises, and to the eagerness of the great libraries to buy additional works, especially of famous men.

G. A. Deissmann, confronted by the simplicity of most letters in the papyri, maintained a sharp distinction between ‘genuine letters’ as personal, direct, transient and un-literary, and ‘epistles’ as impersonal, aimed at a reading public and per-manence, and literary. Feeling an undeniable simi-larity between certain elements in the NT Epistles and the papyri, he classed most of Paul’s Epistles and 2 and 3 John as letters, Hebrews, James, 1 and 2 Peter, Jude and Revelation as epistles, and 1 John as a diatribe (LAE\ ch. 3, pp. 148-251). But the distinction cannot be so sharply maintained, as there are different degrees of ‘literariness’, sorts and sizes of ‘public’, and kinds of publication.

Of the Pauline letters to churches, those to the Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians and Thes-salonians contain most personal elements, Romans fewer, and Ephesians and Colossians least of all. Galatians and Ephesians are composed on a rhet-orical plan, and all of them have considerable rhetorical elements. In the Pastoral Epistles the personal references are fairly numerous and rhetorical elements comparatively few. Philemon, rightly regarded by Deissmann as the most personal letter in the NT, and compared to British Museum Papyrus 417, is nevertheless very cleverly written and contains rhetorical elements noticeable especially when considered beside Isocrates, Ep. 8, and Demetrius, Typoi epislolikoi 12. Hebrews is the most artistic literary writing in the NT, being composed from beginning to end on the pattem of proem, thesis, diegesis, apodeixis, epilogue, laid down by Greek rhetoricians, and is written in rhythmic, periodic prose. In James, 1 and 2 Peter and Jude there are very few personal references; all are literary, especially 1 Peter; and 2 Peter and Jude are definitely rhetorical. 2 and 3 John appear as private Communications, while 1 John is not, as we have it, in letter-form at all. Thus most of the NT Epistles show a greater or smaller affinity with preaching; some may be classed as sent sermons, while in others the letter-elements are a more literary form.

Bibliography. ZM£, pp. 146ff.;J.Sykutris,£/)uto-lographie, in RE, Supp. 5, pp. 185-220; V. Weichert (ed.), Demelrii et Libanii qui ferunlur Typoi Epislolikoi et Epistolimaioi Characteres (Teubner), 1910; O. Roller, Das Formular der Paulinischen Briefe, 1933; M. Dibelius, A Fresh Approach to the New Testament and Early Christian Literature, E. T. 1936, pp. 137-171, 185-189, 194-197, 205-213, 226-234; A. J. Malherbe, Andern Epistolary Theor-ists, 1988.    j.h.h.

ERASTUS. 1. An assistant of Paul, who shared Timothy’s mission to Macedonia to allow Paul to continue working from Ephesus (Acts 19:22). The mission may have been directed ultimately to Cor-inth (cf. 1 Cor. 4:17), and Erastus been one of the ‘brethren’ of 2 Cor. 8; but certainty is impossible. Undoubtedly, however, he is the Erastus men-tioned as staying at Corinth in 2 Tim. 4:20.

2. City-treasurer (not ‘chamberlain’ as av) of Corinth, sending greetings in Rom. 16:23 (*Quar-tus). A Lat. inscription found at Corinth States, ‘Erastus laid this pavement at his own expense, in appreciation of his appointment as aedile.’ Many (e.g. Broneer) accept the identification with the Christian city treasurer.

Some further identify 1 and 2: G. S. Duncan, for example, suggests that 2 Tim. 4:20 indicates that Erastus, unlike Timothy, completed the journey to Corinth, where he became treasurer a year or so later (St Paul’s Ephesian Minislry, pp. 79ff.); but such a rapid rise to power is most unlikely, and the name is quite common.

Bibliography. H. J. Cadbury, JBL 50, 1931, pp. 42ff.; O. Broneer, BA 14, 1951, pp. 78ff., especially p. 94; P. N. Harrison, Paulines and Pastorais, 1964, pp. 100-105.    A.F.W.

ERECH. An ancient city of Mesopotamia men-tioned in the Table of Nations (Gn. 10:10) as one of the possessions of Nimrod in the land of ’Shinar. Known to the Sumerians as Unu(g) and to the Akkadians as Uruk, it was one of the great cities of Sumerian times. It is named in the Sumer-ian king list as the seat of the 2nd Dynasty after the Flood, one of whose kings was Gilgamesh, who later became one of the great heroes of Sumerian legend. Though the city continued in occupa-tion during later periods (Gk. Orchoe), it never surpassed its early importance. Uruk is represented today by the group of mounds known to the Arabs as Warka, which lies in S Babylonia some 64 km NW of Ur and 6 km E of the present course of the * Euphrates. While the site was investigated over a Century ago by W. K. Loftus (Travels and Researches in Chaldaea and Susiana, 1857), the Principal excavations have been conducted by a series of German expeditions in 1912, 1928-39 and 1954-60. The results are of outstanding importance for the early history of Mesopotamia. Pre-historic remains of the Ubaid Period (*Sumer) were followed by monumental architecture and stone sculpture of the Late Prehistoric Period which richly illustrate the material culture of Mesopotamia at the beginning of history. It was in these levels, dating from the 4th millennium bc, that the earliest inscriptions so far known were found. These are in the form of clay tablets, and, though the signs are only pictographic, it is probable that the language behind them was Sumerian.

Bibliography. R. North, ‘Status of the Warka Excavations’, Orientalia n.s. 26, 1957, pp. 185-256.

T.C.M.

ESARHADDON (Heb. 'esarhaddon', Assyr. Assur-ah-iddin, ‘Ashur has given a brother’) was king of Assyria and Babylonia 681-669 bc. He succeeded his father Sennacherib who was murdered in Tebet in 681 bc (2 Ki. 19:37; Is. 37:38). His first act was to pursue the murderers as far as Hanigalbat (S Armenia) and to quash the rebellion in Nineveh, which lasted 6 weeks. There is little Support for the theory that Esarhaddon was the head of a pro-Babylonian faction or ‘the son’ mentioned in the Bab. Chronicle as the murderer (DOTT, pp. 70-73). His own inscriptions teil how he had been made crown-prince by his father earlier in the year, and though he had been viceroy in Babylon his attention to the religious centre was merely in keep-ing with his care for all the ancient shrines. His early military operations were designed to safe-guard the N frontier and trade-routes against the warlike Teuspa and the incursions of the Cim-merians (*Gomer), whom he defeated. ln the S the Elamites, who had been defeated by his father, once more stirred up the tribes of S Babylonia, and Esarhaddon was forced to campaign against the ‘sea-Iands’ where he installed Na’id-Marduk, son of * Merodach-baladan, as the local sheikh in 678 bc. His clashes with Elam and the Babylonians re-sulted in the deportation of many captives, some of whom were settled in Samaria (Ezr. 4:2).

In the W Esarhaddon continued his father’s policy. He exacted heavy tribute from the vassal kings of Syria and Palestine, listing Manasseh (Menasi) of Judah (Yaudi) after Ba'ali of Tyre, with whom he concluded a treaty, having failed to isolate and thus subdue the port. The rulers of Edom, Moab and Ammon were made vassals after a series of raids on their territory in which he sought to counter the influence of Tirhakah of Egypt, who had incited a number of the Philistine cities to revolt. Esarhaddon sacked Sidon in 676 bc, after a 3-year siege, and incorporated part of its territory into an extended Assyrian province (probably including Samaria). Some of the refu-gees from the city were housed in a new town, Kär-Esarhaddon, built nearby. About this time Gaza and Ashkelon were counted among his vassals.

The subordinate kingdoms in Syria and Pal-estine were called upon to provide materials for Esarhaddon’s building operations in Assyria and in Babylon, which he now sought to revive after earlier changes of fortune. This may explain the temporary detention of Manasseh in Babylon (2 Ch. 33:11). Assyrian letters referring to tribute in silver received from Judah, Moab and Edom may be assigned to this time.

In May 672 bc Esarhaddon brought all the vassal-kings together to acknowledge his arrange-ments to ensure that the succession to the throne was less disturbed than his own. "Ashurbanipal was declared to be crown-prince or heir to Assyria and Samas-sum-ukin to Babylonia. Copies of the treaty imposed on the Median city-chiefs on this occasion, found at Calah (Nimrud), show the pro-visions to which all, including Manasseh, would have had to assent. They declared their loyalty to the Assyrian national god Ashur and their willing-ness to serve Assyria for ever. History teils how soon all the dient kings broke their oaths.

Having gained control of the W, Esarhaddon subdued Egypt, defeated Tirhakah, besieged Memphis and counted the land as an Assyrian de-pendency under Neco. When the victorious army was withdrawn, local intrigues developed into open revolt. While Esarhaddon was on his way to deal with this in 669 bc he died at Harran, leaving five surviving sons and one daughter. His mother, the forceful wife of Sennacherib (Naqi’a-Zakutu), also survived him.

Bibliography. D. J. Wiseman, The Vassal-Treaties of Esarhaddon, 1958; A. K. Grayson, CAH 3/2, 1991, pp. 122-141.    d.j.w.

ESAU. Esau was the elder of Isaac’s twin sons (Gn. 25:21-26). His relations with Jacob his brother are the subject of the well-known stories in Gn. 25:27-34; 27:lflf; 32:3-12; 33:1-16. Esau was his father’s favourite son, and it was Isaac’s intention to impart to him the blessing that was the eldest son’s right (Gn. 27:1 ff.). However, the supremacy of Jacob over his older brother, fore-shadowed before, and at the moment of, their birth (Gn. 25:21-26), and eventually confirmed unwit-tingly by the aged Isaac (Gn. 27:22-29, 33-37), was finally established.

It was from this duplicity on the part of Jacob, the ancestor of the Israelites, that there stemmed the deep-rooted animosity that dominated Israel’s relations with Edom, of whom Esau was the ancestor. Instances of this antagonism between the Israelites and the Edomites occur in the OT (e.g. Nu. 20:18-21; 1 Ki. ll:14ff.; Ps. 137:7).

The chief importance of the biblical references to Esau lies in the theological significance given to his rejection, in spite of the right of succession being his by virtue of primogeniture. The biblical explanation is that the Lord hated Esau and loved Jacob (Mal. l:2f.; Rom. 9:13). Esau symbolizes those whom God has not elected; Jacob typifies those whom God has chosen.

But the ground of this election was not any dif-ference in the lives and characters of Jacob and Esau. Jacob was chosen before he and his brother were born. And even God’s ‘hate’ and ‘love’ could not be the ground of divine election, otherwise God’s choice would depend on caprice or whim. God has exercised his Sovereign will in the free ex-ercise of his elective grace, the moral purpose of which he was the sole Originator. ("Election.)

In Heb. 12:16f Esau symbolizes those who abandon their hope of glory for the sake of the things that are seen and not eternal. j.g.s.s.t.

ESCHATOLOGY. From Gk. eschatos, ‘last’, the term refers to the ‘doctrine of the last things’.

In contrast to cyclical conceptions of history, the biblical writings understand history as a linear movement towards a goal. God is driving history towards the ultimate fulfilment of his purposes for his creation. So biblical eschatology is not limited to the destiny of the individual; it concerns the consummation of the whole history of the world, towards which all God’s redemptive acts in history are directed.

I. The OT perspective

The forward-looking character of Israelite faith dates from the call of Abraham (Gn. 12:1-3) and the promise of the land, but it is in the message of the prophets that it becomes fully eschatological, looking towards a final and permanent goal of God’s purpose in history. The prophetic term ‘the Day of the Lord’ (with a variety of similar expres-sions such as ‘on that day’) refers to the coming event of God’s decisive action in judgment and Salvation in the historical realm. For the prophets it is always immediately related to their present historical context, and by no means necessarily refers to the end of history. Increasingly, however, there emerges the concept of a final resolution of history: a day of judgment beyond which God establishes a permanent age of salvation. A fully transcendent eschatology, which expects a direct and universal act of God, beyond the possibilities of ordinary history, issuing in a radically trans-formed world, is characteristic of * apocalyptic, which is already to be found in several parts of the prophetic books.

The prophets frequently depict the eschatological age of salvation which lies on the far side of judgment. Fundamentally it is the age in which God’s will is to prevail. The nations will serve the God of Israel and learn his will (Is. 2:2f. = Mi. 4:1 f.; Je. 3:17; Zp. 3:9f; Zc. 8:20-23). There will be international peace and justice (Is. 2:4 = Mi. 4:3) and peace in nature (Is. 11:6; 65:25). God’s people will have security (Mi. 4:4; Is. 65:21-23) and prosperity (Zc. 8:12). The law of God will be written on their hearts (Je. 31:31-34; Ezk. 36:26f.).

Frequently associated with the eschatological age is the Davidic king who will rule Israel (and, sometimes, the nations) as God’s representative (Is. 9:6f.; 11:1-10; Je. 23:5f.; Ezk. 34:23f.; 37:24f.; Mi. 5:2—4; Zc. 9:9f). A principal feature of these prophecies is that the Messiah will rule in righl-eousness. (In the OT itself ‘Messiah’ [Christ] is not yet used as a technical term for the eschatological king.) Other ‘Messianic’ figures in the OT hope are the ‘one like a son of man’ (Dn. 7:13), the heavenly representative of Israel who receives universal dominion, the suffering Servant (Is. 53), and the eschatological prophet (Is. 61:1-3). Commonly the eschatological act of judgment and salvation is accomplished by the personal coming of God him seif (Is. 26:21; Zc. 14:5; Mal. 3:1-5).

II. The NT perspective

The distinctive character of NT eschatology is de-termined by the conviction that in the history of Jesus Christ God’s decisive eschatological act has already taken place, though in such a way that the consummation remains still future. There is in NT eschatology both an ‘already’ of accomplished ful-filment and a ‘not yet’ of still outstanding promise. There is both a ‘realized’ and a ‘future’ aspect to NT eschatology, which is therefore probably best described by the term 'inaugurated eschatology’.

The note of eschatological fulfilment already under way means that OT eschatology has become, in a measure, present reality for the NT. The ‘last days’ of the prophets have arrived: for Christ ‘was made manifest at the end of the times’ (1 Pet. 1:20); God ‘in these last days ... has spoken to us by a Son’ (Heb. 1:2); Christians are those ‘upon whom the end of the ages has come’ (1 Cor. 10:11); ‘it is the last hour’ (1 Jn. 2:18); cf. also Acts 2:17; Heb. 6:5. On the other hand, NT writers oppose the fantasy that fulfilment is already complete (2 Tim. 2:18).

It is important to preserve the theological unity of God’s redemptive work, past, present and future, ‘already’ and ‘not yet’. Too often traditional theology has kept these aspects apart, as the finished work of Christ on the one hand, and the ‘last things’ on the other. In the NT perspective the ‘last things’ began with the ministry of Jesus. The his-torical work of Christ ensures, requires and points us forward to the future consummation of God’s kingdom. The Christian hope for the future arises out of the historical work of Christ. The Christian church lives between the ‘already’ and the ‘not yet’, caught up in the ongoing process of eschatological fulfilment.

Inaugurated eschatology is found already in Jesus’ proclamation of the kingdom of God. Jesus modifies the purely future expectation of Jewish apocalyptic by his message that the eschatological rule of God has already drawn near (Mt. 4:17). Its power is already at work in Jesus’ deeds of victory over the realm of evil (Mt. 12:28f). In Jesus’ own person and mission the kingdom of God is present (Lk. 17:201'.), demanding response, so that a man’s participation in the future of the kingdom is de-termined by his response to Jesus in the present (Mt. 10:32f.). Thus Jesus makes the kingdom a present reality which nevertheless remains future (Mk. 9:1; 14:25).

The eschatological character of Jesus’ mission was confirmed by his resurrection. Resurrection is an eschatological event, belonging to the OT expectation of man’s final destiny. So the unexpected resurrection of the one man Jesus ahead of all others determined the church’s conviction that the End had already begun. He is risen already as the ‘first fruits’ of the dead (1 Cor. 15:20). On behalf of his people, Jesus has already entered upon the eternal life of the eschatological age; he has pion-eered the way (Heb. 12:2) so that others may follow. In Paul’s terms, he is the ‘last Adam’ (1 Cor. 15:45), the eschatological Man. For all other men eschatological salvation now means sharing his eschatological humanity, his resurrection life.

So for NT writers, the death and resurrection of Jesus are the absolutely decisive eschatological event which determines the Christian hope for the future: see, e.g., Acts 17:31; Rom. 8:11; 2 Cor. 4:14; 1 Thes. 4:14. This accounts for the second distinctive feature of NT eschatology. As well as its char-acteristic tension of ‘already’ and ‘not yet’, NT eschatology is distinctive in being wholly Christcentred. The rolc of Jesus in NT eschatology goes far beyond the role of the Messiah in OT or later Jewish expectation. Certainly he is the heavenly Son of man (Dn. 7), the eschatological prophet (Is. 61; cf. Lk. 4:18-21), the suffering Servant (Is. 53), and even the Davidic king, though not in the way his contemporaries expected. But the NT’s concen-tration of eschatological fulfilment in Jesus reflects not only his fulfilment of these particular eschatological roles. For NT theology, Jesus embodies both God’s own work of eschatological salvation and also man’s eschatological destiny. So he is, on the one hand, the Saviour and the Judge, the Con-queror of evil, the Agent of God’s rule and the Mediator of God’s eschatological presence to men: he is himself the fulfilment of the OT expectations of God’s own eschatological coming (cf. Mal. 3:1 with Lk. 1:76; 7:27). On the other hand, he is also the eschatological Man: he has achieved and de-fines in his own risen humanity the eschatological destiny of all men. So now the most adequate Statement of our destiny is that we shall be like him (Rom. 8:29; 1 Cor. 15:49; Phil. 3:21; 1 Jn. 3:2). For both these reasons the Christian hope is focused on the coming of Jesus Christ.

In all the NT writings, eschatology has these two distinctive characteristics: it is inaugurated and Christ-centred. There are, however, differences of emphasis, especially in the balance of ‘already’ and ‘not yet’. The Fourth Gospel lays a heavy weight of emphasis both on realized eschatology and on the identification of eschatological salvation with Jesus himself (see, e.g., 11:23-26), but does not eliminate the future expectation (5:28f.; 6:39, etc.).

III. Christian life in hope

The Christian lives between the ‘already’ and the ‘not yet’, between the resurrection of Christ and the future general resurrection at the coming of Christ. This accounts for the distinctive structure of Christian existence, founded on the finished work of Christ in the historical past and at the same time living in the hope of the future which is kindled and guaranteed by that past history itself. The structure is seen, e.g, in the Lord’s Supper, where the risen Lord is present with his people in an act of ‘remembrance’ of his death, which is at the same time a symbolic anticipation of the eschatological banquet of the future, witnessing therefore to the hope of his coming.

The time between the ‘already’ and the ‘not yet’ is the time of the Spirit and the time of the church. The Spirit is the eschatological gift promised by the prophets (Acts 2:16-18), by which Christians already participate in the eternal life of the age to come. The Spirit creates the church, the eschatological people of God, who have already been transferred from the dominion of darkness to the kingdom of Christ (Col. 1:13). Through the Spirit in the church the life of the age to come is already being lived in the midst of the history of this present evil age (Gal. 1:4). Thus, in a sense, the new age and the old age overlap; the new humanity of the last Adam co-exists with the old humanity of the first Adam. By faith we know that the old is pass-ing and under judgment, and the future lies with the new reality of Christ.

The process of eschatological fulfilment in the overlap of the ages involves the mission of the church, which fulfils the universalism of the OT hope. The death and resurrection of Christ are an eschatological event of universal significance which must, however, be universally realized in his-tory, through the church’s world-wide proclam-ation of the gospel (Mt. 28:18-20; Mk. 13:10; Col. 1:23).

The line between the new age and the old does not, however, run simply between the church and the world; it runs through the church and through the individual Christian life. We are always in tran-sition from the old to the new, living in the eschatological tension of the ‘already’ and the ‘not yet’. We are saved and yet we still await salvation. God has justified us, i.e. he has anticipated the verdict of the last judgment by declaring us acquitted through Christ. Yet we still ‘wait for the hope of righteousness’ (Gal. 5:5). God has given us the Spirit by which we share Christ’s resurrection life. But the Spirit is still only the first instalment (2 Cor. 1:22; 5:5; Eph. 1:14) of the eschatological in-heritance, the down-payment which guarantees the full payment. The Spirit is the first fruits (Rom. 8:23) of the full harvest. Therefore in present Christian existence we still know the warfare of flesh and Spirit (Gal. 5:13-26), the struggle within us between the nature we owe to the first Adam and the new nature we owe to the last Adam. We still await the redemption of our bodies at the resurrection (Rom. 8:23; 1 Cor. 15:44-50), and perfec-tion is still the goal towards which we strive (Phil. 3:10-14). The tension of ‘already’ and ‘not yet’ is an existential reality of Christian life.

For the same reason the Christian life involves suffering. In this age Christians must share Christ’s sufTerings, so that in the age to come they may share his glory (Acts 14:22; Rom. 8:17; 2 Cor. 4:17; 2 Thes. l:4f; Heb. 12:2; 1 Pet. 4:13; 5:10; Rev. 2:10), i.e. ‘glory’ belongs to the ‘not yet’ of Christian existence. This is both because we are still in this mortal body, and also because the church is still in the world of Satan’s dominion. Its mission is therefore inseparable from persecution, as Christ’s was (Jn. 15:18-20).

It is important to notice that NT eschatology is never mere information about the future. The future hope is always relevant to Christian life in the present. It is therefore repeatedly made the basis of exhortations to Christian living appropri-ate to the Christian hope (Mt. 5:3-10, 241'.; Rom. 13:11-14; 1 Cor. 7:26-31; 15:58; I Thes. 5:1-11; Heb. 10:32-39; I Pet. 1:13; 4:7; 2 Pet. 3:14; Rev. 2f.). Christian life is characterized by its Orientation towards the time when God’s rule will finally prevail universally (Mt. 6:10), and Christians will therefore stand for that reality against all the ap-parent dominance of evil in this age. They will wait for that day in solidarity with the eager longing of the whole creation (Rom. 8:18-25; I Cor. 1:7; Jude 21), and they will suffer with patient endurance the contradictions of the present. Steadfast endurance is the virtue which the NT most often associates with Christian hope (Mt. 10:22; 24:13; Rom. 8:25; 1 Thes. 1:3; 2 Tim. 2:12; Heb. 6:11 f.; 10:36; Jas. 5:7-11; Rev. 1:9; 13:10; 14:12). Through the tribulation of the present age, Christians endure, even re-joicing (Rom. 12:12), in the strength of their hope which. founded on the resurrection of the crucified Christ, assures them that the way of the cross is the way to the kingdom. Christians whose hope is focused on the permanent values of God’s coming kingdom will be freed from the bondage of this world’s materialistic values (Mt. 6:33; 1 Cor. 7:29-31; Phil. 3:18-21; Col. 3:1-4). Christians whose hope is that Christ will finally present them perfect before his Father (1 Cor. 1:8; 1 Thes. 3:13; Jude 24) will strive towards that perfection in the present (Phil. 3:12-15; Heb. 12:14; 2 Pet. 3:11-14; 1 Jn. 3:3). They will live vigilantly (Mt. 24:42-44; 25:1 — 13; Mk. i3:33—37; Lk. 21:34-36; 1 Thes. 5:1-11; 1 Pet. 5:8; Rev. 16:15), like servants who daily expect the return of their master (Lk. 12:35-48).

The Christian hope is not utopian. The kingdom of God will not be built by human efifort; it is God’s own act. Nevertheless, because the kingdom represents the perfect realization of God’s will for human society, it will also be the motive for Christian social action in the present. The kingdom is anticipated now primarily in the church, the Community of those who acknowledge the King, but Christian social action for the realization of God’s will in society at large will also be a sign of the coming kingdom. Those who pray for the coming of the kingdom (Mt. 6:10) cannot fail to act out that prayer so far as it is possible. They will do so, however, with that eschatological realism which recognizes that all anticipations of the kingdom in this age will be provisional and imperfect, that the coming kingdom must never be confused with the social and political structures of this age (Lk. 22:25-27; Jn. 18:36), and the latter will not in-frequently embody satanic Opposition to the kingdom (Rev. 13:17). In this way Christians will not be disillusioned by human failure but continue to trust the promise of God. Human utopianism must rediscover its true goal in Christian hope, not vice versa.

IV. Signs of the times

The NT consistently represents the coming of Christ as imminent (Mt. 16:28; 24:33; Rom. 13:11 f; I Cor. 7:29; Jas. 5:8f; 1 Pet. 4:7; Rev. 1:1; 22:7, 10, 12, 20). This temporal imminence is, however, qualified by the expectation that certain events must happen ‘first’ (Mt. 24:14; 2 Thes. 2:2-8), and especially by clear teaching that the date of the end cannot be known in advance (Mt. 24:36, 42; 25:13; Mk. 13:32f; Acts 1:7). All calculation is ruled out, and Christians live in daily expectation precisely because the date cannot be known. Imminence has less to do with dates than with the theological relationship of future fulfilment to the past history of Christ and the present Situation of Christians. The ‘already’ promises, guarantees, demands the ‘not yet’, and so the coming of Christ exercises a continuous pressure on the present, motivating Christian life towards it. This theological relationship accounts for the characteristic foreshortening of perspective in Jesus’ prophecy of the judgment of Jerusalem (Mt. 24; Mk. 13; Lk. 21) and John’s prophecy of the judgment of pagan Rome (Rev.); both these judgments are foreseen as events of the final triumph of God’s kingdom, because theologically they are such, whatever the chronological gap between them and the end. It is because God’s kingdom is coming that the powers of this world are judged even within the history of this age. All such judgments anticipate the final judgment.

As the church’s future, the coming of Christ must inspire the church’s present, however near or distant in time it may be. In this sense, therefore, the Christian hope in the NT is unaflfected by the so-called ‘delay of the parousia' which some scholars have conjectured as a major feature in early Christian theological development. The ‘delay’ is explicitly reflected only in 2 Pet. 3:1-10 (cf. also Jn. 21:22f.): there it is shown to have its own theological rationale in God’s merciful forbearance (cf. Rom. 2:4).

Some exegetes think the NT provides ‘signs’ by which the church will be warned of the approach of the end (cf. Mt. 24:3). The strongest Support for this idea comes from Jesus’ parable of the fig tree, with its lesson (Mt. 24:32f.; Mk. 13:28f.; Lk. 21:28-31). Yet the signs in question seem to be either the fall of Jerusalem (Lk. 21:5-7, 20-24), which, while it Signals the Corning of the end, provides no temporal indication, or characteristics of the whole of this age from the resurrection of Christ to the end: false teachers (Mt. 24:4f., 11,24f.; cf. 1 Tim. 4:1; 2 Tim. 3:1-9; 2 Pet. 1-3; 1 Jn. 2:18f.; 4:3); wars (Mt. 24:6f; cf. Rev. 6:4); natural disasters (Mt. 24:7; cf Rev. 6:5-8); persecution of the church (Mt. 24:9f; cf. Rev. 6:9-11), and the world-wide preaching of the gospel (Mt. 24:14). All these are signs by which the church at every period of history knows that it lives in the end-time, but they do not provide an eschatological timetable. Only the coming of Christ itself is unmistakably the end (Mt. 24:27-30).

The NT does, however, expect the P.me ot the church’s witness to reach a final climax in the ap-pearance of ‘Antichrist and a period of unparal-leled tribulation (Mt. 24:21 f; Rev. 3:10; 7:14). Paul certainly treats the non-appearance of Antichrist as an indication that the end is not yet (2 Thes. 2:3-12).

Antichrist represents the principle of satanic Opposition to God’s rule active throughout history (e.g. in the persecution of Jewish believers under Antiochus Epiphanes:    Dn. 8:9-12,    23-25;

11:21fr.), but especially in the last times, the age of the church (1 Jn. 2:18). Christ’s victory over evil, already achieved in principle, is manifest in this age primarily in the suflfering witness of the church; only at the end will his victory be complete in the elimination of the powers of evil. Therefore in this age the success of the church’s witness is always accompanied by the mounting violence of satanic Opposition (cf. Rev. 12).

Evil will reach its final crescendo in the final Antichrist, who is both a false Messiah or prophet, inspired by Satan to perform false miracles (2 Thes. 2:9; cf. Mt. 24:24; Rev. 13:11-15), and a persecut-ing political power blasphemously claiming divine honours(2 Thes. 2:4; cf. Dn. 8:9-12, 23-25; 11:30-39; Mt. 24: 15; Rev. 13:5-8). It is noteworthy that, while Paul provides a sketch of this human em-bodiment of evil (2 Thes. 2:3-12), other NT refer-ences find Antichrist already present in heretical teachers (1 Jn. 2:18f., 22; 4:3) or in the religio— political pretensions of the persecuting Roman empire (Rev. 13). The climax is anticipated in every great crisis of the church’s history.

V. The coming of Christ

Christian hope is focused on the coming of Christ, which may be called his ‘second’ coming (Heb. 9:28). Thus the OT term, ‘the *day of the Lord’, which the NT uses for the event of final fulfilment (1 Thes. 5:2; 2 Thes. 2:2; 2 Pet. 3:10; cf. ‘the day of God’, 2 Pet. 3:12; ‘the great day of God the Al-mighty’, Rev. 16:14), is characteristically ‘the day of the Lord Jesus’ (1 Cor. 5:5; 2 Cor. 1:14; cf. 1 Cor. 1:8; Phil. 1:6, 10; 2:16).

The coming of Christ is called his parousia (‘coming’), his apokalypsis (‘revelation’) and his epiphaneia (‘appearing’). The word parousia means ‘presence’ or ‘arrival’, and was used in Hellenistic Greek of the visits of gods and rulers. Christ’s parousia will be a personal coming of the same Jesus of Nazareth who ascended into heaven (Acts 1:11); but it will be a universally evident event (Mt. 24:27), a coming in power and glory (Mt. 24:30), to destroy Antichrist and evil (2 Thes. 2:8), to gather his people, living and dead (Mt. 24:31; 1 Cor. 15:23; 1 Thes. 4:14-17; 2 Thes. 2:1), and to judge the world (Mt. 25:31: Jas. 5:9).

His coming will also be an apokalypsis, an ‘un-veiling’ or ‘disclosure’, when the power and glory which are now his by virtue of his exaltation and heavenly Session (Phil. 2:9; Eph. 1:20—23; Heb. 2:9) will be disclosed to the world. Christ’s reign as Lord, now invisible to the world, will then be made visible by his apokalypsis.

VI. The * resurrection

At the coming of Christ, the Christian dead will be raised (1 Cor. 15:23; 1 Thes. 4:16) and those who are alive at the time will be transformed (1 Cor. 15:52; cf. 1 Thes. 4:17), i.e. they will pass into the same resurrection existence without dying.

Belief in the resurrection of the dead is found already in a few OT texts (Is. 25:8; 26:19; Dn. 12:2) and is common in the intertestamental literature. Both Jesus (Mk. 12:18-27) and Paul (Acts 23:6-8) agreed on this point with the Pharisees against the Sadducees, who denied resurrection. The Christian expectation of resurrection, however, is based de-cisively on the resurrection of Jesus, from which God is known as ‘God who raises the dead’ (2 Cor. 1:9). Jesus, in his resurrection, ‘abolished death and brought life and immortality to light’ (2 Tim. 1:10). He is ‘the living one’, who died and is now alive for ever, who has ‘the keys of death’ (Rev. 1:18).

Jesus’ resurrection was no mere re-animation of a corpse. It was entry into eschatological life, a transformed existence beyond the reach of death. As such it was the beginning of the eschatological resurrection (1 Cor. 15:23). The fact of Jesus’ resurrection already guarantees the future resurrection of Christians at his coming (Rom. 8:11; 1 Cor, 6:14; 15:20-23; 2 Cor. 4:14; I Thes. 4:14).

Eschatological life, the risen life of Christ, is already communicated to Christians in this age by his Spirit (Jn. 5:24; Rom. 8:11; Eph. 2:51'.; Col. 2:12; 3:1), and this too is a guarantee of their future resurrection (Jn. 11:26; Rom. 8:11; 2 Cor. 1:22; 3:18; 5:4f.). But the Spirit’s transformation of Christians into the glorious image of Christ is in-complete in this age because their bodies remain mortal. The future resurrection will be the comple-tion of their transformation into Christ’s image, characterized by incorruption, glory and power (1 Cor. 15:42—44). The resurrection existence is not ‘flesh and blood’ (1 Cor. 15:20) but a ‘spiritual body’ (15:44), i.e. a body wholly vitalized and transformed by the Spirit of the risen Christ. From I Cor. 15:35—54 it is clear that the continuity be-tween this present existence and resurrection life is the continuity of the personal seif, independent of physical identity.

In NT thought, immortality belongs intrinsic-ally to God alone (1 Tim. 6:16), while men by their descent from Adam are naturally mortal (Rom. 5:12). Eternal life is the gift of God to men through the resurrection of Christ. Only in Christ and by means of their future resurrection will men attain that full eschatological life which is beyond the reach of death. Resurrection is therefore equiva-lent to man’s final attainment of eschatological Salvation.

It follows that the damned will not be raised in this full sense of resurrection to eternal life. The resurrection of the damned is mentioned only oc-casionally in Scripture (Dn. 12:2; Jn. 5:28f; Acts 24:15; Rev. 20:5, 12f.; cf. Mt. 12:41 f.), as the means of their condemnation at thejudgment.


VII.    The state of the dcad

The Christian hope for life beyond death is not based on the belief that part of man survives death. All men, through their descent from Adam, are naturally mortal. Immortality is the gift of God, which will be attained through the resurrection of the whole person.

The Bible therefore takes death seriously. It is not an illusion. It is the consequence of sin (Rom. 5:12; 6:23), an evil (Dt. 30:15, 19) from which men shrink in terror (Ps. 55:4h). It is an enemy of God and man, and resurrection is therefore God’s great victory over death (1 Cor. 15:54-57). Death is ‘the last enemy to be destroyed’ (1 Cor. 15:26), abol-ished in principle at Christ’s resurrection (2 Tim. 1:10), to be finally abolished at the end (Rev. 20:14; cf. Is. 25:8). Only because Christ’s resurrection guarantees their future resurrection are Christians delivered from the fear of death (Heb. 2:14f.) and able to see it as a sleep from which they will awaken (1 Thes. 4:13f.; 5:10) or even a departing to be with Christ (Phil. 1:23).

The OT pictures the state of the dead as exist-ence in Sheol, the grave or the underworld. But existence in Sheol is not life. It is a land of darkness (Jb. 10:21 f.) and silence (Ps. 115:17), in which God is not remembered (Pss. 6:5; 30:9; 88:11; Is. 38:18). The dead in Sheol are cut off from God (Ps. 88:5), the source of life. Only occasionally does the OT attain a hope of real life beyond death, i.e. life out of reach of Sheol in the presence of God (Pss. 16:10f; 49:15; 73:24; perhaps Jb. 19:25f.). Probably the example of *Enoch (Gn. 5:24; cf. Elijah, 2 Ki. 2:11) helped stimulate this hope. A clear doctrine of resurrection is found only in Is. 26:19; Dn. 12:2.

‘Hades’ is the NT equivalent of Sheol (Mt. 11:23; 16:18; Lk. 10:15; Acts 2:27, 31; Rev. 1:18; 6:8; 20:13f.), in most cases referring to death or the power of death. ln Lk. 16:23 it is the place of torment for the wicked after death, in accordance with some Contemporary Jewish thinking, but it is doubtful whether this parabolic use of current ideas can be treated as teaching about the state of the dead. 1 Pet. 3:19 calls the dead who perished in the Flood ‘the spirits in prison’ (cf. 4:6).

The NT hope for the Christian dead is concen-trated on their participation in the resurrection (1 Thes. 4:13-18), and there is therefore little evidence of belief about the ‘intermediate state’. Passages which indicate, or may indicate, that the Christian dead are with Christ are Lk. 23:43; Rom. 8:38f; 2 Cor. 5:8; Phil. 1:23; cf Heb. 12:23. The diffi-cult passage 2 Cor. 5:2-8 may mean that Paul con-ceives existence between death and resurrection as a bodiless existence in Christ’s presence.

VIII.    The judgment

The NT insists on the prospect of divine judgment as, besides death, the single unavoidable fact of a man’s future: Tt is appointed for men to die once, and after that comes judgment’ (Heb. 9:27). This fact expresses the holiness of the biblical God, whose moral will must prevail, and before whom all responsible creatures must therefore in the end be judged obedient or rebellious. When God’s will finally prevails at the Corning of Christ, there must be a Separation between the finally obedient and the finally rebellious, so that the kingdom of God will include the one and exclude the other for ever. No such final judgment occurs within history, though there are provisional judgments in history, while God in his forbearance gives all men time to repent (Acts 17:30f.; Rom. 2:4; 2 Pet. 3:9). But at the end the truth of every man’s position before God must come to light.

The Judge is God (Rom. 2:6; Heb. 12:23; Jas. 4:12; 1 Pet. 1:17; Rev. 20:11) or Christ (Mt. 16:27; 25:31; Jn. 5:22; Acts 10:42; 2 Tim. 4:1,8; 1 Pet. 4:5; Rev. 22:12). It is God who judges through his eschatological agent Christ (Jn. 5:22, 27, 30; Acts 17:31; Rom. 2:16). The judgment seat of God (Rom. 14:10) and the judgment seat of Christ (2 Cor. 5:10) are therefore equivalent. (The judgment committed to the saints, according to Mt. 19:28; Lk. 22:30; 1 Cor. 6:2f.; Rev. 20:4, means their authority to rule with Christ in his kingdom, not to officiate at the last judgment.)

The Standard of judgment is God’s impartial righteousness according to men’s works (Mt. 16:27; Rom. 2:6, 11: 2 Tim. 4:14; 1 Pet. 1:17; Rev. 2:23; 20:12; 22:12). This is true even for Christians: ‘We must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ, so that each one may receive good or evil, according to what he has done in the body’ (2 Cor. 5:10). The judgment will be according to men’s lights (cf. Jn. 9:41); according to whether they have the law of Moses (Rom. 2:12) or the natural know-ledge of God’s moral Standards (Rom. 2:12-16), but by these Standards no man can be declared righteous before God according to his works (Rom. 3:19f.). There is no hope for the man who seeks to justify himself at thejudgment.

There is hope, however, for the man who seeks his justification from God (Rom. 2:7). The gospel reveals that righteousness which is not required of men but given to men through Christ. In the death and resurrection of Christ, God in his merciful love has already made his eschatological judgment in favour of sinners, acquitting them for the sake of Christ, offering them in Christ that righteousness which they could never achieve. Thus the man who has faith in Christ is free from all condemnation (Jn. 5:24; Rom. 8:33f.). The final criterion of judgment is therefore a man’s relation to Christ (cf. Mt. 10:32f.). This is the meaning of the ‘book of life’ (Rev. 20:12, 15; i.e. the Lamb’% book of life, Rev. 13:8).

The meaning of Paul’s doctrine of justification is that in Christ God has anticipated the verdict of the last judgment, and pronounced an acquittal of sinners who trust in Christ. Very similar is John’s doctrine that judgment takes place already in men’s belief or disbelief in Christ (Jn. 3:17-21; 5:24).

The last judgment remains an eschatological fact, even for believers (Rom. 14:10), though they may face it without fear (1 Jn. 4:17). We hope for acquittal in the final judgment (Gal. 5:5), ‘the crown of righteousness’ (2 Tim. 4:8), on the ground of the same merey of God through which we have already been acquitted (2 Tim. 1:16). But, even for the Christian, works are not irrelevant (Mt. 7:1 f., 21, 24-27; 25:31-46; Jn. 3:21; 2 Cor. 5:10; Jas. 2:13), since justification does not abro-gate the need for obedience, but precisely makes it possible for the first time. Justification is the foun-dation, but what men build on it is exposed to judgment (1 Cor. 3:10-15): ‘If any man’s work is burned up, he will sufifer loss, though he himself will be saved, but only as through fire’ (3:15).

IX. * Hell

The final destiny of the wicked is ‘hell’, which translates Gk. Gehenna, derived from the Heb. ge-hinnöm, ‘the valley of Hinnom’. This originally de-noted a valley outside Jerusalem, where child sac-rifices were offered to Molech (2 Ch. 28:3; 33:6). It became a Symbol of judgment in Je. 7:31-33; 19:6f., and in the intertestamental literature the term for the eschatological hell of fire.

In the NT, hell is pictured as a place of un-quenchable or eternal fire (Mk. 9:43, 48; Mt. 18:8; 25:30) and the undying worm (Mk. 9:48), a place of weepingand gnashingof teeth (Mt. 8:12; 13:42, 50; 22:13; 25:30), the outer darkness (Mt. 8:12; 22:13; 25:30; cf. 2 Pet. 2:17; Jude 13) and the lake of fire and brimstone (Rev. 19:20; 20:10, 14f.; 21:8; cf. 14:10). Revelation identifies it as ‘the second death’ (2:11; 20:14; 21:8). It is the place of the destruction of both body and soul (Mt. 10:28).

The NT pictures of hell are markedly restrained by comparison with Jewish apocalyptic and with later Christian writings. The imagery used derives especially from Is. 66:24 (cf. Mk. 9:48) and Gn. 19:24, 28; Is. 34:9f. (cf. Rev. 14:10f; also Jude 7; Rev. 19:3). It is clearly not intended literally but indicates the terror and finality of condemnation to hell, which is less metaphorically described as exclusion from the presence of Christ (Mt. 7:23; 25:41; 2 Thes. 1:9). The imagery of Rev. 14:10f.; 20:10 (cf 19:3) should probably not be pressed to prove eternal torment, but the NT clearly teaches eternal destruction (2 Thes. 1:9) or punishment (Mt. 25:46), from which there can be no release.

Hell is the destiny of all the powers of evil: Satan (Rev. 20:10), the demons (Mt. 8:29; 25:41), the beast and the false prophet (Rev. 19:20), death and Hades (Rev. 20:14). It is the destiny of men only because they have identified themselves with evil. It is important to notice that there is no symmetry about the two destinies of men: the kingdom of God has been prepared for the redeemed (Mt. 25:34), but hell has been prepared for the devil and his angels (Mt. 25:41) and becomes the fate of men only because they have refused their true destiny which God oflfers them in Christ. The NT doctrine of hell, like all NT eschatology, is never mere in-formation; it is a warning given in the context of the gospel’s call to repentance and faith in Christ.

The NT teaching about hell cannot be recon-ciled with an absolute universalism, the doctrine of the final Salvation of all men. The element of truth in this doctrine is that God desires the salvation of all men (1 Tim. 2:4) and gave his Son for the salvation of the world (Jn. 3:16). Accordingly, the cosmic goal of God’s eschatological action in Christ can be described in universalistic terms (Eph. 1:10; Col. 1:20; Rev. 5:13). The error of dogmatic universalism is the same as that of a symmetrical doctrine of double predestination: that they abstract eschatological doctrine from its proper NT context in the proclamation of the gospel. They rob the gospel of its eschatological urgency and challenge. The gospel sets before men their true destiny in Christ and warns them in all seriousness of the consequence of missing this destiny.

X.    The millennium

The interpretation of the passage Rev. 20:1-10, which describes a period of a thousand years (known as the ‘millennium’) in which Satan is bound and the saints reign with Christ before the last judgment, has long been a subject of dis-agreement between Christians. ‘Amillennialism’ is the view which regards the millennium as a symbol of the age of the church and identifies the binding of Satan with Christ’s work in the past (Mt. 12:29). ‘Postmillennialism’ regards it as a future period of success for the gospel in history before the coming of Christ. ‘Premillennialism’ regards it as a period between the coming of Christ and the last judgment. (The term ‘chiliasm’ is also used for this view, especially in forms which emphasize the materialistic aspect of the millennium.) ‘Premillennialism’ may be further subdivided. There is what is sometimes called ‘historic premillennialism’, which regards the millennium as a further stage in the achievement of Christ’s kingdom, an interim stage between the church age and the age to come. (Sometimes 1 Cor. 15:23-28 is interpreted as sup-porting this idea of three stages in the fulfilment of Christ’s redemptive work.) ‘Dispensationalism’, on the other hand, teaches that the millennium is not a stage in God’s single universal redemptive action in Christ, but specifically a period in which the OT promises to the nation of Israel will be fulfilled in strictly literal form.

It should be emphasized that no other passage of Scripture clearly refers to the millennium. To apply OT prophecies of the age of salvation specifically to the millennium runs counter to the general NT interpretation of such prophecies, which find their fulfilment in the salvation already achieved by Christ and to be consummated in the age to come. This is also how Rev. itself interprets such prophecies in chs. 21f. Within the structure of Rev., the millennium has a limited role, as a demonstration of the final victory of Christ and his saints over the powers of evil. The principal object of Christian hope is not the millennium but the new creation of Rev. 21 f.

Some Jewish apocalyptic writings look forward to a preliminary kingdom of the Messiah on this earth prior to the age to come, and John has very probably adapted that expectation. There are strong exegetical reasons for regarding the millennium as the consequence of the coming of Christ depicted in Rev. 19:11-21. (See G. R. Beasley-Murray, The Book of Revelation, NCB, 1974, pp. 284-298.) This favours ‘historic premillennialism’, but it is also possible that the image of the millennium is taken too literally when it is understood as a precise period of time. Whether it is a period of time or a comprehensive symbol of the significance of the coming of Christ, the theological meaning of the millennium is the same: it expresses the hope of Christ’s final triumph over evil and the vindica-tion with him of his people who have suffered under the tyranny of evil in the present age.

XI.    The new creation

The final goal of God’s purposes for the world includes, negatively, the destruction of all God's enemies: Satan, sin and death, and the elimination of all forms of suffering (Rev. 20:10, 14-15; 7:16f;

21:4; Is. 25:8; 27:1; Rom. 16:20; 1 Cor. 15:26, 54). Positively, God’s rule will finally prevail entirely (Zc. 14:9; 1 Cor. 15:24-28; Rev. 11:15), so that in Christ all things will be United (Eph. 1:10) and God will be all in all (1 Cor. 15:28, av).

With the final achievement of human Salvation there will come also the liberation of the whole material Creation from its share in the curse of sin (Rom. 8:19-23). The Christian hope is not for re-demption from the world, but for the redemption of the world. Out of judgment (Heb. 12:26; 2 Pet. 3:10) will emerge a recreated universe (Rev. 21:1 ,cf. Is. 65:17; 66:22; Mt. 19:28), ‘a new heaven and a new earth in which righteousness dwells’ (2 Pet. 3:13).

The destiny of the redeemed is to be like Christ (Rom. 8:29; 1 Cor. 15:49; Phil. 3:21; I Jn. 3:2), to be with Christ (Jn. 14:3; 2 Cor. 5:8; Phil. 1:23; Col. 3:4: 1 Thes. 4:17), to share his glory (Rom. 8:18, 30; 2 Cor. 3:18; 4:17; Col. 3:4; Heb. 2:10; 1 Pet. 5:1) and his kingdom (1 Tim. 2:12; Rev. 2:26f.; 3:21; 4:10; 20:4, 6); to be sons of God in perfect fellowship with God (Rev. 21:3, 7), to worship God (Rev. 7:15; 22:3), to see God (Mt. 5:8; Rev. 22:4), to know him face to face (1 Cor. 13:12). Faith, hope and especially love are the permanent character-istics of Christian existence which abide even in the perfection of the age to come (1 Cor. 13:13), while ‘righteousness and peace and joy in the Holy Spirit’ are similarly abiding qualities of man’s enjoyment of God (Rom. 14:17).

The corporate life of the redeemed with God is described in a number of pictures: the eschato-logical banquet (Mt. 8:11; Mk. 14:25; Lk. 14:15-24; 22:30) or wedding feast (Mt. 25:10; Rev. 19:9), paradise restored (Lk. 23:43; Rev. 2:7; 22:lf), the new Jerusalem (Heb. 12:22; Rev. 21). All these are only pictures, since ‘no eye has seen, nor ear heard, nor the heart of man conceived, what God has prepared for those who love him’ (1 Cor. 2:9).
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ESDRAELON. The Greek form of the name ‘Jezreel. However, the Greek and Hebrew names really apply to two distinct but adjacent lowlands, even though in some modern works the term Jezreel is loosely extended to cover both regions. The vale of Jezreel proper is the valley that slopes down from the town of Jezreel to Beth-shan overlooking the Jordan rift-valley, with Galilee to the N and Mt Gilboa to the S.

Esdraelon is the triangulär alluvial plain

bounded along its SW side by the Carmel ränge from Jokneam to Ibleam and Engannim (modern Jenin), along its N side by a line from Jokneam to the hills of Nazareth, and on the E by a line thence back down to Ibleam and Engannim. On the E, Jezreel guards the entry to its own valley, while in the W the SW spur of hills from Galilee leaves only a small gap by which the river Kishon flows out into the plain of Acre after Crossing the Esdraelon plain. At the foot of the NE-facing slopes of Carmel the important towns of ‘Jokneam, *Meg-iddo, ‘Taanach and ‘Ibleam controlled the main passes and N-S routes through W Palestine, while these and Jezreel (town) also controlled the important route running E-W from the Jordan valley to the Mediterranean coast, the only one un-impeded by ranges of hills. Esdraelon was a marshy region, important mainly for these roads; the vale of Jezreel was agriculturally valuable as well as being strategically placed. For geographical background, see D. Baly, Geography of the Bible, 1974, pp. 39, 144-151.    k.a.k.

ESHCOL. 1. Brother of Mamre and Aner, who were ‘confederates’ with Abraham when in Hebron, and joined with his Company in the rescue of Lot (Gn. 14:13-24).

2. The valley where the spies sent forth by Moses gathered a huge duster (Heb. ’esköl) of grapes, typ-ical of the fruitfulness of the land (Nu. 13:23—24; 32:9; Dt. 1:24). Traditionally thought to be located a few km N of Hebron (already Jerome, Ep. 108. 11 = PL 22. 886), where the vineyards are still famous for the quality of their grapes.

Some scholars prefer a location S of Hebron (Gray; Noth), but although the texts are not ex-plicit about the direction, it does seem to be implied that the spies continued N from Hebron to the Valley of Eshcol (Nu. 13:22-23).

Bibliography. G. B. Gray, Numbers, ICC, 1903, pp. 142-143; P. Thomsen, Loca Sancta, 1907, p. 62; IDB, 2, p. 142.    g.t.m.

G.I.D.

ESHTAOL (' estä'öl, from the verb saal, ‘to ask’), ESHTAOLITES. A lowland city, W of Jerusalem, tentatively identified with the modern Eshwa“, it was included in the territory of both Judah (Jos. 15:33) and Dan (Jos. 19:41), an anomaly which is partially explained by the fluidity of the border, a fact attributable to Amorite (Jdg. 1:34) and then Philistine pressure. The Eshtaolites are numbered amongst the Calebites, traditionally associated with Judah (1 Ch. 2:53).

It was at Eshtaol that the Danite Samson was first moved by the Spirit of the Lord (Jdg. 13:25) and where he was finally buried in the tomb of his father (Jdg. 16:31). From Eshtaol and neighbour-ing Zorah originated the Danite quest for a settled habitation (Jdg. 18:2, 11).    a.e.c.

ESSENES. The name given in classical sources to a major Jewish sect which existed in Judaea at least from the middle of the 2nd Century bc until the Jewish revolt in ad 66-70.

The etymology of the name (Gk. Essenoi, Es-saioi', Lat. Essen!) remains a puzzle. Of the numer-ous proposals, the three with the most to commend them are derivations from:
[image: ]


Plan of the buildings at Khirbet Qumran. belieyed to have been occupied by an Essene Community. 2nd Cent, ßc-lst cent. ad.

1.    Aramaic ’asayya’ ‘healers’;

2.    Syriac hassayyä ‘pious’ [= Heb. hasfdimIGk. asidaioi}\

3.    the Gk. name for priests of Artemis (essenas).

In any case, there is no evidence that ‘Essene’

was a self-designation.

Our main outside observations come from Philo (Quod omnis Probus Liber sit 75-91; Apology, pre-served by Eusebius Praep. Ev. 8.11.1-18), Josephus (BJ 2.119-161 and Am. 18.18—22; anecdotal com-ments in BJ 1.78-80; 2.113; 2.567; 3.11; 5.145; Am. 13.171-172; 15.371-379; Vit. Mos. 10-11), Pliny (NH 5.73) and Hippolytus of Rome (Refutation of All Heresies 9.18-28). All of these require caution in interpretation (see *Pharisees).

It is believed that the Jews who inhabited Qumran, and whose views are reflected in some of the DSS, were Essenes because of:

1.    similarities of the classical descriptions with practices and community Organization expressed in the DSS;

2.    the agreement of Pliny’s geographical com-ments with the location of Qumran;

3.    the agreement of Josephus’ chronological framework for the Essenes (c. 150 bc-ad 70) with the archaeological data of Qumran, the dating of the manuscripts (palaeography and C-14) and his-torical references in the texts. Consequently, we have a considerable body of direct textual sources for the Essenes, unparalleled for any other Jewish group of the Second Temple period. Nevertheless, one must be cautious when reading the DSS for the history of Essenes. Several factors reveal a com-plex relationship among the DSS, Qumran and the Essenes: more than one community is represented among the DSS (see *Dead Sea Scrolls); the relationship between Qumran and these other com-munities is not yet clear; there is no solid evidence that Qumran was the focus for Essene life (some have even posited that the Qumran settlement was a break from the Essenes); the classical sources indicate diversity among the Essenes (e.g. marrying and celibate).

Generally it is safe to accept as Essene character-istics those elements in which the DSS evidence reinforces and corrects the picture derived from the classical sources. They lived in various com-munities throughout Palestine, but had a large settlement at Qumran. An initiation regime was required of all potential members: a' preparatory period of study and examination was followed by 2 years of training, during which they were accepted in stages to share in the common property and the pure foods and drink. At some point a solemn oath of loyalty was taken. A strict hierarchy, dominated by priests and elders, ordered their communities, led by individual fiscal and spiritual overseers, but judicial functions were carried out democractically by large bodies of full members. They held prop-erty in common but retained some personal discre-tion. Regularly (twice daily according to Jos.), they shared a common meal over which a priest had to pray. Their purification baths were unique in that access was restricted to members of the sect alone after a probationary year, and purification was required before common meals as well as for the usual cases of impurity. They differed from the temple authorities with regard to cultic purity, and therefore seem to have restricted or renounced par-ticipation in sacrifices. Because of their stringent purity, they avoided contact with oil, isolated ex-crement away from the community, and prohibited spitting into the middle of a group. Sabbath regula-tions among the Essenes were especially strict. Josephus’s report that they prayed to the sun is unlikely to mean that the Essenes worshipped the sun, but refers rather to the practice of daily communal prayer at sunrise (Jos.; DSS) and sun-set (DSS). Also, Josephus’s Statements that they believed in Täte’ and the immortality of the soul, express to a Gk. audience the determinism and (probably) life beyond death witnessed in the DSS. Essenes carefully guarded certain esoteric know-ledge, including the names of angels. Wealth was despised as a corrupting influence. They devoted themselves to the study of sacred writings. Trans-gressions of Mosaic laws and community rules were strictly punished by fines and expulsion. It is not certain that the majority of Essenes were celi-bate or that they complelely withdrew from all participation in the temple cult as is commonly believed.

Even though they are not mentioned in the NT, study of the Essenes is important for understand-ing early Christianity because of numerous similar-ities between the two groups (e.g. Organization and Offices, common meals, common property, purification baths restricted to those who have under-gone instruction and repentance). Attempts to identify Essenes and early Christians have failed, however, and suggestions that the two groups in-habited a common quarter in Jerusalem remain highly speculative.
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ESTHER. According to Est. 2:7, Esther’s Jewish name was Hadassah (Myrtle). The name Esther may be the equivalent of the Persian stara (‘star’), though some find a link with the Babylonian god-dess Ishtar.

Esther married Ahasuerus (Xerxes, 486-465 bc). Herodotus and Ctesias say that the wife of Xerxes was Amestris (who is probably Vashti), and that she went with Xerxes on his expedition to Greece, which happened after the events of Est. 1. On the way home she incurred Xerxes’ anger by mutilating the mother of one of his mistresses and nearly starting a revolution (Her. 9. 108f.). Small wonder that Xerxes remembered his original plan to divorce her, and now looked for a successor, which he found in Esther. Amestris came into power again as queen mother during the reign of her son, Artaxerxes I, and may indeed be the ‘queen’ of Ne. 2:6. If we assume that Esther died within a few years of the events recorded in the book that bears her name, there is no difficulty in harmonizing the two queens.

Although Esther was a brave woman, who risked her life to save the Jews (4:11-17), the Bible does not commend her encouragement of the Jews to massacre their enemies in ch. 9. Here she was the child of her age.    j.s.w.

ESTHER, BOOK OF. This book teils how •Esther, a Jewess, became the wife of a Persian king, and was able to prevent the Wholesale massacre of the Jewish race within the Persian empire.

I.    Outline of contents

a.    1:1-22. Ahasuerus deposes his wife, Vashti, for refusing to appear at his banquet.

b.    2:1-18. Esther, the cousin of Mordecai, a Jew, is chosen in Vashti’s place.

c.    2:19-23. Mordecai teils Esther of a plot to kill the king.

d.    3:1-15. Mordecai refuses to bovv to Haman, the king’s favourite, who thereupon plans to massacre the Jews on a fixed date.

e.    4:1-17. Mordecai persuades Esther to inter-cede with the king.

f.    5:1-14. Esther invites the king and Haman to a banquet.

g.    6:1-14. The king makes Haman honour Mordecai publicly as a reward for revealing the plot against him.

h.    7:1-10. At a second banquet Esther reveals Haman’s plan to massacre the Jews, and Haman is hanged on the gallows that he had prepared for Mordecai.

i.    8:1-17. Since the edict for the massacre cannot be revoked, the king sends a second edict allowing the Jews to defend themselves.

j.    9:1-19. The Jews take advantage of this to kill their enemies.

k.    9:20-32. The deliverance is commemorated at the feast of Purim.

l.    10:1-3. Mordecai is put in a position of authority.

II.    Authorship and date

The book was written some time after the death of Ahasuerus (1:1), which would be after 465 bc if Ahasuerus is identified with Xerxes. Some Jews regarded Mordecai as the author, and the refer-ences in 9:20, 32 could suggest this. Much of the contents may have been inserted in the annals of the king, as mentioned in 10:2 and perhaps 6:1, and this would account for the omission of the name of God, although the reference to fasting for

Esther in 4:16 certainly implies prayer, and the doctrine of providence is stated in 4:14.

It should be noted that the Gk. versions of Esther contain 107 extra verses, which do include references to God by name. These are collected to-gether in the Apocrypha of our English Version, and are numbered as though they followed 10:3. In fact, their Order in the Gk. is as follows: 9:2-12:6; 1:1-3:13; 13:1-7; 3:14-4:17; 13:8-15:16; 5:1-8:12; 16:1-24; 8:13-10:3; 10:4-11:1. The date given in 11:1 is 114 bc, and could be the date when the Gk. translation or expanded Version was made.

III. Authenticity

Although some, such as R. H. Pfeiffer, regard the book as entire fiction, other commentators would agree with the verdict of H. H. Rowley that the author ‘seems to have had access to some good sources of information on things Persian, and the nucleus of his story may be older than his book’ (Growth of the Old Testament, p. 155). The story as such has not been confirmed by any Persian re-cords, and it is often supposed that it cannot be fitted into what is known of Persian history.

King Ahasuerus is usually identified with Xerxes (486-465 bc), though a few, e.g. J. Hoschander and A. T. Olmstead. have identified him with Artaxerxes II (404-359 bc). If he is Xerxes we have an explanation of the stränge gap between the third year in 1:3 and the seventh year of 2:16, since between 483 and 480 bc he was planning and carrying out his disastrous invasion of Greece. Herodotus (7. 114; 9. 108f.) gives the name of Xerxes’ wife as Amestris, but we do not know from secular historians whether or not he had more than one wife. Although, according to Herodotus (3. 84), the Persian king was supposed to choose his wife from one of seven noble families (cf Est. 1:14), rules of this kind could generally be evaded. Xerxes had no scruples about taking any women that he chose.

The author is alleged to be hopelessly in error in 2:5-6, when he describes * Mordecai as having been taken captive in 597 bc. By this time he would have been over 120. On the principle that a translation that makes sense is preferable to one that makes nonsense, we may refer the Word ‘who’ in v. 6 to Mordecai’s great-grandfather, Kish, as the Heb. allows us to do.

Other supposed improbabilities are largely a matter of subjective opinion. Thus, would * Haman have attempted the massacre of all the Jewish race simply because one man defied him, and would the king have permitted it? And would Haman have fixed a date for the massacre so far ahead? Such criticism shows a Strange ignorance of human nature. Massacres and wars have been sparked off many times through the injured pride of one or two individuals. Persian kings also were easily swayed by their favourites, and in this case Haman represents the Jews as traitors (3:8). Haman is depicted as a thoroughly superstitious man, and the day of the massacre was chosen because the Casting of lots indicated that it would be a lucky day (3:7). The gallows 25 m high (7:9) would be the typically extravagant display of a thwarted man in power, while the £2'A million offered as a bribe to the king in 3:9 is hardly to be taken seriously; what the king would understand was that a large proportion of Jewish property would be put in the royal treasuries, and with Oriental politeness he replies that Haman may keep it for himself (3:11): both parties would understand that, so long as the king received a sub-stantial share of the spoil, he would turn a blind eye to whatever Haman took for himself.

One stränge interpretation of the book de-mands brief notice. This is the mythological origin postulated by Zimmern and Jensen. Esther is the goddess Ishtar; Mordecai is Marduk; Haman is the Elamite deity Humman; Vashti is Mashti, an Elamite goddess. The story may have concerned a confiict between Babylonian and Elamite gods. It would be Strange if the Jews had made use of a polytheistic tale, or cultic ceremony, to account for a Jewish festival; and even if * Purim could be shown to have been originally a pagan ceremony, a whole new story must have been written round it, and in this story it is unlikely that the names of gods and goddesses would have been retained. It might still be true that the names of the characters in the book of Esther have some Connection with the names of gods and goddesses, since there are other examples of Jews being given extra names that probably contain the names of some god or goddess, e.g. Dn. 1:7; Ezr. 1:8. Moreover there is another Mordecai mentioned in Ezr. 2:2. Esther is said to be a second name in Est. 2:7.
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j.s.w.

ETAM. 1. A place in the hill-country of Judah, rebuilt by Rehoboam (2 Ch. 11:6), probably re-ferred to in 1 Ch. 4:3, and in the lxx of Jos. 15:59 (Aitan). The site is usually identified with modern Khirbet el-Hob, some lO'/ikm SSW of Jerusalem.

2. A village in the territory of Simeon (1 Ch. 4:32). The site is unknown, though some scholars would equate the place with 1 above. 3. The cave (se'ip sela‘, ‘cleft of rock’) where Samson took refuge from the Philistines (Jdg. 15:8, 11). The site is unknown, but must be in W Judah.

Bibliography. KB, p. 699; F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 2, 1938, p. 321. t.c.m.

ETHAM. Camp of the Israelites somewhere on the isthmus of Suez (Ex. 13:20; Nu. 33:6-7), about whose precise location scholars differ. Müller sug-gested a connection with the name of the Egyp. god Atum; Naville proposed Edom; Cledat, Gauthier, Bourdon, Lagrange, Abel and Monte! would connect it with the Old Egyp. word for ‘fort’ (htm), a name which was given to several places; but none of these suggestions seems very likely. The Old Egyp. htm seems rather to designate the frontier-city of Sile. (* Encampment by the sea.)

c.d.w.

ETHAN (Heb. ’elßn, ‘enduring’, ‘ancient’). A wise man in the time of Solomon, known as ‘the Ezra-hite’, of the line of Judah, referred to in 1 Ki. 4:31. in the title of Ps. 89, and perhaps in 1 Ch. 2:6, if ‘Zerah’ is regarded as a form of ‘Ezrah’.

Two other men called Ethan are mentioned

briefly—in 1 Ch. 6:42 (perhaps identical with ‘Jeduthun), and 1 Ch. 6:44; 15:17.    j.d.d.

ETHICS, BIBLICAL.

I. The distinctive principle

The distinctiveness of the Bible’s ethical teaching is well illustrated by the derivation of the words ‘ethics’ and ‘morals’ themselves. Both come front roots (Greek and Latin) which mean ‘custom’. The implication is that we behave in an ethically cor-rect manner when we do what custom dictates. We discover the things that are usually done, and conclude that these are the things we ought to do.

In sharp contrast to this approach, biblical ethics are Godcentred. Instead of following major-ity opinion or conforming to customary behaviour, the Scriptures encourage us to Start with God and his requirements—not with man and his habits— when we look for moral guidelines. This central, unifying principle is expressed in many ways in the Bible:

(а)    The Standard of goodness is personal. If we want to discover the nature of goodness, the Bible directs us to the person of God himself. He alone is good (Mk. 10:18), and it is his will that expresses ‘what is good and acceptable and perfect’ (Rom. 12:2). Out in the Sinai desert, Yahweh promised Moses 'I will make all my goodness pass betöre you’ (Ex. 33:19), and the promise was honoured with a special revelation of the Lord’s character (Ex. 34:6f.). Unlike any other moral teacher, God is utterly consistent. What he wills, he is.

(б)    The source of moral knowledge is revelation. According to the Bible, knowledge of right and wrong is not so much an object of philosophical enquiry as an acceptance of divine revelation. As Paul puts it, knowing God’s will (which is equiva-lent to discovering what is right) comes through instruction in his law (Rom. 2:18). So while the moral philosopher investigates his data in Order to draw judicious conclusions, the biblical writers are content to declare God’s revealed will without feel-ing the need to justify their judgments.

(c)    Moral teaching is phrased as command, not Statement. Outwardly, the most striking difference between the Bible and a secular textbook on ethics is the way its moral teaching is communicated. To find reasoned-out arguments for ethical demands in the Bible, one has to look almost exclusively in the OT Wisdom literature (cf. Pr. 5:1 ff.). Elsewhere, moral judgments are laid down flatly, not argued out reasonably. A philosopher who does not back his opinions with a well-argued case cannot expect people to take him seriously. But the biblical writers, inasmuch as they believed themselves to be conveying God’s will, feit no need for logical argument to Support their moral commands.

(d)    The basic ethical demand is to imitate God. As God sums up goodness in his own person, man’s supreme ideal, according to the Bible, is to imitate him. This is reflected in the OT refrain ‘Be holy, for I am holy’ (Lv. 11:44f., etc.)\ and in the way great old covenant words like hesed(‘steadfast love’) and vmünäh (‘faithfulness’) are used to describe both God’s character and his moral requirements of man. In the NT, too, the same note is struck. Christians must display their heavenly Father’s merey, said Jesus, and even his moral perfection (Lk. 6:36; Mt. 5:48). And because Jesus ‘bears the very stamp of his nature’ (Heb. 1:3), the call to imitate him comes with equal force (cf. 1 Cor.

11:1). We become imitators of the Father as we live out the Son’s love (Eph. 5:lf).

(e) Religion and ethics are inseparable. All at-tempts to drive a wedge between the Bible’s moral precepts and its religious teaching fail. Because the biblical ethic is theocentric, the moral teaching of Scripture loses its credibility once the religious undergirding is removed (cf, e.g., the Beatitudes, Mt. 5:3ff.). Religion and ethics are related as foun-dation to building. The moral demands of the De-calogue, for example, are founded on the fact of God’s redemptive activity (Ex. 20:2); and much of Jesus’ moral teaching is presented as deduction from religious premises (cf. Mt. 5:43ff). The same principle is well illustrated by the literary structure of Paul’s Epistles. As well as providing specific examples of moral teaching built on religious foundations (e.g. 1 Cor. 6:18ff.; 2 Cor. 8:7ff.; Phil. 2:4ff.), Paul shapes his letters to follow the same pattem. A carefully presented theological main section is made the springboard for a clear-cut ethical tail-piece (cf, especially, Rom., Eph., Phil.). Christian ethics spring from Christian doctrine, and the two are inseparable.

II. The Old Testament

(a) The covenant. The covenant God made with Israel through Moses (Ex. 24) had direct and far-reaching ethical significance. In particular, the keynote of grace, first struck in the Lord’s choice of covenant partner (Dt. 7:7f; 9:4), sets the theme for the whole of the OT’s moral teaching.

God’s grace supplies the chief motive for obedi-ence to his commandments. Appeals to godly fear are by no means absent from the OT (cf. Ex. 22:22ff.), but far more often grace provides the main Stimulus to good behaviour. Men, as God’s covenant partners, are invited to respond gratefully to his prior acts of undeserved love; they are sum-moned to do his will in gratitude for his grace, rather than submit in terror to threats of punish-ment. So slaves must be treated generously because God treated Hebrew slaves with generosity in Egypt (Dt. 15:12fr.). Businessmen are not to weight their scales unlairly, remembering that it was the God of justice who redeemed their ances-tors (Lv. 19:36). Strangers are to be treated with the same kindness that the Lord of grace showed to his people—‘for you were strangers in the land of Egypt’ (Lv. 19:331'.). In a Word, God’s covenant demand is ‘you shall keep my commandments and do them’, because T am the Lord ... who brought you out of the land of Egypt to be your God’ (Lv. 22:31fr.).

The covenant also encouraged an intense aware-ness of corporate solidarity in Israel. Its efifect was not only to unite the individual to God, but also to bind all covenant members into a single Community (cf. the language Paul uses to describe the effect of the new covenant in Eph. 2:11 ff.). The recurrence of ‘flesh and bone’ language in the Bible illustrates this principle vividly; first used of a one-to-one relationship in Gn. 2:23, it could be applied by an individual to his extended family (Jdg. 9:1 f.), by the nation declaring its loyalty to its leader (2 Sa. 5:1), and even—in later days—by one Jew de-scribing his relationship to his race (Rom. 11:14, av). So it was that when a man transgressed one of God’s commandments, the whole community was implicated in his sin (Jos. 7:1 ff.); and when an individual feil on hard times, everyone feit the Obligation to go to his aid.

Hence the very strong emphasis the OT lays on social ethics. Corporate solidarity led straight to neighbour-concern. In the one close Community unit, every individual was important. The poor had the same rights as the rieh because they both came under the one covenant umbrella. Weaker members of society were specially protected (cf. the specific regulations of Ex. 22 and 23, with their safeguards for the widow, the orphan, the stranger and the poor).

(b)    The law. The covenant provided the context for God’s law-giving. Consequently, a distinctive feature of OT law was its stress on the maintenance of right relationships. Its main concern was not to set a fence round abstract ethical ideals, but to cement good relationships between people, and between people and God. So the majority of its specific precepts are couched in the second person rather than the third. Hence, too, the strongly positive and warm attitude adopted by those under the law towards law-keeping (cf Pss. 19:7ff.; 119:33fif., 72); and the recognition that the most serious consequence of law-breaking was not any material punishment but the resulting breakdown in relationships (cf. Ho. 1:2).

At the heart of the law lie the Ten Command-ments (Ex. 20:3ff.; Dt. 5:7ff.), concerned as they are with the most fundamental of relationships. No summary could be more inclusive. They set out the basic sanctities governing belief, worship and life—the sanctity of God’s being, his worship, his name and his day; and the sanctity of marriage and family, life, property and truth. The context in which they are given is one of redemption (Ex. 20:2), and their relevance is not exhausted with the coming of Christ (Mt. 5:17fT.; Rom. 13:9; Jas. 2:1 Of.).

As well as being the fruit of God’s redemptive work, the Decalogue has deep roots in the creation ordinances of Gn. 1 and 2. These are the ordin-ances of procreation and managerial responsibility for the rest of creation (Gn. 1:28); of the sabbath (Gn. 2:2f); of work (Gn. 2:15) and of marriage (Gn. 2:24). Together (like the Decalogue), they touch upon all the main areas of human life and behaviour, and provide basic guidelines for those seeking a life-style that is in line with the Creator's ideal.

Man’s fall into sin did nothing to abrogate these ordinances. Their lasting relevance is upheld in the rest of Scripture (cf. Gn. 3:16, 19; 4:1-2, 17, 25; 5:1 ff.; 9:7). But the Fall did materially affect the specific content of the OT law. As well as penal sanctions, new provisions were necessary to deal with the radically different Situation sin had cre-ated. Moses’ permission of divorce (Dt. 24:1 ff.) is a good case in point. This Provision was God’s con-cession to severely sin-torn marriage relationships, not an annulment of his creation marriage ordin-ance (Gn. 2:24; cf. Mt. 19:3ff.). Here, as elsewhere, we must be careful not to confuse God’s tolerance with his approval; just as we must always clearly distinguish between the biblical ethic and some of the equivocal behaviour of God’s people recorded in the Bible.

(c)    The prophets. The 8th-century prophets have been aptly called ‘the politicians of the covenant’. Social conditions had changed dramatically since Moses’ times. Arnos’ contemporaries had summer-houses as well as winter-houses. Big business flourished. There was financial speculation and money-lending on a large scale. Alliances and cul-tural exchanges were arranged with foreign powers. On the face of it, the covenant law had little help to offer to those struggling with the moral dilemmas of so vastly different an environment. But the prophets made it their business to interpret the law by digging down to its basic principles and applying these to the concrete moral problems of their day.

In particular, they echoed the law’s deep concern for social justice. Accurately reflecting the spirit of the covenant’s concern for the weak, Arnos and Hosea flay those who seil the needy for a pair of shoes, accept bribes, use false weights and meas-ures, or generally oppress the poor (Am. 2:6; 5:12; Mi. 6:11). With Isaiah and Hosea, they are particu-larly savage on those who try to hide their moral failures behind a fac.ade of religious observance (Is. TlOff.; Ho. 6:6). God finds feast-days and hymn-singing nauseating, they thundered, while in-justice and unrighteousness flourish (Am. 5:21 ff.). A humble walk with him involves doing justice and loving kindness (Mi. 6:8).

The prophets also corrected any imbalance that may have resulted from observance of the covenant law. The covenant’s stress on corporate solidarity, for example, may have blurred, in some minds, the concept of personal responsibility. So Ezekiel, especially, is at pains to point out that in God’s sight every individual is morally responsible for what he does; no-one can simply shelve the blame for wrong-doing on his heredity and environment (Ezk. 18:20ff). Again, God’s special covenant concern for Israel had fostered in some people an un-healthy, narrow brand of nationalism which led them to depise foreigners. The prophets adminis-tered the necessary corrective by insisting that God’s moral Standards are applied evenly. His love embraces Ethiopians as well as Israelites (Am. 9:7). And Israel will not escape his judgment for sin by pleading her special Position as the Lord’s chosen people; in fact, says Arnos, a privileged knowledge of God brings with it extra responsibilities and greater risk(Am. 1:1—3:2).

The enormity of sin, and the vastness of the gulf between the holy God and sinful men, impressed the prophets deeply (cf. Hab. 1:13; Is. 6:3ff). With-out a special act of divine grace, they knew no bridge could be built across this gap (cf Je. 13:23). Man’s renewal depended on the activity of God’s Spirit (Ezk. 37:1 ff.) and on a new kind of covenant law which God himself would write on his people’s hearts (Je. 31:31 ff).

III. The New Testament

(a) The Gospels. Jesus showed great respect for the OT moral law; he came not to abolish but to fulfil it (Mt. 5:17fT.). But he did not teach as a legislator himself. Though he phrased much of his moral teaching in imperatives (e.g. Mt. 5:39ff; Mk. 10:9), and taught with a law-giver’s authority (cf. Mt. 7:24ff.; Mk. 1:22), it was not his purpose to lay down a comprehensive Code of rules for moral living. Law prescribes or forbids specific things; Jesus was more concerned to set out and illustrate the general character of God’s will. Law deals in actions; Jesus dealt far more in character and in the motives that inspire action.

Jesus’ internalizing of the law’s demands is well illustrated in the Sermon on the Mount. The law forbade murder and adultery. Jesus (while not, of course, condoning either) put his finger on the thoughts and attitudes behind the actions. The man who nursed a private hatred towards his neighbour, or mentally undressed the latter’s wife in lust, could not (he taught) evade moral blame by pleading that he had not broken the letter of the law (Mt. 5:21 f., 27f.). The Beatitudes, with which the Sermon begins (vv. 3fT), underline the same point. They comprise not a list of rules, but a set of congratulations directed at those whose lives ex-emplify godly attitudes. Conversely, the sins Jesus condemns are mainly those of the spirit, not those of the flesh. He has surprisingly little to say (e.g.) about sexual misconduct. On two occasions when sexual sin was brought to his notice (Lk. 7:37ff.; Jn. 8:3fT.), he deliberately turned the Spotlight on to the bad motives of the critics. He reserved his most stinging rebukes for wrong attitudes of mind and heart—like moral blindness, callousness and pride (Mt. 7:3fT.; Mk. 3:5; Lk. 18:90'.).

Jesus’ approach to love provides a further illus-tration of the way he reinforced and developed OT moral teaching. Both parts of his well-known love-summary of the law (Mk. 12:280".) are taken straight from the pages of the OT (Dt. 6:4; Lv. 19:18). But he cut across the racial convictions of many of his contemporaries in his radical interpretation of the second of these command-ments. Too often ‘love your neighbour’ was taken to mean ‘love your covenant-neighbour—and him only’. Through (especially) the parable of the Good Samaritan (Lk. 10:29ff.), Jesus taught that neighbour-love must extend to anyone in need, irrespective of race, creed or culture. He universalized love’s demands.

In expounding neighbour-love, Jesus identified grace as its distinctive feature. Other kinds of loving—all of them treated positively in the NT— are either a response to something attractive in the one loved (as with physical desire and friendship), or the kind of love that is limited to the members of a group (like family devotion). True neighbour-love, Jesus taught, operates quite independently of any lovableness. It is evoked by need, not merit, and does not look for returns (Lk. 6:32ff.; 14:12ff.). lt has no group limits either. And in all these ways it mirrors the love of God (Jn. 3:16; 13:34; Lk. 15:1 lff.jc/ Gal. 2:20; 1 Jn. 4:7ff.).

When the rieh young ruler responded enthusi-astically to Jesus’ summary of the law, the Lord’s rejoinder was ‘You are not far from the kingdom of God’ (Mk. 12:34). So as well as being the king-pin of God’s law, love is the gateway to his kingdom, and Jesus’ kingdom teaching is packed with ethical significance. Those who enter the kingdom are those who submit themselves to God’s rule; when his kingdom comes, his will is done. And God provides those in his kingdom with royal guidance and power to carry right ethical decisions into practice.

It is this availability of supernatural moral power that makes sense of some of Jesus’ other-wise impossible demands (cf. Mt. 5:48). He was no triumphalist (repentance is associated with the kingdom too—Mk. 1:15), but most of his moral imperatives were addressed to those already in the kingdom, with the implied assurance that all who submit to God’s rule can share his strength to convert their ethical convictions into action.

Because the kingdom is a present reality in Christ, the King’s guidance and power are avail-able here and now. But because there is also a sense in which the fullness of the kingdom’s coming is still imminent, there is a consistent note of urgency in Jesus’ moral teaching too. When God’s rule over men is fully revealed there will be a judgment, and only a fool would ignore the warning note the kingdom sounds (cf. Lk. 12:20). Hence the gospel-call to repentance (Mt. 4:17).

(b) The rest of the New Testament. As is to be expected, the Epistles provide clear parallels with the moral teaching of the Gospels, even though they quote Jesus’ words surprisingly rarely (cf. 1 Cor. 7:10; 9:14). But because they were written as practical answers to urgent questions from living churches, the tone of their moral teaching is slight-ly different. From the Gospels it would seem that Jesus taught mainly in broad general principles, leaving his hearers to make their own applications. In the Epistles, on the other hand, the applications are often speit out in very specific terms. Sexual sin, for example, is analysed in considerable detail (cf. 1 Cor. 6:9; 2 Cor. 12:21), and sins of speech come in for similarly detailed treatment (cf. Rom.

1:29f.; Eph. 4:29; 5:4; Col. 3:8; Jas. 3:5ff).

Another distinctive feature of the Epistles’ ethical teaching is the recurrence of the so-called household codes (Eph. 5:22ff.; Col. 3:18f.; 1 Tim. 2:8ff; Tit. 2:2ff.; 1 Pet. 2:18ff). These are small sections of teaching on right relationships, especially in marriage, in the home and at work. They are notably conservative in tone, as are parallel sections on the relationship between believers and the secular authorities (cf. Rom. 13:1 ff.; Tit. 3:1; 1 Pet. 2:13f.). However eagerly the early Christian Community looked forward to the consummation of God’s kingdom, their keenness clearly did not lead them to reject the basic authority structures on which the life of society was founded. Even in the book of Revelation, where the veil of apocalyptic language covering John’s condemnation of the secular government at Rome is transparently thin, the saints are called to martyrdom, not revolution. Nevertheless, seeds of social change are to be found in the NT, notably in the relationships Christians are encouraged to foster with one another in the church (cf. Gal. 3:28).

The theme of the kingdom is not nearly so prominent in the Epistles as in the Gospels, but there is the same emphasis on man’s need for God’s guidance and power in moral living. In Paul’s language, Union with Christ (2 Cor. 5:17) and the indwelling Spirit (Phil. 2:13) raise the Christian’s moral life to a new plane. Fed by God’s Word (Heb. 5:14), the redeemed believer is given sharper insight into distinctions between good and bad (cf. Rom. 12:2); and indwelt by the Spirit, he has new power to do what he knows to be right.

It is sometimes said that in his revolt against Jewish legalism, and boosted by his confidence in the Spirit’s power to inform and transform the Christian believer, Paul (especially) held that the OT moral law had become obsolete in Christ. There are certainly passages in the Epistles which, taken alone, might suggest such a view (e.g. Gal. 3:23ff.; Rom. 7:6; 10:4; 2 Cor. 3:6), but it is important to recognize that Paul uses the Word ‘law’ in different ways. Where he uses it as shorthand for ‘justification by law’ (e.g. Rom. 10:4), he clearly re-gards living by law as both obsolete and dangerous for Christians. But where he uses the word simply to mean the expression of God’s will (e.g. Rom. 7:12), he is far more positive. He quotes the Deca-logue without embarrassment (e.g. Eph. 6:2f), and writes freely about a law principle which is operative in the Christian life (Rom. 8:2; 1 Cor. 9:21; Gal. 6:2; cf. Jas. 1:25; 2:12). Here, as elsewhere, the teaching of the NT dovetails into that of the OT. So far as it contains God’s basic moral demands the law retains its validity, because he alone ex-presses in his person and will all that is good and right.

Bibliography. H. Thielicke, Theological Ethics, 2 vols., E T. 1968-69, repr. 1978; R. C. Birch and

L. L. Rasmussen, The Bible and Ethics in the Christian Life, 1976; L. B. Smedes, Mere Morality, 1983; C. J. H. Wright, Living as the People of God, 1983; A. Verhey, The Great Reversal, 1984; R. Higginson, Dilemmas, 1988; R. Bauckham, The Bible in Polit-ics, 1989; E. D. Cook, Dilemmas of Life, 1990;
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ETHIOPIA. Settled by the descendants of *Cush (Gn. 10:6), biblical Ethiopia (Gk. Aithiöps, ‘burnt face’, cf. Je. 13:23) is part of the kingdom of Nubia Stretching from Aswan (‘Seveneh) S to the junc-tion of the Nile near modern Khartoum. Invaded in prehistoric times by Hamites from Arabia and Asia, Ethiopia was dominated by Egypt for nearly 500 years beginning with Dynasty 18 (c. 1500 bc) and was governed by a viceroy (‘King’s Son of Kush’) who ruled the African empire, controlled the army in Africa and managed the Nubian gold mines.

Düring the 9th Century the Ethiopians, whose Capital was Napata near the fourth cataract, en-gaged in at least one foray into Palestine, only to sufler defeat at Asa’s hand (2 Ch. 14:9-15). Ethio-pia’s heyday began about 720 bc when Pi-ankhi took advantage of Egypt’s internal strife and became the first conqueror of that land in a mil-lennium. For about 60 years Ethiopian rulers (Dynasty 25) controlled the Nile Valley. One of them, Tirhakah, seems to have been Hezekiah’s ally and attempted to forestall Sennacherib’s in-vasion (2 Ki. 19:9; Is. 37:9; J. Bright, History of Israel2, 1972, pp. 296ff, discusses the chronological Problems in this narrative). Na. 3:9 alludes to the glory of this period: ‘Ethiopia was her (Egypt’s) strength.’ Invasions by Esarhaddon and Ashurba-nipal reduced the Ethiopian-Egyptian kingdom to tributary Status; the destruction of Thebes (c. 663 bc; Na. 3:8-10) brought a total eclipse, fulfilling Isaiah’s prophetic symbolism (20:2-6).

Ethiopian troops fought vainly in Pharaoh Neco’s army at Carchemish (605 bc; Je. 46:2, 9). Cambyses’ conquest of Egypt brought Ethiopia under Persian sway; Est. 1:1; 8:9 name Ethiopia as the most remote Persian province to the SW, while biblical writers sometimes use her to symbolize the unlimited extent of God’s sovereignty (Ps. 87:4; Ezk. 30:4ff.; Am. 9:7; Zp. 2:12). ‘Beyond the rivers of Ethiopia’ (Is. 18:1; Zp. 3:10) may refer to N Abyssinia, where Jewish colonists had apparently settled along with other Semites from S Arabia. The Chronicler is cognizant of this close relation-ship between Ethiopia and S Arabia (2 Ch. 21:16).

In Acts 8:27 Ethiopia refers to the Nilotic kingdom of * Candace, who ruled at Meroe, where the Capital had been moved during the Persian period. Modern Ethiopians (Abyssinians) have appropri-ated biblical references to Ethiopia and consider the ‘Ethiopian eunuch’s conversion to be a fulfil-ment of Ps. 68:31.

Bibliography. E. A. W Budge, History of Ethiopia, 1928; E. Ullendorff, The Ethiopians, 1960; idem, Ethiopia and the Bible, 1968; J. Wilson, The Bürden of Egypt, 1951.    d.a.h.

ETHIOPIAN EUNUCH. A high official (dyn-astes), royal treasurer in the court of ‘Ethiopia's Queen ‘Candace, converted under Philip’s minis-try (Acts 8:26-40). It was not unusual in antiquity for ‘eunuchs, who were customarily harem attend-ants, to rise to positions of influence.

Barred from active participation in the Jewish rites by his race and his emasculation (Dt. 23:1), he was most probably a ‘God-fearer’. His acquaint-ance with Judaism and the OT (the quotation from Is. 53 seems to be from the lxx) is not completely unexpected in light of Jewish Settlements in Upper Egypt and the considerable impact made by Jewish life and thought on the Ethiopians. His zeal in studying the Scriptures, his ready reception of the gospel and baptism mark him as one of the out-standing converts in Acts, even if his confession (Acts 8:37) is not supported in the better mss. Ethiopian tradition Claims him as his country’s first evangelist.    d.a.h.

ETHIOPIAN WOMAN. Married by Moses, whom Aaron and Miriam then criticized (Nu. 12:1). As the last mention of Zipporah is just after the defeat of Amalek (Ex. 17) when Jethro re-turned her to Moses (Ex. 18), it is possible that she subsequently died, Moses then taking this ‘Cushite woman’ as his second wife, unless Moses then had two wives. ‘Cushite’ is usually taken as ‘Ethiopian’ (cf *Cush, ‘Ethiopia); if so, she probably left Egypt among the Israelites and their sympathizers. It is also, perhaps, possible to derive ‘Cushite’ from Kushu and Heb. Cushan, associated with Midian (Hab. 3:7); if so, this woman might be of allied stock to Jethro and Zipporah.    k.a.k.

ETHNARCH (Gk. elhnarches, ‘governor’, 2 Cor. 11:32). An officer in Charge of Damascus with a garrison under ‘Aretas IV, king of Arabia Petraea (9 BC-AD 39), who was encouraged by the Jews to arrest Paul after his conversion (cf. Acts 9:24-25). Damascus in 64 bc became part of the Rom. province of Syria. At this time (c. ad 33) it was tempor-arily under Aretas.

The title is used by Josephus for subordinate rulers, particularly of peoples under foreign Control, e.g. the Jews in Alexandria (Ant. 14. 117); cf Simon, ethnarch of Judaea under Demetrius II (1 Macc. 14:47).    b.f.h.

EUNICE. Timothy’s mother, a woman of notable faith (2 Tim. 1:5). She was Jewish (Acts 16:1) and pious, for Timothy’s biblical instruction had begun early (2 Tim. 3:15), but her husband was a Gentile and her son uncircumcised (Acts 16:3). In view of Jewish intermarriage with leading Phrygian fam-ilies (Ramsay, BRD, p. 357; cf. CBP, 2, pp. 667ff.), such things may represent her family’s social climbing, not personal declension. Some Lat. mss of Acts 16:1, and Origen on Rom. 16:21, call her a widow, and hyperchen in Acts 16:3 might Support this. She lived at Derbe or Lystra: linguistically a case can be made lor either (cf. BC, 4, pp. 184, 254). Her name is Greek, and does not seem common.

It is sometimes suggested that Paul rel'ers to Jewish faith, but the most natural interpretation of 2 Tim. 1:5 (and of Acts 16:1) is that Christian faith ‘dwelt’ (aorist, perhaps alluding to the event of conversion, doubtless in Paul’s first missionary journey) ‘first’ in * Lois and herseif (i.e. antecedent to Timothy’s conversion).    a.f.w.

EUNUCH (Heb. säris). The derivation of the OT word is uncertain, but is thought to come from an Assyr. term meaning, ‘He who is head (to the king)’. (So Jensen (ZA 7, 1892, 174A.1), and Zimmern (ZDMG 53, 1899, 116 A.2); accepted by S. R. Driver and L. Koehler in their lexicons; see further note by the latter in his Supplement, p. 219.) The primary meaning is ‘court officer’. In Hebrew a secondary meaning is found, namely, a ‘castrate’ or ‘eunuch’. From Herodotus we learn that ‘in eastern countries eunuchs are valued as being specially trustworthy in every way’ (8. 105, tr. Selingcourt). Such persons were irequently employed by eastern rulers as officers of the household. Hence, in the E it is sometimes difficult to know which of the two meanings is intended or whether both are implied. Potiphar (Gn. 39:1), who was married (v. 7), is called a säris (lxx eunouchos): the meaning ‘court officer’ may be best here. In Is. 56:3 the meaning ‘castrate’ is obvious. In Ne. 1:11, T was the king’s cupbearer’, some copies of the lxx have eunouchos; but this is probably a slip for oinochoos, as Rahlfs in Septuaginta (1, p. 923) has seen. The ‘castrate’ was to be excluded from the assembly of the Lord (Dt. 23:1). There is no necessity to assume, as Josephus seems to do (Ant. 10. 186), that Daniel and his companions were ‘castrates’, for they were ‘without blemish’ (see Dn. 1:4).

In the NT the word eunouchos is used, and may be derived from eunen echö (‘to keep the bed’). Like its counterpart säris, it need not denote strictly a castrate. In Acts 8:27 both meanings may be intended; in Mt. 19:12 the meaning ‘castrate’ is beyond doubt. In this last passage three classes of eunuch are mentioned, namely, born eunuchs, man-made eunuchs and spiritual eunuchs. The last dass includes all those who sacrificed legitimate, natural desires for the sake of the kingdom of heaven. Report in the early church had it that Origen, misinterpreting in a literal sense the above passage, mutilated himself.

Judaism knew only two classes of eunuch: man-made (säris ’ädäm) and natural (säris hammä), thus the Mishnah (Zabim 2. 1). This last term säris hammä or ‘eunuch of the sun’ is explained by Jas-trow, Dictionary of Babylonian Talmud, etc., 1, p. 476, to mean ‘a eunuch from the time of seeing the sun’, in other words, a eunuch who is born so. (*Chamberlain.)    r.j.a.s.

EUODIA. This rsv rendering is to be preferred to the av’s ‘Euodias’ (Phil. 4:2), for the reference is to a woman rather than a man. Paul begs her and Syntyche to be reconciled. Probably, as Lightfoot suggests, they were deaconesses at Philippi.

J.D.D.

EUPHRATES. The largest river in W Asia, and on this account generally referred to as hannähär, ‘the river’, in the OT (e.g. Dt. 11:24). It is sometimes mentioned by name, however, the Heb. form being p'rät(e.g. Gn. 2:14; 15:18) derived from Akkadian purattu, which represents Sumerian buranun, and the NT form Euphrates (Rev. 9:14; 16:12). The Euphrates takes its source in two main affluents in E Turkey, the Murad-Su, which rises near Lake Van, and the Kara-Su, which rises near Erzerum, and runs, joined only by the Häbür (*Habor) for 2,000 km to the Persian Gulf. From low water in September it rises by degrees throughout the winter to some 3 m higher by May, and then declines again until September, thus enjoying a milder regime than the * Tigris. In the alluvial plain of Babylonia (* Mesopotamia) its course has shifted to the W since ancient times, when most of the important cities, now some km to the E of it, lay on or near its banks. This is illustrated by the fact that the Sumerians wrote its name ideographically as ‘river of Sippar’, a city whose ruins lie today some 6 km to the E (* Sepharvaim). In addition to the many important cities, including Babylon, which lay on its banks in the S plain, the city of Mari was situated on its middle course, not far from the junction with the Häbür, and the Strategie crossing-place from N Mesopotamia to N Syria was commanded by the fortress city of ♦Carchemish.

Bibliography. S. A. Pallis, The Antiquity of /ra^r, 1956, pp. 4—7.    t.c.m.

EUTYCHUS (‘Lucky’, a common Gk. name). A young man from Troas who feil from an upstairs window-seat during Paul’s protracted nocturnal address there (Acts 20:7-12). H. J. Cadbury (Book of Acts in History, pp. 8ff.) points out a similar fatal accident in Oxyrhynchus Papyri, 3. 475. Luke’s words suggest an increasing and eventually irresistible drowsiness, perhaps—since v. 8 seems related to the incident—induced by the numerous lamps rather than in spite of them.

The miraculous nature of the outcome has been questioned, Paul’s words in v. 10 being applied to diagnosis, not healing. However, v. 9 shows that Luke was himself sure that Eutychus died. ‘His life’ would then be ‘in him’ from the moment of Paul’s embrace (cf. 2 Ki. 4:34). On Paul’s depart-ure next morning, Eutychus was recovered (v. 12: according to the Western Text he joined the fare-well party). Seen as an eyewitness account by Luke, the story is vivid and the broken sequence intelli-gible. The assumption that ‘a current aneedote had come to be applied to Paul, that Luke found it in this form and introduced it into his narrative’ (Dibelius) creates obscurities.

Bibliography. W. M. Ramsay, SPT, pp. 290f.;

M. Dibelius, Studies in the Acts of the Apostles, E.T. 1956, pp. 17ff.    a.f.w.

EVANGELIST. The word translated in the NT ‘evangelist’ is a noun from the verb euangelizomai ‘to announce news’, and usualiy rendered in evv as ‘preach the gospel’. (The NT term echoes Heb. m'basser, m'basseret, in Is. 40:9; 52:7.) The verb is very common in the NT, and is applied to God (Gal. 3:8), to our Lord (Lk. 20:1), and to ordinary church members (Acts 8:4), as well as to apostles on their missionary journeys. The noun ‘evangelist’ occurs three times only in the NT. Timothy (2 Tim. 4:5) is exhorted by Paul to do the work of an evangelist; that is to say, make known the facts of the gospcl. Timothy had accompanied the apostle on his missionary journeys. But it is plain from the injunctions in the two letters addressed to him that his work when the apostle wrote was very largely local and pastoral. That he is enjoined to do the work of an evangelist shows that a man who was an evangelist could also be a pastor and teacher.

In Acts 21:8 Philip is described as ‘the evangelist’. Philip had been chosen as one of the Seven in Acts 6, and after the persecution of Stephen he was prominent in preaching the gospel in unevange-iized parts (e.g. Acts 8:5, 12, 35, 40). Though an evangelist, he was not included among the apostles (Acts 8:14). A similar distinction is made between Timothy and the apostles in 2 Cor. 1:1 and Col. 1:1. It will be seen, then, that though apostles were evangelists, not all evangelists were apostles. This distinction is confirmed in Eph. 4:11, where the office of ‘evangelist’ is mentioned after ‘apostle’ and ‘prophet’, and before ‘pastor’ and ‘teacher’. From this passage it is plain that the gift of evangelist was a distinct gift within the Christian church; and although all Christians doubtless per-formed this sacred task, as opportunity was given to them, there were some who were pre-eminently called and endowed by the Holy Spirit for this work.

Later in the history of the church the term ‘evangelist’ was used for a writer of one of the four Gospels.

Bibliography. L. Coenen, NIDNTT2, pp. 107— 115.    D.B.K.

EVE. The first woman, wife of *Adam and mother of Cain, Abel and Seth (Gn. 4:1-2, 25). When he had made Adam, God resolved to provide ‘a helper fit for him’ ('ezer k'negdö, Gn. 2:18, 20, lit. ‘a helper as in front of him’, i.e. ‘a helper corres-ponding to him’), so he caused him to sleep and, taking one of his ribs (sela, Gn. 2:21), made (bänä, Gn. 2:22, a Word normally meaning ‘to build’) it into a woman (P’issi5). ("'Creation.) Adam, rec-ognizing his close relationship, declared that she should be called ‘Woman (’issä), because she was taken out of (mm; cf. 1 Cor. 11:8, ek) Man (’fs)’ (Gn. 2:23). Some scholars consider that ‘is and ’issä are etymologically distinct, but this need not be significant, since the context requires only that there should be formal similarity between the words, as indeed is the case with evv ‘man’ and Vornan’.

Eve was the instrument of the serpent in causing Adam to eat the forbidden fruit (* Fall), and as a result God condemned her to bear children in pain, and to be ruled over (mäsalbr) by Adam (Gn. 3:16). Adam then called her ‘Eve (hawwä, Gn. 3:20); because she was the mother of all living (hayf. Many theories have been put forward as to the name hawwä. Some would see it as an archaic form of hayyä, ‘living thing’ (the lxx takes this view, translating it in Gn. 3:20 by zöe, ‘life’), others note a similarity with Aramaic hiwya, ‘serpent’, with which is connected a Phoenician (possibly serpent) deity hwt, but as with ’is and ’issä nothing beyond a formal assonance appears to be required by the text. The name hawwä occurs twice only in the OT (Gn. 3:20; 4:1), the word ‘woman’ being rnore commonly used. In the lxx and NT it appears as Heaa (Ena in some mss), which passes to Heva in the Vulgate, and thence to Eve in the evv.

A sidelight on the biblical Statements about Eve is found in a Sumerian myth concerning the god Enki. In this Enki finds himself suffering from a series of ailments, to deal with each of which the goddess Nin(jursag produces a special goddess. Thus, when he says ‘My rib (ft; written with a logo-gram, one of whose Akkadian values was silu, ‘side, rib’) hurts me’, she replies that she has caused a goddess Nin-ti (‘Lady of the rib’) to be born for him. But Sumerian Nin-ti can equally mean ‘Lady who makes live’. It may be that this refiects in some way a common original narrative with the Genesis account.

Bibliography. KB\ p. 284; G. J. Spurrell, Notes on the Text of the Book of Genesis1, 1896, p. 45;

S. N. Kramer, Enki and Ninhursag. A Sumerian Paradise Myth (BASOR Supplementary Studies 1), 1945, pp. 8-9; From the Tablets of Sumer. 1956, pp. 170-171 = History Begins at Sumer, 1958, pp. 195— 196; I. M. Kikawada, ‘Two Notes on Eve’, JBL 91, 1972, pp. 33-37.    t.c.m.

EVIL (Heb. ra‘; Gk. kakos, poneros, phaulos). Evil has a broader meaning than *sin. The Heb. word comes from a root meaning ‘to spoil’, ‘to break in pieces’: being broken and so made worthless. It is essentially what is unpleasant, disagreeable, offensive. The word binds together the evil deed and its consequences. In the NT kakos and poneros mean respectively the quality of evil in its essential char-acter, and its hurtful effects or influence. It is used in both physical and moral senses. While these as-pects are different, there is frequently a close relationship between them. Much physical evil is due to moral evil: suffering and sin are not necessarily connected in individual cases, but human selfish-ness and sin explain much of the world’s ills. Though all evil must be punished, not all physical ill is a punishment of wrongdoing (Lk. 13:2, 4; Jn. 9:3; cf. Job).

I. Physical evil

The prophets regarded God as the ultimate Cause of evil, as expressed in pain, suffering or disaster. In his sovereignty he tolerates evil in the universe, though he overrules and uses it in his administra-tion of the world. It is used to punish individual and national wickedness (Is. 45:7; La. 3:38; Am. 3:6). The world must be marked by regulation and Order to be the scene of man’s moral life; otherwise there would be chaos. When men violate the basic laws of God they experience the repercussions of their actions, which may be in penal or retributive affliction (Mt. 9:2; 23:35; Jn. 5:14; Acts 5:5; 13:11). Divine ‘vengeance’ in the form of pain or sorrow does not imply evil passions in God. Pain may awaken an evil man to reality; tili then ‘he is en-closed in illusion’ (C. S. Lewis, The Problem of Pain, p. 83). Nature’s present ‘vanity’ (profitless-ness, Rom. 8:19-23) is its mark of evil, the earth being under a curse (Gn. 3:17-18). Christian suffering, whether trouble or persecution, is divinely permitted for purposes of spiritual blessing (Jas. 1:2-4; 1 Pet. 1:7; etc.). It is chastening, not penal; nor can it separate from the love of God (Rom. 8:38-39); it prepares for glory (Rom. 8:18; 2 Cor. 4:16-18; Eph. 3:13; Rev. 7:14). Suffering and sorrow create sympathy and kindness in men, bringing them into fellowship with God’s purpose to overcome evil.

1

 Cor. 2:5-11; Tit. 3:10. The exclusion of a member from the church due to a serious (or ag-gravation, through stubbornness, of a less serious) offence. It is the final Step in the negative side of normal discipline—there is also ‘Anathema and delivering over to ‘Satan. When educative discipline (disciplina) fails to prevent offences, repressive discipline is used to remove them. The gradus ad-monitionis leading up to excommunication are private remonstrance (incumbent on all, Lv. 19:17), then, if that proves ineffective, remonstrance with


II. Moral evil

God is separate from all evil and is in no way re-sponsible for it. Moral evil arises from man’s sinful inclinations (Jas. 1:13-15). Israel repeatedly ‘did evil’ and suffered its consequences (Jdg. 2:11; 1 Ki.

11:6, etc). Behind all history is a spiritual conflict with evil powers (Eph. 6:10-17; Rev. 12:7-12), ‘the evil one’ being the very embodiment of wickedness (Mt. 5:37; 6:13; 13:19, 38; Jn. 17:15; Eph. 6:16; 2 Thes. 3:3; 1 Jn. 2:13-14; 3:12; 5:18-19). Satan’s power is under divine control (cf. Jb. 1-2), and will finally be broken (Heb. 2:14; Rev. 12:9-11).

God is against evil, but its existence is often a stumbling-block to belief in a God of love. It can only be attributed to the abuse of free-will on the part of created beings, angelic and human. God’s whole saving activity is directed to deal with evil. ln his life, Christ combated its manifestations of pain and sorrow (Mt. 8:16-17); but the cross is God’s final answer to the problem of evil. His love was supremely demonstrated there (Rom. 5:8; 8:32) in the identification of the Lord with the suf-fering world as the Sin-bearer. The moral change effected in men by the gospel is evidence of the reality of Christ’s triumph over all evil powers (Col. 2:15; 1 Jn. 3:8), and therefore of the final victory of God. Evil will be eliminated from the universe, and the creation will share redeemed man’s glorious destiny. Both physical and moral evil will be banished eternally (Rev. 21:1-8).

Bibliography. James Orr, The Christian View of God and the World, 1897; A. M. Farrer, Love Almighty and Ills Unlimited, 1962; O. F. Clarke, God and Suffering, 1964; J. Hick, Evil and the God of Love, 1966; J. W. Wenham, The Goodness of God, 1974; TDNT 3, pp. 469-484; 6, pp. 546-566; NIDNTT 1, pp. 561-567; W. C. Kaiser, A Biblical Approach to Personal Suffering, 1982; D. A. Carson, How Long O Lord?: Reflections on Suffering and Evil, 1990; E. S. Gerstenberger and W. Schräge, Suffering, 1982.    G.c.d.h.

EVIL-MERODACH. The king of ‘Babylon who released Jehoiachin of Judah from imprisonment in the first year of his reign (Je. 52:31; 2 Ki, 25:27— 30). Amel-Marduk (‘man of Marduk’) succeeded his father Nebuchadrezzar II in the early days of October 562 bc. According to Josephus (from Berossus), he ruled ‘lawlessly and wantonly’ (Ap. 1. 146), but the only allusions to him extant are in administrative tablets. He was killed c. 7-13 August 560 bc in a plot led by his brother-in-law ‘Nergal-sharezer (Neriglissar).

Bibliography. R. H. Sack, Amel-Marduk: 562-560 BC, 1972.    d.j.w.

EVIL SPEAKING may be defined as slander, cal-umny, defamation or deceit. This may be done by spreading false reports (Pr. 12:17; 14:5, 25) or by reporting truth maliciously, i.e. tale-bearing (Lv. 19:16; Pr. 26:20).

Evil speaking is prohibited in Ps. 34:13; Pr. 24:28; Eph. 4:31; Jas. 4:11; 1 Pet. 3:10. It disquali-fies a person from God’s favour (Ps. 15:3) and from office in the church (1 Tim. 3:8; Tit. 2:3). When a Christian is slandered he must patiently bear it (1 Pet. 3:9) even as Christ did (1 Pet. 2:23).

The ninth commandment forbids false witness (Ex. 20:16; Dt. 5:20; cf. Ex. 23:1). To avoid the evil of false accusation more than one witness was re-quired in courts of law (Nu. 35:30; Dt 17:6; 19:15— 21).    M.R.G.

EVIL SPIRITS. The term ‘evil (ponera) spirit(s)’ is found in but 6 passages (Matthew, Luke, Acts). There are 23 references to ‘unclean (akalharta) spirits’ (Gospels, Acts, Revelation), and these appear to be much the same. Thus in Lk. 11:24 ‘the unclean spirit’ goes out of a man, but when he returns it is with ‘seven other spirits more evil than himself (v. 26). Similarly, ‘unclean spirits’ and ‘demons’ are interchangeable terms, for both are applied to the Gadarene demoniac (Lk. 8:27, 29).

These beings appear to have been regarded in more than one light. They might cause physical disability (Mk. 1:23; 7:25). Indeed, on most occa-sions in the NT when they are mentioned it is in such cases. There appears to have been nothing moral involved, for the sufferer was not excluded from places of worship, such as the synagogue. The idea would appear to be that the spirit was evil (or unclean) in that it produced baleful effects. But the sufferer was not regarded as especially evil or as polluted in any way. Yet the spirit itself was not to be regarded in neutral fashion. Everywhere it was to be resisted and defeated. Sometimes we read of Jesus as doing this in person (Mk. 5:8; Lk.6:18), sometimes of such power being delegated to his followers (Mt. 10:1) or being exercised by them (Acts 5:16; 8:7). The spirits are apparently part of Satan’s forces, and thus are reckoned as enemies of God and of men.

Sometimes it is clear that the spirits are con-cerned with moral evil. This is so in the case of the ‘unclean spirit’ who goes out of a man and returns with others more wicked than himself (Mt. 12:43— 45). The story indicates the impossibility of a man’s bringing about a moral reformation by ex-pelling the demons within. There must also be the entry of the Spirit of God. But for our present purpose it is sufficient to notice that the spirits are evil and may bring about evil. The evil spirits Mike frogs’ of Rev. 16:13 are also thought of as working evil as they gather the forces of wickedness for the great final battle.

Such passages indicate that on the biblical view evil is not merely impersonal. It is led by Satan, and, just as there are subordinate powers of good, the angels, so there are subordinate powers of evil, Their appearance is mostly concerned with the in-carnation (with a resurgence in the last days) as they oppose the work of Christ. See further * Satan, * Demon Possession.    l.m. 1 2 the aid of witnesses; finally, the offender should be dealt with by the church, presumably through its duly-elected representatives, following the Jewish pattem. The apostle puts this responsibility upon the local church (1 Cor. 5:4-13). If the offender still shows no repentance he is to be exeommuni-cated. ‘Let him be to you as a Gentile and a tax collector’ (Mt. 18:17).

Some critics (e.g Bultmann, T. W. Manson) make this 'quasi-legal’ procedure a later development of the church, from rabbinic sources. But then it is hard to see why Paul reproved the Cor-inthians so sharply for neglecting it. And our Lord’s condemnation of these sources would be fresh in their minds (Mt. 23:13ff.). The opprobri-ous sense of ‘Gentile and tax collector’ has been said to show a Jewish-Christian origin, c. ad 50. This is, at the least, doubtful. Ultimately, it is a question of ‘the historical validity of the Gospel record and of the origins of Christianity itself, and this question it is impossible to ignore’ (W. Manson, Jesus the Messiah 1952, p. 26). The mind of the early church is the mind of the Lord.

Public, notorious faults are to be rebuked pub-licly (1 Tim. 5:20; Gal. 2:11, 14). Very serious of-fences merit immediate excommunication (1 Cor. 5:3). It is also noteworthy, however, that no amount of excommunication will produce a perfect church, for it has to ignore secret sins and hyp-ocrisy. Also, the oil of leniency has to be mixed with the vinegar of severity: ‘We judge that it per-tains unto sound doctrine ... to attemper our lil'e and opinion, so that we both endure dogs in the church, for the sake of the peace of the church, and, where the peace of the church is safe, give not what is holy unto dogs . . . that we neither grow list-less under the name of patience, nor be cruel under the pretext of diligence’ (Augustine, Short Trea-tises, 1884, p. 43).

The aims involved are, first, to promote the glory of God, that his name be not blasphemed owing to manifest evil in the church; second, to prevent the evil from spreading to other members (1 Cor. 5:6); and third, to bring about true repentance in the offender. Here the ultimate aim is seen to be re-demptive (Calvin, Institutes, 4. 12. 5).

Excommunication implies that we suspend con-vivial intercourse with the offender, though not ceasing to pray for his recovery; and though he is excluded from the benefits of the sacraments, he will be encouraged to attend the preaching of the Word.    r.n.c.

EXODUS. This event marked the birth of Israel as a nation and—through the immediately-following covenant at Sinai—as a theocracy.

I. The event itself

After the Hebrews’ residence in the Egyptian E Delta for 430 years (Ex. 12:40^)1) culminating in enslavement in Egyptian state-corvee in the 18th and 19th Dynasties, God commissioned Moses, with Aaron as his mouthpiece, to lead out the Hebrew slaves, tribal descendants of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, from Egypt to become a nation in Palestine, the land of promise (Ex. 3-4). Despite the hostility and temporal power of the pharaoh and, later, Israel’s own faithlessness, this duly came to pass (Jos. 24).

That a large group of subject people should go out from a major state is neither impossible nor unparalleled in antiquity. In the late 15th Century bc people of some fourteen Mands’, ‘mountain-regions’ and townships apparently decamped from their habitats within the Hittite kingdom, and transferred themselves to the land of Isuwa (Treaty-prologue of Suppiluliuma and ‘Mat-tiwaza’, Weidner, Politische Dokumente aus Kleinasien, 1923, p. 5), only later to be brought back by the powerful Hittite King Suppiluliuma. However, Pharaoh’s attempts to retain, and then to recapture, the Hebrews were rendered utterly futile by God’s marshalling against him the powers of nature in nine plagues and a supernatural punish-ment in the tenth, and by swamping his pursuing chariotry in the Re(e)d Sea. The calling-out of a nation in this way specifically to serve a God, and live out a covenant directly with their God, is unique. The peoples who fled to Isuwa doubtless also considered themselves oppressed, but had no positive Commission or divine calling to some high destiny There went out with Israel a motley crowd, mixed in motives as in origins (‘mixed multitude’, Ex. 12:38, Heb. ’erebrab, cf. Eng. ‘riff-rafT). This element preferred meat to manna (Nu. 11:4, Heb. sapsup, ‘rabble’).

Other specific aspects of the Exodus are more ap-propriately dealt with in other articles as follows: for date of the Exodus, see * Chronology of the Old Testament. For route of the Exodus, see also on Egyptian sites ‘Encampment by the Sea,

*    Baal-zephon, ‘Pithom, *Ra‘amses, ‘Succoth,

*    Migdol, etc., and on the Sinaitic journeyings, ‘Wilderness of the Wandering, ‘Sinai and individual palaces—‘Elim, ‘Rephidim, etc. For the Egyptian background to the oppression and condi-tions attending on the Exodus, see ‘Egypt (IV),

*    Moses and * Plagues of Egypt.

II. The Exodus in later history

Repeatedly in later generations, the prophets in ex-horting Israel to return to her God and the psalm-ists in their meditations hark back to this Exodus—to God’s redeeming grace in summon-ing a nation from Egyptian bondage in fulfilment of promises to the Patriarchs, to serve himself and exemplify his truth. For them, the great redemption is ever to be remembered with grati-tude and response in obedience. See such passages as the following: historical books, Jdg. 6:8-9, 13; 1 Sa. 12:6, 8; 1 Ki. 8:51; 2 Ch. 7:22; Ne. 9:9ff. For Psalms, cf. Pss. 77:14-20; 78:12-55; 80:8; 106:7-12; 114. Among the prophets, see Ho. 11:1; Je. 7:21-24; 11:1-8; 34:13; Dn. 9:15. In the NT Christ accomplished the final ‘Exodus’, the full redemption (cf. Heb. 13:13 and elsewhere generally).

Bibliography. J. J. Bimson, Redating the Exodus and Conquest, 1978 (includes archaeo-logical and other evidence for a 15th-century bc date for the Exodus); D. Daube, The Exodus Pattern in the Bible, 1963; R. E. Nixon, The Exodus in the New Testament, 1963; background data, K. A. Kitchen, ABD 2, pp. 700-708.    k.a.k.

EXODUS, BOOK OF.

I. Outline of contents

Exodus (the latinized form of lxx exodos, ‘a going out’) is the second section of the Pentateuch, and deals with the fortunes of Israel subsequent to the
[image: ]


propitious times of Joseph’s governorship. It re-cords the two great culminating points in Israel’s history: the deliverance from Egypt and the giving of the law. Henceforth the events of Exodus hold a central place in God’s revelation of himself to his people, not only in the old but also in the new covenant, in which the Passover lamb provides the type for our Lord’s sacrifice, and the Passover Feast is adapted to serve as the commemoration of our redemption.

The events leading up to and following Israel’s flight from Egypt form the main theme of the book. The chronological setting is given only in general terms, consistent with the Hebrew treat-ment of history as series of events and not as a sequence of dates.

The book, after giving a short genealogical note to eflfect the transition from Genesis, begins with an account of the disquiet on the part of the Egyp-tians at the great numerical increase of the Israel-ites. To counteract what was considered to be a growing menace, the Israelites were first subjected to forced labour under Egyptian task-masters, probably both to meet a current need for a large labour force and to keep them under strict Observation. Then their labour was intensified, probably to reduce their leisure, and thus their opportunities for mischief, to a minimum. Finally an attempt was made to check any further increase in the population by the extermination of all new-born male infants. The boys rather than the girls would be chosen, as they would be regarded as potential instigators of revolt. This final step furnishes the background of the account of the birth and upbringing of Moses, the second great figure in Jewish history, at the Egyptian court. His early life, encounter with God and rise to leadership occupy chs. 2-4. In chs. 5-13 are related the attempts to gain release for Israel, ending in the ‘Plagues of Egypt and the Institution of the * Passover. After the Crossing of the * Red Sea and its celebration in song (14:1 — 15:21) follows a Journal of the march to Sinai (15:22—18:27). The remainder of the book teils of the Covenant at Sinai (19-31), its breach (32-33), renewal (34) and the construction of the ‘tabernacle according to the instructions given (35-40).

II. Authorship

The leading critica! schools see in Exodus a com-position of diverse elements, originating from various sources or hands, ranging over a period from the 8th Century until the 2nd Century bc (A. H. McNeile, Exodus, p. ii; ‘Pentateuch, section II). To the hypothetical documents J (passages in which YHWH occurs), E (Elohim), D (Deutero-nomic school), P (Priestly school) and R (various redactors) have been added L (lay source, O. Eiss-feldt, The Old Testament: An Introduction, 1965, p. 191), and B (Bundesbuch, book of the covenant, Ex. 20:22—23:33, Eissfeldt, p. 191). According to Eissfeldt (p. 211), the Order of the growth of Exodus would seem to be: LJEBPRrRhRB Rp, where R is the redactor who added the source de-noted by the superior letter to the corpus (pp. 21 Off.).

In the opinion of Eissfeldt the ‘pious’ attitude of the redactors towards their material, considered from the literary and aesthetic points of view, was a disadvantage, as this ‘piety’ prevented them from fashioning out of their materials a new and higher literary unity. This would indeed have been re-markable restraint in view of the magnitude of the literary reconstruction they were undertaking without an apparent qualm. McNeile, however, says bluntly: ‘Since in all ages of Israelite history every civil and religious Institution was referred to Moses, every successive age found it necessary to manipulate the records’ (op. cit., p. ix). Again, according to McNeile it was the aim of the priestly writers ‘to systematize traditions and often to Supplement them, under the dominance of religious ideas’ (op. cit., p. lxxix), and that ‘the narrators enriched the narratives from their own imagin-ation’, and ‘the traditions acquired a miraculous element in the centuries that intervened between the events and the times of the several writers’ (p. cxii).

About Moses, McNeile says: ‘Vague traditions of the founder of the national religion were orally handed down ... legendary details would gather round his life’ (p. cviii). He continues: Tt may be confidently asserted that Moses would not commit to writing a series of moral precepts’; and ‘It is impossible to say of any particular detail that it derived from Moses himself’ (p. cxvii). About the tabernacle this same author says: ‘the historicity is unhesitatingly denied by all who accept the main principles of historical and literary criticism’ (p. cxviii). The reason given for this last piece of scep-ticism is the mention of the tent of audience in 33:7, alleged to be identical with the tabernacle. It is, however, clear that the reference here is to the practice obtaining in the period preceding the erec-tion of the tabernacle, the purpose of which was to be a sanctuary, symbolizing God’s presence in their midst (25:8). S. R. Driver thinks that customs and rites ‘are antedated and represented as having been already propounded and put in force in the Mosiac age’ (Exodus, p. Ixv).

If these views had any objective validity the narratives in Exodus would cease to be of historical value. The theories are in the nature of the case not amenable to proof. As Eissfeldt says: ‘. . . the whole of Pentateuchal criticism is a hypothesis, though admittedly one that rests upon very significant arguments’ (op. cit., p. 240).

It is stränge that P, written from a priestly point of view, does so little to enhance the priesthood. It is Moses, the political leader, who remains the great hero, while the one who allows the people to fall into idolatry is Aaron, the priest, whom Moses rebukes and reinstates. This was not the only lapse on the part of Aaron. If the whole of the materials was arranged to give an ideal picture of the the-ocracy, as it was supposed to have existed in the Mosaic age (Driver, op. cit., p. xii), then the project, in the light of the described stubbornness and in-tractability of the people, singularly miscarried.

Literary criticism in general would now hold as a truism that a literary work contains sources, and would never view these as evidence of multiple authorship (e.g., cf. J. L. Lowes, The Road to Xanadu). It is now also taken to be axiomatic that style is dictated largely by subject-matter, not by idiosyncratic vocabularies. The comparison of the alleged composite nature of the Pentateuch with the writings of Arabic historians, who are simply marshalling their witnesses, is not applicable to the literature of the ancient Semitic East (A. T. Chap-man, Introduction to the Pentateuch, 1911).

The application of the dissecting criteria to documents of indisputable unitary authorship shows them to be worthless (cf. * Egypt, V.6). The selec-tion of criteria was arbitrary, and other possible selections would give radically different results. A key passage as the justification of documentary fragmentation is Ex. 6:3, where, it is claimed, the introduction of the name YHWH is stated to be an innovation. The great stress here laid on the con-tinuity of identity with the God of the Patriarchs hardly indicates a new departure. There are two possible interpretations of this verse. ‘Name’ here can refer not to an appellation, but can stand for ‘honour’ and ‘character’, as it often does in Semitics generally. Or the sentence could be taken as an elliptical interrogative: ‘for did I not let my name, YHWH, be known to them?’ At least the ‘and also’ of the next verse foilowed by a positive implies a preceding positive (W. J. Martin, Stylistic Criteria and the Analysis of the Pentateuch, 1955, pp. 17f.:

G. R. Driver, ‘Affirmation by Exclamatory Negation’, Journal of the Ancient Near East Soc., Columbia Univ. 5, 1973 (T. H. Gaster vol.), p. 109. Much study has been given to the traditions con-tained in Exodus, particularly by G. von Rad and M. Noth. All work like theirs is purely conjectural, so long as it is based upon the subjective literary criticism described above, and doctrinaire views of Israelite religious history. However, there is an ad-vance in that the traditions are regarded in many cases as much older than the literary sources.

The Jewish view from the time of Joshua (8:34f), subscribed to by our Lord, and accepted by the Christian church, held that Exodus was the work of Moses. From internal evidence this is also the impression given by the book itself. No objective philological evidence has been produced for the rejection of this view. If editing took place, one would expect it to be confined to such things as the modernization of geographical names. This done honestly in the interests of clarity would be far removed from inserting into documents extensive interpolations, and representing them as composi-tions of the Mosaic age.

III. The tcxt

The text of Exodus is remarkably free from tran-scriptional errors. Letters on occasion have dropped out. There are a few examples of dit-tography (e.g. possibly of sammim, ‘spices’, in 30:34). Haplography (writing only once that which occurs twice) appears, e.g., in 19:12, where an m (=‘from’) has been omitted. In 11:1 a marginal note may have found its way into the text: ‘when his sending away is final’. In 20:18, apparently through the omission of Heb. y, ‘fear’ has become ‘saw’. In 34:19 the Heb. definite article/ihas become l. In 23:3, through the misreading of g as h>, ‘great’ has become ‘poor’ (cf. Lv. 19:15). In 17:16 the let-ters k and n have apparently been confused: read probably: ‘For he said: power is with the banner of the Lord’. In 23:5 b seems to have replaced r, chan-ging ‘help’ into ‘forsake’; the reading is possibly: ‘and thou shalt refrain from abandoning it, thou shalt surely give him your help’. One could read the text as it Stands: ‘and thou shalt refrain from abandoning it, thou shalt surely along with him free it’.

The magnitude of the "numbers seems to some to present difficulties. The transmission of num-bers is especially exposed to error. In any consider-ation of the large number of people involved and the problem of providing for them, it should be borne in mind that these were not an urbanized people, but men and women whose manner of life made them well able to fend for themselves.

Bibuography. A. H. McNeile, The Book of Exodus, WC, 1917; E. J. Young, IOT, 1954; M. Noth, Exodus, 1962; B. P. Napier, Exodus, 1963; D. W. Gooding, The Account of the Tabernacle, 1959; U. Cassuto, Commentary on the Book of Exodus, 1967; B. S. Childs, Exodus, 1974 (thorough survey of recent studies); R. A. Cole, Exodus, TOTC, 1973; J. Finegan, Lei My People Go, 1963; E. W. Nicholson, Exodus and Sinai in History and Tradition, 1973.    wj.m.

A.R.M.

EXPIATION. This term does not occur in av, but it is found in some modern translations in place of ‘propitiation’, e.g. 1 Jn. 4:10, rsv. Objection is made to ‘propitiation’ on the ground that it means the appeasement of an angry God, an idea not found in Scripture. Therefore expiation is substi-tuted for it. But the matter is not so simple. Expiation properly has a thing as its object. We may expiate a crime, or a sin. Propitiation is a personal word. We propitiate a person rather than a sin (though we should not overlook the fact that in the Bible ‘propitiate’ is occasionally found with sin as the object, the meaning being ‘to make propitiation with respect to sin’). If we are to think of our relationship to God as basically personal we cannot afford to dispense with the concept of propitiation. Those who advocate the use of expiation must, face questions like: Why should sin be expi-ated? What are the consequences if no expiation takes place? Is the hand of God in those consequences? Expiation is a valuable word only if we can confidently answer ‘No’ to the last question. If sin is a thing, and can be dealt with as a thing, blotted out, cast from us, and the like, then we may properly talk of expiation. But if sin aflects man’s relationship with God, if the relationship with God is the primary thing, then it is difficult to see how expiation is adequate. Once we bring in the category of the personal we need some such term as propitiation.

It seems, then, that, despite the confident Claims of some, expiation is not the Solution to our difficulties. The ideas expressed in the words usually translated ‘‘propitiation’ are not adequately safe-guarded by the use of the term ‘expiation’.

Bibuography. C. Brown, NIDNTT 3, pp. 151 — 160.    l.m.

EYE. The Heb. word for eye, 'ayin, with parallels in other Near Eastern languages, is used of the physical Organ of man (Gn. 3:6) or beast (30:41), of God anthropomorphically (Ps. 33:18), and also of objects (Ezk. 1:18; cf Rev. 4:6). The Gk. word ophthalmos has familiär derivations in English.

In Hebrew the physical Organs are construed as acting semi-independently and possessing also psychical and moral qualities. Thus the eye not only has sight but is proud (Is. 5:15), has pity (Dt. 7:16), sleep (Gn. 31:40), delight (Ezk. 24:16), etc., and, while Paul emphasizes the interdependence of the physical organs (1 Cor. 12:16ff.), Mt. 5:29 pre-serves the Hebraic notion of the almost self-contained function of the organ.

The practice of putting out the eyes of a de-feated enemy was common in the E (Jdg. 16:21; 2 Ki. 25:7).

The phrase ‘the eye of the Lord is on those who fear him’ (Ps. 33:18) is significant of God’s watch-ful care (cf. Ps. 1:6).

Other phrases are: ‘eye for eye’ (Lv. 24:20); ‘face to face’, literally ‘eye to eye’ (Nu. 14:14); ‘before their eyes’, i.e., in full view (Gn. 42:24; cf. Je. 32:12); and ‘between your eyes’, i.e., on the fore-head (Ex. 13:9), of the phylactery.

Derived usages are: ‘face of the land’ (Heb. 'ayin) (Ex. 10:5), and ‘gleaming’ or ‘sparkling’ (Ezk. 1:4; Pr. 23:31).    b.o.b.

EYE OF A NEEDLE. In Mt. 19:24; Mk. 10:25;

Lk. 18:25 we find the Statement of Jesus: Tt is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a needle than for a rieh man to enter the kingdom of God.’ This form of words, familiär in rabbinic writings, signifies something both very unusual and very difficult—e.g. in the Talmud an elephant passing through the eye of a needle is twice used of what is impossible, and a camel is portrayed as dancing in a very small corn measure (cf. also J. Lightfoot, Horae Hebraicae, 2, 1859, pp. 264f.). Some scholars interpret ‘needle’s eye’ as a reference to a narrow gateway for pedestrians, but there is no his-torical evidence to Support this. See F. W. Farrar, ‘The Camel and the Needle’s Eye’, The Expositor 3, 1876, pp. 369-380.    j.d.d.

EZEKIEL (Heb. fhezqe’l, ‘God strengthens’). The name is found in approximately its Heb. form in 1 Ch. 24:16 for the head of one of the priestly Orders.

Ezekiel, the son of * Buzi, was deported to Baby-lonia, almost certainly with Jehoiachin in 597 bc (2

K.i. 24:14-17). He was settled in the village of Tel-abib by the river ‘Chebar. Five years later he re-ceived his call as prophet (Ezk. 1:2), possibly at the age of 30 (1:1), though this interpretation is denied by many without oflfering a more satisfactory one. He lived for at least another 22 years (29:17).

We have little information about his life. Though he possessed detailed knowledge of the Jerusalem Temple and its cultus, there is no evidence he had served in it. Even those, e.g. Cooke (ICC), who suggest that the bulk of chs. 1-24 were pronounced in Jerusalem, do not suggest Temple Service. His thought, more than that of any other prophet, is influenced by priestly symbolism. His prophecies vvere badly received (3:25), but we soon find him in an honoured position (8:1; 14:1; 20:1), due possibly to his family rank; the majority hardly took his message very seriously (33:30—32—av is misleading in v. 30). His wife died suddenly the day Nebucha-drezzar invested Jerusalem (24:1-2, 15-18); there is no mention of children.

H. Klostermann, Theologische Studien und Kritiken, 1877, tried on the basis of such passages as 3:23-4:8 to show that he suffered from an organic nervous disease, which he called catalepsy. Though populär for a time, the view is today accepted by few. Considerable controversy exists as to how Ezekiel’s symbolic actions are to be interpreted. Some, e.g. A. B. Davidson, Ezekiel (CBSC), p. xxx, and J. Skinner, HDB, 1, p. 817a, have held they took place purely in the prophet’s mind. More usual is the conception that, though they were car-ried out, in our understanding of them we must allow for a metaphorical element inconsistent with a purely literal interpretation. See also the follow-ing article.    h.l.e.

EZEKIEL, BOOK OF.

I.    Strueturc and contents

The indications of date (1:2; 3:16; 8:1; 20:1; 24:1; 26:1; 29:1, 17; 30:20; 31:1; 32:1, 17; 33:21; 40:1) apart from those in chs. 25-32 form a coherent series marking major developments in Ezekiel’s message (see previous article). It is reasonable to infer that chs. 25-32 were inserted in their present Position on analogy with Is. 13-27 to mark the division between the two main phases of Ezekiel’s activity; cf, also the probably original position of the prophecies against the nations in Jeremiah (so lxx). In chs. 1-24 he is the prophet of inexorable doom, interpreting coming events to the remnant in exile (not to Jerusalem!) to prepare them for their future role. Chs. 33-39 give an outline of the message by which he tried to build up the exiles as the people of God. The long interval between 33:21 and 40:1 (some 13 years), the striking change in style and the fact that Josephus writes of Ezekiel’s two books (Ant. 10. 79) suggest that chs. 40-48 represent a separate, though allied, group of prophecies beside chs. 33-39.

II.    Authorship and date

Ezekiel has an unquestioned place in Ben Sira’s list at the beginning of the 2nd Century bc (Ecclus. 49:8), but there was a move in the 1 st Century ad to have the book withdrawn from public use. For this there were three reasons. Some feit ch. 16 too re-pugnant for public reading; ch. 1 and parallels were used in dangerous theosophical speculations (the students of Merkabhah [‘chariot’] mysticism thought they were the key to the mysteries of Creation); above all, numerous details in chs. 40-48 were considered contradictory to the law of Moses, already considered immutable. The labours of Ha-naniah ben Hezekiah, which resolved the apparent discrepancies, guaranteed for Ezekiel a public position in the Pharisaic canon.

This position was seldom challenged, and J. Skinner could say in 1898 (HDB, 1, p. 817a), ‘The Book of Ezekiel (save for a somewhat corrupt text) exists in the form in which it left the hand of its author.... Neither the unity nor the authenticity of Ezekiel has been questioned by more than a very small minority of scholars. Not only does it bear the stamp of a single mind in its phraseology, its imagery, and its mode of thought, but it is ar-ranged on a plan so perspicuous and so com-prehensive that the evidence of literary design in the composition becomes altogether irresistible.’

In spite of the cogency of these arguments the position began to change in 1924; attacks on the unity and authenticity of Ezekiel may be divided into three groups, which tend to overlap.

a.    The date of composition

C. C. Torrey saw in it a pseudepigraph, written about 230 bc, describing the abominations of Ma-nasseh’s reign; an editor gave it its present form not later than 200 bc. M. Burrows reached a similar date by linguistic evidence. L. E. Browne advocated a date during the time of Alexander the Great. J. Smith, on the other hand, regarded Ezekiel as a N Israelite deported in 734 bc, who prophesied to his fellow exiles until he returned to Jerusalem in 691 bc, where he gave the bulk of his oracles. Such views have won very little favour.

b.    The place of prophecy

Though Torrey’s dating has had little acceptance, many have followed him in seeing the bulk of the book as Palestinian. It is widely believed that, whether or not Ezekiel was deported in 597 bc, he was prophesying in or near Jerusalem until its de-struction in 586 bc. Perhaps the best presentation of this view is by Pfeiffer, IOT, 1948, pp. 535-543. The main justification for this interpretation is the traditional misinterpretation of Ezekiel’s oracles before 586 bc as addressed to doomed Jerusalem. Its great weakness is the very extensive rearrange-ment of the text involved, and the absence of any adequate motivation for the distortion of Ezekiel’s actual activity.

c.    The unity of the book

Basing himself mainly on the contrast between Ezekiel’s poetry and prose, G. Hölscher attributed to him only 170 verses (mostly poetry) of the total 1,273, the rest coming from a levitical editor between 500 and 450 bc. W. A. Irwin reached similar results by other methods, attributing some 250 verses to Ezekiel. Many deny chs. 40^18 to him. Their arguments are a challenge to profounder exegesis, but they have failed to carry conviction with the majority, though editorial insertions are increasingly recognized.

It seems fair to say that these intensive critical studies have largely cancelled themselves out. They have led to a deeper understanding of many as-pects of the book, but have left the general position much as it was before 1924. Since the work of C. G. Howie there has been a general swing back to a more conservative position. Few now deny that it is an Exilic production by Ezekiel himself. In the first 39 chapters, G. Fohrer, mainly on subjective grounds, denies only just over 100 verses to the prophet, and that without impairing any major section of his message. About the same number of verses from the last 9 chapters are denied to the prophet but here the motivation seems to be more subjective.

There has also been a general swing away from the idea that Ezekiel must have prophesied in Jerusalem during the earlier pari of his activity. The latest major commentary, that of W. Zimmerli, takes up a mainly conservative position, but does not attribute the composition of the book to Ezek-iel himself.

III.    The text

Many hapax legomena and technical expressions and obscurity in the symbolical language have led scribes into frequent error. The lxx can often be used to correct the Hebrew, but only with extreme care. There is an interesting comparison of the Hebrew and Greek in Cooke, Ezekiel, ICC, pp. xl-xlvii.

IV.    The religious teaching of the book

To understand the book correctly we must grasp that, like all the writings of the prophets, it is not a manual of theology; it is the word of God to a battered remnant in exile experiencing what the theologians of the time had considered impossible. If Ezekiel by his symbolism seems to stress the transcendence of God, it is to make clear that his omnipotence cannot be limited by the lailure of his people. This leads to the most unsparing exposure of Israel’s history and religion in the OT (16; 20;

23). The promise of restoration is no longer bound to the prior repentance of the people, but is an act of God’s grace which leads to repentance (36:16-32). The restoration is above all to vindicate God’s honour and not for Israel’s sake. Because all is of God’s grace, the relationship of the individual to God depends neither on his heredity nor his own past (18; 33:10-20). Many have deduced from 40-48 a picture of Ezekiel as a narrow, priestly ritualist, but this comes from failure to recognize the essentially eschatological character of these chap-ters. Witness to this is borne by the apparent lack of interest of the returned exiles in these chapters. They did not even try to enforce those points that lay in their power, such as confirming the priest-hood to the Zadokites (44:15-16), or the apparent duplication of a Day of Atonement (45:18, 20; cf. Rvmg. for lxx correctly). In the symbolism of exact conformity to divine plan and law we are shown God’s people ultimately conforming per-fectly to his purposes.

Bibliography. G. A. Cooke, The Book of Ezekiel, ICC, 1936; W. A. Irwin, The Problem of Ezekiel, 1943, ‘Ezekiel Research since 1943’, VT 3, 1953, pp. 54-66; C. G. Howie, The Date and Com-posilion of Ezekiel, 1950; G. Fohrer and K. Galling, Ezechiel, 1955; J. B. Taylor, Ezekiel, TOTC, 1969; W. Zimmerli, Ezechiel, 1969; W. H. Brownlee, Ezekiel 1-19, 1986; R. M. Halls, Ezekiel, 1989;

L. C. Allen, Ezekiel 20-48, 1990; I. M. Duguid, Ezekiel and the Leaders of Israel, 1994. h.l.e.

EZEL. The agreed rendezvous of David and Jonathan, occurring in 1 Sa. 20:19 (av, rv, Rsvmg.). It is sometimes taken to mean ‘depart-ure’, but the Rvmg. and the rsv, following the lxx, read ‘this mound’ and ‘yonder stone heap’ respect-ively, and assume corruption in the Heb. text. See also the mg. of 1 Sa. 20:41.    g.w.g.

EZRA. According to the record in Ezr. 7, Ezra was sent to Jerusalem by Artaxerxes I in 458 bc. It would seem probable that he held a position in Persia comparable to Secretary of State for Jewish aflfairs. His task was to enforce the uniform obser-vance of the Jewish law, and to this end he had authority to make appointments within the Jewish state. A large Company of exiles came with him, and he brought valuable gifts for the Temple from the king and the exiled Jews. He was asked to deal with the problem of mixed marriages, and, after fasting and prayer, he and a chosen Committee blacklisted the guilty and induced some at least to put away their pagan wives (10:19).

After this we do not hear of Ezra until he reads the law publicly in Ne. 8. This was in 444 bc. Since he had been sent by the king on a temporary mis-sion, he presumably returned with his report, but was sent back again on a similar mission when the walls of the city were completed. Nehemiah, in part of his memoirs in Ne. 12:36ff., records that he himself led one party round the walls on the occa-sion of their dedication, while Ezra led the other.

Largely on the strength of three passages, many have held that Ezra did not come to Jerusalem until the time of Artaxerxes II, i.e. in 398 bc, long after the time of Nehemiah.

a.    Ezr. 9:9 speaks of a city wall, whereas the wall was not built until Nehemiah’s time. But Ezr. 4:12 shows that a wall of some sort was being built in the reign of Artaxerxes I, and its destruction is probably referred to in 4:23 and Ne. 1:3. Ezra is rejoicing in faith at the work which has progressed so far.

b.    Ezr. 10:1 speaks of a very great congregation in Jerusalem, whereas Ne. 7:4 says that only a few people lived in the city. But the context of Ezr. 10 shows that the congregation was drawn from all around Jerusalem, e.g. 10:7, whereas Ne. 7 is concerned with actual dwelling-houses in the city.

c.    Ezr. 10:6 speaks of Jehohanan (or Johanan) the son of Eliashib as Ezra’s Contemporary. We know from Ne. 12:22-23 that Johanan was the grandson of Eliashib, and from the Elephantine papyri that Johanan was high priest in 408 BC. But Johanan was a common name, and it is reasonable to think that Eliashib had a son named Johanan, and also another son, Joiada, who in turn had a son, Johanan, who became high priest. Ezr. 10:6 does not say that Johanan was high priest in Ezra’s day.

As against the idea that the writer of Ezra and Nehemiah confused Artaxerxes I and II (which this theory of the priority of Nehemiah demands), a writer even as late as 330 bc could not have confused the order of the two men. If Ezra really came in 398 bc, a few of the writer’s contemporaries would have remembered him, and many would have been told of him by their parents; whereas no-one would have remembered Nehemiah. Thus the writer could not have put Ezra back before Nehemiah by accident, and no-one has suggested any reason for his doing so deliberately. (See J. Stafford Wright, The Date of Ezras Coming to Jerusalem, 1958; H. H. Rowley, ‘The Chrono-logical Order of Ezra and Nehemiah’ in The Ser-vant of the Lord and Other Essays, 1952, pp. 129ff.)

It should be noted that Ezra attained a great reputation among the Jews in post-biblical times. In 2 Esdras 14 he is said to have been inspired of God to re-write the law, which had been destroyed in the Exile, and a number of other books. See also the following article.

Bibliography. H. H. Schaeder, Esra der Schreiber, 1930; W. F. Albright, ‘The Date and Personality of the Chronicler’, JBL 40, 1921, pp. 104ff.    j.s.w.

EZRA, BOOK OE.

I.    Outline of contents

a.    1:1-11. Cyrus permits the Jews to return from exile under Sheshbazzar. 537 bc.

b.    2:1-70. The register of those who returned.

c.    3:1-13. The altar is set up and the Temple foundations laid. 536 bc.

d.    4:1-5, 24. Enemies hinder the work until the time of Darius.

e.    4:6-23. Furiher Opposition to the building of the city walls in the reign of Ahasuerus (Xerxes, 485-465 bc) and Artaxerxes (464-424 bc), result-ing in a decree to stop the building altogether.

f.    5:1-6:22. Renewal of the Temple building through the prophecies of Haggai and Zechariah. In spite of Protests to Darius the work is com-pleted. 520-516 bc.

g.    7:1-28. Ezra is sent from Persia to enforce the law. 458 bc.

/;. 8:1-36. Ezra’s journey and safe arrival.

/. 9:1-10:44. Ezra and the Jews deal with the Problem of mixed marriages.

In this outline it is assumed that the author has collected examples of Opposition together in 4:6-23. There are those who think that Ahasuerus in v. 6 is Cambyses (529-522 bc) and Artaxerxes in v. 7 is the usurper Gaumata, or Pseudo-Smerdis, who reigned for a few months in 522-521 bc. But the subject-matter of vv. 7-23 is the walls and not the Temple, and it is probable that the damage referred to in v. 23 is that referred to in Ne. 1:3.

II.    Authorship and date

See the general note under * Chronicles, of which it is probable that Ezra and Nehemiah formed part. Traditionally the author is Ezra himself, but some bring the date down to about 330 bc. Whether or not Ezra was the final Compiler, chs. 7-9 would appear to be from his hand, much of this section being in the first person singulär. The ac-count in chs. 1-6 is compiled from records, includ-ing decrees (1:2-4; 6:3-12), genealogies and name Iists (2), and letters (4:7-22; 5:6—17). There are two sections which have been preserved in Aramaic (4:8-6:18; 7:12-26). Aramaic was the diplomatic language of the day, and was suitable for the section dealing with the coming and going of letters and decrees between Palestin'e and Persia.

III.    Credihility

The documents that are found in Ezra present no great difficulties of harmonization with one an-other and with what is known from secular history. We may note the following.

fl. The decree of Cyrus (1), acknowledging Je-hovah, is in harmony with Cyrus’s favourable ref-erences to Babylonian deities in Contemporary records. This is a public decree, written in terms that would appeal to the Jews. The formal decree in 6:3-5 is filed in the records, and gives the maximum size of the Temple for which the king was prepared to give a grant.

b.    It is pointed out that from Hg. 2:18 we learn that the foundation of the Temple was laid in 520 bc, whereas Ezr. 3:10 indicates that it was laid in 536 bc. In actual fact so little was done in the intervening period that it is likely that the revival would begin with a fresh foundation ceremony. Records show that in important buildings there was more than one official foundation stone.

c.    The date of the coming of Ezra is bound up with the book of Nehemiah, and is considered separately under the entry * Ezra, above. See also ‘Nehemiah, ‘Sheshbazzar, *Zerubbabel.

IV.    The book of Ezra and 1 Esdras

Esdras is the Gk. equivalent of Ezra, and our Apocrypha contains in 1 Esdras a book that is very similar to Ezra, though with certain striking difier-ences. It runs from 2 Ch. 35:1 to the end of Ezra, after which it adds Ne. 8:1-12. Its history is con-fused. Thus Cyrus permits the return under Sheshbazzar, while Darius commissions Zerubbabel to go and build the Temple and the city; yet 5:70-73 says that Zerubbabel was working in Judah ‘as long as King Cyrus lived’. Thus, while it may be useful to compare the two versions, Ezra is undoubtedly the more reliable. The fam-ous story of the three guardsmen comes in 1 Esdras 3.

Bibuography. J. M. Myers, Ezra, Nehemiah, AB, 1965; A. C. Welch, Post-Exilic Judaism, 1935; L. E. Browne, Early Judaism, 1920; K. Galling, ‘The Gola-Iist in Ezra ii/Neh. vii’, JBL 70, 1951, pp. 149ff.; F. D. Kidner, Ezra and Nehemiah, TOTC, 1979; Ezra, Nehemiah, 1985; H. G. M. Wil-liamson, Ezra and Nehemiah, 1987; M. Roberts, Ezra-Nehemiah, 1992.    j.s.w.
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FACE. The Eng. word usually translates Heb. pänim or Gk. prosöpon. The Heb. word is used in many Eng. senses—of the faces of people and animals, and metaphorically of the sky; it could refer to the front of something, or its outward ap-pearance. Then the ‘face’ of a person became syn-onymous with his ‘presence’, and the Heb. lip'ne (lit. ‘to the face of, and so ‘to the presence of, and ‘in front of’) is a very common preposition.

The face, of course, gives visible indication of inward emotions, and a variety of adjectives ac-company the word in Scripture, such as ‘sad\ ‘tear-fuP, ‘ashamed’ or ‘pale’. The face could change colour, darkening or blushing.

Modesty or reverence demanded the veiling of the face, as did Rebekah before Isaac. God’s face might not be seen by man for fear of death (Ex. 33:20); in Isaiah’s visions, Seraphim veiled the Al-mighty’s face. It was a sign of humility to bow the face to the ground; and falling on the face be-tokened great fear. Utter contempt, on the other hand, could be shown by spitting in somebody’s face. Metaphorically, determination could be shown by ‘setting’ one’s face—note the graphic phrase of Is. 50:7, denoting unswerving purpose. Determined Opposition was made by withstanding someone to his face. Intimacy and understanding were conveyed by the phrase ‘face to face’. This phrase has, of course, passed into English, as has also ‘his face feil’ (Gn. 4:5).

The face of the dead was covered (Jn. 11:44), and so this action to Haman made it clear that he was doomed (Est. 7:8).

When a man prostrated himself to make a request, his superior would raise the supplicant’s head as a sign that the favour would be granted. To lift someone’s face thus meant primarily to grant a favour (cf. Gn. 19:21), and then to make a favourite of (Dt. 10:17). This concept is also found in NT Greek, in the words prosöpoleples (‘respecter of persons’; literally, ‘face-taker’) and prosöpolepsia, the abstract noun (cf. Acts 10:34; Rom. 2:11).

The ‘face of God’, Le., his gracious presence, is an important OT theme, as, e.g, in the * showbread.

Bibliography. THAT, s.v. pänim; E. Tiedke, NIDNTT 1, pp. 585-587; E. Lohse, TDNT 6, pp. 768-780.    d.f.p.

FAIR HÄVENS, modern Kaloi Limenes, a small bay on the S coast of Crete, a few km E of Cape Matala. Although protected by small islands, it is too open to be an ideal winter harbour (Acts 27:8), but it would be the last place where Paul’s ship could stay to avoid the NW wind, as the coast Swings N beyond Cape Matala.    k.l.mcK.

FAITH.

I. In the Old Testament

In the OT the word ‘faith’ is found twice only in av (Dt. 32:20; Hab. 2:4), but rsv has it eighteen times. Twelve times it is used of breaking faith (e.g. Lv. 5:15; Dt. 32:51) or acting in good faith (Jdg. 9:15f.), while the other six passages speak rather of trust. We should not, however, conclude from the rarity of the word that faith is unimportant in the OT, for the idea, if not the word, is frequent. It is usually expressed by verbs such as ‘believe’, Trust’ or ‘hope’, and such abound.

We may begin with such a passage as Ps. 26:1, ‘Vindicate me, O Lord, for I have walked in my integrity, and I have trusted in the Lord without wavering.’ It is often said that the OT looks for men to be saved on the basis of their deeds, but this passage puts the matter in its right perspective. The Psalmist does indeed appeal to his ‘integrity’, but this does not mean that he trusts in himself or his deeds. His trust is in God, and his ‘integrity’ is the evidence of that trust. The OT is a long book, and the truths about salvation are stated in various ways. The writers do not always make the distinc-tions that we, with the NT in our hands, might wish. But close examination will reveal that in the OT, as in the NT, the basic demand is for a right attitude to God, i.e. for faith. Cf. Ps. 37:3fT., ‘Trust in the Lord, and do good ... Take delight in the Lord, and he will give you the desires of your heart. Commit your way to the Lord; trust in him, and he will act.’ Here there is no question but that the Psalmist is looking for an upright life. But there is no question, either, that basically he is advocat-ing an attitude. He calls on men to put their trust in the Lord, which is only another way of telling them to live by faith. Sometimes men are urged to trust the Word of God (Ps. 119:42), but more usually it is faith in God himself that is sought. ‘Trust in the Lord with all your heart; and do not rely on your own insight’ (Pr. 3:5).

The latter part of this verse frowns upon trust in one’s own powers, and this thought is frequent. ‘He who trusts in his own mind is a fool’ (Pr. 28:26). A man may not trust to his own righteous-ness (Ezk. 33:13). Ephraim is castigated for trust-ing ‘in your chariots (Heb. ‘way’) and in the multi-tude of your warriors’ (Ho. 10:13). Trust in idols is often denounced (Is. 42:17; Hab. 2:18). Jeremiah warns against confidence in anything human, ‘Cursed is the man who trusts in man, and makes flesh his arm, and whose heart turns away from the Lord’ (Je. 17:5). The list of things not to be trusted in might be multiplied, and it is the more impres-sive alongside the even more lengthy list of passages urging trust in th®Lord. It is clear that the

men of the OT thought of the Lord as the one worthy object of trust. They put not their trust in anything they did, or that other men did, or that the gods did. Their trust was in the Lord alone. Sometimes this is picturesquely expressed. Thus he is ‘my rock, and my fortress, and my deliverer, my God, my rock, in whom I take refuge, my shield, and the horn of my Salvation, my stronghold’ (Ps. 18:2). Faith may be confidently rested in a God like that.

Special mention must be made of Abraham. His whole life gives evidence of a spirit of trustfulness, of a deep faith. Of him it is recorded that ‘he be-lieved the Lord; and he reckoned it to him as right-eousness’ (Gn. 15:6). This text is taken up by NT writers, and the fundamental truth it expresses de-veloped more fully.

II. In the New Testament

a. General use of the word

ln the NT faith is exceedingly prominent. The Gk. noun pistis and the verb pisteuö both occur more than 240 times, while the adjective pistos is found 67 times. This stress on faith is to be seen against the background of the saving work of God in Christ. Central to the NT is the thought that God sent his Son to be the Saviour of the world. Christ accomplished man’s Salvation by dying an atoning death on Calvary’s cross. Faith is the attitude whereby a man abandons all reliance in his own efforts to obtain Salvation, be they deeds of piety, of ethical goodness or anything eise. It is the attitude of complete trust in Christ, of reliance on him alone for all that Salvation means. When the Philippian jailer asked, ‘Men, what must I do to be saved?’, Paul and Silas answered without hesita-tion, ‘Believe in the Lord Jesus, and you will be saved’ (Acts 16:30f). It is ‘whoever believes in him’ that does not perish, but has everlasting life (Jn. 3:16). Faith is the one way by which men receive salvation.

The verb pisteuö is often followed by ‘that’, indi-cating that faith is concerned with facts, though there is more to it than that. James teils us that the devils believe ‘that God is one’, but this ‘faith’ does not profit them (Jas. 2:19). pisteuö may be followed by the simple dative, when the meaning is that of giving credence to, of accepting as true, what someone says. Thus Jesus reminds the Jews that ‘John came... in the way of righteousness, and you did not believe him’ (Mt. 21:32). There is no ques-tion here of faith in the sense of trust. The Jews simply did not believe what John said. This may be so also with respect to Jesus, as in Jn. 8:45, ‘you do not believe me’, or the next verse, ‘if I teil the truth, why do you not believe me?’ Yet it must not be forgotten that there is an intellectual content to faith. Consequently this construction is sometimes used where saving faith is in mind, as in Jn. 5:24, ‘he who hears my word and believes him who sent me, has eternal life’. The man who really believes God will, of course, act on that belief. In other words, a genuine belief that what God has revealed is true will issue in a true faith.

The characteristic construction for saving faith is that wherein the verb pisteuö is followed by the preposition eis. Literally this means to believe ‘into’. It denotes a faith which, so to speak, takes a man out of himself, and puts him into Christ (cf. the NT expression frequently used of Christians, being ‘in Christ’). This etcperience may also be re-ferred to with the term ‘faith-union with Christ’. It denotes not simply a belief that carries an intellectual assent, but one wherein the believer cleaves to his Saviour with all his heart. The man who believes in this sense abides in Christ and Christ in him (Jn. 15:4). Faith is not accepting certain things as true, but trusting a Person, and that Person Christ.

Sometimes pisteuö is followed by epi, ‘upon’. Faith has a firm basis. We see this construction in Acts 9:42, where, when the raising of Tabitha was known, ‘many believed in the Lord’. The people had seen what Christ could do, and they rested their faith ‘on’ him. Sometimes faith rests on the Father, as when Paul speaks of believing ‘in him that raised from the dead Jesus our Lord’ (Rom. 4:24).

Very characteristic of the NT is the absolute use of the verb. When Jesus stayed with the Samaritans many of them ‘believed because of his word’ (Jn. 4:41). There is no need to add what they believed, or in whom they believed. Faith is so central to Christianity that one may speak of ‘believing’ without the necessity for further clarification. Christians are simply ‘believers’. This use extends throughout the NT, and is not confined to any par-ticular writer. We may fairly conclude that faith is fundamental.

The tenses of the verb pisteuö are also instruct-ive. The aorist tense points to a single act in past time and indicates the determinative character of faith. When a man comes to believe he commits himself decisively to Christ. The present tense has the idea of continuity. Faith is not a passing phase. It is a continuing attitude. The perfect tense Combines both ideas. It speaks of a present faith which is continuous with a past act of belief. The man who believes enters a permanent state. Perhaps we should notice here that the noun ‘faith’ sometimes has the article ‘the faith’, i.e. the whole body of Christian teaching, as when Paul speaks of the Co-lossians as being ‘established in the faith', adding ‘just as you were taught’ (Col. 2:7).

b. Particular uses of the word

(i) In the Synoptic Gospels faith is often connected with healing, as when Jesus said to the woman who touched his garment in the crowd, ‘Take heart, daughter; your faith has made you well’ (Mt. 9:22). But these Gospels are also concerned with faith in a wider sense. Mark, for example, records the words of the Lord Jesus, ‘All things are possible to him who believes’ (Mk. 9:23). Similarly, the Lord speaks of the great results of having ‘faith as a grain of mustard seed’ (Mt. 17:20; Lk. 17:6). It is clear that our Lord called for faith in himself per-sonally. The characteristic Christian demand for faith in Christ rests ultimately on Christ’s own requirement.

(ii) In the Fourth Gospel faith occupies a very prominent place, the verb pisteuö being found 98 times. Curiously the noun pistis, ‘faith’, is never employed. This is possibly due to its use in circles of a Gnostic type. There are indications that John had such opponents in mind, and it may be that he wanted to avoid using a term of which they were very fond. Or he may have preferred the more dynamic meaning conveyed by the verb. Whatever his reason, he uses the verb pisteuö more often than any other writer in the NT, three times as often, in fact, as the first three Gospels put together. His characteristic construction is that with the preposition eis, ‘to believe into’, ‘to believe on’. The important thing is the Connection between the believer and the Christ. Accordingly, John speaks again and again of believing in him or of believing ‘in the name’ of Christ (e.g. Jn. 3:18). The ‘name’, for men of antiquity, was a way of summing up the whole personality. It stood for all that the man was. Believing on the name of Christ, then, means believing in all that he is essentially in himself. Jn. 3:18 also says, ‘He who believes in him is not condemned: but he who does not believe is condemned already.’ It is characteristic of Johannine teaching that eternal issues are decided here and now. Faith does not simply give men assur-ance of everlasting life at some unspecified time in the future. It gives them everlasting life here and now. He that believes on the Son ‘has’ everlasting life (3:36; c/5:24, erc.).

(iii)    In Acts, with its story of vigorous mission-ary advance, it is not surprising that the characteristic expression is the use of the aorist tense, to indicate the act of decision. Luke records many occasions wherein people came to put their trust in Christ. Other constructions are found, and both the continuing state and the permanent results of belief find mention. But decision is the characteristic thing.

(iv)    For Paul, faith is the typical Christian atti-tude. He does not share John’s antipathy to the noun, but uses it more than twice as often as he uses the verb. It occurs in Connection with some of his leading ideas. Thus in Rom. 1:16 he speaks of the gospel as ‘the power of God for Salvation to every one who has faith’. It means a great deal to Paul that Christianity is more than a System of good advice. It not only teils men what they ought to do, but gives them power to do it. Again and again Paul contrasts mere words with power, always with a view to emphasizing that the power of the Holy Spirit of God is seen in the lives of Christians. This power becomes available to a man only when he believes. There is no Substitute for faith.

Much of Paul’s controversial writing centres round the dispute with the Judaizers. These men insisted that it was not enough for Christians to be baptized. They must also be circumcised, and, being thus admitted to Judaism, endeavour to keep the whole of the Mosaic law. They made obedience to the law a necessary pre-condition of salvation, at least in the füllest sense of that term. Paul will have none of this. He insists that men can do nothing, nothing at all, to bring about their salvation. All has been done by Christ, and no man can add anything to the perfection of Christ’s finished work. So it is that Paul insists that men are justified 'by faith’ (Rom. 5:1). The doctrine of *justification by faith lies at the very heart of Paul’s message. Whether with this terminology or not, he is always putting the idea forward. He vigorously combats any idea of the efficacy of good deeds. ‘A man is not justified by works of the law but through faith in Jesus Christ,’ he writes to the Galatians and pro-ceeds, ‘even we have believed in Christ Jesus, in order to be justified by faith in Christ, and not by works of the law.’ He adds resoundingly ‘because by works of the law shall no one be justified’ (Gal. 2:16). Clearly, for Paul, faith means the abandonment of all reliance on one’s ability to merit salvation. It is a trustful acceptance of God’s gift in Christ, a reliance on Christ, Christ alone, for all that salvation means.

Another outstanding feature of Pauline the-ology is the very large place the apostle gives to the work of the Holy Spirit. He thinks of all Christians as indwelt by the Spirit (Rom. 8:9, 14), and he connects this too with faith. Thus he writes to the Ephesians concerning Christ, ‘you also, who . . . have believed in him, were sealed with the prom-ised Holy Spirit, which is the guarantee of our in-heritance’ (Eph. 1:13f.). Sealing represented the mark of ownership, a metaphor readily under-stood in an age when many could not read. The Spirit within believers is God’s mark of ownership, and this mark is put on men only as they believe. The apostle goes on to speak of the Spirit as ‘the guarantee (Gk. arrabön) of our inheritance’. Paul employs here a word which in the Ist Century meant a down-payment, i.e. a payment which at one and the same time was part of the agreed price and the guarantee that the remainder would be forthcoming. Thus when a man believes he receives the Holy Spirit as part of the life in the age to come, and as an assurance that the remainder will infallibly follow. (* Earnest.)

(v)    The writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews sees that faith has always been a characteristic of the people of God. In his great portrait gallery in Heb. 11 he reviews the worthies of the past, showing how one by one they illustrate the great theme that ‘without faith it is impossible to please’ God (Heb. 11:6). He is particularly interested in the Opposition of faith to sight. Faith is ‘the assurance of things hoped for, the conviction of things not seen’ (Heb. 11:1). He emphasizes the point that men who had nothing in the way of outward evidence to support them nevertheless retained a firm hold on the promises of God. In other words, they walked by faith, not by sight.

(vi)    Of the other writers in the NT we must notice James, for he has often been held to be in Opposition to Paul in this matter. Where Paul insists that a man is justified by faith and not by works James maintains ‘that a man is justified by works, and not by faith alone’ (Jas. 2:24). There is no more than a verbal contradiction, however. The kind of ‘faith’ that James is opposing is not that warm personal trust in a living Saviour of which Paul speaks. It is a faith which James himself de-scribes: ‘You believe that God is one; you do well. Even the demons believe—and shudder’ (Jas. 2:19). He has in mind an intellectual assent to certain truths, an assent which is not backed up by a life lived in accordance with those truths (Jas. 2:15f). So far is James from opposing faith in the full sense that he everywhere presupposes it. Right at the be-ginning of his Epistle he speaks naturally of ‘the testing of your faith’ (Jas. 1:3), and he exhorts his readers, ‘show no partiality as you hold the faith of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Lord of glory’ (Jas. 2:1). He criticizes a wrong faith but assumes that every-one will recognize the need for a right faith. Moreover, by ‘works’ James does not mean what Paul means by that term. Paul thinks of obedience to the commands of the law regarded as a System whereby a man may merit salvation. For James the law is ‘the law of liberty’ (Jas. 2:12). His ‘works’ look uncommonly like ‘the fruit of the Spirit’ of which Paul speaks. They are warm deeds of love springing from a right attitude to God. They are the fruits of faith. What James objects to is the Claim that faith is there when there is no fruit to attest it.

Faith is clearly one of the most important con-cepts in the whole NT. Everywhere it is required and its importance insisted upon. Faith means abandoning all trust in one’s own resources. Faith means casting oneself unreservedly on the mercy of God. Faith means laying hold on the promises of God in Christ, relying entirely on the finished work of Christ for Salvation, and on the power of the indwelling Holy Spirit of God for daily strength. Faith implies complete reliance on God and full obedience to God.
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FALL.

I.    The biblical account

The story of the Fall of man, given in Gn. 3, de-scribes how mankind’s first parents, when tempted by the serpent, disobeyed God’s express command by eating of the fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. The essence of all sin is displayed in this first sin: having been tempted to doubt God’s word (‘Did God say . . . ?’), man is led on to disbelieve it (‘You will not die’), and then to dis-obey it (they ‘ate’). Sin is man’s rebellion against the authority of God, and pride in his own sup-posed self-adequacy (‘You will be like God’). The consequences of sin are twofold: first, awareness of guilt and immediate Separation from God (they ‘hid themselves’), with whom hitherto there had been unimpaired daily fellowship; and secondly, the sentence of the curse, decreeing toil, sorrow and death for man himself, and in addition inevit-ably involving the whole of the created Order, of which man is the Crown.

II.    The effect on man

Man henceforth is a perverted creature. In revolt-ing against the purpose of his being, which is to live and act entirely to the glory of his Sovereign and beneficent Creator and to fulfil his will, he ceases to be truly man. His true manhood consists in conformity to the image of God in which he was created. This image of God is manifested in man’s original capacity for communion with his Creator; in his enjoyment exclusively of what is good; in his rationality which makes it possible for him alone of all creatures to hear and respond to the Word of God; in his knowledge of the truth and in the free-dom which that knowledge ensures; and in gov-ernment, as the head of God’s creation, in obedience to the mandate to have dominion over every living thing and to subdue the earth.

Yet, rebel as he will against the image of God with which he has been stamped, man cannot efface it, because it is part of his very Constitution as man. It is evident, for example, in his pursuit of scientific knowledge, in his harnessing of the forces of nature and in his development of culture, art and civilization. But at the same time the efforts of fallen man are cursed with frustration. This frus-tration is itself a proof of the perversity of the human heart. Thus history shows that the very dis-coveries and advances which have promised most good to mankind have through misuse brought great evils in their train. The man who does not love God does not love his fellow men. He is driven by selfish motives. The image of Satan, the great hater of God and man, is superimposed upon him. The result of the Fall is that man now knows good and evil.

The psychological and ethical effects of the Fall are nowhere more graphically described than by Paul in Rom. 1:18ff. All men, however ungodly and unrighteous they may be, know the truth about God and themselves; but they wickedly suppress this truth (v. 18). It is, however, an inescapable truth, for the fact of the ‘eternal power and God-head’ of the Creator is both manifested within them, by their very Constitution as God’s creatures made in his image, and also manifested all around them in the whole created Order of the universe which bears eloquent testimony to its origin as God’s handiwork (vv. 19f; cf. Ps. 19:1 ff.). Basic-ally, therefore, man’s state is not one of ignorance but of knowledge. His condemnation is that he loves darkness rather than light. His refusal to glorify God as God and his ingratitude lead him into intellectual vanity and futility. Arrogantly pro-fessing himself to be wise, he in fact becomes a fool (Rom. l:21f). Having wilfully cut himself adrift from the Creator in whom alone the meaning of his existence is to be found, he must seek that meaning elsewhere, for his creaturely finitude makes it impossible for him to cease from being a religious creature. And his search becomes ever more foolish and degrading. It carries him into the gross irrationality of Superstition and idolatry, into vileness and unnatural vice, and into all those evils, social and international, which give rise to the hat-reds and miseries that disfigure our world. The Fall has, in brief, overthrown the true dignity of man (Rom. 1:23fr.).

III.    The biblical doctrine

It will be seen that the scriptural doctrine of the Fall altogether contradicts the populär modern view of man as a being who, by a slow evolution-ary development, has succeeded in rising from the primeval fear and groping ignorance of a humble origin to proud heights of religious sensitivity and insight. The Bible does not portray man as risen, but as fallen, and in the most desperate of situ-ations. It is only against this background that God’s saving action in Christ takes on its proper significance. Through the grateful appropriation by faith of Christ’s atoning work, what was for-feited by the fall is restored to man: his true and intended dignity is recovered, the purpose of lil'e recaptured, the image of God restored, and the way into the paradise of intimate communion with God reopened.

IV.    Its historieal development

In the history of the church the classic controversy concerning the nature of the Fall and its effects is that waged by Augustine at the beginning of the 5th Century against the advocates of the Pelagian heresy. The latter taught that Adam’s sin affected only himself and not the human race as a whole, that every individual is born free from sin and cap-able in his own power of living a sinless life, and that there had even been persons who had succeeded in doing so. The controversy and its impli-cations may be studied with profit in Augustine’s anti-Pelagian writings. Pelagianism, with its af-firmation of the total ability of man, came to the fore again in the Socinianism of the 16th and 17th centuries, and continues under the guise of modern humanistic religion.

A halfway position is taken by the Roman Cath-olic Church, which teaches that what man lost through the Fall was a supernatural gift of original righteousness that did not belong properly to his being as man but was something extra added by God (donum superaddilum), with the consequence that the Fall left man in his natural state as created (in puris naturalibus): he has suflfered a negative rather than a positive evil; deprivation rather than depravation. This teaching opens the door for the affirmation of the ability and indeed necessity of unregenerate man to contribute by his works to-wards the achievement of his salvation (semi-Pelagianism, synergism), which is characteristic of the Roman Catholic theology of man and grace. For a Roman Catholic view, see H. J. Richards, ‘The Creation and Fall’, in Scripture 8, 1956, pp. 109-115.

Although retaining the conception of man as a fallen being, Contemporary liberal theology denies the historicity of the event of the Fall. Every man, it is said, is his own Adam. Similarly, certain forms of modern existentialist philosophy, which is essen-tially a repudiation of historical objectivism, are willing to make use of the term ‘fallenness’ to de-scribe the subjective state in which man pes-simistically finds himself. A floating concept, how-ever, which is unrelated to historical event explains nothing. But the NT certainly understands the Fall as a definite event in human history—an event, moreover, of such critical consequences for the whole human race that it Stands side by side with and explains the other great crucial event of history, namely the coming of Christ to save the world (see Rom. 5:12flf.; 1 Cor. 15:21 f.). Mankind, to-gether with the rest of the created Order, awaits a third and conclusive event of history, namely the second advent A)f Christ at the end of this age, when the eftects of the Fall will be finally abol-ished, unbelievers eternally judged, and the re-newed creation, the new heavens and new earth wherein righteousness dwells, be established in ac-cordance with almighty God’s immutable pur-poses (see Acts 3:201'.; Rom. 8:19ff.; 2 Pet. 3:13; Rev. 21-22). Thus by God’s grace all that was lost in Adam, and much more than that, is restored in Christ. (* Sin.)

Bibliography. N. P. Williams, The Ideas of the Fall and of Original Sin, 1927; J. G. Machen, The Christian View of Man, 1937, ch. 14; J. Murray, The Imputation of Adam's Sin, 1959. p.e.h.
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EXCOMMUNICATION. Mt. 18:15-18; 1 Cor. 5;

2

 Cor. 2:5-11; Tit. 3:10. The exclusion of a member from the church due to a serious (or ag-gravation, through stubbornness, of a less serious) offence. It is the final Step in the negative side of normal discipline—there is also ‘Anathema and delivering over to ‘Satan. When educative discipline (disciplina) fails to prevent offences, repressive discipline is used to remove them. The gradus ad-monitionis leading up to excommunication are private remonstrance (incumbent on all, Lv. 19:17), then, if that proves ineffective, remonstrance with


FAMILY, HOUSEHOLD.

I. In the Old Testament

There is no word in the OT which corresponds pre-cisely to modern English ‘family’, as consisting of l'ather, mother and children. The dosest approxi-mation is found in the word bayit (‘house’), which, from signifying the group of people, probably came to refer to the dwelling (av translates as ‘family’ in 1 Ch. 13:14; 2 Ch. 35:5, 12; Ps. 68:6). In the Bible the term could be used not only of those sheltering under the same roof (Ex. 12:4) but also of much larger groups, as for instance the ‘house of Israel’ (Is. 5:7), which included the whole nation. Perhaps a closer equivalent to English ‘family’ is found in the phrase bet_ ’äb, ‘father’s house’. The term most frequently translated ‘family’ in the evv is mispähä, which had more the meaning of ‘clan’ than the smaller ‘family’, being applied for instance to 600 Danites from two vil-lages (Jdg. 18:11).

Some idea of the relation of these two terms can be gained from the account in Jos. 7:16-18 of the detection of Achan after the failure to capture Ai. The search was first narrowed to the ‘tribe’ (sehet) of Judah, then to the clan (mispähä, av ‘family’j of the Zarhites, and finally to the ‘household’ (bayit) of Zabdi. The fact that Achan was a married man with children of his own (7:24), but was still count-ed as a member of the bayit_ of his grandfather Zabdi, shows the extern of this term. Conceptually the members of a tribe can be pictured as a cone, with the founding ancestor at the apex and the living generation at the base. The term sebet, ‘stafT’, perhaps in reference to the staff, signifying the authority, of the founding ancestor, applied to the whole tribe; mispähä referred to a smaller div-ision lower down in the cone; and the term bayfi could apply to a yet smaller division, though its application depended upon its context, for if qualified by the name of the founding ancestor it could refer to the whole tribe. In each case the terms could indicate simply the base of the relevant cone, i.e. the living members of the group; or the entire volume of the cone, i.e. the members past and present, living and dead.

a.    Determination of mates

In the choice of mates certain close relatives both by blood and * marriage were excluded (Lv. 18:6— 18; Dt. 27:20-23), but outside these prohibited de-grees marriage with kin was preferred, as is shown by the marriages of Isaac with Rebekah (Gn. 24:4), Jacob with Rachel and Leah (Gn. 28:2; 29:19), and Manoah’s wish concerning Samson (Jdg. 14:3). On the other hand, marriages with foreigners, Hittite (Gn. 26:34), Egyptian (Gn. 41:45), Midianite (Ex. 2:21), Moabite (Ru. 1:4), Zidonian (1 Ki. 16:31) and others, did take place. A special case where the mate is determined is found in the levirate marriage law, whereby if a married man died childless his next brother was obliged to marry the widow, and raise up children to perpetuate the name of the deceased.

b.    Methods of acquiring a wife

In most cases the choice of a mate and subsequent arrangements for marriage were made by the par-ents concerned, as is shown by the fact that, though Samson was attracted by the Timnathite, he applied to his parents to make the arrangements. The usual method of acquiring a wife was by purchase, though this is not an altogether satis-factory term, since the ‘bride-price’ (möhar\ Gn. 34:12; Ex. 22:16; 1 Sa. 18:25), though it was a payment made by the man to the bride’s father, was more in the nature of a compensation to the family for the loss of a valued member than an outright cash purchase. Service could be given instead of payment, as with Jacob, who served Laban 14 years for Rachel and Leah, but this prac-tice was not common during the Monarchy. Unorthodox means of acquiring a wife, which did not always involve the parents, included capture in war (Dt. 21:10-14) or in raids (Jdg. 21), or seduc-tion, in which case the seducer was obliged to marry the violated maiden (Ex. 22:16; cf. Gn. 34:1-4).

c.    Residence

Israelite marriage was patrilocal: the woman left her father’s house and went to live with her hus-

band.    In patriarchal times this would often have involved going to live in the same group, bayil or mispähä, as her husband’s father and brothers, but in the time of the Monarchy the son on marriage probably left home to set up his own bayil, as is suggested by the smallness of many of the private houses uncovered in excavations. Three cases are sometimes quoted as evidence for matrilocal residence, Jacob, Gideon (Jdg. 8:31; 9:1-2) and Samson, but such an interpretation is not neces-sary. Jacob lived in Laban’s ‘house’ only while he was working in return for his wives, and it was the manner rather than the fact of his departure which aroused Laban’s ill-will (Gn. 31:26-28). Gideon did not himself live with the woman in question, and she was in any case no more than a concubine. The same is true of Samson and the Timnathite, whom he only visited, and did not live with.

d.    Number of males

While at the creation monogamy seemed to have been intended, by the time of the patriarchal age polygamy (polygyny not polyandry) is found. At first Abraham had but one wife, Sarah, but when she proved barren he followed the custom of the time in having children by her handmaid Hagar (Gn. 16:1-2), and he took Keturah as a wife after the death of Sarah (Gn. 25:1). In subsequent gen-erations more wives were taken, Jacob having two and their two handmaids. The possession of two wives was evidently assumed in the Mosaic legisla-tion (Dt. 21:15), and under the Judges and the Monarchy there was still less restraint, and the economic factor imposed the only limit. That this was not God’s plan is shown by the prophetic rep-resentation of Israel as the sole bride of God (Is. 50:1; 54:6-7; 62:4-5; Je. 2:2; Ezk. 16; Ho. 2:4h). In addition to wives and the maidservants of wives, those who could afford them had ’concubines, and children born by these could be accorded equal Status with true sons, if the father was so minded.

e.    Husband and wife

In addition to the terms is and ’issä, ‘man’ and ‘woman’, which also served for ‘husband’ and ‘wife’, the husband was the ba'al, ‘master’, and ’ädön, ‘lord’, of the wife, which illustrates the legal and normally practical relative positions of the

two.    Until her marriage a * woman was subject to her father, and after marriage to her husband, and to each she was a chattel. A man could divorce his wife, but probably not she him; she did not inherit his property, which went to his sons; and she might have to get along with other wives. On the other hand, in practice there was great Variation in ac-cordance with personality and strength of char-acter, and that some women came to public prom-inence is shown by the cases of Deborah (Jdg. 4-

5), Athaliah (2 Ki. 11), Huldah (2 Ki. 22:14f.) and Esther. The duties of the wife included first of all the bearing and care of children, and such house-hold tasks as cooking, in addition to helping the husband in the fields when opportunity offered. Fidelity was important in both parties, and there was strict Provision in the law for the punishment of adultery. The most important function of the wife was the bearing of children, and ’barrenness was a source of shame.

f Parents and children

The l'our terms, ‘father’ (’äb), ‘mother’ fern), ‘son’ (ben) and ‘daughter’ (bat), have cognates in most Semitic languages and were in such frequent use in OT times that they are irregulär in grammatical infiexion. The greatest wish of man and wife was for many children (Ps. 127:3-5), but especially for sons, as is clearly shown in the history of Abraham and his dealings with God, from whom they came. The eldest son occupied a special position, and on his father’s death he inherited a double portion and became head of the family. Sometimes, however, a father would show special favour to his youngest son, as did Jacob for Joseph and then Benjamin. A daughter did not inherit from her father unless there were no sons (cf, however, Jb. 42:13-15; see also *Inheritance).

In ancient Mesopotamia, particularly as evi-denced in the Nuzi documents, the practice of adoption by childless people of someone to take the place of a son is well attested (*Nuzi, ♦Patriarchal Age), and it was in keeping with this practice that ‘Abraham considered making one of his servants his heir (Gn. 15:3). There is, however. no specific legislation concerning this matter of * adoption in the OT. Such cases as are reported are either in a foreign setting (as for instance the case quoted above, Moses by Pharaoh’s daughter (Ex. 2:10) and Esther by Mordecai (Est. 2:7, 15)) or eise are not cases of full adoption, as the adoptees were already descendants of the adopters, as in the cases of Jacob and Joseph’s sons (Gn. 48:5, 12), and Naomi and the child of Ruth (Ru. 4:16-17). When they were very small all children were looked after by the mother, but as the boys grew older they were taught to share their father’s work, so that in general the father governed the ‘education of the son, and the mother that of the daughter. That to the children the mother was as worthy of honour as the father is shown by the fifth commandment (Ex. 20:12).

g.    Other kinsfolk

The terms ‘brother’ ('äh) and ‘sister’ ('ähöt) could be applied not only to children of the same parents but to half siblings by either a different father or mother, and the restrictions on sexual intercourse between full siblings applied also to these (Lv. 18:9, II; Dt. 27:22). Often of particular importance to children were their uncles and aunts, especially the mother’s brother to the son, and the father’s sister to the daughter. These are usually designated by the appropriate combination of terms such as '"höt-'äb, Tather’s sister’, but sometimes described by the words död, ‘uncle’, and dödä, ‘aunt’. A woman would refer to her husband’s father and mother by the special terms häm (e.g. Gn. 38:13, 25; 1 Sa. 4:19, 21) and hämöl (e.g. Ru. 1:14), and it may be that holen (e.g. Ex. 3:1; 4:18) and hölenel (Dt. 27:23) were corresponding terms used by the man of his wife’s mother and father, though the limited contexts in which these terms occur make this uncertain.

h.    Solidarity of kin

Two main factors made for solidarity in patriarchal times, common blood or descent, and common habitation and legal obligations according to cus-toms and law. Though after the Settlement in the land the tendency for families to divide weakened these, they continued to be of importance

throughout OT times. The Community of interests among the members of the household, clan and tribe was also a source of unity within these groups, and under their heads. One of the out-growths of this unity was the right of each member of a group to protection by that group, and indeed the obligations on the group to provide certain Services. Outstanding among these was that of the gö'el, whose obligations might extend from marry-ing the widow of a kinsman (Ru. 2:20; 3; 12; 4) to redeeming a kinsman from slavery into which he had sold himself to pay a debt (see also “Avenger of Blood).

Bibliography. R. de Vaux, Anden! Israel, 1961, pp. 19-55, 520-523; E. A. Speiser, The Wife-Sister Motif in the Patriarchal Narratives’ in A. Altmann (ed.), Biblical and olher Studies, 1963, pp. 15-28.
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II. In the New Testament

Family (Gk. patria) is mentioned as such only three times, although the related idea of ‘house’ or ‘household’ (Gk. oikos, oikia) is more frequent. patria (Mineage, descent’, LSJ) signifies the histor-ical origin of a household, i.e. its ‘patriarch’, rather than its present head. A family might be a tribe or even a nation. In Acts 3:25 the promise to Abraham is quoted in the form, ‘in your posterity shall all the families (palriai) of the earth be blessed'. The lxx has ‘tribes’ (phylai) in the original promise (Gn. 12:3) and ‘nations’ (ethne) when the promise is recalled in Gn. 18:18 and 22:18. Joseph was ‘of the house and lineage (patria) of David’ (Lk. 2:4), where the patronymic is the vital point. As this verse shows, ‘house’ (oikos) can be used in the same sense (cf. Lk. 1:27); cf. also ‘the house of Israel’ (Mt. 10:6; 15:24; Acts 2:36; 7:42, etc.), ‘the house of Jacob’ (Lk. 1:33)

The prominence of paternity is well seen in the third occurrence of patria, Eph. 3:14-15: T bow my knees before the Father, from whom every family in heaven and on earth is named.’ This means that, just as every patria implies a pater (‘father’), so behind them all Stands the universal fatherhood of God whence the whole scheme of ordered relationships is derived. Elsewhere we meet the more restricted concept of the fatherhood of God in relation to the household of the faithful.

The word ‘household’, where it is not simply a synonym for ‘family’, is a unit of society which meets us everywhere in the Roman and Hel-lenistic, as well as the Jewish, world of the Ist Century. It consisted not only of the lord (Gk. kyrios), master (Gk. despotes) or paterfamilias, his wife, children and slaves, but also of various dependants, such as servants, employees and even ‘clients’ (e.g. freedmen or friends) who voluntarily joined themselves to a household for the sake of mutual benefits (*Caesar’s Household). The Gospels abound with allusions to the household and its character (e.g. Mt. 21:33fL). The household was an important factor in the growth and stability of the church. Already among the Jews the household was the context of such religious exercises as the Passover, a weekly sacred meal, prayers and instruction (* Education). Luke States that ‘the breaking of the bread’ took place in the Jerusalem church ‘by households’ (Acts 2:46). This phrase, kat' oikon, occurs in papyri in contrast to the phrase ‘by individuals’ (kata prosöpon—see MM).

In Hellenistic cities the role of the household in the establishment of churches was no less important. The first accession of Gentiles was the entire household of Cornelius at Caesarea, comprising household servants, a batman, kinsmen and near friends (Acts 10:7, 24). When Paul crossed to Europe, the church was planted at Philippi with the baptism of Lydia’s household and that of the jailer (Acts 16:15, 31-34). At Corinth ‘the first converts in Achaia’ were the household of Stephanas (I Cor. 16:15), which, in common, probably, with the households of Crispus the ruler of the synagogue and the hospitable Gaius (Acts 18:8; 1 Cor. 1:14— 16; Rom. 16:23), was baptized by Paul himself. Other Christian households mentioned by name are those of Prisca and Aquila (at Ephesus, 1 Cor. 16:19; and perhaps Rome, Rom. 16:5), Onesipho-rus (at Ephesus, 2 Tim. 1:16; 4:19), Philemon (at Colossae, Phm. 1-2), Nymphas or Nympha (at Laodicea, Col. 4:15), Asyncritus and Philologus (at Rome [?], Rom. 16:14-15).

In the Jerusalem church households were appar-ently instructed as units (Acts 5:42), and this was also Paul’s custom, as he reminded the Ephesian elders (Acts 20:20). A regulär catechesis existed setting forth the mutual duties of members of a Christian household: wives and husbands, children and fathers, servants and masters. See Col. 3:18-4:1; Eph. 5:22-6:9; 1 Pet. 2:18-3:7.

Reference is made to the church in the house of Prisca and Aquila (Rom. 16:5 and 1 Cor. 16:19), of Nymphas or Nympha (Col. 4:15) and of Philemon (or was it Archippus?) (Phm. 2). This means either that the household was regarded as a “church in itself, or that the church in a given locality met within the scope of one household’s hospitality (see above, ‘by households’). When Gaius is spoken of as host of ‘the whole church’ (Rom. 16:23), the existence of other household churches in Corinth is perhaps implied, with the Suggestion that on occasion, presumably for the Lord’s Supper (1 Cor. 11:18-22), they all came together ‘as a church’. It is, however, not unimportant to note that both baptism and the Lord’s Supper in certain situations took place within a household, not to mention instruction of wife and children (1 Cor. 14:35; Eph. 6:4), and that it was from the ranks of proved heads of households that overseers (bishops) as well as deacons for the church were drawn (1 Tim. 3:2-7,

12).

It is not surprising that the church itself should be thought of as the household of God (Eph. 2:19, where the figure is combined with that of the sacred republic) or the household of faith (Gal. 6:10). The description of believers as adopted sons (Rom. 8:15-17) or as servants and Stewards (1 Pet. 4:10) implies this figure. Paul sees himself as a ser-vant of Jesus Christ, a Steward set to perform a particular ministry (Rom. 1:1; 1 Cor. 4:1; 9:17, rv). In a related picture the writer to the Hebrews de-picts Moses as a faithful head Steward in God’s household, foreshadowing Christ as the son and heir (cf. Gal. 3:23-4:7) of the household of God; ‘and we are his house’, says the writer, ‘if we hold fast our confidence and pride in our hope’ (Heb. 3:1-6).

Bibliography. E. A. Judge, The Social Pattern of Christian Groups in the First Century, 1960; R. P. Martin, The Family and the Fellowship, 1979; P. T. O’Brien, Colossians, Philemon, WBC, 1982, pp. 214ff.    D.W.B.R.

KAMINE

FAMINE. The Bible does not always indicate the moral and spiritual significance of the famines it records. Those, for example, of Gn. 12:10; 26:1; Acts 11:28, etc., are simply stated as historical facts. But famines, like every other event in nature or history, are elsewhere integrated into the charac-teristic biblical doctrine of divine providence, e.g. Am. 4:6; Rev. 6:8. Canaanite religion deified natural processes, and sought to control them by the practice of sympathetic magic, but Israel possessed a different key to prosperity. Yahweh, as Creator, possessed and controlled the ‘forces’ of nature, the seasons in their order, and the material foundation of man’s life on earth (e.g. Ps. 104). The exercise of this power by the holy God directly corresponds to the relationship existing between him and man at any given time. Thus, at the one end of the scale the ‘Messianic day’, when perfect accord between God and his people exists, is marked by unprecedented fertility of the earth (e.g. Is. 4:2; 41:19; Ho. 2:21 — 22; Am. 9:13). On the other hand, the fruits of nature are withdrawn in times of disobedience, when the relationship of God and man is dis-located. Thus the curse on the soil was one of the foremost and immediate results of the Fall (Gn. 3:17-18), and God used famines throughout history as indications of his displeasure, and as warn-ings to repent (e.g. 1 Ki. 17:1; 18:17-18; Hg. 1:6, 9-11; 2:16-17). This view persists in Revelation (e.g. 6:5-8), where famine is a direct Visitation on human sin. Obedience and prosperity (Ps. 1:1-3; Pr. 3:7-10; Is. 1:19), disobedience and want (Lv. 26:14-16) are biblical inseparables. This law is given classic expression in Dt. 28, and poetic illus-tration in Je. 14.

The famine (Gk. limos) which severely affected Judaea in the principate of Claudius (c. ad 46-47) is attested in other records: thus Josephus teils how Queen Helena of Adiabene bought grain in Egypt and figs in Cyprus for the relief of hard-pressed Judaeans (Am. 20. 51f.). This famine figures in Acts as the occasion for the first instance of inter-church aid: when it was foretold by Agabus in the church of Syrian Antioch, that church collected a sum of money for the relief of the Jerusalem church (Acts 11:27-30).

The proclamation of Rev. 6:6 indicates that food prices would be up to ten times as high as in normal times.

In 2 Cor. 11:27 ‘hunger’ (limos) is due to absence of food; ‘without food’ (nesteia) implies voluntary fasting.    j.a.m.

F.F.B.

FAN (av; rsv ‘fork’; Heb. mizreh, ‘fan’; Heb. zärä, ‘to scatter’, ‘to winnow’; Gk. ptyon, ‘fan’). A long wooden fork used by threshers to toss grain into the air so that the chaff is blown away (e.g. Is. 30:24; Je. 15:7), a method still found in some remote areas of the Middle East. Thus John the Baptist employed an easily understood figure of speech in depicting Christ as the great Winnower who would separate evil from good (Mt. 3:12; Lk. 3:17). (’Agriculture.)    j.d.d.

FASTING. Fasting in the Bible generally means going without all food and drink for a period (e.g. Est. 4:16), and not merely refraining from certain foods.

I.    ln the Old Testament

The Heb. words are süm (verb) and söm (noun). The phrase ’innä napsö (‘to afflict the soul’) also refers to fasting. First, there were certain annual fasts. Thus the Hebrews fasted on the Day of Atonement (Lv. 16:29, 31; 23:27-32; Nu. 29:7). After the Exile, four other annual fasts were ob-served (Zc. 8:19), all of them, according to the Talmud, marking disasters in Jewish history. Est. 9:31 can be interpreted as implying the establish-ment of yet another regulär fast.

In addition to these there were occasional fasts. These were sometimes individual (e.g. 2 Sa. 12:22) and sometimes corporate (e.g. Jdg. 20:26; Joel 1:14). Fasting gave expression to grief (1 Sa. 31:13; 2 Sa.

1:12; 3:35; Ne. 1:4; Est. 4:3: Ps. 35:13-14) and peni-tence (1 Sa. 7:6; 1 Ki. 21:27; Ne. 9:1-2; Dn. 9:3-4; Jon. 3:5-8). It was a way by which men might hum-ble themselves (Ezr. 8:21; Ps. 69:10). Sometimes it may have been thought of as a seif- inflicted pun-ishment (cf. the phrase ‘to afflict the soul’). Fasting was offen directed towards securing the guidance and help of God (Ex. 34:28; Dt. 9:9; 2 Sa. 12:16-23; 2 Ch. 20:3-4; Ezr. 8:21-23). Fasting could be vic-arious (Ezr. 10:6; Est. 4:15-17). Some came to think that fasting would automatically gain man a hear-ing from God (Is. 58:3-4). Against this the prophets declared that without right conduct fasting was in vain (Is. 58:5-12; Je. 14:11-12; Zc. 7).

II.    In the New Testament

The usual Gk. words are nesteuö (verb), and nesteia and nestis (nouns). In Acts 27:21, 33 the words asitia and asitos (‘without food’) are also used.

As far as general Jewish practice is concerned, the Day of Atonement is the only annual fast re-ferred to in the NT (Acts 27:9). Some strict Phari-sees fasted every Monday and Thursday (Lk. 18:12). Other devout Jews, like Anna, might fast offen (Lk. 2:37).

The only occasion when Jesus is recorded as fasting is at the time of his temptations in the wilderness. Then, however, he was not necessarily fasting from choice. The first temptation implies that there was no food available in the place he had selected for his weeks of preparation for his ministry (Mt. 4:1-4). Cf. the 40 days’ fasts of Moses (Ex. 34:28) and Elijah (1 Ki. 19:8).

Jesus assumed that his hearers would fast, but taught them when they did so to face Godward, not manward (Mt. 6:16-18). When asked why his disciples did not fast as did those of John the Baptist and of the Pharisees, Jesus did not repudiate fasting, but declared it to be inappropriate for his disciples ‘as long as the bridegroom is with them’ (Mt. 9:14-17; Mk. 2:18-22; Lk. 5:33-39). Later they would fast like others.

In Acts leaders of the church fast when choosing missionaries (13:2-3) and elders (14:23). Paul twice refers to his fasting (2 Cor. 6:5; 11:27). In the former passage voluntary fasting, by way of self-discipline, appears to be meant (nesteia); the latter passage mentions both involuntary ‘hunger’ (limos) and voluntary going ‘without food’ (nesteia).

The weight of textual evidence is against the in-clusion of references to fasting in Mt. 17:21; Mk. 9:29; Acts 10:30; 1 Cor. 7:5, though the presence of these references in many mss in itself indicates that there was a growing belief in the value of fasting in the early church.    h.a.g.b.

FEAR. The Bible uses numerous words to denote fear. The most common of these (giving the noun forms) are Heb. yir'ä, ‘reverence’; Heb. pahad, ‘dread’, ‘fear’; Gk. phobos, ‘fear’, Terror’. Theologically, four main categories can be suggested.

a.    Holy fear

This comes from the believer’s apprehension of the living God. According to Luther, the natural man cannot fear God perfectly; according to Rudolf Otto, he is ‘quite unable even to shudder fgrauen) or feel horror in the real sense of the word’. Holy fear, on the other hand, is God-given, enabling men to reverence God’s authority, obey his com-mandments and hate and shun all form of evil (Je. 32:40; cf. Gn. 22:12; Heb. 5:7). It is, moreover, the beginning (or principle) of wisdom (Ps. 111:10); the secret of uprightness (Pr. 8:13); a feature of the people in whom God delights (Ps. 147:11); and the whole duty of man (Ec. 12:13). It is also one of the divine qualifications of the Messiah (Is. 11:2—3).

In the OT, largely because of the law’s legal sanctions, true religion is often regarded as syn-onymous with the fear of God (cf. Je. 2:19; Ps. 34:11, Moffatt), and even in NT times the term ‘walking in the fear of the Lord’ was used in Connection with the early Christians. Gentile ad-herents of the synagoguc were called ‘God-fearers’ (Acts 10:2, etc.;-cf Phil. 2:12).

In the NT generally, however, emphasis is laid on God as loving and forgiving, the One who through Christ gives to men the spirit of sonship (Rom. 8:15), and enables them boldly to face up to life (2 Tim. 1:6-7) and death (Heb. 2:15) without fear. Nevertheless, a reverent fear remains; for the awesomeness of God has not changed, and there is a day of judgment to be met (2 Cor. 5:1Of.). Godly fear stimulates the believer to seek holiness (2 Cor. 7:1), and is reflected in his attitude towards his fellow-Christians (Eph. 5:21).

b.    Slavish fear

This is strictly a natural consequence of sin (Gn. 3:10; Pr. 28:1), and can come as a punishment (Dt. 28:28). It was feit by Felix when he heard Paul preach (Acts 24:25); it is feit by Christ-rejecters, for whom remains only ‘a fearful cxpectation of judgment’ (Heb. 10:27, rv, 31; cf. Rev. 21:8). Though not of itself good, this fear is often used by the Holy Spirit for the conversion of men (Acts 16:29fT, etc.).

c.    Fear of men

This can be expressed as: (i) a reverential awe and regard of men, as of masters and magistrates (1 Pet. 2:18; Rom. 13:7); (ii) a blind dread of them and what they can do (Nu. 14:9; Is. 8:12; Pr. 29:25); and (iii) in a peculiar sense a Christian concern for them lest they be ruined by sin (1 Cor. 2:3; 2 Cor. 11:3; Col. 2:1). This kind of fear, and also the slavish fear mentioned in (b) above, can be cast out by true love to God (1 Jn. 4:18).

d 'Fear' as the object of fear Fear is used in another sense, as in Gn. 31:42, 53, where God is called the ‘Fear’ of *Isaac—i.e. the God whom Isaac feared and worshipped. Their ‘fear’, the thing that terrifies them, comes upon the wicked (Pr. 1:26-27; 10:24; cf. Is. 66:4). When the Hebrews entered the promised land God sent his fear bel'ore them. destroying and Scattering the Canaanites, or so impressing them with his fear as to render them spiritless and unable to withstand the invaders (Ex. 23:27-28). Fear in this sense is found also in Jb. 4:6 (cf. 9:34; 13:21): Ts not your fear of God your confidence, and the integrity of your ways your hope?’

Bibuography. R. Otto, The Idea of the Holy, 1929; J. Murray, Principles of Conduct, 1957, pp. 229ff; J.-J. von Allmen, Vocabulary of the Bible, 1958, pp. 113-119; R. H. Pfeiffer, ‘The Fear of God’, IEJ 5, 1955, pp. 43-48 (a valuable survey of the idea of fear in the non-biblical literatures of the ancient Near East); W. Mundle, NIDNTT 1, pp. 621-624; H. Balz, G. Wanke, TDNT9, pp. 189-219; W. Foerster, TDNT 7, pp. 168-196; R. Bultmann, TDNT2, pp. 751-754.    j.d.d.

FEASTS. Heb. hag, ‘feast’ (Lv. 23:6; Dt. 16:16), m6'“de Yahweh, ‘feasts of the Lord’ (Lv. 23:2, 4; Nu. 15:3). The terms are expressive of a day or season of religious joy. While some of these feasts coincide with the seasons, it does not follow that they have their origin in the seasonal ritual of the religions of the ancient Near East. These are as-sociated with the gods of the pantheon who ban-quet together or feast with men. (See C. H. Gordon, Ugaritic Literature, 1949, pp. 57-103; T. Gaster, Thespis, 1950, pp. 6-108.) Biblical feasts differ in örigin, purpose and content. To the Israel-ite the seasons were the work of the Creator for the benefit of man. They manifested the beneficence of God towards his creatures. By these feasts man not only acknowledged God as his Provider but re-corded the Lord’s unbounded and free favour to a chosen people whom he delivered, by personal Intervention, in this world (Ex. 10:2; 12:8—9, 11, 14; Lv. 23:5; Dt. 16:6, 12). The joy expressed was heartfelt. Religious commitment was not in-compatible with pleasure in temporal things con-ceived as gifts of God (Lv. 23:40; Dt. 16:14). The response of the participant was religiously ethical. Acknowledgment of sin and devotion to the law of God was involved (Ex. 13:9; Zc. 8:9). The sacrifices ofTered bespoke forgiveness of sin and reconcili-ation with God (Lv. 17:11; Nu. 28:22; 29:7-11; 2 Ch. 30:22; Ezk. 45:17, 20). To be withheld from the feast was considered a loss and a bar from privilege (Nu. 9:7). Not only did the Israelite appear at the feast as a beneficiary of the divine favour, but he made return to the Lord as he had been blessed (Dt. 16:10). Only in unauthorized feasts did un-believing Israelites eat, drink and play (Ex. 32:6; 1 KL 12:32-33).

The feasts of the OT do not follow the ancient Near Eastern pattern of a period of joy preceded by rites of mortification and purgation (T. Gaster, op. cit., pp. 6, 12). The Bible festival itself con-tained the element of mourning, for this is involved in sacrifice for sin (Lv. 23:27; Nu. 29:7). There is no sharp line of demarcation between sorrow for sin and the joy of the Lord.

Prophetical displeasure with the feasts as observed by the Jews (Is. 1:13-20) was not because they were in themselves on a lower plane of piety, but because many Israelites had departed from their spiritual purpose. They made the sum of religion consist in external obser-vance, which was never the divine intent for the feasts from the time of their promulgation (Na. 1:15). In the NT this was well understood by our


	

	
Month
	
Modern

equivalent
	
Feasts


	
1
	
Nisan
	
Mar.-Apr.
	
14-21 Passover (pesah): Feast of Unleavened Bread (hag hammassöt) 0 (Ex 12:3-20; Lv. 23:6; DM 6:1-8)


	
2
	
lyyar
	
Apr.-May
	



	
3
	
Sivan
	
May-June
	
6 Pentecost: Feast of Weeks, Day of Firstfruits, Feast of Harvest (hag Säbü'öt) 0 (Ex. 23:16; 34:22; Nu.28":26;"Lv 23:16)


	
4
	
Tammuz
	
June-July
	
17 Fast of Seventeenth of Tammuz □


	
5
	
Ab
	
July-Aug.
	
9 Fast of Tishah Be-ab □

15 Fifteenth of Ab (Mishnaic) □


	
6
	
Elul
	
Aug.-Sept.
	



	
7
	
Tishri
	
Sept.-Oct.
	
1 Day of blowing trumpets (Rosh ha-shanah) 0 (Nu. 29:1; Lv. 23:24)

3 Fast of Gedaliah □

10 Day of Atonement (Yom Kippur) 0 (Lv. 23:26-31; Ex. 30:10)

15-21 Feast of Tabernacles/Booths

(hag hassukköt) 0 (Lv. 23:34; Nu. 29:12-38; Ex. 23:16; 34:22; Dt. 16:13)

21    Hoshanah Rabba □

22    Shemini Azeret □

23    Simhat Torah □


	
8
	
Marchesvan
	
Oct. -Nov.
	



	
9
	
Chislev
	
Nov.-Dec.
	
25-30 Festival of Lights (hanukkä) □


	
10
	
Tebeth
	
Dec.-Jan.
	
1-2 Festival of Lights □

10 Fast of Tenth of Tebet □


	
11
	
Shebat
	
Jan.-Feb.
	



	
12
	
Adar
	
Feb.-Mar.
	
13    Fast of Esther 0

14    Purim 0 (Est. 9)

1 5 Shushan Purim □


	
0 Biblical □ Extra-biblical




Chan showing the major biblical and extra-biblical Jewish feasts.

Lord and devout believers who diligently and spiritually observed the prescribed feasts of the old economy (Lk. 2:41; 22:8; Jn. 4:45; 5:1; 7:2, 11; 12:20).

The feasts to which reference is made in the OT are as follows:

1. The Feast of Unleavened Bread, Heb. hag hammassöl (Ex. 23:15), or * Passover, Heb. pesah (Lv. 23:5), was established to commemorate the historica! deliverance from Egypt (Ex. 10:2; 12:8, 14). It was one of the three annual festivals, and was observed on the fourteenth day of the first month. For 7 days unleavened bread was eaten and no servile work done. The first and the last day being ‘holy convocations’, sacrifices were ofTered (Nu. 28:16-25: Dt. 16:1-8).

2.    The Feast of Weeks, Heb. hag säbü'öL It is also called the ‘feast of harvest’ and ‘the day of first fruits’ (Ex. 23:16; 34:22; Nu. 28:26). Later it was known as * Pentecost because it was celebrated on the fiftieth day from the sabbath beginning the Passover. It was marked by a holy convocation and the offering of sacrifices.

3.    The Feast of ‘Tabernacles, Heb. hag has-sukköl_, or ‘the feast of booths’, is also called the ‘feast of ingathering’, Heb. hag haästp (Ex. 23:16; 34:22; Lv. 23:34; Dt. 16:13). It lasted 7 days, the first and last days being holy convocations. Fruit was gathered in and people dwelt in booths made of branches and boughs of trees (Lv. 23:39-43; Nu. 29:12-38).

4.    The ‘Sabbath. This is regarded as a feast in Lv. 23:2-3, and called a ‘sabbath of rest’. It was marked by a solemn assembly (Is. 1:13), and cessa-tion from all labour. It was also a day of joy (Is. 58:13).

5.    The Day of Blowing of Trumpets (Nu. 29:1). In Lv. 23:24 it is called ‘a memorial of blowing of trumpets’ and ‘a sabbath’. Sacrifices were offered and hard labour ceased.

6.    The Day of ‘Atonement (Lv. 23:26-31). It was observed on the tenth day of the seventh month, and was a day of a ‘holy convocation’ in which souls were afflicted and an atonement made for sin. It was observed but once in the year (Ex. 30:10).

7.    The Feast of Purim, described in Est. 9. Es-tablished by Mordecai in the time of Ahasuerus to commemorate the remarkable deliverance from the intrigues of Haman, this was a day of feasting and gladness.

The extra-biblical feast of h“nukkä is the celebra-tion of the recovery and cleansing of the Jerusalem Temple by Judas Maccabaeus in 164 bc, after its desecration by Antiochus Epiphanes. It is also called the ‘festival of lights’. See Jn. 10:22, where it is called by its Gk. name enkainia (‘dedication’).

Bibliography. EJ, 6, cols. 1189-1196. 1237— 1246.    d.f.

FELIX. Brother of Claudius’ favourite, the ‘freed-man Pallas, through whose influence he was ap-pointed procurator of Judaea. His name is usually taken to have been Antonius Felix (Tacitus, Hist. 5. 9), but the mss of Josephus (Ant. 20. 137), as of Suidas, read ‘Claudius Felix’, though this is usually emended out. It is suggested, however, that refer-ence in a new inscription to a procurator named Claudius must be to Felix, though the cognomen is not preserved (IEJ 16, 1966, pp. 259-264). This name would indicate that he was a freedman of Claudius himself, not, like Pallas, of Claudius’ mother Antonia.

Tacitus (Annals 12. 54) and Josephus (BJ 2. 247ff.) also disagree as to the time and circum-stances of his arrival in Palestine: Tacitus has him in Samaria before the trial of the procurator Ventidius Cumanus (is the ‘many years’ of Acts 24:10 some corroboration of this?), but in any case he seems to have held the procuratorship of Judaea from c. ad 52. Unrest increased under his rule, for ‘with savagery and lust he exercised the powers of a king with the disposition of a slave’ (Tacitus, Hist.

5. 9), and he was utterly merciless in crushing Opposition. In c. ad 55 he put down the followers of a Messianic pretender of Egyptian origin, but the man himself escaped (Jos., BJ 2. 261 ff.). When the riot recorded in Acts 21:27ff. broke out the tribune Claudius Lysias initially mistook Paul for this ‘Egyptian (Acts 21:38).

After his arrest Paul was conveyed to Caesarea, the Roman Capital of Palestine, and was tried before Felix. Two well-attested characteristics of the governor stand out in the subsequent narrative: his disregard for justice and his avarice. He kept Paul in prison for 2 years, hoping he would be paid a fat bribe (Acts 24:26). Disappointed of this hope, he deferred judgment in a case where there was ample evidence of the prisoner’s innocence (23:29), and upon his recall he left Paul in prison in Order to please the Jews (24:27) or, according to the Western Text, to please his wife ‘Drusilla.

He was recalled by Nero, probably in ad 59 (* Festus), and was saved from proceedings insti-gated by the Jews only through the influence of Pallas. Of Felix’ later history nothing is known.

E.M.B.G.

C.J.H.

FESTUS. Porcius Festus succeeded * Felix as procurator of Judaea. Nothing is known of his life before his appointment, and he died in office after about 2 years. In Josephus (Ant. 20. 182flf. and BJ

2. 271) he makes an agreeable contrast with his predecessor Felix and his successor Albinus. In Acts (24:27-26:32) he appears in a less favourable light. Though he tried Paul’s case with commend-able alacrity (25:6) and was convinced of his innocence (26:31), he was prepared to sacrifice Paul to do the Jews a pleasure (25:9). Hence the scandalous Suggestion of retrial at Jerusalem. Paul was con-strained to appeal to Caesar in the face of an arrangement which would have put him in the power of his enemies. Yet Festus was apparently baffled by Paul, and brought the case before Agrip-pa II and * Bernice. Paul’s innocence emerges clear-ly in the sequel, but the appeal proceeds to Rome.

Festus was later involved when the Jewish lead-ers brought to Nero a successful suit against Agrippa’s violation of the privacy of the Temple area (Jos., Ant. 20. 189ff.).

The date of Festus’ arrival in Judaea is a major crux of Pauline chronology. W. M. Ramsay in Pauline Studies, pp. 348ff., argued that Eusebius’ evidence, when rightly understood, points to ad 59, and some Support for this date is found in the sudden change of procuratorial coinage in that year, an event most plausibly attributed to the arrival of a new governor (see H. J Cadbury, The Book of Acts in History, 1955, pp. 90-    e.m.b.g.

c.j.h.

FIELD. A word used in the evv for several biblical terms. 1. Heb. sädeh (and its poetical form säday) is the most common term (e.g. Gn. 2:5) with the simple meaning of ‘field’, ‘plain’, ‘open space’. 2. s'dentä is used six times only (e.g. Dt. 32:32) with much the same meaning. 3. bar (Aram.) is used only in Dn. 2 and 4 with the same meaning. 4. hüs, ‘the outside’, is frequently translated ‘abroad’ (e.g. Dt. 23:13), but twice rendered ‘field’ (Jb. 5:10; Pr. 8:26). 5. helqä, in fact, means ‘portion of ground’ but is translated ‘field’ in 2 Sa. 14:30. 6. 'eres, the common word for ‘earth, land’, is translated ‘field’ in Ezk. 29:5 (av). 7. y'gebim, a word which occurs once only in the OT, is there translated ‘field’ (Je. 39:10). 8. Gk. agros, ‘field’ (e.g Mt. 6:28), in lxx is used mainly to render sädeh. 9. Gk. chöra usually refers to a large region (Acts 16:6), but is twice rendered ‘field’ (Jn. 4:35; Jas. 5:4), and its diminutive chörion is translated ‘field’ in Acts 1:18-19.

T.C.M.

FIG, FIG-TREE (Heb. F'enä, ‘fig’, ‘fig-tree’; Heb. pag, ‘unripe first fig’, Ct. 2:13 only; Gk. olynthoi, ‘unripe fig’, unspecified season, Rev. 6:13 only; Gk. sykon, ‘fig’, Gk. syke, ‘fig-tree’).

Indigenous to Asia Minor and the E Mediter-ranean region, the fig-tree (Ficus carica) makes a tree up to 11 m high, although it often grows as a several-stemmed shrub in rocky places. It was brought into cultivation early in Palestine, like the vine and the olive (e.g. Jdg. 9:7ff.), with which it is associated in God’s promises of prosperity and in prophetic warnings (Je. 5:17; Ho. 2:12; Joel 1:7, 12; Hab. 3:17). The fig is often planted with the vine (Lk. 13:6), so that its branches and the vine’s foli-age led to the well-known expression ‘to sit down under one’s own vine and fig-tree’ as a Symbol of long-continued well-being and prosperity (1 Ki. 4:25; Mi. 4:4; Zc. 3:10; cf. 2 Ki. 18:31; Is. 36:16— though some cases may refer merely to a rural preference for the cultivation of fig-trees overlook-ing houses).

The failure or destruction of these slow-growing trees, which demand years of patient labour (Pr. 27:18; Lk. 13:7), was a national calamity (Je. 5:17; Hab. 3:17; cf. Ps. 105:33), while productiveness was a token of peace and of divine favour. Figs are frequently mentioned in conjunction with the vine, palm and pomegranate (e.g. Dt. 8:8), and their absence formed part of the Israelites’ complaint in Nu. 20:5.

Adam and Eve are said to have been clothed with girdles made from the fig-tree’s broad leaves (Gn. 3:7), and fig leaves are still sewn together in the E and used as wrappings for fresh fruit sent to the markets, where they are a valuable item of commerce. Lumps or cakes of dried figs (from Heb. tfbelä, ‘pressed together’) made an excellent food, were easy to carry and constituted an accept-able gift (1 Sa. 25:18; 1 Ch. 12:40). Such a mass of figs was prescribed by Isaiah as a poultice for Hezekiah’s boil (2 Ki. 20:7; Is. 38:21).

The complicated biology of the fig has confused authors who are unfamiliar with it. The primitive fig-tree needs to be pollinated by a fig-wasp which creeps into the apical hole of the young fig. The insect has its life history inside inedible male capri-figs which are borne several times a year on the branchlets. The edible female figs are pollinated by these insects, but the commonly cultivated varieties of fig develop the fruit without the need of insect pollinators. Thus the figs mentioned in Je. 8:13; Rev. 6:13 do not belong to a definite crop, while the bad figs could be inedible caprifigs (Je. 24:2b; 29:17). Edible good figs of the first crop are re-ferred to in Ct. 2:13 (Heb. pag, still unripe, green); Is. 28:4; Je. 24:2a; Ho. 9:10; Mi. 7:1; Na. 3:12. The curious incident when Jesus cursed the fig-tree (Mt. 21:18-22; Mk. 11:12-14) may be explained by the out-of-season leafiness of the tree well before the fruits normally mature.

The fig has inspired numerous similes, metaphors and proverbs (e.g. Je. 24:1 ff.; Mi. 7:1; Mt. 7:16; Jas. 3:12). In Hellenistic times figs were considered so important to the national economy that the Greeks made special laws to regulate their export.

The sycamore tree (Gk. sykomöraia; Lat. Ficus sycomorus) associated with Zacchaeus in Lk. 19:4 is often known as the mulberry-fig because it pos-sesses the habit of the mulberry.

Bibliography. A. Goor and M. Nurock, Fruits of the Holy Land. 1968, pp. 54-69; F. N. Hepper, IEBP, pp. 110-114.    j.d.d.

F.N.H.

FIRE. A word usually represented in the OT by Heb. es and in the NT by Gk. pyr, the term gener-ally used in the lxx for 'es. These signify the state of combustion, and the visible aspects of it, such as the Harne. The production of fire by artificial means was a skill known to man from Stone Age times, but then and in later times great care was taken to preserve a burning fire to avoid the neces-sity for rekindling. Abraham apparently carried a piece of burning fire with him when he went to offer Isaac (Gn. 22:6), and Is. 30:14 indicates that this was a usual domestic practice. Probably the commonest methods of kindling a flame in bib-lical times were by means of the fire-drill, attested in the Egyptian hieroglyphic d’ (18th Dynasty), and the striking of flint on iron pyrites, a practice attested from Neolithic times and there-fore assumed to be in use later. It may be that this lauer method is referred to in 2 Macc. 10:3.

Fire was used in the normal course for such pur-poses as cooking (Ex. 12:8; Jn. 21:9), providing warmth (Is. 44:16; Lk. 22:55) and refining metals (Ex. 32:24; Je. 6:29), but also for destroying such things as idols (Ex. 32:20; Dt. 7:5, 25), Asherim (Dt. 12:3), chariots (Jos. 11:6, 9) and cities (Jos. 6:24; Jdg. 18:27), and the culprits in two cases of sexual breach (Lv. 20:14; 21:9). It also played an important part in the worship of the tabernacle and Temple, where the altars of incense and of burnt offering constantly required it. The fire on the latter having been started by God (Lv. 9:24; 2 Ch. 7:1-3), it was kept burning continuously (Lv. 6:13). This fire was special, and offerings by means of ‘stränge fire’ were not acceptable (Lv. 10:1; Nu. 3:4; 26:61). The heathen practice of making chil-dren ‘pass through the fire’ was occasionally prac-tised by the Israelites (2 Ki. 3:27; 16:3; 17:17, 31; 21:6; 23:10; 2 Ch. 28:3; 33:6), was included in the condemnations of the prophets (Mi. 6:7). This practice does not necessarily denote human * sacri-fice so much as a dedication to * Moloch or Mil-cam. It may also have involved fire incantations similar to those practised in Mesopotamia (AfO 23, 1970, pp. 39-45).

Theophanies of God were sometimes accom-panied by fire (Ex. 3:2; 13:21-22; 19:18; Dt. 4:11) and the image of fire is used to symbolize God’s glory (Ezk. 1:4, 13), protective presence (2 Ki. 6:17), holiness (Dt. 4:24), righteous judgment (Zc. 13:9) and wrath against sin (Is. 66:15-16). It is also used of the Holy Spirit (Mt. 3:11 \cf. Acts 2:3), of prophetic inspiration (Je. 5:14; 20:9; 23:29) and re-ligious feeling (Ps. 39:3). In other contexts fire is used as a literary Symbol of sin (Is. 9:18), lust (Ho. 7:6) and affliction (Ps. 46:12).

Bibliography. R. J. Forbes, Studies in Andern Technology, 6, 1958, pp. 4ff.; Le Feu dans le Proche-Orienl antique, 1973.    t.c.m.

FIREPAN (Heb. mahtä, from hat_ä, 'to snatch up’). A bowl-shaped Utensil with a handle used in Connection with the tabernacle and Temple Services for three different purposes. 1. In some passages it refers to the snuffdish made of gold, which held the pieces of burnt lamp-wick removed by the tongs or ‘snuffers (Ex. 25:38; 37:23; Nu. 4:9; 1 Ki. 7:50; 2 Ki. 25:15; 2 Ch. 4:22; Je. 52:19, the last four of these references being wrongly translated ‘censer’ and ‘firepan’ in av). 2. Elsewhere it refers to the bronze firepan which was used to carry coals away from the altar of burnt offering (Ex. 27:3; Nu. 4:14, the second of these references being wrongly translated ‘censer’ in av). 3. In other passages it is used of the * censer, also made of bronze, in which incense was burnt (Lv. 10:1; 16:12; Nu. 16:6, 17-18,37-39,46).    j.c.w.

FIRST-BORN.

I. In the Old Testament

The Heb. root bkr, found in many Semitic lan-guages, has the general meaning ‘(to be) early’. b'kör, ‘first-born’ (fern, b'kirä), is used of people and animals, cognate terms being employed for firstfruits, and the first-born son’s Privileges and responsibilities are known as his ‘birthright’ (b'köräh). In Gn. 25:23, the eldest son is called rab, a description occurring elsewhere only in 2nd-millennium cuneiform texts.

The first-born was regarded as ‘the beginning of (his) strength' (re’SU ’6n—Gn. 49:3; Dt. 21:17; cf. Ps. 78:51; 105:36) and ‘the opener of the womb’ (peler rehem—Ex. 13:2, 12, 15; Nu. 18:15; etc.), emphasizing both paternal and maternal lines. The pre-eminent Status of first-born was also accorded to Israel (Ex. 4:22) and the Davidic line (Ps. 89:27).

The eldest son’s special Position was widely rec-ognized in the ancient Near East, though it was not usually extended to sons of concubines or slave-girls (cf. Gn. 21:9-13; Jdg. 11:1-2). The ac-companying Privileges were highly valued, and in the OT included a larger inheritance, a special paternal blessing, family leadership and an honoured place at mealtimes (Gn. 25:5-6; 27:35-36; 37:21 ff.; 42:37; 43:33; Dt. 21:15-17). The double inheritance of Dt. 21:15-17, though apparently unknown to the Patriarchs (Gn. 25:5-6), is mentioned in sev-eral Old Babylonian, Middle Assyrian and Nuzi documents, and is alluded to elsewhere in the OT (2 Ki. 2:9; Is. 61:7).

These Privileges could normally be forfeited only by committing a serious offence (Gn. 35:22; 49:4; 1 Ch. 5:1-2) or by sale (Gn. 25:29-34), though paternal preference occasionally overruled in the matter of royal succession (1 Ki. 1-2; 2 Ch. 11:22-23; cf. 1 Ch. 26:10). There is also a marked interest, especially in Genesis, in the youngest son (Jacob, Ephraim, David; cf. Isaac, Joseph), but such cases were certainly contrary to expectation (Gn. 48:17ff.; 1 Sa. 16:6ff.).

Where no sons existed, the eldest daughter took responsibility for her younger sisters (Gn. 19:30ff.). It was an Aramaean custom (Gn. 29:26), and per-haps also an Israelite one (1 Sa. 18:17-27), for the eldest daughter to be married first. A Ugaritic text mentions the transfer of birthright from the eldest to the youngest daughter.

In Israelite ritual, the first-born of man and beast had a special place. The male first-born be-longed to Yahweh (Ex. 13:2; 22:29b-30; Nu. 3:13), and this was underlined by Israel’s deliverance in the final plague. Children were redeemed in the Exodus generation by the Levites (Nu. 3:40-41), and later, at a month old, by a payment of five shekels (Nu. 18:16; cf. 3:42-51). Sacrifice of human first-born is occasionally mentioned, fol-lowing Canaanite practice (2 Ki. 3:27; Ezk. 20:25-26; Mi. 6:7; cf. 1 Ki. 16:34), but this was a mis-interpretation of Ex. 22:29. Clean male firstlings were sacrificed (Nu. 18:17-18; Dt. 12:6, 17), while imperfect animals were eaten in the towns (Dt. 15:21-23). Male firstlings of unclean animals were redeemed (Nu. 18:15), though an ass was redeemed with a lamb or had its neck broken (Ex. 13:13; 34:20).

Bibliography. I. Mendelsohn, BASOR 156, 1959, pp. 38-40; R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel1, 1965, pp. 41-42, 442-445, 488-489; idem, Studies in OT Sacrifice, 1964, pp. 70-73; J. Henningen in E. Graf (ed.), Festschrift W. Caskel, 1968, pp. 162-183; M. Tsevat, TDOT2, pp. 121-127.    m.j.s.

II. In the New Testament

Jesus was the first-born (prötotokos) of his mother (Mt. 1:25; Lk. 2:7), a phrase which allows, but does not demand, that Mary had other, later children (cf. Mk. 6:3; ‘Brethren of the Lord). As such, Jesus was taken to the Temple by Mary and Joseph to be offered to God (Lk. 2:22-24); since Luke omits mention of a price being paid to redeem the child, he may have intended the inci-dent to be regarded as the dedication of the first-born to the Service of God (cf. 1 Sa. 1:11, 22, 28). Jesus is also the first-born of his heavenly Father. He is the first-born of all creation, not in the sense that he himself is a created being, but rather that as God’s Son he was his agent in creation and hence has authority over all created things (Col. 1:15-17). Similarly, he is the first-born in the new creation by being raised first from the dead, and is thus Lord over the church (Col. 1:18; Rev. 1:5). He is thus the first-born in a whole family of children of God who are destined to bear his image (Rom. 8:29). There may be an echo of Ps. 89:27 in Heb. 1:6, where God’s Son is the object of worship by the angels at his coming into the world (whether the incarnation, resurrection or second advent is meant is debatable). Finally, God’s people, both living and dead, can be described as the first-born who are enrolled in heaven, since they share the Privileges of the Son (Heb. 12:23).

Bibliography. O. Eissfeldt, Erstlinge und Zehnten im Allen Testament, 1917; W. Michaelis, TDNT 6, pp. 871-881; K. H. Bartels, NIDNTT I, pp. 667-670.    i.h.m. 2 3

river threatened to swallow Tobias. The fisherman of the parable of the drag-net (Mt. 13:48) dis-carded some fish because they were too small, inedible or ‘unclean’. The fish in whose mouth Peter found the stater (Mt. 17:27) must have had a large mouth, like the fish of the Sea of Galilee called Chromis simonis after the apostle. In add-ition to the common Gk. word for fish, ichthys (e.g. Mt. 7:10), the NT uses the diminutive ichlhydion, ‘small fish’ (Mt. 15:34; Mk. 8:7, both passages which describe the feeding of the four thousand), and opsarion, small fish eaten with bread (Jn. 6:11; 21:9). In the Sea of Galilee today at least twenty-four species of fish are found, sometimes in large shoals.

The Bible mentions Egypt as a place where fish are plentiful (Nu. 11:5), and the Sea of Galilee (Lk. 5:6) and Tyre (Ne. 13:16) are also noted as ample sources of supply. Fish cannot live in the salty waters of the Dead Sea, but Ezk. 47:10 foresees that this lake will be stocked with fish as one of the blessings of the kingdom of glory.

II.    Fishermen and their methods

The strenuous life of fishermen required a strong physique (Lk. 5:2), and their speech was sometimes rough (Mk. 14:70f.). At least seven of Jesus’ disciples were fishermen: Peter, Andrew, probably Philip, who also came from Bethsaida (Aram. for ‘house of fishing’) on the Sea of Gali-iee, James, John, Thomas and Nathanael (Mt. 4:18, 21; Jn. 1:44; 21:2). Some of these were Partners in fishing and were used to working together (Lk. 5:7, 10).

The Bible mentions fishing by *net, specifically the casting-net (Mt. 4:18) and the large drag-net (Mt. 13:47).

On the Sea of Galilee the fishermen used small boats, which were propelled by oars (Jn. 6:19). The Statement that the wind was contrary (Mt. 14:24) may indicate the use of a sail as in the present-day fishing-boats on this lake. (*Ships and Boats.) Often on the Sea of Galilee fishing was done at night (Lk. 5:5; Jn. 21:3). Düring the day the fisherman on the shore or wading in the water could throw the casting-net (Mt. 4:18). Larger nets were let down by several men from boats (Lk. 5:4). The fish were either emptied into the boat (Lk. 5:7) or the nets were dragged to the shore (Mt. 13:48; Jn. 21:8). Then the fish were sorted, the saleable ones being put in baskets and the useless ones thrown away (Mt. 13:48). The Bible does not refer to fishing as a recreation.

III.    Marketing and preparation

In Jerusalem there was a Fish Gate (perhaps on the N side of the city), through which traders brought their fish to seil to the populace (Zp. 1:10). From Ne. 13:16 we know that Tyrian fish merchants lived in the city after the Exile. In Bible times common methods of preparing fish for eating were roasting (Jn. 21:9; Tobit 6:5), and salting and drying (Tobit 6:5, Sinaitic Text). The fish which Tyrians sold in Jerusalem and the small fish which were used in the miraculous feeding of the 5,000 and of the 4,000 (Mt. 14:17; 15:36) were probably prepared in the latter way. (* Food.)

IV.    Fish worship

Dt. 4:18 forbids making images of fish for worship. The pagan fish-goddess Atargatis was worshipped at Ascalon and among the Nabataeans. The oxy-rhynchus was worshipped in a nome in Egypt named after that fish.

V. Figurative and symbolic uses

People suflering misfortune (Ec. 9:12) or captured by enemies (Hab. 1:15) are compared to fish caught in a net. Fishing is used in the OT as a figure of God’s judgment on nations or indi-viduals (e.g. Je. 16:16; Ezk. 32:3). Jesus called disciples to become fishers of men (Mt. 4:19). The kingdom of heaven is likened to a drag-net (Mt. 13:47).

The fish was one of the earliest Symbols of Christian art, because the letters of Gk. ichthys were taken as an acronym for Iesous Christos Theou Hyios Söter, ‘Jesus Christ, of God the Son, Saviour’ (see F. J. Dölger, IX0YL, 1928).

Bibliography. G. Dalman, Arbeit und Sitte, 6, 1939, pp. 343-370; G. S. Cansdale, Animais of Bible Lands, 1970; J. D. M. Derrett, ‘Peter’s Penny’, in Law in the New Testament, 1970, pp. 247-265; M. Nun, The Sea of Galilee and its Fisherman in the New Testament, 1989. j.t.

FLAGON. Heb. nebel, Is. 22:24, a large, two-handled jar for storing wine (’Glass). av trans-lates Heb. “sisä as ‘flagon’, following the Interpretation of Qimchi. However, Ho. 3:1 (Heb. ‘“sise '“näbim ... of grapes) and Ct. 2:5 (parallel to ‘re-fresh me with apples’, rsv) suggest a derivation from the root ’ss, ‘be firm’, ‘compress’. lxx pre-serves the meaning by translating ‘cake from a pan’ (laganon apo teganou, 2 Sa. 6:19); ‘raisin cake’ (pemmata mela staphidön, Ho. 3:1); ‘sweet cake’ (amoriten, 1 Ch. 16:3; amorais, Ct. 2:5). Heb. '“sisä denotes, therefore, a cake of compressed, dried grapes, possibly used as an oflfering in pagan worship (Ho. 3:1). (*Vine.)    A.R.M.

FLAX (Heb. pistä in Ex. 9:31 and Is. 42:3; pisteh elsewhere in the OT; Gk. linon in Mt. 12:20). Used chiefly in making Minen, flax (Linum usitatis-simum) is the oldest of the textile fibres. The plant grows often to a height of 1 m, and produces beau-tiful blue flowers. From the shiny seeds comes lin-seed oil.

Flax was cultivated by the Egyptians betöre the Exodus (Ex. 9:31) and, before the Conquest, by the Canaanites, who dried the stalks on the house-tops (Jos. 2:6). Among God’s judgments in Hosea’s day was the taking away of the flax (Ho. 2:9).

In the single NT reference (Mt. 12:20), an allu-sion to flax as being slow-burning, Matthew is quoting from Is. 42:3.    j.d.d. 4 1

Psalmist says, ‘my body (Heb. flesh) also dwells secure' (Ps. 16:9). This leads to the concept of the union of one person with another. Man and wife are ‘one flesh’ (Gn. 2:24), and a man can say of his relatives, ‘I am your bone and your flesh’ (Jdg. 9:2).

Again, the notion of flesh as the whole man gives rise to the expression ‘all flesh’, which de-notes the totality of human existence, sometimes also including the animal creation. There is sometimes the sense that flesh is weak: ‘in God I trust without a fear. What can flesh do to me?’ (Ps. 56:4). This is not the thought of moral weakness (per-haps the nearest we get to this is Ps. 78:39). It is the physical frailty of man that is meant.

II. In the New Testament

In the NT the Gk. word for ‘flesh’ is sarx. This term reproduces most of the OT meaning of bäsär. It denotes the fleshy part of the body, as in refer-ences to eating flesh (Rev. 19:18, etc.), or to the whole body (Gal. 4:13fi). It may mean the whole man, ‘our bodies (lit. our flesh) had no rest... fighting without and fear within’ (2 Cor. 7:5), or ‘within me, that is, in my flesh’ (Rom. 7:18). As in the OT, man and wife are ‘one flesh’ (Mt. 19:5f.), and there are passages referring to ‘all flesh’ (Jn. 17:2). The weakness of the flesh is spoken of in connection with the apostles’ failure to watch in Gethsemane (Mt. 26:41; Mk. 14:38).

But the NT has also some distinctive meanings. Akin to the ‘my bone and my flesh’ passages of the OT (though not quite the same) are those which refer to physical descent and the like. Thus Christ ‘was descended from David according to the flesh’ (Rom. 1:3). Paul can speak of ‘Israel according to the flesh’ (1 Cor. 10:18; see Rsvmg.), and the Israel-ites as his ‘kinsmen by race’ (Gk. ‘according to the flesh’) (Rom. 9:3).

‘The flesh’ may stand for the whole of this physical existence, and there are references to being ‘in the flesh’ (Col. 2:1; rsv omits). There is no blame attached to this, and, indeed, Christ is said more than once to have been ‘in the flesh’ (Eph. 2:15; 1 Pet. 3:18; 1 Jn. 4:2, etc.). To be ‘in the flesh’ is not incompatible with being ‘in the Lord’ (Phm. 16). The flesh may be defiled (Jude 8) or purified (Heb. 9:13). The life that Paul the Christian now lived was ‘in the flesh’ (Gal. 2:20).

But, by definition, the flesh is the earthly part of man. It has its ‘lusts’ and its ‘desires’ (Eph. 2:3). If men concentrate on these they may be said to ‘set their minds on the things of the flesh’ (Rom. 8:5). And to set the mind on the flesh ‘is death’ (Rom. 8:6). This is explained as ‘enmity against God’ (Rom. 8:7). The man whose horizon is limited by the flesh is by that very fact opposed to God. He lives ‘according to the flesh’ (Rom. 8:13), that flesh that ‘lusteth against the Spirit’ (Gal. 5:17, av; rsv has ‘the desires of the flesh are against the Spirit’ but av is more literal). For a dreadful list of ‘the works of the flesh’, see Gal. 5:19-21. The flesh in this sense denotes the whole Personality of man as organized in the wrong dir-ection, as directed to earthly pursuits rather than the Service of God.

Bibliography. K. Grayston in TWBR; D. E. H. Whiteley, The Theology of St. Paul, 1964; J. A. T. Robinson, The Body, 1952; E. Schweizer, F. Baum-gärtel and R. Meyer in TDNT1, pp. 98-151; H. Seebass, A. C. Thiselton, in NIDNTT 1, pp. 671-682.    l.m.

FLESH-HOOK (av; rsv ‘fork’). A bronze imple-ment associated like others with the altar of burnt offeringat the tabernacle (Ex. 27:3; 38:3; Nu. 4:14) and Solomon’s Temple (1 Ch. 28:17; 2 Ch. 4:16). Seen in use at Shiloh (1 Sa. 2:13-14) as a three-pronged fork.    k.a.k.

FLESHPOTS (Heb. sir, probably a foreign loan-word; cf. Arab. sir, ‘a large waterjar’, and later Gk. siras). A large household Utensil usually made of metal for placing over a fire (Ex. 16:3; Ec. 7:6, ‘pot’; 2 Ki. 4:38, ‘great pot’). It is used symbolically of Jerusalem (Ezk. 11:3, ‘cauldron’), in similes for avarice (Mi. 3:3), and figuratively for speedy ven-geance (Ps. 58:9). Such pots were in use in the sanc-tuary (Ex. 27:3; 2 Ki. 25:14, etc.) and were probably deep bronze cauldrons (so Je. 1:13, rv). They were also used as *washbasins (Ps. 108:9). Their shape was that adopted for the excavation of cis-terns (2 Sa. 3:26). (* Potter, *Vessels.) j.d.d.

FLOOD. A deluge of water sent by God in the time of Noah to destroy all but a selected few from the earth (Gn. 6-8). The word used in the OT to describe this phenomenon is mabbül, probably derived from ybl, ‘to bring’, the counterpart of Akkadian wäbäbum, ‘to bring’, which has the meaning, among others, ‘to sweep away’ (of water, wind, etc.) and from which are derived biblum, ‘devastating flood’, and bubbulunt, ‘flood’. A different word, abitbum, is used in the Akkadian flood stories. In the OT, mabbül is otherwise found only in Ps. 29:10, also meaning ‘flood’. In the lxx, mabbül is translated by kataklysmos, and this is the word used in NT (Ml, 24:38-39; Lk. 17:27; 2 Pet. 2:5) to describe the same event.

In the Evv various other terms are translated by the word ‘flood’, most of them referring to rivers, either in normal flow or in spate, which was one of the meanings of ‘flood’ in av English. Thus in OT nähär (e.g. Jos. 24:2), yr'ör (e.g. Je. 46:7; the form ’ör occurs in Am. 8:8), nahal (e.g. 2 Sa. 22:5), and sibbölei (Ps. 69:2, 15; Jdg. 12:6), and in NT pota-mos (e.g. Mt. 7:25), all bear roughly this meaning. Other words translated ‘flood’ are setep, ‘an over-flowing’ (e.g. Ps. 32:6), and the verb näzal, ‘to flow’, in its participial form ‘flower’ (e.g. Ex. 15:8) in OT, andplemmyra, ‘high water’ (Lk. 6:48), in NT.

a.    The reason for the Flood

When God saw that man was constantly planning and doing evil (Gn. 6:5), he resolved to bring a just destruction upon him (6:1-7). But *Noah was a righteous man, so he and his immediate family were to be spared to make a new Start.

b.    The preparation

Gn. 6:3 and 1 Pet. 3:20 indicate that through the longsuffering of God there would be 120 years’ respite before the coming of the Flood. In this period God commanded Noah to build an *ark and gave him careful instructions for it. He also announced that he would make a covenant with Noah (6:18; see g, below).

c.    The occupants of the ark

Eight people, Noah, his three sons, Shem, Ham and Japeth, and their four wives were preserved in the ark (Gn. 6.18; 7:7, 13; 2 Pet. 2:5). There were also two members, a male and a female, of each division (after their kind, mfn, not necessarily ‘spe-cies’; ‘Creation, II.d) of the animal kingdom, including the birds, on board (6:19-20; 7:8-9, 14-15) and in addition to these there were twelve extra creatures, six male and six female, of each clean species, presumably for food and sacrifice (7:2-3; some commentators interpret the numbers as seven, rather than fourteen altogether of each). Vegetable food for all these occupants was also stowed aboard. No mention is made of sea creatures, but these may have been included in ‘every living thing of all flesh’ (6:19), and could have been accommodated outside the ark.

d The Flood

When Noah and his companions had entered the ark God secured it behind him (7:16) and loosed the waters. These came in the form of rain (7:4, 12), and of such force that the Bible says ‘the Windows of heaven were opened’ (7:11), a very telling metaphor. The level of the waters was also raised from below, ‘all the fountains of the great deep (t'höm) were broken up’ (7:11), but this may be a metaphorical Statement, as is suggested by the use of the word t'höm, which is usually found in poetic passages, so it is inappropriate to seek references to geological phenomena in it.

bc Kish    Ur

e.    The chronology of the Flood

Noah entered the ark on the 17th day of the 2nd month of his 600th year (7:11), and the earth was dry on the 27th day of the 2nd month of his 60Ist year, so, counting 30 days to a month, the Flood lasted 371 days. The rain feil for 40 days (7:12) and the waters continued to rise for another 110 (7:24) = 150; the waters then feil for 74 days (8:5) = 224; 40 days later the raven was sent out (8:6—7) = 264; 7 days later Noah sent out the dove (8:8, with implication of ‘other 7 days’ in 8:10) = 271; he sent it out again 7 days later (8:10) = 278; and for the third time 7 days later (8:12) = 285; Noah removed the covering of the ark 29 days later (8:13 with 7:11) = 314; and the earth was finally dry 57 days later (8:14) = 371 days altogether.

f.    The extent of the Flood

That everything (6:17), including man (6:7; 7:21) and beast (6:7, 13, 17; 7:21-22), was to be blotted out by the Flood is clearly stated, but it can be argued that these categories are qualified by the Statements of locality: upon the earth (’eres; 6:17; 7:17, 23); under heaven (sämayim; 6:17; 7:19); and upon the ground (’adämä\ 7:4, 23). ’eres can mean ‘land’ (e.g. Gn. 10:10), sämayim can mean ‘sky’, or the visible part of heaven within the horizon (e.g. 1
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Ki. 18:45), and the extent of '“dämä would be de-termined by these other two words; thus it is pos-sible that a flood of unexampled severity might meet these conditions without covering the entire surface of the globe. The argument that such a flood would make the preservation of animals un-necessary might be countered with the Suggestion that if a whole environmental zone with its own individual fauna were involved, such a measure would be necessary. The Statement that all the high mountains (hare) under the whole heaven were covered (7:19-20) and that near the end of the Flood they began to be seen (8:5) is interpreted in this scheme as a phenomenon due to the cloud and mist that must have accompanied the cataclysm. This interpretation favours a limited Flood, but the text is also capable of bearing the interpretation of a universal Flood, and dogmatism is not reason-able, either way. The theological teaching of the Bible has traditionally been interpreted in the sense that all men except Noah and his family were destroyed.

g.    The end of the Flood

God remembered Noah in the ark, and caused the waters steadily to decrease until the ark came to rest on the mountains of Urartu (*Ararat). The MT here, höre ’arärät, consonantal hry'rrt, is un-equivocally in the plural (-el-y) and refers, there-fore, to the mountains of Urartu (* Ararat), a retrospective use of the name, but referring to the whole mountainous area of modern Armenia and not specifically to Mount Ararat. To find out whether it was safe to disembark Noah sent out a raven first, which was perhaps able to feed on car-rion, and perch on the roof of the ark (8:7), and then a dove, which on the second attempt brought back an olive leaf, indicating perhaps that the waters had fallen enough for the foothills, where the olive trees grow, to be dry, and therefore suf-ficient food to be now available for the animals (8:8-11). The third time he sent out the dove it did not return (8:12), so he deemed it time to leave the ark, and this he was commanded by God to do. Noah then made burnt offerings of every clean beast and bird (see c, above), and God swore not to bring another flood (8:21-22; Is. 54:9), blessed Noah and his sons (9:1), and confirmed it in a cov-enant (9:11), whose sign was a bow in the clouds (9:13-17).

1

 In the Old Testament

In the OT the principal word is bäsär (found 269 times), though sr'er (16 times, 4 times translated ‘flesh’ in rsv) also occurs. bäsär denotes the principal constituent of the body, human (Gn. 40:19) or animal (Lv. 6:27). The latter use leads on to the thought of meat as used for food and to that of the flesh of the animal sacrifices, whether eaten or not. From the formet usage ‘flesh’ comes to mean the whole body (Pr. 14:30), and by a natural exten-sion of meaning the whole man, as when the

2

FISH, FISHING.

3

 Kinds of fish and sources of supply

The general Heb. words for water-creatures are däg and dägä. According to the Mosaic law (Lv. 11:9-12; Dt. 14:9-10) water-creatures having fins and scales were ‘clean’, but those without fins and scales (e.g. shellfish) were ‘unclean’. The creature which swallowed Jonah is called ‘a great fish’ in Jon. 1:17. Mt. 12:40 carefully adopts the same des-ignation (Gk. kelos, ‘a large sea-monster’, translated and interpreted by av, rv and rsv as ‘whale’). According to Tobit 6:2 a large fish in the Tigris

4

FLFSH.


h.    Cuneiform parallels

Stories of a flood have been found among the cuneiform documents excavated in the Near East. A Sumerian tablet from Nippur in S Babylonia re-lates how king Ziusudra was warned that the gods had decreed a deluge to destroy mankind and told to build a great boat in which to escape. This tablet was written c. 1600 bc, but the story had probably been known in Mesopotamia for many centuries before this. The fact of a devastating flood is a part of Sumerian historical and literary tradition. An Akkadian story is contained in incomplete copies of the Atrahasis Epic made c. 1630 bc and circu-lated widely during later centuries (it was known at * Ugarit). This describes a flood sent by the gods to destroy man after earlier attempts to control him had failed. The pious Atrahasis is warned by the creator-god Enki (or Ea) to build a boat and escape with his family, treasure and animals. Then the flood comes, lasting for 7 days, and, after a missing passage, Atrahasis öfters a sacrifice to the gods who gather like flies around it. They regret their act, and reinstitute society with the rule of individual guilt and punishment. The famous Ba-bylonian Story of the Flood, which forms part of Tablet XI of the longer Epic of Gilgamesh (* Babylonia), derives largely from this work. It was a copy of this, which had been excavated from Nin-eveh some 20 years before, that was identified in the BM in 1872 by George Smith. In this Version the hero, named Uta-napishtim (once Atrahasis, line 187) describes to Gilgamesh how he was given immortality after surviving the Flood. He teils the same story as the Atrahasis Epic with some details not preserved in that account. Notable among them is the boat’s coming to rest on Mt Nisir (in NW Persia) and the despatch in succession of a dove, a swallow and a raven, the occupants of the boat disembarking when the raven did not return. These cuneiform accounts show similarities with Gn. 6-9, a fact which is possibly to be explained by common reference to an actual historical event. The many crude elements in the cuneiform ver-sions suggest that these are the less reliable of the two accounts.

/. Sources

Many scholars consider that the narrative of the Flood in Gn. 6-9 is composed of two sources, J (Yahwist) and P (Priestly), woven together by a late editor, working after the return from the Exile. Ac-cording to this theory, oral traditions from early times were brought together, and were committed to writing in the ‘document’ called J over a period of centuries, beginning in the time of the early monarchy. The other source (P) was the result of centuries of the traditions of the priests from the time of David, which were written down in the period from perhaps 500 bc to the time of Ezra, drawing, in the case of such sections as that deal-ing with the Flood, upon the Babylonian traditions as learnt during the Exile. Evidence for the two sources is found in such criteria as the use of the two divine names, YHWH in J and '*löhtm in P, and in such observations as that Noah is bidden to take seven (or fourteen) of every clean creature and two of every unclean creature into the ark (Gn. 7:2-3 = J), and that he is bidden to take one pair of every species (Gn. 6:19 = P; see c, above).

These matters are susceptible of other explan-ations, however (see Bibliography), and the unity of the Flood account is suggested by the consistent Statements as to the cause of the Flood (Gn. 6:5-7, J, 11-13, P), the purpose of it (Gn. 6:7, J, 13, 17, P; 7:4, J, 21, P, 22-23, J; 8:21, J), and the saving of a representative remnant (Gn. 6:8, J, 18-20, P; 7:1—3, 7-9, J, 13—16a, P, 16b, J; 8:16-19, P).

j.    Other Flood slories

A large number of Flood stories, principally from Europe, Asia and America have been recorded.

k.    Archaeology and the Flood

Excavations at Ur, Kish, and Farah in Mesopotamia have uncovered evidence of serious floods. The excavators of the first two sites, Sir Leonard Woolley and S. H. Langdon, believed these re-mains were connected with the biblical Flood. This is unlikely, however, since the flood levels at the three sites do not all date from the same period, and in each case they are most readily explained as due to a river inundation of unusual severity. Moreover, the earliest, that at Ur, is unlikely to have taken place much before 4000 bc, a date which comes well on in the continuous sequence of prehistoric cultures in the Near East, and one at which there is no sign of a break in other areas. If a serious local flood in the Mesopotamian plain is considered to be all that is implied by the biblical account, one or other of the flood deposits at these sites may be thought to be evidence of it, but if, as seems probable, a far more serious event is re-corded in Genesis, the evidence from Mesopota-mia must be considered irrelevant.

/. Geology and the Flood

No certain geological evidence of the biblical Flood is known. Many phenomena have beeil noted, however, which in the past, and particularly the 19th Century, were cited as evidence of a serious flood. The majority of these are today most plausibly explained as vestigcs of the glacial action of the Quaternary Ice Age, or as the result of much earlier geological occurrences. Associated with the ice age, however, were certain changes, such as varying sea-levels through locking up and release of water in the glaciers, and depression and rising of land masses in concord with the increase and decrease in the weight of ice on them, which might well have produced eflects in keeping with the biblical account. The effective end of the last glaci-ation may be dated around 10,000 bc, so it may be that Noah and his contemporaries are to be given an antiquity of this magnitude (* Genealogy).

No certain evidence is, however, available, and any scheme to place the events described in Genesis in their actual historical setting can be no more than tentative.

Bibliography. General: A. Parrot, The Flood and Noah's Ark, 1955; A. Heidel, The Gilgamesh Epic and Old Testament Parallels', 1949, ch. IV. Section h: W. G. Lambert and A. R. Millard, At-rahasis. The Babylonian Story of the Flood, 1969; J H. Tigay, The Evolution of the Gilgamesh Epic, 1982, pp. 214-240; ANET, pp. 72-99, 104-106; DOTT, pp. 17-26. Section i: O. T. Allis, The Five Books of Moses, 1943, pp. 95-99; G. Ch. Aalders, A Short Introduction to the Pentateuch, 1949, pp. 45-47. Section j: J. G. Frazer, Folk-Iore in the Old Testament, 1919, pp. 146-332 (pp. 107-125 for Mesopotamian versions in Gk. and Akkadian. Section k: M. E. L. Mallowan, Iraq 26, 1964, pp. 62-82; R. L. Raikes, Iraq 28, 1966, pp. 52—63. Section l: J. K. Charlesworth, The Quaternary Era 2, 1957, pp. 614-619.    t.c.m.

FOLLY. While folly in the OT is sometimes plain silliness (e.g. Pr. 10:14; 14:15; 18:13), it is usually culpable: a disdain for God’s truth and discipline (Pr. 1:7). Hence even the ‘simple’ or gullible man (peli) is not merely ‘without sense’ (Pr. 7:7fF.) but fatally wayward (Pr. 1:32). He must make a moral and spiritual choice, not only a mental eflbrt (Pr. 9:1-6, 13-18; Ps. 19:7). Likewise the Tool’ (known by various, virtually interchangeable terms, chiefly Idsil, ''wfl, säkäl) is typically one who, like Saul, has ‘played the fool’ (1 Sa. 26:21) and closed his mind to God (e.g. Ps. 94:8flf; Pr. 27:22; Je. 5:21). The most hardened folly is that of the ‘scoffer’ (les, e.g. Pr. 1:22; 14:6; 24:9) and of the aggressive un-believer called the näbäl (1 Sa. 25:25; Ps. 14:1; Is. 32:5f).

Christ’s warning against branding anybody Tool’ (moros, Mt. 5:22) presupposes these spiritual and moral connotations (see Arndt for other ex-

planations). in 1 Cor. 1:25, 27 Paul takes up the term (moros, Toolishness’) used by unbelievers in their l'aulty evaluation of God’s purposes. A man's folly may sometimes lie in his being unable to per-ceive the issues (e.g. Lk. 11:40; 1 Cor. 15:36, aphrön), but more likely in the fact that he has made an unworthy choice (e.g. Lk. 12:20. aphrön: Rom. 1:21, asynetos; Gal. 3:1, 3, anoelos: Mt. 7:26. moros).    d.a.h.

F.D.K.

FOOD. Within this general term are included all the vegetable and animal products used by man to maintain the physical life of his body.

I. In the Old Testament

a.    Earliest periods

From the beginning (Gn. 1:29-30; 2:16) all seed-bearing plants (mainly grains and vegetables, pre-sumably) and fruit-bearing trees served as food for man, and natural greenstufls as food for animals. The Fall brought with it the necessity for hard toil in food gathering and production (Gn. 3:18, 23; 4:2-3). Food in the ark was evidently representa-tive of that in common use at the time, but no details of it are given (Gn. 6:21). After the Flood, God promised that seedtime and harvest should not cease while the earth endured, and all living things (besides Vegetation) might be used for food. but not their blood (Gn. 8:22—9:4). At the time of Noah’s resettlement of the earth after the Flood. grape-growing (and, in consequence, drunkenness) first appears (Gn. 9:20-21).

b.    The patriarchal age

In Egypt, Palestine and Mesopotamia in the early 2nd millennium bc, grain and various breads were a staple diet, along with milk, butter, cheeses, water, wine and beer. Doubtless the semi-nomadic Patriarchs lived mainly on the milk-products of their cattle and Docks, but also had bread (see the supply given to Hagar, Gn. 21:14) and sometimes cultivated grain seasonally as did Isaac (Gn. 26:12) and presumably Jacob (cf. Gn. 37:7), since he needed to buy Egyptian grain in time of famine (Gn. 42:2, 25f.; 43:2; 44:1-2). Lentil soup (a red soup) was probably a common dish in the days when Esau traded his birthright for a meal of it (Gn. 25:29-34), as it certainly was later on (e.g. 2 Sa. 17:28). Honoured guests were treated to the fatted calf accompanied by curds and milk (Gn. 18:6-8). With Abraham’s action we may compare the references in the N Canaanite texts from Ugarit which mention slaughter and preparation of ‘a lamb from the flock’ or The sleekest of . . . fatlings’ (ANET, pp. 146, 149, 151). Although meat was not an everyday dish, desert-game was populär in patriarchal Syria-Palestine. Isaac liked his tasty meat from the hunt (Gn. 27:3-4), just as did the Egyp. Sinuhe in Palestine a little earlier (ANET, p. 20). Presents to dignitaries might include nuts and honey as delicacies (Gn. 43:11). The tablets from the 18th-century bc palace at Mari indicate that large amounts of honey were provided at banquets for visiting royalty, and during the same period King Ishme-Dagan of Assyria sent pistachio-nuts to his brother ruling at Mari. In Egypt, too, honey was first and foremost the prerogative of royalty and high society, but was also occasionally enjoyed by their inferiors. Finally, the common meal was a recognized token of amity between the two contracting parties of an agreement, e.g. Isaac and the Philistines in Gn. 26:30, and Jacob and Laban in Gn. 31:54. No details are given of the meal to which Joseph treated his brothers in Egypt (Gn. 43:31-34).

c.    Israel in Egypt

In Egypt, despite their hard life, the captive Israel-ites had had a variety of food that they remem-bered with nostalgia in the wilderness journeyings: fish in plenty, cucumbers, melons, leeks, onions, garlic (Nu. 11:5). This list corresponds quite close-ly with known ancient Egyp. foods, not least in the E Delta (Goshen area) in the 13th Century bc. Thus, in praising the region of Ra'amses, a scribe extols its wealth of foods: onions and leeks, seven kinds of fish in its waters, and various fruits and vegetables (ANET, p. 471; better, R. A. Caminos, Late-Egyplian Miscellanies, 1954, p. 74).

d.    Food in Israel

(i) Vegetable foods. Grain, wine and olive-oil were the three staple Commodities (Dt. 7:13; Ne. 5:11; Ho. 2:8). The grain was mainly barley, wheat and sometimes speit, an inferior wheat; see Ex. 9:32 (Egypt); Dt. 8:8; and Is. 28:25 (note order of grains). For preparation and baking of bread, see * Bread; this basic food was the most appropriate word-picture for Christ himself, the Bread of Life (cf. Jn. 6:33, 35).

The *vine was the second great provider; not only of fresh grapes as a fruit (Nu. 6:3; Dt. 23:24) but also of dried grapes as raisins (1 Sa. 25:18; 30:12); of the sweet grape-juice, ’asis (Is. 49:26; Am. 9:13; Joel 1:5; 3:18, av, ‘sweet wine’, ‘new wine’); of the half-fermented must or new wine (Jdg. 9:13; Ho. 4:11; Pr. 3:10; etc.)', and of the fully fermented wine (yayin). These red juices of the grape were often called ‘the blood of the grapc’ (Gn. 49:11; Dt. 32:14). *Wine in its various forms was the general drink in ancient Palestine. Various wines in ancient Egypt, Palestine (cf. that of Helbon, in Ezk. 27:18 and Assyr. texts) and Asia Minor were celebrated in antiquity. Vinegar (wine gone acid), diluted with water, helped to refresh field-workers (Ru. 2:14).

Besides being a general word for fermented drinks, Sekär, ‘strong drink’, appears to have been applied specifically to beverages brewed from grain (i.e. beer; Herodotus, 2. 77) or dates (ibid., 1. 193) or perhaps even honey. Beer was the more populär drink in Mesopotamia, but wine in Palestine; both were common in Egypt, where date-wine and other drinks are mentioned. For spiced wine, see (iv) Seasoning, below.

The third basic Commodity, olive-oil, was used both as food and for cooking-fat. With flour, *oil went into breads and cakes, or these could be cooked in oil (Ex. 29:2); its use was universal, cf. the widow of Zarephath (1 Ki. 17:12).

For vegetables, see sections b and c, above, Patriarchal age (lentils) and Israel in Egypt (Nu. 11:5); beans, pöl, were also used (2 Sa. 17:28; Ezk. 4:9). The word occurs also in Egypt from the 13th Century bc. Besides the grapes and olives already mentioned, fruits included *figs proper, sometimes pressed into fig-cakes (cf. Is. 38:21 for a medicinal use; also used medically at Ugarit, for horses), and also sycomore-figs, as in Egypt, that had to be notched to swell to edible size (which was Amos’s occupation; Am. 7:14). Pomegranates were eaten and their juice drunk (Ct. 8:2). The various nuts available included almonds (Je. 1:11) and pistachio-nuts (see under Patriarchal age above). ln Pr. 25:11; Ct. 2:3, 5; 7:8; 8:5; Joel 1:12, the term lappüah probably means ‘apple’, although this Interpretation is often questioned. Outside of Egypt and Palestine, Bab. texts indicate a long knowledge of the apple (hashüru) in Mesopotamia, as well as in SE Asia Minor (Purustjanda, near modern Topada). (See also ’Trees.)

(ii)    Animal products. These include honey, fats and meat. The honey of wild bees found in rocks, trees, etc., was widely used (Dt. 32:13; Jdg. 14:8; 1 Sa. 14:25; 2 Sa. 17:29). The OT writers do not say whether the Hebrews (like the Egyptians) practised bee-keeping. * Honey was a delicacy rnuch enjoyed (Ps. 19:10; Pr. 24:13). Palestine was indeed a land of ‘milk and honey’ (Ex. 3:8)—in the 15th Century bc the Egyptian pharaoh Tuthmosis III brought back hundreds of jars of honey from Syria-Palestine as tribute (7th and 14th campaigns). See the ecstatic description of Palestine’s wealth of grain, wine, oil, honey, fruits and cattle by Sinuhe (ANET, pp. 19-20).

Milk was another staple item of diet, along with its products butter and cheese. For milk, cf. Pr. 27:27; Is. 7:22; Ezk. 25:4; for butter, Pr. 30:33; and for cheese, see Jb. 10:10; 1 Sa. 17:18; 2 Sa. 17:29 (as a gift). Milk was often offered to the unexpected visitor or guest, as it was to Sisera in Jdg. 4:19; 5:25, and as it had been centuries earlier to the Egyptian fugitive Sinuhe (ANET, p. 19).

Meat was eaten only occasionally, except perhaps for the rieh, who may have had it regularly. As with Abraham, guests were entertained to calf, kid or lamb (cf. Jdg. 6:19ff.; 2 Sa. 12:4), and these were acceptable gifts alive or already dressed (1 Sa. 16:20; 25:18). The fatted ox in the stall sometimes provided a princely repast (Pr. 15:17), just as in Egypt (picture in N. M. Davies, Egyptian Paintings, 1955, plate 4) or in Mesopotamia—witness the of-ficial, charged with banqueting arrangements for visiting royalty, who reports on a fatted ox so heavy with flesh that ‘when he Stands up, the blood rushes to his feet and he cannot stand . . .’ Eli’s renegade sons preferred roast to boiled meat (1 Sa. 2:13-15), and meat boiled in a pot of water provided Ezekiel with a text (24:3-5). But a kid was not to be boiled in its mother’s milk (Ex. 23:19), perhaps because this appears to have been associ-ated with Canaanite sacrificia! practice, and hence would carry similar implications to the ‘food oflfered to idols’ of NT times. Lv. 11:1-23, 29fT. (cf. 41 fT.) and Dt. 14:3-21 record the law on animals allowed or forbidden as food. In addition to the ox, sheep and goat, it was permissible to eat seven kinds of venison (Dt. 14:5), and all other cloven-hoofed animals that chewed the cud. Those * animals which failed to fulfil both demands were forbidden as food and listed as ‘unclean’, together with more than a score of different kinds of birds. With regard to fish, etc., only those with both fins and scales might be eaten. A very few specified in-sects might be consumed (the locust-family). Some of the creatures forbidden were simply unfit for human consumption; others (e.g. swine) were unsafe in a hot climate; still others may have been too closely identified with surrounding idolatry. For fish, see section c, above, on Israel in Egypt, and * Fish, Fishing.

(iii)    Solomon’s palace food-supplies. In 1 Ki. 4:7, 22-23, 27-28, it is recorded that the governors of
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Some of ihe principal foodplants of ihe andern Near East


the twelve administrative provinces in Israel had each to supply a month’s food in the year for Solomon’s court: one day’s Provision being 30 kör of fine flour, 60 kör of meal, 30 cattle, 100 sheep, venison and fowls, and provender for the royal stables. Similarly, Solomon paid Hiram I of Tyre for his timber and woodcutters with 20,000 kör of wheat per annum, and a corresponding quantity of oil. This palatial catering was typical of ancient Oriental courts, as is shown by Egyptian and Mes-opotamian court-accounts. The courts of Neb-uchadrezzar II of Babylon and Cyrus of Persia were apparently supplied by district-officials on a monthly basis, similar to the System in Operation in Solomon’s court; see R. P. Dougherty, AASOR 5, 1925, pp. 23-31, 40-46. Presumably Solomon’s monthly supplies were levied either from, or in addition to, the local taxes in kind (grain for flour, livestock) paid by the twelve districts.

Not only the System but also the amount and the probable distribution of Solomon’s court-provisions will bear some comparison with the consumption at other royal courts. The court-personnel of the ancient Orient may be divided conveniently into three classes: first, the king, the royal family and all the chief ministers of the realm; second, the main body of courtiers and subordinate officials attached to the ‘departments’ of the chief ministers; and third, the (probably) still greater number of domestic employees of every conceivable kind. The ancient Near Eastern palace was not just a royal residence but also the practical focus of the entire central government of the state. Partial statistics are available for comparison from Egypt and Mesopotamia. In the 18th Century bc royal archives from Mari and Chagar Bazar in NW Mesopotamia record the daily food-supply for the king and his chief officials (i.e. the first dass); the amounts ran into hundreds of litres (qä) of grain, bread, pastries, honey and syrups each day, averaging 945 litres daily at Chagar Bazar for the ‘royal repast’ (J. Bottero, Archives Royales de Mari, 7, 1957, pp. 270-273). Cf. the great quantities of barley alone which were con-sumed in the Mari palace itself (see Birot, ibid., 9, 1960, pp. 264-265). Similar accounts from the Egyptian court of the 13th Dynasty (same period) have also survived. Directly comparable is the vast supply for the court of Sethos I: K. A. Kitchen, Rarnesside Inscriptions: Translalions I, 1993, pp. 208ff, Notes and Comments, 1993, pp. 163ff. Pre-parations for a pharaoh’s arrival in the late 13th Century bc included the furnishing of 9,200 loaves (eight varieties), 20,000 biscuits (two kinds) and vast quantities of other victuals (R. A. Caminos, Lale-Egyptian Miscellanies, 1954, pp. 198-201). All these figures also apply principally to ‘dass P Consumers (and possibly ‘dass 2’ in the last example), but take no account of the numerous domestics (‘dass 3’)—e.g. the 400 palace-women at Mari. Ration-tablets from Babylon in the 10th to 35th years (595-570 bc) of Nebuchadrezzar II give de-tailed accounts of grain and oil for royal captives, inciuding King Jehoiachin of Judah and his sons, as well as numerous artisans from Egypt, Philistia, Phoenida, Ionia, Lydia, Cilicia, Elam, Media and Persia. (For details, see ANET, p. 308; DOTT, pp. 84-86; basic source is E. F. Weidner, Melanges R. Dussaud, 2, 1939, pp. 923-935; for useful back-ground, see W. F. Albright, BA 5, 1942, pp. 49-55.)

In Solomon’s case, if the kör (‘measure’) be taken as 220 litres (R. B. Y. Scott, BA 22, 1959, p.

31; cf ‘Weights and Measures), then his 30 plus 60 kör of flour and meal per day would be some 6,600 plus 13,200 litres respectively, totalling 19,800 litres or 594,000 litres per monthly quota. Bearing in mind the comparative figures given above, 600 litres a day would go to Solomon, his family and chief ministers (cf. 726 and 945 litres, Egypt and Chagar Bazar, above), i.e. ‘dass 1’; the other 6,000 litres of fine flour would perhaps go to the main body of courtiers and officials (‘dass 2’), and the 13,200 litres of ordinary meal to the crowd of domestic employees (‘dass 3’). Evidence from Mari indicates that 1 iku of land (3,600 square metres) produced 1 ugar of grain (1,200 litres). If Israelite crop-yields were at all similar, and if a litre of grain made about a litre of wholemeal flour, then it is possible to suggest that each month’s flour-supply to Solomon’s court (594,000 litres) would be roughly equivalent to the grain grown on 495 iku or about 424 acres. This represents an area of land about 1-7 sq. km—surely no impossible annual bürden on each of Israel’s twelve administrative districts. As for Hiram’s 20,000 kör of wheat per annum. this amount by the same reckon-ing would take up the crop-yield of about 305 iku or 262 acres for each month, i.e. from land about 106 sq. km, again a reasonable kind of figure.

(iv) Seasoning and cooking. Cooking included the baking of bread and cakes (with or without leaven), making of soups and stews, and the roast-ing or boiling of meat (see above). *Salt was a prime necessity with a meal (Jb. 6:6). As already mentioned, sharing a meal marked agreement (Gn. 26:30; 31:54), and the phrases ‘covenant of sah’ (Nu. 18:19), or ‘eating someone’s salt’ (Ezr. 4:14), were idioms of the same kind (i.e. indicating agreement or loyalty). *Herbs for seasonings included dill and cummin (Is. 28:25, 27) and cori-ander (Ex. 16:31; Nu. 11:7). Common use of these in antiquity is exemplified by actual finds of plants and seeds in Egyptian tombs from the 18th Dynasty onwards, and the mention of them in Egyp. and Bab. texts (cf. L. Keimer, Die Gartenpflanzen im Alten Ägypten, 1, 1924, Nos. 24, 29-30, pp. 37-38, 40-42 and refs., 147-149).

In Mycenaean Greek tablets from Crete and Greece, written in the ‘Linear B’ script and dated to the 15th—13th centuries bc, occur the spices cummin (ku-mi-no), coriander (ko-ri-a-da-naldo-no) and sesame (sa-sa-ma) among others. These names (and probably some of the spices too) were imports from the Near East, via Syria-Palestine and Cyprus, and so witness to the antiquity of the use of both spices and names in the Bible lands. Details are given in M. Ventris and J. Chadwick, Docwnents in Mycenaean Greek, 1956, pp. 131, 135-136, 221-231; and Chadwick, The Decipher-ment of Linear B, 1958, pp. 64, 120, contains a brief treatment. Sesame is attested at this same period in Syria itself, at Ugarit (Gordon, Ugaritic Textbook, 3, 1965, p. 495, No. 2496, as ssmn).

Honey could be used in baking (cf. Ex. 16:31), but not in sacrifice to God (Lv. 2:11), although the Egyptians offered it to their gods. Sweetened and spiced wines (Ct. 8:2) and beers are also known from Egyptian and Mesopotamian texts, honey or herbs being used for this purpose. With the rather doubtful ‘spiee the spicery’ in a cooking context in Ezk. 24:10 (meaning spiced meat?), one might compare ‘spiced (lit. “sweetened”) meat’ in Egypt (iwf sndm), Gardiner, Ancient Egyptian Onomas-tica, 2,1947, pp. 255*-256*, A. 610.

The av phrase ‘white of an egg’ (rtr hallämüt, Jb. 6:6, Rvmg. ‘thejuiceof purslain’), used as a Symbol ol' something tasteless, was perhaps the sap of some vegetable. D. J. Wiseman (The Alalakh Tab-lets, 1953, p. 87), in outlining 18th-century bc ration lists from Alalab, notes a possible connec-tion between Ijilimitu, classed among the grains, and Syr. hallämüi (cf. Heb. form above); cf. A. R. Millard, Ugarit-Forschungen 1, 1969, p. 210.

Bibliography. For modern sidelights cf. H. Carey, The Art of Syriern Cookery, 1960. On an-cient food generally, see R. J. Forbes, Studies in Ancient Technology, 3, 1955, pp. 50-105, and on honey and sugars, Forbes, op. cit., 5, 1957, pp. 78-88, 97f; H. A. Hoffner, Alimenta Hethaeorum, 1974; Reallexikon der Assyriologie, 3, 1957-71, pp. 21HT., 302ff.,308ff.    k.a.k.

II. In the New Testament

a.    Vegetablefoods

(i) Cereals. The staple human diet in the Bible is bread, made either from wheat flour (Mt. 13:33; Lk. 13:21) or barley flour (Jn. 6:9, 13; cf. Jdg. 7:13; 2 Ki. 4:42). The latter was the usual ingredient of bread for the poorer people (cf. Jos., BJ 5. 427; and, for the relative value of wheat and barley, Rev. 6:6). The NT witnesses to the primitive method of using corn by plucking the fresh ears (Lv. 23:14) and removing the husk by rubbing them in the hands (Dt. 23:25; Mt. 12:1; Mk. 2:23; Lk. 6:1). When this was done in another person’s field it was accounted by the rabbis as equivalent to reaping, and therefore forbidden on the sabbath (Mishnah, Shabbath 7. 2). Other methods of dealing with the corn are referred to in Mt. 3:12 = Lk. 3:17; Lk. 22:31. Special mention should be made of the massöl or cakes of unleavened pastry, which alone were permitted in Jewish households during the days of the Passover festival (Ex. 12:19; 13:7, etc.; 1 Cor. 5:71'.).

(ii) Fruits and oil. From the garden came grapes (Mt. 7:16) and thereby ‘the fruit of the vine’ (Mt. 26:29, etc.)-, and olives, although the latter (cf. Rom. 11:17fr.; Jas. 3:12) are never expressly re-corded as an article of food. The olive, however, provided a most useful oil which was used in the preparation of food, and the olive berry itself was preserved by a process of pickling it in brine. Pickled olives were eaten with bread as a relish. A sauce compounded of dates, figs, raisins and vin-egar and called h“rösel was a feature of the Paschal feast (Mk. 14:20; Jn. 13:26; in the Mishnah, Pesahim, 2. 8; 10. 3).

The fruit of the fig-tree is spoken of in Mt. 7:16 in the same context as the grape. These two fruits were much prized in Palestine, whereas at the extreme end of the social scale the fruit or pods of the carob-tree provided the frugal ‘husks’ which the prodigal would have been glad to eat in his plight (Lk. 15:16), though they were properly swine-food.

b.    Anima!producls

(i) *Animals (popularly speaking). The Jewish world of NT times was one in which dietary laws were strictly enforced, especially in regard to the distinction between* clean and unclean animals and birds (Lv. 11:1-23; Dt. 14:4-20; Acts 10:9ff.; the Mishnaic tractate 'Abodah Zarah). The eventual breakdown of these dietary regulations is a notable theme of the NT (Mk. 7:18-20; Acts 15:20, 29; Rom. 14; 1 Cor. 8; 10. »Idols, Meats offered to). See W. L. Willis, Idol Meat in Cor-inth, SBLDS 68, 1985. Among the clean animals which were eaten as food (provided that they had been slaughtered in legitimate fashion and the blood drained away, thereby making them kosher) we may note the kid (Lk. 15:29), and the calf (Lk. 15:23) which had been specially fattened for a fes-tive occasion.

(ii)    »Fish. Fish were similarly classified as clean and unclean according to the rubric of Dt. 14:9f. (cf. Lv. 11:9-12); and the reader of the Gospel story will be familiär with the names of the Gali-lean towns which were the centre of the fishing industry on the shores of the lake. The earliest dis-ciples are called ‘fishermen’ (M k. 1:16ff. and paral-lels). Apart from the reference in Lk. 11:11 there is the well-known mention of fish in the miraculous feedings of the multitude (Mk. 6:41 ff. and parallels and Mk. 8:7fT. and parallels) as well as in the meals which the risen Lord shared with his own followers (Lk. 24:42-43; Jn. 21:9ff.). The popularity of the fish-symbol in early Christianity (cf. the definitive study of F. J. Dölger, IX0YZ, 1928) and the use of fish at some observances of the Eucharist in early Christian circles are probably derived from these Gospel incidents.

(iii)    Birds. Birds as items of food are not men-tioned in the NT, apart from the general reference in Acts 10:12 and the implication of the sale of sparrows in Mt. 10:29 and Lk. 12:6; but eggs are alluded to in Lk. 11:12.

(iv)    Insects. Edible insects include the locust, which, along with wild honey, formed the diet of the Baptist in the Judaean wilderness Mk. 1:6). See R. L. Webb, John the Baptizer and Prophet, 1992.

c. Seasoning

To increase the pleasure of eating, various condi-ments were employed. The chief of these was salt, which has the property of adding savour to a dish of food (Jb. 6:6). This fact is made the central feature of some ethical instruction in the Gospels (Mt. 5:13; Mk. 9:50; Lk. 14:34) and Epistles (Col. 4:6). Compare, for the Jewish background here, W. Nauck, ‘Salt as a Metaphor in Instructions for Discipleship’, Studia Theologica 6, 1952, pp. 165— 178. ‘The Torah is like salt’ is a common com-parison among the Rabbis. Mint, dill, cummin and rue (conflating Mt. 23:23 and Lk. 11:42 which adds ‘every herb’: cf. ExpT 15, 1903-4, p. 528) continue the list of spices and »herbs used for flavouring; and in Mt. 13:31 f. there is a reference to the mus-tard plant, the leaves of which were cut up and used to give extra flavour. The tiny mustard seed must be sown in the field, according to Jewish prac-tice, and not in the garden; and in Palestine the plant could reach a height of 3 m. On the various issues raised by the mustard seed simile, see C.-H. Hunzinger, TDNT1, pp. 287-291 (bibliography).

Bibliography. D. E. Smith, ‘Meal Customs’, ABD 4, 1992, pp. 650-655.    r.p.m.

FOOT. Heb. regel, with parallels in other Near Eastern languages, is used occasionally of objects (Ex. 25:26), but mainly of animal or human feet, or legs, and anthropomorphically, of God’s feet. Derivatively it is used of the pace (Gn. 33:14). Gk. potts is used of the feet of man or beast.

Both in Heb. and Gk. the foot frequently indi-cates the position, destination or inclination of the person (Pr. 6:18; 7:11; Acts 5:9), and then further in reference to guidance of, and watchful care over, a person, principally by God (1 Sa. 2:9; Ps. 66:9; Lk. 1:79).

Figuratively the word is often used to symbolize defeat of an enemy, with the picture of putting one’s foot on his neck (Jos. 10:24; 1 Cor. 15:25).

Falling at a person’s feet indicates homage or supplication (1 Sa. 25:24; 2 Ki. 4:27), sitting there implies discipleship or learning (Acts 22:3), and casting something at a person’s feet indicates an offering (Acts 4:35). The figure of the foot taken in a snare, or slipping, is used of calamity (Ps. 73:2; Je. 18:22).

The necessity to wash the feet, for comfort and cleanliness, resulted from the dusty roads, and foot-washing was a sign of ‘hospitality, generally performed by the meanest slave (1 Sa. 25:41; Lk. 7:44; Jn. 13:5ff; cf. Acts 13:25). Removing one’s dusty sandals was a sign of respect (Ex. 3:5) and of mourning (Ezk. 24:17). Shaking off the dust from one’s feet was a ’gesture of scorn, probably based on the idea that to take so much as dust from a place implied a bond (Mk. 6:11; cf. 2 Ki. 5:17).

B.O.B.

FOOTMAN. Heb. raglt from regel, ‘foot’. The word is used of masculine persons only. Footmen are distinguished from children (Ex. 12:37; cf. Nu. 11:21). The word is a military term (Jdg. 20:2), and often denotes soldiers in general (1 Sa. 4:10; 15:4; 2 Sa. 10:6; 1 Ki. 20:29). It is used to distinguish in-fantry from chariot-fighters (2 Sa. 8:4; 2 Ki. 13:17; Je. 12:5; 1 Ch. 18:4; 19:18). av uses ‘footmen’ in 1 Sa. 22:17 as a translation for räsini, ‘‘runners’ (rsv ‘guard’), i.e. the fifty men who ran before the king’s chariot (1 Sa. 8:11; 2 Sa. 15:1; I Ki. 1:5). They also acted as a guard (1 Ki. 14:27-28; 2 Ki. 10:25; 11:4 etc.', 2 Ch. 12:10-11) and as royal messengers (2 Ch. 30:6, 10). Elijah once acted as a runner before Ahab (1 Ki. 18:46). The royal posts of the Persian empire are called ‘runners’ (rsv ‘couriers’) in Est. 3:13, 15, and retain the name even when mounted (Est. 8:10, 14). The word is used as a simile in Jb. 9:25.    A. van s.

FOOTSTOOL. The word occurs seven times in the OT, but on only one occasion is it used in a literal sense (2 Ch. 9:18), and there a different word (kebeT) is used; on the other six occasions h“d6m raglayim, ‘stool of the feet’, is used. The equivalent in the NT (hypopodion tön podön, ‘footstool of the feet’) occurs eight times, again only once used lit-erally (where the word is simply hypopodion, Jas. 2:3), and apart from this reference all are quota-tions from the OT. ln its metaphorical sense it has reference to God and applies to the ark of the cov-enant (1 Ch. 28:2) the Temple (which contains the ark) (Pss. 99:5; 132:7; La. 2:1); the earth (Is. 66:1; Mt. 5:35; Acts 7:49); and the enemies of his Messiah King (Ps. 110:1, referred to six times in the NT). The footstool of Tutankhamun of Egypt is carved with pictures of his enemies, and other Egyptian kings are shown resting their feet on their enemies’ heads.    m.a.m.

FOREHEAD (Heb. mesah; Gk. metöpon, literally ‘between the eyes’). The set of the forehead can indicate Opposition, defiance or rebellion (Je. 3:3, ‘brow’ in rsv), and hardness of the forehead indicates the determination or power to persevere in that attitude (Is. 48:4; Ezk. 3:8-9).

The forehead, being open and fully visible, was the most obvious place for a badge or mark (Ezk. 9:4; Ex. 28:38; Rev. 7:3; 13:16, etc.). In Ezekiel this mark was made with ink, but in the book of Revelation it is a seal, and in Exodus a plaque. Note also the * phylactery which was worn on the forehead (* Eye).    b.o.b.

FOREIGNER. The rather arbitrary fluctuation in Evv between alien, foreigner, sojourner and stran-ger tends to obscure the fact that different groups of people are in view. In the Classification which follows this inconsistency of translation should be kept in mind.

a.    The stranger or alien

A stranger is essentially one who does not belong to the house or community in which he finds him-self. The word zär is from the root zur, ‘to turn aside’ or ‘to depart’. Thus it can be used simply of an Outsider (1 Ki. 3:18). It can therefore mean one who usurps a position to which he has no right. The Moose woman’ in Proverbs is such an inter-loper. A further extension of the word makes it equivalent to alien or foreigner, i.e. one who does not belong to the nation, and so virtually equates it with an enemy (Is. 1:7; Je. 5:19; 51:51; Ezk. 7:21; 28:7, 10; Ob. 11).

b.    The foreigner

The word nokrt can refer simply to one of another race; but it also acquires a religious connotation because of the association of other nations with idolatry. It was for this reason that the Israelites were forbidden to intermarry with the Canaanites (Dt. 7:1-6). One of the indictments of Solomon is that he loved many foreign women who turned him aside from Yahweh (I Ki. 11:1 ff.). The Exile in Babylon was seen as a judgment on this decline, which was widespread in the nation As a result the return from the Exile is marked by a vigorous en-forcement of the prohibitions of mixed marriages. This emphasis by Ezra on national purity (Ezr. 9-10) was perverted in later Judaism into the hard exclusiveness which in the Judaizing movement in the early church proved such a hindrance to the free access of Gentile converts.

c.    The sojourner

A sojourner is one whose permanent residence is in another nation, in contrast with the foreigner whose stay is only temporary. The word thus ren-dered is ger from the root gür, ‘to sojourn’, though the alternative tösäb is sometimes used in the simple sense of a settler. The Israelites themselves were sojourners in Egypt (Gn. 15:13; Ex. 22:21; Dt. 10:19; 23:7). Indeed, this fact was to govern their attitude to the sojourners in Israel. These might comprise a whole tribe such as the Gibeonites (Jos. 9) or the remnants of the Canaan-ite tribes after the Conquest. Their number was quite considerable, as may be seen in Solomon’s census of them (2 Ch. 2:17).

The sojourner had many Privileges. The Israelites must not oppress him (Ex. 22:21; 23:9; Lv. 19:33-34). Indeed they are to go further and to love him (Dt. 10:19). One reason given for the ob-servance of the sabbath is that the sojourner may be refreshed (Ex. 23:12). The gleanings of the vine-yard and the harvest field are to be left for him (Lv. 19:10; 23:22; Dt. 24:19-21). He is included in the Provision made in the cities of refuge (Nu. 35:15; Jos. 20:9). He is ranked with the fatherless and widow as being defenceless; and so God is his de-fence and will judge his oppressor (Pss. 94:6; 146:9; Je. 7:6; 22:3; Ezk. 22:7, 29; Zc. 7:10; Mal. 3:5). The chief drawback of his position is that, if he is a bond-servant, he is not included in the general lib-eration in the year of Jubilee (Lv. 25:45-46).

As far as religious life is concerned, he is bound by the law which forbids leaven during the Feast of Unleavened Bread (Ex.12:19). He must abstain from work on the sabbath and on the Day of Atonement (Ex. 20:10; Lv. 16:29). He shares the prohibitions on eating blood (Lv. 17:10, 13), im-morality (Lv. 18:26), idolatry (Lv. 20:2) and blas-phemy (Lv. 24:16). He might, however, eat unclean meat (Dt. 14:21). He is not compelled to keep the Passover, but if he wishes to do so he must be cir-cumcised (Ex. 12:48). He is indeed virtually on a level with the Israelite (Lv. 24:22), and in Ezekiel’s vision of the Messianic age he is to share the in-heritance of Israel (Ezk. 47:22-23).

ln the NT the great feature of the gospel is that those who were aliens from Israel, and so were ‘strangers and sojourners’ (Eph. 2:12, 19-20), have been made fellow heirs in the Israel of God. Now Christians are the aliens in this world and must live as pilgrims (1 Pet. 2:11).

Bibliography. EBi and DAC (s.v. ‘stranger’); J Pedersen, Israel, 3-4, 1940, 272ff, 585; H. Bieten-hard et al., NIDNTT 1, pp. 683-692; 2, pp. 788-790.    H.M.C.

FORERUNNER. This word is often used by Christians to describe John the Baptist, because in him the words of Mal. 3:1 found their fulfilment (Mk. 1:2 and Mt. 11:10), and also because his father Zechariah prophesied that he would ‘go before the face of the Lord to prepare his ways’ (Lk. 1:76). The actual word, however, is found only once in the NT, with reference to the ascended Christ (Heb. 6:20). It translates prodromos, a mili-tary term used of scouts sent on ahead to prepare the way for an advancing army.

Usually a ‘forerunner’ is of less importance than the person or persons for whose coming he is paving the way. This was true of the runners who preceded the chariots of kings (1 Sa. 8:11; * Foot-man); it was also true of John the Baptist, and of the messengers sent by Jesus to make ready his en-trance into the villages of Samaria (Lk. 9:52). But in the case of Jesus himself, who entered for us within the veil into the holy of hohes, having become our High Priest, the reverse is true. As the supreme Head of the church he has gone on ahead that his brethren may follow him in due course. Jesus made it clear to his followers that this was one of the main purposes of his departure to the Father, when he told them in the upper room that he was going to prepare a place for them in the many dwelling-places of his Father’s house (Jn. 14:2-3). It is true that already Christians have boldness to enter heaven through the blood of Jesus (Heb. 10:19), and that God has already raised them up with Christ and made them to sit with him in the heavenly places (Eph. 2:6). They can through prayer and sacrament ascend in heart and mind to their Lord, and with him continually dwell. But,

because Jesus is their Forerunner, they have the as-surance that one day they will themselves enter heaven as he has done and enjoy the glory which is now his. Christ will receive them unto himself, that where he is there they may be also (Jn. 14:3). The Forerunner is also the Way by which, after long following, the whole Church will reach at last the Father’s House.’ (See H. B. Swete, The Ascended Christ, 1911.)    r.v.g.t.

FOREST. 1. Heb. höres, ‘thicket’, ‘wood, wooded height’, occurs in a number of passages (e.g. Ezk. 31:3), though in one of them (2 Ch. 27:4) the text is possibly corrupt and a proper name intended.

2.    Heb. pardes, ‘park’, a loan-word from Persian pari-daeza, ‘enclosure’, used of a preserve or park containing trees (Ne. 2:8), fruit-trees (Ct. 4:13) and laid-out *gardens (Ec. 2:5).

3.    Heb. ya'ar, ‘outspread place’, the most common word, is found thirty-five times in the OT. In biblical times much of the hill-country was covered with forests. Apart altogether from general uses of the word, the Bible mentions several of the woods and forests by name, e.g. ‘forest of Leba-non’ (1 Ki. 7:2f). (* Articles under such place-names.)

Bibliography. D. Baly, The Geography of the Bible\ 1974, pp. 105-110.    j.d.d.

FORGIVENESS.

I. In the Old Testament

In the OT the idea of forgiveness is conveyed prin-cipally by words from three roots. kpr more usually carries the idea of atonement, and its use in Connection with the sacrifices is frequent. Its use for ‘forgive’ implies that atonement is made. The verb ns' means basically ‘lift’, ‘carry’, and presents us with a vivid picture of sin being lifted from the sinner and carried right away. The third root is slh, of unknown derivation, but which corresponds in use pretty closely to our ‘forgive’. The first and the last are used always of God’s forgiveness, but ns' is applied to human forgiveness as well.

Forgiveness is not regarded as a truism, as some-thing in the nature of things. Passages which speak of the Lord as not pardoning certain offences abound (Dt. 29:20; 2 Ki. 24:4; Je. 5:7; La. 3:42). Where forgiveness is obtained it is something to be received with gratitude and regarded with awe and wonder. Sin merits punishment. Pardon is astound-ing grace. ‘There is forgiveness with thee,’ says the Psalmist, and then (perhaps surprisingly to us) he adds, ‘that thou mayest be feared’ (Ps. 130:4).

Forgiveness is sometimes connected with atonement. slh is repeatedly connected with the sacrifices and, as we have seen, the verb from the root kpr has the essential meaning ‘to make atonement’. Again, it may not be coincidence that ns', besides being used of the forgiveness of sin, is also used of bearing the penalty of sin (Nu. 14:33f; Ezk. 14:10). The two seem to be connected. This does not mean that God is a Stern Being who will not forgive without a quid pro quo. He is a God of grace, and the very means of bearing sin are instituted by him. The sacrifices avail only because he has given the blood as the means of making atonement (Lv. 17:11). The OT knows nothing of a forgiveness wrung from an unwilling God or pur-chased by a bribe.

Forgiveness, then, is possible only because God is a God of grace, or in the beautiful expression in Ne. 9:17 ‘a God of pardons’ (rsv, ‘a God ready to forgive’). ‘To the Lord our God belong mercy and forgiveness’ (Dn. 9:9). A very instructive passage for the whole OT understanding of forgiveness is Ex. 34:6f., ‘The Lord, the Lord, a God merciful and gracious, slow to anger, and abounding in steadfast love and faithfulness, keeping steadfast love for thousands, forgiving iniquity and trans-gression and sin, but who will by no means clear the guilty.’ Forgiveness is rooted in the nature of God as gracious. But his forgiveness is not indis-criminate. He will ‘by no means clear the guilty’. On man’s side there is the need for penitence if he is to be forgiven. While this is not put into a formal demand, it is everywhere implied. Penitent sinners are forgiven. Impenitent men, who still go on in their wicked way, are not.

It remains to be noticed that the thought of pardon is conveyed in a most graphic way by other imagery than the use of our three basic forgiveness words. Thus the Psalmist teils us that, ‘As far as the east is from the west, so far does he remove our transgressions from us’ (Ps. 103:12). Isaiah speaks of God as casting all the prophet’s sins behind his back (Is. 38:17), and as ‘blotting out’ the people’s transgressions (Is. 43:25; cf. Ps. 51:1,9). In Je. 31:34 the Lord says, T will remember their sin no more,’ and Micah speaks of him as casting sins ‘into the depths of the sea’ (Mi. 7:19). Such vivid language emphasizes the completeness of God’s forgiveness. When he forgives, men’s sins are dealt with thor-oughly. God sees them no more.


II. In the New Testament

In the NT there are two main verbs to consider, charizomai (which means ‘to deal graciously with’) and aphiemi (‘to send away’, ‘to loose’). The noun aphesis, ‘remission’, is also found with some fre-quency. There are also two other words, apolyö, ‘to release’, which is used in Lk. 6:37, ‘forgive, and you will be forgiven’, and paresis, ‘a passing by’, used in Rom. 3:25 of God’s passing over of sins done in earlier days.

In the NT several points are made clear. One is that the forgiven sinner must forgive others. This is manifest in Lk. 6:37, cited above, in the Lord’s Prayer, and in other places. A readiness to forgive others is part of the indication that we have truly repented. Moreover, it is to be whole-hearted. It springs from Christ’s forgiveness of us, and it is to be like Christ’s forgiveness: ‘as the Lord has forgiven you, so you also must forgive’ (Col. 3:13). Several times Christ insists on the same thing, as in hisparableof theunmercifulservant(Mt. 18:23—35).

Forgiveness is not often linked directly with the cross, though sometimes this is done, as in Eph. 1:7, Tn him we have redemption through his blood, the forgiveness of our trespasses.’ Similarly, from Mt. 26:28 we find that Christ’s blood was shed ‘for many for the forgiveness of sins’. More usual is it to find it linked directly with Christ himself. God ‘in Christ forgave you’ (Eph. 4:32). ‘God exalted him ... to give repentance to Israel and forgiveness of sins’ (Acts 5:31). ‘Through this man forgiveness of sins is proclaimed to you’ (Acts 13:38). With these we should place passages wherein Jesus, during the days of his flesh, declared that men were forgiven. Indeed, in the incident of the healing of the paralysed man lowered through the roof, he worked the miracle expressly ‘that you may know that the Son of man has authority on earth to forgive sins’ (Mk. 2:10). But the Person of Christ is not to be separated from his work. Forgiveness by or through Jesus Christ means forgiveness arising from all that he is and all that he does. In particu-lar, it is not to be understood apart from the cross, all the more so since his death is often said to be a death ‘for sin’ (’Atonement). In addition to the specific passages which link forgiveness and the death of Christ, there is the whole thrust of the NT passages dealing with the atoning death of the Saviour.

Forgiveness rests basically, then, on the atoning work of Christ. That is to say, it is an act of sheer grace. ‘He is faithful and just, and will forgive our sins’ (1 Jn. 1:9). On man’s side repentance is in-sisted upon again and again. John the Baptist preached ‘a baptism of repentance for the forgiveness of sins’ (Mk. 1:4), a theme which is taken up by Peter with reference to Christian baptism (Acts 2:38). Christ himself directed that ‘repentance and forgiveness of sins should be preached in his name’ (Lk. 24:47). Forgiveness is similarly linked with faith (Acts 10:43; Jas. 5:15). Faith and repentance are not to be thought of as merits whereby we de-serve forgiveness. Rather they are the means whereby we appropriate the grace of God.

Two difficulties must be mentioned. One is that of the sin against the Holy Spirit which can never be forgiven (Mt. 12:31f; Mk. 3:28f; Lk. 12:10; cf 1 Jn. 5:16). This sin is never defined. But in the light of NT teaching generally it is impossible to think of it as any specific act of sin. The reference is rather to the continuing blasphemy against the Spirit of God by one who consistently rejects God’s gracious call. This is blasphemy indeed.

The other is Jn. 20:23, Tf you forgive the sins of any, they are forgiven’. It is more than difficult to think of Christ as leaving in men’s hands the de-termination of whether the sins of other men are to be forgiven or not. The important points are the plura! (‘any’ is plural in the Gk.; it points to categories, not individuals), and the perfect tense ren-dered ‘are forgiven’ (it means ‘have been forgiven’, not ‘will be forgiven’). The meaning of the passage then seems to be that as they are inspired by the Holy Spirit (v. 22) the followers of Jesus will be able to say with accuracy which categories of men have sins forgiven, and which not.

Bibliography. V. Taylor, Forgiveness and Rec-onciliation, 1941; H. R. Mackintosh, The Christian Experience of Forgiveness, 1947; TD NT 1, pp. 509-512; 3, pp. 300-301; 4, pp. 295-307; 9, pp. 372-402; H. Vorländer, NIDNTT\,pp. 697-703; M Hengel, The Atönernent, 1981.    l.m.

FORTIFICATION AND S1EGECRAFT.

I. Defencc in the ancient world

a. Site and size of the fortress Throughout most of the biblical period the words ‘city’ and ‘fortress’ (mibsär, et al.) were virtually Synonyms in Palestine. Sometimes ‘walled city’ emphasizes this normal defensive aspect of a town in contrast to unwalled villages. The account of the rebuilding of Jerusalem under Nehemiah clearly demonstrates that walls make a city.

Whenever possible a natural defensible site was chosen for the city’s location, although a water-source was also essential. A steep isolated hill, such as Samaria, or an impregnable spur of a hill, such as Ophel, the site of David’s Jerusalem, made ex-cellent sites. Some cities, however, were selected be-cause of regional strategical planning, protecting highways and Communications, or like Bethel be-cause of a readily available water-supply, These sites, and lower cities established when the popula-tion outgrew the upper city on a hill, required an artificial System of defence.

Usually the term ‘fortress’ implies a limited defence perimeter. In Palestine the average city or town covered about 2-4 hectares (5—10 acres). Some were half that area, others greater. For ex-ample, Jerusalem of David’s day and Megiddo occupied 4-5—5-3 hectares (11-13 acres), whilst Canaanite Hazor covered some 81 hectares (200 acres). The capitals of Egypt, Assyria, Babylonia, Persia and Rome were exceptional in size and dif-fered front normal cities in other features as well (e.g., ‘Nineveh, ‘Calah, ‘Babylon).

City walls varied considerably in width, height and design. Solid walls averaged 3 m in width, but could be two to three times this at base. Casemate walls, a double wall System, averaged about T5 m each. In height walls ranged from about 6 m to at least 9 m. Usually the foundations were of stone and the walls proper of stone, mud-brick or brick above a varying number of stone courses. Defences could be strengthened by adding an outer wall within bow-shot of the main wall.

b. The development of city defences Although open warfare was preferred, a defending army could retire to its city if necessary. Walls and associated fortifications were required both to prevent the enemy entering and to provide a pro-tected firing-platform for the defenders. Walls and ramparts, free-standing or attached to the wall, bastions, towers and a battlement or crenellated parapet were all used at various times.

Excavations have revealed remains of city walls in Syria-Palestine from the 3rd millennium bc, probably developed under Mesopotamian influ-ence. A long time-gap separates these from the earliest known fortifications. In pre-pottery Neo-lithic Jericho several walls of undressed stone were found as well as a circular tower 13 m in diameter with an interior shaft containing 22 Steps. These and a 9 m widemoat cut from solid rock date to 7000-6000 bc, over 4000 years before Abraham. Open villages without fortifications were succeeded about 3000 bc by some fortified cities—Jericho, Megiddo, Gezer, Ai, etc. A variety of stone and/or brick walls were used, some with bastions and ramparts. Semi-circular and square corner towers have also been discovered.

Düring the next period, the Middle Bronze Age (Patriarchs to Joseph), some important changes were made to walls and gates, connected in part with the use of chariots and possibly the battering ram. About 1700 bc when the Hyksos entered Egypt (* Chronology of the OT) a massive terra pisee or beaten earth bank was added to the exist-ing walls or free-standing ramparts were built. Sometimes a wall was erected on top of the em-bankment. Massive stone walls also occur later (‘Shechem). The rampart or ‘glacis’—a special Consolidated facing on a rampart or teil slope— often surfaced with plaster or chalk as waterproof-ing, may have been introduced to counter the ar-rival of the battering ram (EAEHL, p. 113). It en-closed, not a camp for chariots and their warriors, but extended lower cities (* Hazor). The Hyksos were apparently responsible for this new defence System, although the Canaanite inhabitants still occupied the cities. Finally a ditch or moat often fronted the rampart, the excavated material form-ing the embankment (CAH, 2, 1, pp. 77-116).

Joshua entered the land of Canaan in the Late Bronze Age, in the 13th Century bc. Excavations have revealed little evidence of the defences of this era. There were few new developments and the Middle Bronze defence Systems continued to be used or were reconstructed on the same lines. This could account for the apparent lack of walls at •Jericho attributable to Joshua’s time. To date no Israelite fortifications are known before the days of Saul and David.

In the days of the united kingdom casemate walls were built at a number of cities. These consist of two thin parallel walls (1-5 m thick on average) separated by about 2 m, joined at regulär intervals by transverse walls. The long narrow rooms formed within the wall could be used for living (Jos. 2:15), storage, or filled for added strength. Such a wall was cheaper to build yet provided rea-sonable solidity. Casemate walls were used from c. 1600 bc down to the 2nd Century bc. Saul’s Capital at Gibeah was a fortress, 52 m by 35 m, with corner towers and casemate walls. Other walls were also used. At Beersheba two thin parallel walls, fol-lowed by a solid wall 4 m thick, are attributable to the Davidic-Solomonic era. Solomon’s cities used different types of fortifications, although a hallmark of his fortifications, as seen at ‘Megiddo, * Hazor and * Gezer, is the use of casemate walls and a gate with three sets of piers and two towers. Throughout the rest of the OT period both solid and casemate walls were used, and at times an outer and inner wall (‘ Lachish).

Royal fortresses, such as Gibeah of Saul, were built during the Iron Age. A series of forts, rect-angular or irregulär in shape, built in the Negeb between the 10th and 6th centuries bc mark the S extension of the Israelites. The citadel of ‘Arad was an important royal border fortress. Roman forts were also built in the Negeb, Arabah and Transjordan.

Excavations at ‘Jerusalem have revealed some of its defences throughout the ages. Kathleen Kenyon exposed sections of two walls well down in the Kidron Valley which were respectively the walls used down to the 7th Century bc and a new wall built that Century, destroyed by Nebuchadrezzar in 586 bc. A wall on the E crest of Ophel well above these would appear to be that built by Nehemiah, as he could not clear the debris left by the Babylo-nian destruction. On the W, 275 m from the Temple platform, over 40 m of wall 7 m thick built of large stones is probably the extension to Jerusalem^ walls added by Hezekiah (2 Ch. 32:5).

In intertestamental and NT times one or two solid stone walls usually surrounded a city. At Mareshah the nearly square town wall had but-tresses and corner towers. The excellent Roman wall at Samaria, apparently built by Herod, en-closed 69 hectares (170 acres). Herod the Great was the most prolific builder in all Palestine’s his-tory. His work at Jerusalem may be seen in the massive retaining wall of the Temple platform, es-pecially in the areas excavated under B. Mazar and at the SE corner. Sections of Hasmonaean defences and the three walls of ‘Jerusalem in NT times are being discovered in current excavations.

At the citadel by the Jaffa gate pari of the ‘first wall’, a massive Hasmonaean tower base, and the Phasael Tower of Herod’s palace (David’s Tower) are typical of the defence Systems being recovered.

c. The city gate

The weakest point of a city’s fortifications was the gate. A number of ways were developed to make this more secure. These included towers, angled approaches and inner gates with several sets of piers. Towers were used in the walls to protect the dead area at the foot of the wall, as was the ‘glacis’. Most cities built on teils had one main gate, or one inner and outer gate. Large cities, such as Jerusalem, would have a number of gates. Up to about 1000 bc a number of posterns, small gates easily defended, allowed soldiers to leave or enter the city quickly because open battle was preferred.

Before the need for a straight entrance for cha-riots, angled gates with two doors hampered the enemy’s assault. With the advent of chariots c. 1700 bc, towers and a complex gate with several piers or pilasters provided greater security. The towers and upper rooms enabled the defenders to fire down on the advancing foe. One upper room possibly was a special royal chamber, as reliefs in the Great Gate room at Medinet Habu suggest (cf. 2 Sa. 18:33). In the patriarchal age gates had two sets of three piers; so did the Solomonic gates, al-though with the entrance towers and walls this cre-ated three guardrooms. Two guardroom designs were used both before and after Solomon’s day. At Dan and Teil en-Nasbeh an overlap in the walls formed a hollow square at the rear of which the gate was located. At en-Nasbeh a large tower on the right (outer wall) could handle attackers on three sides. Stone benches before the gate, and be-tween the outer and inner gates at Dan, where there is also a probable throne base and canopy, mark the place of judgment (Ru. 4:1-2; 2 Sa. 19:8). The city gate was closed by massive wooden double doors. These doors were supported by posts sunk into the ground where they pivoted on specially hollowed-out stones. Discovery of these stones shows that only one set of doors was erected for each gate. When closed against the threshold stone the door was barred by a large beam held in Position by sockets in both doorposts. Since an enemy would try to set fire to the doors they were offen covered with metal sheets.

d Citadels and small forts

The towered gateway was a virtual fortress or citadel in itself. The term ‘tower’ (migdäl, et al.) may also mean an inner citadel, a palace or temple (* Baal-berith in Shechem), which provided an inner fortress for a secondary stand should the walls be breached. Sometimes a city was divided into sections for similar defensive reasons. ‘Tower’ may also refer to a small fortress or what we should call a blockhouse. The chain of forts in the Negeb and Transjordan are examples (above).

e. The problem of water-supply Second only in importance to the walls and gates of a city was its water-supply. Until the invention of waterproof plaster to seal cisterns, every city needed a spring or stream nearby. Cisterns did enable fortresses to withstand long sieges, as Masada illustrates. Cities on teils, however, needed access to the springs at the base of the hill. In the 10th Century and later, tunnels and shafts were dug from wilhin the city, giving access to the water, whilst outside entrances were blocked off. Such shafts were used at Megiddo, Hazor, Gezer, Gibeon and Jerusalem (*Siloam tunnel). These water-supply Systems display advanced engineer-ing knowledge and skills. Defenders tried to deny the invader water-supplies by filling cisterns, drain-ing pools and concealing springs wherever pos-sible. Food-supplies were also vital to withstand sieges, so that granaries and storehouses are found within cities.

II. Methods of attack

The least costly method of taking a city was, of course, to persuade it to surrender without fighting. The Assyrian Sennacherib used this technique in vain against Jerusalem. Other methods were to capture a city by some ruse or by surprise, as David secured Jerusalem. Joab entered the city probably by its water-tunnel. Usually, however, large cities had to be captured by assault or by long siege.

a.    The assault

In a direct assault the invader could try to scale the wall by ladders, break through the walls by digging with tools or the battering-ram, penetrate the gate by firing it or battering it open, or tunnel under the wall. Where ramparts, moats or the side of a teil made direct attack difficult, an assault ramp was used. Part of the moat was filled with earth or rubble and an inclined ramp built up to the city wall proper. An Assyrian ramp investigated at La-chish in 1977 was made up entirely of large field stones. Assyrian reliefs from Nineveh depicting Sennacherib’s assault on * Lachish (Is. 37:33) show the ramps were surfaced with wood. Assault troops behind large shields and the shield-covered battering-rams moved up the ramps, the lauer pro-tected by archers and slingers. The wooden beam of the ram had an iron axe-shaped head. When this penetrated the brick-work it was levered sideways to dislodge the bricks. A tower at the front of the ram was used by archers to fire at defenders on the walls. Mobile towers could also be brought against the walls, and catapults throwing large stones were used against the upper sections of the walls and the defenders. To prevent the escape of the besieged a mound or bank of earth was constructed around the city (Je. 6:6; Ezk. 17:17). From the walls the defenders would rain down arrows, javelins, stones, boiling water and also burning torches to set fire to the battering-rams. They also might make occa-sional sorties out of the city to destroy assault equipment and attack its protecting troops.

b.    The siege

The protracted process of siege was used when a city was too powerful for a direct assault or when for other reasons the invader preferred to wait. By encircling the city the attackers sought to cut off its supplies and outside assistance, until the defenders were forced to surrender. An encircling mound and fortified camps were necessary to protect the more passive invading army. Sieges could last up to several years, such as the Assyrian siege of Samaria (2 Ki. 17:5).

c.    Capture and destruction

After a city was captured it was normally plun-dered and burnt. Most cities, however, were rebuilt and used again. The surviving defenders might be deported, enslaved or placed under tribute, and their leaders tortured, killed or taken as hostages. The most famous destruction of OT times was Nebuchadrezzar’s devastation of all the Judaean cities, including Jerusalem, in 588-587 bc. Titus’ destruction of Jerusalem in ad 70 was equally complete, although under the Romans lesser cities fared far better.

Bibliography. Y. Yadin, The Art of Warfare in Biblical Lands in the Light of Archaeological Study, 1963; S. M. Paul and W. G. Dever, Biblical Archae-ology, 1973; NEAEHL, A. Negev, Archaeological Encyclopaedia of the Holy Land, 1972. g.g.g.

FORTUNATUS. A member of the Corinthian party which was a blessing to Paul at Ephesus (1 Cor. 16:17f). Nothing eise is certainly known of him. The name is Latin and a common one, and here the man is probably a slave. It has been need-lessly assumed that he and * Achaicus belonged to the household of ‘Stephanas (cf 1 Cor. 16:15) or even of Chloe (1 Cor. 1:11). It is attractive to find Fortunatus ‘forty years on’ in 1 Clement 65, but, pace Lightfoot (St Clement of Rome, 1, p. 62; 2, p. 187), it is not certain that Clement’s Fortunatus was a Corinthian.    a.f.w.

FORUM OF APPIUS. A market town and staging-post in Latium, a foundation of Appius Claudius Caecus, the builder of the Via Appia, on which the town Stands. It is 63 km frorn Rome, a place ‘packed with bargees and extortionate inn-keepers’, if the poet Horace is to be believed. The town was the N terminus of the canal through the Pontine Marshes. This was one of the places where the Roman Christians met Paul (Acts 28:15); see also ‘Taverns. The Three.    e.m.b.

FOUNDATION.

I. In the Old Testament

The Heb. yäsad and compounds mean ‘to fix firmly, found’ and is thus used both literally and metaphorically of all types of foundations whether of buildings (Jb. 4:19) and objects such as altars (Ex. 29:12) or of the earth (Ps. 24:2; Is. 24:18), the inhabited world (Ps. 18:15) and the vault of heaven (Am. 9:6). In this way the future Israel (Is. 54:11), Zion (Is. 14:32) and the righteous (Pr. 10:25) are described.

The ‘laying down’ of foundations (Is. 28:16), es-pecially of a temple (1 Ki. 6:37; Ezr. 5:16) was a matter of religious ritual. There is, howcver, no sure archaeological evidence that human sacrifice (or ‘threshold covenant’) was involved. The loss of Hiel’s sons (1 Ki. 16:34) at the rebuilding of Jericho is interpreted as a punishment (Jos. 6:26) rather than as an offering. The choice and prepar-ation were important and sometimes the foundations were laid on bed-rock or pure sand. Usually the site was levelled by filling within a retaining wall of stones either to support the whole structure or the corners. The foundations of Solomon’s Temple consisted of large and expensively trimmed blocks of stone (1 Ki. 5:17; 6:37; 7:10; cf. 1 Ch. 22:2). It has been suggested that different parts of the foundation of the second Temple are referred to; that a retaining wall (Aram. 'ussa\ Akkad. ’ussu, Ezr. 5:16) was first built to retain the foundation platform (temenos\ Akkad. timenu), then later the returnees filled this in with earth and relaid foundations upon it (Ezr. 3:10; Zc. 4:9), but there is no archaeological or linguistic support for this theory. The foundations are often the only feature of ancient * architecture remaining today.

The ‘gate of the foundation’ in Jerusalem (2 Ch. 23:5, av) may be the Horse-gate or ‘Gate of Sur’, while the ‘rod of foundation’ (müsädä, Is. 30:32, av ‘grounded staff) is probably for ‘staff of punishment’ (rsv; reading müsar).

Bibliography. R. S. Ellis, Foundation-Deposits in Ancient Mesopotamia, 1968; G. Turner, Iraq 32, 1970, pp. 69-71.    d.j.w.

II. In the New Testament

Two Gk. words are thus translated.

1.    kalabole, ‘a casting or laying down’. All ten occurrences of this word are bound up with the phrase ‘the foundation of the world’ (e.g. Mt. 13:35; Lk. 11:50).

2.    themelios, ‘anything laid’, appears sixteen times. Generally this word is found in a figurative sense, but it is used literally in speaking of the wise man who builds his foundation upon a rock (Lk. 6:48). Christ is spoken of as the foundation of the church, i.e., the true and only basis of our Salvation (1 Cor. 3:11). He is the chief * Cornerstone, and the apostles, who are the trustees and pub-lishers of his gospel, are referred to as the foundation on which Christians are built (Eph. 2:20; cf Rev. 21:14, 19). ‘Foundation’ is used also of one’s ministry (Rom. 15:20; 1 Cor. 3:10), and in referring to the security of God’s seal (2 Tim. 2:19). The first principles of divine truth are a foundation on which the rest depend (Heb. 6:1-2).

In a slightly different use of the word Timothy is instructed to urge those who are ‘rieh in this world’ to lay up a good foundation (1 Tim. 6:19; cf. Heb. 11:10; Mt. 6:19-20) by trusting all to God— perhaps in contrast to the Ephesian merchants who deposited their earthly treasures in the temple of ‘the great goddess Artemis’.

Bibliography. K. L. Schmidt, TDNT 3, pp. 63f.; H. H. Esser, NIDNTT 1, pp. 376-378; J. Blunck, idem, pp. 660-662.    j.d.d.

J.B.Tr.

FOUNTAIN. Palestine, owing to its geological structure, is a land of many springs, as was forecast to the Israelites before they settled there (Dt. 8:7). As a result of this, several Heb. words were in use which are commonly rendered ‘fountain’ or ‘spring’ in the evv.

1 ,‘ayin, ‘spring, fountain’, the commonest word (e.g. Gn. 16:7), is well known from the fact that in its construct form, ‘e/t-(Evv ‘En-’), it is a common element in place-names. Its Arabic cognate is familiär today, as in ‘Ain es-Sultän, the spring by which the city of ‘Jericho stood. The word occurs in a modified form as the place-name Ainön or Aenön, where John baptized (Jn. 3:23). Sometimes translated * ‘well’ in av (e.g. Gn. 24:13).

2.    ma'yän, ‘place of springs’, is a variant of 1 and rendered in the av by both ‘fountain’ (e.g. Gn. 7:11) and ‘spring’ (e.g. Ps. 87:7).

3.    mabbüa', ‘spring’, from näba , ‘to flow, bubble up’, is rendered in the evv by both ‘fountain’ (e.g. Ec. 12:6) and ‘spring’ (e.g. Is. 35:7).

4.    mäqör. This is sometimes used in a figurative sense of, e.g, ‘life’ (Ps. 36:9) or in a physiological sense (e.g. Lv. 20:18) and rendered in the evv by both 'fountain’ (e.g. Ps. 36:9) and ‘spring’ (e.g. Pr.

25:26).

5. ntösä', 'place of going forth’, comes from yäsa, ‘to go out’, and is sometimes rendered ‘spring’ (e.g. 2 Ki. 2:21). 6. gal is usually ‘heap’ (e.g. Gn. 31:46), but in Ct. 4:12 it is translated ‘spring’ (rsv, however, reads gan, ‘garden’). 7. gullä, ‘basin, bowl’, is rendered ‘spring’ in evv of Jos. 15:19 and Jdg. 1:15.

8.    '“sedä, ‘Foundation’, ‘(mountain-)slope’, which occurs only in the plural, is in the av sometimes rendered ‘spring’ (Dt. 4:49; Jos. 10:40; 12:8) and thrice treated as part of a place-name, Ashdoth-pisgah (Dt. 3:17; Jos. 12:3; 13:20). The other evv give ‘slopes of Pisgah’.

9.    bör, ‘cistern, ‘well’. In Je. 6:7, where the ICtib gives bawir and the Qfre bayir, the av renders ‘fountain’ but rv and rsv give ‘well’. 10. hay, ‘living’. In Gn. 26:19 ‘living waters’ is rendered ‘springing water’ in the evv. 11. nebek is a word which occurs once only, in the plural construct nib'ke-yänt, in Jb. 38:16, and rendered ‘springs of the sea’ in the evv.

In NT the principal Gk. word for ‘spring’, ‘fountain’ is pege (e.g. Rev. 7:17, etc:, cf. Mk. 5:29; Jn. 4:6), a word which is, in the lxx, used chiefly for Heb. ’ayin.    T.c.M.

FREEDMEN (av ‘Libertines’), SYNAGOGUE OF THE. The Gk. of Acts 6:9 makes it difficult to determine whether the Libertinoi, the members of a Jewish synagogue at Jerusalem, worshipped by themselves, or with the Cyrenians, the Alexandri-ans, the Cilicians and the Asiatics. The meaning of the name is equally uncertain, and this has given rise to a number of variants for this verse (notably the reading ‘Libyans’ for ‘Libertines’, which ap-pears in the Armenian vss and the Syriac). Schürer suggests that the Libertines were Rom. freedmen descended from Jews who had been prisoners of war under Pompey (63 bc) and subsequently re-leased. Possibly only one synagogue is referred to here (then kai Kyrenaiön . . . Asias is epexegetic of Liberlinön), which was attended by Jewish freedmen or their descendants from the places men-tioned (so F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostlef, 1952, p. 156).    s.s.s.

FREEMAN, FREEWOMAN. Two Gk. words are used. 1. apeleutheros, ‘one fully freed’, applies to a man who, born a slave, has been freed. In 1 Cor. 7:22a the reference is to one freed by the Lord from the bondage of sin (cf. 1 Cor. 12:13; Col. 3:11; Rev. 13:16, etc.). 2. eleutheros, ‘free man’, occurs in 1 Cor. 7:21, 22b; also in Rev. 6:15; eleuthera, ‘free woman’ (Gal. 4:22-23, 30) contrasts Sarah, Abra-ham’s wife, with Hagar, his concubine, the Egyp. slave-girl. A metaphorical application of this is made in Gal. 4:31.    j.d.d.

FRIEND OF THE BRIDEGROOM. The Heb. words rea', re eh and nterea , though often meaning ‘friend’ in general, sometimes have the special meaning of ‘friend of the bridegroom’, ‘best man’. The ancient versions sometimes show this special meaning. In the case of an abortive marriage Mesopotamian law forbade any marriage between the ‘friend’ and the forsaken bride. This explains the reaction of the Philistines and of Samson on the marriage of his former fiancee with his best man (Jdg. 14; 15:1-6). Jdg. 14:20 should be rendered ‘to his best man, who had performed for him the Offices of a best man’. A metaphorical use of the position of the best man is to be found in Jn. 3:29 (cf. 2 Cor. 11:2).

Bibliography. A. van Selms, ‘The best man and bride—from Sumer to St John’, JNES 9, 1950, pp. 65-75.    a.van s.

FRIEND OF THE KING. A phrase which was applied to various individuals. Ahuzzath was the ‘friend’ (nterea) of Abimelech the king of Gerar (Gn. 26:26); Saul had a ‘friend’ (nterea') (un-named, 2 Sa. 3:8); Hushai the Archite was David’s ‘friend’ (re eh, 2 Sa. 15:37); Solomon’s ‘friend’ (reeh) was Zabud the priest (1 Ki. 4:5); and Baasha of Israel had a ‘friend’ (rea) (unnamed, 1 Ki. 16:11). rea' is the common OT word for ‘friend’, and nterea and re eh are generally taken as variant forms of it. It has been suggested, however, that re eh is to be connected with Egyp. rh nsw. t, which came in the Middle Kingdom to mean ‘acquaintance of the king’, or with ruhi sarri in the Amarna letters, which has much the same meaning. The title does not seem to have implied any specific function, though marriage arrangements were a special concern, but the importance of the ‘friend’ is shown by the fact that there was never more than one at a time. A similar title was found later in Persian times, Themistocles, for example, being named a ‘King’s Friend’ by Xerxes.

Bibliography. R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel, 1961, pp. 122-123, 528; H. Donner, ZATWlh, 1961, pp. 269ff.; T. N. D. Mettinger, Solomonic State Officials, 1971, pp. 63-69; A. van Selms, ‘The origin of the title “the king’s friend”’, JNES 16, 1957, pp. 118-123.    T.c.M.

FRINGES. A border of tassels along the edges of a garment (Dt. 22:12). This was bound by a blue cord, and served to remind the wearer of God’s commands and of the need to obey them (Nu. 15:38-39). Various monuments show Hebrews and others wearing fringed garments. In NT times those who delighted in an outward show of piety put noticeably wide fringed borders on their garments (Mt. 23:5).    k.a.k.

FRUIT, FRUITS. The av translation of the follow-ing Heb. and Gk. words, some of which are used interchangeably: Heb. ’eb, ‘budding’ (Ct. 6:11; Dn. 4:12, 14, 2\),y'bül, ‘increase’ (Dt. 11:17; Hab. 3:17; Hg. 1:10); t'nübä, ‘increase’ (Jdg. 9:11; Is. 27:6; La. 4:9); yeled, ‘child’ (Ex. 21:22); lehent ‘bread, l'ood’ (Je. 11:19); nib, ‘utterance’ (Is. 57:19; Mal. 1:12); nta’“käl, ‘eating’ (Ne. 9:25); nt'le’ä, ‘fullness’ (Dt. 22:9; also ‘ripe fruits’ in Ex. 22:29);p’ri, ‘fruit’ (107 times); t'bü’ä, ‘incoming’ (13 times); köah, ‘strength’ (Jb. 31:39). Gk. gennenta, ‘produce’ (Mt. 26:29; Mk. 14:25; Lk. 12:18; 22:18; 2 Cor. 9:10); karpos, ‘fruit’ (64 times; akarpos, ‘without fruit’, in Jude 12); opöra, ‘ripe or full fruits’ (Rev. 18:14).,

fl. Literal nse

Mosaic law decreed that fruit-bearing trees be regarded as unclean for 3 years after planting, as the Lord’s in the fourth year, and to be eaten by the people only in the fifth year. This preserved the health of the tree against premature plucking, gave

God his due place, perhaps commemorated the en-trance of sin by forbidden fruit and certainly incul-cated self-discipline. Fruit-trees were so highly valued that for many centuries thereafter, even during the bitterest wars, special efforts were made to protect them (cf. Dt. 20:19-20). See *Agri-CULTURE, *FlG, *FOOD, * VlNE, * TREES.

Children are sometimes spoken of as the fruit of the body or womb (Dt. 28:4; Ps. 127:3).

b. Melaphorical use

The term has inspired a large number of meta-phorical uses, involving such phrases as the fruit of the Spirit (Gal. 5:22); fruit for God (Rom. 7:4) and for death (Rom. 7:5; cf. Jas. 1:15); fruit of the lips (i.e. speaking, 1s. 57:19; Heb. 13:15); fruit unto holiness and life (Rom. 6:22); fruit of the wicked (Mt. 7:16) and of self-centredness (Ho. 10:1; cf. Zc. 7:5—6); fruit in season (i.e. true prosperity, Ps. 1:3; Je. 17:8); fruits of the gospel (Rom. 1:13; Col. 1:6); of righteousness (Phil. 1:11; Jas. 3:18); fruits which demonstrate repentance (Mt. 3:8; cf Am. 6:12). The unfruitful works of darkness are contrasted with the fruit of light (Eph. 5:9-11).

The tree of life with its twelve kinds of fruit’ (Rev. 22:2) some regard as ‘a sacrament of the cov-enant of works, and analogous to the bread and wine used by Melchizedek (Gn. 14:18) and to the Christian Eucharist (Mt. 26:29) in the covenant of grace’ (Baker's Dictionary of Theology, 1960, p. 231). More probably it is a Symbol of abundant life (Jn. 10:10).

Bibliography. A. Goor and M. Nurock, The Fruits of the Holy Land, 1968; R. Mensel, NIDNTT 1, pp. 721-723; F. N. Hepper, IEBP: Flowers and trees, Fruits and Vegetables, Ecology, 1992.

J.D.D.

FUEL. *Coal was unknown to the Hebrews. Charcoal was used by the wealthy (Je. 36:22; Jn. 18:18) and by smiths, while the poor gathered their ownsticks(l Ki. 17:10). Ezekiel refers to the use of dried *dung as a fuel (4; 12ff.), a practice which obtains today among the poor. Is. 44:14-16 lists some of the trees used as fuel, while shrubs (espe-cially ‘broom’, Ps. 120:4), briars and thorns (Ec. 7:6), chaff (Mt. 3:12) and hay (Mt. 6:30) were used to obtain a quick, fierce, but evanescent heat. Fuel appears to have been common property among the Hebrews, and to be charged for it was a great hard-ship (La. 5:4).    r.j.w.

FULLNESS. The Gk. word pleröma, translated ‘fullness’, carries three possible connotations: ‘that which is filled’; ‘that which fills or fills up’, i.e. ‘completes’; ‘that which is brought to fullness or completion’.

The first does not seem to be relevant in the Scriptures, but the other two possibilities are important for the interpretation of certain crucial biblical texts. For the second we may eite Ps. 24:1, lxx (= 1 Cor. 10:26); Mt. 9:16; Mk. 6:43; 8:20. The Matthew reference may have the meaning ‘that which makes something full or complete’, as it refers to a patch which fills up the hole in a torn garment.

Under the third meaning should be placed Rom. 11:25, ‘the full number, the totality of the Gen-tiles’, and Rom. 15:29, ‘the full measure of Christ’s blessing’. Rom. 13:10 describes love as the pleröma of the law. This has been construed as ‘the sum total of the law’s prescriptions and demands’; but it is possible that the correct meaning here is ‘ful-filment’. Love, like the Lord Jesus, is the end of the law (Rom. 10:4; cf. Gal. 5:14; 6:2) in that it brings the law to its full realization and perfect completion in the sense of Mt. 5:17; 26:56; Mk. 1:15. This nuance leads on to those verses where the precise meaning of the word is disputed. It is convenient to divide them into two groups.

1.    Col. 1:19 and 2:9 are best taken together. See J. Ernst, Pieroma und Pieroma Christi, 1970. The exegesis of the use of pleröma in 2:9 is undoubtedly ‘the fullness of deity, the totality of the Godhead’ which dwells in Christ; and this meaning may be decisive in settling the correct interpretation of 1:19. In this text the choice is between taking it as a quasi-technical term of early gnostic speculation, which used the word pleröma to denote the region inhabited by the ‘full number’ of intermediary beings which were thought to exist between the Creator God and the created world; and taking it in the sense ‘God in his fullness’, ‘the entirety of God’s attributes, his full divinity’ which was pleased to dwell in Christ. On the former view, Paul is combating speculative teachers at Colossae, who reduced Christ to a member of the celestial hierarchy. The apostle asserts in reply to this teach-ing that Christ is the fullness of these intermediary beings. They are subsumed in him, for he is the pleröma of them all. See R. P. Martin, Colossians andPhilemon. NCB, 1974, pp. 59f„ 79f.

This view, however, which assumes that Paul and the Colossian heretics are using a common term, although supported by many scholars, among whom are J. B. Lightfoot, E. F. Scott, and R. Bultmann (Theology of the New Testament, 2, E.T. 1955, pp. 149ff.), is open to serious objection. Apart from the lack of convincing evidence for an early gnostic creed in the Ist Century, the most ob-vious consideration which teils against this pro-posal is that stated by E. Percy, that there is no trace in 1:19 and 2:9 of a polemic against the use which the supposed heretical teachers were making of the term pleröma, and in any case it is very un-likely that Paul would have borrowed so important a term from such a source. J. A. T. Robinson’s Suggestion (The Body, 1952, p. 67), that the apostle deliberately took over for apologetic use this word which he found in Hellenistic circles, lacks plausibility.

With C. F. D. Moule and C. Masson we may accept the second view and interpret pleröma in its OT light, where the Heb. equivalent is m'lö‘\ this reading sees the word as conveying the thought somewhat parallel to the Logos Christology of John, i.e. in Christ the sum-total of the divine attributes dwells and is revealed and communicated tomen (Jn. 1:14, 16).

2.    In Ephesians the term is taken by some com-mentators as applying to the church as well as to Christ; and this would confirm the view expressed above that pleröma is not being used in any tech-nical ‘gnostic’ sense. In Eph. 1:10 there is a meaning similar to that in Mt. 5:17; Mk. 1:15; Gal. 4:4 with the thought that God’s pre-ordained plan is now about to be consummated.

Eph. 1:22-23 may be taken in a number of ways, listed with admirable clarity by R. Yates, ‘A Re-examination of Eph. 1:23’, ExpT 83, 1971-2, pp. 146-151. The real crux is whether, on the one hand, pleröma refers to the church, which is then to be taken actively as that which completes Christ who is filling all things (corresponding to Eph. 4:10: so J. Dupont, Gnosis: la connaissance reli-gieuse dans les epitres de Saint Paul, 1949, p. 424, n. 1), or, in a passive sense, as that which is filled by Christ: or whether, on the other hand, pleröma should be treated as in apposition to ‘him’ in v. 22 and so taken to apply to the Lord himself as the One who has been designated by God the Father as the fullness of the Godhead who fills all in all (as in 1 Cor. 15:28). This latter interpretation has the ad-vantage of harmonizing with the rest of the Epistle (4:10) and with the teaching of pleröma in Colos-sians noted above. See Moule for a defencc of this view, and F. C. Synge, who also takes pleröma as a reference to Christ.

Eph. 3:19 requires no comment, except that it confirms the understanding of pleröma as a Chris-tological title. This verse is another way of express-ing the hope that ‘Christ may dwell in your hearts by faith’ (3:17); Eph. 4:12-13 holds out the pro-spect of the whole body of believers coming into such an experience.

Another interpretation takes more seriously the voice of the verb (passive or middle) in the earlier texts. Christ is being fulfilled or is filling himself: but by or with whom? The answer to this question is that he is fulfilled either by the Christians who, as members of his Body, ‘complement’ the Head, and together form the ‘whole Christ’ (so A. Robinson, F. W. Beare); or with W, L. Knox, L. S. Thornton and J. A. T. Robinson, who propose the translation ‘that which is filled by him who is always being filled (by God)’, so that the meaning of the whole phrase is that the church is constantly receiving from Christ its Head the complete fullness which Christ receives from the Father.

Bibliography. C. F. D. Moule, The Epistles to the Colossians and to Philemon, CGT, 1957, Appendix IV; idem, ‘“Fulness” and “Fill” in the New Testament’, SJT4, 1951, pp. 79-86; J. A. T. Robinson, The Body, 1952, p. 65, n 3. See also J. B. Lightfoot, St Paul's Epistles to the Colossians and to Philemon, 1897, pp. 255, 271; J. Ernst, Pieroma and Pieroma Christi, 1970; M. Barth, Ephesians, AB, 1974; T. Brandt et al„ NIDNTT 1, pp. 728-744; G. Delling, TDNT 6, pp. 283-31 1; P. Benoit, Jesus and the Gospel, vol. 2, 1974, pp. 51-92; P. D. Overfield, ‘Pieroma: A study in Content and Con-

text’, NTS 25, 1979, pp. 384-396; P. T. O’Brien, Colossians, Philemon, WBC 1982; A. T. Lincoln, Ephesians, WBC 1990; G. L. O. R. Yorke, The Church as the Body of Christ in the Pauline Corpus, 1991.    R.P.M.

FURNACE. A Word used to translate five Heb. terms and one Gk.

1.    'attiin. An Aram. Word which is used in Dn. 3 of the furnace into which Shadrach, Meshach and Abednego were cast by Nebuchadrezzar. 1t was probably a loan-word from Akkad. utünu, ‘oven’, as used for baking bricks or smelting metals.

2.    kibsän. A word occurring four times in the Bible, as a simile to describe the smoke of Sodom and Gomorrah (Gn. 19:28) and of Mt Sinai (Ex. 9:8, 10). In post-biblical Heb. it was understood to mean a kiln as used for firing pottery or burning lime.

3.    kür. A pot or crucible for smelting metals. The word always occurs in the Bible as a metaphor or simile of God’s punishment or tempering of man. Egypt was a crucible of iron (Dt. 4:20; Je. 11:4; 1

K.i. 8:51); God will put Israel in the crucible and melt it with his fury (Ezk. 22:18, 20, 22); and Israel is passed through the crucible of affliction (Is. 48:10).

4.    '“lll. Used only in Ps. 12:6 in a simile of the words of God which are as silver tried in a furnace. The usage suggests a crucible.

5.    tannür. ‘Portable stove’ or ‘oven’ (*Bread), the latter probably being a preferable translation in Ne. 3:11; 12:38; Is. 31:9; and perhaps Gn. 15:17, where av gives ‘furnace’.

6.    kaminos. ‘Oven, furnace’, a word used in lxx to translate 'attün, kibsän and kür, and in Mt. 13:42, 50 and Rev. 9:2 as a figure of the fires of hell (cf. also Rev. 1:15).

Copper-refining furnaces have been excavated in Palestine at Beth-shemesh, Ai and Ezion-geber, the last lying at the S end of the Wadi Arabah, which forms a funnel down which powerful winds blow. Well-preserved furnaces for iron refining built below the level of the ground have been found at Teil Jemmeh (?Gerar). (*Arts and Crafts.)

Bibliography. A. G. Barrois, Manuel d'Ar-cheologie bibüque, 1, 1939, pp. 372-373; R. J. Forbes, Studies in Ancient Technology, 6, 1958, pp. 66ff.    T.C.M.

G

GAAL (Heb. ga'al). Son of Ebed; lxx(b) lobel sug-gests Heb. ’öbed = ‘servant’ (cf. Moore, ICC, Judges, p. 256, and Jdg. 9:28). Leader of a roving band, who came to Shechem in the reign of Abime-lech to take advantage of disaflfection in the city. His activity forced Abimelech to attack Shechem; Gaal and his men were expelled by Abimelech’s governor, but Abimelech took vengeance on the city for supporting him (Jdg. 9:22-45). j.p.u.l.

GABBATHA. An Aramaic word meaning ‘height’, ‘eminence’; the local, native word for the area. It must have been on a height.

Gabbatha identifies the same location as the other term, ‘the Pavement’ (lithoströton), but does not describe exactly the same thing. As Jn. 19:13 specifies, it is a ‘place’ called either the Height or the Pavement. One may suppose that the Pavement was laid by Herod in front of his palace in the Upper City (at the NW angle of the first N wall). This palace was the official residence of the Roman governors, including Pilate, as is clear from inci-dents described by Josephus.

The Greek word lithoströton was adopted by the Romans to describe a paved area, either of mar-quetry (opus sectile) or of flagstones. Both types of work are known to have been used by Herod; marquetry at Jericho (inlaid stones, some col-oured, set in a pattem) and flags at Jerusalem, not-ably for the streets and terraces outside the immense walls of the Temple Mount (now excav-ated by Mazar). The foundations of this palace in the Upper City have been excavated, but the super-structures were missing. Nor has the Pavement been found as yet.

The site for ‘the Pavement’ favoured by Christian pilgrims at the Convent of the Sisters of Zion is to be rejected. Its adherents err in claiming that Jesus was brought to trial at the Antonia fortress on the Temple Mount; as stated above, the palace in the Upper City was Pilate’s headquarters. Moreover the location of this pavement is slightly wrong even for the Antonia; it is probably part of the public square at the E gate of Hadrian’s Aelia Capitolina. The pools beneath it were filled in and had siege-engines erected on them when the Romans under Titus attacked the Antonia (Ist Revolt). At the time of Jesus they were open pools outside the walls of the Antonia. The pavement set over them, now shown as the lithoströton, had not been laid.    j.p.k.

GABRIEL (Heb. Gabrlel, ‘man of God' or ‘strength of God’). One of the two angels whom the Bible names: the other is * Michael. He is sent to interpret Daniel’s vision (Dn. 8:16) and to give him the prophecy of the 70 weeks (Dn. 9:21). Some commentators identify the angel of Dn. 10:5ff. as Gabriel.

In intertestamental Jewish literature, Gabriel is one of the archangels, the ‘angels of the presence’ who stand before God’s throne praising him and interceding for men (Tobit \2:\5;Jubilees2:2', 1QH 6:13; lQSb4; Testament of Levi 3:5,7; cf Lk. 1:19; Rev. 8:2). He is named either as one of four archangels, with Michael, Sariel (or Uriel) and Raphael (/ Enoch 9:1; 1QM 9:15f; cf 1 Enoch 40:6; 54:6; Sibylline Oracles 2:215 (some mss); Numbers Rabbah 2:10), or as one of seven, with Uriel, Raphael, Raguel, Michael, Sariel (or Saraqael) and Remiel (I Enoch 20). Gabriel’s special responsi-bility is paradise (I Enoch 20:7). He destroyed the antediluvian giants (I Enoch 10:9). With the other archangels, he will officiate at the last judgment (1 Enoch 90:21 f.; cf. 54:6; Sibylline Oracles 2:214-219; 1 Thes. 4:16; Rev. 8:2). The Targums and rabbinic literature often identify anonymous angels in the OT as Gabriel or Michael.

In the NT, Gabriel is sent to Zechariah to an-nounce the birth of John the Baptist (Lk. 1:11-20) and to Mary to announce the birth of Jesus (Lk. 1:26-38). His self-description, T am Gabriel, who stand in the presence of God’ (Lk. 1:19) identifies him asoneof the archangels (cf. Tobit 12:15).

R.J.B.

GAD (‘good fortune’). 1. The seventh son of Jacob, his first by Leah’s maid Zilpah (Gn. 30:10-11). Gad himself already had seven sons when Jacob and his family entered Egypt (Gn. 46:16); Jacob promised Gad’s descendants a troubled life, but foretold that they would hit back (Gn. 49:19). They recur later in Moses’ blessing (Dt. 33:20-21).

2. An Israelite tribe descended from Gad, and the territory they occupied. The tribe in Moses’ time had seven clans (Nu. 26:15-18), was com-manded and represented by one Eliasaph (Nu. 1:14; 2:14; 7:42; 10:20), and supplied a spy for exploration of Canaan (Nu. 13:15). When Israel reached the plains of Moab, Reuben, Gad and half-Manasseh sought permission to settle in Transjordan, which they desired as their share in the promised land, because * Gilead was so suitable for their considerable livestock. To this Moses agreed, on condition that they first help their fellow-Israelites to establish themselves in W Palestine (Nu. 32). The Gadites and Reubenites then hastily repaired cities (including Ataroth) and sheepfolds to safeguard their families and livestock (Nu. 32:34-38, cf. 26-27) while preparing to help their brethren, a promise of help duly kept (Jos. 22:1-8). Then came the incident of the altar of witness (Jos. 22:9-34). As tribal territory, Reuben and Gad re-ceived the Amorite kingdom of Sihon: Reuben had the land from ’Aroer on the Arnon river, N to a

GAD

1 ine running from the Jordan’s mouth E to the region of Heshbon (Jos. 13:15-23). N of this line, Gad had all S Gilead, from the Jordan valley E as far as the S-to-N course of the upper Jabbok (the border with Ammon), and N generally as far as the E-to-W course of the lower Jabbok, but with two extensions beyond this: first, all the Jordan valley on the E side of Jordan river (formerly Sihon’s) between the Dead Sea and the Sea of Galilee (or Chinneroth), and second, across the NE angle of the river Jabbok to include the district of * Maha-naim and a fertile tract flanking the E side of N Gilead N over Jebel Kafkafa to Strategie Ramoth-gilead at modern Teil Ramith, 32 km NE of Jerash (cf Jos. 13:24-28). Heshbon was assigned as a levitical city out of the territory of Gad (Jos. 21:38-39); hence perhaps read Jos. 13:16-17 as (Reuben’s) ‘border was from Aroer ... and all the plain by Medeba, [unto] Heshbon ...’ (emending only by the addition of one letter, locative-/?). Dibon, etc., are then cities between these limits, and Heshbon would be the southernmost territory of Gad.

The Gadites doubtless shared the troubles of Transjordanian Israel generally in the judges’ period (e.g. Jdg. 10-12). In Saul’s day the wooded Gileadite hills of Gad offered a place of refuge (1 Sa. 13:7), and Gadites among othersjoined the fugitive David and supported his becoming king (1 Ch. 12:1, 8-15, 37-38). Gadites likewise shared in, and were subject to, David’s administration (2 Sa. 23:36; 24:5; 1 Ch. 26:32). On his Moabite Stone, roughly 840/830 bc, Ring Mesha mentions that the Gadites had long dwelt in the land of Ataroth. Just after this, within Jehu of Israel’s reign, Hazael of Damascus smote all Gilead, Gad included (2 Ki. 10:32-33). In the 8th Century bc Gadite Settlement apparently extended NE into Bashan (1 Ch. 5:11-17), until Tiglath-pileser III carried the Transjordanians into exile (2 Ki. 15:29; 1 Ch. 5:25-26). Then the Ammonites again invaded Gad (Je. 49: 1-6). Gad is assigned the southernmost zone in Ezekiel’s vision of the tribal por-tions (48:27-28). Geographical background, in D. Baly, Geography of the Bible’, 1974, pp. 21 Off., 221 ff., 227-232.

3.    A prophet or seer, the Contemporary of Saul and David; he advised David to leave Moab for Judah (1 Sa. 22:5). Later, God through Gad offered a choice of three possible punishments to David after his census, and then commanded that David build an altar on Araunah’s threshing-floor (2 Sa. 24:10fr.; 1 Ch. 21). Gad helped David and Nathan in organizing music for eventual use in the Temple (2 Ch. 29:25), and wrote a history of David’s reign (1 Ch. 29:29).

4.    A pagan deity worshipped by the Canaanites as the god of Fortune for whom they ‘prepare a table’ (Is. 65:11, rv, Avmg.). (*Gad, Valley of.)

K.A.K.

GAD, VALLEY OF. The place where the census ordered by David was begun is given as ‘Aroer, on the right side of the city that is in the middle of the valley (Heb. nahal) of Gad’ (2 Sa. 24:5, rv). In Dt. 2:36 Aroer is described as ‘on the edge of the valley (nahal) of the Amon’. Since the census would naturally begin at the S border of the Transjordan territory, this is probably the place intended. Vari-ous mss of the lxx indicate corruptions in the text of 2 Sa. 24:5, which should read ‘toward Gad and Jazer’ (so rsv).    g.t.m.

GADARENES, GADARA. The only biblical refer-ences to the Gadarene area concern the story of the miracle of Legion and the swine. The word ‘Gadarenes’ is found in some texts or versions of Mt. 8:28; Mk. 5:1; and Lk. 8:26. The probability is, however, that it is the original reading only in Mt. (Compare these vv. in av and modern ew.) The actual site of the miracle is in little doubt, at the edge of the Sea of Galilee. It would have been in a sub-district of Gadara, which lay 10 km SE of the Sea, near the gorge of the Yarmuk (or Hieromax). The Mishnah Claims that Gadara dates from the OT period. It was held variously by Ptolemies, Seleucids, Jews and Romans between the 3rd Century bc and the Jewish War. It was one of the Decapolis cities. The ruins at Umm Qays now mark the site. (*Gerasa.)    d.f.p.

GAIUS. A Latin praenomen, used without addition several times in the NT.

1.    A Macedonian involved in the Ephesian riot (Acts 19:29; * Aristarchus).

2.    A companion of Paul’s to Jerusalem, a member of the party which awaited the apostle at Troas (Acts 20:4f), perhaps an official delegate of his church, which on the usual reading was Derbe. It is attractive, however, to follow the Western reading, ‘of Douberus’ (a Macedonian town), and also possible to attach ‘of Derbe’ to Timothy (in which case Gaius would be a Thessalonian). Either way he would be a Macedonian, and thus conceivably the same as 1. Proof is impossible: Luke may rather be interposing two Galatians (Timothy representing Lystra) between two Thessalonians and two Asians.

3.    A Corinthian, baptized by Paul (1 Cor. 1:14). The church met in his house, and Paul stayed with him on his third Corinthian visit (Rom. 16:23). A Suggestion of Ramsay’s has been revived that Gaius was the praenomen of Titius * Justus (Acts 18:7). Origen (on Rom. 16) refers to a tradition that he became first bishop of Thessalonica.

4.    The addressee of 3 John: the Eider commends

his rectitude and hospitality (of which he asks a renewal), and expects to see him shortly. J. Chap-man (JTS 5, 1904, pp. 366ff.) would identify him with any of the preceding, especially 1 and 3, but his reconstruction is highly conjectural. The name was very common; the four references may well represent four different people.    a.f.w.

GALATIA. I. The ancient ethnic kingdom of Ga-latia located in the N of the great inner plateau of Asia Minor, including a large portion of the valley of the Halys river. A great population explosion in central Europe brought Gauls into this area during the 3rd Century bc. Although never in the majority, the Gauls gained the upper hand and ruled over the more numerous tribes of Phrygians and Cappadocians. Ultimately the Gauls separated into three tribes, each inhabiting a separate area: the Trokmi settled in the E which bordered on Cappadocia and Pontus, with Tavium as their Capital; the Tolistobogii inhabited the W bordering on Phrygia and Bithynia, with Pessinus as their chief town; and the Tektosages settled in the central area with Ancyra as their principal city.

2. The Roman province of Galatia. In 64 bc Galatia became a dient of the Romans and, after
[image: ]


the death of Amyntas, its last king, was given full Status as a Roman province (25 bc). The new prov-ince of Galatia included not only the old ethnic territory but also parts of Pontus, Phrygia, Lycao-nia, Pisidia, Paphlagonia and Isauria. Within the provincial Galatia were the towns which the apos-tle Paul evangelized on his first missionary journey, viz. Antioch, Iconium, Lystra and Derbe (Acts 13-14). The latter two cities were Roman colonies, and the former two had been Romanized by the emperor Claudius. Large numbers of Romans, Greeks and Jews were attracted to these popula-tion centres because of their Strategie geographical location.

A particularly difficult question arises out of Paul’s use of the word ‘Galatia’ in the Epistle to the Galatians (1:2). Does Paul use the term in its geographical sense, i.e., to denote the ancient ethnic kingdom of Galatia, or in its political sense, to denote the Roman province by that name? NT scholars are almost evenly divided on this question (* Chronology of the New Testament).

It is clear from the account in Acts 13-14 that Paul visited S Galatia and established churches there. Did he ever conduct a mission in N Galatia? Two texts especially have been used to Support such a ministry. The first (Acts 16:6) reads: ‘And they went through the region of Phrygia and Galatia. . ..’ N Galatian proponents understand ‘Phrygia’ here to be the territory in which Antioch and Iconium were located, whereas ‘Galatia’ refers to the geographical or ethnic kingdom by that name. Ramsay, however, takes the phrase len Phrygian kai Galaliken chöran to be a composite term de-scribing a single area—the Phrygian-Galatic region. The word chöra, ‘territory’, was the official word used to describe one of the regiones into which Roman provinces were divided. Part of the old kingdom of Phrygia belonged to the Roman province of Galatia and another part belonged to the province of Asia. Thus Acts 16:6 refers to the parts of Phrygia which had been incorporated into the Roman province of Galatia. This Interpretation is supported by the following Statement in the Acts account, ‘having been forbidden by the Holy Spirit to speak the word in Asia’. The plan of the missionary party apparently was to strike out directly in a W direction from Antioch of Pisidia, which would have taken them into the province of Asia. Instead they went N towards Bithynia, Crossing only a part of Asia.

The other passage is Acts 18:23. Here the Order of the words is reversed: ‘. .. and went from place to place through the region of Galatia and Phrygia, strengthening all the disciples’. The ‘region of Galatia’ here is probably ‘Galatic Lycaonia, so called to distinguish it from eastern Lycaonia, which lay, not in the province of Galatia, but in the territory of King Antiochus’ (F. F. Bruce, The Book of the Acts, 1954, p. 380). ‘Phrygia’ then would probably include both Galatic and Asiatic Phrygia, since on this occasion there was no prohibition to prevent Paul preaching the word in Asia. In neither of these passages in Acts does there seem to be any good reason to suppose that Galatia means N Galatia. It is doubtful that Paul ever visited the ancient kingdom to the N, much less that he con-ducted an extensive mission there. (* Galatians, IV).

There are three other occurrences of ‘Galatia’ in the NT. 2 Tim. 4:10 (which has the variant ‘Gaul’) and 1 Pet. 1:1 are almost certain references to the Roman province, while a decision on 1 Cor. 16:1, ‘the churches of Galatia’, will depend on one’s view of the passages discussed above.

Bibuography. W. M. Ramsay, An Historical Commentary on St. Paul's Epistle to the Galatians, 1899, passim; SPT, pp. 89-151, 178-193; The Church in the Roman Empire\ 1894, pp. 74-111; HOB; HDAC\ IDB; K. Lake, BC, 5, 1933, pp. 231 ff.; G. H. C. Macgregor, IB, 9, 1954, pp. 213f„ 247, 252; R. T. Stamm, IB, 10, 1953. pp. 435ff.

w.w.w. 1 2

(Acts 18:23), since his reference to having preached to them ‘at first’ (Gal. 4:13)—literally ‘the former time’ (Gk. toproteron)—implies two visits to them. On the ‘S Galatian’ view the Epistle could have been written earlier; the words ‘so quickly' (Gal. 1:6) indeed would imply a time not long after the first missionary journey (ad 47-8), and ‘at first’ (Gal. 4:13) could be understood in the light of the fact that in the course of the first journey Paul and Barnabas visited the S Galatian cities twice, going from Pisidian Antioch to Derbe and from there back to Pisidian Antioch (Acts 14:21).

A more precise determining of the date depends on the Interpretation of Paul’s Jerusalem visits listed in Galatians. In arguing that at no time since his conversion had he an opportunity of being commissioned for his missionary service by the Jerusalem apostles, he mentions the occasions on which he had met them since, and teils what hap-pened then. Two Jerusalem visits are mentioned: one 3 years (or in the third year) after his conversion (Gal. 1:18) and another 14 years after (Gal. 2:1). The first of these is certainly that mentioned in Acts 9:26ff. The second has generally been iden-tified with that of Acts 15:2ff, the visit during which the * Council of Jerusalem took place. But (i) if Gal. 2:1-10 and Acts 15:2-29 purport to relate one and the same set of events, one at least of the two accounts can scarcely be acquitted of misrepresenting the facts; (ii) it is unsatisfactory to suppose that Gal. 2:1—10 narrates a private interview which Paul and Barnabas had with James, Peter and John in advance of the public Council; in that case Paul’s Suppression of the findings of the Council is inexplicable, for they were directly relevant to the Galatian controversy; (iii) the fact that the findings of the Council are not mentioned in Galatians can best be explained if in fact the Council had not yet been held when the Epistle was written; (iv) if the Jerusalem visit of Gal. 2:1 is that of Acts 15, Paul’s critics would have pointed out immediately that he had failed to mention the earlier visit mentioned in Acts 11:30; 12:25. (The view that the visit of Acts 11:30; 12:25 is a dupli-cate of that recorded in Acts 15 is unacceptable; and the high estimate of the accuracy of the narrative of *Acts, which underlies the present dis-cussion, can be defended by strong arguments.) There are weighty reasons for identifying the visit of Gal. 2:1 with that of Acts 11:30, and for dating the Epistle shortly before the Council of Jerusalem, c. ad 48/49. The incident of Gal. 2:12 is probably to be correlated with Acts 15:1.

III. Occasion of writing

Galatians was plainly written to converts of Paul’s who were in imminent danger of adulterating the gospel of Christian freedom which he had taught them with elements of Jewish legalism. Among these elements circumcision took a chief place; they also included the observance of the Jewish calendar (Gal. 4:10) and possibly Jewish food-laws. The ‘churches of Galatia’ had evidently been visited by Judaizers who cast doubt on Paul’s apostolic Status and insisted that, in addition to the faith in Christ which he inculcated, it was necessary to be circumcised and to conform in other respects to the Jewish law in Order to attain Salvation. When news of this reached Paul he wrote this letter in white-hot urgency, denouncing this teaching which mingled grace and law as a different gospel from that which he had preached to them in Christ’s name—in fact, no gospel at all—and entreating his readers to stand fast in their new-found liberty and not place their necks again under a yoke of bondage.

IV.    Destination

The letter is addressed to ‘the churches of Galatia’ (1:2) To us this is a not unambiguous designation, for ‘Galatia’ was used in two distinct senses in the Ist Century ad: it might denote ethnic Galatia in central Asia Minor, or the much larger Roman province of "Galatia. If the letter was sent to people in ethnic Galatia (the view of J. B. Lightfoot and most of the older commentators), we must suppose that that is the region visited by Paul in Acts 16:6 and 18:23 (or at least in one of these passages). But these two passages should probably be interpreted otherwise. There is, in fact, little evi-dence that Paul ever visited ethnic Galatia, whereas there is ample evidence that he visited the S area of the province of Galatia and planted churches there. The view that this Epistle is addressed to ethnic Galatia is commonly called the ‘N Galatian’ theory; the ‘S Galatian’ theory, on the other hand, supposes that the Epistle was sent to the churches of Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, Lystra and Derbe, all in the S of the Roman province. and all planted by Paul and Barnabas in the course of their first missionary journey (Acts 13:14-14:23).

Against the ‘S Galatian’ theory it has been argued that it would be psychologically inept for Paul to address his readers as ‘Galatians’ (Gal. 3:1) if in fact they were not ethnically Galatian But if they belonged to different ethnic groups (Phrygian and Lycaonian) what common appellation could he have chosen to cover them all except their common political denominator, ‘Galatians’? (So a modern writer, addressing a mixed group of Eng-lish, Welsh and Scots, would probably address them as ‘Britons’ or ‘British’ in the political sense, although in its ethnic sense it would be applicable only to the Welsh members of the group.)

V.    Principal arguments

If a logical analysis of the Epistle as a whole defies us, we can at least recognize the leading arguments which Paul uses in defence of true gospel liberty. Nine of them may be briefly stated as follows.

1. The gospel which Paul preached was the gospel which he received by direct commission from Christ; it came to his hearers with Christ’s authority, not with Paul's (1:1 lfT).

2.    Against Paul’s Claim to unmediated Commission from Christ, some argued that all valid apos-tolic authority must be mediated through Jerusalem. and that Paul’s teaching or practice therefore was invalid if it deviated from the Jerusalem pattem. Paul replies by describing his visits to Jerusalem between his conversion and the time of writing, showing that the Jerusalem leaders had no opportunity of commissioning him but that, on the contrary, they acknowledged the apostolic commission (to the Gentiles) which he had already received from Christ (1:15-2:10).

3.    If acceptance with God could have been obtained through circumcision and the other ob-servances of the Jewish law, Christ’s death was pointless and vain (2:21).

4.    Christian life, as the Galatian converts knew from their own experience, is a gift of the Spirit of God; when they received it they received at the same time unmistakable proofs of the Spirit’s pres-ence and power in their midst. But if they began their Christian life on that high plane it was pre-posterous to imagine that they should continue it on the lower plane of legal works (3:2ff ).

5.    The Judaizers justified their insistence on circumcision by appealing to the example of Abraham: since circumcision was the seal of God’s covenant with him, they argued, no uncircumcised person could have a share in that covenant with all the blessings which went with it. But the true chil-dren of Abraham are those who are justified by faith in God, as Abraham was; it is they who enjoy the blessings promised to Abraham. God’s prom-ise to Abraham was fulfilled in Christ, not in the law; therefore the blessings bestowed by that prom-ise are to be enjoyed not through keeping the law (which came long after the promise and could not affect its terms) but through faith in Christ (3:6-9, 15-22).

6.    The law pronounces a curse on those who fail to keep it in every detail; those who place their trust in the law therefore put themselves in danger of that curse. But Christ, by his death on the cross, bore the divine curse in his people’s place and de-livered them from the curse which the law pronounces; his people therefore ought not to go back and put themselves under the law with its attend-ant curse (3:10-14).

7.    The principle of law-keeping belongs to the age of spiritual immaturity; now that Christ has come, those who believe in him have attained their spiritual majority as responsible sons of God. To accept the arguments of the Judaizers would be to revert to infancy (3:23-4:7).

8.    The law imposed a yoke of slavery; faith in Christ brings liberation. Those whom Christ has emancipated are foolish indeed if they give up their freedom and submit afresh to the dictation of those elemental powers through which the law was mediated (4:8-11; 5:1; 3:19).

9 This freedom which the gospel of grace pro-claims has nothing to do with anarchy or licence; faith in Christ is a faith which works by love and thus fulfils the law of Christ (5:6; 5:13-6:10).

These arguments are presented in a more sys-tematic form in the Epistle to the Romans, written 8 or 9 years later. The basic understanding of the gospel which underlies all these arguments took shape in Paul’s mind very probably quite soon after his conversion, although the way in which it finds expression in Galatians is due to the special Situation to which Paul addresses himself here. But perhaps for that very reason Galatians has to this day been cherished by Christians as a great charter of gospel liberty.

Bibliography. J. H. Ropes, The Singular Problem of the Epistle to the Galatians, 1929; C. H. Buck, Jr, ‘The Date of Galatians’, JBL 70, 1951, pp. 113fT.; F. F. Bruce, ‘Galatian Problems, 1-5’, BJRL 51, 1968-9, to 55, 1972-3; D. Guthrie, Galatians, NCB, 1969; F. F. Bruce, The Epistle to the Galatians, NIGTC, 1982; R. Y. K. Fung, The Epistle to the Galatians, NIC, 1988; R. A. Cole, Galatians, TNTC2, 1989; R. N. Longenecker, Galatians, WBC, 1990; G. W. Hansen, Galatians, IVPNTC, 1994; P. H. Kern, Rheloric, Scholarship and Galatians: Assessing an Approach to Paul's Epistle (diss. Sheffield, fortheoming).    f.f.b.

GALEED (Heb. gal'ed, ‘witness pile’). Name given to the cairn erected by Jacob and Laban as a me-

morial to their covenant made in N Transjordan (Gn. 31:47—48; *Pillar). By Laban it was given the equivalent Aramaic name Yegar-sahadutha. Documents of the earlier 2nd millennium bc reveal a great mixture of ethnic groups in N Mesopota-mia. It is quite possible that some Aramaeans were included among them and that their dialect had been adopted by other Semitic groups. Specific evidence of Aramaeans in this area at this date is not yet available (*Aram).    a.r.m.

GALILEE (Heb. gälil, ‘ring, circle’, hence a ‘dis-trict, region’). The regional name of part of N Pal-estine, which was the scene of Christ’s boyhood and early ministry. The origin of the name as applied here is uncertain. It occurs occasionally in the OT (e.g. Jos. 20:7; 1 Ki. 9:11), and notably in Is. 9:1. The latter reference probably recalls the region’s history: it originally formed part of the lands allocated to the twelve tribes, but, owing to the pressure from peoples farther north, its Jewish population found themselves in a kind of N salient, surrounded on three sides by non-Jewish populations—‘the nations’. Under the Maccabees, the Gentile influence upon the Jews became so strong that the latter were actually withdrawn S for half a Century. Thus Galilee had to be recolonized, and this fact, together with its diversity of population, contributed to the con-tempt feit for the Galileans bv the S Jews (Jn. 7:52).

Exact demarcation of the Galilee region is dif-ficult, except in terms of the provincial boundaries of the Roman empire. The name was evidently applied to the N marchlands of Israel, the location of which varied from time to time. In the time of Christ, however, the province of Galilee formed a rectangular territory some 70 km from N to S, and 40 km from E to W, bordered on the E by the Jordan and the Sea of ‘Galilee, and cut off from the Mediterranean by the S extension of Syro-Phoenicia down the Coastal plain.

Thus defined, Galilee consists essentially of an upland area, bordered on all sides save the N by plains—the coastlands, the plain of Esdraelon and the Jordan Rift. It is, in fact, the S end of the mountains of Lebanon, and the land surface falls, in two Steps, from N to S across the area. The higher ‘step’ forms Upper Galilee, much of which is at 1,000 m above sea-level; in NT times it was a for-ested and thinly inhabited hill-country. The lower ‘step’ forms Lower Galilee, 450-600 m above sea-level, but falling steeply to more than 180 m below sea-level at the Sea of Galilee.

It is to this area of Lower Galilee that most of the Gospel narrative refers. Well watered by streams flowing from the N mountains, and poss-essing considerable Stretches of fertile land in the limestone basins among its hills, it was an area of
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dense and prosperous Settlement. It exported olive oil and cereals, and fish from the lake.

‘Outside the main stream of Israelite life in OT times, Galilee came into its own in the NT’ (D. Baly, The Geography of the Bible, 1957, p. 190). The Roman region was governed successively by Herod the Great (died 4 bc), Herod Antipas and Herod Agrippa. Cut off from Judaea—at least in Jewish eyes—by the territory of Samaria, Galilee nevertheless formed an integral part of ‘the land’, and the Galileans had, in fact, resisted the Romans even more doggedly than the S Jews. In the time of Christ the relationship between the two groups is well described as having been that of ‘England and Scotland soon after the Union’ (G. A. Smith, His-torical Geograph)’ of the Holy Land25, 1931, p. 425).

This, then, was the region in which Christ grew up—at Nazareth, in the limestone hills of Lower Galilee. Thanks to its position, it was traversed by several major routeways of the empire, and was therefore far from being a rural backwater. Its agriculture, fisheries and commerce provided him with his cultural background, and are reflected in his parables and teaching. Its people provided him with his first disciples, and its dense Scattering of Settlements formed their first mission field.

Today, Galilee and the plain of Esdraelon form the core area of N Israel, but its modern inhabit-ants have the task of rehabilitating an area which has lost much of the prosperity it enjoyed in NT days. Its forests have been largely replaced by rnaquis, the characteristic scrub of the Mediter-ranean, and many of its towns and villages, places which Christ kncw and visited, have disappeared from the map, leaving hardly a trace behind them.

Bibliography. G. A. Smith, The Historical Geography of the Holy Land25, 1931, pp. 413-436; D. Baly, The Geography of the Bible, 1957.

J.H.P.

GALILEE, SEA OF. A lake in the region of Galilee, also referred to, in the OT, as the ‘sea of * Chin-nereth’ (Nu. 34:11) or Chinneroth (Jos. 12:3), and in the NT as the ‘lake of Gennesaret’ (Lk. 5:1) and the ‘Sea of Tiberias’ (Jn. 21:1). Its modern Heb. name is Yam Kinneret.

The lake is some 21 km long and up to 11 km broad, and it lies at 211 m below sea-level. The river Jordan flows through it from N to S; its waters are therefore sweet—unlike those of the Dead Sea—and its fisheries (* Fish), so prominent in the NT narrative, were famous throughout the Roman empire and produced a flourishing export trade. On the other hand, the position of the lake, in the depths of the Jordan Rift and surrounded by hills, renders it liable to atmospheric down-draughts and sudden storms.

The lake is bordered by a plain of varying width; in general, the slopes on the E side are abrupt (Mk. 5:13), and are somewhat gentler on the W. To the N and S are the river plains of the Jordan as it enters and leaves the lake.

The shores of the lake were the site of towns— Capernaum, Bethsaida, etc.—where much of Christ’s ministry was carried out. In his time they formed a flourishing, and almost continuous, beit of settlement around the lake, and communicated and traded across it with each other. Today, only “Tiberias remains as a town—even the sites of several other l'ormer towns are uncertain— and changed patterns of commerce have robbed the lake of its focal importance in the life of the region.

Bibliography. G. A. Smith, The Historical Geography of the Holy Land'5, 1931, pp. 437-463.

J.H.P.

GALL. The Hebrews used rös and m'rörä to de-scribe a “plant and its fruit which were extremely bitter. Variously translated as ‘hemlock’ av, ‘poi-sonous weeds’ rsv, neb (Ho. 10:4), ‘poison’ (Jb. 20:16; Je. 8:14) and ‘venom’ (cf. Dt. 32:33), it is fre-quently associated with the bitter herb wormwood (Artemisia) (Dt. 29:18; Je. 9:15; La. 3:19; Am. 6:12). Gail is referred to literally as the yellowish-brown secretion of the liver in Jb. 16:13; 20:14, 25. As a plant it probably refers to the extract of the colocynth gourd fruit (Citrullus colocynthis).

Metaphorically it denoted travail (La. 3:5) or any bitter experience (Acts 8:23). The anodyne oflered to Christ during his crucifixion (Mt. 27:34; cf Mk. 15:23) was a diluted wine containing stupe-fyingdrugs.    r.k.h.

f.n.h.

GALLIO. Lucius Junius Annaeus (or Annaeanus) Gallio was the son of Seneca the rhetorician and brother of Seneca the philosopher. An inscription at Delphi (SIG, 2\ 801; cf text and discussion by

K. Lake, BC, 5, pp. 460ff.) makes it virtually cer-tain that he was proconsul of Achaia in ad 52-53, in which office we meet him in Acts 18:12ff. A fixed point for Pauline chronology is thus afforded, even though the precise dates of office are unknown. His brother Seneca writes of him (Ep. Mor. 104. 1: Quaest. 4a, pref. 11), as do several other ancient writers (e.g. Pliny, NH2\. 33; Tacitus, Ann. 15. 73; Dio Cassius, 61. 35; 62. 25), with little to his dis-credit. Luke depicts his vigorous refusal to hear a Jewish-sponsored prosecution of Paul, on the ground that no criminal Charge was brought. The now proverbial ‘Gallio cared for none of those things’ (Acts 18:17, av) denotes less his religious indiflerence than his connivance at the subsequent outburst of anti-Semitism. The Western text con-veys the sense: ‘Gallio pretended not to see’. Gallio was executed by Nero’s Order in ad 65. j.h.h.

GALLOWS (Heb. ‘es, ‘tree’). Found only in the book of Esther (nine times). Haman had a gallows (Avmg. ‘tree’) made on which to execute Mordecai, but the mode of the intended execution has been much debated. Hanging was not usual in Persia, where the events took place; it is suggested that the Heb. word means ‘pole’ or ‘stäke’ (which seems likely), and that, following Persian custom, the victim was to be impaled. (“Cross.) j.d.d.

GAMALIEL (Heb. gamlfel, ‘reward of God’; Gk. Gamaliel). 1. Son of Pedahzur, and a ‘prince of the children of Manasseh’ chosen to help Moses in taking the census in the wilderness (Nu. 1:10; 2:20; 7:54, 59; 10:23).

2. Son of Simon and grandson of Hillel (accord-ing to later, but doubtful, tradition), Gamaliel was a doctor of the law and a member of the Sanhe-drin. Representing the liberal wing of the “Phari-sees, the school of Hillel, as opposed to that of Shammai, he intervened with a reasoned and persuasive speech at the trial of the apostles (Acts 5:33-40).

Paul acknowledged him as his teacher (Acts 22:3), and he was held in such high honour that he was designated ‘Rabban’ (‘our teacher’), a higher title than ‘Rabbi’ (‘my teacher’). See J. Neusner, The Rabbinic Traditions about the Pharisees before 70, 1, 1971, pp. 341AT.

The Mishnah (Sota 9. 15) says, ‘Since Rabban Gamaliel the Eider died there has been no more reverence for the Law, and purity and abstinence died out at the sanie time.’ As we might expect front this reputation among the Jews, there is no evidence, despite early suggestions (e.g. Clentenline Recognitions 1. 65), that he ever became a Christian.    J.D.D.

GAMES.

I. In the Old Testament

a.    Physical sport

In common with their Near Eastern neighbours, the life of the majority of Hebrews left little time or inclination for physical sport. When introduced by Hellenizing Jews in the time of Antiochus Epiphanes (1 Macc. 1:10-14; Jos., Ant. 15. 268) and patronized by Jason, the high priest (2 Macc. 4:7-17), the Greek love of sport was considered irreligious. Nevertheless, there can be little doubt that, despite the absence of explicit references, running, throwing and hunting were undertaken on occasions when they were not a necessity. Like the Egyptians and Babylonians, the people of Pal-estine would have enjoyed contests at weight-lifting and wrestling. Jacob’s long wrestling-match may reflect both practised ability at the sport and the recognition of rules precluding holds below the beit (Gn. 32:24-26). The expression ‘hip and thigh’ (Jdg. 15:8) may be a technical wrestling term, like English ‘cross-buttock’. It has been suggested that the group combat at Gibeon was initiated as a wrestling-match (2 Sa. 2:14), wrestling by grasping an opponent’s beit being an ancient form of this sport. Archery could be a game of skill aiming at fixed marks (1 Sa. 20:20; Jb. 16:12; La. 3:12), as is shown on Assyrian reliefs, as well as a warlike art.

b.    Games of chance

Gaming-boards have been discovered at a number of sites, including Teil el ‘Ajjul and Beth-shemesh. Some made of ivory (Megiddo, c. 1350-1150 bc), stone (Gezer, c. 1200 bc) or wood were in ‘human’ or ‘violin’ shape pierced with peg-holes for a game of ‘55 Holes’ commonly found in Egypt and Mes-opotamia. Draughts was played on boards of twenty or thirty squares made of stone, clay, ebony or ivory and sometimes hollowed at the back to contain the men. Unlike modern western methods of play in these games, moves were made as a result of the throw of a dice (of which an ivory example of the 17th Century bc was found at Teil Beit Mirsim), knuckle-bones or casting-sticks. Pyramidal or conical game places and counters have been found, also ‘halma’ men at Lachish. ‘Chinese-type’ chess was known in Elam and Babylonia from the 3rd millennium bc and may well have been played in Palestine. Unusual board-games, like those discovered at * Ur, Nineveh and Teil Halaf, Syria (8th Century), were played, though the method of play is at present obscure. The Hebrews, with their neighbours, considered that the lot (pur; *Divin-ation) was a means of determining the divine will, and in this way some board-games also had re-ligious significance.

c.    Children 's games

The young played in the streets (Zc. 8:5), imitating their elders in daily life or at marriages and funerals. The boys may have imitated the Egyptian team-games shown in paintings and a form of tug-of-war, while the girls practised juggling or ball-games, including catch played by teams with one mounted on another’s back. Leather-covered balls have been found. Whistles, rattles, model pots, chariots and animals (some with wheels) have been recovered and betray an unchanging taste for toys by the youngest. It is unlikely that all the slings found were used only in the serious business of driving birds from thecrops or guardingthe flocks from straying. There is no evidence that the figurines or small statues with movable joints found at a number of sites were dolls. It is more likely that they were cult objects. People of all ages were amused by miming, skipping-ropes, whipped tops and hoops.

d.    Diversion

Feasting, songs, music, and especially dancing, were the commonest form of relaxation. Op-portunity was taken for this at every domestic re-joicing (Je. 31:4), including merry-making at har-vest (Jdg. 9:27; 21:21) as well as at such public and state functions as the royal accession (1 Ki. 1:40) or celebration of victory (Ex. 15:20; Jdg. 11:34; 1 Sa. 18:6). Story-telling and the art of propounding riddles was also a highly-esteemed practice (Jdg. 14:12; Ezk. 17:2; 1 Ki. 10:1). (* Dance.)

Bibliography. H. J. C. Murray, A Hislory of Board Games olher than Chess, 1952; P. Montet, Everyday Life in Egypt, 1958; Iraq 1, 1935, pp. 45-50; 4, 1938, pp. llff.; 8, 1946, pp. 166fL; AN EP, 1976, pp. 212—219 (illustrations); U. Hübner, Spiele un Speilzeug im antiken Palästina, 1992. d.j. w.

II. In the New Testament

Apart from one obscure reference to a children’s game (Mt. 11:16-17), and a possible allusion to a chariot race (Phil. 3:13f.), the games mentioned in the NT are the Greek athletic contests. Reference to 1 Macc. 1:10-14; 2 Macc. 4:13-14 will em-phasize the Hellenic outlook of the writers who found metaphor in this worthy subject. The festi-vals were religious in origin and flavour, encour-aged discipline, art, health and fair play, and were not without diplomatic usefulness (see Lysias, 33). Surviving ödes of Pindar reveal the honour paid the victor in the Pythian, Nemean, Isthmian and above all the Olympic Games.

In the Epistles metaphors are drawn from the Games generally, and from the foot-race and from the chariot race in particular.

In 1 Cor. 9: 24-27 Paul calls attention to the vigorous training of the athlete (a metaphor also used by Epictetus). The athlete is preoccupied not with the immediate token prize of the wreath of wild olive, parsley, pine or laurel, but with the later reward. The Christian is likewise exhorted to strive ‘for the mastery’, for his reward is, by contrast, an ‘incorruptible’ crown (cf. 2 Tim. 2:5; 4:8; 1 Pet. 1:4; 5:4). 1 Cor. 9:26 depicts a boxing contest. Here the arms and hands were bound with studded leather, which inflicted grave injury, and the combatant therefore sought to evade rather than to parry— hence the phrase ‘beating the air’. Having begun with the scene of victory, Paul concludes with a picture of failure. He sees himself as the herald call-ing others to the contest, but himself disqualified from competing. ‘Preached’ and ‘castaway’ (I Cor. 9:27, av) are unhappy renderings (see rv, rsv). Metaphors drawn from the Games would carry par-ticular weight with the readers of this Epistle, since the Isthmian Games were a Corinthian festival.

In Gal. 2:2; 5:7; Phil. 2:16; Heb. 12:1-2 the refer-ence is to the foot-race, for which a minimum of clothing was worn. ‘Every weight’ probably refers to weight shed in preparatory training in Order to bring the runner to peak condition for the race. ‘The sin which clings so closely’ is more clearly a reference to clothing. The ‘cloud’ is a common metaphor for multitudes. It suggests the runner’s blurred vision of the spectators as his eyes are focused on the goal.

The reference in Phil. 3:13-14 is probably to a chariot race. Horse-racing with light chariots was well known to the Greeks, and references go back to Homer and Sophocles. They were also a spec-tacular feature of the festivals. At the time Paul wrote, they were especially in fashion with the Romans, and Philippi was a Roman colony. We may translate these verses: T do not count myself to have done this, but this one thing I do, forgetting those things which are behind, and Stretching out to those which lie before, I make for the mark, to-wards the prize of the upward calling of God in Jesus his Anointed.’ Paul pictures himself in the chariot, bent over the curved rail against which the charioteer’s knees were pressed, and, with the reins round his body, Stretching out over the horses’ backs and leaning his weight on the reins. In such intense preoccupation a glance at ‘the things behind’ would have been fatal.    e.m.b.

to gardens in Assyria and Babylonia, see in Ebe-ling, Meissner and Weidner, Reallexikon der As-syriologie, 3, 1959, pp. 147-150. For 'Hanging Gardens’ of Babylon see D. J. Wiseman, Nebucha-drezzar and Babylon, 1991, pp. 55-60, plates I—II.

Tombs were sometimes situated in gardens (2 Ki. 21:18, 26; Jn. 18:1, 26; 19:41; »Gethsemane). A less happy use of gardens was for pagan rites, perhaps linked with the fertility cults of Canaan (Is. 1:29; 65:3; 66:17).

The Garden of 3 4 Eden was a Symbol of God-created fertility (Gn. 13:10; Is. 51:3, etc.).

K.A.K.

GATH. One of the five principal Philistine cities, and formerly occupied by the Anakim (4Anak; Jos. 11:22). The gentilic from the name gat was gilt! or gittlm (Jos. 13:3), and this accounts for the ‘Git-tite’ of the ew. When the Philistines captured the ark and it brought ill fortune to Ashdod it was moved to Gath, where the people were struck with bubonic plague, so it was moved on to Ekron (1 Sa. 5:6-10; 6:17). Gath was famous as the home of »Goliath (1 Sa. 17), whom David killed. David later feigned madness to avoid retribution at the hands of Achish, king of Gath, when fleeing from Saul (1 Sa. 21:10—15), but subsequently took Service under Achish, and lived for more than a year in his territory (1 Sa. 27). When David’s fortunes revived, and later during Absalom’s rebellion, after he had added Gath to his dominions (1 Ch. 18:1), he had Gittite friends in his retinue (2 Sa. 6:10-11; 15:19-21; 18:2) and a Gittite contingent among his mercenaries (2 Sa. 15:18). Another interesting Gittite is mentioned in 2 Sa. 21:20 (= 1 Ch. 20:6). He was very tall and had six digits on each extremity. Though Achish is still spoken of as king of Gath (1 Ki. 2:39-41), the city was probably subservient to David, and evidently continued subject to Judah in the time of Rehoboam, who fortified it (2 Ch. 11:8). It was captured by Hazael of Damascus in the late 9th Century (2 Ki. 12:17), and may have regained its independence by the time Uzziah broke down its wall when he campaigned in Philistia (2 Ch. 26:6); soon afterwards Arnos describes it as belonging to the Philistines (6:2), so it may have been a Philistine enclave, in loose vassalage, in the territory of Judah. Gath was besieged and conquered by Sar-gon of Assyria in the late 8th Century.

The site has not been identified with certainty. Excavations at Teil et-'Areini some 30 km NE of Gaza failed to support its candidature. Teil esh-Sheri'ah and Teil es-Safi are other possibilities. So too is the adjacent Teil en Nagila or ‘Araq el-Menshiyeh, but certainty must await further investigation.

Bibliography. E. K. Vogel, HUCA 42, 1971, p. 88; K. A. Kitchen, POTT, pp. 62fT.; NEAEHL, pp. 418, 1329, 1522-1523; G. E. Wright, BA 29, 1966, pp. 78-86; LOB, p. 250.    t.c.m.

GATH-HEPHER (Heb. gat-haheper, ‘winepress of digging’). The rendering Gittah-hepher of Jos. 19:13 in the av arose through a misunderstanding of the he locale. A town on the border of Zebulun and Naphtali (Jos. 19:13), the birthplace of the prophet Jonah (2 Ki. 14:25). Identified with Khir-bet ez-Zurra‘ and nearby el-Meshhed, 5 km NE of Nazareth. Ancient and continuous tradition indi-cated this as the birthplace and tomb of the

prophet. Jerome in the 4th Century ad said that his tomb was about 3 km frorn Sepphoris, which would coincide with Gath-hepher.    m.a.m.

GAZA (Heb. ’azzä, lxx Gaza). One of the five Principal Philistine cities. Originally inhabited by the Avvim, driven out by the Caphtorim (•Caphtor; Dt. 2:23), it was considered to mark the S limit of Canaan at the point on the coast where it was situated (Gn. 10:19). Joshua con-quered it (Jos. 10:41) and found that some Ana-kim remained there (Jos. 11:21-22); the city was lost to Israel during his lifetime (Jos. 13:3). Judah, to whom it was allotted (Jos. 15:47), recaptured the town (Jdg. 1:18; though some hold that this refers to the same campaign as Jos. 10:41). In the period of the Judges Samson con-sorted with a harlot of Gaza in Connection with which a description of the city gate is given (Jdg. 16:1-3). Israel’s hold over Gaza must have been lost again at this period, for when the Philistines finally captured Samson they imprisoned him there, and it was there that he ‘made sport’ for them, and dislodged the pillars of the house, kill-ing many of them (Jdg. 16:21-31). It has been pointed out that the description of Samson ‘mak-ing sport’ in front of a pillared building with spectators on the roof is reminiscent of some of the features of Cretan civilization, and this is to be expected in view of the origins of the * Philistines. At the time of the Philistine capture of the ark, Gaza with the other cities sutfered from bubonic plague and made an ofTering of an emerod and a mouse of gold to avert it (1 Sa. 6:17).

The city occupied an important position on the trade routes from Egypt to W Asia, and from the 8th Century it is frequently mentioned among Assyr. conquests. Tiglath-pileser III captured it (Ha-az-zu-lü) in 734 bc, perhaps at the request of Jehoahaz of Judah, the ruler, Hanno, fleeing to Egypt, and Tiglath-pileser set up an image of him-self in the palace. Sargon had to repeat the action in 722 bc, for Hanno had returned to Gaza in Support of a rebellion led by Hamath. Hanno was taken prisoner to Assyria. The city remained faith-ful to Assyria, for Sennacherib, when he proceeded against Hezekiah in Jerusalem, gave some of the territory taken from Judah to Sillibel, king of Gaza, and Esarhaddon put a strain on this loyalty when he laid heavy tribute on him and twenty other kings of the Hittite country. In the time of Jeremiah the city was captured by Egypt (Je. 47:1). Gaza was taken by Alexander the Great in 332 bc after a 5-month siege, and finally desolated—as prophesied by Arnos (1:6-7), Zeph-aniah (2:4) and Zechariah (9:5)—by Alexander Jannaeus in 96 bc.

The site of ancient Gaza, Teil Kharubeh (Harube), lies in the modern city. Small excav-ations showed that it was occupied in the Late Bronze and Iron Ages, and pieces of Philistine pot-tery were found. Various remains show the im-portance of the place in Hellenistic and Roman times. Gabinius, the proconsul, rebuilt it in 57 bc on a new site to the S of the old, nearer the sea. It was presumably to distinguish the old abandoned site from this that the angel, who wanted Philip to go to the old site, qualified the name Gaza with the phrase ‘this is a desert road’ (haute estin eremos, Acts 8:26).

At Teil el-‘Aijjul, 6 km SW, Flinders Petrie found extensive cemeterics and a town that flourished during the 2nd millennium bc. Numerous pieces of gold jewellery were discovered in tombs and build-ings of c. 1400 bc. Nearby later burials have been uncovered containing so-called * Philistine clay-coffins.

Bibliography. J. Garstang, Joshua- Judges. 1931, pp. 375f; NEAEHL, pp. 49-53, 464-467.

T.C.M.

A.R.M.

GEBA (Heb. geba\ ‘a hilf). A town belonging to Benjamin, 11 km N of Jerusalem and 5 km from Gibeah, from which it is to be distinguished; cf. Jos 18:24 and 28; Is. 10:29. It was assigned to the Lev-ites under Joshua (Jos. 21:17; 1 Ch. 6:60). It was in the descent from here that Jonathan and his armour-bearer revealed themselves to the Philistines during their daring attack (1 Sa. 14:1 ff.). In the days of Asa, king of Judah, it was fortified. and then regarded as the N limit of Judah; it replaced the name of Dan in the saying ‘from Dan to Beer-sheba’ (2 Ki. 23:8). It remained prominent after the Exile (Ne. 11:31; 12:29). The modern town of Jeba Stands on the same site.    m.a.m.

Bibliography. M. Dunand, Fouilles de Byblos, 1937- ; N. Jidejian, Byblos through Ihe Ages, 1968.

A.R.M.

GEBER. An Israelite prince, the son of Uri, who is mentioned, in what is perhaps a historical note to the list of Solomon's administrative districts, as the prefect of the whole of Transjordan (‘the land of Gilead’; 1 Ki. 4:19) before Solomon divided it be-tween his 6th and 7th districts, over the former of which he set Ben-geber (1 Ki. 4:13), possibly Geber’s son.

Bibliography. T. N. D. Mettinger, Solomonic State Officials, 1971, pp. 121-122.    t.c.m.

GEDALIAH (Heb. g'dalyä or g'dalyähü, ‘Yahweh is great’). 1. Son of Ahikam, grandson of Shaphan, he was appointed chief minister and governor of Judah by Nebuchadrezzar II in 587 bc (2 Ki. 25:22). With Jeremiah the prophet he was entrusted with the care of some royal princesses and those persons remaining after the Babylonian war (Je. 41:16; 43:6). He made Mizpah his resi-dence, and there he was joined by Jeremiah (40:6) and by many officers and men who had escaped from the enemy. These were granted asylum on condition that they maintained the peace (Je. 40:7-12). However, Baalis, king of Ammon, plot-ted against him and provoked a refugee officer, Ishmael, to assassinate Gedaliah (2 Ki. 25:25; Je. 41:1-3). Fear of possible Babylonian reprisals led more Jews to emigrate to Egypt, despite Jeremiah’s warning (Je. 42). The Jewish fast on the third of Tishri commemorates the death of Gedaliah (Zc. 7:5; 8:19). A seal impression inscribed ‘Belonging to Gedaliah who is over the House’ found at Lachish almost certainly refers to this person.
[image: ]

Scarab-shaped seal impression, inscribed Igdlyhw ‘sr ‘1 hbyt, ‘belonging to Gedaliah who is over the house’. This may well be the Gedaliah who was made governor of Judah by the Babylonians in 587 bc (2 i. 25:22). Lachish. 6th cenl. bc.

2. Son of Jeduthun, instrumentalist leader of the levitical choir (1 Ch. 25:3, 9). 3. A priest married to a foreign woman in the time of Ezra (Ezr. 10:18). 4. Son of Pashhur, a leading Citizen of Jerusalem and Opponent of Jeremiah (Je. 38:1, 4-6). 5. Grand-father of the prophet Zephaniah and grandson of Hezekiah (Zp. 1:1).    d.j.w.

GEDERAH (Heb. g'deräh). I. In the Shephelah, Jos. 15:36; probably Kh. Judraya (M. Noth, Josua. ad loc.) on the N side of the Vale of Elah, opposite Soco. Kh. Jedireh, W of Latrun (L. Grollenberg), does not suit the context. 2. The ‘Potteries’ of the Monarchy, 1 Ch. 4:23 (av ‘hedges’); perhaps Teil ej-Judeideh N of the Mareshah valley (W. F. Albright, JPOS 5, 1925, pp. 50ff.), where a large quantity of stamped jar-handles has been found. 3. In Benjamin, 1 Ch. 12:4; possibly Judeira, NE of Gibeon, or Kh. Judeira, 10 km farther W.

J.P.U.L.

GEDEROTH (Heb. g'deröt). A town in the Lachish district of Judah, Jos. J5:41; 2 Ch. 28:18. The area of Qatra and modern Gedera, SE of Jabneel (F.-M. Abel, L. Grollenberg) is too far W and out of context (GTT, p. 147; M. Noth, Josua', p. 95).

J.P.U.L.

GEDEROTHAIM (Heb. g'derötaim). May be a variant of * Gederah, Jos. 15:36; the count is correct without it; lxx (‘its penfolds’) read gidröt_ehäh.

J.P.U.L.

GEDOR (Heb. g'dör). 1. A town in the hills of Judah (Jos. 15:58, and perhaps 1 Ch. 4:4); Kh. Jedur, 2 km W of Beit Ummar and just off the central ridge; possibly the Beth-gader of 1 Ch. 2:51 (GTT, p. 155). 2. In the Negeb, near Soco and Zanoah. The ‘entrance of Gedor’ (1 Ch. 4:39) may be the Nahal Hevron, though lxx has ‘Gerar’ (LOB, p. 388), while the context may indicate an area further SE. 3. In Benjamin, 1 Ch. 12:7; perhaps * Gederah (3). 4. A personal Benjaminite name, I Ch. 8:31 = 9:37.    j.p.u.l.

GEHAZI. The servant of Elisha. He may be the unnamed ‘servitor’ of 2 Ki. 4:43 and the ‘servant’ of 2 Ki. 6:15, but he is specifically named on only three occasions.

In 2 Ki. 4 he suggests to Elisha that the Shu-nammite should be rewarded with the promise of a son, and later takes Elisha’s staff and lays it upon the dead child in the vain hope of restoring his life.

In 2 Ki. 5, after Elisha has refused to take a present from Naaman when his leprosy had been cured, Gehazi obtains gifts for himself under false pretences. As a punishment he himself is struck down with leprosy. 2 Ki. 5:27 should be compared with the leprosy regulations of Lv. 13:12-13. When this particular form of skin disease, whatever it may have been, turned the whole skin white, the victim was ‘clean’, and was not segregated. Hence Gehazi was able to continue as Elisha’s servant.

In 2 Ki. 8:1-6 Gehazi relates to King Jehoram the story of how the Shunammite’s son was re-stored to life. While he is talking the woman herseif comes in to appeal to the king for the restoration of her property.    J.s.w.

GELILOTH. Perhaps means ‘circuit, circle’ (of stones), cf. *Gilgal. Only named in Jos. 18:17, as on the border of Judah and Benjamin, in terms almost identical with those used of Gilgal (Jos. 15:7). As Geliloth and Gilgal have more or less the

same meaning, both derived from Heb. gälal, ‘to roll’, they may be variant-names for one and the same place. J. Simons, GTT, p. 173, § 326, thinks of Geliloth as a small region near Jericho. Y. Aharoni, LOB, p. 235, sought it near Tal'at ed-Damm, S of the Wadi Qilt.    k.a.k.
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GALATIANS, EPISTLE TO THE.

I.    Outline of contents

Thanks, no doubt, to the sense of urgency with which the Epistle was written, it is difficult to trace a clear progression or sequence in its structure. It may be subdivided thus:

1.    Greetings (1:1-5)

2.    This new ‘gospel’ is no gospel (1:6-10)

3.    Autobiography and apologia (1:11-2:14)

a.    Paul received his Commission direct front Christ (1:11-17)

b.    Paul’s first visit to Jerusalem after his con-version (1:18-24)

c.    Paul’s second visit to Jerusalem (2:1-10)

d.    Why Paul opposed Peter at Antioch (2:11 — 14)

4.    The gospel of grace does not encourage sin (2:15-21)

5.    An appeal to the Galatians’ personal experi-ence (3:1 —6)

6.    The gospel covenant with Abraham is prior to Moses’ law (3:7-22)

7.    Christian maturity (3:23-4:11)

a.    We are full-grown sons now (3:23-29)

b.    Going back to infancy (4:1-7)

c.    Going back to slavery (4:8—11)

8.    A further personal appeal (4:12-20)

9.    Christian freedom: the two Jerusalems (4:21-5:1)

10. Faith, not works (5:2-12)
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 Liberty, not licence (5:13-26)

12.    A call to mutual aid (6:1-5)

13.    Sowing and reaping (6:6—10)

14.    PostScript in Paul’s hand (6:11-18)

a.    Paul takes up the pen (6:11)

b.    False and true boasting (6:12-16)

c.    The true marks of a servant of Christ (6:17)

d.    Benediction (6:18)

II.    Authorship and date

Except in such extreme and unrepresentative cir-cles as the Van Manen school (whose views received Publicity in EBi), the Pauline authorship of Galatians has been an axiom of NT criticism. Galatians has traditionally been recognized as one of the four ‘capital epistles’ of Paul (the other three being Romans and 1 and 2 Corinthians); indeed, it has been regarded as a Standard by which other documents’ Claims to Pauline authorship could safely be measured.

On the ‘N Galatian’ view of its destination (see section IV, below) the Epistle could not have been written before ad 49/50, when Paul’s second mis-sionary journey began (Acts 16:6), and was more probably written after ad 52, when the third journey began and Paul visited ‘Galatia’ a second time

3

GARDEN. It was promised that the lives of God’s redeemed people would be like a watered garden, ordered and fruitful (Is. 58:11; Je. 31:12; cf. Nu. 24:6).

In Egypt the Hebrews had known richly productive vegetable-gardens (Dt. 11:10; cf. Nu 11:5;
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 Food). Fed from an irrigation-ditch, or from ves-sels by hand, a network of little earth channels criss-crossed the vegetable-beds like a chessboard. In New-Kingdom Egypt, M.-F. Moens, Orientalin Lovanensia Periodica 15, 1984, pp. 11-53.

In Palestine people cultivated gardens for veget-ables (‘garden of »herbs’, 1 Ki. 21:2; ‘what is sown’, Is. 61:11), and fruit (Am. 9:14; Je. 29:5, 28; Ct. 4:16). Gardens might be associated with, or even part of, vineyards, olive-groves or orchards (Ec. 2:5; Am. 4:9; cf. 1 Ki. 21:2). Spices and choice plants featured in the gardens of royalty and of the nobility (Ct. 5:1; 6:2, 11 (walnuts); cf. 4:12-16 gen-erally; Ec. 2:5). These and other gardens were walled round (cf Ct. 4:12) and had to be kept watered, e.g. from a spring or pool (Ct. 4:15; cf. Ec. 2:5-6; contrast Is. 1:30). They may also have some-times contained a summerhouse (2 Ki. 9:27). The ‘king’s garden’ at Jerusalem was a well-known landmark (2 Ki. 25:4; Je. 39:4; 52:7; Ne. 3:15); and the Persian royal palace is mentioned as having a pleasure-garden (Est. 1:5; 7:7-8). Similarly, Egyp-tian and Mesopotamian kings kept fine gardens; and a garden once occupied a large court inside the sumptuous palace of the kings of Canaanite Ugarit (14th—13th Century bc). For full references

GEBAL. 1. A Canaanite and Phoenician port whose ruins lie at Jebeil, 40 km N of Beirut. Its name, W Semitic g'bal, Akkad. gubla, Egyp. kpn, means ‘hilf bluff’. The Gk. name Byblos may in-volve a phonetic shift g-b, or imply that it was the place where Greeks first saw papyrus (Gk. byblos) imported from Egypt as writing material.

Excavations, begun in 1919 by M. Dunand, have revealed a city that flourished from Neolithic times to the Crusades. By the mid-3rd millennium bc it was a centre for exporting cedar wood to Egypt, receiving Egyp. luxury goods in exchange. Strong stone ramparts guarded the city. Inside were temples, houses and tombs. At the end of the 3rd millennium it was sacked, but soon recovered. One temple was devoted to the city’s patron goddess (Baalat Gebal), another was a memorial shrine filled with obelisks commemorat-ing the dead, originally probably plastered and inscribed. Dozens of jars containing bronze weapons, jewellery and figures of gods were buried around the temples as offerings. Tombs of Byblian kings were furnished with Egyptian and stone ves-sels of about 1800 bc. From this time scribes at Byblos, trained to write in Egyptian, seem to have invented a simpler script, the Byblos hieroglyphic, a syllabary of about eighty signs known from texts engraved on stone slabs and copper plates. It may have been here that the alphabet arose (* Writing). Certainly it was used here fully developed by about 1000 bc, the date of the stone coffin of King Ahiram which bears the longest early alphabetic inscription. Other texts from c. 900 bc show con-tinuing links with Egypt. Byblos declined as the power of Tyre and Sidon grew.

Jos. 13:5 includes Gebal as part of the Promised Land then unconquered, and in fact Israel never ruled it. Solomon hired masons there (1 Ki. 5:18), and its skilled shipbuilders are mentioned in Ezk. 27:9. The Egyptian story of Wen-amun describes the city about 1100 bc (ANET, pp. 25-29).

2. A mountain region in Transjordan whose in-habitants allied with Israel’s other neighbours against her (Ps. 83:7).

GEDER. S Canaanite town (Jos. 12:13). lxx (b) reads asei, and other minuscules suggest ‘s’ as second letter; Goshen may be the correct reading.

Y. Aharoni, LOB, p. 231, suggests Gerar.    j.d.d.


GENEALOGY.

I. In the Old Testament

a. General

A genealogy in the OT sense is a list of names indicating the ancestors or descendants of an individual or individuals, or simply a registration of the names of people concerned in some Situation. The word ‘genealogy’ in evv renders Heb. yahas, which occurs only in Ne. 7:5, seper hayyahas, ‘book of the genealogy’, referring to a register of those who returned to Jerusalem with Sheshbaz-zar. Clearly ‘genealogy’ here is not used so strictly as in modern English where it is an account of descent from an ancestor by the enumeration of intermediate persons, though this is frequently what is intended. The genealogies of OT are found chiefly in the Pentateuch, and in Ezra-Nehemiah and Chronicles, and it is exclusively in the latter three books that the verbal form of yahas occurs, always in the intensive reflexive stem (hityahes), ‘enrol oneself by genealogy’ (Ezr. 2:62; 8:1, 3; Ne. 7:5,64; 1 Ch.4:33; 5:1,7, 17; 7:5, 7, 9,40; 9:1,22; 2 Ch. 12:15; 31:16-19). The term töledöt, ‘gener-ations’, is used in Genesis more or less in the sense of ‘genealogical history’ (‘Generation).

(i)    Types of genealogies. The genealogies given in the scriptural record ränge from a bare list of names as in 1 Ch. 1:1, through the most common type which links the names by means of a Standard formula and inserts additional information under some but not all (e.g. Gn. 5 and cf. v. 24), to the fully expanded historical account which is based on a framework of names, as in the books of Kings.

Genealogies of two forms are found in the OT. ‘Ascending’ genealogies commonly have a linking formula, ‘x the son (ben) of y’ (1 Ch. 6:33-43; Ezr. 7:1-5); ‘descending’ genealogies often have ‘.x begat (yälad)y’ (Gn. 5; Ru. 4:18-23; rsv translates ‘became the father of’). The descending type of genealogy may include much information as to the age and actions of the individual links, whereas the ascending type is more commonly used to trace the ancestry of an individual back to some important figure of the past, when the doings of the intermediate figures do not aflect the issue.

(ii)    Genealogies as sources for chronology. That some genealogies in the Bible omit some gener-ations is demonstrable (compare Mt. 1:1 with 1:2-17), For instance, the list of Aaron’s descendants in Ezr. 7:1-5 omits six names which are given in ICh. 6:3-14. (See also ‘Chronology ofthe Old Testament, Ill.a.) This is readily understandable from the formulae, for the word ben could mean not only son but also ‘grandson’ and ‘descendant’, and in like manner it is probable that the verb yälad could mean not only ‘bear’ in the immediate phys-ical sense but also ‘become the ancestor of’ (the noun yeled from this verb has the meaning of descendant in Is. 29:23). Factors such as the inclusion of the age of each member at the birth of his descendant and the number of years he lived after this (Gn. 5:6), need not militate against an interpret-ation of these genealogies as being abridgments. As Green and Warfield have suggested, the pur-pose of mentioning the years of age may have been to emphasize the mortality in spite of vigorous longevity of these Patriarchs, thus bearing out one result of the Fall.

(iii) Andern Near Easlern usage. Genealogies were a Standard feature of ancient historical trad-ition. Naturally, royal family trees furnish our Principal examples, but records of lawsuits ovei land ownership show that many other people maintained such knowledge. Assyrian scribes of the Ist millennium BC listed kings of Assyria from remote times, with a line almost unbroken span-ning 1,000 years (ANET\ pp. 564-566). The rela-tionship of one to another was noted, and the length of reign of each. Heading the list are the names of ‘seventeen kings who lived in tents’; long considered legendary, personifications of tribes, or fictitious, they now seem to have an historical basis with the discovery at *Ebla of a treaty naming the first of them. From the 17th Century bc survives a list of kings of Babylon, their ancestors and pre-decessors, sharing some names with the early part of the Assyrian King List. Earlier still is the Sum-erian King List, completed about 1800 bc, which names kings of S Babylonia reaching back to the Flood, and before (ANET, pp. 265-266). Hittite, Ugaritic and Egyptian scribes have also left us king lists of varying lengths and purposes.

Some of the particular characteristics of biblical genealogies may also be observed in the texts. The lists of names are interspersed with historical or personal notes, comparable with those in Gn. 4:21, 23; 36:24; 1 Ch. 5:9-10, etc. The Sumerian King List has one Mes-kiaga-nuna, king of Ur, as son of Mes-ane-pada, but Contemporary records suggest he was in fact the grandson of Mes-ane-pada, his father being one A-ane-pada. Either a scribe has omitted the father’s name by error because it was so like the grandfather’s, or ‘son’ is used in a wider sense than in English. The wider usage was common in Babylonian, as in all Semitic lan-guages, for ‘member of a specific group’, and from 1500 bc onwards, märu (‘son’) was used in the sense ‘descendant of’. An interesting case is found in the Black Obelisk of Shalmaneser III which refers to * Jehu as ‘son (mär) of Omri’ when in fact he was not related, but simply ruled the same state. A remarkable Egyptian example is a brief text in which King Tirhakah (r. 670 bc) honours his ‘father’ Sesostris III (c. 1870 bc) who lived some 1200 years before him. Similarly, King Abdul Aziz of Saudi Arabia was called Ibn (son of) Saud, though he was really the son of AbderRahman, and the Saud whose name he bore died in 1724. The use of relationship words, of family and dyn-astic names, and many other factors have to be borne in mind when interpreting any ancient genealogies.

There is thus no reason to suppose that all the genealogies in the Bible purport to be complete, since their purpose was more the establishment of descent from some particular ancestor or ancestors, a purpose unaffected by the omission of names, than the reckoning of exact chronologies (‘Chronology). It is wrong, too, to dismiss any part of them as legendary, personifications of tribes or deities, or pure fiction in the light of grow-ing evidence that other similar records have factual bases.

b Old Testament genealogies

The principal genealogical lists of the OT are:

(i)    Adam to Noah (Gn. 5; 1 Ch. 1:1-4). Ten names, each given in the formula ‘A lived x years and begat (yälad) B, and A lived after he begat B y years and begat sons and daughters, and all the days of A were z years, and he died’. The figures for x and y vary to some extent between the MT, the Samaritan Pentateuch (SP) and the lxx, though there is a considerable measure of agreement in the totals (z), as follows: Adam, 930; Seth, 912; Enos, 905; Cainan, 910; Mahalaleel, 895; Jared, 962 (MT, lxx), 847 (SP); Enoch, 365; Methuselah, 969 (MT, lxx), 720 (SP); Lamech, 777 (MT), 635 (SP), 753 (lxx); Noah’s age at the Flood, 600. It is probable that this list is abridged, so that it cannot safely be used as a basis for »chronology. Reminiscent of this genealogy is the first part of the Sumerian King List, which names ten ‘great men’ who ruled before the Flood. The years of reign for these ränge in one recension as high as 43,200.

(ii)    The descendants of Cain (Gn. 4:17-22).

(iii)    The descendants of Noah (Gn. 10; 1 Ch. 1:1-23). The list of the nations who were des-cended from Shem, Ham and Japheth (* Nations, Table of).

(iv)    Shem to Abraham (Gn. 11:10-26; 1 Ch. 1:24-27). Ten names. A genealogy couched in the same terms as (i) above, except that, while the Samaritan Pentateuch gives the total years (z), MT and lxx give only the figures x and y. The totals given by the Samaritan Pentateuch and worked out for MT and lxx are as follows, the MT and Samaritan Pentateuch agreeing in most cases against the lxx. Shem, 600; Arpachshad, 438 (MT, SP), 565 (lxx); lxx here inserts Kainan, 460, omitted in MT and SP; Shelah, 433 (MT, SP), 460 (lxx); Eber, 464 (MT), 404 (SP), 504 (lxx); Peleg, 239 (MT, SP), 339 (lxx); Reu, 239 (MT, SP), 339 (lxx); Serug, 230 (MT, SP), 330 (lxx); Nahor, 148 (MT, SP), 208 (lxx); Terah, 205 (MT, lxx), 145 (SP); Abraham.

(v)    The descendants of Abraham by Keturah (Gn. 25:1-4; 1 Ch. 1:32-33). (»Arabia.)

(vi)    The descendants of Nahor (Gn. 22:20-24).

(vii)    The descendants of Lot (Gn. 19:37-38).

(viii)    The descendants of Ishmael (Gn. 25:12—18; I Ch. 1:29-31).

(ix)    The descendants of Esau (Gn. 36; 1 Ch. 1:35-54).

(x)    The descendants of Israel (Jacob; Gn. 46), 1-6 by Leah; 7-8 by Bilhah; 9-10 by Zilpah; and 11-12 by Rachel.

1.    Reuben (Gn. 46:9; Ex. 6:14; Nu. 26:5-11; 1 Ch. 5:1-10).

2.    Simeon (Gn. 46:10; Ex. 6:15; Nu. 26:12-14; 1 Ch. 4:24—43).

3.    Levi (Gn. 46:11; Ex. 6:16-26; 1 Ch. 6:1-53). This was an important genealogy, since the heredi-tary priesthood resided in this lineage and the high priests were descended from Aaron, whose own genealogy is given in Condensed form in Ex. 6:16-22. The descent of Samuel from Levi is given in I Ch. 6 and that of Ezra from Aaron in Ezr. 7:1-5. See also (xi) below.

4.    Judah (Gn. 46:12; Nu. 26:19-22; 1 Ch. 2:3-4:22; 9:4). This was the lineage of David (1 Ch. 2-3), from whom the line of kings from Solomon to Josiah was descended (1 Ch. 3:10-15).

5.    Issachar (Gn. 46:13; Nu. 26:23-25; 1 Ch. 7:1-5).

6.    Zebulun (Gn. 46:14; Nu. 26:26-27).

7.    Dan (Gn. 46:23; Nu. 26:42-43).

8.    Naphtali (Gn. 46:24; Nu. 26:48—50; 1 Ch. 7:13).

9.    Gad (Gn. 46:16; Nu. 26:15-18; 1 Ch. 5:11-17).

10.    Asher (Gn. 46:17; Nu. 26:44-47; 1 Ch. 7:30-40).

11.    Joseph (Gn. 46:20; Nu. 26:28-37; 1 Ch.7:14-27), through his two sons, Ephraim and Manasseh, who were accepted by Jacob as equivalent to his own sons (Gn. 48:5, 12; »Adoption).

12.    Benjamin (Gn. 46:21; Nu. 26:38—41; 1 Ch. 7:6-12; 8:1-40; 9:7, 35-44). This was the lineage of Saul (1 Ch. 8-9).

In addition to these lists, which establish genealogical relationships, there are a number of other registers of individuals in one context or another, mentioned in connection with certain periods of OT history.

(xi)    Registers of Levites (see also (x) 3 above). Of the time of David (1 Ch. 15:5-24), Jehoshaphat (2 Ch. 17:8), Hezekiah (2 Ch. 29:12-14; 31:12-17), Josiah (2 Ch. 34:8-13; 35:8-9), Zerubbabe! and Joiakim (Ne. 12:1-24), Nehemiah (Ne. 10:2-13).

(xii)    Registers of the reign of David. His recruits at Ziklag (1 Ch. 12:3-13,20), his mighty men (2 Sa. 23:8-39; 1 Ch. 11:11 —47), his officers over the tribes (1 Ch. 27:16-22) and his other administrative officers (1 Ch. 27:25-31).

(xiii)    Registers of families and individuals of the time of the return and the labours of Ezra and Nehemiah. Those who returned with Zerubbabel (Ne. 7:7-63; Ezr. 2:2-61), those who returned with Ezra (Ezr. 8:2-14), the builders of the wall of Jerusalem (Ne. 3:1-32), those who had foreign wives (Ezr. 10:18-43), those who signed the covenant (Ne. 10:1-27), those resident in Jerusalem (Ne. 11:4-19; I Ch. 9:3-17).

II. In the New Testament

There are two genealogies in the NT (Mt. 1:1-17; Lk. 3:23-38), both of which give the human ances-try of Jesus the Messiah (»Genealogy of Jesus Christ).

Apart from the word genesis in Mt. 1:1, which is rendered ‘genealogy’ by rsv, the evv translate the term genealogia thus in 1 Tim. 14 and Tit. 3:9. The corresponding verb, genealogeö, ‘to trace ancestry’, occurs in Heb. 7:6 in reference to Melchizedek, who did not count his ancestry from Levi. In the passages in Timothy and Titus the word ‘genealogies’ is used in a depreciatory sense, in Timothy in conjunction with the word mythos, ‘fable’, and in Titus together with ‘foolish questions’. It is pos-sible that in speaking of these Paul had in mind either the sort of mythical histories based on the OT which are found in Jewish apocryphal books such as the book of Jubilees, or eise the family-trees of aeons found in Gnostic literature. They obviously do not refer to the genealogies of the OT.
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GENEALOGY OF JESUS CHRIST. Twice in the NT we are presented with the detailed genealogy of Christ. The first Evangelist introduces his record, in language which echoes Genesis, as ‘the book of the genealogy of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son of Abraham’, and then traces the line of descent through forty-two generations from Abraham to Christ (Mt. 1:1-17). The third Evangelist, immediately after his account of the baptism of Christ, says that ‘Jesus, when he began his min-istry, was about thirty years of age, being the son (as was supposed) of Joseph’, and then goes back from Joseph through more than seventy generations to ‘Adam, the son of God’ (Lk. 3:23-38).

We need not examine the genealogy from Adam to Abraham, which is not given in Matthew, and which Luke patently derived—perhaps via 1 Ch. 1:1-4, 24-27—from Gn. 5:3-32; 11:10-26 (follow-ing lxx, since in v. 36 he inserts Cainan between Arphaxad and Shelah). From Abraham to David the two lists are practically identical; the line from Judah to David is based on 1 Ch. 2:4-15 (cf. Ru. 4:18-22). Mt. 1:5 adds the Information that the mother of Boaz was Rahab (presumably Rahab of Jericho). From David to Joseph the lists diverge, for Matthew traces the line through David’s son Solomon and the successive kings of Judah as far as Jehoiachin (Jeconiah), whereas Luke traces it through Nathan, another son of David by Bath-sheba (1 Ch. 3:5, where she is called Bathshua), and not through the royal line. In Matthew Jehoiachin is followed by Shealtiel and his son Zerubba-bel, and these two names appear also in Luke (3:27), but after this momentary convergence there is no further agreement between the lists until we reach Joseph.

It is most improbable that the names in either list which have no OT attestation were simply invented by the Evangelists or their sources. But if we take the lists seriously, the relation between them con-stitutes a problem. Both make Jesus a descendant of David; his Davidic descent was a matter of common repute during his ministry (Mk. 10:47f.) and is attested by the apostolic witness (Rom. 1:3; so Heb. 7:14 assumes that everyone knows that Jesus belonged to the tribe of Judah). But both lists trace his Davidic descent through Joseph, al-though they appear in the two Gospels which make it plain that Joseph, while Jesus’ father de iure, was not his father de facto. The Lucan genealogy ac-knowledges this by the parenthetic clause ‘as was supposed’ in Lk. 3:23; similarly, the best attested text of Mt. 1:16 says that Joseph was ‘the husband of Mary, of whom Jesus was born, who is called Christ’. Even with the Sinaitic Syr. reading of Mt. 1:16 (‘Joseph ... begat Jesus ...’) the biological sense of ‘begat’ is excluded by the following narrative (vv. 18-25), and it is in any case probable that in other parts of this genealogy too ‘begat’ implies legal succession rather than actual parentage. Mat-thew’s line is probably intended to trace the succession to David’s throne, even where it did not run through the direct line from father to son.

In that case it might be expected that Luke, on the contrary, would endeavour to present the line of biological descent. It has accordingly been held by several commentators that the Lucan genealogy traces Jesus’ lineage actually, though not explicitly, through Mary, his mother. It is possible to infer from Gabriel’s words in Lk. 1:32 that Mary was a descendant of David; although these words may be explained by the reference to ‘Joseph, of the house of David’ in v. 27, while Mary in v. 36 is a kins-woman of Elizabeth, said to be ‘of the daughters of Aaron’ (v. 5). No help should be looked for in the Talmudic reference (TJ Hagigah 77d) to one Miriam, a daughter of Eli (cf. Heli, Lk. 3:23), for this Miriam has no connection with the mother of Jesus. In any case, it is stränge that, if the Lucan list intended to trace the genealogy through Mary, this was not stated expressly. More probably both lists intend to trace the genealogy through Joseph. If Matthan, Joseph’s grandfather in Mt. 1:15, is the same as Matthat, his grandfather in Lk. 3:24. then ‘we should need only to suppose that Jacob [Joseph’s father in Mt.] died without issue, so that his nephew, the son of his brother Heli [Joseph’s father in Lk.] would become his heir’ (J. G. Machen, The Virgin Birth of Christ, 1932, p. 208). As for the propriety of tracing Jesus’ lineage through Joseph, ‘Joseph was the heir of David, and the child, though born without his agency, was born in a real sense “to him” ’ (ibid., p. 187). A more complicated account, involving levirate mar-riage, was given by Julius Africanus (c. ad 230), on the basis of a tradition allegedly preserved in the holy family (Eus., EH 1.7).

If Nathan in Zc. 12:12 is David’s son of that name, his house evidently had some special Standing in Israel, and there might then be more signifi-cance than meets the eye in the fact that Jesus is made a descendant of his in Lk. 3:31.

The Lucan list enumerates twenty or twenty-one generations between David and the Babylonian Exile, and as many between the Exile and Jesus, whereas the Matthaean list enumerates only l'our-teen generations for each of these periods. But several generations are demonstrably omitted from the Matthaean list in the period from David to the Exile, and others may be omitted in the later period. ‘Rhesa’ in Lk. 3:27 may originally have been not an individual name, but Aram. resä (‘prince’), the title of Zerubbabel (in which case the post-exilic section of the Lucan list may be derived from an Aramaic document).

The main purpose of the two lists is to establish Jesus’ Claim to be the Son of David, and more gen-erally to emphasize his solidarity with mankind and his close relation with all that had gone before. Christ and the new covenant are securely linked to the age of the old covenant. Marcion, who wished to sever all the links binding Christianity to the OT, knew what he was about when he cut the genealogy out of his edition of Luke.
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2.    Heb. dör. A word occurring frequently, which corresponds in general to the word ‘generation’ as commonly understood in Eng. It can refer to a generation, as a period in the past (Is. 51:9) or future (Ex. 3:15), or to the men of a generation (Ex. 1:6). It is the word used in Gn. 17:7, 9, where God’s covenant with Abraham and his descend-ants is announced. The word is also used to refer to a dass of men, as in ‘crooked generations’ (Dt. 32:5) or ‘generation of the righteous’ (Ps. 14:5). The Aram. cognate, dar, occurs in Dn. 4:3, 34. Akkad. duru is used of a generation as grandfather to grandson spanning about 70 years.

3.    Gk. genesis. Used chiefly in the lxx for töl'döl, and employed in the same sense in Mt. 1:1 (see 1, above). In the other NToccurrences, however, it is used in the sense of ‘birth’ (Mt. 1:18; Lk. 1:14; Jas. 1:23, ‘his natural face’, lit. ‘faceof his birth’; Jas. 3:6, ‘cycle of nature’, lit. ‘course of birth’).

4.    Gk. genea. Used chiefly in the lxx to translate dör, and like it including among its meanings much the same ränge as Eng. ‘generation’. It is used of the people living at a given time (Mt. 11:16), and, by extension, of the time itself (Lk. 1:50). It is also evidently used to designate the components of a genealogy (Mt. 1:17).

5.    Gk. gennema, ‘child’ and ‘offspring’, occurring in Mt. 3:7; 12:34; 23:33; Lk. 3:7, in each case in the phrase ‘brood of vipers’, av ‘generation of vipers’.

6.    Gk. genos, ‘race’. av translates the phrase genos eklekton in 1 Pet. 2:9 ‘chosen generation’, but rv ‘elect race’ or rsv ‘chosen race’ is to be preferred.

It is sometimes held that a period of 40 years, the duration, for instance, of the wilderness wan-derings, is to be taken as a round *number indicat-ing a generation.
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d.    The story of Isaac (24:1-26:35)

His marriage with Rebekah (24:1-67); death of his father and birth of his children (25:1-34); the promise renewed at Gerar (26:1-35).

e.    The story of Jacob (27:1-36:43)

His obtaining of the blessing by deceit (27:1-46); his flight to Harran, and renewal of the promise at Bethel (28:1-22); his life and marriages in Harran (29:1-31:16); his return to the promised land, and renewal of the promise at Bethel (31:17-35:29); Esau’s line (36:1 —43).

/ The story of Joseph (37:1 -50:26)

Joseph sold into Egypt (37:1-36); Judah and his daughter-in-law (38:1-30); Joseph in Egypt (39:1 — 45:28); Joseph’s father and brothers in Egypt (46:1—47:31); Jacob’s blessing gives priority to Ephraim and to Judah (48:1—49:28); deaths of Jacob and Joseph (49:29-50:26).

The book of Genesis closes with the people of Israel already in Egypt. They were the elect family among all mankind for whom God purposed to display the mighty acts of redemption outlined in Exodus. Among this people the tribe of Judah has already emerged as of special significance (49:9—

12).

A technical analysis may also be based on the 10 occurrences of the phrase (or its equivalent), ‘These are the generations of ...’. *‘Generations’ (Heb. töTdöl) means ‘begettings’ or ‘genealogical records’. This phrase is used with reference to the heavens and the earth (2:4); Adam (5:1); Noah (6:9); the sons of Noah (10:1); Shem (11:10); Terah (11:27); Ishmael (25:12); Isaac (25:19); Esau (36:1); Jacob (37:2).

II. Authorship

For a discussion of the authorship of the Pentateuch, see * Pentateuch. Concerning the authorship of Genesis in particular, there is nothing in the book to indicate its author. There are two opin-ions, though there are variants of each: (a) Mosaic authorship, (b) non-Mosaic authorship.

a. Mosaic aulhorship

The education that Moses received at pharaoh’s court would have enabled him to read and write (Ex. 24:4; Dt. 31:9, etc.), and he would obviously be anxious to preserve the records that had come down. This means that Moses was not so much the author as the editor and Compiler of Genesis. Family records had been handed down either orally or in written form, and Moses brought these together, editing and translating where necessary. The creation story in Gn. 1 may have been received as a direct revelation from God, since Moses cer-tainly had the experience of immediate contact with God (e.g. Ex. 33:11; Dt. 34:10). Accordingly, we may legitimately look for documents or for orally transmitted stories in Genesis, and, if we use some recent terminology, we may speak of Moses as the one who faithfully set down what had come to him from past generations.

If we allow for a few later ‘footnotes’ added by copyists up to the time of the Monarchy to explain points for Contemporary readers (e.g. 12:6; 13:7; 14:17, and parts of 36:9-43), there is nothing that need be dated after the time of Moses. While the proper interpretation of Ex. 6:3 does not exclude some use of the name Yahweh in Genesis, it would be perfectly understandable if Moses sometimes substituted the covenant name of his own day for the covenant name ’El Shaddai (God Almighty) of patriarchal times, in Order to remind his readers that this was the same God as the God of Sinai.

For this section, see E. J. Young, 707", 1949, pp. 51 ff.

b Non-Mosaic aulhorship

There is no one theory here that commands general acceptance. Since the days of Jean Astruc, in the 18th Century, scholars have looked for various ‘documents’ in the Pentateuch. These for Genesis are J (which uses Yahweh for the divine name), E (which uses Elohim for the divine name) and P (which is concerned chiefly with religious matters). Early forms of this theory were extremely radical and denied historicity to a great deal in Genesis. More recently it has been argued that the ‘documents’ grew by the collection of ancient material until they reached their final shape; J in about the 10th or 9th Century bc, E a little later and P in post-exilic times. Historicity is not necessarily denied in the more moderate forms of this theory.

More recently the ‘documentary’ theory has been abandoned by some who deny that formal documents ever existed. Scholars of this school speak of ‘cycles of tradition’ which grew up in various areas, chiefiy with a religious interest, e.g. Ex. 1-12 is quoted as a ‘cycle of tradition’ that has the Passover event as its focal point. Some time later editors collected these materials and cast them into their present shape. For the most part the material was in oral form before collection. Again there is no necessary denial of historicity in this view, although some writers do deny exact historicity, but admit a ‘general historicity’. This ‘tradition history’ school thinks in terms of the development of the traditions around central events which had significance for the religious life of Israel and found expression in their religious rit-uals and liturgies.

It is not possible to say in general conclusion that any one school today has acceptance by all scholars. The exact origin of Genesis remains something of a mystery.

III. The place of Genesis in the Bible

Genesis is the Book of Beginnings, the great intro-duction to the drama of redemption. Gn. 1-11 may be regarded as the prologue to the drama, whose first act begins at ch. 12 with the introduc-tion of Abraham. At the other end of the drama the book of Revelation is the epilogue.

The prologue is cast in universal terms. God made all things (ch. 1). In particular, he made man, who became a rebel and a sinner (chs. 2-3). Sin became universal (ch. 4), and being rebellion against God is always under divine judgment, ex-emplified in the story of the Flood (chs. 6-9). Even after God had demonstrated his displeasure by an act of judgment in the Flood, man returned to his rebellion (ch. 11). Yet always God gave evidences of grace and mercy. Adam and Eve were cast out, but not destroyed (ch. 3); Cain was driven out but ‘marked’ by God (ch. 4); mankind was over-whelmed by the Flood but not obliterated, for a remnant was saved (chs. 6-9); man was scattered but allowed to live on (ch. 11).

That is the prologue which paints the back-ground for the drama which is about to develop. What was God’s answer to the universal, persistent sin of man? As the drama proper opens in Gn. 12 we meet Abraham, the first stage in God’s answer. He would call out an elect people, from whom in due course would come the Redeemer. That people would proclaim the message of redemption to men everywhere. Genesis teils only the beginning of the story up to the time of Joseph, giving the setting for God’s mighty act of deliverance from Egypt, pattem of the greater deliverance yet to be achieved.

IV.    Genesis and historicity

It is extremely difficult to obtain independent evi-dence as to the historicity of Genesis, since many of the narratives have no parallel in non-biblical literature. This is especially difficult for Gn. 1-11, though easier for Gn. 12-50. It should always be remembered that much in the Bible is beyond scientific investigation, but notably those areas which touch on faith and personal relations. The areas on which one might ask for evidence in Genesis may be summarized as follows:

a.    The Creation (‘Creation)

b.    The origin of man

The Bible asserts that God made man. It does not allow that there was any other source for man’s origin. It is not possible, however, to discover from Genesis precisely how God did this. Scientifically, the origin of man is still obscure, and neither archaeology nor anthropology can give a final answer as to the time, place or means of man’s origin. It is safest for the Christian to be cautious about the subject, to be content to assert with Genesis that, however it happened, God lay behind the process, and to be content to await further evidence before rushing to hasty conclusions (* Man).

c.    The Flood

There is no final evidence here either as to the time, the extern or the cause. There were certainly extensive floods in the area from which the Patriarchs came, and the ancient Sumerians had a detailed account of a great flood in the ancient world. There are no serious reasons, however, for accept-ing the Suggestion of Sir Leonard Woolley that the flood at Ur, which left a deep deposit of silt re-vealed by his excavation, was in fact the result of the Bible * Flood.

d.    Patriarchal narratives

It is possible today to read the patriarchal narratives against the background of the social, political and cultural state of the ancient Near East in the period 2000-1500 bc. While it is not possible to date the events in Genesis, it is true to say that the Bible reflects the life of certain areas of Mesopo-tamia during these centuries. (* Patriarchal Age.) H. H. Rowley, ‘Recent Discoveries in the Patriarchal Age’, BJRL 32, 1949-50, pp. 76ff. (re-printed in The Servant of the Lord and Other Essays on the Old Testament, 1952); J. Bright, A History of Israel2, 1972, pp. 67-102.

V.    Genesis and theology

It cannot be emphasized too strongly that the pri-mary value of Genesis, as indeed of all Scripture, is theological. It is possible to devote a great deal of time and energy to all kinds of incidental details and to miss the great theological issues. For ex-ample, the story of the Flood speaks of sin, judgment, redemption, new life. To be occupied with details about the size of the ark, and with problems of feeding or of the disposal of refuse, is to be concerned with side-issues. While God’s revelation was largely in historical events, and while history is of tremendous significance for the biblical revelation, it is the theological significance of events that is finally important. Where corroborative evidence of the Genesis narratives is lacking, the theological significance may still be discerned.

Bibliography. B. Vawter, A Path Ihrough Genesis, 1955; E. A. Speiser, Genesis, 1956; G. von Rad, Genesis, 1961; D. Kidner, Genesis, TOTC, 1967; C. Westermann, Genesis, 1-11, 1974; G. J. Wenham, Genesis, 1-15, WBC, 1987. j.s.w.

J.A.T.

GENTILES (Heb. göyim; Gk. ethne (or Hellenes) via Vulg. gentiles). This was originally a general term for ‘nations’, but acquired a restricted sense by usage. In the OT the affinity of all nations is stressed in the tradition of Noah’s descendants (Gn. 10). In God’s covenant with Abraham his descendants are distinguished from other nations, but not in any narrowly exclusive sense (Gn. 12:2; 18:18; 22:18; 26:4). Israel became conscious of being a nation uniquely distinct from others by being separated to God after the Exodus (Dt. 26:5), and the covenant of Sinai (Ex. 19:6). From then on this dedication dominated all her relations with other nations (Ex. 34:10; Lv. 18:24-25; Dt. 15:6).

The Israelites were constantly tempted to com-promise with the idolatry and immorality practised by other nations (1 Ki. 14:24), so bringing God’s judgment on themselves (2 Ki. 17:7fT.; Ezk. 5:5ff.). On their return from the Exile the danger was still more insidious because of the corruptness of the Jews who had remained in Canaan (cf. Ezr. 6:21). This continual struggle against contamination from their neighbours Ted to so hard and exclusive an attitude to other nations that by the time of Christ for a Jew to stigmatize his fellow as ‘Gentile’ (ellmikos, Mt. 18:17) was a term of scorn equal in opprobrium to ‘tax-collector’, and they earned for themselves from Tacitus the censure that ‘they regard the rest of mankind with all the hatred of enemies’ (Histories 5. 5).

Yet the Gentiles were assigned a place in proph-ecies of the kingdom, merely as the vanquished who would enhance the glory of Israel (Is. 60:5-6), or as themselves seeking the Lord (Is. 11:10), and offering worship (Mal. 1:11) when the Messiah should come to be their Light (Is. 42:6), and to bring salvation to the ends of the earth (Is. 49:6). In this tradition Simeon hailed Jesus (Lk. 2:32), and Jesus began his ministry (Mt. 12:18, 21), and the Jews themselves could question whether he would go to the Gentiles (Jn. 7:35). Though hesi-tant and astonished when Cornelius was converted (Acts 10:45; 11:18), the church quickly accepted the equality of Jew and Gentile before God (Rom. 1:16; Col. 3:11), thus revealing the full scope of the gospel and its glorious hope for all (Gal. 2:14fF.; Rev. 21:24; 22:2).    p.a.b.

GENTLENESS. In Gal. 5:23 ‘gentleness’ (praytes) is part of the ninefold ‘fruit of the Spirit’. In 2 Cor. 10:1 Paul beseeches his readers by the ‘gentleness’ (epieikeia) of Christ, coupled with his ‘meekness’ (praytes). epieikeia suggests the yielding of a judge, who, instead of demanding the exact penalty re-quired by strict justice, gives way to circumstances

which call for mercy. Thus the concession of a legal right may avoid the perpetration of a moral wrong (see R. C. Trench, Synonyms of the New Testament, pp. 153-157). Similarly in the OT the Heb. ’änä, ‘to be humble’, and its cognate noun are used of God: ‘Thy gentleness (Rsvmg.) made me great’ (2 Sa. 22:36; Ps. 18:35). Although the word itself is rarely used, it expresses the typical condescension of the divine Judge, whose refusal to exact the full demands of the law lifts up those who would otherwise be crushed under its condemnation. The adjective epieikes describes one of the qualities of the Christlike believer. Note the other qualities with which it is associated in 1 Tim. 3:3; Tit. 3:2; Jas. 3:17; 1 Pet. 2:18. epieikeia is used in a formal rhetorical sense in Acts 24:4.    j.c.c.

GERAR (Heb. g’rär, ‘circle’). An ancient city S of Gaza (Gn. 10:19) in the foothills of the Judaean mountains. Both Abraham (Gn. 20-21) and Isaac (Gn. 26) stayed there, digging wells, and had cor-dial relations with Abimelech its king, though Isaac quarrelled with him at one stage. The city lay in the ‘land of the * Philistines’ ('eres prlistim, Gn. 21:32, 34; see also 26:1, 8), not necessarily an ana-chronistic designation. In the early 9th Century bc it was the scene of a great victory by Asa of Judah over the invading Ethiopian army of Zerah (2 Ch. 14:13-14).

The site of Gerar was identified with modern Teil Jemmeh by W. M. Flinders Petrie, but follow-ing a survey by D. Alon, the site of Teil Abu Hurei-ra, a mound about 18 km SE of Gaza, in the Wadi Es-Sari‘ah has been proposed as more likely. As no pre-Iron-Age remains had been found near it, this site had hitherto been believed to be a natural hill, but Alon’s survey has shown that it was first inhabited in Chalcolithic times, and continued in occupation through every period of the Bronze and Iron Ages. The evidence of surface potsherds indi-cated that the city had a prosperous period in Middle Bronze Age, the age of the Patriarchs.

Bibliography. Y. Aharoni, ‘The Land of Gerar', IEJ 6, 1956, pp. 26-32; cf. F. M. Cross Jr. andG. E. Wright, JBL 75, 1956, pp. 212-213; W. F. Albright, BASOR 163, 1961, p. 48. t.c.m.

GERASA. An important city of the classical period, ranking in importance with Palmyra and Petra. Lying in Transjordan, mid-way between the Dead Sea and the Sea of Galilee, and some 30 km E of the Jordan, the site today, still preserving the name in the form Jaras, is one of the best preserved examples of a Roman provincial town in the Middle East. It is only indirectly mentioned in the Bible in the passages describing our Lord’s visit to the E side of the Sea of Galilee, where the territory is described as the country of the Gerasenes (rv, Mk. 5:1; Lk. 8:26, 37, av ‘Gadarenes’; in Mt. 8:28, av gives Gergesenes, rv, rsv * Gadarenes. In all three passages variant mss give Gerasenos, Gergesenos and Gadarenos. The town lies in a well-watered valley with a perennial stream running through the middle of it, and its wealth was prob-ably derived from the cultivation of the fertile corn lands to the E of it. First noted in 1806 by the German traveller Seetzen, it was subsequently visited by many Europeans. In 1867 Charles Warren made many plans and photographs of the ruins. In 1878 a modern village was founded at the site, and the resulting destruction of the buildings led to considerable Conservation, reconstruction and excavation under the auspices of the Department of Antiquities between the wars, a work that still goes on. The extent of the Roman remains makes research into the earlier periods difficult, but Gerasa probably emerged from a village to a Hel-lenistic town under the name of Antioch, some time after the 4th Century bc, when increasing security made prosperity possible. It is first men-tioned historically in the writings of Josephus, who States that Theodorus of Gadara took refuge there at the end of the 2nd Century bc, but it was soon afterward taken by Alexander Jannaeus, and remained in Jewish hands until Pompey’s conquest of 63 bc, when it became part of the province of Syria. The Hellenistic practice of allowing a meas-ure of self-government was continued by Rome, and Gerasa, now one of the cities of the * Decapo-lis, flourished, carrying on a lively trade with the Nabataeans to the S. This prosperity was such that in the Ist Century ad the city was largely rebuilt on a typical Roman plan with a straight main Street flanked by columns leading to a forum. There were temples to Artemis and Zeus and two theatres and an enclosing wall round the whole. The 2nd Century ad was, however, a period of greater prosperity, and the surviving remains, including a triumphal arch commemorating a personal visit by the emperor Hadrian in ad 129-130, date largely from that time. In the early 3rd Century the city became a colony, but soon thereafter declined, and by the time of the Crusades it had been long deserted.

Bibuography. C. C. McCown, The Ladder of Progress in Palestine, 1943. pp. 309-325; G. Lankester Harding, The Antiquities of Jordan, 1959, pp. 78-104; E. G. Kraeling, Gerasa, City of the Decapolis, 1938; NEAEHL, pp. 470-479.

T.C.M.

GERIZIM. The more southerly of the two moun-tains which overshadow the modern town of Nablus, 4 km NW of andern Shechem, called Jebel ef-Tör in Arabic. It has been called the mount of blessing, because here the blessings for obedience were pronounced at the solemn assembly of Israel described in Jos. 8:30-35 (* Ebal, Mount).

A ledge halfway to the top is popularly called ‘Jotham’s pulpit’, from which he once addressed the men of Shechem (Jdg. 9:7). On the summit are the bare ruins of a Christian church of the 5th Century. Still earlier there stood there a tem-ple of Jupiter, to which a staircase of 300 steps led up, as shown on ancient coins found in Nablus.

Gerizim remains the sacred mount of the Sa-maritans; for they have ‘worshipped on this moun-tain’ (Jn. 4:20) for countless generations, ascending it to keep the feasts of Passover, Pentecost and Tabernacles. According to Samaritan tradition, Gerizim is Mt Moriah (Gn. 22:2) and the place where God chose to place his name (Dt. 12:5). Ac-cordingly it was here that the Samaritan temple was built with Persian authorization in the 4th Century bc—the temple which was demolished by John Hyrcanus when he captured Shechem and the surrounding area c. 128 bc. See further E. Robertson, The Old Testament Problem, 1950, pp. 157— 171; G. E. Wright, Shechem, 1965, pp. 170-184; NEAEHL, pp. 484-492.    g.t.m.

f.f.b.

GERSHOM, GERSHON. The form Gershom is used of the following people.

1.    The elder son of Moses, born in Midian (Ex. 2:22; 18:3). The name (construed as ‘banishment' or ‘a stranger there') commemorated Moses’ exile. Gershom’s sons counted as Levites (1 Ch. 23:14 15).

2.    A descendant of Phinehas the priest (Ezr. 8:2).

3.    Levi’s son (1 Ch. 6:1, 16-17; elsewhere the allied forms, ‘Gershon’ and ‘Gershonite’, are used). In the wilderness the Gershonites carried the tabernacle, tent, coverings, hangings and cords for the door, court and gate; they received two wagons and four oxen to help in the task. They encamped W of the tabernacle. Their males, over a month old, numbered 7,500; those who served (age-group 30-50) 2,630 (Nu. 3:17-26; 4:38-41; 7:7). In the land they obtained thirteen cities (Jos. 21:6). Under David the Asaphites and Ladanites, both Gershonite families, had special singing and treasury duties (1 Ch. 6:39; 23:1-11; 26:21-22). Gershonites are mentioned at the bringing up of the ark (1 Ch. 15:7), at the cleansings of the Temple under Heze-kiah and Josiah (2 Ch. 29:12; 35:15), and as serving under Ezra (Ezr. 3:10) and Nehemiah (Ne. 11:17).

D.W.G.

GESHEM. Mentioned in Ne. 2:19; 6:1-2 as one of the chief opponents of Nehemiah, and almost cer-tainly the Gashmu of Ne. 6:6. In these passages he is called simply ‘the Arabian’, but is evidently an influential person. Two inscriptions throw a vivid light on this man. One is a memorial in ancient Dedan (modern el-‘Ula) dated ‘in the days of Jasm (dialect-form of Geshem) son of Shahru’, testify-ing to Geshem’s fame in N Arabia. The other is an Aramaic dedication on a silver bowl from an Arabian shrine in the Egyptian E Delta. It reads, ‘What Qaynu son of Geshem, king of Kedar, brought (as ofiering) to (the goddess) Han-’Ilat.’ This text of his successor shows that Geshem was none other than king (paramount chief) of the tribesfolk and desert traders of biblically attested * Kedar in N Arabia. The Persian kings main-tained good relations with the Arabs from the time they invaded Egypt in 525 bc (cf. Herodotus, 3. 4fif, 88), which lends point to Ne. 6:6, for a com-plaint by Gashmu to the Persian king would not go unheard. For the silver bowl and full back-ground on Geshem, see I. Rabinowitz, JNES 15, 1956, pp. 2, 5-9, and pls. 6-7. Cf also W. F. Albright, ‘Dedan’ (also in English) in the Alt anniversary volume, Geschichte und Alles Testament, 1953, pp. 4, 6 (Dedan inscription).

K.A.K.

GESHUR, GESHURITES. 1. In the list of David’s sons in 2 Sa. 3:3 the third is ‘Absalom the son of Maacah the daughter of Talmai king of Geshur’, a city in Syria (2 Sa. 15:8; 1 Ch. 3:2), NE of Bashan (Jos. 12:5; 13:11, 13).

It was this city to which Absalom fled after the murder of his brother Amnon (2 Sa. 13:37) and to which David sent Joab to bring him back (14:23). The young man returned to Jerusalem, but only to plot rebellion against his father (2 Sa. 14:32; 15:8).

2. Another group called ‘Geshurites’ is attested in Jos. 13:2 and 1 Sa. 27:8 as resident in the Negeb, near the Egyptian border.    f.f.b.

GESTURES. The Oriental is much more given to physical gestures than is the Westerner. As might be expected, then, the Bible records numerous gestures. These may be roughly divided into three categories: first, natural physical reactions to certain circumstances; second, conventional or customary gestures; third, deliberate symbolic actions. Gestures of the first type are involuntary, and those of the second often tend to become so, through long habit.

Not many gestures of the first category are recorded; the Bible does not mention, for instance, shrugs and movements of the head by the story-teller. Signs with the hands, for different purposes, are recorded in Mt. 12:49 and Acts 12:17. The circumstances of the people around him also caused Jesus to sigh (Mk. 7:34) and to weep (Jn. 11:35).

A great number of conventional actions are to be found in Scripture. When greeting a superior one would bow low, and perhaps kiss his hand. Friends greeting each other would grasp the other’s chin or beard, and kiss. Lk. 7:44-46 records the customary gestures of hospitality. Scorn was expressed by wagging the head and grimacing with the mouth (Ps. 22:7). In commerce, a bargain was sealed by ‘striking’ hands (Pr. 6:1—the gesture is lost in the rsv paraphrase). Extreme grief was expressed by tearing the garments and placing dust upon the head. This category also includes the physical attitudes adopted for prayer and benedic-tion. Notice also Ex. 6:6 and Is. 65:2.

Symbolic action was a method of prophetic in-struction; Ezekiel in particular made great use of it, and many of Jesus’ actions were of a symbolic nature. He frequently touched those he meant to heal; he breathed on the disciples, as he imparted

the Holy Spirit (Jn. 20:22). Notice, too, Pilate’s eloquent gesture in Mt. 27:24. See also * Foot, * Hand, * Head, etc.    d.f.p.

GETHSEMANE (from Aram. gat_ seinen, ‘an oil press’). A garden (kepos, Jn. 18:1), E of Jerusalem beyond the Kidron valley and near the Mount of Olives (Mt. 26:30). It was a favourite retreat fre-quented by Christ and his disciples, which became the scene of the agony, Judas’ betrayal and the arrest (Mk. 14:32-52). It should probably be con-trasted with Eden, as the garden where the second Adam prevailed over temptation. Christ’s action in Gethsemane (Lk. 22:41) gave rise to the Christian custom of kneeling for prayer. The traditional Latin site lies E of the Jericho road-bridge over the Kidron, and contains olive trees said to date back to the 7th Century ad. It measures 50 m square, and was enclosed with a wall by the Franciscans in 1848. It corresponds to the position located by Eusebius and Jerome, but is regarded by Thomson, Robinson and Barclay as too small and too near the road. The Greeks enclosed an adjacent site to the N. There is a broad area of land NE of the Church of St Mary where larger, more secluded gardens were put at the disposal of pilgrims, and Thomson locates the genuine site here. The original trees were cut down by Titus (Jos., BJ 5. 523).

Bibliography. W. M. Thomson, The Land and the Book, 1888, p. 634; G. Dalman, Sacred Sites and Ways, 1935, pp. 321(1    d.h.t.

GEZER. One of the chief cities of pre-Roman Palestine from at least 1800 bc. It is strategically located on the road from Jerusalem to Joppa, on the most N ridge of the Shephelah overlooking the
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The assaull of the city of Gezer by the army of Tiglath-pileser III. A relief front the SWpalace at Nimrud. 744-727 bc
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A suggesled reconstruction of Solomon s gate at Gezer.


Ayyalon valley, and 12 km from the main highway between Egypt and Mesopotamia. Pharaoh Thutmosis III captured the Canaanite city in c. 1468 bc. Ten el-*Amarna letters from Gezer show the city vacillated but finally remained loyal to Egypt in the 14th Century bc. At the time of the Hebrew conquest its Canaanite king, Horam, tried to help Lachish but was defeated (Jos. 10:33; 12:12). Gezer, however, was not taken by the Israel-ites (Jos. 16:10; Jdg. 1:29). Even so the city was included in Ephraim’s territory as a Levitical city (Jos. 21:21). Soon after the conquest Pharaoh Merenptah Claims, on his Stele, to have recaptured it. Archaeoiogical evidence indicates that after 1200 bc the Philistines controlled the city, possibly with Egyptian approval, which may explain David’s battles in this region (2 Sa. 5:25). Gezer became an Israelite possession when the Egyptian pharaoh gave it to his daughter on her marriage to Solomon, who rebuilt the city and its defences (1 Ki. 9:15-17). Excavations (1964—73) have un-covered a six-chambered gate and defences. This area has also yielded great quantities of calcined stone, probably of Pharaoh Shishak’s assault on Judah c. 925 bc (1 Ki. 14:25ff.). The city was rebuilt and remained an Israelite city until the end of the Assyrian occupation c. 630 bc. There was an Assyrian administrative centre in the city in which two contracts for the sale of land by an Israelite to an Assyrian were discovered. Settlement continued under the Persians, Selucids and Maccabeans. Gezer (Gazara) figures frequently in the Mac-cabean struggle. Two interesting archaeoiogical finds are the Gezer ‘Calendar and a ten monolith ‘‘High Place’ (c. 1600 bc onwards).

Bibuography. R. A. S. Macalister, The Excavations of Gezer, 1912; W. G. Dever et al. (eds.), Gezer 1-8, 1970fT; NEAEHL, pp. 496-506.

G.G.G.

J.W.

GIANT. A man of great stature. The Word is used in Evv, sometimes following lxx, to render various Heb. words. 1. n'pilim (Gn. 6:4; Nu. 13:33, av) following lxx gigas. rv, rsv ‘Nephilim’ in both verses.

2.    räpa , räpä, perhaps variant Ibrms derived from the proper name r'paitn (* Rephaim), and so rendered by rv, rsv in Dt. 2:11, 20; 3:11, 13; Jos. 12:4; 13:12; 15:8; 17:15; 18:16 where av gives ‘giant’. In 2 Sa. 21:16, 18, 20, 22 and 1 Ch. 20:4, 6, 8, which speak of certain Philistines as ‘sons of the giant’, a man of great stature may be meant (cf. 2 Sa. 21:19—20); it may be noted here that ‘Goliath is never described as a ‘giant’ in the Bible, but some scholars hold that these verses indicate descent from the Rephaim. The lxx translates these terms with gigas in such passages as Gn. 14:5; Jos. 12:4; 13:12; 1 Ch. 11:15; 14:9; 20:4, 6.

3.    gibbör, ‘mighty man’, and frequently so trans-lated in evv (e.g. Gn. 6:4; Jos. 1:14; 1 Sa. 9:1, etc.) but rendered ‘giant’ in Jb. 16:14 (av, rv; rsv ‘war-rior’). The word corresponds very much with Eng-lish ‘hero’ in meaning. The lxx gives gigas for this term in Gn. 6:4; 10:8-9; 1 Ch. 1:10; Pss. 19:5; 33:16; Is. 3:2; 13:3; 49:24-25; Ezk. 32:12, 21, 27; 39:18, 20.

One other word is translated by gigas in the lxx, anäq (‘Anak) in Dt. 1:28, though the evv do not so take it.

No archaeoiogical remains have been recovered

which throw any light on this question, unless the presence of Neanderthal skeletons of Palaeolithic date in the caves of Mt Carmel are considered to do so (‘Emim; *ZuziM).    t.c.m.

GIBBETHON (Heb. gibb't_6n, ‘mound’). A city in Dan (Jos. 19: 44), given to the Kohathite Levites (Jos. 21:23). For some time it was in Philistine hands and was the scene of battles between them and N Israel. Here Baasha slew Nadab (1 Ki. 15:27) and, about 26 years later, Omri was ac-claimed king (1 Ki. 16:17). Sargon of Assyria de-picted the conquest of the city on the walls of his palace, amongst the triumphs of his 712 bc cam-paign (see P. E. Botta, Monument de Ninive, 1849, 2, pl. 89). Probably modern Teil el-Melät, W of Gezer.    g.w.g.

GIBEAH (Heb. gibr'ä, gibr'al). A noun meaning ‘hilf, and often so used inlhe Bible (e.g. 2 Sa. 2:25 and probably in 2 Sa. 6:3 with rv and rsv), but also used as a place-name. Owing to its similarity in form with the place-name geba (*Geba), these two are sometimes confused (e.g Jdg. 20:10).

1.    A city in the hill country of Judah (Jos. 15:57), possibly to be identified with modern el-Jeba' near Bethlehem.

2.    A city in Benjamin (Jos. 18:28), evidently N of Jerusalem (Is. 10:29). As a result of a crime com-mitted by the inhabitants, the city was destroyed in the period of the Judges (Jdg. 19-20; cf. Ho. 9:9; 10:9). It was famous as the birthplace of Saul (1 Sa. 10:26), gib''al saül, ‘Gibeah of Saul’ (1 Sa. 11:4), and it served as his residence while he was king (1 Sa. 13-15), and after David was anointed in his place (1 Sa. 22:6; 23:19; 26:1). When David was king it was necessary to allow the Gibeonites to hang up the bodies of seven of Saul’s descendants on the walls of Gibeah to make amends for his slaughter of them (2 Sa. 21:6; lxx ‘Gibeon’).

Biblical Gibeah of Saul is almost certainly to be identified with the mound of Teil el-Ful, about 5 km N of Jerusalem. The site was excavated by W. F. Albright in 1922-3 and 1933, with results that agreed with this identification. Further excavations were made by P. W. Lapp in 1964, bringing some changes to Albright’s conclusions. The Situation of the place away from running water meant that it was not permanently occupied until the Iron Age, when rain-water cisterns came into common use in the hill country. The first small Settlement be-longed to the 12th Century bc, perhaps being destroyed in the episode which Jdg. 19—20 relate. After an interval, a small fortress was erected and manned about 1025-950 bc, the time of Saul. Albright had restored its plan as a rectangle with a tower at each corner, but only one tower has been uncovered, and Lapp’s work has shown that the plan is uncertain. An iron plough-tip from this period was found, indicating the introduction of iron, monopolized up to now by the Philistines. There are signs that the fortress was pillaged and then abandoned for a few years, presumably at the death of Saul, but the site was soon reoccupied, possibly as an outpost in David’s war with Ish-bosheth. It must have lost its importance with David’s conquest of the whole kingdom, however, and the excavations indicate that it lay deserted for about 2 centuries. The fortress was rebuilt with a watchtower, possibly by Hezekiah, and destroyed soon after (cf. Is. 10:29), to be re-fortified in the 7th Century bc with a casemate wall (* Fortification). After a destruction attributed to Nebuchadrezzar’s forces, there was quite an extensive village on the site until about 500 bc. A further period of abandonment ensued until the spread of a new village across the site in the Maccabean age. Thereafter there was sporadic occupation until the expulsion of all Jews from Jerusalem, when Gibeah presum-ably feil under the same ban because of its proxim-ity to the city.

Bibliography. W. F. Albright, AASORA, 1924;

L. A. Sinclair, ‘An Archaeological Study of Gibeah’, AASOR 34, 1960; P. W. Lapp, BA 28, 1965, pp. 2-10; N. W. Lapp, BASOR 223, 1976, pp. 25-42; NEAEHL, 2, pp. 445-448.    t.c.m.

A.R.M.

GIBEON. At the time of the Israelite invasion of Canaan this was an important city inhabited by Hivites (Jos. 9:17; lxx *‘Horites’ is perhaps prefer-able) and apparently governed by a council of elders (Jos. 9:11; cf. 10:2). Following the fall of Jericho and Ai, the Gibeonites tricked Joshua into making a treaty with them as vassals. They were reduced to menial Service and cursed when their deceit was discovered. The Amorite kings of the S hill-country attacked Gibeon for its defection to the Israelites, but Joshua led a force to aid his allies and, by means of a hailstorm and a miraculous extension of the daylight, routed the Amorites (Jos. 9-10; 11:19). The city was allotted to Benjamin and set apart for the Levites (Jos. 18:25; 21:17). Düring the struggle between David and the adherents of Ishbosheth the two sides met at Gibeon. Twelve warriors from either side were chosen for a contest, but each killed his opposite number and only after a general melee were David’s men victorious (2 Sa. 2:12-17). At ‘the great stone which is in Gibeon’ Joab killed the dila-tory Amasa (2 Sa. 20:8). This may have been merely a notable landmark, or it may have had some religious significance connected with the high place where the tabernacle and the altar of burnt-offering were, and where Solomon worshipped after his accession (1 Ch. 16:39; 21:29; 2 Ch. 1:3, 13; 1 Ki. 3:4-5). The ‘Geba’ of 2 Sa. 5:25 should probably be altered to ‘Gibeon’ in view of 1 Ch. 14:16; Is. 28:21 and lxx. The Gibeonites still rc-tained their treaty rights in David’s time, so that the only way of removing the guilt incurred by Saul’s slaughter of Gibeonites was to hand over seven of his descendants for execution (2 Sa. 21:1 — 11). The close connection of Saul’s family with Gibeon (1 Ch. 8:29-30; 9:35-39) may well have made his deed appear all the worse. Shishak of Egypt numbers Gibeon among the cities he cap-tured (ANET, p. 242; cf. 1 Ki. 14:25). The assassins of Gedaliah, the governor of Judah appointed by Nebuchadrezzar, were overtaken by the ‘great waters’ of Gibeon and the prisoners they had taken set free (Je. 41:11-14). Gibeonites helped Nehemiah to rebuild the walls of Jerusalem (Ne. 3:7).

Excavations at el-Jib, some 9 km N of Jerusalem, between 1956 and 1962 have revealed remains of cities of the Early and Middle II Bronze Age, and of the Iran Age from its beginning to the Per-sian period. There was also a large town during Roman times. No remains of a Late Bronze Age Settlement, which might be considered Contemporary with Joshua, have been discovered, but burials of the time showed there had been life there. Some time in the Early Iron Age a large pit with a stair-way descending around it was dug to a depth of

11    m in the rock. Steps led down a tunnel a further

12    m to a water-chamber, perhaps the ‘pool’ of 2 Sa. 2 and the ‘waters’ of Je. 41. It seems that this pit was often almost full of water. Later another tunnel was cut leading from the city to a spring outside the walls. The filling of the great pit contained the handles of many storage jars, stamped with a royal *seal or inscribed with the owners’ names and the name Gibeon. Examination of the area around the pit has shown that it was the site of an extensive wine-making industry in the 7th Century bc. Sealed jars of wine were stored in cool rock-cut cellars. The evidence suggests that the inscriptions relate to this site and so identify it.
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The water-system at Gibeon consisled of a water-chamber cut into the rock, reached by a spiral staircase, and an Iron Age tunnel of 93 steps leading to the spring outside the city wall. Section through E side of hill, showing the stepped tunnel and spring.
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a.    Pre-hislory: the creation record(i: 1-2:3)

b.    The story of man (2:4-11:26)

His creation and Fall (2:4-3:24); his increasing numbers (4:1-6:8); the judgment of the Flood (6:9-9:29); the rise of nations (10:1-11:26).

c.    The story of Abraham (11:27—23:20)

His entry into the promised land (11:27-14:24); the covenant and the promise (15:1-18:15); Sodom and Gomorrah (18:16-19:38); Sarah, Isaac and Ishmael (20:1-23:20).
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GENERATION. A word used in the evv to trans-late various biblical terms.

3

 Heb. töl'döt. A word occurring ten times in Genesis (2:4; 5:1; 6:9; 10:1; 11:10, 27; 25:12, 19; 36:1; 37:2) in such a way as to divide it into eleven sections, each being styled ‘the generations of...’ It also occurs in Gn. 10:32; 25:13; 36:9; Ex. 6:16, 19; Nu. 1 many times; 3:1; Ru. 4:18; 1 Ch. 1:29; 5:7;
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GENESIS, BOOK OF.
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Handles and mouth of a slorage jar from el-Jib, inscribed in Old Hebrew gb‘n gdr ‘zrhyw, 'Gibeon-Gedor, Azariah'.

Bibliography. J. B. Pritchard, Hebrew Inscriptions and Slamps from Gibeon, 1959; idem, The Water System of Gibeon, 1961; idem, Gibeon where ihe Sun stood still, 1962; idem, The Bronze Age Cemetery at Gibeon, and Winery, Defences and Soundings at Gibeon, 1964; NEAEHL, pp. 511-514.

A.R.M.

GIDEON (Heb. gidr’ön, ‘hewer, smiter’), the judge who delivered Israel from the Midianites, a bedouin people then dominating the central area of Palestine (Jdg. 6:1-8:35). He was the son of Joash, of the clan of Abiezer, of the tribe of Man-asseh, and he was also called Jerubbaal. Some scholars hold that the narrative is composite, made up of at least two accounts (see the com-mentaries).

Gideon was called to deliver his people while threshing wheat secretly for fear of Midianite dep-redations. There followed an act of defiance in which he destroyed his father’s Baal-altar and Asherah, from the consequences of which he was saved by Joash’s quick-wittedness. The gesture of defiance seems to signify a protest against the as-similation of the worship of Yahweh with the Baal-cult. This act is associated with the giving to Gideon of the name Jerubbaal (y'rubba'al), which is variously interpreted as ‘Baal strives’, ‘Baal founds’ or ‘may Baal give increase’. Some suggest that this may have been Gideon’s earliest name, reflecting the prevailing syncretism, receiving, however, a new significance in view of this act of iconoclasm (cf. R. Kittel, Great Men and Move-ments in Israel, 1929, p. 65; F. F. Bruce, NBCR, ad loc). In 2 Sa. 11:21 it appears as Jerubbesheth (y'rubbeset), replacing the abhorred name Baal with the word for ‘shame’.

The defeat of the Midianites is graphically de-scribed in Jdg. 7, when at God’s command Gideon reduced his army from 32,000 to 300, and received personal reassurance during a secret reconnais-sance when he heard a Midianite warrior’s dream of defeat. He made a sudden night attack which demoralized the enemy and led to a thorough rout. Jdg. 8 records the completion of the victory with the slaying of Zebah and Zalmunna, despite the hostility of the towns of Succoth and Penuel, for which Gideon exacted punishment.

After the deliverance Gideon was asked to set up a hereditary monarchy, but he refused. He did, however, accept the golden earrings taken as spoil in battle, with which he made an ‘ephod’ (probably an image of Yahweh). This he set up in his own city, where it later became a source of apostasy.

The defeat of Midian was decisive, and Israel had peace during the remainder of Gideon’s life. The final picture of Gideon is of a peacelul old age, with many wives and sons, among the latter being the notorious Abimelech (Jdg. 9).

Heb. 11:32 gives Gideon a place among the heroes of faith. He trusted in God rather than in a large army, gaining a victory with a handful of men which made it clear it was wholly of God. ‘The day of Midian’ seems to have become pro-verbial for deliverance by God without the aid of man (Is. 9:4). Gideon is portrayed as a humble man, and his refusal of the kingship establishes the fact that Israel’s ideal government was a theocracy (Jdg. 8:23).

Bibliography. See *Judges. Commentaries by

G.    A. Cooke (CBSQ, 1918, C. F. Burney, 1930,

H.    W. Hertzberg (Das Alte Testament Deutsch),

1953. Fleming James, Personalities of the Old Testament, 1947.    j.g.g.n.

GIFT. In the OT a dozen words are used of gifts of one kind or other. The sacrifices and other offer-ings were gifts to God (Ex. 28:38; Nu. 18:11, etc.). The Levites were also, in a way, a gift to the Lord (Nu. 18:6). Occasionally there is the thought of God’s gifts to men, as health and food and wealth and enjoyment (Ec. 3:13; 5:19). Men gave gifts on festive occasions (Ps. 45:12; Est. 9:22), or in associ-ation with a dowry (Gn. 34:12). Gifts might be tokens of royal bounty (Dn. 2:6). But there was little goodwill in the ‘gifts’ (rsv, Tribute’) the Moabites brought David (2 Sa. 8:2). Gifts might be the expression of shrewd policy, as when ‘a man’s gift makes room for him’ (Pr. 18:16). Indeed, a gift might be oflered with altogether improper motives, so that the word comes to mean much the same as ‘bribe’. The Israelites were commanded, ‘thou shalt take no gift: for the gift blindeth the wise’ (Ex. 23:8, av).

In the NT there is a marked change of emphasis. Some of the 9 Gk. words for ‘gift’ refer to men’s gifts to God, as anathema (Lk. 21:5), and especially döron (Mt. 5:23f; 23:18f., etc). Some refer also to men’s gifts to one another, e.g. döron (Rev. 11:10), dorna (Mt. 7:11; Phil. 4:17). But the characteristic thing is the use of several words to denote entirely or primarily the gifts that God gives to men. dörea (the word expresses freeness, bounty) is found 11 times, always of a divine gift. Sometimes this is Salvation (Rom. 5:15, 17), or it may be undefined (‘his inexpressible gift’, 2 Cor. 9:15), or it is the Holy Spirit (Acts 2:38). James reminds us that ‘Every good endowment (dosis) and every perfect gift (dörema) is from above’ (Jas. 1:17). A most important word is Charisma. This may be used of God’s good gift of eternal life (Rom. 6:23), but its characteristic use is for the *‘spiritual gifts’, i.e. the gifts which the Holy Spirit imparts to certain people. Everyone has such a gift (1 Pet. 4:10), but specific gifts are reserved for individuals (1 Cor. 12:30), and individuals endowed with these gifts are themselves ‘gifts’ from the ascended Christ to the church (Eph. 4:7fF.). The important passages

Girr

are Rom. 12:6ff.; 1 Cor. 12:4-11, 28-30; 14; Eph. 4:11 ff. Salvation is God's good gift to men, and all the rest arises from this basic truth.    l.m.

GIHON (Heb. gihön, ‘stream’). 1. One of the four rivers of the Garden of *Eden, which has been identified variously with the Oxus, Araxes, Ganges, Nile and many other rivers. The Nile identification arises from the Statement that it wound through (säbab) the land of *Cush (Gn. 2:13), which is identified with Ethiopia, but it is more probable that the Cush here referred to is the area to the E of Mesopotamia from which the Kassites later des-cended. If this is so, some river descending to Mesopotamia from the E mountains, perhaps the Diyala or the Kerkha, is possible, though the pos-sibility of changed geographical features makes any identification uncertain.

2. The name of a spring to the E of Jerusalem, where Solomon was anointed king (1 Ki. 1:33, 38, 45). It was from this spring that Hezekiah cut a conduit to take the water to the pool of Siloam (2 Ch. 32:30) inside the city walls, and it was still out-side the outer wall built by Manasseh (2 Ch. 33:14). It is probably to be identified with modern ‘Ain Sitti Maryäm.

Bibuography. On I see E. A. Speiser, ‘The Rivers of Paradise’, Festschrift Johannes Friedrich, 1959, pp. 473—485; on 2 see J. Simons, Jerusalem in the Old Testament, 1952, pp. 162-188. t.c.m.

GILBOA (Heb. gilböa', probably ‘bubbling foun-tain’, although there is some doubt about this). Sometimes the name is anarthrous, while ‘Mt Gilboa’ also occurs. It was a ränge of mountains in the territory of lssachar, and so, in 2 Sa. 1:21, David apostrophizes ‘ye mountains of Gilboa’. It was the scene of Saul’s final clash with the Philistines and of his death (1 Sa. 28:4; 31). It may seem surprising to find the Philistines so far N, but the route from Philistia to Esdraelon was an easy one for armies on the march. The hills are now called Jebel Fukü‘a, but the ancient name is perpetuated in the village of Jelbön on the hill-side.    g.w.g.

GILEAD. 1. The son of Machir, son of Manasseh and progenitor of the Gileadite clan which was a major part of the tribe of Manasseh (Nu. 26:29-30; 27:1; 36:1; Jos. 17:1,3; 1 Ch. 2:21,23; 7:14-17). 2. A descendant of Gad and ancestor of some later Gadites (1 Ch. 5:14). 3. Jephthah’s father (Jdg. 11:1-2).

4. The name applied to the whole or part of the Transjordanian lands occupied by the tribes of Reuben, Gad and half-Manasseh. Geographically, Gilead proper was the hilly, wooded country N of a line from Heshbon W to the N end of the Dead Sea, and extending N towards the present-day river and Wadi Yarmuk but flattening out into plains from c. 29 km S of Yarmuk. The N extension of these plains forms the territory of Bashan. Gilead thus defined is divided into N and S halves by the E-W course of the lower Jabbok river. S of Gilead proper (i.e. S of the Heshbon-Dead Sea line) and reaching to the Arnon river, there is a rolling plat-eau suitable for grain-growing, cattle and flocks. This tract, too, was sometimes included under ‘Gilead’. But the term Gilead could in its widest application be extended to cover all (Israelite) Transjordan (cf. Dt. 2:36 and especially 34:1; Jdg. 10-12; 20:1; 2 Ki. 15:29). 1 Sa 13:7 is interesting in that it uses ‘Gad’ in reference to a particular sec-tion, and ‘Gilead’ of the territory in general. It is also used as a general term in 2 Ki. 10:33, where ‘all the land of Gilead’, i.e. (Israelite) Transjordan, includes ‘Gilead (i.e. Gilead proper, plus the land to the Arnon) and Bashan’. For Gilead in the nar-rower sense, as the wooded hill-country Stretching to the N and S of the Jabbok, see Dt. 3:10, where it is described as lying between the cities of the plain or tableland S of Heshbon and Bashan in the N, and Jos. 13:11 (in context). Either half of Gilead proper could be called simply ‘Gilead’ (referring to the N, see Dt. 3:15; Jos. 17:1, 5-6). Where fuller designations were used, Gilead S of the Jabbok (which feil to Gad) was sometimes called ‘half the hill-country of Gilead’ (rv, Dt. 3:12, cf. 16; Jos. 12:2, 5; cf. 13:25), a name also used of Gilead N of the Jabbok (Jos. 13:31). The N half was also known as ‘the rest of Gilead’ (Dt. 3:13). In Dt. 3:12 with 16, and 13 with 15, the sequence of full and abbreviated terms is particularly noteworthy. The simultaneous use of a term or title in both wide and restricted senses, or in both full and abbreviated forms, is a common phenomenon in antiquity and modern times alike. In most OT references to Gilead study of context usually shows the nuance intended.

The balm of Gilead was proverbial (Je. 8:22; 46:11; cf. Gn. 37:25). The rieh woodland covering its hills is cited with Lebanon and Carmel as a Symbol of luxury (Je. 22:6; 50:19; Zc. 10:10). It was the grazing-ground of goats (Ct. 4:1; 6:5), and also provided refuge for fugitives. Among those who sought refuge in Gilead were Jacob when he fled before Laban (Gn. 31:21-55), the Israelites who feared the Philistines in Saul’s time (1 Sa. 13:7), Ishbosheth (2 Sa. 2:8-9) and David during Ab-salom’s revolt (2 Sa. 17:22ffi).

Bibuography. On natural geography, cf. D. Baly, The Geography of the Bible, 1974, pp. 219-225. On archaeology, cf. N. Glueck, Explorations in Eastern Palestine, 3; AASOR 18/19, 1939, pp. 151-153, 242-251 (extent and history), and pp. 153-242, 251 fT. (archaeology). In general, M. Ottoson, Gilead, 1969; speculative is M. Wüst, Untersuchungen zu den siedlungsgeographischen Textendes Alten Testaments, I. Ostjordanland, 1975. See also * Reuben, *Gad, * Manasseh, * Ramoth-gilead and * Mahanaim.    k.a.k.

GILGAL. The name can mean ‘circle (of stones)’, or ‘rolling’, from Heb. gälal, ‘to roll’. In its latter meaning the name Gilgal was used by God through Joshua to serve as a reminder to Israel of their deliverance from Egypt when they were cir-cumcised there: ‘This day I have rolled away (,gallötj) the reproach of Egypt from you’ (Jos. 5:9).

I. Gilgal to the E of Jericho, between it and the Jordan. The exact site of Gilgal within this area is still uncertain. J. Muilenburg (BASOR 140, 1955, pp. 11-27) very tentatively suggests a site just N of Khirbet el-Mefjir, about 2 km NE of OT Jericho (Teil es-SuItan). In Support of this approximate lo-cation, Muilenburg adduces the combined testi-mony of the OT references and of later writers (Josephus, Eusebius, etc.), and a trial excavation revealed Early Iron Age remains there. J. Simons (GTT, pp. 269-270, §464) criticized Muilenburg’s view on the ground that Khirbet el-Meljir is more fairly N than E of Jericho; but this is not a very strong objection because Khirbet el-Mefjir is as much E as it is N (see Muilenburg’s map, op. eil., fig. I, p. 17).

Gilgal became Israel’s base of operations after the Crossing of Jordan (Jos. 4:19), and was the focus of a series of events during the conquest: twelve commemorative stones were set up when Israel pitched camp there (Jos. 4:20); the new gen-eration grown up in the wilderness were circum-cised there; the first Passover in Canaan was held there (Jos. 5:9-10) and the manna ceased (Jos. 5:11-12). From Gilgal, Joshua led forth Israel against Jericho (Jos. 6:11, 14flf.), and conducted his S campaign (Jos. 10) after receiving the artful Gibeonite envoys (Jos. 9:6), and there began to allot tribal territories (Jos. 14:6). Gilgal thus became at once a reminder of God’s past deliver-ance from Egypt, a token of present victory under his guidance, and saw the promise of inheritance yet to be gained. On the camp at Gilgal in Joshua’s strategy, compare Y. Kaufmann, The Biblical Account of the Conquest of Palestine, 1953, pp. 91-97, especially 92, 95f. Kaufmann also incisively refutes Alt’s and Noth’s erroneous views about Gilgal as an early shrine of Benjaminite tradition (pp. 67-69).

In later days God’s angel wem up from Gilgal to Bochim in judgment against forgetful Israel (Jdg. 2:1); thence Ehud returned to slay a Moabite king for Israel’s deliverance (Jdg. 3:19). Samuel used to visit Gilgal on Circuit (1 Sa. 7:16); there Saul’s kingship was confirmed after the Ammonite etner-gency with joyful sacrifices (1 Sa. 11:14-15; cf. 10:8). But thereafter, Saul offered precipitate sacri-fice (1 Sa. 13:8-14), and it was at Gilgal that Samuel and Saul parted for ever after Saul’s dis-obedience in the Amalekite war (1 Sa. 15:12-35). After Absalom’s abortive revolt, the Judaeans wel-comed David back at Gilgal (2 Sa. 19:15, 40). In the days of Ahab and Joram, Elijah and Elisha passed that way just before Elijah’s transla-tion to heaven (2 Ki. 2:1) (although some, quite unnecessarily it would seem, consider this place to be distinct from the historic Gilgal), and there Elisha sweetened the wild gourds in the cooking-pot of a group of prophets who feared poison (2 Ki. 4:38).

But during the 8th Century bc, at least under the kings Uzziah to Hezekiah, Gilgal became a centre of formal and unspiritual worship which like Bethel drew condemnation from Arnos (4:4; 5:5) and Hosea (4:15; 9:15; 12:11). The association of Bethel and Gilgal (reflected also in 2 Ki. 2:1-2) was strengthened by an important road that connected them (Muilenburg, op. eil., p. 13). Finally, Micah (6:5) reminds his people of Gilgal’s first role in their spiritual pilgrimage, witnessing to God’s righteousness and saving power, ‘from Shittim to Gilgal’, Le. across Jordan into the promised land.

2. In Jos. 15:7, the N boundary of Judah at least came in view of a Gilgal that was ‘opposite the ascent of Adummim’; in the parallel description of this line, as also the S boundary of Benjamin (Jos. 18:17), Geliloth is so described. But whether this Gilgal/Geliloth is the same as the famous Gilgal E of Jericho remains quite uncertain though just possible. Otherwise, it must be some other local ‘circle’ farther W. Suggestions about this boundary will be found in Simons (GTT, pp. 139-140, § 314, 173, §326), who, however, makes too free a use of emendation.

3.    In Dt. 11:30, the phrase ‘opposite Gilgal’ may refer to the Canaanites dwelling in the Arabah (Jordan rift valley), rather than to the mountains Ebal and Gerizim. If so, then this is simply the historic Gilgal, see 1 above. Compare GTT, p. 35, §§87-88.

4.    Among Joshua’s defeated enemies occurs the king of Goyyim belonging to Gilgal (Jos. 12:23) between the kings of Dor and Tirzah. This Gilgal might be the capital of a king ruling over a mixed population on the edge of the maritime plain of Sharon, if—as is sometimes suggested—it is to be placed at Jiljüliyeh, about 5 km N of Aphek or about 22 km NE of the coast at Joppa.

5.    The Beth-gilgal from which singers came to the dedication of the walls of Jerusalem by Nehe-miah and Ezra is either the famous Gilgal (1 above) or eise remains unidentified (Ne 12:29).

K.A.K.

GIRDLE. In av this word covers several Hebrew terms and body-garments. The word ’abnet is used of the ceremonial sash, especially as worn by the high priest and his associates, made of em-broidered linen in blue, purple and scarlet (Ex. 28:4, 39-40; 29:9; 39:29; Lv. 8:7, 13; 16:4), but worn also by other high dignitaries (Is. 22:21). In Ex. 28:8, 27-28, etc., the ‘curious girdle’ of av is heseb, ‘device’, of gold, blue, purple, scarlet, and fine linen, apparently an elaborately worked beit for the ephod (‘Dress, d). The term 'ezor usually means ‘waistcloth’, ‘loincloth’. A rough leather one characterized the prophet Elijah (2 Ki. 1:8) and his NT counterpart John the Baptist (Mt. 3:4; Mk. 1:6, rv).

Jeremiah (13:1-11) was bidden to use a spoilt linen loincloth as a Symbol that spoilt Judah was good-for-nothing. Centuries later, Agabus bound himself with Paul’s girdle in token of Paul’s coming captivity (Acts 21:11). Besides picturing the onset of Assyrian troops with well-girt loincloths (Is. 5:27; cf. ANEP, fig. 236), Isaiah envisaged (11:5) righteousness and faithfulness as clothing the son of David like a loincloth. Ezekiel (23:15) alludes to Babylonians arrayed in vermilion, waistbands and turbans(?); cf. ANEP, fig. 454.

h‘‘gör, h‘‘görä means beit, waistband or girdle proper. Such belts were often ornate and valuable, including, doubtless, those for sale in Pr. 31:24 and belonging to fashionable women in Is. 3:24; cf. Dn. 10:5; Rev. 1:13; 15:6. They were used by warriors to support a sword in its sheath (2 Sa. 20:8; cf. 1 Ki. 2:5 and Heb. of 2 Ki. 3:21; cf. ANEP, figs. 173-174), and could be part of presents and rewards (1 Sa. 18:4; 2 Sa. 18:11). People at work commonly tucked up their clothes into their girdle, as is done in the East today.

The word mezah, ‘girdle’, occurs in Ps. 109:19; it and 'ahnet may perhaps be connected with the Egyp. words mdh and bnd respectively (T. O. Lambdin, JAOS 73, 1953, pp. 146, 152). k.a.k.

GIRGASHITES. A tribe listed among the des-cendants of Canaan in Gn. 10:16; 1 Ch. 1:14, and part of the very mixed population of Canaan as described in the original promise to Abraham (Gn. 15:21; cf. Ne. 9:8). In due course they were

overcome by Israel (Dt. 7:1; Jos. 3:10; 24:11). ln N Canaanite Ugarit (14th/13th centuries bc), the Girgashites are indirectly attested by two personal names: grgs and bn-grgs, i.e. Girgash and Ben-Girgash (references in Gordon, Ugaritic Textbook, 3, 1965, p. 381, No. 619). The biblical and Ugaritic Girgash(ites) are probably different from a people in Asia Minor called Karkisa in Hittite annals and krks in similar Egyp. records.    k.a.k.

GIRZITES. ln av ‘Gezrites’; either form is pos-sible. Little-known semi-nomadic clans, associated with *Geshurites and *Amalekites in the NW of the *Negeb, and extirpated by David (1 Sa. 27:8) while he governed Ziklag under the Philistine Achish.    k.a.k.

GLASS. Seldom mentioned in the Bible, glass was a rare luxury until Roman times. It was considered something precious like gold (Jb. 28:17, av ‘crys-tal’; Heb. z'kükit). Several passages translated ‘glass’ (av) refer to reflecting metal surfaces used as mirrors. Glazing was early known and used on beads and brickwork from c. 4000 bc, but glass itself is first attested in the Early Bronze Age (c. 2600 bc).

By the 18th Egyptian Dynasty (c. 1546-1316 bc) a glass factory at el-Amarna in Egypt imitated stone and pottery types and made small unguent vessels by Casting, or by winding drawn glass rods round a sand core and re-heating.

Early core-formed decorated goblets, bottles and bowls have been found in N Mesopotamia (Rimah, Nuzi), Babylonia, N Syria (Alalafi) and Palestine (Megiddo). Other imported and local Products have been discovered at Gezer, Lachish (Late Iron Age), Achzib and Hazor. From the 13th Century bc glazes are mentioned in Contemporary Hittite and Assyr. texts. A reference in a Ras Shamra text to spsg, ‘glaze’, makes it probable that this word is found in Pr. 26:23—Mike glaze crusted over pottery are smooth lips and an evil heart’ (BASOR 98, 1945, pp. 21, 24; now disputed, Ugari/-Forschungen 8, 1976, pp. 37-40). Cobalt and manganese were used as colouring agents, but early glass was not very transparent because of impurities in the basic materials. The iridescence common on ancient glass is due to decomposition and weathering.

In the late Iron and Israelite periods Egyp. glass vessels, now imitating alabaster vessels (hence Gk. alabastron), were imported into Syria and Palestine. Phoenician products found at Samaria and elsewhere show that glass amphorae, juglets and aryballoi were in use.

The Hellenistic period brought the additional technique which resulted in gold glass, millefiore and coloured glasses found at many Palestinian sites. The alabastron broken open as a gift for our Lord was probably a long-necked glass ointment bottle, the so-called tear-bottle (Mt. 26:7; Mk. 14:3; Lk. 7:37; av ‘alabaster box’).

By the Roman period the invention of glass-blowing methods (at Sidon?) resulted in mass-produced table Services which rivalled pottery and metal for ease and cheapness of manufacture. Much of this was translucent, and much like a highly-polished glaze. The latter may be the allusion in the *‘sea of glass’ (Rev. 4:6; 15:2) and in the city and Street of the New Jerusalem made of pure gold likened to glass (Rev. 21:18, 21).

Bibliography. D. B. Harden, Journal of Glass Stuckes 12, 1970, pp. 17-27, 35-63; 13, 1971, pp. 45-63; A. L. Oppenheim et al., Glass and Glass-rnaking in Ancient Mesopotamia, 1970. d.j.w.

GLEAN1NG (läqat, ‘to gather, glean’; 'älal, ‘to roll, glean, suck’, usually of grapes). Amid the re-joicing of harvest-time a kindly Israelitish law upheld the custom whereby the poor, orphans and strangers were allowed to glean grain, grapes and olives (Lv. 19:9-10; 23:22; Dt. 24:19). "Ruth took full advantage of the practice (Ru. 2:2ff.); Gideon used it in striking illustration of the superiority of Ephraim (Jdg. 8:2); and Jeremiah made of it a metaphor to express the complete annihilation of backsliding Israel (Je. 6:9; 49:9-10). The custom of gleaning still persists in certain eastern countries. (* Agriculture).    j.d.d.

GLORIA IN EXCELSIS. This term refers primar-ily to a liturgical hymn originating in the patristic church (cf. SH ERK, 6, 501; ODCC) and inspired by the angelic hymn in Lk. 2:14. As in the visions to Zechariah and Mary (Lk. 1:13, 30), the reassurance of the angel in Lk. 2:10 is an intim-ation of the good news which he brings. The pre-vious angelic proclamations were directed particu-larly to the persons to whom the visions came. The joy of this message is for all the people of God; the shepherds are only representative of the larger group who anticipate and long for the deliverance Messiah brings. The benediction of praise expresses not merely the hope for the future but the reality that has become actual in Mes-siah’s birth:

To God in the highest, glory!

To his people on earth, peace!

‘Men of God’s good will’ is the better-attested reading and is parallel to ‘the people’ in v. 10. It refers to those upon whom God’s redemptive mercy has been bestowed and with whom he is well pleased (cf. Lk. 3:22). The peace which the angels announce is not the external and transient pa.x Romana\ it is the peace which heals the estrange-ment between sinful men and a holy God (cf. Is. 9:6f; Rom. 10:15). (* Benedictus.)    e.e.e.

GLORY.

I. ln the Old Testament

‘Glory’ generally represents Heb. käböd, with the root idea of ‘heaviness’ and so of ‘weight’ or ‘worthiness’. It is used of men to describe their wealth, splendour or reputation (though in the last sense käböd is often rendered ‘honour’). The glory of Israel was not her armies but Yahweh (Je. 2:11). The word could also mean the seif or soul (Gn. 49:6).

The most important concept is that of the glory of Yahweh. This denotes the revelation of God’s being, nature and presence to mankind, sometimes with physical phenomena.

In the Pentateuch the glory of Yahweh went with his people out of Egypt and was shown in the cloud which led them through the wilderness (Ex. 16:7, 10). The cloud rested on Mt Sinai, where Moses saw his glory (Ex. 24:15-18). No man could see God’s face and live (Ex. 33:20), but some vision of his glory was granted (Ex. 34:5-8).

The glory of Yahweh filled the tabernacle (Ex. 40:34-35) and appeared especially at the hour of sacrifice (Lv. 9:6, 23). These passages seem all to be connected with a ‘thunderstorm-theophany’, but there are also passages which suggest more the character of Yahweh which is to be made known throughout the earth (Nu. 14:21-22).

The historicalbooks teil of theTemple’sbecoming the place where the glory of Yahweh was especially to be located (1 KLi. 8:11; 2 Ch. 7:1-3).

In the prophets there are both the quasi-physical conception of Yahweh’s glory as seen in the visions of Ezekiel (Ezk. 1:28, etc.) and also a more spiritu-alized doctrine (Is. 40:4-5; 60:1-3, etc). The vision of Isaiah in the Temple seems to combine both ideas (Is. 6:l^t).

There can be found, likewise, in the psalms all the imagery of the storm (Pss. 18; 29) and also the idea of the future display of God’s character to the world (Pss. 57:11; 96:3).

II. In the New Testament

Here the lxx is followed in translating käböd by doxa. In secular Greek this means ‘opinion’ or ‘reputation’. The former idea disappears entirely in the lxx and NT, and words akin to käböd are also rendered by doxa.

In certain places in the NT doxa refers to human honour (Mt. 4:8; 6:29), but its chief use is to de-scribe the revelation of the character and the pres-ence of God in the Person and work of Jesus Christ. He is the outshining of the divine glory (Heb. 1:3).

The glory of God was seen by the shepherds at the birth of Christ (Lk. 2:9, 14) and by his disciples during his incarnate life (Jn. 1:14). Particularly was it revealed in his semeia (Jn. 2:11) and at his trans-figuration (Mt. 17:1-8; Mk. 9:2-8; Lk. 9:28-36). This recalls the ascent of Moses to Sinai (Ex. 24:15) and of Elijah to Horeb (1 Ki. 19:8) and their visions of the glory of God. Now Christ both sees and reflects the divine glory, but no tabernacle needs to be built because the Word of God has pitched his tent in the human flesh of Jesus (Jn. 1:14) and his glory is to be more fully revealed at the coming exodus at Jerusalem (Lk. 9:31) and fi-nally at his parousia.

In the Fourth Gospel it is the hour of dedication to death which is essentially the hour of glory (Jn. 7:39; 12:23-28; 13:31; 17:5; cf. Heb. 2:9).

The resurrection and ascension are also seen as manifestations of the glory of God in Christ (Lk. 24:26; Acts 3:13; 7:55; Rom. 6:4; 1 Tim. 3:16; 1 Pet. 1:21). But above all it is to be revealed in its fullness at the parousia (Mk. 8:38; 13:26, etc.).

Man, who was made as the image and glory of God (1 Cor. 11:7) for relationship with him, has fallen short of his destiny (Rom. 3:23), which has been fulfilled only by Christ, the second Adam (Heb. 2:6-9).

The glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ is still to be seen and reflected by the church (2 Cor. 4:3-6). It is the glory of the new covenant (2 Cor. 3:7-11), and it is especially shared both now (1 Pet. 4:14) and hereafter (Rom. 8:18) by those who suffer with Christ. The object of the church is to see that the world acknowledges the glory which is God’s (Rom. 15:9) and is shown in his deeds (Acts 4:21), in his disciples (1 Cor. 6:20) and above all in his Son, the Lord of glory (Rom. 16:27).
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GNOSTICISM. A term derived from Gk. gnösis, ‘knowledge’. Until modern times it was applied ex-clusively to a body of heretical teaching denounced by the church Fathers in the early Christian centur-ies. But in 20th-century scholarship it has often been applied more loosely to any form of religious belief which emphasizes any kind of dualism and/or the possession of secret knowledge. So, for example, Zoroastrianism, Mandaeism, the Hermetic literature, the Dead Sea scrolls and even the NT itself have all been described as ‘gnostic’.

I. Definition

This is one of the most hotly debated issues today, and there are two main schools of thought: one, represented by conservative British scholars such as R. McL. Wilson, which Supports a ‘narrow’ def-inition (i.e. restricting the term to the 2nd-century Christian heresies); and the other, popularized especially by German scholars like R. Bultmann and K. Rudolf, which Supports a ‘wide’ definition (i.e. including other groups with a similar outlook).

There are difficulties with the ‘wide’ definition of the term, for under this usage the word ‘Gnosti-cism’ comes to have such a broad connotation that it almost ceases to have any specific reference at all, and simply denotes the lowest common denominator of Hellenistic thought, in which dualism of one sort or another was often a prominent feature.

At the same time, however, there are also difficulties in defining more precisely what Gnosticism is. Some groups in the early church (e.g. Valen-tinians, Naassenes) actually called themselves Gnostics. But the church Fathers are far from unanimous in their attempts to define what was common even to these groups. Indeed Irenaeus went so far as to comment that ‘there are as many Systems of redemption as there are teachers of these mystical doctrines’ (Adv. Haer 1.21. 1).

But in spite of such obstacles to comprehensive definition, these 2nd-century groups had enough in common for us to be able to form some idea of a basic Gnostic belief.

The foundation-stone of this belief was a radical cosmological dualism, i.e. the belief that the cre-ated world was evil, and was totally separate from and in Opposition to the world of spirit. The su-preme God dwelt in unapproachable splendour in this spiritual world, and had no dealings with the world of matter. Matter was the creation of an inferior being, the Demiurge. He, along with his aides the archöns, kept mankind imprisoned within their material existence, and barred the path of individual souls trying to ascend to the spirit world after death. Not even this possibility was open to everyone, however. For only those who possessed a divine spark (pneuma) could hope to escape from their corporeal existence. And even those possess-ing such a spark did not have an automatic escape, for they needed to receive the enlightenment of gnösis before they could become aware of their

own spiritual condition:    . it is not only the wash-

ing that is liberty, but the knowledge of who we were, and what we have become, where we were or where we were placed, whither we hasten, front what we are redeemed, what birth is, and what re-birth’ (Exc. Theod. 78. 2). In most of the Gnostic Systems reported by the church Fathers, this en-lightenment is the work of a divine redeemer, who descends from the spiritual World in disguise and is often equated with the Christian Jesus. Salvation for the Gnostic, therefore, is to be alerted to the existence of his divine pneuma and then, as a result of this knowledge, to escape on death from the material world to the spiritual.

The Gnostics themselves conceptualized all this in a highly mythological form, but the realities to which it corresponded were undoubtedly of a more existential nature. The Gnostic was trying to dis-cover his own identity, and the appreciation of this fact led the eminent psychiatrist Carl Gustav Jung, for example, to base many of his observations about human nature on an understanding of andern Gnosticism.

From the standpoint of traditional Christianity, Gnostic thinking is quite alien. Its mythological setting of redemption leads to a depreciation of the historical events of the life, death and resurrec-tion of Jesus. Its view of man’s relationship to God leads to a denial of the importance of the person and work of Christ, while, in a Gnostic context, ‘salvation’ is not understood in terms of deliver-ance from sin, but as a form of existential self-realization.

II. Sources

We know of the Gnostic sects from two different sources:

a.    The church Fathers

The most important work here is Irenaeus, Against Heresies, though Tertullian, Clement of Alexandria and Hippolytus of Rome all wrote extensively on the same subjects. Some of these writings are interdependent, and they all have a similar Outlook. They were all written from the standpoint of orthodox Catholic Christianity, to refute what the Fathers saw as a corruption of that ‘original’ apos-tolic Christianity of which they believed themselves to be the true upholders. This means that they are tendentious works, rather than impartial accounts of Gnostic beliefs. They were also written on the basis of secondhand knowledge. This, of course, was inevitable, since gnösis by its very nature was esoteric and was not therefore readily accessible to anyone who was not an initiate. Nevertheless, when compared with the writings of the Gnostics themselves, the accounts of the church Fathers can be seen to be fair and reliable, at least in their general outlines, if not always in specific details.

b.    Gnostic texts

These are by far the most important sources of our modern knowledge of Gnosticism, for they suffer from none of the disadvantages of the patristic accounts, and give us a direct insight into the work-ings of the Gnostic mind.

A number of isolated Gnostic texts have been known for some time, including important ones like the Pistis Sophia, the Books of Jeü and the Apocryphon of John, as well as a number of lesser works. But most of our direct knowledge of Gnostic writings comes from a remarkable find of 13 Codices discovered about 1945 near Nag Hammadi in upper Egypt (* Chenoboskion). These were written in Coptic, though they are all translations of Gk. Originals. They formed part of a library collected by an early Christian sect, and were even-tually abandoned about ad 400. They comprise some 52 separate works. Publication of these texts has been a long and arduous business, and a com-plete facsimile edition of the original text did not become fully available until 1978. An Eng. transla-tion of the texts had been published the previous year, though some of them had been made known much earlier through various scholarly articles and monographs. Nevertheless, the real task of inter-preting these texts is only just beginning, and any assessment of them made now can only be pro-visional and tentative.

Some of the better-known works found at Nag Hammadi include a number of so-called ‘gospels’. Like the Synoptic Gospel source Q, the Gospel of Thomas is a Collection of sayings of Jesus, some of which parallel those found in the NT Gospels. Others are quite different, though some of them may well be genuine sayings of Jesus. But the Collection as a whole has obviously been edited from a distinctively sectarian viewpoint. The Gospel of Philip, the Gospel of Truth, the Coptic Gospel of the Egyplians and the Gospel of Mary have less in common with the NT Gospels, and are more ex-plicitly Gnostic in character.

The other Nag Hammadi texts include various collections of prayers, works with the title of Apocryphon (‘secret book’—of James and of John), a number of others with the title of Apocalypse (of Paul, of James, of Adam, of Peter), together with heterogeneous examples of Gnostic speculative lit-erature. Not all the works in this library represent the same type of Gnosticism. Many seem to be of Valentinian origin, but this does not apply to them all. Indeed some are not Gnostic at all. Codex VI, for example, contains a Coptic Version of part of Plato’s Republic, while two examples of early Christian wisdom writing are preserved in the Teachings of Silvanus (Codex VII) and the Sen-tences of Sextus (Codex XII).

An important question raised by these texts is the nature of Gnosticism itself vis-ä-vis Christianity. Was it really a Christian heresy, as the Fathers supposed—or was it a non-Christian form of belief which in certain circles became overlaid with Christian ideas? So far as the evidence has been assessed, the Nag Hammadi texts do seem to show that there were non-Christian forms of Gnosticism. This can be seen most clearly in a com-parison of Eugnostos the Blessed with the Sophia of Jesus Christ. For the two are so closely parallel that it is obvious that they must be different ver-sions of the same text, though the former is cast in the form of a religio-philosophical tractate written by a teacher to his pupils, whereas the latter has the form of a post-resurrection discourse delivered by the risen Christ to his disciples. Detailed study of these two texts has so far tended to confirm that Eugnostos the Blessed is the original Version, which was subsequently Christianized as the Sophia of Jesus Christ. Other texts, such as the Apocalypse of Adam and the Paraphrase of Shem, also seem to represent a non-Christian form of Gnosticism.

III. Origins

Where did Gnosticism come from? According to the church Fathers, it was a perversion of Christi-anity. But that idea is now all but universally dis-counted, for it does not square with the evidence. There is, however, no consensus on the question of Gnostic origins. It is easy to recognize this or that Gnostic idea as having affinity with the concepts of sotne other religion, but it is very difficult to pin down more precisely the actual origin of Gnostic thought.

Some believe that Gnosticism was in some way connected with Judaism in one of its various forms, and it is undoubtedly true that OT ideas feature prominently in Gnostic speculations, though always in a context that tears them from the fabric of authentic OT thought. Others point to the similarities between Gnosticism and the kind of dualism offen found in the writings of the Gk. philosophers. The discovery of part of Plato’s Republic at Nag Hammadi certainly demonstrates that his ideas were not uncongenial to the Gnos-tics, though at the same time it is hardly proof that there was some intrinsic connection between them.

A different origin for Gnosticism has been sought in Iranian religion. Here again the evidence is scarcely conclusive, though it cannot be denied that Gnosticism is much closer in Outlook to the cyclical concepts of those eastern religions which stem from Zoroastrianism than it is to traditional Christianity.

It is impossible to pinpoint accurately the origins of Gnosticism. Indeed it is unlikely that it had a single origin, for by nature Gnostic thinking was extremely syncretistic, and its adherents were always ready, even eager, to utilize religious ideas from many diverse sources to serve their own ends.

IV. Issues in New Testament interpretation

Two major issues for the Student of the NT stem from the study of Gnosticism:

a Pre-Christian Gnosticism According to Reitzenstein (followed by Bultmann and many other German scholars), when Christianity first made its appearance in the Hellenistic world, its apostles found already in existence a comprehensive world-view that combined Greek and Oriental thought, and included the descent of a divine redeemer who saved the souls of mankind. This ‘Gnostic’ view was taken over in toto by the first Christians and applied to their experience of Jesus, so that he became the heavenly redeemer figure. Thus, the NT itself can be viewed as a form of Christianized Gnosticism.

There are many difficulties with the view that Gnosticism antedated Christianity For one thing, there is no evidence for it, either in the texts known to Reitzenstein or in those now known to us. The Nag Hammadi texts have shown that there were non-Christian forms of Gnosticism, but that does not provide evidence for pre-Christian Gnosticism.

The idea that the NT is a form of Gnosticism is in any case unlikely, for there are serious and fundamental differences between the outlook of the Gnostics and that of the NT writers. The Gnostics held a cyclical concept of time, and the notion of history was meaningless to them. Gnostic redemp-tion could never have any meaning in this life, but only in an escape from temporal existence to the world of spirit. By contrast, both OT and NT em-phasize that time and history are important and both have a divine significance. God has acted in the course of the historical process as both Creator and Redeemer to provide salvation for his people. Whereas, for the Gnostic, God can be known only by an escape from history, to the Christian he can be supremely known because of his involvement in history, specifically in the life, death and resurrec-tion of Jesus Christ. And Christian salvation is something to be enjoyed here and now in this world, rather than in some ethereal, ‘spiritual’ world.

b. Heresy and orthodoxy

Gnosticism is not, however, irrelevant for NT study. For traces of ‘Gnostic’ belief can be found in a number of NT writings, most strikingly in the beliefs of the Corinthian church as reflected in 1 Cor. These people claimed that because of their possession of special ‘knowledge’ they were released from the normal rules of society, and they claimed to be living an elevated, ‘spiritual’ existence even in their present material state. For them the resurrection was already a past event—past because they understood it spir-itually, as did many Gnostics. And, like other Gnostics, they laid considerable emphasis on the supposed magical properties of the Christian sacraments.

Colossians has often been supposed to indicate the existence of a similar, though not identical, view in the church at Colossae, while the letters to the seven churches in Rev. 1-3 confirm the pres-ence of similar ‘Gnostic’ ideas in other churches in the same area of Asia Minor. The Pastoral Epistles go so far as to denounce explicitly ‘what is falsely called gnösis' (1 Tim. 6:20), and 1 Jn. likewise seems to be written against some kind of ‘Gnostic’ background.

The NT writers themselves condemn these ideas. Though they often use Gnostic terminology in doing so, they make it clear that they do not accept its Gnostic connotations. But at the same time, the fact that such ideas seem to have been current, per-haps even widespread, in churches in different parts of the Roman empire, does give some cre-dence to the hypothesis of W. Bauer, that the dif-ference between heresy and orthodoxy was not so neatly defined in the Ist Century as it later came to be by the anti-Gnostic Fathers of the Catholic Church.
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GOAD. A long-handled, pointed instrument used to urge on the oxen when ploughing. Shamgar used one as a weapon and slew 600 Philistines (Jdg. 3:31). The term is employed metaphorically in Ec. 12:11 to describe the words of the wise, and in Acts 26:14 where Paul is warned that for him to resist the new heavenly directive will be as fruitless as for a stubborn ox to resist the goad. j.d.d.

GOD. God is and he may be known. These two affirmations form the foundation and inspiration of all true religion. The first is an affirmation of faith, the second of experience. Since the existence of God is not subject to scientific proof, it must be a postulate of faith; and since God transcends all his creation, he can be known only in his self-revelation.

The Christian religion is distinctive in that it Claims that God can be known as a personal God only in his self-revelation in the Scriptures. The Bible is written not to prove that God is, but to reveal him in his activities. For that reason, the bib-lical revelation of God is, in its nature, progressive, reaching its fullness in Jesus Christ his Son.

In the light of his self-revelation in the Scriptures, there are several fundamental affirmations that can be made about God.

I.    His Being

In his being God is self-existing. While his creation is dependent on him, he is utterly independent of the creation. He not only has life, but he is life to his universe, and has the source of that life within himself. God is utterly independent of every en-vironment in which he wills to make himself known. This quality of God’s being probably finds expression in his personaFname, Yahweh, and in his self-affirmation: T am who I am’, i.e. T am the one that has being within himself’ (Ex. 3:14).

This perception was implied in Isaiah’s vision of God: ‘The Lord is the everlasting God, the Creator of the ends of the earth. He will not grow tired or weary ... He gives strength to the weary, and in-creases the power of the weak’ (Is. 40:28-29). He is the Giver, and all his creatures are receivers. Christ gave this mystery its clearest expression when he said: ‘For as the Father has life in himself, so he has granted the Son also to have life in himself’ (Jn. 5:26). This makes independence of life a distinctive quality of deity. Throughout the whole of Scripture God is revealed as the Fountainhead of all there is, anirnate and inanimate, the Creator and life-giver, who alone has life within himself.

II.    His nature

In his nature God is pure spirit, which means intelligent energy. Christ made this disclosure about the God who is the object of our worship to the woman of Samaria: ‘God is spirit, and those who worship him must worship in spirit and truth’ (Jn. 4:24). In this respect we must distinguish between God and those of his creatures that are spiritual. When we say that God is pure spirit, it is to em-phasize that he is not part spirit and part body as man is. He is simple spirit without form or parts, and for that reason he has no physical presence. When the Bible writers speak of God as having eyes, ears, hands and feet, they are ascribing to God powers that correspond to what these physical parts enable us humans to do. If we did not speak of God in physical terms in this way we could hardly speak of him at all. This, of course, does not imply any imperfection in God, since his life as Spirit is not a limited or restricted form of existence.

When we say that God is infinite spirit, we pass completely out of the reach of our experience. We are limited as to time and place, as to knowledge and power. God is essentially unlimited, and every element of his nature is infinite. His infinity in rela-tion to time we call his eternity, in relation to space his omnipresence, in relation to knowledge his om-niscience, and in relation to power his omnipolence. God is eternal, all-present, all-knowing and all-powerful.

His infinity likewise means that God is tran-scendenl over his universe. It emphasizes his dis-tinctness as self-existing spirit, from all his creatures. He is not shut in by what we call nature, but infinitely exalted above it. Even those passages of Scripture which stress his local and temporal mani-festation, lay emphasis also on his exaltation and omnipotence as a being external to the world, its sovereign Creator and Judge (cf. Is. 40:12-17).

At the same time God’s infinity implies his im-manence. By this we mean his all-pervading presence and power within his creation (cf. Ps. 139). He does not stand apart from the world, a mere spec-tator of the work of his hands. He pervades every-thing, organic and inorganic, acting from within outwards, from the centre of every atom, and from the innermost springs of thought and life and feel-ing, in a continuous sequence of energizing effect.

In such passages as Is. 57 and Acts 17 we have an expression of both God’s transcendence and his immanence. In the first of these passages his transcendence finds expression as ‘the high and lofty One who lives for ever, whose name is holy’, and his immanence as the one who dwells ‘with him who is contrite and lowly in spirit’ (Is. 57:15, niv). In the second passage, Paul, in addressing the men of Athens, affirmed of the transcendent God that ‘the God who made the world and everything in it, is the Lord of heaven and earth, and does not live in temples built by hands. And he is not served by human hands, as if he needed anything, because he himself gives all men life and breath and everything eise’, and then affirms his immanence as the one who ‘is not far from each one of us, for “In him we live and move and have our being” ’ (Acts 17:24, 28).

III. His character

God is personal. When we say this we assert that God is rational, self-conscious and self-determin-ing, an intelligent moral agent. As supreme mind he is the source of all rationality in the universe. Since God’s rational creatures possess independent characters, God must be in possession of a character that is divine in both its transcendence and immanence.

The OT reveals a God who is personal, both in terms of his own self-disclosure and of his people’s relations with him, and the NT clearly shows that Christ spoke to God in terms that were meaningful only in a person-to-person relationship. For that reason we can predicate specific mental and moral qualities of God, such as we do of human character. Attempts have been made to classify the divine attributes, i.e. character qualities, under such headings as ‘Mental and Moral’, ‘Communic-able and Incommunicable’ or ‘Related and Un-related’. Scripture would seem to give no support to any of these classifications. ‘God’s names are to us the designation of his attributes, and it is signifi-cant that, historically, God’s names were given in the context of his people’s needs.

It would seem, therefore, more true to the biblical revelation to treat each attribute as a manifestation of God in the human Situation that called it forth, compassion in the presence of mis-ery, long-suffering in the presence of ill-desert, grace in the presence of guilt, mercy in the presence of penitence, and so forth, suggesting that the attributes of God designate a relation which he establishes with those who feel their need of him. That bears with it the undoubted truth that God, in the full plenitude of his nature, is in each of his attributes, so that there is never more of one attribute than of another, never more love than justice, or more mercy than righteousness, but that God is unchanging, undiminished and wholly involved in all that he does. If there is one attribute of God that can be recognized as all-comprehensive and all-pervading, it is his *holi-ness, which must be predicated of all his attributes, holy love, holy compassion, holy wisdom, etc.

IV. His will

God is sovereign. That means that he makes his own plans and carries them out in his own time and way. His sovereignty in willing and working is simply an expression of his supreme intelligence, power and wisdom. God’s will is not arbitrary, but acts in complete harmony with his character. It is the forth-putting of his power and goodness, and is thus the final determinant of all existence for the divine glory.

There is, however, a distinction between God’s will which prescribes what we shall do, and his will which determines what he will do. So theologians distinguish between the decretive will of God by which he ordains whatsoever comes to pass, and his preceptive will by which he enjoins upon his creatures the duties that belong to them. The decretive will of God is thus always accomplished, while his preceptive will is often disobeyed.

When we conceive of the sovereign sway of the divine will as the ultimate ground of all that hap-pens, either actively bringing it to pass (cf. Ps. 135:5-12), or passively permitting it to come to pass (cf. Acts 14:16), we need to recognize the distinction between the active will of God and his permissive will. The entrance of sin into the world, and its continued prevalence, must be attributed to the permissive will of God, since sin is a contradic-tion of his holiness and goodness. There is, there-fore, a realm in which God’s will to act is dominant, and a realm in which man’s liberty appears in exercise against God. The Bible presents both in Operation. The note which rings through the OT is that struck by Nebuchadrezzar: ‘He does what he pleases with the powers of heaven and the peoples of the earth. No one can hold back his hand or say to him: "What have you done?”’ (Dn. 4:35). In the NT we come across an impressive example of the divine will resisted by human unbelief, when Christ uttered his agonizing cry over Jerusalem: ‘How often I have longed to gather your children to-gether, as a hen gathers her chicks under her wings, but you were not willing!’ (Mt. 23:37). Neverthe-less, the sovereignty of God ensures that all will be overruled to serve his eternal purpose, and that ul-timately Christ’s Petition, which his followers echo, 'Your will be done on earth as it is in heaven’ (Mt. 6:10; 26:39-42) shall be answered.

It is true that we are not able to reconcile God’s sovereignty and man’s responsibility within a single logical frame. That is because we do not understand the full ränge of divine knowledge and comprehension of all the laws that govern human conduct. The Bible teaches us that all life is lived in the sustaining will of God ‘in whom we live and move and have our being’, and that as a bird is free in the air, and a fish in the sea, so we humans have our own real freedom in the will of God who cre-ated us for himself. God sustains us all in the re-sponsible freedom of being accountable to him for what we choose to do, and without this the deeper freedom of living for him in faith and love, and enjoying him as our supreme good, could not be.

V.    His essential life

In his essential life God is a fellowship. The supreme revelation of God given in the Scriptures is that God’s life is eternally within himself a loving fellowship of three equal and distinct persons, Father, Son and Spirit, and that in his relationship to his moral creatures God is extending to them the followship that is essentially his own. This truth might perhaps be read into the dictum that ex-pressed God’s deliberate will to create man: ‘Let us make man in our image, after our likeness.’ That form of words Stands as an expression of the will of God, not only to reveal himself as a fellowship, but to open the divine life of fellowship to moral creatures made in his image and so fitted to enjoy it. While it is true that through sinning man lost his fitness for that holy fellowship, it is also true that God willed to restore it to him. This was the grand end of redemption: here we see God in Three Persons acting for our restoration, in electing love that claimed us, in redeeming love that emancipated us, and in regenerating love that recreated us for his fellowship (*Trinitv). It is the fitting climax of the biblical revelation that John affirms on the basis of Christ’s redeeming work, linked with the divine plurality and fellowship of which he had spoken earlier (1 Jn. 1:3—2:2; 3:24-4:6), ‘God islove’(l Jn. 4:8-10, 16).

VI.    His Fatherhood

The personal God can enter into personal relation-ships, and the closest and tenderest that the Bible knows is that of Father. This was Christ’s most common designation for the One to whom he prayed and of whom he taught, and in theology the name of Father is reserved specially for the first Person of the Trinity. There are four types of relationship in which the Word ‘Father’ is applied to God in Scripture.

1.    There is his Creational Fatherhood. The fundamental relationship of God to man, whom he made in his own image, finds its most full and fitting illustration in the natural relationship which involves the gift of life. It is, more particularly, for man’s spiritual nature that this relationship is claimed. In Heb. God is called ‘the Father of our spirits’ (12:9), and in Nu. ‘the God of the spirits of all mankind’ (16:22). Paul, when he preached in the Areopagus, used this consideration to drive home the irrationality of rational man worship-ping idols of wood and stone, quoting the poet Aratus (‘For we are his oflspring’) to indicate that man is a creature of God. The creaturehood of man is thus the counterpart of the general Fatherhood of God. Without the Creator-Father there would be no human race, no family of mankind at all.

2.    There is the Theocratic Fatherhood. This is God’s relationship to his covenant-people, Israel. In this, since it is a collective relationship that is indicated rather than a personal one, Israel, as covenant-people, was the ehild of God (Ex. 4:22-23), and she was challenged to recognize and re-spond to this filial relationship: ‘If I am a father, where is the honour due me?’ (Mal. 1:6, cf. 2:10; Is. 64:8). But since the covenant relationship was redemptive in its spiritual significance, this may be regarded as a foreshadowing of the NT revelation of the divine Fatherhood.

3.    There is Generative Fatherhood. This belongs exclusively to the second Person of the Trinity, des-ignated the Son of God, and the only begotten Son. It is, therefore, unique, and not to be applied to any mere creature. Christ, while on earth, spoke most frequently of this relationship which was peculiarly his. God was his Father by eternal gen-eration, expressive of an essential and timeless relationship that transcends our comprehension. It is significant that Jesus, in his teaching of the Twelve, never used the term ‘Our Father’ as embracing himself and them. In the resurrection message through Mary he indicated two distinct relation-ships: ‘My Father, and your Father’ (Jn. 20:17), but the two are so linked together that the one becomes the ground of the other. His Sonship, though on a level altogether unique, was the basis of their sonship, by virtue of the faith-communion and Holy Spirit-union that bound them to him.

4.    There is also the Adoptive Fatherhood. This is the redeeming relationship that belongs to all be-lievers, and in the context of redemption it is viewed from two aspects: that of their Standing in Christ, and that of the regenerating work of the Holy Spirit in them. This relationship to God is basic for all believers, as Paul reminds the Gala-tians: ‘For in Christ Jesus you are all sons of God, through faith’ (Gal. 3:26). In this living.Union with Christ they are adopted into the family of God, and they become subjects of the regenerative work of the Spirit that bestows upon them the nature of children: one is the objective aspect, the other the subjective. Because of their new Standing (justifica-tion) and their relationship (adoption) to God the Father in Christ, they become partakers of the divine nature and are born into the family of God. John made this clear in the opening chapter of his gospel: ‘To all who received him, to those who be-lieved in his name, he gave the right (authority) to become children of God - children born, not of natural descent, nor of human decision or a hus-band’s will, but born of God’ (Jn. 1:12, 13). And so they are granted all the Privileges that belong to that filial relationship: ‘if children, then heirs’ is the sequence (Rom. 8:17).

It is clear that Christ’s teaching on the Fatherhood of God restricts the relationship to his believ-ing people. Nowhere is he reported as assuming this relationship to exist between God and un-believers. Not only does he not give any hint of a redeeming Fatherhood of God towards all men, but he said pointedly to his cavilling opponents: ‘You belong to your father, the devif (Jn. 8:44).

While it is under this relationship of Father that the NT brings out the tenderest aspects of God’s character, his love, his faithfulness and his watchful care, it also brings out the responsibility of our having to show God the reverence, the trust and the loving obedience that children owe to a father. Christ has taught us to pray not simply ‘Our Father’, but ‘Our Father who art in heaven’, thus inculcating reverence and humility. However in-timate, rieh and warm-hearted his love, God re-mains God, majestic, amazing and awesome.
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P.F.J.

GOD, NAMES OF. In considering the various names, titles or descriptions of God in the OT there are three words of basic importance—’el, 'Uöhlm and Yahweh (Jehovah). It is necessary at the outset to realize the meaning of these severally, and their relationship one to another.

I. Basic names

a.    El

El (’el), evv ‘God’ or ‘god’, has cognate forms in other Semitic tongues, and means a god in the widest sense, true or false, or even an image treated as a god (Gn. 35:2). Because of this general character it is frequently associated with a defining ad-jective or predicate. For example, in Dt. 5:9 we read, T the Lord (Yahweh) your God C'lohim) am a jealous God (’el)’, or in Gn. 31:13, ‘the God (’el) of Bethel’. In the Ras Shamra tablets, however, El is a proper noun, the name of the Canaanite ‘high God’ whose son was Ba‘al. The plural of '<?/ is ‘‘löhim, and when used as a plural is translated ‘gods’ (but see below). These may be mere images, ‘wood and stone’ (Dt. 4:28), or the imaginary beings which they represent (Dt. 12:2).

b.    Elyon, El Elyon

'El 'elyon, ‘the most high God’, was the title of God as worshipped by Melchizedek (see below). 'Elyon is found in Nu. 24:16 and elsewhere. ln Ps. 7:17 it is found in combination with Yahweh, and in Ps. 18:13 in parallel. See also Dn. 7:22,25 for the Aram. plural ‘elyönin-, elsewhere in the Aram. of Daniel the equivalent of Heb. ‘elyon is ’illäyä (e.g. 4:17; 7:25).

c.    Elohim

Though a plural form C'lohim), Elohim can be treated as a singulär, in which case it means the one supreme deity, and in evv is rendered ‘God’. Like its English equivalent, it is, grammatically con-sidered, a common noun, and conveys the notion of all that belongs to the concept of deity, in con-trast with man (Nu. 23:19) and other created beings. It is appropriate to cosmic and world-wide relationships (Gn. 1:1), because there is only one supreme and true God, and he is a Person; it ap-proaches the character of a proper noun, while not losing its abstract and conceptual quality.

d.    Eloah

This Word Clöah) is a singulär form of ’löhim, and has the same meaning as ’el. In the OT it is chiefly found in poetry (e.g. Dt. 32:15, 17; it is most frequent in Job). The corresponding Aramaic form is ’'läh.

e.    Jehovah

The Heb. word Yahweh is in evv usuaily translated ‘the Lord’ (note the capitals) and sometimes ‘Jehovah’. The lauer name originated as follows. The original Heb. text was not vocalized; in time the ‘tetragrammaton’ YHWH was considered too sacred to pronounce; so '“dönäy (‘my Lord’) was substituted in reading, and the vowels of this word were combined with the consonants YHWH to give ‘Jehovah’, a form first attested at the Start of The 12th Century ad.

The pronunciation Yahweh is indicated by trans-literations of the name into Greek in early Christian literature, in the form iaoue (Clement of Alexandria) or iabe (Theodoret; by this time Gk. b had the pronunciation of v). The name is certainly connected with Heb. häyä, ‘to be’, or rather with a variant and earlier form of the root, häwä. It is not, however, to be regarded as an imperfective aspect of the verb; the Hiph‘11 conjugation, to which alone such a form could be assigned, is not forth-coming for this verb; and the imperfective of the Qal conjugation could not have the vowel a in the first syllable. Yahweh should be regarded as a straightforward substantive, in which the root hwh is preceded by the preformative y. See L. Koehler and W. Baumgartner, Lexicon in Veteris Testamenti Libros, 1958, pp. 368f.; also L. Koehler, Vom Hebräischen Lexikon, 1950, pp. 17f.

Strictly speaking, Yahweh is the only ‘name’ of God. In Genesis wherever the word sein (‘name’) is associated with the divine being that name is Yahweh. When Abraham or Isaac built an altar ‘he called on the name of Yahweh’ (Gn. 12:8; 13:4; 26:25).

In particular, Yahweh was the God of the Patri-archs, and we read of ‘Yahweh the God (Elohim) of Abraham’ and then of Isaac and finally ‘Yahweh, the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob’, concerning which Elohim says, ‘this is my name for ever’ (Ex. 3:15). Yahweh, therefore, in contrast with Elohim, is a proper noun, the name of a Person, though that Person is divine. As such, it has its own ideological setting; it presents God as a Person, and so brings him into relationship with other, human, Personalities. It brings God near to man. and he speaks to the Patriarchs as one friend to another.

A study of the word *‘name’ in the OT reveals how much it means in Hebrew. The name is no mere label, but is significant of the real personality of him to whom it belongs. It may derive from the circumstances of his birth (Gn. 5:29), or reflect his character (Gn. 27:36), and when a person puts his ‘name’ upon a thing or another person the latter comes under his infiuence and protection.

f.    Yahweh Elohim

These two words are combined in the narrative of Gn. 2:4-3:24, though ‘Elohim’ alone is used in the colloquy between Eve and the serpent. If the narrative concerning Eden was related to a Sumerian original it could have been brought by Abraham from Ur, and it would thus be possible to account for the different use in these two chapters from those which precede and follow it.

g.    How El, Elohim and Yahweh are related

We are now in a position to consider how these three words agree or differ in their use. While there are occasions on which any one of them could be used of God, they are by no means identical or interchangeable. In the account of Gn. 14, now regarded by many as giving a true picture of the Situation in the early 2nd millennium bc, we read how Abraham met with Melchizedek, the priest of el 'elyön, ‘the most high God’. Here we have Mel-chizedek’s ‘name’ or title for the deity he wor-shipped. It would be clearly wrong to Substitute either ‘Elohim’ or ‘Yahweh’ for 'el ‘elyön (Gn. 14:18). Melchizedek blesses Abraham in the name of 'el 'elyön, ‘maker of heaven and earth’, so iden-tifying 'el ‘elyön as the supreme God (14:19-20).

The king of Sodom offers Abraham a gift, which he refuses, lifting up his hand to Yahweh, 'el 'elyön, ‘maker of heaven and earth’ (14:22). He means that he also worships the supreme God, the same God (for there is only one), but knows him by the name of ‘Yahweh’. (lxx and SP omit Yahweh in Gn. 14:22.)

To eite a second example, in Gn. 27:20 Jacob deceives his father with the words, ‘Because Yahweh your God (Elohim) granted me success.’ To interchange ‘Yahweh’ and ‘Elohim’ would not make sense. Yahweh is the name by which his father worships the supreme God (Elohim).

II.    The revelation to Moses

The revelation made to Moses at the burning bush is one of the most striking and convincing inci-dents in the Bible story. After the opening words God introduces himself thus, T am the God (Elohim) of your father’ (Ex. 3:6). This at once assumes that Moses would know the name of his father’s God. When God announces his purpose of delivering Israel by the hand of Moses the latter shows reluctance and begins to make excuse.

He inquires, Tf... the people of Israel... ask me, "What (mali) is his name?” what shall I say to them?’ (Ex. 3:13). The normal way to ask a name is to use the pronoun ml, to use mah invites an answer which goes further, and gives the meaning ('what?') or substance of the name.

This helps to explain the reply, namely, T AM WHO I AM’ (’ehyeh “ser ’ehyeh). And he said, ‘Say this to the people of Israel, “I AM has sent me to you” ’ (Ex. 3:14). By this Moses would not think that God was announcing a new name, nor is it called a ‘name’; it is just the inner meaning of the name Moses knew. We have here a play upon words; ‘Yahweh’ is interpreted by ’ehyeh. M. Buber translates T will be as I will be’, and expounds it as a promise of God’s power and enduring presence with them in the process of deliverance (Moses, pp. 39-55). That something like this is the purport of these words, which in English sound enigmatical, is shown by what follows, ‘“Yahweh, the God of your fathers, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob, has sent me to you”: this is my name for ever’ (v. 15). The full content of the name comes first; the name itself follows.

III.    The Interpretation of Exodus 6:2-3

After Moses’ return to Egypt Yahweh further in-structs him how to deal with Pharaoh and with his own people: T am the Lord (Yahweh),’ he says. T appeared to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob, as God Almighty (’el sadday), but by my name the Lord (Yahweh) I did not make myself known to them’ (Ex. 6:3).

The former revelation, to the Patriarchs, con-cerned promises belonging to a distant future; it supposed that they should be assured that he, Yahweh, was such a God (’el) as was competent (one possible meaning of sadday) to fulfil them. The revelation at the bush was greater and more intimate, God’s power and immediate and continu-ing presence with them being all wrapped up in the familiär name of Yahweh. Henceforth, ‘1 am Yahweh, your God’ (Ex. 6:7) gives them all the assurance they need of his purpose, his presence and his power.

For God’s self-revelation to the Patriarchs as God Almighty (’el sadday), initiating or reaffirm-ing his covenant with them, cf. Gn. 17:1; 35:11; 48:3—passages which, like Ex. 6:1-6, are assigned to the priestly narrator in the prevalent docu-mentary hypothesis.

IV. Particular names containing El or Jehovah

a.    'El' Oläm

At Beersheba Abraham planted a tamarisk, and ‘called there on the name of Yahweh’, ’el ’öiäm (Gn. 21:33). Here ‘Yahweh’ is the name, and the description follows, ‘the Everlasting God’. F. M. Cross has drawn attention to the original form of this name—'El dhü-’Ölami, ‘God of Eternity’ (cf. W. F. Albright in BO 17, 1960, p. 242).

b.    ’El-'Elöhe-Israel

Jacob, reaching Shechem, bought a piece of land, reared an altar and called it ’el-'löhe-Yisrael(Gn. 33:20), ‘God (’el) is the God C'löhim) of Israel’. In this manner he commemorates the recent en-counter with the angel at the place he had called Peniel (prni-’el, ‘the face of God’, Gn. 32:30). He thus accepts Israel as his name and so renders worship to God.

c.    Jehovah-jireh

In Gn. 22, when the angel of the Lord had pointed to a ram as a substitute for Isaac, Abraham named the place Yahweh yir'eh, ‘the Lord provides’ (vv. 8, 14).

d.    Jehovah-nissi

In somewhat similar fashion, after the defeat of the Amalekites, Moses erected an altar and called it Yahweh nissi, ‘the Lord is my banner’ (Ex. 17:15). These, however, are not the names of God, but are commemorative of events.

e.    Jehovah-shalom

This is the name given by Gideon to the altar he erected in Ophrah, Yahweh sälöm, ‘the Lord is peace’ (Jdg. 6:24).

f.    Jehovah-tsidkenu

This is the name by which Messiah shall be known, Yahweh sidqenü, ‘the Lord is our righteousness’ (Je. 23:6; 33:16), in contrast to the last king of Judah, who was an unworthy bearer of the name Zedekiah (sidqiyähü, ‘Yahweh is righteousness’).

g.    Jehovah-shammah

This is the name given to the city of Ezekiel’s vision, Yahweh sämmä, ‘the Lord is there’ (Ezk. 48:35).

h.    The Lord of hosts

Differing from the preceding names, Yahweh s'baöl, ‘the Lord of hosts’, is a divine title. It does not occur in the Pentateuch; it appears first in 1 Sa. 1:3 as the title by which God was worshipped at Shiloh. It was used by David in defying the Philistine (1 Sa. 17:45); and David again makes use of it as the climax to a glorious song of victory (Ps. 24:10). It is common in the prophets (88 times in Jeremiah), and is used to exhibit Yahweh as at all times the Saviour and Protector of his people (Ps. 46:7, 11). The ‘hosts’ may originally have been the armies of Israel, as in 1 Sa. 17:45, but at an early date came to comprise all the heavenly powers, ready to do the Lord’s command.

i.    Lord God of Israel

This title (Yahweh ’rlöhe Yisrael) is found as early as Deborah’s song (Jdg. 5:3), and is frequently used by the prophets (e.g. Is. 17:6; Zp. 2:9). It follows in the series ‘the God of Abraham, of Isaac, and of Jacob’. In Ps. 59:5 (Thou, Lord God of hosts, art God of Israel’) it is combined with the preceding title.

j.    The Holy One of Israel

This title (q'dös Yisrael) is a favourite in Isaiah (29 times—1:4, etc.) in both the earlier and later parts of the book, and also in Jeremiah and the Psalms. Somewhat similar to this is ‘the Mighty One of Israel’ (“bir Yisrael, Is. 1:24, etc.); also ‘the Glory (victory) of Israel’ (nesah Yisrael, 1 Sa. 15:29) used by Samuel.


k.    Ancient of days

This is the description (Aram. ’attiq yömin) given by Daniel, who pictures God on his throne of judgment, judging the great world-empires (Dn. 7:9, 13, 22). It alternates with the title ‘most High’ (Aram. ‘illäyä, ’clyömn, vv. 18, 22, 25, 27).
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f.f.b.

GODLINESS. In pagan literature, godliness (Gk. eusebeia, eulabeia and related terms) meant show-ing proper caution, fear or reverence towards the gods. Such piety involved the offering of sacrifices and other cultic activities. It also meant honouring the gods by respecting elders, masters, rulers, and all the Orders of life thought to be under the protection of the gods. When this terminology was used in the Bible, a different notion of fear or re-spect was intended. The one true God, as creator and redeemer, requires an active obedience to his revealed will and a personal devotion that sur-passes lip-service, mere trepidation, or bare admir-ation (e.g. Pr. 1:7; Is. 11:2; 33:6; Lk. 2:25; Acts 10:2; 22:12). Pre-eminently, Jesus is the godly One, whose prayers were heard because of his ‘godly fear’ or ‘reverent Submission’ to the Father (Heb. 5:7). His death and heavenly exaltation makes it possible for others to ofTer to God, through him, acceptable worship or Service, ‘with reverence and awe’ (Heb. 12:28).

Ungodtiness (Gk. asebeia) brings the wrath of God, because it involves suppressing the truth about God, worshipping created things rather than the Creator, and pursuing unrighteous relation-ships and behaviour (Rom. 1:18-25; 1 Tim. 1:9-11). It is a condition from which we can only be rescued by trusting ‘him who justifies the ungodly’

GOLAN. The N city of refuge in Transjordan, in Manasseh’s territory of Bashan (Dt. 4:43), and a levitical city (Jos. 21:27). Location uncertain, but may be identified with Sahm el-Jolan, 22 km E of Aphek (Hippos). The district of Gaulanitis was later named after it.

Bibliography. LOB. p. 377.    n.h.

[image: ]


(Rom. 4:5; cf. 5:6; Tit. 2:11-14). Godliness is most frequently mentioned in the Pastoral Epistles, where Paul uses the terminology to Counter its misapplication by false teachers (1 Tim. 6:3-10; 2 Tim. 3:4-5). Positively, it is a God-honouring manner of life, issuing front a true knowledge of God and his grace in Jesus Christ (1 Tim. 3:16; 4:7-10; 2 Tim. 3:10-12; Tit. 1:1; 2:11-12). A genuine devotion to God transforms relationships and behaviour in every context. See *Fear, ‘Holiness.

Bibliography. C. Brown (ed.), NIDNTT 2, 1976, pp. 90-95; P. H. Towner, ‘The Goal of our Instruction’, JSOT, 1989, pp. 147-154; J. J. Wain-wright, ‘Eusebeia: Syncretism or Conservative Contextualization?’ EQ 65:3, 1993, pp. 211-224.

D.G.P.

GOG AND MAGOG. In Ezk. 38:2 we are intro-duced to ‘Gog, of the land of Magog, the chief prince (av, Rvmg., rsv; rv ‘prince of *Rosh’), of * Meshech and Tubal’. lxx understood Magog as a people, not a country. The only reasonable Identification of Gog is with Gyges, king of Lydia (c. 660 bc)—Assyr. Gugu; Magog could be Assyr. mä(t) gugu, ‘land of Gog’. The linkage with peoples at the extremities of the then known world (Ezk. 38:5-6; cf. Rev. 20:8) suggests that we are to regard them as eschatological figures rather than as a his-torically identifiable king, etc. This is the interpret-ation in Rev. 20:8 and rabbinic literature. The populär identification of Rosh with Russia, Meshech with Moscow and Tubal with Tobolsk in Siberia has nothing to commend it from the stand-point of hermeneutics, though some of the wilder Russian tribes would fit into the explanation given.

Since we need not interpret Ezk. 38-39 as earlier in time than Ezk. 40-48, and rabbinic tradition places Gog after the days of the Messiah, we need see no contradiction between Ezekiel and Revelation, provided we understand the millennium in the sense the rabbis gave to ‘the days of the Messiah’.    h.l.e.

GOLIATH. A * giant of Gath serving in the Philistine army (1 Sa. 17:4), Goliath may have descended from that remnant of the Rephaim which, after having been scattered by the Ammonites (Dt. 2:20-21; 2 Sa. 21:22), took refuge with the Philistines. For discussion of his origin, see G. A. Wainwright, ‘Early Philistine History’, VT 9, 1959, pp. 79f. His height is given as ‘six cubits and a span’, i.e. 3-2 m, if the cubit is understood as 52-5 cm (*Weights and Measures). That this, though unusual, is not an impossible phenomenon, is confirmed by the discovery in Palestine of human skeletons of simi-lar stature and of roughly the same period.

Goliath was slain by * David at Ephes-dammim in a duel whose religious character is attested by 1 Sa. 17:43, 45; and perhaps also by the Philistines’ flight, if this is directly attributed to their convic-tion that the God of Israel had overcome their god (cf. 2 Sa. 23:9-12; 1 Ch. 11:12ff ). Goliath’s sword, which had been kept in the sanctuary at Nob, was given by the priest Ahimeiech to David when the latter was fleeing from Saul to the king of Gath, for whom the weapon was likely to be an acceptable present.

Two later appearances of the name have puzzled scholars. Elhanan is recorded as having slain ‘(the brother of) Goliath the Gittite’—so av of 2 Sa. 21:19, and again (without parentheses) in 1 Ch. 20:5, where the victim’s name is given as Lahmi. It may be that * Elhanan was David’s original name. On the other hand, some have suggested that this second Goliath could have been the son of David’s adversary. For full discussion of the problem and possible emendation, see S. R. Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel, 1913; and E. J. Young, IOT, 1949, pp. 181 f.    j.d.d.

GOMER (gömer, ‘completion’). 1. The eldest son of Japheth and the father of Ashkenaz, Riphath and Togarmah (Gn. 10:2-3). In Ezk. 38 the people of Gomer are closely associated with the house of Togarmah in the army of Gog, and are probably to be identified with the ancient Gimirrai (Cim-merians), an Aryan group who conquered Urar(u (Armenia) from their Ukrainian homeland some time before the 8th cent. bc, when they appear as enemies of Assyria.

2. The daughter of Diblaim and wife of * Hosea (Ho. 1:3). She bore Jezreel, Lo-ruhamah and Lo-ammi (Ho. 1).    g.w.g.

The region occupied by Gomer. known also as Gimirrai (Gimmeral), the territory of the 'Cimmerians'.

GOOD. The Hebrew word is töb (‘pleasant’, ‘joyfuP, ‘agreeabie’), signifying primarily that which gratifies the senses and derivatively that which gives aesthetic or moral satisfaction. The lxx renders tob by agathos, the regulär Greek word for good as a physical or moral quality, and some-times by kalos (lit. ‘beautiful’; hence, in classical as well as biblical Greek, ‘noble’, ‘honourable’, ‘ad-mirable’, ‘worthy’). The NT reproduces this usage, employing the two adjectives interchangeably (cf., e.g, Rom. 7:12-21). Paul, following the lxx, uses the noun agathosyne for the Christian’s goodness, with the accent especially on his beneficence (Rom. 15:14; Gal. 5:22; Eph. 5:9; 2 Thes. 1:11, rv: for the translation, see the commentaries). He also uses chrestotes (‘goodness’, av, rv; ‘kindness’, rsv) for the merciful beneficence of God (Rom. 2:4; 11:22).

The common element of meaning in the many applications which the word ‘good’ has in every language is that of approbation, either for inherent value, or for beneficent effect, or both. There is nothing distinctive about the various non-moral senses in which the Bible speaks of things as ‘good’ (e.g. ‘useful’, as salt, Mt. 5:13; Lk. 14:34; ‘of high quality’, as gold, Gn. 2:12, or cattle, Gn. 41:26; ‘productive’, as trees, Mt. 7:17, ground, Lk. 8:8; etc.). But the biblical concept of moral and spiritual good is thoroughly theological, and Stands in sharp contrast with the anthropocentric view of goodness developed by the Greeks and later thinkers in the Greek tradition. This biblical view may be analysed as follows.

a.    God is good: for he is morally perfect, and gloriously generous.

The acknowledgment of God as good is the foundation of all biblical thinking about moral goodness. ‘Good’ in Scripture is not an abstract quality, nor is it a secular human ideal; ‘good’ means first and foremost what God is (‘he is good, Ps. 100:5, et ai), then what he does, creates, com-mands and gives, and finally what he approves in the lives of his creatures. It is not that the biblical writers assess God in terms of a prior concept of goodness, but rather that, contemplating the su-preme glory of God’s perfections, they apply to him the ordinary word for acknowledging worth. By so doing, however, they give that word a new depth of meaning. They define good in terms of God; not vice versa. Accordingly, the biblical Position is that God, and God alone, is good without qualification (Mk. 10:18 and parallels: ori which see B B. Warfield, The Person and Work of Christ, 1950, pp. 1491T.); and he is the arbiter and judge, as he is the norm and Standard, of creaturely goodness. Man is good, and things are good, just so far as they conform to the will of God. Woe, then, to those who invert the divine scale of values, giving the name of good to what God calls evil, and vice versa (Is. 5:20).

In the OT the goodness of God is frequently invoked as a theme of praise and an argument in prayer (cf. 2 Ch. 30:18; Ps. 86:5). His goodness ap-pears in the good that he does (Ps. 119:68), the beneficent activity of his good spirit (Ne. 9:20; Ps. 143:10), the many-sidedness of his cosmic generos-ity (Ps. 145:9); most notabiy, in his kindness to the needy and faithfulness to his covenant (Pss. 25:8; 73:1; La. 3:25; Na. 1:7). The Psalmists’ reiterated exhortation to praise and give thanks to God, ‘for he is good: for his steadfast love endures for ever’ (Pss. 106:1; 107:1; 118:1; 136:1; cf. 100:4f; also 1 Ch. 16:34; 2 Ch. 5:13; 7:3), is quoted by Jeremiah as the characteristic motto theme of Israel’s wor-ship (Je. 33:11).

b.    The works of God are good: for they reveal his attributes of wisdom and power (see Ps. 104:24-31), and are the objects of his own approval.

When creation was done, ‘God saw every thing that he had made, and behold, it was very good’ (Gn. 1:31, cf. vv. 4, 10, 12, 18, 21, 25). The whole material Order, as such, being God’s handiwork, is good (1 Tim. 4:4; cf. Rom. 14:14). There is no room for Manichaean dualism in the Bible.

c.    The gifts of God are good: for they express his generosity, and make for the welfare of their recipients.

‘Beneficial’, ‘advantageous’, is one of the Standard secular meanings of ‘good’ as an adjective; as ‘prosperity’, ‘well-being’, is of ‘good’ as a noun. The Bible integrates this usage into its theology by teaching, not merely that all God’s gifts are good, both in intention and in effect, but also that all good is in fact God’s gift (Jas. 1:17; cf. Ps. 4:6). It is characteristic of God to do good to the needy, as it was of Jesus, God’s anointed (Acts 10:38; Mk. 3:4). God does good to all men in his ordinary providence, showering on them the blessings of nature (Acts 14:17; Ps. 145:9; Lk. 6:35); and, as a perfect Father, he knows how to give good gifts to those who are his children through Christ (Mt. 7:11). God’s promise to ‘do good’ to his people is a comprehensive promise of blessing (Je. 32:40, cf. 24:6f), as the plea that God will ‘do good’ to them is a comprehensive prayer for it (Pss. 51:18; 125:4). In such passages the ‘good’ in question is the pledged blessing of the covenant; it is virtually ‘Salvation’ (cf. Is. 52:7). ‘Good’ on the material level was the promised blessing of the old covenant (with ‘evil’, the state of blessing withdrawn, as its alternative: Dt. 30:15), and ‘good’ in the realm of spiritual privilege, ‘good’ not enjoyed under the old covenant, is the gift of the new (Heb. 9:11; 10:1). Both testaments, however, authorize God’s faithful people to rest assured that in God’s good time everything that is truly good for them will be made theirs (Pss. 84:11; 34:10, cf. 85:12; Rom. 8:32; Eph. 1:3).

‘Good’, as an adjective, is used in various instrumental senses in Connection with God’s gra-cious activity of doing good to men. It is used of the word of God that announces blessing, of the hand and work of God that conveys it, of the course of action that leads to enjoyment of it, and of the days in which that enjoyment is experienced (see 1 Ki. 8:56; Is. 39:8; Je. 29:10; Heb. 6:5; Ezr. 7:9; 8:18; Phil. 1:6; 1 Ki. 8:36; Je. 6:16; Ps. 73:28; 1 Pet. 3:10; cf. Ps. 34:12).

Even when God withdraws the ‘good’ of outward prosperity from his people and brings upon them ‘evil' (hardship) in its place (cf. Jb. 2:10), there is still a sense in which he is doing them good. Tt is good’ for a man to be thus afflicted; hereby he receives correction, for his own subsequent benefit (cf. Heb. 12:10), and is exercised and strengthened in faith, patience and obedience (Ps. 119:67, 71; cf. La. 3:26f). Anything that drives a man closer to God is for his good, and the Christian’s temporary distresses, under God, work for him an eternal weight of glory (2 Cor. 4:17). Paul is therefore fully entitled to insist that ‘in everything (afflictions in-cluded) God works for good with those who love him’ (Rom. 8:28). The Christian should regard every circumstance, however ungratifying, as among God’s good gifts to him, the expression of a beneficent purpose and, if rightly used, a sure means to his lasting profit.

d.    The commands of God are good: for they express the moral perfection of his character and, by showing us how to please him, mark out for us the path of blessing(Ps. 119:39; Rom. 7:12; 12:2).

The moral ideal in the Bible is to do the will of God, as revealed in his law. When the rieh ruler asked Christ what good thing he should do to gain life, Christ immediately directed him to the Deca-logue (Mt. 19:17fT.). In a lawless and unloving world, Christians must resist the temptation to do as they are done by, and in face of evil must seek out and hold fast in their conduct that ‘good’ which the law prescribes (Rom. 12:9, 21; 1 Thes. 5:15,21).

e. Obedience to God’s commands is good: for God approves and accepts it (1 Tim. 2:3), and those who yield it profit by it (Tit. 3:8).

Unredeemed men do not and cannot obey God’s law, for they are in bondage ‘under sin’ (Rom. 3:9ff.; 8:7f). The evil tree (man as he is in Adam) must be made good before its fruit can be good (cf. Mt. 12:33-35). But those who are in Christ have been freed from sin’s bondage precisely in order that they may practise the righteousness which the law prescribes (Rom. 6:12-22). The characteristic NT phrase for this obligatory Christian obedience is ‘good works’. The performance of good works is to be the Christian’s lil'e’s work; it was for this that God saved him (Eph. 2:10; Col. 1:10; 2 Cor. 9:8; Tit. 2:14; Mt. 5:14-16). The Christian is called to be ready for every good work that his circumstances admit of (2 Tim. 2:21; Tit. 3:1), so that it is a damning indictment of a man’s Christian profession when he is ‘unfit for any good deed' (Tit. 1:16; cf. Jas. 2:14-26). Good works are the Christian’s adornment (1 Tim. 2:10); God takes pleasure in them, and will reward them (Eph. 6:8).

Good works are good from three standpoints: they are done (i) in accordance with a right Standard (the biblical law: 2 Tim. 3:16f); (ii) from a right motive (love and gratitude for redemption: 1 Thes. 1:3; Heb. 6:10; cf. Rom. 12:1 ff.); (iii) with a right aim (God’s glory: 1 Cor. 10:31; cf. 1 Cor. 6:20; Mt. 5:16; 1 Pet. 2:12). They take the form of works of love towards God and men, since ‘love is the fulfil-ling of the law’ (Rom. 13:8-10; cf. Mt. 22:36—40). This does not, of course, mean that no more is required of a Christian than a right motive; the point is, rather, that the particular acts which the commandments prescribe are to be understood as so many expressions of love, so that without a loving heart the commandments cannot be ful-filled. It is not that a right spirit excuses lapses from the letter of the law, but that rectitude in the letter is no fulfilling of the law where an attitude of love is lacking. The truly good man is no less than the truly righteous man; for, as the truly righteous man observes the spirit as well as the letter of the law (cf. Mt. 5:18-20), so the truly good man observes its letter as well as its spirit. Nor is the truly good man any more than the truly righteous man. In Rom. 5:7, where Paul for a moment sets the good man above the righteous man in value, he is speak-ing popularly, not theologically. The world thinks of righteousness as a merely negative rectitude, and of the kindness and generosity that mark the good man as something more than righteousness; but biblical theology effectively identifies righteousness with goodness, and goodness with righteousness, by insisting that what the law requires is, in fact, love.

Good works, then, are works of love, and the nature of love is to give to the beloved. Love to God is expressed in the gift of personal devotion, however costly (cf. Mary’s ‘good work’, Mk. 14:3—

6). Love to men is expressed by doing them ‘good’, laying out one’s own resources to relieve their need, and seeking their welfare in every possible way (Gal. 6:9f; Eph. 4:29; cf. Pss. 34:14; 37:3, 27). The Jerusalem church’s poor-relief System (Acts 2:44f; 4:34ff.), and Paul’s Collection for the saints (cf. 2 Cor. 7-9) illustrate this. ‘Kind’, ‘generous’ are among the ordinary secular meanings of ‘good’ as a description of persons (cf. 1 Sa. 25:15; 1 Pet. 2:18); the Bible comprehends them in the Christian ethic, making the love of God and Christ the model and Standard for the kindness and generosity required of Christians (cf. Eph. 5:1 f; Jn. 13:14, 34).

The believer who seeks thus to fulfil the law has a ‘good conscience’ (Acts 23:1; 1 Tim. 1:5, 19; Heb. 13:18; 1 Pet. 3:16, 21)—not because he thinks him-self sinlessly perfect, but because he knows that his relationship with God is right, being founded on true faith and repentance. Such a Christian will appear to his fellows as a ‘good man’ (so Barnabas, Acts 11:24).

Bibliography. BAGD, s.v. agathos, kalos; E. Beyreuther, N1DNTT 2, pp. 98-107; G. Vos in DAC, 2, 470f; C. F. H. Henry, Christian Personal Ethics, 1957, pp. 209-218.    j.t.p.

GOPHER WOOD (Heb. se-göper), the wood of which Noah’s ark was constructed (Gn. 6:14). Many commentators favour an identification with cypress wood, on the ground of the similarity in name (Gk. kyparissos). Others, noting the similarity with Heb. köper (1 2 Bitumen), suggest a resinous *tree. It may be that the Word is connected in some way with Akkad. gubrulgudru, ‘(shepherd’s) reed hut’, and such a cuneiform parallel is further sug-gested by the construct 'ase which might corres-pond to the determinative gis, which precedes the names of trees and objects of wood, and which is read isu or is in Akkadian. See The Chicago Assyr-ian Dictionary, 5, 1956, p. 118.    t.c.m.
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11:16), probably named after 3, a town in the hills of S Palestine (Jos. 15:51), possibly near £ähiriyeh,

c. 19 km SW of Hebron (so Abel) or eise somewhat farther E (GTT, 1959, §§ 285-287, 497). (*Geder.)

K.A.K.

reject is damnation (Mk. 16:15-16). This same gospel is proclaimed by the first heralds of Chris-tianity, but now the essential message is made more explicit by the death and resurrection of Jesus the Christ. While the gospel came with Jesus (the Christ-event is the gospel), it was anticipated in God’s promise of blessing to Abraham (Gal. 3:8) and promised in prophetic Scripture (Rom. 1:2).

The gospel not only comes in power (1 Thes. 1:5) but is the power of God (Rom. 1:16). It reveals the righteousness of God and leads to salvation all who believe (Rom. 1:16-17). Paul regards the gospel as a sacred trust (1 Tim. 1:11). Thus he is under divine compulsion to proclaim it (1 Cor. 9:16), and requests prayer that he may carry out his task with boldness (Eph. 6:19), even though this involves Opposition (1 Thes. 2:2) and affliction (2 Tim. 1:8). The gospel is ‘the word of truth’ (Eph. 1:13), but it is hidden to unbelieving men (2 Cor. 4:3-4) who demand supernatural verification or rational proof (1 Cor. 1:21-23). Even as it was by revelation that the full theological impact of the gospel came to Paul (Gal. 1:11-12), so also it is by the response of faith that the gospel comes with saving power (Heb. 4:2).

The use of ‘Gospels’ as a designation of the first l'our books of the NT is post-biblical (2nd cent. ad).

Bibuography. U. Becker, NIDNTT2, pp. 107— 115; C H. Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching and its Developments, 1936; R. H. Mounce, The Essential Nature of New Testament Preaching, 1960; G. Friedrich in TDNT2, pp. 705-735. r.h.m.

GOSPELS. The plural form ‘Gospels’ (Gk. euan-gelia) would not have been understood in the apostolic age, nor yet for two generations following; it is of the essence of the apostolic witness that there is only one true euangelion\ whoever proclaims an-other, says Paul, is anathema (Gal. 1:8f). The four records which traditionally stand in the forefront of the NT are, properly speaking, four records of the one gospel—‘the gospel of God ... concerning his Son’ (Rom. 1:1-3). It was not until the middle of the 2nd Century ad that the plural form came to be used; thus Justin Martyr says that the ‘memoirs composed by the apostles’ are called ‘Gospels’ (First Apology 66). Earlier writers use the singulär, whether they are referring to a single gospel-writing or to a set of such writings (cf Didache 8. 2; Ignatius, Philadelphians 8. 2). The traditional titles of the four records imply that in them we have the gospel or good news about Christ accord-ing to each of the four Evangelists. And the usage of the singulär form to denote the fourfold record continued for long after the earliest attested in-stance of the plural.

I. The oral stage

Most of the material in our Gospels existed for a considerable time in an oral stage before it was given the written form with which we are familiär.

a.    The words of Jesus

Jesus began his Galilean ministry by ‘preaching the gospel of God’; the content of this gospel was that the time appointed had arrived and the kingdom of God had drawn near; he urged his hearers to repent and believe the good news (Mk. 1:14f.; cf. Lk. 4:18-21). His preaching was no bolt from the blue; it was the fulfilment of the promise of God communicated in earlier days through the prophets. Now, at length, God had visited his people; this was the bürden not only of Jesus’ preaching but of his mighty works (Lk. 7:16), which were signs that the domain of evil was crumbling before the onset of the kingdom of God (Mt. 12:22—29; Lk. 11:14-22). The same theme runs through the parables of Jesus, which call his hearers to decision and watchfulness in view of the advent of the kingdom.

In addition to his public ministry, Jesus took care to give his disciples systematic instruction in a form that they could easily commit to memory. His debates with the Pharisees and other opponents, too, led to pronouncements which, once heard, would not be readily forgotten, and which in fact stood his disciples in good stead later on when they were confronted with controversial issues in which it was helpful to recall their Master’s ruling.

b.    The apostolic tradition

There are several references in the NT Epistles to the Tradition’ (Gk. paradosis) received by the apostles from their Lord and delivered by them in turn to their converts. This tradition, in the füllest sense, comprises the apostles’ witness to ‘all that Jesus began to do and teach, until the day when he was taken up’ (Acts 1:1 f., cf. 1:21 f.). This witness was borne and perpetuated in various ways— principally in missionary preaching, in the teach-ing of converts and in Christian worship. An outline of the basic facts of the missionary preaching is given by Paul in 1 Cor. 15:3ff.—‘that Christ died for our sins in accordance with the scriptures, that he was buried, that he was raised on the third day in accordance with the scriptures, and that he ap-peared’ to a large number of eyewitnesses, some of whom are named, and most of whom were still alive when Paul was writing. Paul adds that whether the gospel was preached by himself or by the original apostles, the basic facts of the message were the same (1 Cor. 15:11). This is confirmed by the evidence of the non-Pauline Epistles, and by the extracts from early Christian preaching summarized in Acts. In the preaching the saving events were announced; Jesus was pro-claimed as Lord and Christ; men were sum-moned to repent and receive forgiveness through him.

Some occasional samples of the teaching of converts appear in the Epistles, from which it is plain that the basis of this teaching was what Jesus himself had taught. Thus, in giving instruction about marriage Paul quotes Jesus’ commandment forbidding divorce (1 Cor. 7:10), and similarly quotes his ruling about the maintenance of gospel preachers (1 Cor. 9:14). But there is evidence of more systematic instruction by the catechetical method; and as the number of converts increased, especially in the course of the Gentile mission, ‘schools’ for the training of instructors would have become almost a necessity, and digests of the teaching of Jesus would inevitably have been drawn up, orally if not in writing. We may envisage such a life-setting for the ‘sayings collection’ on which Matthew and Luke drew, and at a later date the Matthaean Gospel itself has been viewed as taking shape in such a school; cf. K. Stendahl, The School of St Matthew’, 1968.

In worship too the works and words of Jesus were bound to be recalled. In the earliest days of the faith those who had known Jesus could scarce-ly avoid saying to one another, when they met in-formally or at the stated occasions of fellowship and worship, ‘Do you remember how our Master ...?’ In particular, the Lord’s Supper provided a regulär opportunity for retelling the Story of his death, with the events immediately preceding and following it (1 Cor. 11:26).

The passion narrative, indeed, being told and retold both in Christian worship and in missionary preaching (cf. 1 Cor. 2:2; Gal. 3:1), took shape asa connected whole at an early date—a conclusion which is otherwise established by the form criticism of our existing Gospels. By the form-critical method an attempt is made to isolate and classify the various self-contained units which have been brought together in the written Gospels and to envisage the living situations in which they originated and were preserved in the oral stage of transmis-sion. (* Biblical Criticism, III.)

II. The written Gospels

The beginning of gospel writing, as we might expect, coincides with the end of the first Christian generation. As those who ‘from the beginning were eyewitnesses and ministers of the Word’ (Lk. 1:2) were removed by death, the necessity of a permanent written record of their witness would be more acutely feit than before. It is just at this point that 2nd-century tradition places the beginnings of gospel writing, and rightly so: all four of our ca-nonical Gospels are probably to be dated within the four decades ad 60-100. We need not suppose that the transmission of the apostolic witness had been exclusively oral before ad 60—some at least of the ‘many’ who, according to Lk. 1:1, had undertaken to draw up an orderly account of the evangelic events may have done so in writing before ad 60—but no document of an earlier date has survived except in so far as it has been incorporated in our written Gospels.

Several Strands of tradition can be distinguished in the four Gospels. In this respect, as in some others, John Stands apart from the other Gospels and is best considered independently. The other three Gospels are inter-related to the point where they lend themselves excellently to ‘synoptic’ study—e.g as when their text is arranged in three parallel columns, so that their coincidences and di-vergences can be conveniently examined. For this reason they are commonly known as the ‘Synoptic Gospels’—a designation apparently first given to them by J. J. Griesbach in 1774.

a. The Synoptic Gospels

A comparative study of Matthew, Mark and Luke leads to the recognition that there is a considerable body of material common to all three, or to two of the three. The substance of 606 out of the 661 verses of Mark (leaving Mk. 16:9-20 out of the reckoning) reappears in abridged form in Matthew; some 380 of the 661 verses of Mark reappear in Luke. This may be stated otherwise by saying that, out of the 1,068 verses of Matthew, about 500 contain the substance of 606 verses of Mark, while out of the 1,149 verses of Luke some 380 are paral-leled in Mark. Only 31 verses of Mark have no parallel in either Matthew or Luke. Matthew and Luke have each up to 250 verses containing common material not paralleled in Mark; some-times this common material appears in Matthew and Luke in practically identical language, while sometimes the verbal divergence is considerable. About 300 verses of Matthew have no parallel in any of the other Gospels; the same is true of about 520 verses in Luke.

There is no short cut to a satisfactory account of this distribution of common and special material in the Synoptic Gospels. There is no apriori reason for holding one Gospel to be earlier and another later, for holding one to be a source of another and the latter to be dependent on the formen Nor will the objectivity of Statistical analysis guarantee a solution. A solution can be attained only by the exercise of critical judgment after all the relevant data have been marshalled and the alternative pos-sibilities assessed. If unanimity has not been reached after a Century and a half of intensive Synoptic study, it may be because the data are in-sufficient for the purpose, or because the field of inquiry has been unduly restricted. Yet certain findings command a much greater area of agree-ment than others.

One of these is the priority of Mark and its use as a principal source by the other two Synoptic Evangelists. This finding, which is commonly said to have been placed on a stable basis by C. Lachmann in 1835, depends not merely on the formal evidence that Matthew and Mark sometimes agree in Order against Luke; Mark and Luke more fre-quently against Matthew; but Matthew and Luke never against Mark (which could be explained otherwise), but rather on the detailed comparative examination of the way in which common material is reproduced in the three Gospels, section by sec-tion. In the overwhelming majority of sections the Situation can best be understood if Mark’s account was used as a source by one or both of the others. Few have ever considered Luke as a possible source of the other two, but the view that Mark is an abridgment of Matthew was held for a long time, largely through the influence of Augustine. But where Matthew and Mark have material in common Mark is fuller than Matthew, and by no means an abridgment; and time after time the two parallel accounts can be much better explained by supposing that Matthew condenses Mark than by supposing that Mark amplifies Matthew. While Matthew and Luke never agree in order against Mark, they do occasionally exhibit verbal agree-ment against him, but such instances mainly repre-sent grammatical or stylistic improvements of Mark, and are neither numerous nor significant enough to be ofifset against the general weight of the evidence for Mark’s priority.

The common Marcan element in the Synoptic tradition is the more important because of the close relation between the framework of Mark and the apostolic preaching. This relation does not depend so much on the tradition which sees in Peter the authority behind the Marcan narrative (a tradition borne out by internal evidence in certain sections of the narrative) as on the fact (demon-strated by C. H. Dodd) that an outline of the primitive preaching, comparable to those outlines which can be discerned in a few passages in the NT Epistles and in the reports of Speeches in Acts, supplies the thread on which Mark has strung his several units of gospel material.

The material common to Mark and one or both of the other Synoptic Gospels consists mainly of narrative. (The principal exceptions to this are the parables of Mk. 4 and the eschatologica! discourse of Mk. 13.) On the other hand, the non-Marcan material common to Matthew and Luke consists mainly of sayings of Jesus. One might almost say that the Marcan material relates what Jesus did; the non-Marcan material, what Jesus taught. We have here a distinction comparable to that commonly made (albeit to an exaggerated degree) between apostolic ‘preaching’ (kerygma) and ‘teaching’ (didache). The non-Marcan material common to Matthew and Luke may conveniently, and with-out prejudice, be labelled ‘Q’, in accordance with a custom dating from the beginning of the 20th Century.

This body of material, extending tö between 200 and 250 verses, might have been derived by the one Evangelist from the other, or by both from a common source. Few, if any, can be found to sug-gest that Matthew derived it from Luke, although some would find it easier to suppose this than to suppose that Luke derived it from Matthew. This latter supposition continues to receive widespread Support, but it is specially vulnerable because it implies that Luke reduced to relative disorder the orderly arrangement in which the ‘Q’ material appears in Matthew, without giving any plausible reason why this should have been done.

The supposition that the ‘Q’ material was derived from a common source by Matthew and Luke involves fewer difficulties than any alternative supposition.

When we attempt to reconstruct this postulated common source we must beware of thinking that we can do so in anything like a complete form. Yet what we can reconstruct of ii reminds us forcibly of the general pattem of the prophetical books of the OT. These books commonly contain an ac-count of the prophet’s call, with a record of his oracles set in a narrative fratnework, but with no mention of his death. So the ‘Q’ material appears to have come from a compilation which began with an account of Jesus’ baptism by John and his wilderness temptations; this forms the prelude to his ministry, and is followed by groups of his sayings set in a minimum of narrative framework; but there is no trace of a passion narrative. There are four main groups of teaching, which may be en-titled: (i) Jesus and John the Baptist; (ii) Jesus and his disciples; (iii) Jesus and his opponents; (iv) Jesus and the future.

Since our only means of reconstructing this source is provided by the non-Marcan material common to Matthew and Luke, the question whether Mark also made some use of it cannot be satisfactorily answered. That it is earlier than Mark is probable; it may well have been used for catech-etical purposes in the Gentile mission based on Antioch. The fact that some of the ‘Q’ material in Matthew and Luke is almost verbally identical, while elsewhere there are divergences of language, has sometimes been explained in terms of there being two distinct Strands of tradition in ‘Q’, but a much more probable account is that ‘Q’ was trans-lated into Greek from Aramaic and that Matthew and Luke sometimes use the same translation and sometimes different ones. In this regard it is appo-site to recall the Statement of Papias (apud Eus., EH 3. 39) that ‘Matthew compiled the logia in the Hebrew [Aramaic] speech, and everyone trans-lated them as best he could’. Logia (‘oracles’) would be a specially appropriate term for the Contents of such a compilation as we have tried to recognize behind the ‘Q’ material.

What other sources were utilized by Matthew and Luke is an even more uncertain question than the reconstruction of the ‘Q’ source. Matthew appears to have incorporated material from another sayings-collection, parallel to ‘Q’ but preserved in Judaea rather than in Antioch—the Collection conveniently labelled ‘M’. Luke has embodied a block of quite distinctive material (found largely between chs. 9 and 18) which may have been derived from Caesarea—the material labelled ‘L’. Whether these ‘sources’ had a written form before they were taken over by the Evangelists is doubtful. Luice has been pictured as amplifying his copy of the ‘Q’ source by means of the Information acquired in Caesarea and elsewhere, thus producing the preliminary draft of his Gospel sometimes called ‘Proto-Luke’, into which at a later date blocks of Marcan material were inserted. For an evaluation of the ‘Proto-Luke’ hypothesis see D. Guthrie, New Testament Introducliony, 1970, pp. 175-183. In general, it may be agreed that Matthew conflates his sources while Luke combines his. The nativity narratives which introduce Matthew and Luke lie outside the general scheme of Syn-optic criticism; with regard to them some depend-ence on Semitic documents cannot be excluded. But it must be emphasized that, fascinating and instructive as Gospel source criticism is, the Gospels themselves are much more important than their putative sources. It is good to consider what sources the Evangelists may have used; it is better to consider what use they made of their sources. In recent years it has been increasingly recognized that redaction criticism has as important a place in Gospel study as tradition criticism—the latter tra-cing the history of the traditions which in due course the Evangelists received, the former concen-trating on the contribution of the individual Evangelists in their treatment and presentation of the traditions. Each of the Synoptic Gospels is an independent whole, no mere scissors-and-paste Compilation; each has its own view of Jesus and his ministry, and each has its special contribution to make to the full-orbed picture of Jesus with which the NT presents us.

b. The Fourth Gospel

John represents a good primitive tradition which was preserved independently of the Synoptic lines of tradition, not only in the memory of the be-loved disciple but in a living Christian Community, quite probably in the milieu from which at a rather later date came the Ödes of Solomon. The large area of common background which John shares with the Qumran texts, and the links binding its structure to the Palestinian synagogue lectionary, have in recent times helped to impress upon us that the Johannine tradition has its roots in Jewish Pal-estine, however much the requirements of a wider Hellenistic audience were borne in mind when this Gospel was given its literary form at the end of the first Christian Century. And the fixed outline of the apostolic preaching can be discerned in the Fourth Gospel ‘no less clearly than in Mark’ (C. H. Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching and its Developments, 1950, p. 69). (* John, Gospel of.)

III. The fourfold Gospel

At an early date after the publication of the Fourth Gospel the four canonical Gospels began to circu-late as a collection, and have continued to do so ever since. Who first gathered them together to form a fourfold corpus we do not know, and it is quite uncertain where the fourfold corpus first became known—Claims have been made for both Ephesus and Rome. Catholic and Gnostic writers alike show not only acquaintance with the fourfold Gospel but recognition of its authority. The Valen-tinian Gospel of Truth (c. ad 140-150), recently brought to light among the Gnostic writings from •Chenoboskion, was not intended to Supplement or supersede the canonical four, whose authority it presupposes; it is rather a series of meditations on the ‘true gospel’ which is enshrined in the four (and in other NT books). Marcion Stands out as an ex-ception in his repudiation of Matthew, Mark and John, and his promulgation of Luke (edited by himself) as the only authentic euangelion. The documents of the anti-Marcionite reaction (e.g. the anti-Marcionite prologues to the Gospels and, later, the Muratorian Canon) do not introduce the fourfold Gospel as something new, but reaffirm its authority in reply to Marcion’s criticisms.

In the half-century following ad 95 Theodor Zahn could find only four Gospel citations in sur-viving Christian literature which demonstrably do not come from the canonical four. That the ‘mem-oirs of the apostles’ which Justin says were read in church along with the writings of the prophets were the four Gospels is rendered the more probable by the fact that such traces of gospel material in his works as may come l'rom the pseudonymous Gospel of Peter or Gospel of Thomas are slight indeed compared with traces of the canonical four.

The Situation is clearer when we come to Justin's disciple Tatian, whose Gospel harmony or Diates-saron (compiled c. ad 170) remained for long the favourite (if not the ‘authorized’) edition of the Gospels in the Assyr. church. Apart from a small fragment of a Gk. edition of the Diatessaron dis-covered at Dura-Europos on the Euphrates and published in 1935, our knowledge of the work has until recently been indirect, being based on transla-tions (some of them secondary or tertiary) from the Syr. text. But in 1957 a considerable portion of the Syr. original of Ephraem’s commentary on the Diatessaron (written about the middle of the 4th Century) was identified in a parchment manuscript in A. Chester Beatty’s Collection; this text was edited with a Latin translation by L. Leloir in 1963 and throws valuable light on the early history of the Diatessaron.

Tatian began his Compilation with Jn. 1:1-5, and perhaps ended it with Jn. 21:25. It was the fourfold Gospel that supplied him with the material for his harmony; such occasional intrusions of extra-canonical material as can be detected (possibly from the Gospel according to the Hebrews) do not affect this basic fact any more than do the occasional modifications of the Gospel wording which reflect Tatian’s Encratite outlook. (* Canon of the New Testament.)

The supremacy of the fourfold Gospel which Tatian’s work attests is confirmed a decade or so later by Irenaeus. To him the fourfold character of the Gospel is one of the accepted facts of Christi-anity, as axiomatic as the four quarters of the world or the four winds of heaven (Adv. Haer. 3.

11.8). His Contemporary Clement of Alexandria is careful to distinguish ‘the four Gospels that have been handed down to us’ from uncanonical writ-ings on which he draws from time to time, such as the Gospel according to the Egyptians (Miscellanies

3. 13). Tertullian does not even draw upon such uncanonical writings, restricting himself to the canonical four, to which he accords unique authority because their authors were either apostles or men in close association with apostles. (Like other western Christian writers, he arranges the four so as to make the two ‘apostolic’ Gospels, Matthew and John, precede Luke and Mark.) Origen (c. ad 230) sums up the long-established catholic atti-tude when he speaks of ‘the four Gospels, which alone are undisputed in the church of God beneath the whole heaven’ (Commentary on Matthew in Eus., EH 6. 25. 4). (Like Irenaeus, Origen arranges them in the order with which we are familiär.)

All four of the Gospels are anonymous in the sense that none of them includes its author’s name. The first reference to Matthew and Mark as Evan-gelists is found in Papias, bishop of Hierapolis in Phrygia in the first half of the 2nd Century ad. His Statement, made on the authority of ‘the elder’, that ‘Mark, the interpreter of Peter, wrote down accur-ately all the words or deeds of the Lord of which he [Peter] made mention, but not in Order . ..’, is certainly a reference to our second Gospel. His Statement about Matthew’s Compilation of logia (quoted above, under II) is more problematic, and it is still disputed whether it refers to our first

Gospel, or to a Collection of the sayings of Jesus (as has been suggested in this article), or to a catena of Messianic prophecies, or to something eise. The earliest explicit references to Luke and John as Evangelists come in the anti-Marcionite Gospel prologues (which to some extent at least draw upon Papias’s lost work) and Irenaeus. The latter sums up the account which he had received as follows: ‘Matthew put forth a Gospel writing among the Hebrews in their own Speech while Peter and Paul were preaching the gospel in Rome and founding the church there. After their depart-ure, Mark, Peter’s disciple and interpreter, has likewise delivered to us in writing the substance of Peter’s preaching. Luke, the companion of Paul, set down in a book the gospel proclaimed by that apostle. Then John, the disciple of the Lord, who reclined on his bosom, in turn published his Gospel while he was staying in Ephesus in Asia’ (Adv. Haer. 3.1.1).

Without endorsing all that Irenaeus says, we may heartily agree that in the canonical Gospels we have the apostolic witness to the redemptive revela-tion of God in Christ preserved in a fourfold form. (See articles on the four Gospels.)
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GOVERNMENT.

I. In the Old Testament.

Düring the OT period the people of God lived under various types of government. The Patriarchs might be called semi-nomads. The father was the head of the family and its priest. His jurisdiction extended not only over the members of the im-mediate family but also over all who were in his employ or subject to him. This type of government was similar to that of the bedouin nomads of Arabia. In the head of the family (i.e. of the clan) there resided even the power of life and death as well as that of making various decisions (cf. Jdg.

11:11fr.).

In Egypt the descendants of Jacob were in bondage until they were brought forth from the land by Moses. Moses acted as the representative of God, and the people listened to him. At this time also there were officers of the people, although it is difficult to say just how the Israelites were organized in relationship to Egypt. The Organization of Sinai was unique in that it con-sisted in the formation of the tribes into a the-ocracy (i.e. ‘the rule of God’—theos, ‘god’; kralos, ‘power’, ‘rule’). The essence of this type of government is set forth by divine revelation in Ex.

19:5-6. Primarily it was a rule of God over a nation that was to be holy and a kingdom of priests.

In the wilderness there were elders of the people who assisted Moses in his tasks. The plan of the theocracy was presented to them and they ac-cepted it. God was to rule and he would rule through the agency of a human judge or king. This man should ‘reign in righteousness’, in that he should give decisions in accordance with strict just-ice and manifest in his rule the righteousness of God. The people were to be separate from the rest of the world, for they were holy, belonging unto God himself.

For a time the nation was not ready to accept the full implications of the theocracy. Under Joshua it was necessary that they should obtain possession of the land that had been promised to them. For a time there were rulers or judges over them, but there was no central organization. This condition led them to realize that they must have a king. Their request for a king, however, was made in an untheocratic spirit, for they merely wanted to be like the nations round about them. For this reason Samuel reproached them with having rejected Yahweh himself (1 Sa. 8:7).

The nation therefore needed not merely to learn that it must have a king but also that it must have the right kind of king. The first king chosen was a man who did not follow Yahweh, and for that reason was rejected. In David there was found the man after God’s own heart. David rendered the decisions of a more important kind, but minor decisions were left to under-officers. Some of these officers are mentioned in the Scriptures, e.g. the priests, officers of the household, the cup-bearer, the officer in Charge of the palace (1 Ki. 4:6), scribes, recorders, counsellors, chief of the army and chief of the king’s guard (2 Sa. 8:18). The min-isters of the king served in the administration of the affairs of the state (1 Ki. 4:2ff ).

Solomon divided the kingdom into twelve dis-tricts, over each of which he placed a prefect to provide victuals for the king and his house (1 Ki. 4:7IT.). The Exile brought about an interruption of the theocracy, which had long before ceased to be a theocracy in actual fact. After the Exile the Jews were subject to Persia, and Judaea was reconsti-tuted as a temple-state, with the high priest at its head. The Persian king was represented by a pro-vincial governor, who might occasionally be himself a Jew (e.g. Nehemiah). This same arrangement continued under the Greek period, although at this time a council of elders is introduced. The Temple Constitution was abolished by Antiochus IV in 168 bc, but restored by the Hasmonaeans who, however, combined the high-priesthood and the civil and military sovereignty in their own family. Their secular power was terminated by the Roman conquest of 63 bc but (except for the special circumstances of the rule of Herod the Great and Archelaus) the high priest was recognized by the Romans as head of the internal Jewish administration.

The central point of the theocracy was the Temple, which symbolized the dwelling-place of God in the midst of his people. Thus, Jerusalem, the city in which the Temple was located, became known as the holy city. The formal destruction of the theocracy occurred when the Temple was burned in ad 70.    e.j.y.

F.F.B.

II. In the New Testament.

I. The Situation in Palestine

The land was largely partitioned among a number of republican States (e.g. Caesarea and the cities of the Decapolis). This was a device used by the suc-cessive supervisory powers, and especially the Romans, to hellenize the population and thus con-tain Jewish nationalism. The less tractable areas (e.g. Galilee) were entrusted to Herodian princes, while Jerusalem itself and its neighbourhood were under the Sanhedrin, a council drawn from the re-ligious aristocracy. The whole complex of govern-ments was supervised in the interests of Roman frontier security by the Caesars, acting at different stages either through a Herodian dient king or through a personal deputy, the prefect or procur-ator. Jewish nationalism found institutional ex-pression in a series of religious sects, whose atti-tudes to the government ranged from terrorism (the Zealots) to detachment (the Essenes), on the one hand, and collaboration (the Sadducees), on the other. All were dedicated in their own way to the restoration of the kingdom.

a.    The career of Jesus

Jesus was inextricably involved in this confusion of government. He was attacked at birth (Mt. 2:16) as a threat to Herod’s throne, and denounced in death as a pretender to royal power (Jn. 19:21). He was dogged on all sides by pressures to avow this goal. The devil’s advances (Mt. 4:9) were mirrored in populär enthusiasm (Jn. 6:15), the obtuse arro-gance of the disciples (Mt. 16:22f.) and the fears of those who precipitated the arrest (Jn. 11:50). Faced with such a consensus of misconstruction, Jesus generally avoided the Claim to kingship, but did not conceal it from the disciples (Lk. 22:29-30) and in the end owned it publicly (Jn. 18:36— 37).

b.    The teaching of Jesus

Three main assertions about the relation of the kingdom of heaven to temporal government may be singled out. (i) The kingdom of Jesus is not of the same order as the temporal powers. It is not established by political action (Jn. 18:36). (ii) Tem-oral power is not autonomous: it is enjoyed only y permission of God (Jn. 19:11). (iii) The temporal power therefore has its rights, as does God (Lk. 20:25): both must be conceded.

c.    The church in Jerusalem

After the resurrection the disciples were again in-structed in the nature of the kingdom (Acts 1:3). Their view of it was still narrowly political, however (Acts 1:6), and even after the ascension the preaching of Jesus’ exaltation at God’s right hand (e.g. Acts 2:32-36) was capable of political over-tones (Acts 5:31), and certainly taken as politically provocative by the Sanhedrin (Acts 5:33ff.). The apostles defied a court Order restraining their preaching on the grounds of their prior duty to God (Acts 5:29). The prosecution of Peter and James (Acts 12:2-3) may have been political, but in the cases of Stephen (Acts 6:11) and Paul (Acts 21:28) the offences were religious, and reflect the transformation of the Nazarenes into a regulär sect of the Jewish religion, differenti-ated perhaps chiefly by the added sanction that the kingship of Jesus had lent to the law (Jas. 2:5,8).

2. The Hellenistic States

All the places outside Palestine where churches were established were, along with Rome itself, re-publican States, either satellites of the Romans or actual Roman colonies. Christians might thus become involved either with the local administra-tion (e.g. Acts 16:19-21; 17:6, 22) or with the Superintendent Roman governors (e.g. Acts 13:7; 18:12). The tendency to refer difficult cases to the Roman authority, however, meant that the attitude of' that government became the major concern.

a.    Support for the government

The only case where Christians were accused of direct Opposition to the Caesars (Acts 17:7) was fobbed off by the authorities responsible. ln all other known cases the charges were not political, and the various governments showed a reluctance to pursue them. Christian writers reciprocated this respectful laissez-faire (Rom. 13:1-7; 1 Tim. 2:2; Tit. 3:1): the teaching of Jesus was elaborated to show that the ‘governing authorities’ (exousiai) not only had their authority allowed by God but that they were positively ‘ministers of God’ for the pun-ishment of evil; to oppose them was to oppose God. This attitude was sustained even (as hap-pened under Nero) when the courts were being used for fabricated charges; the legitimacy of government was studiously defended, while its victims were solaced with the innocent sufferings of Christ (1 Pet. 2:11-25). Some have held that the restrainer of antichrist (2 Thes. 2:6-8) is meant to be the Roman government.

b.    Criticism of the government

Even Paul had some reservations, however. The re-sponsibility for the crucifixion rests on ‘the rulers of this age’ (1 Cor. 2:8). Saints must not settle their disputes in civil courts, because their destiny is to ‘judge the world’ (I Cor. 6:2). Attention is repeat-edly drawn to the rule of the ‘only Sovereign, the King of kings’ (1 Tim. 6:15), and the citizenship of the republic that transcends all the barriers of earthly States (e.g. Eph 2:19). The demonic powers (archai or exousiai) over whom Christ has tri-umphed (Col. 2:15) and with whom we now strug-gle (Eph. 6:12) may well be conceived of as the forces behind human government. This is certainly the theme taken up in detail in the Revelation, which envisages a struggle for world government between God and satanic powers. The allusions to the ruler cult (Rev. 13:15) seem sufficiently plain to identify the enemy as the Roman Caesars. We know front Pliny (Ep. 10. 96) that attempts to induce Christians to escape condemnation by making the formal offering to the ruler met with incorrigible obstinacy. They had presumably de-cided that they were being asked to render to Caesar the things that were God’s.
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GOVERNOR.

I.    In the Old Testament

Since Israel through her history was involved directly or indirectly with various civilizations, each of which had its own distinctive constitutional System and titles for those in authority, it is not sur-prising to find a variety of Hebrew terms, and of English translations in rsv, e.g. ‘governor’, ‘ruler’, ‘captain’. They may be ciassed as follows.

a.    Technical words

Of these Heb. pehä (cf. Assyr. pahalu) is the most frequent, meaning the ruler of a district under a king, e.g. an Assyrian provincial governor (Is. 36:9), Chaldean and Persian governors (Ezk. 23:6, 23; Est. 3:12; 8:9), the Persian Tattenai (Ezr. 5:3; 6:6), whose satrapy included Palestine, Phoenicia and Egypt; and Nehemiah and Zerubbabel as governors of Judah (Ne. 5:14; Ezr. 6:7). The lauer are also called ‘Tirshatha’ (Ezr. 2:63; Ne. 7:65, 70), the Heb. form of a Persian title (from Avestan tarshta, ‘reverenced’).

b.    General words

Nine other Heb. terms indicate authority in various spheres. ’allüp (e.g. 2jc. 9:7, of governors of Judah), mösel (Gn. 45:26, of Joseph in Egypt) and sallit (Gn. 42:6, also of Joseph) are wider terms; the others have more particular references: päqid (‘overseer’, Je. 20:1, of a priest; cf. Gn. 41:34, of Egyptian officers), höqeq (of lawgivers, Jdg. 5:9, 14), sägän (‘deputy’, ‘lieutenant’, e.g Dn. 3:2, rsv ‘governors’), näst (indicating social rank, 2 Ch. 1:2), sar (‘governor of a city’, 1 Ki. 22:26) and nägtd (‘commander of a palace’, 2 Ch. 28:7).

II.    In the New Testament

Fewer Gk. words are used, and these sometimes imprecisely, sometimes with technical accuracy.

a.    hegoumai (‘lead’) and its derivatives occur most frequently. The term hegemön is used for governors in the general sense (Mk. 13:9; 1 Pet. 2:14) but more often describes Roman subordinate rulers, such as Pilate (Mt. 27:2; 28:14), Felix (Acts 23:26) and Festus (Acts 26:30), who were ‘procur-ators’ (or, in the case of Pilate, ‘prefect’) under the legate of the province Syria (the official Gk. equivalent was epitropoi).

b.    Other terms appear at Jn. 2:8 (architriklinos,

‘Steward of the feast’), 2 Cor. 11:32 (ethnarches, ♦‘ethnarch’), Gal. 4:2 (oikonomos, rsv Trustees’, cf. Lk. 12:42; 1 Cor. 4:2) and Jas. 3:4 (euthynön, ‘pilot’).    B.F.H.

GOZAN is identified with ancient Guzana, modern Teil Halaf, on the Upper Habur river. Israelites from Samaria were deported here in 722 bc (2 Ki. 17:6; 18:11). Sennacherib, in his letter to Hezekiah (2 Ki. 19:12 = Is. 37:12), refers to the heavy pun-ishment infficted on this Assyr. provincial Capital when it rebelled in 759 bc. Excavations in 1899, 1911-13 and 1927 (M. von Oppenheim, Teil Halaf, 1933) produced tablets of the 8th-7th centuries bc, in which W Semitic names may attest, or explain, the presence of the Israelite exiles (AfO Beiheft 6).

D.J.W.

1

GOSHEN. 1. The territory assigned to Israel and his descendants during their Egyp. sojourn. Its exact location and extent remain uncertain, but it was certainly in Egypt (Gn. 47:6, 27), and in the E Nile Delta: Gn. 47:6 with 11 clearly equate Goshen with ‘the land of Rameses’, so named from the residence-city Pi-Ramesse, biblical 2 Ra'amses, in the NE Delta. The lxx’s topographical interpret-ations are of uncertain authenticity. The E Delta would be suitably ‘near’ the court (Gn. 45:10) for Joseph serving his (probably Hyksos) pharaoh at

2

 Memphis (near Cairo) or Avaris (NE Delta), cf. also Gn. 46:28-29; likewise for Moses interviewing his pharaoh at Pi-Ramesse (Ex. 7-12). Goshen was a well-favoured region suited to flocks and herds (Gn. 46:34; 47:1, 4, 6, 27; 50:8). It remained the habitat of the Hebrews until the Exodus, being therefore largely shielded from the plagues (Ex. 8:22; 9:26); nevertheless, contact was close with Egyptians living in the same general region (e.g. cf Ex. 11:2-3; 12:35-36). The name Gsmt occurring in certain Egyp. texts, once equated with Heb. Goshen through lxx Gesem, should be read Ssnit and is therefore irrelevant.

2. A district in the S of Palestine (Jos. 10:41;

GOSPEL (Gk. euangetion, ‘good news’). In clas-sical literature the word designated the reward given for good tidings. It also indicated the mes-sage itself, originally the announcement of victory, but later applied to other messages bringing joy. That it is found more than 75 times in the NT indicates a distinctly Christian connotation. The gospel is the good news that God in Jesus Christ has fulfilled his promises to Israel, and that a way of salvation has been opened to all. The gospel is not to be set over against the OT as if God had changed his way of dealing with man, but is the fulfilment of OT promise (Mt. 11:2-5). Jesus him-self saw in the prophecies of Isaiah a description of his own ministry (Lk. 4:16-21).

Mark defines the ‘gospel of God’ in 1:14 (av, following the Byzantine text, adds ‘of the king-dom’) as ‘The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at hand’. To believe means salvation: to

[image: ]
The location of Gozan.



GRACE, FAVOUR.

I. In thc Old Testament

a.    Vocabulary

Grace involves such other subjects as forgiveness, Salvation, regeneration, repentance and the love of God. ‘There are “grace-words” which do not con-tain the word “grace”’ (Moffatt); see Dt. 7:7; 9:4-

6. The OT ‘grace-words’ are:

(i)    hesed, in rsv usually ‘steadfast love’, oc-casionally ‘loyalty’. This is translated in av as ‘merey’ (149 times), ‘kindness’ (38), ‘lovingkind-ness’ (30) and ‘goodness’ (12). Luther translates it by Gnade, the German word Ibr ‘grace’. Despite that, it is not quite the equivalent of grace. It is a two-way word, and can be used of God and man. Of God, it certainly implies grace. Of man, it implies steadfast love to another human being or to God. It is often found in association with the word ‘covenant’, and denotes the attitude of faithfulness which both parties to a covenant should observe. For God’s hesed, see La. 3:22; for man’s, Ho. 6:6. Snaith suggests ‘covenant love’ as the nearest Eng. equivalent.

(ii)    hin, ‘favour’ (rsv). This is not a covenant word and not two-way. It is used of the action of a superior, human or divine, to an inferior. It speaks of undeserved favour; in av it is translated ‘grace’ (38) and ‘favour’ (26). Examples of man’s hen are found in Gn. 33:8, 10, 15; 39:4; Ru. 2:2, 10. God’s hen is found in Je. 31:2 (rsv ‘faithfulness’, av ‘loving-kindness’). No-one can show hen to God (as one can show hesed), for no-one can do him a favour.

b.    The law

(i) Jn. 1:17 puts the law into sharp antithesis with grace. See Tit. 2:11, which also States that grace came into the world with Christ. That does not mean that grace was non-existent in the OT, but merely that it is not in the foreground, and that it is concerned chiefly with Israel. The Bible often uses antithesis where we would use comparison.

(ii) The idea of promise is developed in the NT in Gal. (3:16-22) and in Hebrews. It shows that grace is prior to law. God dealt with the Patriarchs as individuals by way of promise, and with the nation as a whole by way of law. The law was not primary, but it clarified and emphasized the kind of hesed that God expected of his covenant people.

(iii) Grace is found, however, in the law itself. The election of Israel to be God’s people is attrib-uted in the law to God’s free choice, and not to Israel’s righteousness (Dt. 7:7-8; cf. 8:18). The initiative in the Sinai covenant comes from God, just as much as did the covenant of grace with Abraham. Then there is the Statement in Ps. 19 of the Converting or restoring power of the law.

c.    The prophets

Repentance is the chief point of interest in the prophetic writings. Typical passages are Am. 5:14; Ho. 2:7; 6:1; 14:1; Is. 1:16-18; Je. 3:1,7, 12-14. The prophets are often accused of a doctrine of repentance which lays stress on human willpower, as did the Pelagian heresy. But the prophets regarded repentance as inward (Joel 2:13). Ezekiel, who de-manded that the individual should make himself a new heart (18:31), also recognized that a new heart can only be a gift of God’s grace (36:26). With this agrees the ‘new covenant’ passage in Je. 31:31 —34.

d.    The Psalms

The word hin is almost absent from the Psalms, though its cognates appear. hesed is very often found, e.g. Pss. 5:7; 57:3 (‘steadfast love’, av ‘merey’); 89:33 (av ‘lovingkindness’). In the Psalms also is found the increasing use of the cognate word hästd, which is found in, e.g., Pss. 12:1; 86:2 (‘godly man’); 79:2 (‘saints’). The plural of this word (h“sidim) appears as ‘Hasidaeans’ in 1 Macc. 2:42; 7:13; 2 Macc. 14:6; it really meant those who were loyal to the covenant, the rigorous, devout, law-keeping party in Judaism, from whose ranks came the * Pharisees.

II. In the New Testament

a.    Vocabulary

Gk. charis was the normal word used to translate Heb. hin. The nearest corresponding verb, chariz-esthai, was used to denote forgiveness, human as well as divine (Col. 2:13; 3:13; Eph. 4:32). eleos represents the Heb. hesed and has the meaning of ‘merey’. It is not used very often, and occurs large-ly in passages based on the OT, such as Rom. 9:15-18, 23; 11:30-32. ‘Grace’ is preferred to ‘merey’, because it includes the idea of the divine power which equips a man to live a moral life.

b.    The Synoptic Gospels

Quite apart from the word charis, which is never placed on the lips of Jesus, the idea of grace is very prominent. Jesus says that he came to seek and save the lost. Many of his parables teach the doctrine of grace. The parable of the labourers in the vineyard (Mt. 20:1-16) teaches that God is answerable to no-one for his gifts of grace. The parable of the great supper (Lk. 14:16—24) shows that spiritual privilege does not ensure final bliss, and that the gospel invitation is to all. The prodigal son was welcomed by his father in a way he did not deserve (Lk. 15:20—24). Repentance is stressed as a condition of salvation (Mk. 1:15; 6:12; Lk. 24:47). Faith also has its place (e.g. Mk. 1:15; Lk. 7:50), al-though there is no theological Statement on Pauline lines.

c.    The writings of Luke

Both the Gospel and the Acts need special attention. Luke shows flexibility in dealing with the sub-ject. Even the non-religious sense of the noun, of a favour done by one man to another, appears (Acts 24:27; 25:3, 9). The OT sense of ‘favour’ is seen in Lk. 1:30; 2:52; Acts 2:47; 7:10, 46. The dynamic sense of grace resulting in fearless courage and ef-fective witness is seen in Acts 4:33; 11:23; 13:43 and is used in the context of the universal appeal of the gospel. Luke also brings together, in a way that even Paul does not, the terms ‘gospel' (‘word’) and ‘grace’ (Lk. 4:22; Acts 14:3; 20:24).

d. The Pauline Epistles

The word ‘grace’ has a prominent place in the opening greetings and the closing benedictions of the Epistles, being added to the conventional Jewish greeting of ‘peace’. The basis of Paul’s doc-trine is fcund in Rom. 1:16-3:20. Man is shown as a sinner, but by grace he is justified (Rom. 3:21 — 4:25), Le. God in his grace treats him, though guilty, as if he had never sinned.

* Faith is the human response to divine grace (Rom. 5:2; 10:9; Eph. 2:8). This faith is the gift of God (Eph. 2:8); the words ‘not your own doing’ may refer to sesösmenoi (‘saved’), but Paul is seeking to point out that the word ‘faith’ must not be thought to imply some independent action on the part of the believer. See also 2 Cor. 4:13; Phil. 1:29. This faith, although it implies that there is no salvation through the law, is not unethical. Faith is morally vital by itself. It works ‘through love’ (Gal. 5:6). C. A. Anderson Scott (Christianity according to St Paul, 1927, p. 111) says that from the moment that faith was active a transformation of ethical Outlook was ideally there.

The believer’s position in grace is explained, not by anything in himself, but by the will of God. The doctrine of 1 2election has two functions: it checks human independence and self-righteousness, and shows that in bestowing favour God is perfectly free (Eph. 1:1-6; 2 Tim. 1:9; Tit. 3:5). Every Step in the process of the Christian life is due to grace— Gal. 1:15 (call); 2 Tim. 2:25 (repentance); Eph. 2:8-9 (faith).

In Rom. 8:28-30 Paul surveys the divine agency from the call to the final glory of the redeemed. He does not, however, overlook man’s responsibility. Obedience (Rom. 1:5; 6:17) is a moral attitude, and cannot be made anything eise. A man of himself turns to the Lord (2 Cor. 3:16). A. Stewart in HDB suggests that 1 Thes. 3:5 teaches that even per-severance is doubted. The two sides are brought together in Rom. 9-10. Ch. 9 contains the strong-est possible Statements of double predestination, while ch. 10 States that rejection by God is due to unbelief and disobedience. It must be remembered, however, that the primary subject of these chapters is not personal salvation, but the collective functions of those chosen by God to carry out his purpose.

Rom. 6 uses the figure of baptism to teach the conquest of sin by grace. See also 1 Cor. 6:11; 12:13; Eph. 5:26; Col. 2:12; Tit. 3:5. H. Wheeler Robinson (The Christian Doctrine of Man, 1926, pp. 124-125) holds that believers’ baptism is not merely illustrative symbolism but the objective aspect of what is subjectively faith. Others would argue that infam baptism is a means of grace, be-cause the child is a Symbol of human inability and helplessness. These views seem to contradict the unvarying Pauline emphasis on faith.

e. The other NT writings

(i) 1 Pet. The apostle emphasizes grace in chs. 1-2 by means of the usual variants of covenant elec-tion and inheritance; 3:7 has the unusual phrase ‘the grace of life’. Grace is also used in 5:10 in relation to the believer’s future glory.

(ii)    Heb. The writer uses most of the ‘grace-words’. In 2:9 the grace of God is related to the sufiferings of Christ. The word charis is used in 12:28 of human thankfulness to God. Grace is viewed as a calling to consecration in 12:14-15. The striking phrase ‘the throne of grace’ in 4:16 unites the divine majesty and grace. Another fresh phrase is ‘the Spirit of grace’ (10:29).

(iii)    The Johannine writings. There is surpris-ingly little directly about grace, but God’s love is emphasized throughout. The idea of grace must be related to that of ‘eternal life’. Faith is prominent, and John uses a Gk. phrase pisteuein eis (believe into) of real 2 faith in Christ’s person. The ‘grace and truth’ which characterize the glory of the in-carnate Word in Jn. 1:14 (cf. v. 17) echo the ‘mercy and truth’ (hesed we''met) of Ex. 34:6.

We conclude with Moffatt that the religion of the Bible ‘is a religion of grace or it is nothing ... no grace, no gospel’ (Grace in the New Testament, p. xv).

Bibliography. H. Wheeler Robinson, The Christian Doctrine of Man, 1926; N. H. Snaith, The Dtstinctive Ideas of the Old Testament, 1944, pp. 94-130; J. Moffatt, Grace in the New Testament, 1931; N. P. Williams, The Grace of God, 1930; C. Ryder Smith, The Bible Doctrine of Grace, 1956;

H.-H. Esser, NIDNTT 2, pp. 115-124; H. Conzel-mann, W. Zimmerli, TDNT 9, pp. 372^402; H. D. McDonald, ZPEB, 2, pp. 799-804.    r.H.sr.

judging from evidence of Philistine drinking ves-sels. In Jdg. 7:13 it apparently symbolizes a re-formed Israel. Barley meal as a jealousy offering (Nu. 5:15) seems to show that basic integrity had been disrupted.    f.n.h.

Chaff. I. Heb. mös, the most common word, de-notes worthless husks and broken straw blown away by the wind during the winnowing of grain (Jb. 21:18; Pss. 1:4; 35:5; Is. 17:13; 29:5; 41:15; Ho. 13:3; Zp. 2:2). 2. Heb. h“sas, ‘hay’, ‘dry grass’ (Is. 5:24; 33:11). 3. Aram. 'ür, ‘skin’, ‘chaff (Dn. 2:35).

4. Gk. achyron, ‘chaff’ (Mt. 3:12; Lk. 3:17).

In some of the above references it is applied fig-uratively in connection with superficial or wrong teaching, and with the inevitable fate of wrong-doers.    j.d.d.

Straw (Heb. leben, Arab. tibn). The stalk of wheat or barley, while chaff is the wind-scattered husk of the threshed grain, and stubble remains after harvesting. Chopped straw mixed with more solid foodstuffs contributed to the provender of horses, asses and camels (Gn. 24:32; Jdg. 19:19; 1 Ki. 4:28). In Egypt straw was and is mixed with clay to make the familiär mud bricks of the poorer houses. When the Israelite brickmakers, already overworked, had to collect their own straw, their burdens were almost intolerably increased (Ex. 5).

Straw is also still used in certain kinds of hand-moulded pottery, later burnt by fire. Such was the strength of leviathan that he could bend iron like straw (Jb. 41:27). In the peace of the Messianic age the lion will cease to devour flesh, and eat straw (Is. 11:7; 65:25). The final fate of Moab is pictured as straw trampled down among düng (Is. 25:10). ln the Bible, stubble (Heb. qas, ‘dried up’) is used to typify worthless inflammable substances, since chaff and straw were offen thrown on to fires to give instant heat (Ex. 15:7; Jb. 13:25; 41:28-29; Ps. 83:13; Is. 5:24; so Gk. kalame in 1 Cor. 3:12). See C. F. Nims, ‘Bricks without Straw’, BA 13, 1950, pp. 22ff.    R.A.S.

Wheat (Heb. dägän, Gk. sitos). A cereal grass of great antiquity and importance as a food of man-kind. The typical wheat of OT times in the Medi-terranean region was the ‘emmer’ wheat (Triticum dicoccum), which gave rise to the ‘hard’ wheat (T. durum) that was immensely important from Hel-lenistic times onward, thus including the NT period. Modern cultivated varieties are of the ‘bread’ wheat (T. vulgare). Owing to its physical and Chemical qualities, wheat makes more palat-able and better *bread than any other cereal.

Wheat formed an important part of the diet of the Israelites (Jdg. 6:11; Ru. 2:23; 2 Sa. 4:6), and the wheat harvest is used as a “calendar reference (Gn. 30:14; 1 Sa. 6:13; 12:17). Because of its importance as a food, it is a Symbol of God’s good-ness and Provision (Pss. 81:16; 147:14). It was used as a cereal offering in the Temple (Ezr. 6:9; 7:22) and forms part of the sacrifice made by David on Ornan’s threshing-floor (1 Ch. 21:23).

Its botanical nature whereby one grain gives rise to several new ears of wheat, while the original grain is used up, is taken by Christ to show that spiritual fruitfulness has its origin in the death of seif (Jn. 12:24; cf. 1 Cor. 15:36ff). As symbolic of the children of God. it is contrasted with the value-less chaff (Mt. 3:12). Similarly, in Mt. 13:24-30 the darnel or tares (Lolium temulenlum) in their early stages of growth appear as grass-like as wheat, but can easily be distinguished at harvest-time.

Bibliography. H. Helbaek, ‘Andern Egyptian wheats’, Proceedings of Prehislory Society 11, 1955, pp. 93-95; D. Zohary and M. Hopf, Do-mestication of Plants in the Old World, 1988, pp. 13-82; F. N. Hepper, 1EBP, pp. 84-95.

f.n.h. et al.

GRASS (Heb. häsir, dese', yereq, ‘eseb\ Gk. chortos).

Gn. 1:11 records that the earth brought forth Vegetation (literally ‘grass’, as av) on the ‘third day’ of the creation narrative. In the promised land it provided food for cattle; it would be given to the land by God in response to the people’s obedience (Dt. 11:15). It was the portion of Nebuchadrezzar during his madness (Dn. 4:15, 25).

Green pastures are not of permanent occurrence in Palestine, but last only for a while after the rains, withering in the dry season. As a result, grass is a fitting symbol of the transitoriness of human life (e.g. Ps. 103:15; Is. 40:6-7), of the brief sway of the rieh man (Jas. 1:10-11), and is a figure of weak-ness, of perishing enemies (Is. 37:27 = 2 Ki. 19:26), of the wicked soon to be cut down (Ps. 37:2) and of haters of Zion (Ps. 129:6).

The multitude of blades is likened to a multitude of people (Jb. 5:25; Is. 44:4) and to a fiourishing people (Ps. 72:16), and the luxuriance of green pastures is likened to serenity in the spiritual life (Ps. 23:2). In tender grass can be seen a quality of the just ruler (2 Sa. 23:4), and a benevolent ruler is as refreshing and productive of good as rain upon mown meadows (Ps. 72:6).

In contrast, a barren locality without grass can indicate God’s wrath (Dt. 29:23). r.a.h.g.

of Greek institutions brought unification at a different level. The whole of the E Mediterranean and much beyond was raised to the common norm of civilization that Hellenism supplied. Both the opu-lence of the States and the degree of Standardization are attested by the splendid ruins that indis-criminately litter these parts today. The ideal of a free and cultivated life in a small autonomous community, once the boast of a few Aegean States, was now almost universally accepted. 'Athens was still a home of learning, but Pergamum, Antioch and Alexandria, and many others in the new world, rivalled or eclipsed her.

The States provided not only education but bril-liant entertainment and a wider ränge of health and welfare Services than most modern com-munities. It was membership in such a republic and use of the Greek language that marked a man as civilized (Acts 21:37—39). Such a person might be called a Greek, whatever his race (Mk. 7:26); all others were ‘barbarians’ (Rom. 1:14). The term ‘Hellenists’ in Acts 6:1; 9:29 presumably shows that this distinction applied even within the Jewish eth-nic community. The term ‘Greek’ (hellen, Acts 11:20; 19:17; Rom. 1:16, etc.) is, however, the regulär NT usage for non-Jews, being virtually equiva-lent to ‘Gentile’. 'Greeks were frequently associ-ated with the synagogues as observers (Jn. 12:20; Acts 14:1; 17:4; 18:4), but the exclusiveness of Israel as a nation was jealously preserved. It was the agonizing delivery of the gospel from this constricting matrix that marked the birth of the Christian religion in its universal form. The trans-lation from Hebrew into Greek opened the gospel to all civilized men. It also produced the NT.

Bibliography. M. 1. Finley, The Andern Greeks, 1963; A. Andrewes, The Greeks, 1967; M. Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism, 1974; W. R. Biers, The Archaeology of Greece: An Introduclion, 1980.

E.A.J.

1.    An epistolary message of greeting, involving no personal encounter. Paul occasionally uses the noun aspasmos, more frequently the cognate verb aspazomai, a customary formula in Contemporary Gk. correspondence, as the papyri prove (see MM). The greeting may be in the name of the writer, or of some other person specified by him (cf. Rom. 16, etc.).

2.    A formal greeting with obeisance from subject to monarch, invoking, with oriental exaggeration, eternal life for him (cf. Ne. 2:3, etc., Heb.; Dn. 2:4, etc., Aram.).

3.    A face-to-face greeting, formal, verbal, per-haps with hand gesture, but without physical con-tact. The Gk. descriptive terms are the same as Paul’s (Mt. 10:12; Mk. 12:38, etc). Note the mock homage to Jesus in Mk. 15:18. The uttered word was frequently the imperative chaire, plural chairete, ‘rejoice’, av ‘Haill’ (Mt. 27:29, etc.). The infinitive chairein is also used (cf. 2 Jn. 11; 1 Macc. 10:18, 25). The commonest Heb. terms are connected with blessing (root bärak, 2 Ki. 4:29, etc.), or with the invoking of peace (sä'al Tsälöm, 1 Sa. 17:22, etc). Modern Heb. and Arab. greetings are based on the same vocabulary stock (cf. sälöm, salaam).

4.    A formal cheek kiss, Heb. näsaq and cognate noun; Gk. philema(cf. 1 Sa. 10:l;Rom. 16:16, etc.). The double-cheek kiss is still daily exchanged be-tween males in the Orient. 5. The affectionate kiss, normally on the mouth, implying greater intimacy (same words, Gn. 29:11; Ct. 1:2). 6. The deceitful kiss (same words, Pr. 27:6; the kiss of Judas, Mt. 26:48, etc.).

Greetings might be forbidden through urgency (2 Ki. 4:29; Lk. 10:4) or to prevent association with error (2 Jn. 11).

Bibliography. G. Finkenrath, NIDNTT 2, pp. 356-358; H. Windisch, TDNT I, pp. 496-502.

R.A.S.

GREEKS. Two words are used in the NT: Hellenes and Hellenistai. The term Hellenes refers to the in-habitants of Greece or their descendants (cf. Acts 16:1; Rom. 1:14). It is also used, as a virtual equiva-lent of ‘Gentile’, to describe those who are not of Jewish origin (cf. Rom. 10:12; Gal. 3:28).

The term Hellenistai is a crux. It is confined to Acts 6:1; 9:29 (where A reads Hellenas)', and 11:20 (as a variant reading, although Hellenas is probably to be preferred). The objection to the traditional interpretation of Hellenistai as ‘Gk.-speaking jews’ is that Paul, who spoke Gk., called himself Hebraios (Phil. 3:5), which in Acts 6:1 forms the contrast to Hellenistai (cf. C. F. D. Moule, ExpT 70, 1958-9, p. 100). Various alternatives have been offered: e.g. Jews who spoke only Gk. (Moule, loc. eit.)', Gk.-speaking diaspora Jews living in Palestine (J. A. T. Robinson, Twelve New Testament Studies, 1962, pp. 116f.); ‘non-conformist' Jews influenced by Hellenism and noted for their Opposition to the Temple (O. Cull-mann, ExpT 71, 1959-60, pp. 8-12, 39-43; also The Johannine Circle, 1976).    s.s.s.

GRINDER (from Heb. lähan, ‘to grind’). Grinding in the E is usually done by women (cf. Mt. 24:41). In Ec. 12:3 the word is used in a metaphorical sense to denote the teeth. For a full discussion of the Jewish poetic imagery employed here, see ICC, Ec-clesiastes, pp. 186ff.    j.d.d.

GRUDGE. Frequently found in the earliest trans-lations, this word was altered to ‘murmur’ in most of the av occurrences, then similarly changed in all but two of the rv passages. Where it is retained in av several words are thus rendered, viz. Heb. nätar, ‘to keep anger’ (Lv. 19:18, so rsv); Heb. hin, lin, ‘to murmur’ (Ps. 59:15, rsv ‘growl’); Gk. stenazö, ‘to groan, sigh’ (Jas. 5:9, rsv ‘grumble’); Gk. gongys-mos, ‘grudging’ (1 Pet. 4:9, so rsv); Gk. ek lypes, ‘grudgingly’, ‘out of grief’ (2 Cor. 9:7, rsv ‘re-luctantly’). rsv translates ‘grudge’ at Dt. 28:54, 56; Mk. 6:19, enechö (av quarrel); ‘grudging’ at Dt. 15:10, raa (av ‘grieve’).    j.d.d.

GUARD. In the OT the word translates four Heb. terms. I. tabbäh. The word originally signified royal ‘slaughterers’ (BDB), but later came to mean guardsmen or bodyguard, being used of Pharaoh’s Bodyguard (Gn. 37:36; 39:1) and of Nebuchadrez-zar’s bodyguard (2 Ki. 25:8-10). (In Israel Aegean mercenaries [Cherethites and Pelethites] formed

GULF

David’s bodyguard, while Carian troops seem to have had a similar appointment in the time of Athaliah [2 Ki. 11:4, 19].) 2. misma'at, from säma , ‘hear’, ‘respond’, the attitude of an obedient body of subjects, was sometimes the name given to the bodyguard (2 Sa. 23:23; cf. I Sa. 22:14). 3. mistnär denotes ‘guard’, ‘watch’ or ‘guardhouse’ in a camp (Lv. 24:12; Nu. 15:34), or ‘guard-post’ (Ne. 7:3). 4. rästm, lit. ‘runners’, were the runners of the king who acted also as the royal bodyguard (1 Sa. 22:17; cf. 1 Ki. 1:5; 14:27). (* Footman.)

‘Guard’ occurs once in the av of the NT (Acts 28:16), but the text is disputed (‘Captain). The Temple had its own police department known as the Temple Guard, who were mostly Levites and whose task, among other things, was to keep out the forbidden Gentiles (cf. Mt. 27:65, rsv). The spekoulatör, a Latinism found in Mk. 6:27, was one of ten such officers attached to a legion who acted mostly as couriers but sometimes as executioners; one such was in the employ of Herod Antipas.

R.P.G.

GUDGODAH. One of the Israelite encampments in the wilderness according to Dt. 10:7. Hor-haggidgad in Nu. 33:32-33 is probably another form of the same name. Its location is not known, although its proximity to *Bene-jaakan and *Jot-bathah suggests that it was somewhere in the mountains W of Wadi Arabah. The Suggestion that the name survives in Wadi Hadatpd, in this area, is unlikely from a linguistic point of view. Baumgartner, comparing an Arab. word, has sug-gested that it may be an animal name, ‘a cricket’: the first element of the longer form. Hör, appears to mean ‘cave’.

Bibuography. KB. pp. 169, 335 (bibl ).

G.I.D.

GULF (Gk. chasma, ‘chasm’ (rsv), from chainö, ‘to gape’ or ‘yawn’). Found only in the parable of Lazarus and Dives (Lk. 16:19-31, av), this word is sometimes connected with an ill-defined rabbinical belief that the souls of righteous and wicked exist after death in different compartments of Hades (see J. M. Creed, The Gospel according to St Luke, 1942, pp. 212-213), with no road between them, but so situated as to allow the inhabitants of each to see those of the other. There is, however, insuffi-cient evidence for this application of the word. Any interpretation, moreover, must take into account the oriental love of imagery, for which full scope is provided by a subject such as this (which in various forms was a common feature of the writings of classical antiquity).

The passage seems to imply also that the gulf is seen in this earthly life, in which the respective conditions of Lazarus and Dives are reversed. Abraham, after outlining this aspect, is made to say, Tn all these things’ (v. 26 Rvmg.) ‘... there is a great gulf fixed.’ It seems clear that the gulf is in char-acter as well as in condition, otherwise the false impression would be given that some Stigma at-taches to riches in themselves. The story reminds us that it is of the very essence of the gospel that there is between believers and unbelievers a fundamental difference in this world and in the next. (* Lazarus and Dives, * Abraham’s Bosom.)

j.d.d
[image: ]


HABAKKUK, BOOK OF.

I.    Outline of contents

The prophecy attributed to Habakkuk consists of six sections.

a.    1:1-4. The prophet cries to God because of the lawlessness he sees around him and asks how long it will go unpunished.

b.    1:5-1I. As if in reply, God announces that he is raising up the Chaldeans and describes the fierceness of their armies and their contempt for all who stand in their way.

c.    1:12-17. But if God is holy, how can he allow the brutal inhumanity and idolatry of the Chaldeans. whose atrocities are worse than the evils that they are sent to punish?

d.    2:1-5. The prophet waits in imagination upon his watchtower to see if God will resolve his di-lemma. The answer comes in the asseveration of the principle that the pride of the Chaldean will be his downfall and the faithfulness of the righteous will be his Salvation.

e.    2:6-20. A taunt-song (mäsäl) addressed to the Chaldeans, consisting of a series of five woes pre-dicting dire consequences upon them for the acts of inhumanity for which they are responsible.

/. 3:1-19. If this psalm of Habakkuk has any connection with the theme of the earlier chapters it describes a revelation of God coming in his awful majesty to bring judgment upon the nations and salvation to his people.

II.    Authorship

So little is known of the prophet Habakkuk that anything that is written about him must be con-jectural and based on internal evidence. His name may be connected with a Heb. root meaning ‘em-brace’ (hbq) or with an Assyr. plant name, hambakuku. The Gk. form of his name is Hamba-koum. The suggestions that he was the son of the Shunammite woman of 2 Ki. 4:16, or the watch-man of Is. 21:6, have as little evidence to support them as the tradition associating him with Daniel in the lions’ den (so Bel and the Dragon, verses 33ff.).

III.    Date and background

There has been considerable discussion among scholars about which if any of these sections are original to Habakkuk, and there is no agreement with regard to unity, authorship and date. The only clear historical reference is to the Chaldeans in 1:6 and so the prophecy is usually dated at the close of the 7th Century bc shortly after the battle of Carchemish (605 bc) when the Chaldeans routed the Egyptians under Pharaoh Neco on the fords of the Euphrates and marched W to subjugate King Jehoiakim of Judah.

The theory of Duhm and C. C. Torrey that ‘Chaldeans’ (Heb. kasdim) should read ‘Kittim’ in the sense of ‘Greeks’ was based on the problem-atical 1:9 (Heb. lit. ‘the eagerness of their faces is eastwards’). This would fit in better with Alexanders invasion from the W (and a 4th-century date) than with Nebuchadrezzar’s from the N or E. But the text of 1:9 is extremely difficult: there is no textual evidence for the reading ‘Kittim’ in 1:6; and the traditional dating is to be preferred.

IV. The prophet’s mcssage

A unity of theme may be observed throughout the book, though whether this is due to ‘the molding influence of liturgical use’ (Irwin) or to unity of authorship cannot be known. Habakkuk deals with the moral problem of God’s raising up of the Chaldeans to inflict his judgment upon Judah. when their cruelty and barbarity are a denial of his righteousness. The answer given in 2:4 is that a man’s arrogance carries within it the seed of his ruin, whereas the faithful man is assured of living in the light of God’s favour. Clearly the full Pauline meaning of faith is not to be found in this oft-quoted scripture (cf Rom. 1:17; Gal. 3:11; Heb. 10:38); indeed, it is doubtful whether Pauline faith could have been expressed by any Heb. word. But the NT gives a legitimate development of the prophet’s thought through the medium of the lxx translation, pistis.

The Commentary on Habakkuk of the Dead Sea Scrolls interprets 1:4-2:20 only in the light of the history of the Qumran sect and gives no clue to the meaning of the prophecy. Although on 1:6 and elsewhere it reads This means the Kittim’, there is no Suggestion that the original ‘Kasdim’ was in need of emendation.

Bibliography. Commentaries: S. R. Driver, A. B. Davidson, J. H. Eaton, Standard series. C. C. Torrey, ‘The Prophecy of Habakkuk'. in Jewisb Studies in Memory of George A. Kohut, 1935; W. A. Irwin, ‘The Psalm of Habakkuk’, JNES 1, 1942, pp. 10-40; W. F. Albright, ‘The Psalm of Habakkuk’, in H. H. Rowley (ed.), Studies in OT Prophecy, 1950, pp. 1-18; D. W. Baker, Nahum, Habakkuk and Zephaniah, 1988.    J.B.Tr.

HABOR. A river (the modern Häbür) which carries the waters of several streams draining the Mardin area SW to the middle Euphrates. It ran through the Assyr. province of *Gozan (n'har gözän, ‘river of Gozan’) and was one of the loca-tions to which the Israelites were deported by the Assyrians (2 Ki. 17:6; 18:11; 1 Ch. 5:26). t.c.m.

HACHILAH (Heb. h“kilä, ‘drought’). A hill in the wilderness of Judah where David was hidden when

the Ziphites plotted to betray him to Saul (1 Sa. 23:19; 26:1, 3). The site is uncertain, but generally regarded as being near Dahret el-Kölä, between Ziph and * En-gedi.    j.d.d.

HADAD. The name of a Syrian deity meaning The Thunderer’ (Heb. h“dad; Akkad. (H)ad(d)u or Adad) the storm-god, also named in Ras Shamra texts as *Baal. Ä Hadad temple at Aleppo is known. The personal names Hadad, and their dialectal variant Hadar, are probably abbreviations of names compounded with this divine element,

e.g., * Hadadezer,* Ben-hadad, *Hadad-rimmon. There is as yet no evidence to support the view that Hadad was a specifically Edomite name, although it was borne by four rulers of that country.

1.    The grandson of Abraham, being the son of Ishmael (Gn. 25:15 = 1 Ch. 1:30). The MT Hadad is supported by lxx readings, while the av ‘Hadar’ follows the Syr. and other mss.

2.    A son of Bedad who came from Avith and defeated the Midianites in the plain of Moab. He was succeeded as king of Edom by Samlah (Gn. 36:35-36; 1 Ch. 1:46).

3.    A later king of Edom, named Hadar in 1 Ch. 1:50, whose native village was Pau.

4.    An Edomite of the ruling family who lived in the time of Solomon. He was a young child and fled to Paran when Joab murdered his family after Judah’s conquest of Edom. He took re-fuge in Egypt, where he married the pharaoh’s daughter, his son Genubath being brought up at the Egyptian court. When Hadad heard of the death of David and Joab he returned to Edom and plotted against Solomon (1 Ki. 11:14-22, 25).

Bibuography. A. LeMaire, ‘Hadad l’Edomite ou Hadad l’Arameen’, Biblische Notizen 43, 1988, pp. 14-15.    d.j.w.

HADADEZER. This Aramaean personal name, meaning ‘(the god) * Hadad is (my) helper’, was borne by at least two kings of the Damascus region. It is sometimes written ‘Hadarezer’, per-haps reflecting an Aramaic dialectal variant, in 2 Sa. 10:16-19; 1 Ch. 18:3-8 (av).

Hadadezer, son of Rehob, was king of Zobah, E of Hamath, whose territory at one time included part of the bank of the river Euphrates (2 Sa. 8:3). He was defeated by David and the gilded shields of his bodyguard taken as trophies to Jerusalem together with booty from the towns of Betah and Berothai in his territory, despite the advance of reinforcements from Damascus. Fol-lowing this reversal his old enemy, Toi of Hamath, sent gifts to David (v. 10). However, Hadadezer continued to rule his territory and later supported the Ammonites in force in their war with David (2 Sa. 10:16-19; 1 Ch. 18:3-8). When the Israelites again defeated the Syrian forces * Rezon, a refugee from the court of Hadadezer, became king in Damascus and plotted against Solomon (1 Ki. 11:23).

A Hadadezer (Assyr. Adad-'idri), king of Damascus, is named as one of the allies who, with Ahab of Israel, opposed Shalmaneser III at Qarqar in 853 bc (DOTT, pp. 47-48). These kings are sometimes identified with * Ben-hadad I-II. See Or 34, 1965, pp. 472-473 for name.

D.J.W.

HADAD-RIMMON. The mourning in Jerusalem on the death of Josiah in battle with Neco II of Egypt in 609 bc is compared with that ‘of Hadad-rimmon in the plain of Megiddo’ (Zc. 12:11). It is commonly supposed to be the name of a place near Megiddo and thus to be identified with modern Rummaneh, S of that city. However, the form of the name meaning ‘(the god) ‘Hadad is (the god) Rimmon’, and the context, may show that it is a composite name. Both elements mean ‘the thunderer’ and are local names or epithets for Baal, and such a name can be compared with the deity Rashap-shalmon. The allusion would then be to the great mourning normally associated with this deity personifying the elements in ceremonies at Megiddo, and perhaps a counterpart to that de-scribed in Jdg. 11:37-40 (DOTT, p. 133).

D.J.W.

HADRACH. A place on the N boundaries of Syria (Zc. 9:1). Mentioned in the Aram. inscription of Zakur of Hamath, c. 780 bc, it is the Hatarikka of Assyr. inscriptions, once the seat of a district gov-ernor, near Qinnesrin, 25 km S of Aleppo (HUCA 18, 1944, p. 449, n. 108).    a.r.m.

HAGAR. A Semitic, not an Egyptian, name and thus perhaps given to the woman by Abraham when he left Egypt. It may mean ‘flight’ or some-thing similar, cf. Arab. hegira. Hagar was an Egyp. bondservant in Abraham’s household, handmaid to Sarah; Abraham probably acquired her during his visit to Egypt. With the passing years Abraham feit keenly the lack of a son and heir, and, after the war of the kings (Gn. 14), with magnificent faith believed God’s promise that he would indeed have a son (Gn. 15:2-6). But as time still passed, Abraham and Sarah had doubts, and sought to gain an heir by their own unsanctioned efforts: in accord-ance with the customary law of the period (attested in tablets from Ur and Nuzi), the childless Sarah urged Abraham to have a son by her servant Hagar—so Ishmael was born, the son of a slave-woman (Gn. 16). In conception, Hagar despised the barren Sarah, and fled into the desert from Sarah’s wrath. At a well, God commanded her to return to her mistress and promised her numer-ous descendants. Awed by this experience of God, Hagar called the well ‘the well of him who lives and sees me’ (Beer-lahai-roi). In due course (Gn. 21:1-7) the promised son, Isaac, was born, the gift of God’s initiative and supernatural grace. At Isaac’s weaning the half-slave Ishmael mocked; God then commanded Abraham (against the custom of the day) to expel Hagar and her son (Gordon, BA 3, 1940, p. 3), for the line of promise was in Isaac, and God had another destiny for Ishmael (Gn. 21:9-14). In the wilderness the fugitive pair soon ran out of water, and Hagar sat apart from Ishmael to avoid witnessing his death. God then showed her a well of water. Ishmael grew up in Paran (in NE Sinai) as a hunter with the bow, and Hagar procured him a wife from her Egyp. homeland (Gn. 21:15—

21).

Two millennia later, Paul had to rebuke his Gala-tian converts for hankering after a deceptive ‘right-eousness’ gained by self-exertion in obeying the stipulations of the law, instead of continuing in

Christ by faith (Gal. 3-5). He used the story of Hagar and Ishmael, Sarah and Isaac, as an alle-gory. Ishmael was the son, by earthly efTort, of Hagar the slave. Similarly, the Jews (i.e. ‘the present Jerusalem’) were ‘sons’ of the Sinai covenant (pic-tured as Hagar); their failure to keep it faultlessly demonstrated the power of sin and the futility of seeking justification by self-effort. Isaac was the son of a promise received by faith, the gift of God’s grace: Sarah typified the covenant of promise and grace (cf. Gn. 15) and all reborn spiritually in saving faith are numbered with Isaac. As Isaac was the true heir and Hagar and Ishmael were ex-pelled, so the law as a limited phase in God’s plan of redemption was in due time supplanted by the covenant of faith established finally and eternally in Christ (Gal. 4:21-5:1).    k.a.k.

HAGGAI, BOOK OF. This little book, as we know from the dates it contains, records messages given between August and December 520 bc. Some 18 years had elapsed since the return from Babylon permitted by Cyrus, but work on restoring the Temple had long since ceased (Ezr. 4:24). Haggai’s main task was to rouse his contemporaries to action once more and in this he was assisted by the prophet Zechariah (Ezr. 5:1).

I.    Contents and structure

Despite the internal evidence of chronological se-quence the order of the text has been questioned and its rearrangement suggested (cf. neb). The bib-lical order is attested by the Scroll of the Twelve from the caves of Murabba'at, the earliest known Heb. ms, and follows a recognizable pattem. The structure is a twofold accusation, response, assurance:

Accusation    1:1-11    2:10-17

Response    1:12-15    2:18-19

Assurance    2:1-9    2:20-23

Though there may well have been editorial ar-rangement of the prophecies, the immediacy of the message and the absence of comment upon it sug-gest that little time elapsed between the prophet’s preaching and the publication of his words.

II.    Development of theme

The twofold presentation serves a specific purpose. In the first half the prophet Starts with the present and looks back over the previous 18 years, whereas in the second half he works from the present to the future, though in each case the assurance section contains references to promised blessing.

Part I. 1:1-11. Catching the current mood of leth-argy Haggai intersperses accusation with diag-nostic comment on the economic Situation. One directive (v. 8) provides a goal for the community and a test of their willingness to accept correction.

1:12-15. The response is unprecedented. Zerubbabel the prince and Joshua the priest lead their people into unanimous acknowledgment of Haggai’s authority as God’s spokesman. With the promise of God’s Spirit among them they make a Start 3 weeks later on rebuilding the Temple.

2:1-9. After a further 4 weeks discouragement was again hindering progress. Because of their poverty the new building was necessarily basic, iacking the splendour of Solomon’s Temple.

Nevertheless it would one day be beautified with silver and gold contributed by the nations, and would then surpass even that of Solomon.

Part II. 2:10-17. It was one thing to reconstruct the Temple but quite another to remove the contamin-ation caused by its desecration under heathen armies. The mere offering of sacrificial meat in their ritual could not ensure acceptance by the Lord. Far from being a place of cleansing, the Temple-skeleton had been a defilement. Repent-ance was all-important, and of that obedience to the prophet was a tangible proof. God would ac-knowledge this change of heart by changing short-age into abundance.

2:18-19. The people had responded and the Lord would once again give his blessing. That very December day, when no farmer could predict what next year’s harvest would be, God promised pros-perity as a sign of his approval.

2:20-23. There are echoes here of the imagery used in 2:1-9. In 520 bc there was little in the polit-ical scene to cheer the returned exiles. The great powers were entrenched, but the day of their over-throw was imminent. Then the Davidic prince, Zerubbabel, God’s chosen servant, would be the Lord’s executive, like the signet ring which was used to seal royal documents (cf. Je. 22:24), and would perform all his will.

According to Haggai, there is a strict correl-ation between commitment to God’s cause and the enjoyment of his good gifts. There are prior-ities too. When these are observed and God has pride of place, he will see that the needs of his work and of his people are met. For the fulfilment of the promise to Zerubbabel, see Mt. 1:12; Lk. 3:27.

Bibliography. J. G. Baldwin, Haggai. Zechariah, Malachi, TOTC, 1972; R. L. Smith, Micah-Malachi, WBC, 1984; P. A. Verhoef. The Books of Haggai and Malachi, NIC, 1987.    j.g.b.

HAGRITES. A prosperous tribe or confederation living E of Gilead which was attacked by Israelites in the time of Saul (1 Ch. 5:10, 18-22); in Ps. 83:6-8 they are listed among the enemies of Israel. They are mentioned in association with Aramaean tribes in an inscription of Tiglath-pileser III and the name also occurs in inscriptions in Nabataean, Sabaean, etc. They are probably the Agraioi mentioned by Strabo, Ptolemy and Pliny. The resem-blance to the name Hagar has inclined some to consider them as her descendants (Ishmaelites), but this is improbable.    r.p.g.

HAIR. The normal Israelite custom, for both sexes, seems to have been to let the hair grow to considerable length. Absalom’s luxuriant growth is recorded with apparent admiration (2 Sa. 14:26). It was only the weight of it that forced him to have it cut annualiy. Barbers are mentioned (Ezk. 5:1), but their function was to trim rather than to crop the hair. But by the NT period long hair was a ‘shame’ to a man (1 Cor. 11:14), although Paul made that Statement to a church in Greece. Women, on the other hand, wore the hair long and practically uncut in both periods. The Talmud does mention women’s hairdressers, but the root of the word (m'gadcflä) is ‘to plait’ rather than ‘to cut’. Bald-ness was disliked, perhaps because of its possible connection with leprosy (cf. Lv. 13), and evidently the youths’ reference to Elisha’s baldness was a studied insult. In Egypt the head and face were shaved, however, and Joseph had to comply with the local customs (Gn. 41:14). Dark hair was ad-mired in both sexes; but grey hair was very hon-ourable, and revered accordingly (*Age, Old Age). Indeed, we find God himself portrayed as having grey (or white) hair (Dn. 7:9; cf. Rev. 1:14). But Herod the Great apparently preferred a youth-ful appearance, for he dyed his hair when it began to go grey.

The hair was treated in various ways. Samson had seven plaits, and women frequently braided or plaited their hair. Soldiers proceeding to battle let it hang loose, but to leave it unkempt was a sign of mourning; tearing it betokened fear and distress. The trimming of it had to be done in special ways; the forelock must never be cut (Lv. 19:27), since this was a feature of some idolatrous cults (cf. Dt. 14:1). To this day orthodox Jews observe this custom; small boys can be seen with the whole head cropped close, except for the ringlets hanging at the ears. The priests were given instructions about their hair by Ezekiel (44:20). The Nazirite had to leave his hair untrimmed so long as his vow lasted, and then shave it completely. This shaving signified purification (Lv. 14:8). Another special case was that of Samson, the secret of whose strength was his untrimmed hair.

It was a sign of hospitality to anoint a guest’s head (Lk. 7:46). The hair was frequently anointed on festive occasions (cf. Ps. 45:7). Swearing by the hair (or head) was a custom which Jesus could not commend (Mt. 5:36).

In metaphor and simile the hair was used to denote multitude, insignificance and fineness (Ps. 40:12; Mt. 10:29f.; Jdg. 20:16).

Bibliography. L. Köhler, Hebrew Man, E T 1956, pp. 26ff.    d.f.p.

HALAH. A place in Assyria to which Israelites were deported from Samaria (2 Ki. 17:6; 18:11; 1 Ch. 5:26; cf. Ob. 20, rsv ‘exiles in Halah’ by small emendation). There is no doubt this was Assyr. Ha-lahhu, a town and district NE of Nineveh, giving its name to one of the gates of that city. Other proposed locations are far less likely. a.r.m.

HALAK (Heb. häläg, ‘smooth, bald’). A mountain (lit. ‘the bald mountain’) in Judaea which marked the S limit of Joshua’s conquests (Jos. 11:17; 12:7). Its locality is described as ‘going up to Seir’. Prob-ably the modern Jebel JJaläq, W of the Ascent of Akrabbim.    j.g.g.n.

HALLELUJAH. This is a transliteration of the Heb. liturgical call halNü-yah = ‘praise ye Yah’, the shortened form of Yahweh (see * God, Names of), which occurs 24 times in the Psalter. Though it is merely one variant of several calls to praise, the fact that with one exception (Ps. 135:3) it is always found at the beginning or end of psalms, and these all anonymous and so presumably among the later ones, suggests that it had become a standardized call to praise in the post-exilic Temple worship.

The psalms where it is found fall into groups: (1) Pss. 104-105 (at the end), 106 (at the beginning and end, the latter being part of the doxology to the

Fourth Book of Psalter). (2) Pss. 111-113 (at the beginning), 115-117 (at the end), lxx is almost cer-tainly correct in placing the repetition at the end of Ps. 113 at the beginning of Ps. 114, thus complet-ing the series. (3) Ps. 135, at the beginning and end, but lxx correctly places the latter at the beginning of Ps. 136. (4) Pss. 146-150, at the beginning and end of each.

From the NT (‘Alleluia’, Rev. 19:1, 3-4, 6) the call has been taken over into Christian worship. Most of the Hallelujah psalms play a special role in synagogue worship. Pss. 113-118, the Egyp. Hallel, are sung at the feasts of * Passover, *Pentecost, •Tabernacles and ‘Dedication, at the first Pss. 113-114 being sung before the meal, Pss. 115-118 after the third cup (cf. Mk. 14:26). Pss. 135-136 are sung on the sabbath, and the Great Hallel (Pss. 146-150), with Ps. 145, at all morning Services.

H.L.E.

HAM. 1. (Heb. häm. lxx cham, etymology un-certain). One of the sons of Noah, probably the second (Gn. 5:32; 6:10; 7:13; 9:18; 1 Ch. 1:4, 8; though cf Gn. 9:20-24), and ancestor of many descendants (* Nations, TTable of). In 1 Ch. 4:40 and Pss. 78:51; 105:23, 27; 106:22 the name is used to indicate one section of his descent: Egypt (♦Mizraim). From its biblical usage the term ‘Ha-mitic’ is applied by modern authors to a group of languages of which Egyptian is one, and for preci-sion it is limited to this linguistic sense, a Hamitic ‘race’ not being recognized by modern anthropo-logical classifications. In the biblical sense, however, genetic descent is all that is implied, and with the movement and intermarriage of peoples and the changes of language which took place in andern times common descent from Ham would not necessarily imply common habitat, language, or even race in a recognizable form. At the end of the Flood when Noah was drunk Ham saw him naked and informed his two brothers, who covered up their father. In consequence of this, Noah put a curse upon Canaan (Gn. 9:20-27). Many explan-ations of this apparent cursing of Canaan for what Ham had done have been put forward, perhaps the most plausible being that Canaan did something not recorded which was worthy of cursing and that the phrase ‘his younger son’ (b'nö haqqälän, lit. ‘his son/grandson, the little [one]’) in v. 24 might refer to Canaan. This would be consistent with the twice-repeated Statement (vv. 18, 22) that Ham was the father of Canaan.

2. Häm. The name of a city whose inhabitants, the Zuzim, were smitten by Chedorlaomer in the time of Abraham (Gn. 14:5). The site, though probably somewhere in Transjordan, is unknown. lxx (hama autois) interprets the Heb. b'häm ‘in Ham’ as bähem, ‘with them’.    t.c.m.

H AMAN. The villain of the book of * Esther, who plots to massacre the Jews when his vanity is hurt by Mordecai’s refusal to bow to him. He is eventu-ally hanged on the gallows that he has prepared for Mordecai. He is called an * Agagite. His name may be derived from the Elamite god, Hum(b)an.

j.s.w.

HAMATH (Heb. h“mal, ‘fortress, citadel’). City on the E bank of the Orontes, lying on one of the
[image: ]


Hamath' (hmt) inscribed in Aramaic letters on an ivory labet, prob-ably captured by Sargon II and taken Io Nimrud (Calah). 9-2 cm x 6 5 cm. 8th Cent, bc.

main trade-routes to the S from Asia Minor. Gn. 10:18 describes it as Canaanite. ln David’s time, under King Toi (or Tou), it was friendly towards Israel (2 Sa. 8:9-10; 1 Ch. 18:9-10). Toi’s son is named Joram in 2 Sa. 8:10. This is probably not a Yahweh name (‘Yah is exalted’), but an abbrevi-ation of Hadoram as given in 1 Ch. 18:10. Connection of a Hamathite rebel called Ya'u-bidi by Sargon of Assyria with Yahweh is also unlikely (cf. ANET, p. 285; DOTT, p. 59). Solomon controlled it (2 Ch. 8:4), and it was conquered by Jeroboam II (c. 780 bc, 2 Ki. 14:28) and Sargon (c. 721 bc, cf. 2 Ki. 18:33f.; Is. 36:18f.; 37:13, 18f), some of its inhabitants being settled by the Assyrians in *Samaria worshipping their deity *Ashima there (2 Ki. 17:24ff.). Palace buildings of the 9th and 8th centuries bc were excavated by a Danish team, 1931-8 (see E. Fugmann, Hama. l'Architecture des periodes prehellenistiques, 1958). Inscriptions in Hittite hieroglyphs, cuneiforms and Aramaic were found. According to the Babylonian Chronicle, it was at Hamath that Nebuchadrezzar overtook the Egyptians fleeing from Carchemish in 605 bc (cf. D. J. Wiseman, Chronicles of Chaldaean Kings, 1956, p. 69). The city was known in Greek and Roman times as Epiphaneia; today it is Hamäh. The ideal N boundary of Israel reached ‘Labo of Hamath’, formerly rendered ‘the entering in of Hamath’, e.g. Nu. 34:8; Jos. 13:5; Am. 6:14, but probably modern Lebweh, NNE of Baalbek, at the watershed of the Beqa’ valley, near one source of the Orontes, so at the head of the road N to Hamath, Assyrian Laba’u in the province of Supi-te (*Zobah). For discussion see R. North, Melanges de l’Universite S. Joseph 46, 1970-1, pp. 71-103.    i.G.G.N.

A.R.M.

HAMMURAPI. (Akkad. [Amorite] Hammu-rapi, ‘(the god) Hammu heals’). 1. King of Babylon c. 1792-1750 bc, sixth in line of First Amorite Dyn-asty. 2. Name of two kings of Yamhad (Aleppo), the first c. 1760 bc. 3. King of Kurda, mid-2nd millennium bc. 4. Common 2nd millennium bc personal name especially in Upper Mesopotamia. Formerly 1 was identified with * Amraphel (Gn. 14:1).

Hammurapi (more correct than Hammurabi) as ‘Governor of Babylon’ was stated as having ten or fifteen kings ‘going with him’ as had his Contemporary Rim-Sin of Larsa, while Ibal-piel of Eshnunna had twenty. The same Mari letter shows that all these were less powerful than the ruler of Yamhad.

Initially Hammurapi devoted himself to gaining control of ‘Babylonia and of the Euphrates waters. By 1764 bc he had defeated a coalition of Ashur, Eshnunna and Elam and the next year defeated Rim-Sin and by 1761 bc Zimrilim of * Mari. His reign was marked by a distinctive personal style which sought to unify Mesopotamia under a single ruler. He is now adjudged a weak administrator. A selection of his legal judgments (not a ‘code’ of laws, e.g. omission of homicide laws) survives on a diorite Stele found at Susa in ad 1902. In this he reports to the national god Mar-duk on his role as ‘king of justice’ towards the end of his reign. The 282 sections of the Laws of Hammurapi (= LH) are roughly arranged to cover cases of theft and miscellaneous decisions (LH 1-25), property (26-49), commercial law (100-126), marriage (127-161), priestesses (178— 184), adoption (185-194), assault (195-240), agricultural cases (241-267), rates and wages (268-277) and an appendix on slaves (278-282). Some of the cases and decisions are similar to earlier collections of laws (Ur-Nammu, Lipit-Ishtar, Eshnunna). A few are worded similarly to OT cases, e.g. false witness (LH 1, 3-4; cf. Ex. 23:1-3; Dt. 19:16-20), kidnapping (LH 14; cf. Ex. 21:16.), loss of animals on deposit (LH 266-7; cf. Ex. 22:10-

13), just as warning to the owner of goring ox (Ex. 21:35-36) compareswith Eshnunna Law 53. Many of the specific cases concerning marriage, divorce and sexual offences, e.g. the death penalty for both parties in adultery with a married woman (Dt. 22:22; LH 129), have a similar approach. In other cases the offences are the same but the penalty differs, the Hebrew being seemingly the more con-sistently humane. In most cases the legal treatment diflfers, but precise comparison with OT is difficult since only the established fact (without supporting evidence) is given, followed by the oral judicial decision. These laws therefore represent a local Babylonian manifestation of the attitude to law and order common throughout much of the ancient Near East.

Bibliography. C. J. Gadd, CAH, 2/1, 1973, pp. 176-227; D. J. Wiseman, Vox Evangelica 8, 1973, pp. 5-21; W. F. Leemans, ‘Hammurapi’s Babylon’, Sumer 4\, 1985, pp. 91-96.    d.j.w.

HAMOR. ‘(He-)ass’, see below. The ruler of Shechem in the time of Jacob (Gn. 33:19-34:31), from whose citizens (lit. ‘sons’, a common Sem. usage, cf. below) Jacob bought a plot of land (Gn. as cited; Jos. 24:32). Both Hamor and his son Shechem feil in Simeon and Levi’s slaughter of the Shechemite menfolk and despoliation of the city in revenge for the humiliation of their sister ‘Dinah. In the period of the judges Hamor’s name was still attached to Shechem (Jdg. 9:28). In the NT, in his dramatic speech to the council, Stephen telescopes Abraham’s purchase of the Machpelah cave with Jacob’s acquisition of the plot at Shechem—a real-istic mark of the rapid flow of Stephen’s im-promptu, lightning exposition of Israel’s history, not an error by Luke (Acts 7:16).

Animal personal names such as Hamor, ‘ass’, were common in biblical lands and times. Cf. Meränum (‘pup’), the name of a doctor in the Mari tablets of patriarchal dale (Bottero and Finet, Archives Royales de Mari, 15, 1954, p. 152, refs.; compare Mendenhall, BASOR 133, 1954, p. 26, n. 3). Egypt also aflbrds many examples.

Killing an ass was sometimes part of covenant-making (Mendenhall, op. cit.), but to interpret the phrase ‘sons of Hamor’ as ‘members of a confederacy’—as suggested by Albright, Archae-ology and the Religion of Israel, 1953, p. 113—is unnecessary. ‘Son’ of a place or person often means simply a Citizen of that place or member of that person’s tribal group. Cf. the common phrase ‘children (sons) of Israel’, ‘daughter of Jerusalem’, as well as Assyr. usage.    k.a.k.

HANANEL. In Ne. 3:1, a ‘Jerusalem tower, lying between the Sheep and Fish Gates, at the NE corner of the city. It is closely connected with the Tower of the * Hundred, and some scholars would equate the two, or eise make them two parts of the same fortress, av spells the name ‘Hananeel’; Heb. is If'nan'el, ‘God is gracious’.

The Targum of Zc. 14:10 seems to place the tower on the W of the city, by identifying it with the later Hippicus; this cannot be correct.

D.F.P.

HANANIAH (Heb. ‘Yahweh has been gracious’). A Heb. name occurring frequently in the OT and, under its Gk. form * Ananias, in later times also.

1. A cult-prophet, son of Azur, whom Jeremiah denounced (Je. 28) for publicly declaring in the Temple that in 2 years’ time, in Opposition to Jer-emiah’s prophecy of 70 years (25:12), the booty taken from Jerusalem by Nebuchadrezzar would be restored, the captives returned and the power of Babylon broken. He confirmed his words by the symbolic action of removing from Jeremiah’s neck the yoke worn as a Symbol of Jeremiah’s policy of Submission to Babylon (27:2—3, 12), and breaking it. Jeremiah’s denunciation, ‘Yahweh has not sent you’ (28:15), was shown to be true by the death of Hananiah 2 months later.

2. Father of a prince under Jehoiakim, king of Judah (Je. 36:12). 3. Grandfather of Irijah, the officer of the guard who arrested Jeremiah as a traitor (Je. 37:13). 4. One of Daniel’s companions in captivity, renamed Shadrach (Dn. 1:6-7, 11, 19).

5. Son of Zerubbabel (1 Ch. 3:19, 21). 6. A Benjaminite (1 Ch. 8:24). 7. Leader of one of the groups of musicians set up by David for the Service of the Temple (1 Ch. 25:4, 23). 8. A captain in Uzziah’s army (2 Ch. 26:11). 9. Commandant of the citadel whom Nehemiah put in Charge of Jerusalem (Ne. 7:2). 10. Various persons figuring in the lists of Ezra-Nehemiah (Ezr. 10:28; Ne. 3:8, 30; 10:23; 12:12,41).    j.B.Tr.

HAND. In comparison with the Gk. Word cheir (which is translated only by ‘hand’, with some composite words such as cheiropoietos, ‘made with hands’), the two main Heb. words translated ‘hand’ in rsv have very wide meanings. yäd has many variant translations in rsv, and kap several, all of which are related to the primary meaning, ‘hollow’ or ‘palm’, from a root meaning ‘curved’ or ‘bent’. kap is also the name of one of the letters of the Heb. alphabet, probably descriptive of its shape, which is somewhat like a reversed C.

In common with other parts of the body in Heb. thought, the hand is described as having apparently almost autonomous functions (1 Sa. 24:11). But the balancing of the phrases ‘my power’ and ‘the might of my hand’ in Dt. 8:17, and other examples of parallelism, indicate that this is far from absolute autonomy, the primary reference being to the action of the whole individual, although, at the same time, attention is specifically focused on the relevant functioning part (cf. Mt. 5:30).

Like the ‘arm, the hand (especially the right hand) is used as a Symbol of might and power. In the case of ‘hand’, however, the figurative meaning has gone a step further than with ‘arm’. See, e.g., Jos. 8:20, where yäd is translated ‘power’. There are several very common phrases in which the hand is used as a Symbol of power, e.g., in or out of ‘the hand of one’s enemies’ (Ps. 31:15; Mk. 14:41). Conversely, the dropping of the hands symbolizes weakness or lack of resolution, and to strengthen them is to remedy that (Is. 35:3; Jdg. 9:24). Left-handed persons are specially noted (Jdg. 3:15).

Lifting the hand is symbolic of violence (1 Ki. 11:26) as well as of supplication (Ex. 9:33; 17:11; Ps. 28:2), the ‘gesture being indicative of the attitude or action. The Word kap, indicating the open palm, is more frequently used in the latter sense.

Clasping hands (Jb. 17:3; av, rsv ‘give surety’) ratified an agreement, as did also the placing of one’s hand under another’s ‘thigh (Gn. 24:9) or raising one’s hand, as in a law court today (Gn. 14:22 [rsv ‘I have sworn’, lit. ‘I have lifted my hand’] Ex. 17:16).

The touch of a person’s hands was held to communicate authority, power or blessing, the right hand being more significant in this respect than the left, but both hands were often used (Gn.

48:13-14; Dt. 34:9). Notice especially the laying of the hands of the worshipper on the head of his sacrificial beast, where the communication of au-thority probably signified identity with the offering (Lv. 1:4); and the NT communication of the Holy Spirit or performance of miracles by the laying on of hands (Mk. 6:5; Acts 8:17-19; 19:11). This is but another indication that in Heb. thought, and to a certain extent in the NT as well, there was a close relation between what much Gk. and modern thought would designate separately as ‘body’ and ‘spirit’.

‘Absalom’s monument’ (2 Sa. 18:18) is literally ‘Absalom’s hand’.

Bibliography. C. Ryder Smith, The Bible Doc-trine of Man, 1951; D. P. Wright, ‘The Gesture of Hand Placement in the Hebrew Bible and in Hittite Literature’, JA OS 106, pp. 433-436. b.o.b.

HANDKERCHIEF (Gk. soudarion, in Acts 19:12; rendered as ‘napkin’ in Lk. 19:20; Jn. 11:44; 20:7). It transliterates Lat. sudarium defined etymologic-ally (sudor, ‘sweat’) as a cloth for wiping perspir-ation. Catullus, however, uses the word for ‘table-napkin’ (12. 14), and Nero (Suetonius, Nero 25) undoubtedly used sudarium with the meaning of ‘handkerchieP.    e.m.b.

HANES. Is often identified with Egyp. H(wt-nni-)-nsw, Gk.-Lat. Heracleopolis magna, modern Ihnäsyeh el-Medineh or Ahnäs, about 80 km upstream (i.e. S) of Cairo, and an important city in Middle Egypt. However, this does not really suit Is. 30:4, in the two parallel clauses: ‘His officials are at Zoan, and his envoys reach Hanes.’ *Zoan is Tanis in the NE Delta, the seat of the 22nd-23rd Dynasty pharaohs, and Lower Egypt advanced-headquarters of the Ethiopian 25th Dynasty, for Asiatic affairs. Hence the parallelism of the verse seems to demand that Hanes be closely linked with E Delta Tanis, not Upper Egypt Heracleopolis, far distant and irrelevant.

Two Solutions are possible. W. Spiegelberg, Aegyptologische Randglossen zum Alten Testament, 1904, pp. 36-38, postulated a ‘Heracleopolis parva’ in the E Delta, arguing from Herodotus’ mention of a province and city of Anysis there (2. 166, 137); this would then be Egyp. H(wt-nni’-)nsw of Lower Egypt, Heb. Hanes, and Ässyr. Hininsi. Cf. Caminos, JEA 50, 1964, p. 94. Or Hanes may merely be a Heb. transcription of an Egyp. h(wt)-nsw, ‘mansion of the king’, as the name of the pharaoh’s palace in Zoan/Tanis itself. Either interpretation is plausible; neither is proven. Some refer the ‘his’ (princes, envoys) of Is. 30:4 to the Judaean king; but the natural antecedent is phar-aoh in v. 3. Hence, with E. Naville, Ahnas el Med-ineh, 1894, p. 3, these are pharaoh’s officials at Zoan and his envoys who come to treat with the Jewish emissaries, either at Hanes as an advance-post for Zoan (Naville, Spiegelberg), or summoned to the ‘Ha-nesu’, the king’s palace, in Zoan itself.    K.A.K.

HANNAH (Heb. hannä, ‘grace’). The favourite of the two wives of Elkanah, an Ephraimite who lived at Ramathaim-zophim (1 Sa. 1). The other wife, Peninnah, tormented her because she had no family. She vowed that if she bore a son she would

devote him to God as a ‘Nazirite. This she did, and named him * Samuel. Her song of thanksgiv-ing (1 Sa. 2:1-10) suggests that she was a prophetess. It contains the first mention of the king as Yahweh’s Messiah (‘his anointed’). There are many echoes of it in Mary’s song when Christ’s birth was announced (Lk. 1:46-55; * Magnificat). She brought Samuel a robe every year when she came to Shiloh to worship. She later became the mother of three sons and two daughters (1 Sa. 2:19,21).    J.w.m.

HARA. With *Halah, *Habor and *Gozan, a place to which Tiglath-pileser III removed rebelli-ous Israelites in 734-732 bc (1 Ch. 5:26). An Assyr. site of this name is not known. 2 Ki. 17:6; 18:11, however, interpret hära as ‘cities of the Medes’ and lxx ‘mountains’ may represent Heb. höre, ‘hill-country’.    d.j.w.

HARAN (Heb. har(r)an\ Akkad. harränu, ‘cross-roads’; Gk. charrhan, Acts 7:4). 1. The city c. 32 km SE of Urfa (Edessa), Turkey, on the river Balib, lies on the main route from Nineveh to Aleppo. Terah lived there with Abram (Gn. 11:31; cf. Acts 7:2, 4) before the latter migrated to Canaan (Gn. 12:1). It was the home of Isaac’s bride *Rebekah. Jacob fled there to escape Esau (Gn. 29:4), married Leah and Rachel, daughters of Laban, and all his children (except Benjamin) were born there (Gn. 29:32-30:24).

Harran is referred to in texts from the Ur III period c. 2000 bc as a temple (e.hul.ljul) for the worship of *Sin the moon-god, and its occupa-tion is confirmed by archaeological evidence. Its Strategie position made it a focus for Amorite tribes according to *Mari texts of the 2nd millen-nium bc, and later an Assyrian centre fortified by Adad-nirari I (c. 1310 bc) with a temple embel-lished by Tiglath-pileser I (r. 1115 bc). Harran rebelled and was sacked in 763 bc, an event used by Sennacherib’s officials to intimidate Jerusalem (2 Ki. 19:12 = Is. 37:12). The city was restored by Sargon II, and the temple repaired and refurnished by Esarhaddon (675 bc) and by Ashurbanipal. After the fall of Nineveh (612 bc) Harran became the last Capital of Assyria until its capture by the Babylonians in 609 bc. The Chal-dean Dynasty’s interest in the Babylonian temples led to the restoration of the Sin temples at Harran and at Ur. At the former the mother of Nabon-idus (who lived to 104), and at the latter his daughter, were made the high priestesses. It was a thriving commercial city in contact with Tyre (Ezk. 27:23).

The site, excavated 1951-3, 1959, indicates clear-ly an occupation before the Assyrian period. The existing ruins are mainly from the Roman city near which the Parthians slew Crassus (53 bc) and from the later occupation by Sabaean and Islamic rulers in Harran, then called Carrhae. In av of Acts 7:4 the city is named Charran.

2. Haran is also a personal name. (a) The son of Terah, brother of Abraham and Terah, father of Lot, Milcah and Iscah, who died at *Ur (Gn. 11:26-31); (b) A man of Judah, son of Caleb and his concubine Ephah (1 Ch. 2:46); (r) A Levite; son of Shimei, of Gershon (1 Ch. 23:9).

Bibliography. S. Lloyd and W. Brice, AS 1, 1951, pp. 77-112; D. S. Rice, AS 2, 1952, pp. 36-84;
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C. J. Gadd, AS 8, 1958, pp. 35-92: K.. Prag, Levant 2, 1970, pp. 63-94.    d.j.w.

HARAR1TE. A designation applied to some of David’s heroes: Shammah (samma) son of Agee, who was possibly the same as Shammah (Samma) (2 Sa. 23:1 1, 33); Jonathan son of Shage (1 Ch. 11:34); and Ahiam son of Sacar (1 Ch. 11:35). The name is unknown outside the Bible, and may be that of a tribe or city, or may simply mean ‘raoun-tain dweller’ from har, ‘mountain, hilf. t.c.m.

HARMON. A place (rsv, Am. 4:3) otherwise not mentioned in OT (av interprets as ‘the palace’, from vss. lxx has ‘the mountains of Rimmon’, possibly the hill of * Rimmon (Jdg. 20:45, 47). Various emendations, ‘naked’ (‘armöQ, ‘devoted to destruc-tion’, have been suggested. More plausible is the Suggestion, on the basis of Ugaritic hrmn, that this may be Harmel (S of * Kadesh on the Orontes).

Bibliography. BASOR 198, 1970, p. 41.

D.J.W.

HAROD (Heb. haröd, ‘trembling’). A copious and beautiful spring at the foot of Mt Gilboa, E of Jezreel, which flows E into the Beth-shean valley. Here Gideon, confronting the Midianite hordes, reduced his army in two stages from 32,000 to 300 (Jdg. 7:1-8). Probably Saul and his army camped here prior to the fatal battle on Mt Gilboa (1 Sa. 29:1; cf. 31:1). Two of David’s ‘mighty men’, Shammah and Elika (2 Sa. 23:25; 1 Ch. 11:27), came from Harod, possibly to be identified with the modern ‘Ain Jalud.    a.e.c.

HAROSHETH. Always occurs as ‘Harosheth of the Nations’ (haröse( hagöyim). It is found only in connection with ‘Sisera, a Canaanite commander who fought against Barak, and whose base it was (Jdg. 4:2, 13, 16). The battle is located in NW Palestine near the river Kishon. Mazar has suggested that a region rather than a city is implied, but v. 16 would strongly suggest the latter (cf. Targum). Teil ‘Arar NW of Megiddo and Teil el-Harbaj SE of Haifa have been suggested as possible sites, but of these the former appears to be disqualified by soundings indicating an absence of habitation before the 10th Century bc. The city is not mentioned in extra-biblical docu-ments, and the exact location remains uncertain.

Bibliography. LOB, pp. 201, 203; B. Mazar, HUCA 24, 1952-3; pp. 80fT; GTT, p. 288. w.o.

HARROW. A toothed implement dragged along the ground to break clods of earth after ploughing. The verb (Heb. sädad) always occurs parallel to verbs of ploughing or breaking the soil (Jb. 39:10; Is. 28:24; Hos. 10:11, av ‘break’). The actual form of the implement used is uncertain; it was drawn by a led ox (Jb. 39:10), but there is no known repre-sentation of anything corresponding to a modern harrow in form. Heb. häris (2 Sa. 12:31) denotes a sharp or pointed implement, rsv ‘picks’ rather than av ‘harrows’.    a.r.m.

HASIDAEANS. This is a transliteration of Hasid-aioi in 1 Macc. 2:42; 7:13; 2 Macc. 14:6, though ‘Hasmonaeans’ may be the correct reading in the last case. Rvmg. and modern literature prefer the underlying Heb. h“sidim. This term, meaning fun-damentally ‘loyal ones’, is used frequently in the Psalms (usually ‘saints’ in evv). It seems to have been adopted by the zealots for the law, when Hellenistic ideas came flooding in early in the 2nd Century bc.

1

GRAIN. The commonest OT Heb. words are I. dägän, wheat (fully-developed grain). 2. bar, grain of any kind Standing in the open field (hence bar means also ‘open country’). 3. seber, grain, cereal, victuals, Le. broken crushed grain.

‘Parched grain’ (qält, qälä, ‘roasted’) were ears or grains of wheat (Lv. 23:14; Ru. 2:14; 1 Sa. 17:17; 25:18; 2 Sa. 17:28) roasted over a blazing fire, usu-ally on an iron pan or flat stone.

kussemet (Ex. 9:32; Is. 28:25; Ezk. 4:9), rendered ‘speit’ (rsv) and ‘rie’, Tye’ or ‘fitches’ (av), denotes the false speit or einkorn wheat (Triticum monoc-cum) and not true speit (Triticum spelta) which has not been recorded from Egypt of that time.

The Gk. word kokkos (‘kernel’, Mt. 13:31, etc.) denotes the singulär form, e.g. ‘a grain of mustard seed’.

By ‘grain’ in the Bible the cereal crops barley and wheat are usually intended. (2Agriculture,

2

GREETING. Following modern idiom, rsv changes av ‘salutation’ invariably to ‘greeting’, the verb ‘salute’ to ‘greet’ or some equivalent. The social courtesies intended have six main biblical forms:


Their leader seems to have been the high priest

Onias III, deposed by Antiochus Epiphanes. They would have avoided armed struggle against the Syrians by withdrawing into the wilderness, but the implacable hostility of the Hellenizers drove them to support the Maccabees. As soon as they were granted a legitimate high priest they were prepared to return to normal life, but their leaders were murdered by Bacchides (1 Macc. 7:12-18). They had little sympathy with the nationalistic aims of the Hasmonaeans. Probably already under Simon, their party split in two. The majority, now known as *Pharisees, tried to win the people to their views. The minority, represented by the Essenes and Qumran Covenanters, despaired of all but divine eschatological intervention and withdrew to a greater or lesser degree from public life.

Bibliography. J. Kämpen, The Hasideans and the Origins of Pharisaism, 1988.    h.l.e.

HATRED, HATE.

I.    In the Old Testament

Hatred between brothers(Gn. 27:41; 37:4f., 8; 2 Sa. 13:22) or fellow-Israelites (Ps. 55:12f.; Pr. 14:20) is condemned (Lv. 19:17). Dt. 4:42; 19:4, 6, 11, and Jos. 20:5 distinguish between accidental and mali-cious manslaughter. Sexual love (2 Sa. 13:15; Dt. 22:13-16; 24:3; cf. Jdg. 14:16, see III, below) may turn to hatred. Personal enmity is sometimes tem-pered with mercy (Ex. 23:5; Jb. 31:29), but the enemies of Israel (2 Sa. 22:41; Ps. 129:5; Ezk. 23:28) or of the godly (Ps. 34:21; Pr. 29:10) are God’s enemies too (Nu. 10:35; cf. Ex. 20:5; Dt. 5:9; 7:10). God hates both evil (Pr. 6:16; Am. 6:8) and evil-doers (Dt. 32:41): so therefore do the righteous (Pss. 101:3; 139:21f.; 119:104, 113). God hates idol-atry (Dt. 12:31; 16:22), injustice (Is. 61:8), worship that is inconsistent with conduct (Is. 1:14), and even sinful Israel herseif (Ho. 9:15; cf. Je. 12:8).

II.    In the New Testament

The Father (Jn. 15:24), Jesus (Jn. 7:7; 15:18, 24f), and all Christians (Mk. 13:13; Lk. 6:22; Jn. 15:18-20; 17:14; 1 Jn. 3:13) are hated by the world; but believers must not hate either fellow-Christians (1 Jn. 4:20) or enemies (Mt. 5:43f.). Hatred of evil (Heb. 1:9 = Ps. 45:7; Rev. 2:6; cf. Mk. 3:5), though not of persons, is attributed to Christ. (* Wrath.)

III.    Contrasted with love

‘Hate’ as opposed to ‘love’ in Gn. 29:31,33 (cf. 30, ‘loved ... more’); Dt. 21:15-17; Mt. 6:24 = Lk. 16:13, implies the choice or preference of another rather than active hatred of what is not chosen or preferred. Cf. Mal. l:2f. = Rom. 9:13 of God’s election of Israel; Lk. 14:26 (cf. Mt. 10:37, ‘loves . . . more’); Jn. 12:25 of the overriding Claims of discipleship.

Bibliography. J. Denney, ExpT 21, 1909-10, pp. 41 f.; W. Foerster, TDNT 2, pp. 811-816; O. Michel, TDNT4, pp. 683-694; H. Bietenhard, H. Seebass, NIDNTT 1, pp. 553-557.    p.e.

HAVILAH (Heb. hawilä, ‘circle’, ‘district’). 1. A land ('eres) in the neighbourhood of *Eden, through which meandered (säbab) the river Pishon, and in which was found gold, ’bdellium and shoham-stone (Gn. 2:11-12). The location of the place is unknown.

2.    An area mentioned in the phrase ‘from Havi-lah to Shur’; inhabited by the Ishmaelites (Gn. 25:18) and Amalekites (1 Sa. 15:7). 1t probably lay therefore in the area of Sinai and NW Arabia.

3.    A name that occurs twice in Gn. 10; as a des-cendant of Ham through Cush (Gn. 10:7; I Ch. 1:9) and as a descendant of Shem through Joktan, Eber, Shelah and Arpachshad (Gn. 10:29; 1 Ch. 1:23). These may be entirely distinct, but as the names associated with them indicate a possible area of Settlement in S Arabia and across the Bab el-Mandeb in Africa, it may be that the name indi-cates one strong tribe which had absorbed a weaker group.

Bibliography. J. A. Montgomery, Arabia and the Bible, 1934, p. 39.    t.c.m.

HAVVOTH-JAIR (Heb. hawwötyair), ‘the camps (tent-villages) of Jair’, probably in the hills between Mt Gilead proper and the Yarmuk, which were dotted with Settlements called '“yärim (Jdg. 10:4); a unique plural of 'fr, ‘town’, or a diminutive (so Rashi, Commentary) homonymous with ‘ass colts’. The area may have been known earlier as Havvoth Ham; so Nu.32:41 (as emended by Berg-man, JPOS 16, 1936, pp. 235fL), since ‘their vil-lages’ (hawwötehem) has no plural antecedent; cf. Gn. 14:5. It was associated with the Argob, N of the Yarmuk, as part of Bashan, of which Og was the last king. Jair was credited with the conquest of the whole region (Dt. 3:14; 1 Ch. 2:23f.), including the Argob, to which the ‘sixty cities’ of Jos. 13:30; 1 Ch. 2:23 refer; cf. 1 Ki. 4:13.    j.p.u.l.

HAZAEL (Heb. h“zael, h“zäh’el, ‘El sees’ or ‘whom God beholds’). A powerful king of Syria (Aram), God’s scourge to Israel during the reigns of Jehoram, Jehu and Jehoahaz. Elijah was com-missioned to anoint him as one of the three or-dained to complete the extirpation of Baal-worship that he had begun (1 Ki. 19:15-17). Later, Hazael, as the emissary of Ben-hadad II to Elisha, learnt that he was to be king and would become an oppressor of Israel, a prophecy speedily put into effect by his murder of Ben-hadad and assumption of the throne (2 Ki. 8:7-15). He fought against Jehoram at Ramoth-gilead (2 Ki. 8:28-29; 9:14— 15), and frequently defeated Jehu, devastating the country E of Jordan as far S as the Arnon valley (2 Ki. 10:32-33). He continued his attacks in the reign of Jehoahaz, and Israel was preserved from complete destruction only by God’s mercy (2 Ki. 13:3, 22f.). 2 Ki. 12:17-18 reveals a Syrian incursion into SW Palestine, probably with the aim of securing the trade-routes. Gath was taken, and Jerusalem threatened, and Hazael was bought off only with a tribute from the Temple treasures. Syria’s ascend-ancy was checked only after Hazael’s death, when his son, Ben-hadad III, was thrice defeated by Je-hoash of Israel (2 Ki. 13:24-25). As one of the chief Syrian oppressors of Israel, the memory of Hazael’s might lingered, so that half a Century later Arnos recalled his name as symbolizing the height of Syria’s power which would yet feel the fire of God’s judgment (Am. 1:4).

Hazael’s name also occurs in Assyr. cuneiform inscriptions as an Opponent of Shalmaneser III from 841 bc onwards. The wording of one text shows that the Assyrians not only knew Hazael to be a usurper (‘son of a nobody’, ANET, p. 280,
[image: ]

Ivory plaque inscribed . . son of Amma. for our lord Hazael. in ihe year of . . Perhaps pari of a tribute brought to Hazael, king of Damascus. From Arslan Tash, Syria. 9lh Century bc.

text (c), 14-2:1) but that they also knew that his predecessor was the victim of foul play (Weidner, AfO 13, 1940, pp. 233f.).

Hazael must have attained his throne before 841 bc, as his and the Israelite Joram’s forces fought in 842 at Ramoth-gilead; 843 bc, as suggested by Unger (Israel and the Aratneans of Damascus, 1957, p. 75), is an early enough date. Shalmaneser III and Hazael fought again in 837 bc. Thereafter for 30 years no further collision of the two king-doms is known, until Adad-nirari III in c. 805-802 bc cowed the now ageing Hazael into Submission (ANET, pp. 281-282; DOTT, pp. 51-52), referring to him as Man, Aramaic for Mord’. In Syria the earlier redoubtable Hazael had evidently become known as ‘the lord’ par excellence, and this current epithet was simply taken over by the Assyrian an-nalists. Hazael ‘oppressed Israel all the days of Je-hoahaz’ (2 Ki. 13:22), who reigned c. 814/813-798 bc, and hence, at least briefly, outlived him, surviv-ing to perhaps c. 797 or 796 bc.

Assyrian spoils from Hazael’s Damascus in-cluded ivory-work, two pieces inscribed l-mr'n Hz'/, ‘belonging to our lord Hazael’, and another bearing the figure of a prince, just possibly a repre-sentation of Hazael himself.

Bibuography. F. Bron and A. Lemaire, Reallexikon der Assyriologie 83, 1989, pp. 35-44; 1. Eph’al and J. Naveh, IEJ 39, 1989, pp. 192-200; E. Puech, RB 88, 1981, pp. 544-562; W. T. Pitard, Ancient Damascus, 1987. See also *Aram, *Ben-hadad.    j.g.g.n.

K.A.K.

HAZARMAVETH (h“sarmäwet_). The tliird son of "Joktan (Gn. 10:26; 1 Ch. 1:20), probably to be identified with the kingdom of Hadramaut in S ‘Arabia, written hdrmt and later hcfrmwt in the native inscriptions. The latter form corresponds closely to the unvocalized Heb. hsrmwl, Heb. s often corresponding to S Semitic cf.

Bibuography. G. Ryckmans, Les Noms propres sud-semitiques, 1, 1934, p. 338; C. Brockelmann, Grundriss der vergleichenden Grammatik der semitischen Sprachen, 1, 1908, §46. t.c.m.

HAZEROTH. A stopping-place on the desert journey of the Israelites (Nu. 11:35; 33:17-18), where Miriam became a leper (Nu. 12:1-16; cf. Dt. 1:1). Generally identified with ‘Ayin Khodara, an oasis with a well on the way from Sinai to Aqabah. (‘EncampmentbytheSea.)    c.d.w.

HAZOR (Heb. häsör). A place-name, probably meaning ‘settlement’ or ‘village’, and therefore used of several places in the OT, of which the most important was a fortified city in the territory of Naphtali (Jos. 19:36).

I.    In the Old Testament

This city lay in N Palestine, and at the conquest it was the royal seat of Jabin (called ‘king of Hazor’, melek-häsör, Jos. 11:1), who organized a coalition against Joshua. The Israelites defeated this, how-ever, Jabin was killed, and Hazor was destroyed and burnt (Jos. 11:1—13; 12:19). Hazor was the only city thus burnt, perhaps because of its former im-portance (Jos. 11:10), but in spite of this destruc-tion a later king of the same name, who this time was styled ‘king of Canaan’ (melek-k'na'an, Jdg. 4:2, 24) threatened Israel in the time of Deborah. Though his general, Sisera, had 900 ‘chariots at his disposal, the Israelites under Barak were able to defeat him, and crush Jabin (Jdg. 4; 1 Sa. 12:9). Some two centuries later Hazor was fortified, to-gether with Jerusalem, Megiddo and Gezer, by Solomon when he was organizing his kingdom (1 Ki. 9:15), but in the 8th Century, in the time of Pekah of Israel, Tiglath-pileser III of Assyriacame and destroyed the city and carried off its remaining inhabitants to Assyria (2 Ki. 15:29).

II.    Excavation

The site of Hazor was identified in 1875 by J. L. Porter with the abandoned mound of Teil el-Qedah some 8 km SW of Lake Huleh in Galilee. J. Garstang made some trial soundings in 1928, but the first major excavations were carried out from 1955 to 1958 and 1968 to 1969 by an Israeli exped-ition under Yigael Yadin. The site lies on a NE facing slope, and consists of the city teil of some 100,000 sq.m extent at the S end, and adjoining this to the N a much larger area of about 0-6 sq.km with an earthen rampart on the W or uphill side. The main teil was founded in the 3rd millen-nium, and the lower city added to it in the early part of the 2nd millennium, probably by the Hyksos. Though Garstang assumed this lower city to be a camping enclosure for horses and chariots, excavation revealed that the whole of this area had been occupied by a built city, which at its height must, with the teil proper, have accommodated up to 40,000 souls. A further indication of the im-portance of the city at this time is given by the discovery of a pottery jug with an Akkadian inscription (the earliest known in Palestine) scratched on it. Though crudely done, the inscription has been read as Is-me-ilam, an Akkadian personal name, perhaps that of a Mesopotamian merchant. This lower city was occupied for only about five centuries, having been destroyed in the 13th Century (Level 13). This destruction is attributed by the excavators to Joshua. Among the remains in this destroyed city were found a Canaanite temple and a small shrine. While the lower city lay barren, the teil was reoccupied by the Canaanites, and then by the Israelites. A city gate and casemate wall from the time of Solomon, almost exactly matching those found at * Megiddo and * Gezer (cf. 1 Ki. 9:15), were uncovered. Evidence from the later Israelite period included a pillared public building of the time of Ahab (taken by Garstang to be stables), and a fortress contain-ing a thick layer of ash, in which was a fragment of a wine jar bearing the name Pekah (pqh), and other signs of violent destruction, probably due to Tiglath-pileser III, who took the city in 732 bc (2 Ki. 15:29).

III.    In extra-biblical texts

Hazor is first mentioned in the Egyp. Execration Texts of the 19th Century bc, as a Canaanite city likely to be a danger to the empire. It figures (ha-su-ra) in the Mari archives of the first quarter of the 2nd millennium, and in a slightly later Bab. text, as an important political centre on the route from Mesopotamia, perhaps to Egypt. In one tablet the ruler is spoken of as a ‘king’ (sarrum), a title not usually applied to city rulers (cf. Jos. 11:1), and his importance is further indicated by the mention of ambassadors from Babylon travelling to see him. One king’s name is given as Ibni-Adad, an Akkadian form suggesting Bab. influence, but there was also contact with the N and W, as is manifested in gifts from the king to Ugarit and Crete (Kaptara). Hazor is mentioned in the lists of their dominions made by the Egyp. kings Tuthmosis III, Amenhotep II and Seti I in the 15th and 14th centuries bc. The city is later mentioned in the Amarna letters, of the 14th Century, the ruler still being spoken of as a king (Sar ha-zu-rä). Finally, from the next Century, the city is mentioned in an Egyp. papyrus (Anastasi I) in a military context. Thus the texts and excavations amply bear out the biblical testimony to the importance of the site.

IV.    Other places of the same name

1. A place in the S of Judah (Jos. 15:23) whose site is unknown. 2. (häsör h“dattä) ‘New Hazor’ (Jos. 15: 25), a place in S Judah whose site is unknown. 3. Another name for Kerioth-hezron (Jos. 15:25) in S Judah, site unknown, perhaps thesameas2.4.A place in Benjamin (Ne. 11:33) probably modern Khirbet Hazzur.5.Anareaoccupiedby semi-nomadicArabs, mentioned by Jeremiah (49:28, 30, 33).

Bibliography. Y. Yadin et al., Hazor /, 1958, Hazor II, 1960, Hazor III-IV, 1961, 1989; Y. Yadin, Hazor (Schweich Lectures, 1970), 1972; see also A. Malamat, JBL 79, 1960, pp. 12-19; NEAEHL, pp. 594-606.    T.c.M.

HEAD. The head (Heb. rö's; Gk. kephale) is not regarded as the seat of the intellect, but as the source of life (Mt. 14:8, 11; Jn. 19:30). Thus to lift up the head is to grant life in the sense of success (Jdg. 8:28; Ps. 27:6; Gn. 40:13, but cf. the pun in v. 19), or to expect it in God himself (Ps. 24:7, 9; Lk. 21:28). To cover the head by the hand or with dust and ashes is to mourn the loss of life (2 Sa. 13:19; La. 2:10). Figuratively, headship denotes superior-ity of rank and authority over another (Jdg. 11:11; 2 Sa. 22:44); though when Christ is spoken of as head of his body the church (Eph. 5:23; Col. 2:19), of every man (1 Cor. 11:3), of the entire universe (hyper panta, Eph. 1:22), and of every cosmic power (Col. 2:10), and when man is spoken of as the head of the woman (1 Cor. 11:3; Eph. 5:23; cf. Gn. 2:21 f), the basic meaning of head as the source of all life and energy is predominant.

The church is Christ’s body and he is her head (Eph. 4:15f.): the two cannot be severed. In this unity of head and body, Christ the head directs the growth of the body to himself: he is not merely the source of being of the body (I Cor. 10:16f.) but also the consummation of its life (Eph. 4:15f.); cf. * Cornerstone. Hence to give allegiance to any other spiritual mediator, as was being done at Co-lossae, cuts the vital link between the limbs and

Christ the head who is the source of all their being (Col. 2:181'.).

Bibliography. F. Foulkes, Ephesians, TNTC, 1963, pp. 65f., 124, 155ff.; K. Münzer and C. Brown, NIDNTT 2, pp. 156-163; H. Schlier, TDNT 3, pp. 673-681; D. W. Baker, Idiomatic Expressions in Hebrew and Akkadian Relating to the Head (diss. London, 1976).    f.h.p.

HEALTH, DISEASE AND HEALING.

I.    Introduction

The biblical descriptions of health, disease, healing and death are limited by:

a.    The purpose of Scripture, which is theological rather than medical. Only those details which are relevant to the over-all purpose, revealing God to man, are included. Thus, for example, it is suf-ficient to record that a boy was ‘paralysed’ and ‘in terrible distress’ (Mt. 8:6). The object was to indi-cate the severity of the illness and the gravity of the prognosis against which to contrast the greatness of the eure and the divine power of Christ. This illness may have been an example of Poliomyelitis with respiratory paralysis. Like most of the diseases of the Bible it was unnecessary to say so even if that had been known. There is no evidence to suggest exactly what caused that boy’s illness in medical terms (the proximal cause), although some instances of disease in OT and NT do have a spiritual explanation given (the ultimate cause), e.g. Lk. 13:11-16.

b.    Contemporary medical knowledge. Descriptions of disease were simple and were mostly con-fined to what could be seen (e.g. ulcer, swelling, haemorrhage) and/or feit by an observer (fever) or by the patient himself (dysentery, paralysis).

c.    Contemporary public knowledge was even more restricted. Even if the medical knowledge of the day had been advanced, it would not have been understood by the readers.

d.    Patterns of disease are constantly changing. This is particularly true of diseases of micro-biological origin. ‘Plague’ refers to any epidemic disease and is not the equivalent of the modern infection with Yersinia pestis. Others may be un-changed for centuries, e.g. blindness from trach-oma is still very common in the Middle East and was probably even more common in biblical times. In addition, the terms used to describe disease have also been greatly altered, even in the last few hundred years. No longer do doctors report that their patients sufler from the botch, the blain or the emerods, mentioned in the av.

None the less, the biblical accounts of disease are based on observed facts. Sincere and honest men, mostly with no medical knowledge, wrote of what they saw as they understood best. The facts that they describe, therefore, can and should be treated as facts. Moreover, the Standard of medical treat-ment (such as it was) and public hygiene (see VII, below) were superior to those of Contemporary ad-jacent cultures.

II.    Medical terms

a. Some general (non-medical) terms used to describe disease, healing and health (0 OT. Heb. hälä is used for ‘to be sick’ (nouns h°li and mahalä), and also madweh (Dt. 7:15; 28:61) and däbär (Ps. 41:8) meaning ‘a matter’ (i.e. evil matter), räpa (to heal) is most commonly used for healing, and is also used for ‘physician’ in Gn. 50:2 (twice); 2 Ch. 16:12; Jb. 13:4; Je. 8:22. Other OT terms include häyä (revive) and süb (restore).

The words for health are infrequently used in the OT, and then always figuratively (e.g. Je. 30:17; 33:6; Ps. 42:11; Pr. 12:18).

(i'O NT. Disease is normally described by the Gk. nouns astheneia (weakness), malakia (mis-fortune)—used three times in Mt. only, or the verbs astheneö (to weaken) or kakös echein (lit. ‘to have badly’) and once (Jas. 5:15) kanmö (to be ill, to ail). The adjective arrhöstos (‘not robust’) is used four times (e.g; Mk. 6:13); mastix (a whip) is used not only literally but metaphorically of disease— see Plague, below.

The commonest non-technical words for healing and health are ischyö (be strong) and hygiainö (be healthy), while sözö and diasözö (save) are used both of physical and spiritual healing (see Leprosy, below). slereoö (set up, make strong) is used in Acts 3:16, where holokleria, ‘perfect health’, also occurs, possibly indicating active rehabilitation to normal life as well as to physical well-being.

b.    Some rnore technical terms describing disease and healing in the New Testament

nosos (disease), while a specific term, was used only of disease in general rather than of any individual case. Luke and the other Evangelists employ the word in the same way (e.g. Mt. 4:23; 8:17; Lk. 4:40; 6:17; Acts 19:12, etc.). For other yet more specific words, see below.

Verbs for healing are therapeuö, iaomai and apokathistemi.

The medical terminology used by Luke, as well as his discreet silence about the failures of his col-leagues in treating the woman with an issue of blood (see Menstruation, below), indicate his medical training. Only Luke quotes ‘Physician, heal yourself’ (4:23). ln Lk. 4:35 ripsan, ‘thrown him down’, is a medical term describing epileptic con-vulsions and blaptein, ‘harm’, is similarly a technical medical term (J. R. W. Stott, Men with a Message). In Lk. 24:11 leros, ‘idle tale’, is a medical term used to describe the babblings of a feverish or insane patient (W. Barclay, Commentary on Luke).

c.    Further medical terms

Barrenness. To be a wife without bearing children has always been regarded in the East, not only as a matter of regret, but as a reproach which could lead to divorce. This is the cause of Sarah’s despair-ing laughter (Gn. 18:12), Hannah’s silent prayer (1 Sa. 1:10fr.), Rachel’s passionate alternative of children or death (Gn. 30:1) and Elizabeth’s cry that God had taken away her reproach (Lk. 1:25). The awfulness of the coming judgment on Jerusalem is emphasized by the incredible Statement, ‘Blessed are the barren . . .’ (Lk. 23:29). It was believed that the gift of children or the withholding of them in-dicated God’s blessing or curse (Ex. 23:26; Dt. 7:14), as also did the barrenness or fruitfulness of the land (Ps. 107:33-34).

Blindness. Heb. ’iwwer, ‘closed’ or ‘contracted’, and its cognate ‘iwwärön, ‘awwerel and sanwerim, ’blindness’; Gk. typhlos. Blindness was common throughout the Middle East in biblical times. It is probable that several different diseases were re-sponsible. Trachoma may have been common then, as it still is in some parts, causing blindness in in-fancy. Gonorrhoea in the mother can infect the eyes of children during their birth and lead to blindness. Blindness was sometimes seen as a pun-ishment front God, as Dt. 28:28-29 indicates (also describing the pathetic groping gait of the blind and their propensity for being robbed).

There is one fascinating instance of a two stage or double miracle of Jesus on a blind man (Mk. 8:22— 25) in the Gentile town of Bethsaida. In the first miracle the blind man was led by Jesus out of the village, saliva was applied to his eyes and he was enabled to ‘see’. However, presumably because he had never remembered seeing, his mind could not interpret the images he saw (v. 24). ‘Men’ looked like ‘trees’; this is a well recognized phenomenon in those who have never seen and who have sight made possible by corneal grafting or cataract surgery—see a fascinating article by R. E. D. Clark on ‘Men as trees walking’ (FR 93), 1963, pp. 88ff.) in which the subject is reviewed in depth. Jesus therefore performed a further miracle. Again a simple sign, a touch, was given and then he ‘saw everything clearly’ (v. 25). If the man had once learnt to ‘see’ and then become blind the second miracle would not have been necessary (cf. Mt. 9:27-31; 12:22; 20:29-34; 21:14). The sign applied for each miracle, an aid to faith, may have been the more necessary for him if he was a Gentile. See V, below.

Boil, botch. Heb. s'hin, ‘burning’; cf. root in Arab., Aram., Eth.. ‘to be hot’. A generic term which the OT uses to denote different kinds of localized in-flammation. For the ‘boils breaking out in sores’ of the sixth plague (Ex. 9:9) see * Plagues of Egypt. In Lv. 13:18-24 boils are mentioned in association with what is there termed leprosy, while the ‘boils’ (av) or ‘loathsome sores’ (rsv) which afflicted Job (2:7), of which various diagnoses have been made, may have been tuberculous leprosy. ‘The boils of Egypt’, which extended front head to toe (Dt. 28:27, 35), was probably one of the cutaneous diseases peculiar to Egypt (cf. Pliny, NH 26.5) such as an endende boil or malignant pustule. Hezekiah’s boil (2 ICi. 20:7; Is. 38:21) was probably a carbuncle. Burn. Heb. särebet, a ‘burning' or ‘scorching’. Used twice of a skin disorder (Lv. 13:24, 28) and once metaphorically (Pr. 16:27). It is not clear whether the word means a literal burn from fire or simply a skin disorder producing a burning Sensation. Childbirth. See Midwifery, below.

Consumption. Heb. saheper, ‘wasting away’. Occurs in Lv. 26:16; Dt. 28:22. In neither case is the exact medical meaning at all clear. It could mean tuber-culosis, cancer or a host of other diseases producing wasting. Tuberculosis existed in Egypt when the children of Israel were there (D. Morse et al., Tuberculosis in Andern Egypt).

Dcafness. Heb. heres ‘silent’, Gk. köphos, ‘blunted, dull, dumb’. The Israelites were to be kind to the deaf (Lv. 19:14). Isaiah foretold that the deaf would be made to hear (29:18; 35:5; 42:18), a prophecy fulfilled by Jesus (Mt. 11:5; Mk. 7:37).

One man whom Jesus healed was deaf and had ‘an impediment in his speech' (mogilalos, ‘speaking with difficulty’, Mk. 7:32) which was probably caused by his deafness (but obviously might have been due to a separate mechanical defect, as av ‘the string’, lit. bond, ‘of his tongue was loosed’ might suggest). It is surely significant that his hearing was healed first. Some authorities consider that the man was deaf and dumb but the Greek does not suggest this. It is more likely that he could make noises but, because he could not hear them (or other people’s words), they did not form normal speech. Zechariah was temporarily dumb and deaf (Lk. 1:20, 22,64). (*Ear.)

Dropsy. Gk. hydröpikos, ‘full of water’ (Lk. 14:2). Dropsy (ascites) is strictly not a disease in itself but rather a sign of disease of the heart, kidneys or liver, etc.

Dumbness. Heb. ’illem, ‘dumb’, ‘bound’, ‘tied’, dümän, ‘silent’, ’älam, to be dumb, bound, tied’. Gk. alalos, ‘speechless’, aphönos, ‘voiceless’, and most commonly köphos, ‘blunted’, ‘dumb’ or ‘deaf. This disorder occurred throughout biblical history. It can be attributed to no specific cause. Sometimes it was a feature of *demon-possession (e.g. Mt. 9:32-35; 12:22). Zechariah was temporarily dumb and deaf (Lk. 1:20, 22, 64) through an act of God because of his unbelief. The deaf man of Mk. 7:32 was almost certainly not dumb even though he is called the ‘deaf-mute’.

Dysentery. The rsv rendering of Gk. dysenteria (av ‘bloody flux’), a technical medical term used by Herodotus, Plato, Aristotle, et ai, the infectious disease of which Paul healed the father of Publius (Acts 28:8). It has been suggested that the ‘incur-able disease’ of the bowels with which the Lord afflicted Jehoram was a chronic amoebic dysentery (2 Ch. 21:15, 18-19). See also Prolapsed rectum, below.

Emerods. (av). See Tumours, below.

Epilepsy. Gk. seleniazomai, ‘to be moon-struck’, a concept from which the English word ‘lunatic’ is derived, occurs twice (Mt. 4:24; 17:15), translated ‘lunatick’ in av, ‘epileptic’ in rsv. Epilepsy was thought to vary in its severity in cycle with the visible size of the moon. The boy described in Mt. 17:15 appears to have had typical grandmal epilepsy (cf. Mk. 9:17-29; Lk. 9:38^42) as well as being *demon-possessed, a condition from which epilepsy was distinguished (Mt. 4:24).

Fever. Heb. qaddahat_, ‘burning heat’ (Dt. 28:22); Gk. pyretos, ‘fiery heat’ (Lk. 4:38; Jn. 4:52; Acts 28:8, etc.). A generic term which in evv covers vari-ous ailments, all of them suggesting the presence of a high temperature. Luke describes (4:38) Peter’s wife’s mother as having ‘a great fever’, indicating that he recognized degrees of fever and, probably, that he saw the grave prognosis indicated by the severity of the fever which Mt. (8:14) and Mk. (1:30) did not.

Inflammation. Heb. dalleqel_ (only Dt. 28:22). The physical afflictions of consumption, fever and in-flammation, and the climatic ones—heat and drought—would have combined to form an awful prospect. The terms are too vague to allow specific interpretation.

Issue; issue of blood. Apart from the more usual meanings of ‘issue’, the word is also used biblically in connection with disease. In Lv. 15:2fT. Heb. zöb denotes a discharge which rendered its victims ritu-ally unclean. In Lv. 12:7; Mt. 9:20; Mk. 52:25; Lk. 8:43h; Heb. mäqör and Gk. rhysis and baimorrhoeö (the latter of which is used in Lv. 15:33, lxx) refer to an issue of blood, translated by neb as ‘haemor-rhages’. It is possible that the woman of Lk. 8:43, etc, had menorrhagia. See Menstruation, below. Itch. 1. Heb. heres, ‘heat, sun, itch’. A skin condition, probably akin to eczema, included among the scourges (‘which cannot be healed’) which would overtake the disobedient (Dt. 28:27). No data are available for precise identification.

2. Heb. neteq (Lv. 13:30-37; 14:54). A general term, apparently meaning an irritating skin rash, sometimes regarded then as a sign of ‘leprosy’. See also Scab.

Leprosy. The common OT word translated thus is sära'al (Lv. 13-14) which in the lxx was rendered lepra, the same Greek word being used in the NT. Both terms were simple, non-specific, imprecise, ‘lay’ ones and lacked the precision of the modern word leprosy which indicates an infection by Mycobacterium leprae. sära'al is primarily a word describing ritualistic uncleanness or defilement characterized by the presence of coloured patches. The same word was used to describe human skin disease (Lv. 13:1-46), discolouration of wool, lea-ther, linen (vv. 47-59), and even the walls of houses (14:33-57), thus indicating that sära'al cannot have been (but it might possibly have included) true leprosy. The word lepra in the NT occurs only in the Gospels and was used only of human disease. The evidence for uncleanness, on which the diagnosis was based, depended on the presence of depig-mented (pale) patches on the human skin or dis-coloured or dark patches on the surface of inanimate objects. Some of the features described in Lv. 13-14 do not occur in leprosy and some sug-gest other conditions such as erysipelas adjacent to a boil (Lv. 13:18), infection following a burn (v. 24), ringworm, or sycosis of the scalp or beard (v. 29), pustular dermatitis (v. 36), etc. Leprosy is such a slowly-changing process it could not possibly have recovered in the 7 days of Lv. 13:4-6. It is signifi-cant that in Lk. 17:11-19, ten lepers were cleansed (katharizo) (v. 14), while only the one who was grateful was cured (iaomai) (v. 15) and he was told his faith had (lit.) saved him (sözö) (v. 19) which may refer to his spiritual state or simply mean ‘made well’ (rsv). There is no clue as to the nature of their ‘leprosy’—it is possible that more than one disease process was present among them.

Undoubted leprosy existed in India by c. 600 bc and in Europe by 400 bc. There is no definite evidence that it is referred to in the OT or that it even existed at the time of the Exodus, although it certainly did in NT times. For a detailed study of the subject, see S. G. Browne, Leprosy in the Bible (good bibliography).

Madncss, mental disorder. Several different words are used, all non-specific. The more important are:

1.    Heb. hölelä, hölelüt, ‘foolishness’, ‘madness’ or‘boasting’(Ec. 1:17; 2:12; 7:25; 9:3; 10:13).

2.    Heb. siggaön, ‘madness’, ‘erring’, madness inflicted as a judgment from God (Dt. 28:28; Zc. 12:4).

3.    Gk. anoia, ‘mindlessness’, leading to folly (2 Tim. 3:9) or rage (Lk. 6:11). In neither case is mental disease implied but rather unbalanced behaviour.

4.    Gk. paraphronia, ‘madness’ (2 Cor. 11:23; 2 Pet. 2:16).

5.    Gk. mania (Acts 26:25). Paul said he had not got (lit.) mania after Festus had accused him of raving (mainomai) madly (cf. Jn. 10:20).

The recurrent episodes of madness of *Saul and the single severe attack suffered by *Nebuchadrez-zar are described in some detail. Saul (1 Sa., passim) was a man who was gifted but in some respects inadequate, e.g. he was much at the mercy of other people’s opinions; he was subject to moods of recurrent depression; and, in later life, he had the paranoid ideas and irritability character-istic of depression in older patients. though homi-cidal tendencies such as he had are uncommon. His suicide is probably medically unimportant and that of a defeated warrior rather than a depressed neurotic. Nebuchadrezzar, active and irascible, had a hypomanic personality, i.e. an inherited liability to develop a manie-depressive psychosis. His ill-ness (Dn. 4:28-37) was long-lasting and occurred when he was perhaps in his fifties. Though he remained conscious he was totally incapable of government. There was no evidence of organic disorder. There was some perversion of appetite. He recovered from it completely (v. 36) in the end, and it would be described today as involutional melancholia.

Menstruation. Heb. däwä or däweh, ‘sick’, ‘men-struous’ (Lv. 12:2, 5; 15:33; 18:19; 20:18). Both rsv and av translate the words rather inconsistently, al-though av uses such expressions as ‘sick of her flowers’ (Lv. 15:33). This normal, physiological fea-ture of the life of women in the reproductive phase of their lives rendered them ritually unclean.

It is probable that the woman with an issue of blood (Mk. 5:25; Lk. 8:43 rhysei haimalos, ‘a flow of blood’; Mt 9:20 haimorrhoeö, ‘to sulfer from a flow of blood’; the latter Word was used in Greek medical writings and in lxx for Lv. 15:33 meaning ‘menstruous’) had menorrhagia, a disease in which the menstrual flow is abnormally prolonged—in her case continuous for 12 years—and may pro-duce anaemia.

Midwifery. While childbirth is a normal and healthy phenomenon, it seems appropriate to in-clude it in this ‘medical’ section. Midwifery was in the hands of women, who had probably consider-able experience, perhaps little skill and training (Gn. 38:27-30; Ex. 1:15-21; Ezk. 16:4-5). A birth-stool (Ex. 1:16, Heb. ’obnayim, lit. ‘double stones’, probably indicating its origin) of the type used in Egypt at the time of the Exodus is described in the article * Midwife.

Palsy, paralysis. The Gk. terms for a paralytic, par-alytikos (e.g. Mt. 4:24; 9:2; Mk. 2:3) and to be para-lysed, paralyomai (e.g. Lk. 5:18, 24; Acts 8:7; 9:33) are similar and non-specific. Some types of paralysis in biblical times were clearly non-fatal be-cause patients managed to survive for many years in spite of being paralysed. The centurion’s boy servant (Mt. 8:6) was paralysed and ‘in terrible distress’. This could be a description of the frighten-ing respiratory paralysis that is a feature of some cases of Poliomyelitis.

Plague, pcstilence. The av rendering of five Heb. and three Gk. words connected with disease, death or destruction. None is to be interpreted as neces-sarily indicating infection with Yersinia pestis (the modern ‘plague’).

1. Heb. deber, ‘pestilence, plague’. Originally meaning ‘destruction’, this word is used com-prehensively for all sorts of disasters, and is often linked with the sword and famine (which three evils generally go hand in hand; cf. Je. 14:12; Ezk. 6:11, etc.), and with divine Visitation. It describes also the virulent epidemic which, after David’s number-ing of the people, cut off 70,000 Israelites (2 Sa. 24:15; cf. Jos., Am. 7. 326), and is probably the same affliction as destroyed 185,000 of *Sen-nacherib’s men (2 Ki. 19:35; Is. 37:36). The same word is found in Solomon’s dedication prayer (I Ki. 8:37; 2 Ch. 6:28); is employed in an unusual sense to describe God’s effect on death (Ho. 13:14);

and, translated ‘murrain’, is connected with a disease of cattle (Ex. 9:3, av; cf. Ps. 78:50, Avmg.).

2. Heb. maggepä, ‘plague, smiting’ (Ex. 9:14; Zc. 14:12, etc.). 3. Heb. makkä, ‘a smiting, beating’ (Lv. 26:21; Je. 19:8, etc.). 4. Heb. nega, ‘a touch, smiting’. This word, associated most often with leprosy (Lv. 13-14), also denotes any great distress or calamity (Ps. 91:10, etc.), or inward corruption (1 Ki. 8:38). 5. Heb. negep, ‘a stumbling, plague’ (Ex. 12:13; Jos. 22:17, etc.). 6. Gk. mastix, ‘a scourge, whip, plague’ (Mk. 3:10; 5:29, 34; Lk. 7:21). This is used as a synonym for disease in general. 7. Gk. loimos, ‘a plague, pestilence’ (Mt. 24:7; Lk. 21:11; cf. Jos., BJ 6. 421). In both biblical ref-erences it is coupled with famine, but rv and rsv follow some older mss in omitting ‘pestilence’ in Mt. 24:7-8. 8. Gk. plege, ‘a stroke, plague’. This word is thus translated only in Rev. (9:20; 11:6, etc.), in connection with the judgment that will overtake the wicked.

Prolapsed rectum. Jehoram (2 Ch. 21:15, 18-19) was smitten ‘with an incurable disease’ in his bowels. After 2 years of this ‘his bowels came out’ and he died ‘in great agony’ (tah“luim—a plural noun not translated thus in any other place in rsv; it is translated ‘deadly diseases’ in Je. 16:4, and ‘diseases’ in Ps. 103:3). This was almost certainly chronic dysentery which, when very severe and prolonged, occasionally may be complicated by pro-lapse of the rectum or more of the large intestine, producing intussusceplion which itself produces intestinal obstruction. This could have been the cause of his painful death.

Scab, spot. Skin diseases are rite in the East, and it is often difficult both to identify precisely those mentioned in Scripture and to distinguish one from another. ‘Scab’, for example, represents four different Heb. words.

1.    gäräb, Dt. 28:27 (‘scurvy’, av, Lv. 21:20; 22:22; lxx psora; Vulg. scabies). Included among the curses that should overtake the disobedient, this was evidently not the true scurvy, but a chronic disease which formed a thick crust on the head and sometimes spread over the whole body. It was re-garded as incurable.

2.    yallepet, ‘scabbed’ (lxx Zeichen). One of the afflictions that rendered men unfit for the priest-hood (Lv. 21:20) and animals unsuitable for sacri-fices (Lv. 22:22), it may be another form of 1, above.

3.    sappahal (‘spot’), Lv. 13:2; 14:56.

4.    mispahal, Lv. 13:6-8. A verbal form (sippah) is employed in Is. 3:17, ‘smite with a scab’.

Tumours (rsv), Emcrods (av). The Philistines in Ashdod captured the *ark and the Lord ‘afflicted them with tumours’ (Heb. ’opälim, ‘tumours’ or ‘boils’), 1 Sa. 5:6. The root meaning of the Heb. word means ‘to swell, bump up’, hence the name of Mt Ophel at Jerusalem. The word may be a tech-nical ‘medical’ one. When the ark was taken to Gath ‘tumours broke out on them’, ‘both young and old’ (5:9), and many died (5:11-12). After 7 months the ark was returned to Israel with golden models of five tumours and five ‘mice’ (Heb. ’akbär), an inexact word meaning ‘rodent’ and in-cluding mice, rats and gerbils which were common in the Middle East (G. S. Cansdale, Animals of Bible Lands). Both rats and gerbils are known vec-tors of infected fleas which transmit bubonic plague. The description of a plague spreading along lines of communication and breaking out in successive communities, producing multiple boil-like swellings or tumours and an illness that was sometimes fatal and that was associated with nu-merous ‘mice’ ruining the crops (6:5), is consistent with (though not proof of) a diagnosis of bubonic plague. It is possible that the same plague caused the seventy deaths in Beth-shemesh ‘because they looked into the ark of the Lord’ (6:19). The ex-planation for the number five (mice and tumours) models is 6:16-18.

Wen (av) (Heb. yabbelei, Lv. 22:22; cf. lxx myrm-ekiönta). Included in a list of blemishes which made animals an unacceptable sacrifice to the Lord. Ac-cording to Jewish tradition, the Heb. word applies to ‘one suffering from warts’. Rvmg. reads ‘having sores’; rsv ‘having a discharge’.

Withcred hand. Gk. xeros (Mt. 12:10; Lk. 6:6, 8), ‘dry’, ‘withered’, denotes a hand in which the muscles are paralysed and shrunken, leaving the af-fected limb shorter and thinner than normal—a chronic condition in biblical times regarded as in-curable. Some identify with a late complication of infantile paralysis (poliomyelitis). Luke records that it was the man’s right hand.

III. The treatment of disease

The therapeutics of the Bible are those of the time, and are described in general terms, e.g. Pr. 17:22; Je. 46:11. Local applications are frequently referred to for sores (Is. 1:6; Je. 8:22; 51:8), and a ‘cake of figs’ is recommended by Isaiah for Hezekiah’s boil (Is. 38:21). The good Samaritan used wine and oil as a local treatment (Lk. 10:34). Such treatment is often ineffective, however, as in the case of the woman with the issue of blood (Mk. 5:26), or con-ditions are apparently intrinsically incurable, as in the case of Mephibosheth (2 Sa. 4:4). In Dt. 28:27 there is a note of despair about some illnesses. It is not surprising that treatment is sometimes bound up with Superstition, such as the attempt by Leah and Rachel to use mandrakes to increase sexual desire in infertility (Gn. 30:14-16). Wine is twice mentioned as a medicament and stimulant (Pr. 31:6; 1 Tim. 5:23).

The word physician is rarely used, but implies much the same as ‘doctor’ in English today (Heb. räpa, e.g. Ex. 15:26; Je. 8:22; Gk. ialros, Mk. 5:26; Lk. 8:43). Asa is condemned (2 Ch. 16:12) for Consulting ‘physicians’, but these may have been pagan, magically minded and worthless, and not really deserving the name of physician. The point of the condemnation is that he ‘did not seek the Lord’. Job condemns his comforters as ‘worthless physicians’ (Jb. 13:4). In the NT physicians are twice mentioned proverbially by Christ (Lk. 4:23; 5:31). They are mentioned in the incident of the woman who had an issue of blood (Lk. 8:43). Luke is referred to by Paul as ‘the beloved physician’ (Col. 4:14).

The Jewish religion differed from many pagan ones in that there was almost no confusion be-tween the Offices of priest and physician. Declaration of diagnosis of, and freedom from, leprosy is an exception (Lv. 13:9-17; Lk. 17:14). Prophets were consulted about prognosis (see, e.g., 1 Ki. 14:1-13; 2 Ki. 1:1-4; 8:9; Is. 38:1, 21). A primitive form of bone-setting is mentioned in Ezk. 30:21. It is remarkable that medical practice changed so little in its essentials over the centuries during which the events described in the Bible occurred that it is possible to speak of the whole time as though it were a relatively circumscribed period, and there was scarcely any element in it which could be dignified with the name of Science.

IV.    Demon possession

The singulär phenomenon of * demon possession, rarely paralleled since apostolic times, is clearly something sui generis. It is recorded as having occurred at the time of Christ more frequently than at any other time. (The account of Saul—‘an evil spirit from the Lord troubled him’, in 1 Sa. 16:14—

15—is probably to be regarded as a Statement of his mental disorder rather than as a theological explanation of its origin.) It seems likely that Satan was particularly active at this time in an attempt to counter the effect of the ‘miracles of Christ and his apostles. Demon possession was real and can-not be ‘explained’ simply as the current Interpretation of purely physical or mental disorders by ignorant (but sincere) people. Jesus himself made this diagnosis and accepted it when made by others. He was never deceived by Contemporary error.

Those who were ‘demon possessed’ (Gk. dai-monizomenos = ‘demonized’) could be used as a mouthpiece by the possessing spirit; they often had accompanying physical manifestations such as dumbness (Mt. 9:32), blindness (Mt. 12:22), epi-lepsy (Lk. 9:37—13) or mental disorder (Mk. 5:1-20). Particularly they were able to recognize the div-inity of Jesus and knew they were subject to his authority. However, demon possession is definitely not synonymous either with epilepsy or with mental disorder in general, and is clearly distinguished by the Synoptists and in Acts (5:16) from the general run of disease. The disciples were commanded by Jesus to ‘heal’ (therapetiö) the sick but to ‘cast out’ (ekballö) demons and unclean spirits (Mt. 10:1, 8). Luke (9:37—43) describes how Jesus ‘rebuked’ (epitimaö) the unclean spirit and ‘healed’ (iaomai) the boy, suggesting that the presence of the unclean spirit (which was ‘rebuked’) was associated with, but distinct from, any medical or mental disease— probably epilepsy—which was ‘healed’.

Different degrees of involvement were recog-nized as is shown (Mt. 15:22) by a girl ‘severely possessed by a demon’ (kakös daimonizetai).

There is no significant difference between the ‘man with an unclean spirit’ (Mk. 5:2), ‘the demon-iac’ (daimonizomenos) (Mk. 5:15-16) or the man who had been ‘possessed with demons’ (v. 18) as the same man was variously described.

The best authenticated modern cases seem to be those described by missionaries in China from about 1850 onwards. There is no good reason to doubt the biblical view of it as a ‘possession’ by an evil spiritual being of the personality and body of the person concerned. For present-day examples, see D. Basham, Deliver us from evil, 1972.

V.    Miracles and healing

a. Healing—its meaning

Healing means the restoration of one to full health who had been ill—in body or mind (or both). This includes recovery resulting from medical treatment and spontaneous remission of a disease. It includes the improvement in a patient’s outlook on his condition even if no physical amelioration is possible, and even a correction of a patient’s misconception of the nature of his illness. In psychological disorders the term is used to describe an improved mental state. It is important that these different facets of the meaning of the word be realized, be-cause the biblical miracles of healing (apart from cases of demon possession) show healing in its primary medical sense of the restoration to normal in cases of organic disease. Any cases claimed as present-day miracles must show comparably out-standing cases of the healing of organic disorders. Changes in spiritual Outlook, an improved accept-ance of an organically incurable condition, or the natural and spontaneous remission of disease, are all continually occurring, but do not partake of the miraculous, in the strict theological sense. There are, of course, natural recoveries from illness, as well as miracles, recorded in the Bible, and in fact probably most recoveries other than the miraculous ones were natural, because of the almost com-plete ineffectiveness of therapy in ancient times.

b.    Healing—its Author

God is the one who heals all our diseases (Ps. 103:3; Acts 3:12-16). Even today when medical and surgical skill is so developed, God is the healer, using men (trained or untrained) to do his work for him in the same way that he uses the governing authorities to maintain Order and execute justice in the world (Rom. 13:1-5).

c.    Healing—the use of means

Even in biblical times, when so few treatments for disease existed (see III, above), men were encour-aged and expected to use the means that were available, both in OT times (e.g. the fig poultice for Hezekiah’s boil, Is. 38:21) and in NT times (Paul’s advice to Timothy, 1 Tim. 5:23). True faith in God gladly and gratefully uses such means as are available, whether medicines, blood transfusions or surgical operations to prevent death. as much as life-jackets to prevent drowning.

d.    Faith healing

Various terms are currently used to describe healing that occurs without the use of means and in response to faith. Because all true healing comes from God the term ‘divine healing’ is not helpful to distinguish this especial form. ‘Spiritual’ healing suggests more the restoration of health to the spirit than the body and moreover may be confused with the work of spiritists who, in the name of the devil, can produce spurious healing. Faith healing is a helpful term so long as the object of faith is clear (it is by no means always God).

e.    Miraculous healing

A ‘miracle essentially consists of ‘a striking inter-position of divine power by which the operations of the ordinary course of nature are overruled, suspended or modified’ (Chambers's Encyclo-paedia, ‘Miracle’). So far as miraculous healing in Scripture is concerned, the essential features are that the eure is instantaneous (the incident of Mk. 8:22-26 being a notable exception), complete and permanent, and usually without the use of means (the saliva of Mk. 7:33; 8:23; Jn. 9:6 is an exception; cf. also Mk. 5:27—29; Acts 5:15; 19:12). Divine miracles of healing show no relapses, which typify spurious miracles, except, of course, when dead persons were raised to life who, sooner or later, subsequently died again (e.g. Jairus’ daugh-ter, Mk. 5:21-24, 35-43; the widow of Nain’s son, Lk. 7:11-15; Lazarus in Jn. 11:1 ^44, etc.).

1. The purpose of miraculous healing. Like the

other miracles in Scripture, they were dramatized signs and enacted parables intended to teach a double lesson. They were to aulhenticate the word of the person who performed them (e.g. Ex. 7:9; Lk. 5:20-24; Jn. 7:19-22; 10:37-38; Acts 2:22) and to illustrate the word. Thus what happened to the body of the paralytic in Lk. 5:18-26 was a proof and picture of what happened in his soul. It is important to see, therefore, that the purpose of the healing miracles was theological, not medical. The many who were healed at the beginning of the min-istry of Jesus, of the early church and of individual Christians (e.g. Philip, Acts 8:5-8) gradually became fewer as the essential lesson was learnt. Many lay ill at the pool of Bethesda (Jn. 5:3) but Jesus healed only one because one was enough to teach the spiritual truth. If Christ’s purpose had been the healing of the sick, he would have healed them all.

Thus a miracle of healing today should not be expected simply when it is medicaliy desirable but rather where the Word of God and his servant needs to be authenticated and illustrated, and such evidence is not already available in the Bible. The l'ringe of an area of new evangelization on the mis-sion field would therefore seem to be the most likely place for miraculous healing to occur today, the very place where miracles can least scientific-ally be proven! (But the church in general is now recovering her healing ministry as an integral part of the total gospel of wholeness, and such healings sometimes include the instantaneous as well as the more usual gradual recoveries. See J. C. Peddie, The Forgotten Talent, 1961; G. Bennett, The Heart of Healing, 1971; F. MacNutt, Healing, 1974; The Power to Heal, 1977.—n.h.)

2. Miraculous healing in the Old Testament. Even if medical means were also used, recovery in the OT is generally attributed to the intervention of God, e.g. the recovery of Moses (Ex. 4:24-26) from the illness associated with his disobedience over his son’s circumcision is given an entirely spiritual sig-nificance. The healing of Miriam’s leprosy (Nu. 12:1-15) and of Naaman, through Elisha (2 Ki. 5:8-14), appear to be miraculous. The healing of Jeroboam’s suddenly paralysed hand (1 Ki. 13:4-6) and the raising from the dead of the son of the widow of Zarephath by Elijah (1 Ki. 17:17-24) and of the son of the Shunammite woman by Elisha (2 Ki. 4:1-37) are clearly miraculous. This boy’s illness has been attributed to sunstroke; but it could equally well have been a fulminating encephalitis or a subarachnoid haemorrhage. (The Jews were conscious of the effects of the sun [see Ps. 121:6], and a case of sunstroke is reported in the Apoc-rypha [Judith 8:2-3].) The recovery of the Israel-ites bitten by the serpents when they looked on the bronze serpent is miraculous also, though indi-viduals are not specified (Nu. 21:6-9). The Salvation of the Israelites from the later plagues in Egypt is a curious example of what might be termed a ‘prophylactic miracle’, Le. for them disease was miraculously prevented rather than mi-raculously healed. The recovery of Hezekiah (2 Ki. 20:1-11) was probably natural, though it is attributed directly to God (v. 8) and is accompanied by a nature miracle (vv. 9-11); the illness was probably a severe carbuncle.

Miraculous healing, even counting raising from the dead, is unusual in the OT, and the few cases seem to duster about the two critical times of the Exodus and the ministry of Elijah and Elisha. See

Ex. 7:10-12 for nature miracles performed by Moses and Aaron. The miracles perlbrmed by the Egyptian sorcerers (Ex. 7:11,22; 8:7) mimicked the first three miraculous signs wrought by Moses and Aaron (even though their second and third at-tempts only added to the sufferings of their people), but they were unable to counterfeit the power of God in the subsequent signs (8:18). Thus the miracles wrought by Moses achieved their pur-pose (7:9) of authenticating his word of authority and finally led to the escape of the children of Israel.

3.    Miraculous healing in the Gospels. Our Lord’s miracles of healing are reported by the Synoptists as groups (e.g. Lk. 4:40-41) and, in greater detail and more specifically, as individual cases. * Demon possession is clearly distinguished from other forms of disease (e.g. Mk. 1:32-34, where kakös echön is separate from daimonizomenos). People came to him in large numbers (Mt. 4:23-24) and were all healed (Lk. 4:40). Doubtless cases of mental as well as of physical illness were included, and on one occasion our Lord even restored a severed part of the body (Lk. 22:50-51). At the same time, these recorded instances can represent only a small fraction of those ill in the country at this time.

In the combined narrative of the four Gospels there are over twenty stories of the healing of indi-viduals or of small groups. Some were healed at a distance, some with a word but without physical contact, some with physical contact, and some with both physical contact and ‘means’, i.e. the use of clay made from spittle, which was a populär remedy of the time for blindness (Mk. 8:23; Jn. 9:6) and deafness (Mk. 7:32-35). This may have been to aid the patient’s faith, or to demonstrate that God does not exclude the use of means, or both. In one unique instance Jesus performed two successive miracles on the same man—see Blindness, above.

Luke’s Gospel is the only one to give the story of the good Samaritan. It also includes five miracles of healing not recorded by the other Evangelists. These are the raising of the son of the widow of Nain (7:11-16), the healing of the woman ‘bowed together’ (13:11-16), the man with dropsy (ascites) (14:1—4), the ten lepers (17:12-19) and the healing of Malchus’ ear (22:51). More details of cases are given and the writer uses the more technical iaomai for healing, rather than the non-technical words.

The Fourth Evangelist, unlike the Synoptists, never refers to healing of people in large numbers, nor to demon possession (though demons are re-ferred to, and the word daimonizomenos is used, Jn. 10:21). ln addition to the raising of Lazarus from the dead, only three cases are described. These are the healing of the nobleman’s son of a serious febrile condition (4:46-54), the man paralysed 38 years (5:1-16), and the man born blind (9:1-14). These miracles of healing in John’s Gospel are not only mighty works (dynameis) but also signs (semeia). They demonstrate that Christ’s miracles of healing have not only an individual, local, Contemporary physical significance but a general, eternal and spiritual meaning also. For example, in the case of the man born blind, the point is made that individual sickness is not necessarily attribut-able to individual sin.

4.    Miraculous healing in apostolic times. While the promise of healing powers in Mk. 16:18 is probably to be dismissed as being no part of the true text, Christ had commissioned the Twelve (Mt. 10:1) and the Seventy (Lk. 10:9). The Twelve were evidently commissioned for life, while the mission of the Seventy seems to have ended when they reported back (Lk. 10:17-20). In Acts there are several accounts of individual miracles, which have much the same character as those performed by Christ. The lame man in Jerusalem (3:1—11) and the one at Lystra (14:8-10), the paralytic (9:33-34), and Publius’ father’s dysentery (‘bloody flux’, av, 28:8) are individual cases, and there are a few re-ports of multiple healings, including that in 5:15-16 and the unique case of the use of clothing taken from Paul (19:11-12). Two people were raised from the dead (Dorcas, 9:36-41, and Eutychus, 20:9f.) and demons were cast out on two occasions (5:16 and 16:16-18). The author distinguishes between demon possession and other illness (5:16).

Cases of illness among Christians in apostolic times are mentioned. The fact that they occur indi-cates that the apostolic commission to heal could not be used indiscriminately to keep themselves or their friends free from illness. Timothy had a gas-tric complaint (1 Tim. 5:23). Trophimus was too ill to accompany Paul from Miletus (2 Tim. 4:20). Epaphroditus was gravely ill (Phil. 2:30), and his recovery is attributed to the mercy of God (Phil. 2:27). Most striking of all is Paul’s enigmatic ‘thorn in the flesh’ (skolops te sarki), which has been variously identified (most often as a chronic eye disease), but by few convincingly and by none conclusively. Its spiritual significance far exceeds its importance as an exercise in diagnosis. Paul gives three reasons (2 Cor. 12:7-10) for it; ‘to keep his feet on the ground’ (v. 7), to enable him to be spiritually powerful (v. 9) and as a personal Service to Christ (v. 10, ‘for Christ’s sake’). There is per-haps more resemblance between this ‘thorn’ and Jacob’s shrunken sinew than has been realized (Gn. 32:24-32).

The classical passage on prayer for the sick (Jas. 5:13-20) has suflfered from two misinterpretations: that which finds in it authority for the institution of anointing those who are in extremis, and that which regards it as a promise that all who are sick and who are prayed over in faith will recover. The oil may have been used as was Christ’s clay or spittle (see above) to reinforce faith, and may in some cases even have been medicinal. Or oil may be taken as a Symbol of separating the sickness from the patient on to Christ (cf. Mt. 8:17), after the pattem of kings, etc. being ’anointed to separate them from others for their office. For a full discus-sion, see R. V. G. Tasker’s commentary on James (TNTC). The important points are that the Outlook in the passage is spiritual (i.e. the matter is referred to God), the distress of the individual is made the concern of the church, and what is said neither excludes nor condemns the use by doctors of the normal means of healing available at any particular time and place. The whole of this passage is really concerned with the power of prayer.

5. Miraculous healing after apostolic times. This is, strictly, outside the scope of this article, but is relevant in that certain texts are quoted in favour of there being a possibility, and more, of miraculous healing mediated by Christians at the present day (cf. Jn. 14:12, above). However, there must be considerable caution in equating personal com-mands by Christ to the apostles with those which are generally binding upon Christians today. Such views are out of keeping with the general view of miracles as instruments and accompaniments of revelation. Great care must be exercised in avoiding the magical in a search for the miraculous. The ecclesiastical miracles of patristic times, often posthumously attributed, sometimes became absurd. 1t has also been shown that the frequently quoted passages in Irenaeus, Tertullian and Justin Martyr, which purport to show that miracles of healing continued well into the 3rd Century, will not in fact bear that interpretation. Post-apostolic Claims should therefore be treated with extreme care. But this cautious attitude should not be confused with modern materialistic unbelief and scepticism. See also 1. The purpose of miraculous healing, above.


VI. The biblical Outlook on disease

The topics of suffering and disease, in the Bible, are closely bound up with the questions of the nature and origin of evil itself. Suffering is a human experience, with diverse causes, and is one of the results of human sin. In the case of suffering from disease, the link is not usually obvious, though sometimes the illness is directly connected. From the account of the Fall of man in Genesis it is clear that soon afterwards man knew insecurity, fear and pain (Gn. 3:16:17). Here "tssäbön (av ‘sorrow’) is better rendered ‘pain’, and then mental anguish (Gn. 4:13). The direct connection between sin and suffering becomes rapidly more complex, but nations which obeyed God were, in general, prom-ised freedom from disease (Ex. 15:25-26; Lv. 26:14-16; Dt. 7:12-16 and ch. 28, especially vv. 22, 27, 58-61). On the other hand, pestilence is one of the three sore judgments on the people of God (Je. 24:10; 32:24; Ezk. 14:21) and on other nations, e.g. Philistines (1 Sa. 5:6) and Assyrians (2 Kl 19:35). There are passages such as Ps. 119:67, where the sinner himself is involved, and the case of the impotent man healed (Jn. 5:1-16), where his own fault is perhaps implied (v. 14). David’s sin involved the afflictions of others (2 Sa. 24:15-17). On the whole, human suffering, from disease or from any other cause, is the effect on the individual of the spiritual malaise of the human society of which he is an integral part. In Job 1 something is seen of the activity of Satan. This is also apparent in Acts 10:38, where the sick are spoken of as ‘all that were oppressed by the devil’ and in the suggestive par-able of the wheat and tares (‘An enemy has done this’, Mt. 13:28). Again, Christ himself spoke of ‘this woman, whom Satan bound . . .’ (Lk. 13:16).

God does not stand by helplessly, however. Suffering is sometimes used punitively. This may be on a national scale. Or it may be applied to indi-viduals, as in the cases of Moses (Ex. 4:24), Miriam (Nu. 12:10), Uzziah (2 Ch. 26:16-21), Jeroboam (2 Ch. 13:20), Gehazi (2 Ki. 5:25—27), Ananias and Sapphira (Acts 5:5, 10), Herod (Acts 12:21-23) and Elymas (Acts 13:11). Much more detail is given when suffering is used constructively (Heb. 12:6-11), as in the case of Jacob, who, after a real physical injury miraculously inflicted, learnt to depend upon God, and matured spiritually to fulfil his new name of Israel (Gn. 32:24-32). Hezekiah’s illness demonstrated his faith in God, and is prob-ably in this category (2 Ki. 20:1-7). The book of Job shows that the real issue is a man’s relationship to God rather than his attitude to his own suffering. It is the principal OT refutation of the view, put forward with great skill by Job’s ‘comforters’, that there is an inevitable link between individual sin and individual suffering. After disposing of the view, which is only partially true, that the reason for the existence of suffering is disciplinary, it leads to the sublime picture of Job both comforted, vin-dicated and blessed. It is important to realize that the biblical picture is not a mere *dualism. Rather, suffering is presented in the light of eternity and in relation to a God who is Sovereign, but who is nevertheless forbearing in his dealings with the world because of his love for men (2 Pet. 3:9). Con-scious of the sorrow and pain round about them, the NT writers look forward to the final consum-mation when suffering shall be no more (Rom. 8:18: Rev. 21:4).

This conception is different from the Gk. notion of the body as something inherently evil, and the spirit as something inherently good. The biblical conception of the transience yet nobility of the body is best seen in 2 Cor., especially in 5:1-10 (cf. also 1 Cor. 6:15). It is an integral part of the complex of the individual through which the personal-ity is expressed.

VII. Hygiene and sanitation

One respect in which Jewish medicine was better than that of Contemporary peoples was the re-markable sanitary code of the Israelites in Moses’ time (e.g. Lv. 15). A. Rendle Short gives an excel-lent short account of this (The Bible and Modern Medicine, pp. 37-46). Although generally referred to as a code, the details are, in fact, scattered through the Pentateuch. The Jews, as a nation, might not have survived their time in the wilderness, or the many other vicissitudes through which they passed, without their sanitary ‘code’. It deals with public hygiene, water supply, sewage disposal, inspection and selection of food, and control of infectious disease. The most interesting thing about it is that it implies a knowledge which in the circumstances of the Exodus and the wilderness wanderings they could scarcely have discovered for themselves, e.g. the prohibition, as food, of pigs and of ‘animals which had died natural deaths, the burial or burning of exereta, etc., and the con-tagious nature of some diseases. Burning of exereta (Ex. 29:14) was a particularly wise practice for a wandering people, smee there was no time for düng to do good as manure. The spread of disease was thus effectively prevented. The origin of the Word ‘quarantine’ is the Jewish use of the period of 40 days of Segregation from patients with certain diseases (Lv. 12:1-4) adopted by the Italians in the 14th Century because of the relative immunity of Jews from certain plagues. In a number of respects the biblical outlook on the sick, and on health in general, has a bearing on modern medical practice, and is perhaps more up-to-date than is generally realized. The story of the good Samaritan (Lk. 10:30-37) presents an ideal of care which has always inspired the medical and para-medical pro-fessions and typifies selflessness and after-care. There is more than a little in the Bible about what might be called ‘the medicine of the family’, the ideal of marriage among the Jews being a high one.
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HEART (Heb. leb or lebäb\ Gk. kardia). The term is used of the centre of things (Dt. 4:11; Jon. 2:3; Mt. 12:40); the root of the Heb. word, which is obscure, may mean centre.

The references to the physical organ as such are few and by no means specific. The clearest is 1 Sa. 25:37. In 2 Sa. 18:14 and 2 Ki. 9:24 the meaning seems to be wider, indicating the internal organs generally, especially since, in the former passage, Absalom remained alive after three darts had pierced his ‘heart’. But this lack of accurate physio-logica! definition is typical of Hebrew thought, particularly in respect of the internal organs. In Ps. 104:15, for instance, the ‘heart’ is affected by food and drink, and though this may not be true in a direct way physiologically, it certainly is true in experience, if one takes the ‘heart’ to mean, as outlined below, the inner man, in a wide sense.

The Hebrews thought in terms of subjective experience rather than objective, scientific Observation, and thereby avoided the modern error of over-departmentalization. It was essentially the whole man, with all his attributes, physical, intel-lectual and psychological, of which the Hebrew thought and spoke, and the heart was conceived of as the governing centre for all of these. It is the heart which makes a man, or a beast, what he is, and governs all his actions (Pr. 4:23). Character, Personality, will, mind are modern terms which all reflect something of the meaning of ‘heart’ in its biblical usage. (But cf. * Body where mention is made of synecdoche.)

H. Wheeler Robinson gives the following Classification of the various senses in which the words leb and lebäb are used.

a.    Physical or figurative (‘midst’; 29 times).

b.    Personality, inner life or character in general (257 times, e.g Ex. 9:14; 1 Sa. 16:7; Gn. 20:5).

c.    Emotional States of consciousness, found in widest ränge (166 times); intoxication (1 Sa. 25:36); joy or sorrow (Jdg. 18:20; 1 Sa. 1:8); anxiety (1 Sa. 4:13); courage and fear (Gn. 42:28); love (2 Sa. 14:1).

d.    Intellectual activities (204 times); attention (Ex. 7:23); reflection (Dt. 7:17); memory (Dt. 4:9); understanding (1 Ki. 3:9); technical skill (Ex. 28:3) (latter two = ‘mind’ in rsv).

e.    Volition or purpose (195 times; 1 Sa. 2:35), this being one of the most characteristic usages of the term in the OT.

The NT usage is very similar, and C. Ryder Smith writes of it as follows: ‘It (the heart) does not altogether lose its physical reference, for it is made of “flesh” (2 Cor. 3:3), but it is the seat of the will (eg. Mk. 3:5), of the intellect (e.g Mk. 2:6, 8), and of feeling (e.g Lk. 24:32). This means that “heart” comes the nearest of the NT terms to mean "person”.’

There is no Suggestion in the Bible that the brain is the centre of consciousness, thought or will. It is the heart which is so regarded, and, though it is used of emotions also, it is more frequently the lower organs (* Bowels, etc.), in so far as they are distinguished, that are connected with the emotions. As a broad general Statement, it is true that the Bible places the psychological focus one Step lower in the anatomy than most populär modern speech, which uses ‘mind’ for consciousness, thought and will, and ‘heart’ for emotions.

‘Mind’ is perhaps the dosest modern term to the biblical usage of ‘heart’, and many passages in rsv are so translated (e.g Ec. 1:17; Pr. 16:23). The ‘heart’ is, however, a wider term, and the Bible does not distinguish the rational or mental processes in the way that Gk. philosophy does.

C. Ryder Smith suggests that: ‘The First great Commandment probably means “You shall love (agapän) the Lord your God with all your heart— that is with all your soul and with all your mind and with all your strength” (e.g. Mk. 12:30, 33).’

The heart of man does not always do that, however. It is not what it should be (Gn. 6:5; Je. 17:9), and the OT reaches its highest point in the realiz-ation that a change of heart is needed (Je. 24:7; Ezk. 11:19), and that, of course, is fulfilled in the NT (Eph. 3:17).

There are the exceptional people whose hearts are right with God (1 Ki. 15:14; Ps. 37:31; Acts 13:22), though it is obvious from what we know of David, the example referred to in the last passage, that this is not true in an absolute sense, but that repentance and conversion are still necessary (2 Ki. 23:25, of Josiah).

The right attitude of heart begins with its being broken or crushed (Ps. 51:17), symbolic of humil-ity and penitence, and synonymous with ‘a broken spirit’ (rüah). This brokenness is necessary because it is the hard or stony heart which does not submit to the will of God (Ezk. 11:19). Alternatively, it is the ‘fat’ or ‘uncircumcised’ heart which fails to re-spond to Yahweh’s will (Is. 6:10; Ezk. 44:7).

Yahweh knows the heart of each one and is not deceived by outward appearance (1 Sa. 16:7), but a worthy prayer is, nevertheless, that he should search and know the heart (Ps. 139:23), and make it clean (Ps. 51:10). A ‘new heart’ must be the aim of the wicked (Ezk. 18:31), and that will mean that God’s law has to become no longer merely external but ‘written on the heart’ and make it clean (Je. 31:33).

Thus it is that the heart, the spring of all desires, must be guarded (Pr. 4:23), and the teacher aims to win his pupil’s heart to the right way (Pr. 23:26).

It is the pure in heart who shall see God (Mt. 5:8), and it is through Christ’s dwelling in the heart by faith that the saints can comprehend the love of God (Eph. 3:17).
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HEAVEN. Several words are translated ‘heaven’, but the only important ones are the Heb. sämayim and the Gk. ouranos. The former is plural, and the latter often occurs in the plural. But, just as in Eng., there does not seem to be any great difference between 'heaven’ and ‘the heavens’. The term is used of the physical heaven, especially in the ex-pression 'heaven and earth’ (Gn. 14:19; Mt. 5:18). Some suggest that the Bible writers thought of heaven in this aspect as solid, and rather like an inverted bowl (the ‘firmament’, Gn. 1:8). The sun makes his daily pilgrimage across it (Ps. 19:4-6), and there are Windows through which the rain might descend (Gn. 7:11). Some Hebrews may well have held this idea, but it must not be forgotten that the men of the OT were capable of vivid im-agery. It will never do to treat them as wooden literalists. The theological meaning of their lan-guage about heaven can be understood without re-course to such hypotheses.

Heaven is the abode of God, and of those close-ly associated with him. The Israelite is to pray, ‘Look down from thy holy habitation, from heaven’ (Dt. 26:15). God is ‘the God of heaven’ (Jon. 1:9), or ‘the Lord, the God of heaven’ (Ezr. 1:2), or the ‘Father who is in heaven’ (Mt. 5:45; 7:21, etc.). God is not alone there, for we read of ‘the host of heaven’ which worships him (Ne. 9:6), and of ‘the angels in heaven’ (Mk. 13:32). Believers also may look forward to ‘an inheritance . . . kept in heaven’ for them (1 Pet. 1:4). Heaven is thus the present abode of God and his angels, and the ul-timate destination of his saints on earth.

Among many ancient peoples there was the thought of a multiplicity of heavens. It has been suggested that the NT bears witness to the rabbinic idea of seven heavens, for there are references to Paradise (Lk. 23:43), and to ‘the third heaven’ (2 Cor. 12:2; this was called Paradise on the rabbinic reckoning, cf. 2 Cor. 12:3). Jesus also is said to have passed ‘through the heavens’ (Heb. 4:14). These, however, are slender bases on which to erect such a structure. All the NT language is perfectly capable of being understood along the lines of heaven as the place of perfection.

Heaven comes to be used as a reverent peri-phrasis for God. Thus when the prodigal says ‘I have sinned against heaven’ (Lk. 15:18, 21), he means T have sinned against God’. So with Jn. 3:27, ‘what is given him from heaven’. The most important example of this is Matthew’s use of the expression ‘the kingdom of heaven’, which seems to be identical with ‘the kingdom of God’.

Finally, we must notice an eschatological use of the term. In both OT and NT it is recognized that the present physical universe is not eternal, but will vanish away and be replaced by ‘new heavens and a new earth’ (Is. 65:17; 66:22; 2 Pet. 3:10-13; Rev. 21:1). We should understand such passages as indi-cating that the final condition of things will be such as fully expresses the will of God.
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HEBER. 1. An Asherite, the son of Beriah (Gn. 46:17; Nu. 26:45; 1 Ch. 7:31-32; Lk. 3:35). 2. The husband of *Jael, known as Heber the Kenite (Jdg. 4:11, 17; 5:24), though he lived apart from the rest of the Kenites or nomad smiths. The context suggests him to be a man of some importance. 3. A Judahite, the father of Soco (1 Ch. 4:18). 4. A son of Elpaal, a Benjaminite (1 Ch. 8:17). j.d.d.

HEBREWS. In the OT 'ibri is confined to the narrative of the sons of Israel in Egypt (Gn. 39-Ex. 10), the legislation concerning the manumission of Heb. servants (Ex. 21; Dt. 15; cf. Je. 34), the record of Israelite—Philistine encounter during the days of Samuel and Saul (1 Sa. 4; 13-14; 29), plus Gn. 14:13 and Jon. 1:9.

The patronymic ‘Hebrew’, ‘ibri, used for Abraham and his descendants, can be traced to his an-cestor Aber (Gn. 10:21fT.; ll:14ff.). Accordingly, this designation serves to tie the Abrahamic revela-tion to the covenant promise to Shem. The Noahic doxology in praise of the covenantal union of Yahweh with the family of Shem (Gn. 9:26) is echoed in Gn. 14 in the doxology of Melchizedek (vv. 19-20) celebrating God’s covenantal blessing on Abraham the Hebrew, i.e. of the lineage of Shem. That the divine favour is shown to Abraham the Hebrew in a conflict which finds him in military alliance with the ‘sons of Canaan’ against the forces of an Elamite ‘son of Shem’ (cf. Gn. 10:15fT., 22) is indicative that the covenantal elec-tion of Shem announced by Noah was being more particularly realized through the Eberite (Hebrew) Semites (cf. Gn. 11:10-26).

The broad significance of 'ibri in Gn. 14:13 might also be plausibly assumed in the Gn. 39-Ex. 10 context (cf. especially Gn. 40:15; 43:32; Ex. 2:11). However, the usage there is perhaps not uniform, since there seems to be a simple equa-tion of Hebrews and Israelites in Ex. 5:1-3 (cf. 3:18), for example, though in speaking of ‘the God of the Hebrews’ Moses possibly designates his brethren ‘Hebrews’ as being the Hebrews par e.xcellence.

In view of this broader application of 'ibri, the appearance of non-Israelite or even non-Abrahamite 'ibrim need not come unexpectedly in non-biblical texts of the patriarchal and Mosaic ages. According to a populär theory, the lja-BI-ru, who figure in numerous texts of the 2nd millen-nium bc, are such 'ibrim. The term ha-BI-ru is usu-ally regarded as an appellative denoting a social or Professional group, but some find an ethnic com-ponent in their identity. However, the phonetic equation of 'ibri and Ija-BI-ru is highly debatable. The ha-BI-ru presence in Canaan attested in the Amarna letters cannot be successfully identified with the Hebrew conquest.

On the basis of the interpretation of the term ha-BI-ru in Nuzi servant contracts as an appellative meaning ‘foreign-servant’, it has been contended that ‘ibri in the legislation of Ex. 21:2 and Dt. 15:12, whose terms correspond closely to the stipu-lations of the ha-BI-ru contracts, denotes not a specific ethnic identity but the Status of an alien and, therefore, that the ‘ebed 'ibri is like the Nuzi Ija-BI-ru a foreign servant. But that interpretation of ha-BI-ru in the Nuzi texts seems to be inaccurate, and certainly the biblical legislation is concerned with Israelite servants. Dt. 15:12 identifies the Heb. servant as ‘your brother’ (cf. v. 3; Je. 34:9, 14). It is objected that what Ex. 21 allows for an ‘ebed 'ibri, Lv. 25 forbids for an Israelite; but what Ex. 21:2ff. allows is a voluntary perpetuation of an agreeable type of Service, while Lv. 25:43-44 forbids com-pulsorily permanent, rigorous slavery. The Jubilee stipulation of Lv. 25 is a supplementary privilege granted the Heb. servant, which apparently yielded precedence to the servant’s further right of volun-tary lifelong Service (Ex. 21:5-6).

It has been maintained that the ‘ibrim in ! Sa. 13 and 14 are non-Israelite mercenaries (a role char-acteristic of the Ija-BI-ru). But in 13:3—4 ‘the He-brews’ are obviously the same as ‘all Israel’. Moreover, it is apparently the ‘men of Israel’ described in 13:6 to whom the Philistines refer in 14:11, des-ignating them ‘Hebrews’. There is similar identifi-cation of the 'ibrim in 13:19-20 (cf. also 4:5-9). In 13:6-7 the 'ibrim are not, as alleged, distinguished from the ‘men of Israel’; rather, two groups of Is-raelites are described. V. 6 refers to those who had been excused from military Service (2b) and later hid in the hills W of Jordan. V. 7 refers to certain Israelites, here called ‘Hebrews’, who had been se-lected by Saul (2a) but afterwards, deserting, sought refuge E of the Jordan (note the reduction in Saul’s army: 13:2, 11, 15; 14:2). As for 14:21, even if, following evv, the 'ibrim are regarded as having fought for the enemy, they might have been Israelite traitors. The original text of v. 21, how-ever, supports the exegesis that certain Hebrews after a lapse of courage resumed their former active hostility against the Philistines by rejoining Saul. These ‘ibrim are those mentioned in 13:7a. Along with the men of Israel who had hidden in the hill-country of Ephraim (14:22; cf. 13:6) they returned to swell the ranks of Saul’s unexpectedly triumphant army.

The OT usage of 'ibri is thus consistently eth-nic. Most occurrences being in discourse spoken by or addressed to non-Israelites, many would see a derogatory nuance in ‘ibri. The Suggestion that 'ibri is an alternative for ‘Israelite’ in situations where the person is not a free Citizen on free soil is perhaps not unsuitable to any of the OT pas-sages. But even if such a connotation were intended it would be neither primary nor permanent. In the NT, ‘Hebrew’ is found as an exclusivist term for Jews not decisively influenced by Hel-lenization (Acts 6:1), but also as a term dis-tinguishing Jews in general from Gentiles (2 Cor. 11:22; Phil. 3:5).
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HEBREWS, EPISTLE TO THE.

I. Outline of contents

The doctrinal theme: the supcriority of Christ. 1:1-10:18

fl. The Person of Christ. 1:1 -4:13

(i)    Christ is superior to the Prophets (1:1-4). The Prophets are here representative of OT revelation generally.

(ii)    Christ is superior to angels (1:5-2:18). This is demonstrated by an appeal to various Scriptures, and Christ’s apparent inferiority through suffering is then explained.

(iii)    Parenthesis (2:1-4). Solemn warnings are given to those who neglect God’s revelation.

(iv)    Christ is superior to Moses (3:1-19). Since Moses was no more than a servant, Christ’s Son-ship establishes his superiority over the great law-giver. This superiority is also seen by the fact that Moses, unlike Christ, could not lead his people into rest.

(v) Christ is superior to Joshua (4:1-13). Al-though Joshua led the Israelites into their inherit-ance, a better rest, still future, remains for God’s people.

b. The work of Christ, 4:14-10:18

This is particularly exempüfied in his office as

Priest.

(i)    His priesthood is divinely appointed (4:14-5:10). In this section the sympathy of Christ as an essential qualification for the high-priestly office is emphasized.

(ii)    His priesthood is after the Order of Mel-chizedek (5:11-7:28). This section begins with a long digression consisting of rebuke, solemn warn-ing and exhortation (5:11—6:8). Then the Order of Melchizedek is explained. His priesthood is per-petual (7:1-3); it is anterior to, and therefore greater than, the levitical (7:4-10); it shows the imperfections of the levitical priesthood (7:11-19). Christ’s priesthood is seen to be the perfect fulfil-ment of the order of Melchizedek because it was established by oath, is unaffected by death and unmarred by sin (7:20-28).

(iii)    His work is within the new covenant (8:1 — 9:10). Every aspect of the old order has its coun-terpart in the new. There is a new sanctuary in which the Mediator of a new covenant has entered to minister.

(iv)    His work is centred in a perfect atonement (9:11 -10:18). Our High Priest offered a unique sac-rifice (himself), and because this offering was made ‘through the eternal Spirit’ it is superior to the levitical offerings (9:11-15). The necessity of Christ’s death is demonstrated by an illustration from a legal testament (9:16-22). His perfect sacri-fice shows up the blemishes of the levitical System (10:1-10). His ministry, unlike the Aaronic, is complete and effective (10:11-18).

The practical application of the doctrinal theme. 10:19-13:25

a.    Exhortations to hold fast, 10:19-25

b.    Parenthesis, 10:26-37

(i)    A serious warning against apostasy (10:26— 31).

(ii)    Encouragement based on the readers’ former experiences (10:32-37).

c.    Examples from the past, 11:1 -40

The writer appeals to the heroes of faith in order to inspire his readers into heroic action.

d.    Advice concerning present sufferings, 12:1-29

(i)    Present trials to be regarded as chastisements (12:1-13).

(ii)    Warnings based on the story of Esau (12:14— 17).

(iii)    A final contrast between the old and the greater glory of the new (12:18-29).

e.    Christian responsibilities, 13:1-25

(i)    Various exhortations affecting the social and personal life of the believer (13:1 -8).

(ii)    A concluding warning to the readers to go forth from the camp (of Judaism) and some final personal references (13:9-25).

Ii. Authorship and date

The question of authorship was of greater import-ance in the early church than it is today, for upon it depended the canonicity of the Epistle. Ancient tradition regarding authorship consisted of vari-ous opinions. Tertuilian (De Pudicitia 20) attrib-uted it to Barnabas, while Origen reports that many ancients held it to be by Paul, a view shared by Clement of Alexandria. The latter seems to have regarded it as written in the Heb. dialect but translated by Luke, and he appears to have re-ceived the tradition from his predecessor Pantae-nus (the blessed presbyter). Origen mentions that some in his day ascribed it to Clement of Rome and others to Luke, but he himself regarded the thoughts as the apostle’s though not the words. His own conclusion regarding authorship was that God alone knew for certain who wrote the Epistle, but this reserve was not followed by the later Alex-andrians, who adhered so strongly to Pauline authorship that it became accepted as canonical not only in the E but also in the W, where earlier doubts concerning it had been strong. It was not, however, until the time of Jerome and Augustine that canonicity was settled in the W. The tradition of Pauline authorship was not again seriously chal-lenged until the time of the Reformation, when Erasmus, Luther and Calvin all disputed it. Luther’s idea that Apollos was the author has commended itself to many modern scholars, although none would regard it as any more than speculative. Gro-tius revived the early idea that Luke was the author, and many other suggestions have been oflfered by modern criticism. But it is significant that few modern scholars have attempted to Support the theory of Pauline authorship. It falls down on difference of style, as Origen noted when he recognized the language as ‘more Greek’; on different modes of composition, such as the ab-sence of greetings, the manner of introducing ex-hortations, the method of argument, and the lack of Pauline signature; on the different historical Situation in which the author places himself, for whereas Paul never tired of stating that he had re-ceived the gospel by revelation, this author makes clear his personal indebtedness to second-hand Information (2:3^t); and on the difference of back-ground clearly evident in the absence from this Epistle of any past spiritual crisis dominating the author’s thought and in the absence of the familiär Pauline antitheses.

Two interesting alternative suggestions are those of Ramsay, who suggested that Philip wrote the Epistle from Caesarea after contact with Paul and sent it to the Jerusalem church, and of Harnack, who made out a case for Priscilla and Aquila as joint-authors. But at best these are only ingenious guesses, and modern criticism would do well to abide by Origen’s caution and let the author remain incognito.

Although the Information available for dating purposes is scanty, there is enough to enable the most probable period to be ascertained. Since it was cited by Clement of Rome (c. ad 95) it must have been produced some while betöre his time. In all probability it was written before ad 70, as no mention is made of the fall of Jerusalem and as the ecclesiastical Situation suits an earlier date (cf. 13:7,17, where those in Charge are vaguely called ‘leaders’). Yet some interval is required after the foundation of the church addressed to allow for the ‘former days’ of persecution to be regarded in retrospect. If the persecution was that under Nero a date about ad 67-8 would be required, but prob-ably only general Opposition is meant, in which case a date before ad 64 would be possible. Some scholars date the Epistle c. ad 80-90 on the strength of the author’s use of the Pauline Epistles, but since the date of the collection of these Epistles is shrouded in mystery, and since the author does not show the influence of them all. little import-ance can be attached to this line of evidence.

III. Destination and purpose

The opening sentences of the Epistle give no indi-cation of the location or identity of the readers, but the traditional title ascribes it simply ‘To the Hebrews’. Although this was not part of the original text, it cannot be entirely ignored, since it may preserve genuine tradition. If that is so it must be Jewish Christians and not simply Jews who are intended. Yet a theory which has gained some Support in modern times is that the title is no more than an inference from the substance of the Epistle and that it was really sent to Gentiles. Support for this notion is claimed from the consistent citations from lxx rather than the Heb. text of the OT and from the supposed Hellenistic background to which the writer appeals. The Epistle would then set forth the absolute character of Christianity to the Gentile world, showing it to supersede all other faiths, especially the mystery cults. But there is nothing in the Epistle which corresponds to mystery religions or to unbelief in religion as a whole.

Akin to this latter theory is the Suggestion that the Epistle was an answer to a pre-Gnostic heresy of a type similar to that combated in Colossians. The passage showing Christ’s superiority to angels (Heb. 1:4-14) would certainly give an effective answer to the tendency to angel-worship (cf. Col. 2:18). T. W. Manson went so far as to suggest that Apollos wrote this Epistle to the Colossian church to answer the two main tendencies of reliance on intermediaries (answered in chs. 1-4) and on ritual practices (chs. 5-10). Yet there are no evidences of pre-Gnostic tendencies in the Situation underlying Hebrews such as clearly existed at Colossae.

The more widely-held view is that the Epistle was addressed to Jewish Christians to warn them against apostasy to Judaism. This is based on the serious exhortations in chs. 6 and 10, which pre-suppose that there is danger of a definite faliing away which would amount to nothing short of crucifying the Son of God afresh (6:6) and of profanation of the blood of the covenant (10:29). Since the author is addressing those who have once tasted the goodness of God (6:4-5) and who are therefore in danger of forsaking Christianity for their old faith, and since the Epistle sets forth the superiority of Christianity to OT ritual, it is natural to suppose that Jewish Christians are in mind. The question then arises as to whether these Jewish Christians can be any more specifically defined, and various answers have been given to this in-quiry: (a) that the Epistle was designed generally for all Jewish Christians; (b) that it was designed for a small house-community of Christians who had the capacity to be teachers (cf. 5:12) but who were not exercising it; and (c) that the readers were converted Jewish priests. The first view is difficult because of the personal notes in the conclusion (13:22-25) and the direct personal approach in many places in the body of the Epistle. The second view is for this reason preferable, since a parlicular historic Situation seems to be in mind, and the readers were evidently a group apart from the main body of the church, since 5:12 could not well apply to the whole comrnunity. Moreover, the language and concepts of the Epistle presuppose an edu-cated group, and this lends support to the idea of an inteilectual clique within the local church. As to the location of these Jewish Christians, various suggestions have been made, depending partially on theories of authorship. Palestine and Alexandria have both found supporters, the former par-ticuiarly by those regarding Barnabas as the aulhor, but Rome is more favoured, supported by the somewhat ambiguous allusion in 13:24 (They who come from Italy send you greetings’). It is not without significance in this connection that the earliest evidence for the use of the Epistle is the writing of Clement of Rome. The third alternative mentioned above, i.e. that the readers were con-verted priests, has gained support from those who Claim that the argument of the Epistle would be of great relevance to those who had just recently turned from Jewish ritual practices, and especially to those who had been connected with the Jerusalem Temple (Acts records that a great many of these people were converted through Stephen’s ministry). It has been objected that no evidence of separate priestly communities exists from the primitive period, but nevertheless this Epistle may provide such evidence. There seems to be no con-clusive reason against this theory, and it must remain an interesting conjecture.

Yet another view, a modification of the last, sees in the Epistle a challenge to restricted Jewish Christians to embrace the world mission. This is based on certain similarities between this Epistle and Stephen’s speech, such as the conception of Christianity as superseding Judaism, and the definite call to the people addressed to leave their present position. But the resemblances must not be pressed too far, since Stephen’s audience did not consist of Jewish Christians. But nevertheless it is possible that the apostasy danger was the forsaking of the divine world mission purpose. A group of Jewish Christians who regarded Christianity as little more than a sect of official Judaism would certainly have benefited from the arguments of this Epistle, and it seems possible that this view will gain more support.

IV.    Canonicity

The Epistle had an interesting early history, with the West generally more reluctant to accept it than the East. Through the influence of Origen the east-ern churches came to accept it, mostly on the strength of Pauline authorship. But although certain of the early Western Fathers used it (Clement of Rome and Tertullian), it suffered a period of eclipse, until the time of Jerome and Augustine by whom it was fully accepted, and their opinion set-tled the matter for the Western churches.

V.    Background

An understanding of the author’s milieu is essential for a right appreciation of his thought, and there has been a great deal of discussion on this subject. It may be dealt with under five headings.

a. Old Teslament

Since the whole argument of the Epistle revolves around OT history and ritual, it goes without saying that the author was deeply influenced by biblical teaching. In fact, it is to be noted that the basis of his approach is biblical and not Judaistic. His reverence for the sacred text is seen in the care with which he cites it, though always from lxx, in the manner in which he introduces his citations (e.g. the repetitive ‘he says’ in ch. 1) and in the strictly historical approach to OT history as con-trasted with the Contemporary allegoricat tenden-cies. The author, well versed as he is in OT concepts, has clearly thought through the problem of the Christian approach to the OT, and his major emphasis is on the fulfilment in Christ of all that was adumbrated in the old order. This subject is further elaborated in the section on the theology of the Epistle, but for the present it should be noted that the author not only himself accepts the full authority of the Scriptures but clearly expects his readers to do the same.

b.    Philonism

At the end of the 19th Century a strong movement existed which assumed that the author’s mind was so steeped in Philonic thought that it was only possible to understand his Epistle against the back-ground of Philo’s philosophical and allegorical expositions. The leading exponent of this view was E. Menegoz, and one of his presuppositions was that a gap existed between this author’s theology and that of Paul, and any similarities were ciutched at to prove his indebtedness to Philo rather than to Paul. Yet some similarities cannot be denied. The notion of heaven as real and earth as only a place of shadows and the corresponding antitheses between the old covenant and the new show a similar tendency to Philo. Moreover, many words and phrases may be paralleled in the two authors, some of which occur nowhere eise in the NT. C. Spicq finds the similarities reaching even to matters of style, schemes of thought, and psychology, and concludes that the author was a converted Philo-nist. Yet this opinion must be received with reserve, for the author differs from Philo on a number of important issues. His biblical exegesis is more akin to rabbinic methods than Philonic, his understanding of history is not, as Philo’s, allegorical, and his idea of Christ as High Priest is far removed from Phiio’s abstract ideas of the Logos. A Christian Philonist would certainly transform his master’s conceptions, but it is questionable whether the Christology of Hebrews Stands in direct line of succession from Philo. The author may echo Philonic language and ideas, but his roots are without doubt elsewhere.

c.    Primitive tradilion

The question arises whether or not this Epistle is to be regarded as being a natural development from primitive Christian theology and whether it has any close Connections with Pauline and Johannine theology, or even whether it Stands as an unrelated attempt of an author to deal \vith the OT outside the main stream of development. Increasing inter-est is being shown in the early roots of the Epistle. The attempt to connect it with the catechesis of Stephen focuses attention on this, but further fea-tures from the primitive tradition may also be mentioned by way of illustration. The idea of the continuity between the old and new covenants, the interest in the earthly life of Jesus, the realization that his death must be interpreted, and the mixture of present and eschatological appeals, are all basic to the primitive Christian tradition. The main theme of this Epistle, with its predominant interest in man’s approach to God, could not fail to find roots in the earliest preaching and teaching. The author introduces many new l'eatures, such as Christ’s enthronement and heavenly high priest-hood, but he brings in nothing alien to that primitive tradition.

d.    Paulinism

It was inevitable under the hypothesis of Pauline authorship which held the field for so long that the Epistle should be regarded as an aspect of Pauline theology, yet with the rejection of Pauline authorship an unfortunate reaction set in against any Pauline influence. Support for this extreme Position has declined; but it is undeniable that there are some differences from Paul which would Support the theory of the author’s belonging to an independent stream of tradition, as, for instance, the different treatment of Christ’s relation to the law, for there is an absence of that wrestling with the law which is so evident in Paul’s experience. Yet the differences must not be stretched into con-trasts, and it remains possible to conceive of the author as having been under Pauline influence while at the same time acknowledging his debt to other influences. Thus he becomes an independent witness, in the truest sense, of early Christian re-flection upon the great themes of the gospel.

e.    Johannine thought

Whether there are any close Connections between the Johannine literature and this Epistle will clearly depend on the dating of each. It has been argued that Hebrews Stands midway between Paul and John in the line of theological development (as, for instance, by R. H. Strachan, The Historie Jesus in the New Testament, 1931), but in view of the in-creasing emphasis which is being placed on the primitive character of the Johannine catechesis, to which the evidence of the Dead Sea Scrolls has lent some support, this notion of theological development must be modified. The main points of con-tact between Hebrews and the Johannine theology are the common use of antithetic parallelism, the similar conception of Christ’s high-priestly work, the description of Christ as Shepherd, the allusion to the propitiatory work of Christ, and the attention given to the perfect character of that work.

To sum up, the author is no antiquary whose researches into the biblical revelation possess no relevance for Christians generally, whether ancient or modern, but a writer who presents a vital aspect of Christian thought, complementary to other streams of primitive tradition.

VI. Theology

All that precedes has prepared the way for the most important consideration, the theological contribu-tion of the Epistle. The standpoint of the author is to regard Christianity as the perfect revelation of God. This meant that Christianity not only super-seded all other faiths, including Judaism, but that it could not itself be superseded. Its salvation is eter-nal (5:9), so is its redemption, inheritance and cov-enant (9:12, 15; 13:20), while Christ’s oflering is described as being ‘through the eternal Spirit’ (9:14). This idea of the perfection and abiding character of Christianity pervades the whole Epistle and furnishes the key for the understanding of all its major themes.

a. Christoiogy

The first part of the Epistle is devoted to demon-strating Christ’s superiority to all other intermediaries, to prophets, angels, Moses, Joshua and Aaron, but the opening chapter strikes the positive and exalted note of his divine Sonship. This Son-ship is conceived of as unique, for Christ is heir of all and agent of creation (1:2). He is even more closely related to God in 1:3, where he is described as the bursting forth of his glory and the express stamp of his nature, and these two Statements taken together exclude the twin errors of diflerence of nature and lack of distinct personality. The pre-existence of Christ seems to be clearly in the author’s mind. The further Statement in 1:3 that after eflecting purification the Son sat down on the right hand of the majesty on high links this opening Christological Statement with the later theme of the Epistle, i.e. the processes of redemption. Al-though some have sought, mistakenly, to trace influences of the currently held enthronement ritual of a king who becomes a god, the idea of Christ’s exaltation is firmly rooted in the primitive Christian tradition and is a close corollary to the ascen-sion of Christ. When he comes to his later high priest theme the writer clearly intends to introduce his readers to an exalted Christ who no longer needs liturgical means for the purgation of sins.

The incarnation of the Son is many times men-tioned. He was made lower than the angels (2:9) in Order to taste death for everyone, he partook of the same nature as man (2:14), he was made like his brethren in every respect (2:17) and is capable of sympathizing with our weaknesses because he was in all points tempted as we are (4:15). These Statements are a necessary prelude to the high priest theme, since he must be shown to be truly represen-tative (cf. 5:1). The earthly life of Jesus comes into focus not only in his temptations (2:18; 4:15) but also in his agony of prayer (5:7), in his perfect obedience (5:8), in his teaching ministry (2:3) and in his endurance of hostility (12:3).

But it is the priestly office of Christ which dom-inates the author’s thought. The Aaronic Order was good as far as it wem, but its inadequacy is brought out strikingly in contrast to the perfect priesthood of Christ. This leads the author to introduce the mysterious 'Melchizedek theme before his exposi-tions of the weakness of the levitical economy (5:6, 10; 6:20-7:19). There is no means of ascertaining whether the writer himself innovated this theme or received it from primitive tradition, as it is nowhere eise elaborated in the NT. But Ps. 110 in which the theme occurs exerted a powerful influence on primitive Christian thought, mainly through our Lord’s own use of it, and it is reasonable to suppose that this Psalm provided the author with his conception of a superior Order of priesthood. Philo, it is true, had already identified Melchizedek with the Logos, but there is no need to appeal to Philo to account for the usage of this Epistle. Nor is it just to maintain that the Melchizedek exposition is entirely speculative and without any modern relevance, for although the method of argument in 7:1 ff. borders on the allegorical, the author is clear on the fundamental Christian position that Christ must belong to a higher Order than that of Aaron, and in introducing the Melchizedek motive he jus-tifies his contention that, although Christ is not a Priest according to the Aaronic Order, he still is a Priest, and not only a Priest but a King.

b.    The work of Christ

Against the background of the weaknesses of the Aaronic Order the author brings out the positive superiority of Christ’s atoning work. and the major factors involved are: (i) the finality of Christ’s offer-ing (7:27; 9:12, 28; 10:10); (ii) the personal char-acter of his offering in that he offered himself (9:14); (iii) the spiritual character of the ofTering (9:14); and (iv) the abiding results of his priestly work achieving as it did elernal redemption (9:12). The Aaronic Order, with its constantly repeated ritual, could offer no comparison with this. Even the arrangement of furniture in the holy place and the hobest place is brought into the argument (9:1 ff.) in Order to contrast this with the greater and more perfect sanctuary into which Christ entered once for all by virtue of hisown blood. The climax of the soteriological argument is essentially reached at 9:14, where Christ is said to have offered himself ‘through the eternal Spirit’, which brings into strik-ing contrast the helpless and hapless victims of the Aaronic ritual and the deliberate self-offering of our High Priest. The practical application of all this is found in 10:19, where confidence of approach on the basis of Christ’s high-priestly work is urged upon the readers, and this leads on to the mainly practical conclusion of the Epistle.

c.    Other theological concepts

One of the great words of the Epistle is ‘faith’, but it has a different meaning from the Pauline con-cept. For this writer there is little of the dynamic concept of faith which accepts God’s Provision of salvation (though 10:22 approximates to this and requires to be so understood). In the use of the concept in the great gallery of heroes in ch. 11, the writer does not give a formal definition of faith but rather gives a description of some of its active qual-ities. It is essentially practical, comprising rather an approach to life than a mystical appropriation. In various ways the author makes clear the meaning of Christian salvation, which has deeply impressed him with its greatness (2:3). He makes use of Ps. 8 to introduce the fact that it is through humiliation that Christ gained the right to bring ‘many sons to glory’ (2:5-10); he conceives of salvation as deliverance from the power of the devil (2:14-15) and also depicts it as a rest into which believers enter as an inheritance (3:1-4:13). The processes of salvation are described as sanctification (hagias-mos, 12:14; cf. 2:11; 10:10,29; 13:12) and perfection (leleiösis, 7:11; cf. 11:40; 12:23).
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HEBRON (Heb. hebrön, ‘confederacy’; cf. its alternative and older name Kiriath-arba, ‘tetrapo-lis’), the highest town in Palestine, 927 m above the level of the Mediterranean, 30 km SSW of Jerusalem. The Statement that it ‘was built seven years before Zoan in Egypt’ (Nu. 13:22) probably relates its foundation to the ‘Era of Tanis’ (c. 1720 bc). Abraham lived in its vicinity for considerable periods (* Mamre); in his days the resident Population (‘the people of the land’) were ‘sons of Heth’ (* Hittites), from whom Abraham bought the field of Machpelah with its cave to be a l'amily burying-ground (Gn. 23). There he and Sarah, Isaac and Rebekah. Jacob and Leah were buried (Gn. 49:31: 50:13). According to Josephus (Am. 2. 199; 3. 305). the sons of Jacob, with the exception of Joseph, were buried there too. The traditional site of the Patriarchs’ sepulchrelieswithin the great Haram el-Halil, the ‘Enclosure of the Friend’ (i.e. Abraham; cf. Is. 41:8), with its Herodian masonry. Düring the Israelites’ wilderness wandering the twelve spies sent out to report on the land of Canaan explored the region of Hebron; at that time it was populated by the ‘descendants of Anak’ (Nu. 13:22, 28, 33) (NEAEHL, pp. 606-609). After lsrael’s entry into Canaan, Hoham, king of Hebron, joined the anti-Gibeonite coalition led by Adonizedek, king of Jerusalem, and was killed by Joshua (Jos. 10:1-27). Hebron itself and the surrounding territory were conquered from the Anakim by Caleb and given to him as a family possession (Jos. 14:12ff.; J 5:13f.; Jdg. 1:10, 20). In Hebron David was anointed king of Judah (2 Sa. 2:4) and 2 years later king of Israel also (2 Sa. 5:3); it remained his Capital for IVi years. It was here too, later in his reign, that Absalom raised the Standard of rebellion against him (2 Sa. 15:7fT.). It was fortified by Rehoboam (2 Ch. 11:10).
[image: ]

Hebron is one of the four cities named on royal jar-handle stamps found at * Lachish and other sites, which probably points to its importance as a major Judaean administrative centre in the reign of Hezekiah. After the Babylonian captivity it was one of the places where returning exiles settled (Ne. 11:25; Kiriath-arba = Hebron). Later it was occupied by the Idumaeans, from whom Judas Maccabaeus captured it (1 Macc. 5:65). Düring the war of ad 66-70 it was occupied by Simon bar-Giora, but was stormed and burnt by the Romans (Jos.. BJ4. 529, 554).

Under the name of el-Halil it is one of the four sacred cities of the Muslims.
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HEIFER (Heb. ’eglä, 12 times; Heb. pärä, ‘young cow’, 6 times; Gk. damalis, ‘tamed heifer’, Heb. 9:13 only). Mixed with water, the ashes of an un-blemished red heifer, burnt in its entirety ‘outside the camp’, imparted levitical purification (Nu. 19; Heb. 9:13). A heifer with a broken neck cleansed the nearest city from the blood-guiltiness of a corpse slain by unknown hands (Dt. 21:1-9). Jdg. 14:18; Je. 46:20; Ho. 4:16, etc., give interesting metaphorical usages.
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HELAM. A city in Transjordan, probably the modern ‘Alma, the location of the defeat of Ha-dadezer’s Syrian forces, reinforced by Syrian troops from beyond the Euphrates, by David (2 Sa. 10:16f.), following the defeat of an Ammonite-Syrian alliance by David’s captain Joab. The men-tion of the Gk. form, Eliam, constituting part of a place-name in lxx of Ezk. 47:16, has led to a pro-posed alternative location on the border between Damascus and Hamath. Connection with Alema (1 Macc. 5:26) has also beensuggested. r.a.h.g.

HELBON (Heb. helbön, Tat’, ‘fruitful’). A town mentioned in Ezk. 27:18 as trading wine to Tyre. This has been identified with the village of Khal-bun, 25 km N of Damascus. The author of the Genesis Apocryphon from Qumran wrote Helbon for the place-name *Hobah of Gn. 14:15, de-scribed as ‘on the left hand of or ‘north of Damascus, and this gives interesting evidence for thus identifying an otherwise unknown site. j.B.Tr.

jah and Jedaiah. After they returned from the Exile, silver and gold was taken from them to make a crown for Joshua, the high priest. Heldai is called Helem in v. 14 (Heb.); this may have been a nick-name or may be due to a scribal error. F.c.F.

HELEZ. The Heb. heles may mean ‘loins’ or per-haps ‘strength’.

l.One of David’s heroes. The Helez of 2 Sa. 23:26 is probably the same as the one of 1 Ch. 11:27 and 27:10. The problem is that in 2 Sa. he is described as the Paltite (Heb. palti, a man of bet pelet, a place in Judah) and in 1 Ch. as the Pelonite (Heb. p'löni means ‘any one’). We may have to change ‘Pelonite’ to ‘Paltite’ or to accept that Helez of 2 Sa. is not to be identified with the one of 1 Ch. 11 and 27. In 1 Ch. 27:10 he is called one ‘of the sons of Ephraim’. It may be that as a descend-ant of Ephraim he was regarded as a Pelonite, ‘one without any Connection to Judah’, but lived in Beth Pelet.

2. The son of Azariah, a descendant of Judah (1 Ch. 2:39).    f.c.f.

HELKATH. In the border-territory of Asher (Jos. 19:25) and a levitical city (Jos. 21:31). 1 Ch. 6:75 gives Hukok as a variant for Helkath. The exact location in the Kishon valley is disputed: a likely site for it is Teil el-Harbaj nearly 10 km SE of Haifa (A. Alt, Paläslinajahrbuch 25, 1929, pp. 38ff.), or perhaps even Setter, Teil el-Qasis (or Kussis) 8 km SSE of Teil el-Harbaj (Y. Aharoni, IEJ 9, 1959, pp. 119-120). Helkath is probably the Ijrkt in topographical lists of the pharaoh Tuthmo-sis III, c. 1460 BC.    K.A.K.

HELKATH-HAZZURIM (Heb. helqat hassurim, ‘field of flints’ or ‘field of (sword)-edges’). This is the name given to the place in GiSeon where there was a tournament between the Champions of Joab and Abner, which led on to a battle (2 Sa. 2:16). Other meanings conjectured include ‘field of plot-ters’, based on the lxx meris tön epiboulön, ‘field of sides’ and ‘field of advcrsaries’. (Cf. S. R. Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel, 1913.)    J.G.G.N.

HELL. ‘Hell’ in the NT renders the Gk. word transliterated as ‘Gehenna’ (Mt. 5:22, 29-30; 10:28; 18:9; 23:15, 33; Mk. 9:43, 45, 47; Lk. 12:5; Jas. 3:6). The name is derived from the Heb. ge(ben)(brne) hinnöm, the valley of (the son[s] of) Hinnom, a valley near Jerusalem (Jos. 15:8; 18:16) where children were sacrificed by fire in connection with pagan rites (2 Ki. 23:10; 2 Ch. 28:3; 33:6; Je. 7:31; 32:35). Its original derivation is obscure, but Hinnom is almost certainly the name of a person. In later Jewish writings Gehenna came to mean the place of punishment for sinners (Assumption of Moses 10:10; 2 Esdras 7:36). It was depicted as a place of unquenchable fire—the general idea of fire to express the divine judgment is found in the OT (Dt. 32:22; Dn. 7:10). The rabbinic literature contains various opinions as to who would suffer eternal punishment. The ideas were widespread that the sufierings of some would be terminated by annihilation, or that the fires of Gehenna were in some cases purgatorial (Rosh Hashanalt 16b—17a;

Baba Mezi'a 58b; Mishnah Eduyoth 2. 10). But those who held these doctrines also taught the real-ity of eternal punishment for certain classes of sin-ners. Both this literature and the Apocryphal books aflirnt belief in an eternal retribution (cf. Judith 16:17; Psalms of Solomon 3:13).

The teaching of the NT endorses this past belief. The fire of hell is unquenchable (Mk. 9:43), eternal (Mt. 18:8), its punishment is the converse of eternal life (Mt. 25:46). There is no Suggestion that those who enter hell ever emerge from it. However, the NT leaves the door open for the belief that while hell as a manifestation of God’s implacable wrath against sin is unending, the existence of those who suffer in it may not be. 1t is difficult to reconcile the ultimate fulfilment of the whole uni-verse in Christ (Eph. 1:10; Col. 1:20) with the con-tinued existence of those who reject him. Some scholars have contended that an eternal punishment is one which is eternal in its effects; in any case eternal does not necessarily mean never-ending, but implies ‘long duration extending to the writer’s mental horizon’ (J. A. Beet). On the other hand Rev. 20:10 does indicate conscious, never-ending torment for the devil and his agents, albeit in a highly symbolic passage, and some would affirm that a similar end awaits human beings who ultimately refuse to repent. In any case, nothing should be allowed to detract from the seriousness of our Lord’s warnings about the terrible reality of God’s judgment in the world to come.

In Jas. 3:6 Gehenna, like the bottomless pit in Rev. 9:1 ff.; 11:7, appears to be the source of evil on the earth.

NT imagery concerning eternal punishment is not uniform. As well as fire it is described as dark-ness (Mt. 25:30; 2 Pet. 2:17), death (Rev. 2:11), de-struction and exclusion from the presence of the Lord (2 Thes. 1:9; Mt. 7:21-23), and a debt to pay (Mt. 5:25-26).

In 2 Pet. 2:4 only, we find the verb tartaroö, translated in rsv ‘cast into hell’, and rendered by the Pesh. ‘cast down to the lower regions’. Tartaros is the classical word for the place of eternal punishment but is here applied to the intermediate sphere of punishment for fallen angels.

Bibliography. J. A. Beet, The Last Things, 1905; S. D. F. Salmond, The Christian Doctrine of Immortality, 1907; J. W. Wenham, The Enigma of Evil1, 1994; H. Bietenhard, NIDNTT 2, pp. 205-210; J.Jeremias, TDNTl,pp.9f, 146-149,6570

D.K.I.

of demarcation between Hebrews and Hellenists cannot have been hard and fast, for many Jews were bilingual. Paul, for example, who spoke Greek habitually (as might be expected in a native of Tarsus), nevertheless calls himself ‘a Hebrew born of Hebrews’ (Phil. 3:5; cf. 2 Cor. 11:22). Per-haps the determinant factor with such a person was whether the Services in the synagogue which he attended were conducted in Greek (cf. Acts 6:9) or in Hebrew.

To judge from Stephen and Philip, the Hellenists in the Jerusalem church were more forward-looking than the Hebrews, in teaching and practice alike. ln the persecution which broke out after Stephen’s death, it was mainly the Hellenists who were scattered, propagating the gospel wherever they went. Attempts to link these Hellenists with Essenes or with Samaritans have not been success-ful (apart from their antecedent improbability).

The Hellenists of Acts 9:29 were members of one or more Greek-speaking synagogues in Jerusalem.

In Acts 11:20 the mss are divided between ‘Hellenists’ (hellenistas) and ‘Greeks’ (hellenas), with the weight of evidence favouring the former. Whichever reading be preferred, the context makes it plain that the reference is to Gentile residents of Antioch, to whom Christian visitors, ‘men of Cyprus and Cyrene’, took the initiative in preach-ing the gospel, whereas their associates on first coming to Antioch had preached it ‘to none except Jews’ (Acts 11:19). If they were not Greeks (hellenes) by origin, they could have belonged to other ethnic groups in Antioch which had adopted Greek language and culture.

Bibliography. H. J. Cadbury, 'The Hellenists’, BC 5, pp. 59ff.; H. Windisch, TDNT 2, pp. 51 lf. (s. v. Hellenistes)', E. C. Blackman, ‘The Hellenists of Acts vi.l’, ExpT 48, 1936-7, pp. 524f.; O. Cullmann, ‘The Significance of the Qumran Texts for Research into the Beginnings of Christianity’, JBL 74, 1955, pp. 213ff.; M. Simon, St. Stephen and the Hellenists in the Primitive Church, 1958; C. F. D. Moule, ‘Once More, Who Were the Hellenists?’, ExpT 70, 1958-9, pp. lOOff.; C. S. Mann, ‘ “Hellenists” and “Hebrews” in Acts VI 1 ’, in J. Munck, The Acts of the Apostles, 1967, pp. 301 ff.; I. H. Marshall, ‘Palestinian and Hellenistic Christianity’, NTS 19, 1972-3, pp. 271 ff; M. Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism, 1974; M. Hengel, ‘Between Jesus and Paul: The “Hellenists”, the “Seven” and Stephen’, Between Jesus and Paul, 1983.    F.F.B.

HEMAN (Heb. hemän, ‘faithful’). 1. One of the sages whom Solomon excelled in wisdom (1 Ki. 4:31). Said to be a son of *Mahol; but 1 Ch. 2:6 calls him a son of Zerah, a Judahite.

2.    A Kohathite Levite, son of Joel, one of David’s leading singers (I Ch. 6:33; 15:17, 19; 16:41-42; 25:1, 4-6; 2 Ch. 5:12; 35:15). Probably the ‘sons of Heman’ in 1 Ch. 25:4 are really the titles of parts of a prayer or anthem, the singers receiving names from their parts (cf. H. L. Ellison in NBCR, 1970, pp. 28lf; W. R. Smith, The Old Testament in the Jewish Churchl, p. 143 n.).

3.    The Ezrahite named in the title of Ps. 88.

Probably the same as 1.    j.g.g.n.

HEN (Heb. hen, ‘favour’). One of the men who were to receive a symbolical crown (Zc. 6:14), this

may be a figurative name for Josiah who had earl-ier (6:10) been similarly described as ‘the son of Zephaniah’.    j.d.d.

HENA. A city whose god, the Assyrians boasted, could not save it (2 Ki. 18:34). It is identified by lxx with Ana on the Euphrates. Hena and Ivvah have been identified as Arab. star names, and con-sequently taken as the names of deities. This is, however, unlikely, as the latter is almost certainly a place-name identical with Avva (2 Ki. 17:24, 31).

M.A.M.

HERALD. 1. Aram. käröz occurs only in Dn. 3:4 with reference to the official who relayed Neb-uchadrezzar’s commands. käröz may be derived from Old Persian xrausa (KB), ‘caller’, or is related to Hurrian kirezzi, ‘proclamation’. The causative form of the associated verb krz, ‘made a proclamation’, occurs in Dn. 5:29 (see A. Shaffer, Orientalin 34, 1965, pp. 32-34). 2. Heb. nfbasieret (Is. 40:9; masculine. Is. 41:27), ‘bringing good news’, is ren-dered in rsv as ‘herald of good tidings’. The verbal form is used elsewhere in Is. in the same sense of preaching the deliverance of Yahweh (Is. 52:7; 61:1).

3. Gk. keryx is translated ‘herald’ by rsv in 2 Pet. 2:5, but ‘preacher’ in 1 Tim. 2:7; 2 Tim. 1:11.

wo.

ARM.

were used as unguents for cosmetic purposes (Est. 2:12; Ct.4:14;Mk. 14:3; Jn. 12:3).

When bodies were being prepared for burial it was customary for spices to be placed in the grave-clothes as a form of embalming. They included mixtures of myrrh and aloes (Jn. 19:39), or, more generally, ‘spices and ointments’ (Lk. 23:56). While they did not significantly inhibit putrefaction, they served as deodorants and disinfectants.

Aloes (Heb. '“hälim in Pr. 7:17; Nu. 24:6, ‘lign aloes’; '“hälöl in Ps. 45:8; Ct. 4:14). Probably the modern eaglewood (Aquilaria agallocha) found today in E Bengal, Malaya and parts of China. From it was derived a precious spiee used in bib-lical times for perfuming garments and beds. The perplexing question of the reference in Nu. 24:6 may suggest that the tree (or one similar) grew in the Jordan valley, but Balaam need not have actu-ally seen the tree of which he spoke.

Aloes in Jn. 19:39 refers to a totally different lili-aceous plant Aloe barbadense, also known as A vera, wild in the Yemen and now widely natural-ized. The juice of its fleshy, sword-like leaves is bitter and was used for embalming.

Balm (Heb. fri, fri; lxx rhetine). This product of * Gilead, a somewhat vague geographical area, was exported to Egypt (Gn. 37:25; 43:11) and to Tyre (Ezk. 27:17). Celebrated for healing properties (Je. 46:11) and often used for cosmetic purposes, it was used also to symbolize deliverance from national distress (Je. 8:22; 51:8). It was probably an aromatic gum or spiee, but the original meaning of the word is not clear and it cannot now be identified with any plant in Gilead, despite the Claims made for a similarly-named substance prepared by the monks of Jericho from the fruit of the zaqqüm (Balanites aegyptiaed). Some understand the fri of Gn. 37:25 to be gum mastic, a product of the shrub Pistacia lentiscus which, common in Palestine for healing purposes, is used by the Arabs in flavouring coffee and sweets, and as a chewing-gum. Classical authors applied the name ‘balm of Gilead’ to what is now known as Mecca balsam or stacte (Com-miphora gileadensis), still imported into Egypt from Arabia. The gum (Heb. n'kö't, ‘spicery’ av) of Gn. 37:25; 43:11 could have been the exudate from the stems of the small prickly shrub Astragalus gum-tnifer. It grows on the arid slopes of Iran and Turkey and belongs to the pea family.

Bitter herbs (Heb. m'rörlnt; Gk pikrides). A salad composed of herbs constituted part of the Passover ordinance (Ex. 12:8; Nu. 9:11), and ordinarily was caten after the Passover lamb had been tasted. The bitter herbs were not named individually, but are identified in the Mishna as lettuce, chicory, eryngo, horseradish and sow-thistle, although all these may not have been available in biblical times. Though tn'rörint was used elsewhere of ‘bitterness’ (cf. La. 3:15), the Passover herbs, being easily prepared, reminded the Israelites of their haste in leaving Egypt, not their bitter persecution there.

Black cummin (Heb. qesah: ‘fitches’ av, ‘dill’ rsv). Nigella sativa, or nut-meg flower, is an annual closely related to the ornamental love-in-the-mist, but with greenish-blue flowers and black seeds. Its dry fruits were beaten with light sticks (Is. 28:27) to avoid damaging the aromatic, oily seeds, which were a favourite condiment of the ancient Greeks and Romans and are still used for seasoning bread and as a carminative. See also Dill below.

Cassia (Heb. qiddä, Ex. 30:24; Ezk. 27:19; q’sTot, Ps. 45:8). These two words, identified as similar in the Pesh. and the Targ., have traditionally been con-sidered to refer to the bark of Cinnamomum cassia. But, since this is a Far Eastern tree, it is unlikely to have been the fragrant aromatic substance used in the anointing oil of Ex. 30:24. The Word ‘cassia’, like other plant products (e.g. ebony), was probably applied in ancient times to one substance and the application later transferred to another more easily obtainable product having properties similar to or better than the original. Cassia and cinnamon were perfumes used at Roman funerals by which time the E trade routes were established and they used the products at present known by these names.

Cinnamon (Heb. qinnämön; Gk. kinnamömori). Traditionally considered to be the product of Cinnamomum zeylanicum, a plant of the laurel family cultivated in Ceylon and Java, but possibly cinnamon, like cassia, was obtained from an as yet un-certainly identified plant more readily available to the Israelites in Sinai. Used as one of the perfumes of the ‘holy anointing oil’ (Ex. 30:23), and for beds (Pr. 7:17), it was highly prized in Solomon’s day (Ct. 4:14), and was listed as one of the valuable Commodities of ‘Babylon the Great’ (Rev. 18:13).

Coriander (Heb. gad, Ex. 16:31; Nu. 11:7). In-digenous to the Mediterranean area, this small umbelliferous annual (Coriandrum sativum) is known to have been used as early as 1550 bc for culinary and medicinal purposes. Its aromatic seed, to which the wandering Israelites likened *manna, is grey-yellow in colour, enclosed in a spherical fruit 4 mm in diameter.

Cummin (Heb. kammön; Gk. kyminon). An aromatic seed from Cuminum cyminum, a plant in-digenous to W Asia and cultivated from the earliest times. Resembling the caraway in taste and appear-ance, it is used to flavour dishes, particularly during fasts, and is said to have medicinal properties. The plant is still threshed with sticks to preserve the small brittle seeds which would be crushed by a wheel (Is. 28:27). The scribes and Pharisees, scrupu-lously paying tithes of cummin, were charged by Jesus with neglecting weightier matters (Mt. 23:23).

Dill (Gk. anelhon, ‘anise’ av, Mt. 23:23). An annual umbelliferous plant (Anethum graveolens) with finely divided leaves and small greenish yellow flowers. The seeds and leaves were widely used for culinary and medicinal purposes in antiquity. See Black cummin above for ‘dill’ of Is. 28:27.

Henna. A cultivated shrub (Lawsonia inermis\ Heb. köper, Ct. 1:14; 4:13, ‘camphire’ av) which favours warm conditions such as prevail at Ein Gedi where Solomon had vineyards. Its fragrant white blossoms were given between friends; its pul-verized leaves were made into a paste as a cosmetic by women in ancient times to impart a yellow dye to skin, especially the palms of the hands, and the men’s beards, even the manes and tails of horses. Any women thus adorned who feil captive to the Hebrews were required to remove all traces of the dye (Dt. 21:11-12). The orange or bright yellow colour probably had pagan associations.

Mint (Gk. hedyosmon, Mt. 23:23; Lk. 11:42). Many species of the mint family (Labiatae) are fragrant, but the most likely one to be used was a species of Mentha, probably the horse-mint (M. longifolia). It is a perennial about 40 cm high with mauve flowers in whorls. The characteristic essential oils present in mints make the herbs a useful condiment. NT references, however, merely point out the scrupulosity of the Pharisees, who tithed even the commonest garden herbs.

Myrrh (Akkad. murru, Heb. mör). The resinous exudate from incisions on the stems and branches of a low shrubby tree, either Commiphora myrrha (formerly Balsamodendron myrrha) or the closely related Commiphora kataf. Both species are native to S Arabia and adjacent parts of Africa. The gum oozes from the wounds as ‘tears’ which harden to form an oily yellowish-brown resin.

Myrrh was an ingredient of the holy anointing oil (Ex. 30:23-33). It was prized for its aromatic qualities (Ps. 45:8; Pr. 7:17; Ct. 3:6; 4:14; 5:5, 13), and used in female purification rites (Est. 2:12), as well as in cosmetic preparations. Myrrh was pre-sented to the infant Jesus by the magi (Mt. 2:11); it formed part of an anodyne offered to him on Cal-vary (Mk. 15:23), and was one of the spices em-ployed at his burial, together with aloes, as a form of embalming (Jn. 19:39).

The ‘myrrh’ of Gn. 37:25; 43:11 (Heb. löt) car-ried by Ishmaelite traders to Egypt was probably a ladanum resin obtained from the rock roses Cistus laurifolius or C. creticus (= C. villosus). They are rounded evergreen bushes sticky to the touch, with large white or pink rose-like flowers.

Rue (Gk. peganon, Lk. 11:42). A perennial herb up to 80 cm high, shrubby at the base, with grey-green leaves emitting a strong odour. Ruta cha-lepensis grows in rocky places in Palestine, and the similar R. graveolens is S European, having been in cultivation since ancient times. Rue was highly prized for its medicinal values, having alleged dis-infectant and antiseptic properties, and for flavour-ing food. Christ criticized the Pharisees for their meticulous legalism in tithing it while neglecting more important matters.

Saffron (Heb. karköm, lxx krokos, Ct. 4:14). This expensive substance is produced from the flowers of Crocus sativus, a native of Greece and flowers of Crocus sativus, a native of Greece and Asia Minor. Only the orange styles and Stigmas are collected, dried and packed. In antiquity saffron was used for dyeing and colouring foodstuffs. It was also a therapeutic agent, being used as an emmenagogue, stimulant and antispasmodic. The ancient Egyptians employed a different plant, saf-flower (Carthamus tinctorius), which yields a yellow dye similar to saffron for colouring the grave-clothes of mummies.

Spikenard (Heb. nerd; Gk. nardos). The fragrant essential oil referred to as a perfume in Ct. 1:12; 4:13f is very likely to be the same as the lardu of Assyro-Babylonian inscriptions, which was obtained from the camel-grass, Cymbopogon schoe-nanthus, common in the deserts of Arabia and N Africa.

Spikenard of the NT (Mk. 14:3; Jn. 12:3) was described as ‘pistic’, an obscure term probably meaning ‘genuine’. This perfume is considered to have been obtained from the essential oil in the roots of Nardoslachysjatamansi, a more pleasantly scented relative of the valerian. It is native of the Himalayas and is still used for the hair.

Stacte (Hebb. nätäp\ Gk. stakte). One of the ingredients of the sacred incense (Ex. 30:34). The Heb. name indicates ‘dropping’, from which is implied its origin as an exudate in the form of drops.

Two plants are possibilities: the balm-of-Gilead (Commiphora gileadensis), a native of S Arabia in spite of its name, and storax (Slyrax officinale) of the Palestinian hills. The balm-of-Gilead is also known as opobalsam and is a much-branched bush less than the height of a man, with small, three-foliolate leaves. The storax is a small tree with white flowers. The resin is obtained from both by making incisions in the branches, Another Suggestion, Liquidanibar orienlalis, also known as storax, is not as likely since it is a tree of Cyprus, Rhodes and Turkey.

1

HELDAL Cf. Heled. (Heb. heled means ‘duration of life’; cf. Arab. halada and huldun.)

2

HELLENISTS. Gk. hellenistai, people, not them-selves Greeks (hellenes), who ‘hellenized’, i.e. spoke the Greek language (hellenisti, Acts 21:37, etc.) and otherwise adopted the Greek way of life (hellenis-mos, 2 Macc. 4:10).

The earliest occurrence of the word in Greek literature is in Acts 6:1, where it denotes a group of Jewish Christians in the primitive church of Jerusalem, distinguished from the ‘Hebrews’ (hebraioi), who were probably Aramaic-speaking. The seven almoners, including Stephen and Philip, appointed in response to the Hellenists’ complaint that the ‘Hebrew’ widows were being favoured over theirs in the distribution of charity from the common fund, all appear by their names to have been Hellenists (Acts 6:5). Many of the Hellenists would have Connections with the Diaspora, whereas most of the Hebrews would be Palestinian Jews. The line

HERBS AND SPICES. Here considered in the populär sense of edible culinary, or sometimes medicinal, plants, although strictly a herb is a non-woody plant with seasonal foliage and varying expectation of life in the root. This selection of species mentioned in the Bible is complementary to the articles on * plants, *trees, ’cosmetics and individual subjects.

In the OT dese' normally denotes grass, häsir, 'eseb, and the less common yäräq (Dt. 11:10; I Ki. 21:2; Pr. 15:17) may mean grass, and also herbs or vegetables. ’öröi (2 Ki. 4:39) is talmudically ren-dered ‘garden-rocket’ or ‘colewort’ (Eritca), preci-sion perhaps exceeding the evidence (Yoma 18b). Is. 26:19 may speak of the dew of light (rsv) rather than the dew of herbs (av). The NT uses chortos for pasturage, lachanon for herbs in the populär sense.

Spices are aromatic vegetable substances, highly esteemed by ancient Near Eastern peoples. Spiee Caravans pioneered the trading routes from N India to Sumeria, Akkad and Egypt at a very early period, and subsequently these routes became an important factor in cultural exchanges. While many spices were brought to Palestine from Meso-potamia and India, a number of those in common use were the product of the country itself. In OT times the Palestinian spiee trade was carefully pro-tected. Solomon derived considerable revenue by exacting tolls of the Caravans passing through his realm.

Herbs and spices such as cummin, dill, cinna-mon and mint were employed in the preparation of food (Ezk. 24:10) and the flavouring of wines (Ct. 8:2). The manufacture of the sacred * incense ne-cessitated the use of frankincense, stacte, gal-banum, onycha and sweet cane (Ex. 30:34), while substances such as cassia, aloes and spikenard


Sweet cane (Heb. qäneh, Is. 43:24; Je. 6:20). Whole dry rhizomes of sweet flag (Acorus Calamus), a marsh plant of the arum family, were traded as sweet cane in ancient times for use as a tonic and stimulant. Native of temperate Asia, it has been introduced into a wider area. The sugar cane, with which sweet-cane has also been identi-fied, actually spread E after OT times.

Bibliography. See *Plants. f.n.h. el al.

HERESY. The Gk. Word hairesis properly denotes ‘choice’, and this is the meaning which it always bears in the lxx; in classical authors, however, it can refer to a philosophical school which the individual chooses to follow. Similarly, the NT uses the word to denote a ‘party’, with the Suggestion of self-will or sectarian spirit; but it must be noted that none of the parties thus described is in a state of schism from its parent body. The Sadducees (Acts 5:17) and the Pharisees (Acts 15:5; 26:5) form sects within the fold of Judaism; and the same word is used to describe Christianity as seen from outside (Acts 24:5, 14; 28:22). Josephus, however, uses the same term to describe the Essenes as well, who were in schism (Am. 13. 171; 18. 18-22). When parties appear within the church they are called ‘heresies’ (1 Cor. 11:19, where Paul seems to imply that, though bad, they have the good result of making it clear who are the true Christians). Such divisions are regarded as a work of the fiesh (Gal. 5:20), and primarily as a breach of mutual charity, so that the heretic, i.e. the man who stub-bornly chooses to form or follow his own group, is to be rejected after two admonitions (Tit. 3:10).

The only NT use of ‘heresy’ in the sense of opin-ion or doctrinal error occurs in 2 Pet. 2:1, where it includes a denial of the Redeemer. Among incipi-ent heresies mentioned in the NT, the most prominent are: Gnosticism of a Jewish type (Col. 2:8-23) and Docetism (1 Jn. 4:2-3; 2 Jn. 7).

Bibuography. G. Forkman, The Limits of the Religious Community, 1972; W. Eiert, Eucharist and Church Fellowship in the First Four Centuries, E T. 1966; H. Schlier, TDNT 1, pp. 180-184.

G.S.M.W.

R.T.B.

HERMAS. One of a group of Christians greeted, some by name, in Rom. 16:14. They apparently be-longed to a single community, perhaps a house-church. The name is a fairly common diminutive for a number of compound names. Origen’s Suggestion that the author of The Shepherdof Hermas (*Patristic Literature) is indicated here has nothing to commend it.    a.f.w.

HERMENEUTICS. This term, from Gk. her-meneuö (‘interpret’), is used to denote (a) the study and Statement of the principles on which a text— for present purposes, the biblical text—is to be understood, or (6) the interpretation of the text in such a way that its message comes home to the reader or hearer. In our own day this aim has been pursued by means of an existential interpretation of the text. For example, while the understanding of the parables of Jesus is greatly aided at one level by an examination of the local and Contemporary setting (as in J. Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus, 1954), their relevance to readers today has been brought out by existential interpretation (as in G.

V. Jones, The Art and Truth of the Parables, 1964, or E. Linnemann, The Parables of Jesus, 1966). There is a place for both levels of interpretation, but without the prior historical exegesis the existential hermeneutic lacks any anchorage. The task of existential hermeneutics has been seen as the re-establishment, for today’s reader of (say) the parables, of that common understanding with his hearers which Jesus established when he first told them. (* Interpretation, Biblical.)

Bibliography. J. D. Smart, The Strange Silence of the Bible in the Church, 1970; H. G. Gadamer, Truth and Method, 1975; N. Perrin, Jesus and the Language of the Kingdom, 1976; I. H. Marshall (ed.), New Testament Interpretation, 1977; R. Lundin, A. C. Thistleton and C. Walhout, The Responsibility of Hermeneutics, 1985; D. A. Carson and J. D. Woodbridge (eds.), Hermeneutics, Authority and Canon, 1986.    f.f.b.

HERMES. Originally the spirit inhabiting the herma or cairn, set up as a guide-mark or bound-ary. Hence the doorside herms, roughly carved phallic stones of Athens, and the god’s function as guide of living and dead, as patron of road-users (including footpads), and as Zeus’ attendant and spokesman (Acts 14:12). (The cultic association of Zeus and Hermes at Lystra is illustrated in that part of Asia Minor by the legend of Philemon and Baucis, preserved by Ovid, and by inscriptions in which the two deities appear together. The descrip-tion of Hermes as ‘the chief Speaker’ in Acts 14:12 is paralleled by Iamblichus’ description of him as ‘the leader of the utterances’.) Anthropomorphic myth made him the son of Zeus and Maia, heaven’s swift messenger, patron of commerce, eloquence, literature and youth. Latinized as Mer-curius (Mercury).    e.m.b.

F.F.B.

HERMETIC LITERATURE. A collection of writings associated with the name of ‘Hermes Trismegistos’ (‘Thrice-great Hermes’).

I. Origin and charactcr

The writings represent a coalescence of Egyptian and Greek modes of thought, often transfused with mystical personal religion. Hellenistic syncre-tism identified Thoth, the Egyptian scribe of the gods, with the Greek Hermes, whose functions were not dissimilar, ln this way the name of the ancient and wise ‘Hermes Trismegistos’ became at-tached to much of the magical and astrological lore of the Egyptian temples, which was now sea-soned with Greek Science and presented in a rev-elatory form. The surviving literature of this type may go back to the early 2nd Century bc.

More permanent interest attaches, however, to the more recognizably philosophical and religious treatises in Greek, of diverse but unknown author-ship, in which Hermes, Tat (really a by-form of Thoth, but regarded as distinct), Asclepius and others appear as teacher and disciples. The treatises are usually dated in the 2nd and 3rd centuries ad: some may be slightly earlier. The main extant items are a body of eighteen treatises (of which one has been artificially constructed from fragments) preserved in Christian manuscript tradition, and a long tractate dedicated to Asclepius, surviving in a Latin translation, and in a Coptic version in the Nag Hammadi library (* Chenoboskion). In add-ition there are some thirty Hermetic fragments in the Anlhology of Stobaeus, and others in other early writers. Three other tractates included in Codex 6 of the Nag Hammadi library in addition to the Coptic version of Asclepius 21—29 are Autoritative Teaching, The Discourse on the Eighth and Ninth, and The Prayer of Thanksgiving. Asclepius and The Discourse both specifically mention Hermes, but all contain similarities with the previ-ously known Hermetic documents. The Prayer, al-though very short, is valuable for the light it sheds on Hermetic cultic practices.

Some of the tractates are in the form of epistol-ary discourses: others are Socratic dialogues. The most famous, the Poimandres, is a vision remin-iscent of that of Hermas (* Patristic Literature).

II. Contents

In some ways the Poimandres may be taken as a typical Hermetic work. In it Poimandres (perhaps from the Coptic p-emi-n-re, ‘knowledge of the [sun] god’), described as ‘the Mind (Nous) of the Sovereignty’, offers to reveal to Hermes what he longs to know: ‘the things that are, and to under-stand their nature, and to know God’. There fol-lows the story of the creation of the universe and the fall of man. The former has elements drawn from Gn. 1; the lauer describes how archetypal man, God’s image, entered into a fatal embrace with Nature, and accordingly became a mixed being, both mortal and immortal. Escape from the dead hand of Nature is, however, possible for those who repent and abandon corruption, tili the ascent of the soul is completed at death, when body, pas-sion, feeling are utterly surrendered, and man enters into God.

Not all the Hermetica are as coherent, but the aim expressed and the outlook reflected in the Poimandres are generally dominant. Knowledge is the goal; the mortal body the curse; regeneration (enthusiastically described in Treatise 13), the purification of the soul from the taint of matter, the summum bonum the soul’s final liberation and absorption into God. There is a warm strain of devotion: the appeal to heedless humanity in the Poimandres and the still more impassioned cry of Treatise 7 are moving; and the occasional hymns are fervent and rapturous.

To this mystical piety is added rather shopsoiled philosophy, partly Platonic, partly Stoic in origin, with a free use of cosmogonic myth. Judaic sources are under tribute, and there are echoes of the language of the lxx. Indeed, it is arguable that Jewish influences originally stimulated religion of this type. The various elements do not always cohere: there are inconsistencies and contradic-tions of thought within the corpus. The whole tendency is monotheistic, though not polemically so. Of ceremony or sacrament little is said. Although there is no evidence of a Hermetic ‘church’, there is a relerence in the Nag Hammadi tractate, On the Eighth and the Ninth, to a brother-hood consisting of Hermetic saints, and in the Prayer to cultic kissing and eating of food without blood.

III. The Hermetica and the Bible

The Hermetic use of the OT, as already noted, is undoubted. The relationship between Hermetic religion and the NT is more variously assessed. The Christian father Lactantius, who thought of ‘Hermes’ as writing in remote antiquity, delight-edly notes his monotheism and his address of God as ‘Father’ (Divine Institutes 1. 6). More recent writers point to subtler parallels of thought and language with the NT, though not all of equal sig-nificance. The Logos in Hermetic thought, for in-stance, is both cosmic and an activity of the soul: but not personal. A Statement like ‘Thou who by a word hast constituted all things that are’ (Poimandres 21) need have no other background than Gn. 1; there is no definite article in the original. More striking are phrases like ‘No one can be saved before rebirth’ (Treat. 13. 1), ‘He that loveth the body, the same abideth in darkness’ (Poimandres 19), and the ‘Johannine’ vocabulary of light and darkness, life and death, belief and witness. Direct influence by the NT on later Hermetica is not im-possible, but unproven: direct influence of the Hermetic literature on the NT would be even harder to substantiate. However, while our extant religious Hermetica are almost certainly later than most of the NT, they clearly derive from a well-established tradition; and those may be right who suggest that John has partly in view a public with this kind of education and devotion. We must re-member, however, that the Hermetica are but one example of Contemporary piety; and the language of the Johannine writings can be paralleled also in the Judaic, and essentially biblical, dualism of Qumran.

As to content, it will be seen that the Hermetic parallels are dosest with what might be called the accidentals of the NT: with the process of redemp-tion rather than with its essential nature and the means by which it is effected. Concerned with sin as ignorance or passion to be sloughed off, rather than as rebellion requiring reconciliation, and with desire set on a salvation which involved deification through Union with God, the motive forces of the Hermetists maintained a pagan, not a biblical, dir-ection. And, while the ethical teaching of the Hermetica is insistent and lofty, its other-worldly nature does not allow for the concreteness of biblical ethics. As C. H. Dodd says, the Hermetists share the second, but not the first half of the de-scription of ‘pure religion’ in Jas. 1:27. (* Gnosticism.)

Bibliography. Best edn. by A. D. Nock and A. J. Festugiere, Corpus Hermeticum2, 4 vols., 1960 (with French translation); cf. also W. Scott, Hermetica, 4 vols., 1924-36; A. J. Festugiere, La Revelation d'Hermes Trismegisle, 4 vols., 1944-9; C. H. Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks, 1935; For the new Hermetica see J. Doresse, The Secret Books of the Egyplian Gnostics, E.T. 1960, pp. 275ff.; L. S. Keizer, The Eighth Reveals the Ninth, 1974; The Nag Hammadi Library in English, ed. J. M. Robinson, 1977; W. Grese, JCSBR 28, pp. 37-54.    a.f.w.

HERMOGENES. Mentioned with Phygelus as representative of Asian Christians who once re-pudiated Paul (2 Tim. 1:15). The language indi-cates Roman Asia (not, as some suggest, an Asian community in Rome), and a specific action (cf. rv)—perhaps breaking off relations (through fear of involvement?) when Paul had a right to expect their Support. For the meaning of ‘turned away’, cf. Mt. 5:42: total apostasy is not in question. The occasion, which is unlikely to have been very remote, was known to Timothy, but it is not to us (* Onesiphorus).    a.f.w.

HERMON (Heb. hermon, ‘sanctuary’). A moun-tain in the Anti-Lebanon Range, and easily the highest (2,814 m) in the neighbourhood of Pales-tine. It is called also Mt Sirion (Heb. Sion, Dt. 4:48), and known to the Amorites as S(h)enir (Dt. 3:9). Note, however, that Ct. 4:8 and 1 Ch. 5:23 explicitly distinguish between Hermon and *Senir (cf GTT, p. 41; DOTT, p. 49).

Regarded as a sacred place by the original in-habitants of Canaan (cf. ‘Baal-hermon’, Jdg. 3:3; ‘Baal-gad’, Jos. 13:5, etc.), it formed the N bound-ary of Israel’s conquests from the Amorites (Dt. 3:8; Jos. 11:17,etc). Snowusually lieson the topall year round, causing plentiful dews in stark con-trast to the parched land of that region (hence probably the Psalmist’s allusion in Ps. 133:3), and the melting ice forms a major source of the Jordan. Hermon is identified with the modern Jebel es-Sheik, ‘the Sheik’s mountain’, 48 km SW of Da-mascus (but on this point see GTT, p. 83). Its prox-imity to Caesarea Philippi has made some suggest Hermon as the ‘high mountain’ (Mk. 9:2, etc) of the *transfiguration.

A misleading reference to ‘the Hermonites’ (Ps. 42:6, av) should probably be amended to rv ‘the Hermons’, signifying the three summits of Mt Hermon.    j.d.d.

HEROD. 1. Herod the Great, king of the Jews 40-4 bc, born c. Ti bc. His father Antipater, a Jew of Idumaean descent, attained a position of great in-fluence in Judaea after the Roman conquest and was appointed procurator of Judaea by Julius Caesar in 47 bc. He in turn appointed his son Herod military prefect of Galilee, and Herod showed his qualities by the vigour with which he suppressed brigandage in that region; the Roman governor of Syria was so impressed by his energy that he made him military prefect of Coele-Syria. After the assassination of Caesar and subsequent civil war Herod enjoyed the goodwill of Antony. When the Parthians invaded Syria and Palestine and set the Hasmonaean Antigonus on the throne of Judaea (40-37 bc) the Roman Senate, advised by Antony and Octavian, gave Herod the title ‘king of the Jews’. It took him 3 years of fighting to make his title effective, but when he had done so he gov-erned Judaea for 33 years as a loyal ‘friend and ally’ of Rome.

Until 31 bc, despite Antony’s goodwill, Herod’s Position was rendered precarious by the machin-ations of Cleopatra, who hoped to see Judaea and Coele-Syria reunited to the Ptolemaic kingdom. This peril was removed by the battle of Actium, after which Herod was confirmed in his kingdom by Octavian (Augustus), the new master of the

Roman world. Another source of anxiety for Herod was the Hasmonaean lamity, who resented being displaced on the throne by one whom they regarded as an upstart. Although he married into this family by taking to wife Mariamne, grand-daughter of the former high priest Hyrcanus II, Herod’s suspicions led him to get rid of the leading Hasmonaean survivors one by one, including Mariamne herseif (29 bc).

Herod pacified the territories on his NE frontier in the interests of Rome, and Augustus added them to his kingdom. He furthered the emperor’s cul-tural policy by lavish building projects, not only in his own realm but in foreign cities (e.g. Athens). In his own realm he rebuilt Samaria and renamed it

Sebaste after the emperor (Gk. Sebastos = Lat. Augustus)-, he rebuilt Strato’s Tower on the Medi-terranean coast, equipped it with a splendid artificial harbour, and called it Caesarea, also in honour of the emperor. Other Settlements and strongholds were founded throughout the land. In Jerusalem he built a palace for himself on the W wall; he had already rebuilt the Antonia fortress (called after Antony) NW of the Temple area. The greatest of all his building enterprises was the re-construction of the Jerusalem Temple, begun early in 19 bc.

Nothing that Herod could do, not even the ex-penditure lavished on the Temple, endeared him to his Jewish subjects. His Edomite descent was never forgotten; if he was a Jew by religion and rebuilt the Temple of the God of Israel in Jerusalem, that did not deter him from erecting temples to pagan deities elsewhere. Above all, his wiping out of the Hasmonaean family could not be forgiven.

This drastic action did not in fact put an end to his domestic troubles. There was friction between his own female relatives and his wives, and between the children of his respective wives. His two sons by Mariamne, Alexander and Aristobulus, were brought up at Rome and were his designated heirs. Their Hasmonaean descent (through their mother) made them acceptable to the Jewish people. But their privileged position stirred the envy of their half-brothers, and especially of Herod’s eldest son Antipater, who set himself to poison his father’s mind against them. At last (7 bc) they were found guilty of plotting against their father, and exe-cuted. Antipater derived no advantage from their death, for 3 years later he too feil victim to Herod’s suspicions, and was executed only a few days before Herod’s own death (4 bc).

Herod’s suspicious nature is well illustrated by the story of the visit of the Magi and the slaughter of the infants of Bethlehem (Mt. 2); although this story does not appear elsewhere, any rumour of a rival king of the Jews was bound to rouse his worst fears. This suspicion latterly grew to insane pro-portions, and in consequence Herod has been re-membered more for his murderous outbursts than for his administrative ability.

In his will he bequeathed his kingdom to three of his sons—Judaea and Samaria to Archelaus (Mt. 2:22), Galilee and Peraea to Antipas, and his NE territories to Philip (Lk. 3:1). These bequests were ratified by Augustus.

2. Archelaus (‘Herod the Ethnarch’ on his coins). He reigned in Judaea ‘in place of his father Herod’ (Mt. 2:22) from 4 bc to ad 6, but without the title of king. He was Herod’s elder son by his

Samaritan wife Malthace, and has the worst repu-tation of all the sons of Herod. He offended Jewish religious susceptibilities by marrying Glaphyra, the widow of his half-brother Alexander. He continued his father’s building policy, but his repressive rule became intolerable; a deputation of the Judaean and Samaritan aristocracy at last went to Rome to warn Augustus that, unless Archelaus were re-moved, there would be a full-scale revolt. Archelaus was accordingly deposed and banished, and

Judaea became a Roman province, administered by prelects appointed by the emperor.

3. ‘Herod the tetrarch' (Lk. 3:19, etc.), who bore the distinctive name of Antipas. He was Herod's younger son by Malthace, and inherited the Galil-ean and Peraean portions of his father’s kingdom In the Gospels he is conspicuous chiefly for his part in the imprisonment and execution of John the Baptist (Mk. 6:14-28) and for his brief encounter with Jesus when the latter was sent to him by Pilate
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Herod’s family tree simplified. The names underlined are those principally discussed in the article Herod.


for judgment (Lk. 23:7ff.). Jesus is recorded as having once described him as ‘that fox’ (Lk. 13:31fi). He was the ablest of Herod’s sons, and like his father was a great builder; the city of Tiberias on the Lake of Galilee was built by him (ad 22) and named in honour of the Emperor Tiberius. He married the daughter of the Nabataean king ‘Aretas IV, but divorced her in order to marry ‘Herodias, the wife of his half-brother Herod Philip. According to the Synoptic Evangelists, John the Baptist incurred the wrath of Antipas for de-nouncing his second marriage as unlawful; Josephus (Ant. 18. 118) says that Antipas was afraid that John’s great public following might de-velop into a revolt. Aretas naturally resented the insult offered to his daughter, and seized the op-portunity a few years later to wage war against Antipas (ad 36). The forces of Antipas were heavily defeated, and Josephus says that many people re-garded the defeat as divine retribution for Antipas' killing of John the Baptist. In ad 39 Antipas was denounced to the Emperor Gaius by his nephew Agrippa (see 4) as a plotter; he was deposed from his tetrarchy and ended his days in exile.

4.    ‘Herod the king’ (Acts 12:1), otherwise known as Agrippa. He was a son of Aristobulus and grandson of Herod the Great. After his father’s execution in 7 bc he was brought up in Rome, in close association with the imperial family. In ad 23 he became so heavily involved in debt that he had to leave Rome. For a time he received shelter and maintenance at Tiberias from his uncle Antipas, thanks to his sister Herodias, whom Antipas had recently married. But he quarrelled with Antipas and in ad 36 returned to Rome. There he offended the Emperor Tiberius and was imprisoned, but on Tiberius’ death the following year he was released by the new emperor, Gaius (Caligula), from whom he received the title of king, with territories NE of Palestine as his kingdom. On Antipas’ banishment in ad 39, Galilee and Peraea were added to Agrip-pa’s kingdom. When Claudius became emperor in ad 41 he further augmented Agrippa’s kingdom by giving him Judaea and Samaria, so that Agrippa ruled over a kingdom roughly equal in extern to his grandfather’s. He courted the goodwill of his Jewish subjects, who looked on him as a descend-ant of the Hasmonaeans (through his grandmother Mariamne) and approved of him accordingly. His attack on the apostles (Acts 12:2f.) was perhaps more populär than it would have been previousiy, because of their recent fraternization with Gentiles (Acts 10:1-11:18). His sudden death, at the age of 54 (ad 44), is recorded by Luke (Acts 12:20ff.) and Josephus (Ant. 19. 343fT.) in such a way that the two narratives Supplement each other illuminatingly. He left one son, Agrippa (see 5), and two daugh-ters: Bernice (born ad 28), mentioned in Acts 25:13ff., and Drusilla (born ad 38), who became the 3rd wife of the procurator Felix (cf. Acts 24:24).

5.    Agrippa, son of Herod Agrippa (see 4), born in ad 27. He was adjudged too young to be made successor to his father’s kingdom. Later, however, he received the title of king from Claudius, with territories N and NE of Palestine which were in-creased by Nero in ad 56. He changed the name of his Capital from Caesarea Philippi to Neronias as a compliment to the latter emperor. From ad 48 to 66 he had the prerogative of appointing the Jewish high priests. He did his best to prevent the outbreak of the Jewish war against Rome in ad 66; when his eflbrts failed he remained loyal to Rome and was rewarded with a further increase of his kingdom He died childless about ad 100. He is best known to NT readers for his encounter with Paul (Acts 25:13-26:32), whom he charged, in bantering vein, with trying to make a Christian of him (Acts 26:28).

Bibliography. Josephus, Ant. 14-20passim, BJ 1-2 passim, A. H M. Jones, The Herods of Judaea, 1938; S. Perowne, Life and Times of Herod the Great, 1956; idem, The Later Herods, 1958; F. O. Busch, The Five Herods, 1958; H. W. Hoehner, Herod Antipas, 1972; A. Schalit, König Herodes, 1968; D. C, Braund, CQ 33, pp. 239-242. f.f.b.

HERODIANS. They are mentioned as enemies of Jesus once in Galilee, and again at Jerusalem (Mk. 3:6; 12:13; Mt. 22:16). Their association with the Pharisees in the question regarding the paying of tribute to Caesar suggests agreement with them in the issue at Stake, that is, nationalism versus Submission to a foreign yoke. This fact and the forma-tion of the word (cf. Caesariani) seems to prove that they were a Jewish party who favoured the Herodian dynasty. The view that they were a re-ligious party known in rabbinical literature as ‘Boethusians’, i.e. adherents of the family of Boethus, whose daughter Mariamne was one of the wives of Herod the Great and whose sons were raised by him to the high priesthood, is not now generally held.

Bibliography. H. Hoehner, Herod Antipas, 1972, repr. 1980; N. Hillyer, NIDNTT 3, pp. 441-443.    j.w.m.

HERODIAS (Mk. 6:17; Lk. 3:19), daughter to Aristobulus (son of Herod the Great by Mariamne). She married, first, her uncle Herod Philip (son of Herod the Great by a second Mariamne, and not to be confused with * Philip the tetrarch), and secondly, her uncle Herod Antipas (‘Herod,

3) . By her first husband she had a daughter Salome, who married her grand-uncle Philip the tetrarch. The identity of Herodias’ daughter in Mk. 6:22ff. is uncertain. When Antipas was exiled in ad 39 Herodias chose to accompany him rather than accept the favour which Gaius was willing to show to the sister of his friend Agrippa (* Herod,

4) .    F.F.B.

HESHBON (Heb. hesbön, ‘device’). A city of Moab, taken by Sihon king of the Amorites and made his royal city (Nu. 21:26). After his defeat by the Israelites (21:21-24) it was given to Reuben (32:37), but later passed over to Gad, whose land bordered on Reuben, and was assigned by them to the Levites (Jos. 21:39). By the time of Isaiah and Jeremiah, at the height of its prosperity, Moab had retaken it (Is. 15:4; Je. 48:2, etc.), but by the time of Alexander Jannaeus it is once more in the hands of Israel (Jos., Am. 13. 397). Remains of old pools and conduits may be seen in a branch of the present Wadi Hesbän which flows by the city (cf. Ct 7:4).

Excavations at Teil Hesban (1968-78) have found buildings from the Iran Age, c. 1200 bc on-wards, but no Late Bronze Age remains that mighl be associated with Sihon. There are a few Late Bronze Age sites nearby, however.

Bibliography. L. T. Geraty, Ann. Department of Antiquities of Jordan 20, 1975, pp. 47-56; NEAEHL, pp. 986-989.    m.a.m.

ARM.

HETHLON. (Heb. hetlön). A eity on the ideal N boundary of Palestine as seen by Ezekiel, near Hamath and Zedad and referred to only by him (Ezk. 47:15; 48:1). Identified with the modern Heitela, NE of Tripoli, Syria.    j.d.d.

HEZEKIAH (Heb. hizqiyä or hizqiyähü, ‘Yahweh is [my] strength’).

l.The 14th king of Judah. Son of Ahaz who was 25 at the Start of his reign and reigned for 29 years (2 Ki. 18:2; 2 Ch. 29:1). He was outstanding for his own piety (2 Ki. 18:5) and also cared for previous traditions and teaching (Pr. 25:1). His importance is reflected by the three accounts of his reign (2 Ki. 17-20; Is. 36-39; 2 Ch. 29-32).

There are difficulties surrounding the chron-ology of Hezekiah’s reign, but he appears to have assumed a co-regency with Ahaz c. 729 bc and became king c. 716 bc. Thus the fall of Samaria (722 bc) occurred in the 6th year of his reign (as co-regent; 2 Ki. 18:10), while Sennacherib invaded Judah (701 bc) in the 14th year of his reign (as sole monarch; 2 Ki. 18:13). The king’s illness and recovery appear to have occurred just before Sen-nacherib’s invasion, when Hezekiah was promised an extra 15 years of rule (2 Ki. 20) (* Steps).

After the pagan practices introduced during the period of Ahaz’s Submission to the Assyrians (cf. Is. 2:6fr.; 8:16ff.), Hezekiah undertook a major reform of religious practice in the Ist year of his sole reign (2 Ch. 29:3fT). He re-established the true worship of Yahweh in the purified and renovated Temple, reaffirmed the covenant between Yahweh and his people, and reinstituted the Passover on a grand scale (2 Ch. 30:26), even inviting Israelites from the N to participate (2 Ch. 30:5ff.). He also destroyed the * high places in the surrounding area (2 Ki. 18:4; 2 Ch. 31:1) as well as breaking up the bronze *serpent which Moses had made in the wilderness but which had come to be regarded as an idol (2 Ki. 18:4).

Politically, Hezekiah was restive under Assyrian domination and he allied Judah with an anti-Assyrian revolt instigated by Egypt and led by •Ashdod. Judah must have listened to Isaiah’s warnings (Is. 20), for although Sargon II claimed to have subdued ia-u-di, ‘Judah’ (cf. DOTT, p. 61; also N. Na’aman, BASOR 214, 1974, p. 27), no evidence of an invasion at this time is found in the OT. When Sargon died (705 bc) Hezekiah, seeing an opportunity to rebel against his son, Sennacherib, entertained envoys of the rebel Chaldean, * Merodach-baladan (2 Ki. 20:12-19; Is. 39) and received promises of support from Egypt. He also strengthened his own defences in Jerusalem, including digging the ‘Siloam tunnel to safeguard the water-supply (2 Ki. 20:20; Is. 22:9fr.).

Sennacherib’s own records of his campaign in the W picture Hezekiah as leader of rebellion (.ANET, pp. 287-288; DOTT, pp. 64-69). He Claims to have taken forty-six fortified towns and imprisoned Hezekiah Mike a bird in a cage in Jerusalem, his royal city’. He does not Claim to have conquered the city and the OT teils of Yahweh’s intervention by destroying the Assyrian army (2 Ki. 19:32-36).

The mention of ‘Tirhakah, king of Ethiopia, in 2 Ki. 19:9, has led some to propose a second campaign by Sennacherib into Judah, c. 688 bc, since Tirhakah would have been too young in 701 bc to have taken part and also was not then called ‘king’. It has, however, been shown that he was 20-21 at this time and that the title is in terms of the time of writing rather than of the events them-selves (cf. K. A. Kitchen, The Third Intermediate Period in Egypt, 1972, pp. 385-386 and nn. 823— 824).

2. The father of a clan which returned from Ba-bylonian exile with Ezra (Ezr. 2:16; Ne. 7:21), and among those who sealed the new covenant with Yahweh (Ne. 10:17). His name is given in two forms, Ater being Akkadian. Ne. 10:17 lists the names as separate people.    d.w.b.

HIDDEKEL. The ancient name of the river •Tigris used in the account of the Garden of Eden (Gn. 2:14) and in Daniel’s description of his visions (Dn. 10:4) in the 3rd year of Cyrus. The name comes from Akkadian idiqlat, which is equivalent to Sumerian idigna, i.e. always flowing river.

Bibliography. D. O. Edzard et al., Repertoire Geographique des Textes Cuneiformes, 1, 1977, pp. 216-217.    t.c.m.

HIEL (Heb. hi'el, ‘El lives’; but cf. lxx ‘brother of God’, from '“hi'el). A Bethelite whose sons were (accidentally?) killed during his rebuilding of Jericho c. 870 bc, fulfilling Joshua’s curse (1 Ki. 16:34; cf. Jos. 6:26).    d.w.b.

HIERAPOLIS. A city in the Roman province of Asia, in the W of what is now Asiatic Turkey. It was situated about 10 km N of *Laodicea, on the opposite side of the broad valley of the Lycus. The city was built around copious hot springs, which were famed for their medicinal powers. There was also a subterranean vent of poisonous gases (the Plutonium), which was later filled in by the Christians in about the 4th Century ad. When the hot water flows over the edge of the city terrace it forms spectacular pools and cascades encrusted with lime. The resulting white cliffs give the site its modern name Pamuk-kale (‘cotton castle’). These natural features made Hierapolis (‘sacred city’, for earlier ‘Hieropolis’, ‘city of the sanctuary’) an ancient centre of pagan cults, from which its importance and prosperity mainly derived.

The church in Hierapolis was probably founded while Paul was living at Ephesus (Acts 19:10), per-haps by Epaphras. It is mentioned only in conjunc-tion with its dose neighbours, *Colossae and •Laodicea (Col. 4:13). There may be a remin-iscence of its famous hot waters in Rev. 3:15-16, in contrast with the cold waters of Colossae and the tepid of Laodicea.

According to Polycrates, bishop of Ephesus c. ad 190, as quoted by Eusebius (HE 3. 31), the apostle Philip was buried at Hierapolis, though the authorities show confusion between apostle and evangelist. Papias and the Stoic philosopher Epictetus were also connected with the city.

M.J.S.R.

C.J.H.

HIGH PLACE

HIGH PLACE. The Heb. word bämä, rendered ‘high place’ by av, rsv and jb, is used over 100 times in MT and in two distinct ways: of heights in a literal sense and of shrines. neb renders ‘heights’ and ‘hill shrine’.

The 20 non-cultic uses are all in the plural form and in poetic passages. In contrast to other height words, the plural bämöi always carries overtones of dominance and control. Battles often took place on hill slopes; possession of heights therefore gave lordship over the land (Nu. 21:28; 2 Sa. 1:19, 25). Thus Israel asserted that God ‘rides’ or ‘walks’ on the heights (Am. 4:13; Mi. 1:3) or that he sets Israel (Dt. 32:13; Is. 58:14) or an individual (2 Sa. 22:34; Ps. 18:33; Hab. 3:19) ‘upon the heights of the earth’. Cylinder seals portray * Baal astride moun-tains and in the Ras Shamra texts he is called rkb rpl, ‘rider of the clouds’. Both Akkadian and Ug-aritic had closely related words denoting heights or the middle region of the body (cf. Jb. 9:8).

The association of heights with lordship may ac-count for their choice as locations of shrines. It has been suggested that, despite the warnings of Moses (Dt. 12, etc.), Israel took over the Canaanites’ shrines after the conquest. Certainly loyal wor-shippers of God used bämöi in the early Monarchy period. Samuel officiated at a special sacrificc when Saul was anointed before invited guests (1 Sa. 9) and later Saul went with a group of prophets coming down from a bämä led by lute, fife and drum (1 Sa. 10:5). By the time of Solomon Gibeon had risen to unique Status and was known as ‘the Great High Place’. The *tabernacle and the altar of bronze ‘which Bezalel, son of Uri, son of Hur’ had made was kept there and it was at Gibeon that God challenged Solomon in a dream about the character of his reign (1 Kl 3; 2 Ch. I).

After the disruption of the kingdom in 922 bc the bämöi posed a new threat to the purity of Is-rael’s faith. In the N kingdom Jeroboam built ‘houses of the high places’ as part of his campaign to distract his subjects’ attention away from Jerusalem (1 Ki. 12). Thus ‘he made Israel to sin’ for the bämöi, though often nominally dedicated to God, clearly included many Canaanite features, such as images, Standing stones, Asherah poles, sacred Prostitution and other fertility rites. Bloodshed, in-stability and apostasy characterized the two cen-turies of the N kingdom’s existence and, as the biblical historians saw, the bämöi were a major source of the moral and religious collapse (2 Ki. 17:9). In the S kingdom the Situation was little better. bämöi revived under Rehoboam. Attempts to suppress them by Asa and Jehoshaphat had no lasting results. Hezekiah conducted a more thor-ough reformation (2 Ki. 18:1-8), but his son Man-asseh ‘who did more evil than all the kings that were before him’ again revived bämöi. Under Josiah a far-reaching purge was undertaken (2 Ki. 23), but his successors were not of his calibre and the shrines were again reviving when the Babylo-nian army put an end to the Judaean kingdom. Little is known of the bämöi thereafter.

Early study of the bämöi reveals the embarrass-ment feit at the use of these shrines by Israel’s heroes. The Talmud and the rabbis sharply dis-tinguished between ‘great’ and ‘small’ bämöi or maintained that the ban was Iifted periodically. J. Wellhausen solved the problem by suggesting that the single sanctuary law was not operative until the time of Josiah; the book of Deuteronomy was but a ‘pious fraud’. It seems more likely that Samuel, Saul and Solomon simply wished to claim these shrines for God without realizing the syncretistic dangers which had been plain to Moses and were all too accurately vindicated by history.

W. F. Albright proposed that the bämöi were ba-sically tomb-shrines, but no excavated shrine or unamended biblical reference has clear mortuary associations. P. H. Vaughan suggests that bämöi were round or flat cult platforms on which worship was celebrated. However, although some bämöi may have contained a platform, the term seems more naturally taken as embracing the whole cult area including altar, stones, houses, etc.

A gradual development in the location of bämöi is discernible. Shrines on heights were typical of the early period (Nu. 22:41; 1 Sa. 9), whereas later they are to be found in the towns (2 Ki. 17:9) or, in one instance, in a valley (Je. 7:31). By the end of the Monarchy period, the term was applied to many types of local shrine. Thus 2 Ki. 23 refers to a small gate shrine, royal centres to foreign gods, large public shrines and local rustic shrines all as bärnöL

Widely publicized discoveries at Gezer and the ‘Conway High Place at Petra’ have now been dis-counted as bämöI. Despite a ‘wishful thinking’ phase, archaeology has now revealed examples of the main types of biblical bärnöL Shrines outside Settlements are known from Naharijah, Samaria, Jerusalem and ‘the Great High Place at Petra’. bämöi >n towns on heights are known from Meg-iddo and Arad. Shrines on lower ground in towns are known from Hazor, Dan and Jerusalem. Small gate shrines are known from Tirzah and Dan. Biblical evidence about the structures, cult and tendency of a shrine to change its Status can all be illustrated from archaeological discoveries, so revealing a detailed picture of the period when Israel ‘had as many gods as towns’ (Je. 2:28).

Bibliooraphy. W. F. Albright, Supplement to VT4, 1957, pp. 242-258; P. H. Vaughan, Themean-ing of 'bämä' in the Old Testament, 1974; J. T Whitney, The Israelite bamah, unpublished thesis, University of Nottingham, 1975; M. D. Fowler, ZAW94, pp. 203-213.    j.t.w.

HILKIAH (Heb. hilqiyähü, hilqiyä, ‘my portion is Yahweh’).

1.    The father of Eliakim, Hezekiah’s chamber-lain (2 Ki. 18:18, 26, 37; Is. 22:20; 36:3, 22).

2.    The high priest in Josiah’s reign. Düring the repairs on the Temple, he found the book of the law, and brought it to the notice of Shaphan the scribe. Subsequently he was a member of the king’s deputation to Huldah the prophetess to learn God’s will in the matter, and later he helped to put Josiah’s reformation into eflect (2 Ki. 22-23; 2 Ch. 34; 35:8).

3.    4. Levites of the family of Merari (1 Ch. 6:45; 26:11). 5. One who stood with Ezra the scribe when he read the law of God from a wooden pulpit (Ne. 8:4). 6. A chief of the priests who went up to Judaea with Zerubbabel (Ne. 12:7, 21). Possibly identica! with 5.

7. The father of Jeremiah the prophet, and member of the priestly family of Anathoth (Je. 1:1). Probably a descendant of Abiathar, David’s high priest who was expelled by Solomon for supporting Adonijah (1 Ki. 2:26). Hilkiah was possibly the officiating priest to the rural com-munity at Anathoth.

8. The father of Gemariah, one of Zedekiah’s ambassadors to Nebuchadrezzar (Je. 29:3).

J.G.G.N.

HILE, HILL-COUNTRY. These terms translate the Heb. words gib'ä and har. The root-meaning of the former is convexity; bare hills, like an inverted basin, are a common feature of Palestine, notably the area of Judah. But gib'ä is often a proper name (Gibeah) to indicate towns built on such emi-nences, coupled with a distinguishing ‘surname’ (,e.g. ‘of Saul’, 1 Sa. 11:4).

The second word, har, may indicate a single eminence or a ränge of hills; this led to some con-fusion in av, but recent evv make it clear when a ränge of hills is meant. The mountainous back-bone of Palestine is so styled sometimes divided into the N and S parts of it, respectively called the hill-country ‘of Ephraim’ and ‘of Judah’. It should, however, be noted that it is not always pos-sible to decide whether a single hill or a hilly region is meant.    d.f.p.

HINNOM, VALLEY OF. A valley to the S of Jerusalem, also styled ‘the valley of the son (or sons) of Hinnom’. It was associated in Jeremiah’s time with the worship of Molech. Josiah defiled this shrine, and put an end to the sacrifices offered there. Later the valley seems to have been used for burning the corpses of criminals and animals, and indeed refuse of any sort. Hence the name came to be used as a synonym for 1 2hell, the Hebrew phrase ge (‘valley of’) hirmöm becoming geenna in Greek, whence Gehenna in Latin and English. Jewish tradition at one time held that the mouth of hell was in the valley.

The identification of the valley presents Problems. It formed part of the boundary between the territories of Judah and Benjamin, and lay between the ‘south side of the Jebusite; the same is Jerusalem’ and Enrogel (Jos. 15:7f., av). So clearly the identification of these two localities will aflfect our identification of the Valley of Hinnom. If * En-rogel was the Virgin’s Fountain, the Valley of Hinnom can be equated with the Kidron valley, which runs from the E to the SE of Jerusalem. But if it was what is now called Bir Eyyub, two possi-bilities remain: the valley was either the Tyropoeon valley, running from the centre of Jerusalem to the SE, or the valley encircling the city on the W and S, now called the Wadi al-Rababi. Each of these three valleys, at its SE extremity, terminates near Siloam. Muslim tradition Supports the Kidron valley identification, but that is the least likely; the great ma-jority of scholars accept the Wadi al-Rababi as the correct identification.    d.f.p.

HIRAM. The king of •Tyre, Contemporary with David and Solomon; he reigned 979/8—945/4 bc (according to Albright, 969-936 bc).

a. Name

Heb. Hiräm (Sa. and Ki.); Hiröm (1 Ki. 5:10, 18; lxx, H(e)iram)\ Hüräm (Ch.j is a Phoenician name possibly equivalent to, or an abbreviation for, Ahiram (Nu. 26:38), meaning ‘my brother is the exalted (god)’, as Hiel Stands for Ahiel (1 Ki.

16:34). Hiram, or Huram-(abi), was also the name of the chief technician from Tyre, married to a woman of Naphtali (I Ki. 7:13f.) or Dan (2 Ch. 2:13) sent by King Hiram to help Solomon.

b.    Relations with Judah

Hiram was a great admirer of David (1 Ki. 5:1) and sent materials and craftsmen to aid the building of his palace at Jerusalem (2 Sa. 5:11; 1 Ch. 14:1). On Solomon’s accession Hiram sent ambassadors to make fresh contacts which led to a trade-treaty whereby he supplied wood from Lebanon and skilled craftsmen for the construction of the new Temple at Jerusalem, in return for an annual payment by Solomon of wheat and fine oil (1 Ki. 5:2-11) which the Phoenician cities lacked. Additional payments of barley and wine seem to have been required for the maintenance of the Tyrian work-men, who included technicians acquainted with fabric design and dyes, sent to instruct the Israel-ites (2 Ch. 2:3-7).

Twenty years later, on the completion of the Temple, Solomon gave Hiram twenty viilages in Galilee, presumably near Tyre, and received in ex-change 120 talents of gold (1 Ki. 9:10-14). Such treaties to adjust the borders between States are known from early Syrian agreements (e.g Alalab). These treaties, which were planned for the economic advantage of both parties, were sup-plemented by trading operations in which Solomon’s ocean-going 2ships joined the fleet of Hiram to import gold, silver and various kinds of rarities, including monkeys (1 Ki. 10:22; 2 Ch. 9:21). The vessels sailing from Ezion-geber for *Ophir were accompanied by experienced pilots provided by Hiram (1 Ki. 9:26-28; 2 Ch. 8:17-18). The trade expansion of 2 Phoenicia in Hiram’s time included colonies in N Africa and Spain.

c.    The reign of Hiram

Apart from the OT, Hiram’s rule is chronicled by Josephus (Ant. 8. 50-54; Contra Apionem 1. 17f.), based on the historians Menander and Dius. According to this source, Hiram (lxx Chiram, Gk. Heiramos, Heirömos) was the son of Abi-baal and reigned 34 years before dying at the age of 53. The building of the Temple at Jerusalem began in his 1 Ith year, i.e. the 4th year of Solomon (1 Ki. 6:1). Hiram warred against Cyprus to enforce the payment of tribute and fortified the island of Tyre, where he built temples to Astarte-Melqart (later Hercules) and enriched the older temples.

Josephus, like Eupolemos and Alexander Polyhistor, recounts the letters, said to have been pre-served in the state archives at Tyre, which passed between Hiram and Solomon concerning the building of the Temple. Josephus States also that the two kings engaged in an exchange of riddles until Solomon was defeated by a young Tyrian named Abdemon. Clement of Alexandria and Tatian say that a daughter of Hiram was married to Solomon; cf. I Ki. 11:1-2.

Bibliography. CAH 3/2, 1991, pp. 466-467; H. J. Katzenstein, The History of Tyre, 1973.

D.J.W.

pejoratives in Jn. 10:12-13 and Lk. 15:19. David introduced foreign mercenaries to buttress the newly adopted monarchy (2 Sa. 8:18). The agricultural labourer was debased by an enclosure movement in the 8th Century (Is. 5:8) which dispos-sessed many freehold farmers of their patrimony and left them in ’debt. By custom the ultimate discharge of debt was perpetual *slavery (2 Ki. 4:1). The law provided that an Israelite who, through poverty, had to seil himself to a fellow-Israelite should be allowed the Status of an em-ployee and be manumitted in the year of Jubilee (Lv. 25:39-55). Other laws also protected him (e.g. Lv. 19:13; cf. Dt. 24:14-15). Jacob’s two contracts (Gn. 29) disclose a background of nomadic kin-ship and recall the great national Codes of the 2nd millennium bc.

Bibliography. J D. M. Derrett, Law in the New Testament, 1961, ch. 1; J. Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus, 1969, ch. 6; R. de Vaux, Andern Israel, 1961, p. 76.    a.e.w.

are found in the levirate marriage and in the procedures for ascertaining the divine will or the unknown future by means of teraphim and ’öböt_ (‘familiär spirits’).

The Hittite empire reached the peak of its power under Suppiluliumas I (c. 1380-1350 bc). It was in his province of Kizzuwatna, in SE Asia Minor, that iron was first smelted in the Near East on a scale which justifies one in speaking of the begin-ning of the Iron Age. He extended his empire over Upper Mesopotamia and over Syria as far S as the Lebanon. The Hittites thus collided with the N thrust of the Egyptian empire in Asia, and hos-tilities continued between the two powers until 1284 bc, when a non-aggression pact between Hattusilis III and Rameses II recognized the Orontes as their common frontier.

The Hittite empire collapsed around 1200 bc as the result of blows from Western enemies.

II.    The Hittite kingdoms

With the fall of the Hittite empire, 24 city-states of the Tabali (‘Tubal’ in the OT) became heirs to the Hittite home territory N of the Taurus ränge. In Syria seven city-states which had belonged to the Hittite empire perpetuated the name ‘Hittite’ for several centuries; their rulers were called ‘the kings of the Hittites’. Hamath on the Orontes and Carchemish on the Euphrates were among the most important of the seven. Hamath was allied with David (2 Sa. 8:9ff ), whose kingdom bordered on ‘Kadesh in the land of the Hittites’ (2 Sa. 24:6; ’Tahtim-hodshi). Solomon traded and intermar-ried with these ‘kings of the Hittites’ (1 Ki. 10:28f; 11:1). In the 9th Century bc their military reputa-tion could throw the army of Damascus into panic (2 Ki. 7:6). But in the following Century they were reduced one by one by the Assyrians; Hamath feil in 720 bc and Carchemish in 717 (cf. 2 Ki. 18:34; 19:13; Is. 10:9).

The Assyrian and Babylonian records of the period (as late as the Chaldean dynasty) regularly refer to the whole of Syria (including Palestine) as the ‘Hatti-land’; Sargon II in 711 bc can speak of the people of Ashdod as ‘the faithless Hatti’.

The language of the seven Hittite kingdoms is known from hieroglyphic texts which have been deciphered in recent years; bilingual inscriptions in hieroglyphic Hittite and Phoenician, discovered at Karatepe in Cilicia (1946-7), have helped con-siderably in their decipherment. The language of these texts is not identical with the officia! language of the earlier Hittite empire, which was writ-ten in cuneiform script and identified as an Indo-European language in 1917; it resembles rather a neighbouring Indo-European language called Luvian.
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HIRE, HIRELING. The two main classes of

2

 wage-earner in Israel were the foreign mercenary and the agricultural labourer, typifying respectively dereliction of duty (Je. 46:21) and stinting Service (Jb. 7:1 f.) under exploitation (Mal. 3:5). Hence the

HITTITES (Heb. hittim, brne hei). In the OT the Hittites are, firstly, a great nation which gave its name to the whole region of Syria, ‘from the wilderness and this Lebanon as far as the great river, the river Euphrates, all the land of the Hittites to the Great Sea toward the going down of the sun’ (Jos. 1:4); and secondly, an ethnic group living in Canaan from patriarchal times until after the Israelite Settlement (Gn. 15:20; Dt. 7:1; Jdg. 3:5), called literally ‘the children of Heth’ (Gn. 23:3, etc.) after their eponymous ancestor Heth, a son of Canaan (Gn. 10:15).

I. The Hittite empire

The Hittite empire was founded c. 1800 bc by an Indo-European nation which had settled in Asia Minor in city-states some two centuries before. They derived the name ‘Hittite’ from the Hatti, the earlier inhabitants of the area where they settled, whose legacy is clearly traceable in Hittite art and religion and in divine and royal names and titles. With the spread of the Hittite empire the designa-tion ‘Hittites’ was extended to the peoples and lands which it incorporated.

An early Hittite king, Tudhaliyas I (c. 1720 bc), has been identified (precariously) with ‘Tidal king of nations’ of Gn. 14:1. About 1600 bc Hattusilis I extended his rule over parts of N Syria. His succes-sor Mursilis I established a new capital at Hattusas (modern Bogaz-köy), E of the Halys; it is largely to the archives uncovered there since 1906 that we owe our knowledge of Hittite history and litera-ture. Mursilis I captured Aleppo and subsequently (c. 1560 bc) raided Babylon—an event which pre-cipitated the fall of the I st Babylonian Dynasty.

King Telepinus (c. 1480 bc) was the great Hittite legislator. There are some striking affinities be-tween the Hittite law-codes and those of the Pentateuch, although affinities are found in matters of detail and arrangement rather than in general conception. Whereas the Pentateuchal Codes resemble the great Semitic law-codes of the ancient Near East in employing the lex talionis as a basic principle, the Hittite laws are dominated by the distinctively Indo-European principle of com-pensation (Wergeid). Some analogy has also been discerned between Hittite treaty forms and OT covenant terms. Other notable points of contact

HOBAB (Heb. höbäb, ‘beloved’). Nu. 10:29 speaks of ‘Hobab, the son of Raguel the Midianite, Moses’ father in law’—ambiguous wording which leaves unclear whether Moses’ father-in-law was Hobab or Raguel (Reuel). Jdg. 4:11 (cf. Jdg. 1:16) says Hobab; Ex. 2:18 says Reuel; but evidence is too slight to choose between the two accounts. Is-

HOMOSEXUALITY. The Bible says nothing spe-cifically about the homosexual condition (despite the rather misleading rsv translation of 1 Cor. 6:9), but its condemnations of homosexual con-duct are explicit. The scope of these strictures must, however, be carefully determined. Too often they have been used as tools of a homophobic po-lemic which has claimed too much.

HOPE. Hope, it would seem, is a psychological necessity, if man is to envisage the future at all. Even if there are no rational grounds for it, man still continues to hope. Very naturally such hope, even when it appears to be justified, is transient and illusory; and it is remarkable how often it is qualified by poets and other writers by such epi-thets as ‘faint’, ‘trembling’, ‘feeble’, ‘desperate’, ‘phantom’. The Bible sometimes uses hope in the

HOPHRA. The pharaoh Ha‘a‘ibre‘ Wahibre; Gk. Apries, 4th king of the 26th Dynasty, who reigned for 19 years, from 589 to 570 bc. He was an im-petuous king, over-ambitious to meddle in Pales-tinian affairs. The Heb. form höpra' is best derived from his personal name, (Wa)hibre', precisely as with Shishak, Tirhakah and Neco. ‘Pharaoh-hophra’ is explicitly mentioned only in Je. 44:30, but several other references to ‘Pharaoh’ in the prophets concern him. Shortly after Hophra’s ac-cession, Zedekiah requested forces from him, pre-sumably against Nebuchadrezzar (Ezk. 17:11-21).

Hophra duly invaded Palestine during Nebu-

HORITES, HORIM. The ancient inhabitants of Edom, defeated by Chedorlaomer (Gn. 14:6), said to be the descendants of Seir the Horite (Gn. 36:20) and an ethnic group distinct from Rephaim. They were driven out by the sons of Esau (Dt. 2:12, 22). Esau himself seems to have married the daughter of a Horite chief, Anah (Gn. 36:25). The Horites (Heb. hört, Gk. chorraios) also occupied some places in central Palestine, including Shechem (Gn. 34:2) and Gilgal (Jos. 9:6-7), the lxx reading ‘Horite’ in both passages (av; rsv, ‘Hivite’).

The E Horites cannot be identified as Hurrians either archaeologically or linguistically (Semitic personal names in Gn. 36:20-30). Some think the pre-Edomites to have been cave-dwellers (hör) and equate this with the Egyp. name for Palestine (hr = hurru) cited with Israel on the Merenptah Stele c. 1225 bc.

The pre-Israelite Jebusites ruled by Abdi-hepa during the ‘Amarna period seem to be Hurrians,

HOSEA, BOOK OF. This first book in the Collection of twelve small prophetic writings which con-clude our OT comes from the 8th Century bc and, along with Arnos, is addressed to the N kingdom Israel, often calied by Hosea Ephraim. There is every indication that the prophet had his home in the N and loved the land and its people. It was therefore all the more painful for him to have to issue rebukes and threats when appeals went un-heeded. The intensity of his emotion may be


III.    The Hittites of Canaan

The Hittites of Canaan in patriarchal times appear as inhabiting the central ridge of Judah, especially the Hebron district. It has been surmised that they were a branch of the pre-Indo-European Hatti, or early migrants from some part of the Hittite empire; the Hittite empire itself never extended so far S. They may, on the other hand, have had nothing in common with the N Hittites but their similar (though not completely identical) name. In Gn. 23 the Hittites are the resident population of Hebron (‘the people of the land’) among whom Abraham lives as ‘a stranger and a sojourner’ and from whom he buys the field of Machpelah, with its cave, as a family burying-ground. The record of the purchase is said to be ‘permeated with intricate subtleties of Hittite laws and customs, correctly corresponding to the time of Abraham’ (M. R. Lehmann, BASOR 129, 1953, p. 18; but see for another opinion G. M. Tucker, JBL 85, 1966, pp. 77ff). Esau grieved his parents by marrying two ‘Hittite women . . . women of the land’ (Gn. 27:46; cf. 26:34f.)—apparently in the Beersheba region. Jerusalem, according to Ezk. 16:3, 45, had a mixed Hittite and Amorite foundation. The name of ‘Araunah the Jebusite (2 Sa. 24:16fT.) has been thought to be Hittite, and Uriah the Hittite, evi-dently a Jerusalemite, was one of David’s mighty men (2 Sa. 23:39). Ahimelech, one of David’s companions in the days of his outlawry, is called a I littite (1 Sa. 26:6).

The last reference to the Hittites of Canaan is in Solomon’s reign (2 Ch. 8:7); thereafter they were merged in the general population of the land.

Bibliography. O. R. Gurney, The Hittites, 2nd rev. edn., 1981; idem, Some Aspects of Hittite religion, 1976; O. R. Gurney and J. Garstang, The Geography of the Hittite Empire, 1959; S. Lloyd, Early Anatolia, 1956; E. Akurgal, The Art of the Hittites, 1962; G. Walser (ed.), Neuere Hethiterforschung, 1964; H. A. Hoffner, ‘Some Contributions of Hittitology to OT Study’, TynB 20, 1969, pp. 29ff.; idem, ‘The Hittites and Hurrians’ in POTT, pp. 197fif.; J. G. MacQueen, The Hittites and Their Contemporaries in Asia Minor, rev. edn., 1986; J. Lehmann, The Hittites, 1977.    f.f.b.

HIVITE. One of the sons of Canaan (Gn. 10:17; 1 Ch. 1:15); an early inhabitant of Syria and Pal-estine, named as distinct from the Canaanites, Jebusites, Perizzites, Girgashites and Amorites (Ex. 3:8; 23:28; Dt. 7:1), and in association with the ‘Arkites known to have dwelt in Lebanon (Gn. 10:17). This accords with their principal location in the Lebanon hills (Jdg. 3:3) and the Hermon ränge as far as the valley leading to Hamath (Jos. 11:3), where they still lived in the time of David, who lists them after Sidon and Tyre (2 Sa. 24:7). Hivites were conscripted as labourers for Solomon’s building projects (1 Ki. 9:20; 2 Ch. 8:7). Others were settled in Shechem, whose founder is described as son of Hamor, a Hivite, in the time of Jacob (Gn. 34:2) and near Gibeon (Jos. 9:7; 11:19).

Many equate the Hivites (Heb. Hiwwi; Gk. Heuaios) with the ‘Horites (Horri[m], assuming a scribal confusion between the Heb. iv and r. In Gn. 36:20-30 Zibeon is called a Horite as opposed to a Hivite in v. 2. Similarly, the lxx of Gn. 34:2 and Jos. 9:7 renders ‘Horite’ for ‘Hivite’, and some read ‘Hittite’ (hitti;) for ‘Hivite’ in Jos. 11:3; Jdg. 3:3. The derivation from hawwä, ‘tent-village’, is uncertain, as is the identification of the Hivites, otherwise unattested.

Bibliography. H. A. Hoffner, TynB 20, 1969, pp. 27-37.    d.j.w.

lamic tradition identifies Hobab with Jethro, but others suggest an identification between Reuel and ‘Jethro (Ex. 2:18; 3:1). The latter would make Hobab the brother-in-law of Moses; but such an interpretation of the Heb. word (holen) is ques-tionable.    j.d.d.

HOBAH. The name of the place to which Abraham pursued the four kings who had pillaged Sodom and Gomorrah and carried off Lot (Gn. 14:15). It lay ‘on the left hand of, that is (to one facing E) to the N of Damascus. Though modern sites have been suggested, the place is unknown. A district Ube is mentioned in the ‘Amarna letters and identified by some with Teil el-Salihiye c. 20 km E of Damascus.    t.c.m.

HOLINESS

a.    Meaning

In the OT, the main Heb. root denoting holiness or the holy is qds. It appears as a noun, verb and adjective over 850 times. In the lxx, the qds group is translated primarily by the hagios group, the usage which ibrms the semantic background of hagios and cognates in the NT. Etymological stud-ies suggest for qds at least two associations, namely, ‘Separation’ and ‘brightness’ (Muilenberg, 617) but the result of such studies are of limited value. More fruitful is a consideration of the term as the focal point of an idea which emerges by reference to its context and the wider semantic field.

b.    Old Testament

The idea of the holy is at the heart of God’s self-revelation and his call of Israel (Ex. 19:6; Lv. 19:2). This highlights the two dimensions of holiness. With respect to God, holiness is his quintessential nature (Hartley, 56), his very selfhood (Ex. 15:11; Is. 6:3; Am. 4:2). With respect to humans, objects, places, times and miscellaneous items like war and the covenant (Dn. 11:28), holiness is always derived and dependent upon proximity or relation-ship to the holy God. Holiness may also be predicated of lesser celestial beings (Ps. 89:5—7; Zc. 14:5) but the context implies that they are holy by proximity to God.

God’s holiness is associated with other biblical and post-biblical words: power, glory, transcend-ence, uniqueness, exclusiveness, pureness, danger-ousness. Earlier studies (e.g. that by Otto) stressed transcendence but the fundamental biblical picture is of God as the Holy One in the midst of his people (Ho. 11:9), a picture which emerges from the earliest chapters of Gn. (3:8). God’s holiness does not make him unapproachable (Is. 57:15). On the contrary, he is a seeking God, whose holiness is expressed in his saving activity (Is. 40-55). At the same time, any approach to God can only be made under the provisions which God has himself estab-lished. The entire cultus has to do with making it safe for God’s people to encounter the holy God who dwells in their midst. Any approach to God made under other conditions is dangerous (Ex. 19:12,21,24).

The holy God created a people by making his covenant with them (Ex. 19:5, 6; 20:1 ff.). The lives of God’s people were now to reflect his own holiness: ‘You shall be holy for I am holy’ (Lv. 19:2). This key verse is at the centre of the so-called

Holiness Code (Lv. 17-26), which shows the Standards of holy living: in worship, in love for the neighbour, and in promoting justice and rooting out injustice. These foci are expressed in a variety of ethical commands which apply in cultic, sexual and social relationships. These mandates are to be followed by the forgiven people of God, not only for their own sake but for the sake of all peoples (Ex. 19:5-6).

The awesomeness of God’s holiness, with a cor-responding sense of personal unworthiness and the need for cleanness in God’s sight, is seen clearly in Is. 6. The 8th Century prophets are critical of the abuse of the sacrificial System, arguing that God’s means of grace must be matched by righteous living and inward cleansing (Is. 1:10-20; Je. 7:1-27). The prophet tradition further develops the priestly belief that the holiness of God demands justice (Is. 5:16; Je. 31:31-34; Ezk. 28:22; 38:23). God manifests his holiness by moving humans to righteous living by which they model his values in their communal life and mediate a true knowledge of the Holy One to the nations (Is. 42:1, 6).

God abhors sin and injustice among his people; his holiness brings judgment upon it. The purpose of such judgment, however, is not destructive but redemptive. The supreme manifestation of God’s holiness is his love. When God acts to save, it is to vindicate his holiness before all people (Ezk. 36:22-32). When Isaiah preaches forgiveness and redemption, he calls the God of mercy the Holy One of Israel (Is. 10:20; 12:6; 29:19). Hosea in particular demonstrates how holiness ‘finds deep-er expression in the conquering holy love rooted in the covenantal bond of grace’ (Muilenburg, 621).

If corporate holy living by the people of God was the primary concern of the priestly and proph-etic traditions, the primary concern of the wisdom tradition was individual holy living. Particularly noteworthy is Ps. 24:2-3.

Who shall ascend the hill of the Lord?

And who shall stand in his holy place?

He who has clean hands and a pure heart, who does not lift up his soul to what is false, and does not swear deceitfully.

This passage builds on the priestly view that purity is a prerequisite for holiness of life. It calls for cultic cleanness but also shows that holiness demands individual integrity and single-minded de-votion to God.

c. New Testament

Holiness in the NT exhibits remarkable continuity with the OT. The Lord’s Prayer (Mt. 6:2 = Lk. 11:2) hallows the name of the Father in a manner reminiscent of Ezekiel. The trisagion of Rev. 4:6b-10 presupposes Is. 6:3 while the Song of Moses and the Lamb (Rev. 15:4-7) reflects Ps. 99. God’s call of a holy people (1 Pet. 2:9-10) reflects Ex. 19:2 and Ho. 2:23, while the command and response of holy living (1 Pet. l:15)mirrors Lv. 11:44; 19:2.

Few passages refer to God’s holiness, though the NT always assumes the holiness of God the Father. Likewise, the term ‘holy’ is not often applied to Jesus, but when it is, it carries great weight. Luke emphasizes that Jesus, who will be called holy from his birth (Lk. 1:35), is full of the Holy Spirit (Lk. 3:22; 4:1) and his ministry as a whole is exer-cised in the power of the Holy Spirit (Lk. 3:22; 4:1, 14, 18; Acts 3:14; 4:27, 30). His life is holy in char-acter (Heb. 1:9; 4:15, 1 Pet. 2:22). In conflict with evil he is recognized as the Holy One (Mk. 1:24). Peter confesses that Jesus is the Holy One of God (Jn. 6:69) while Rev. 3:7 gives Jesus the same ascriplion (‘holy and true’) as is given to God in Rev. 6:10. Jesus, designated Son of God in power by the Spirit of holiness through the resurrection from the dead (Rom. 1:4), incarnates holiness for us (1 Cor. 1:30).

The most frequent ascription of holiness to a divine person is to the Holy Spirit, who is the Spirit of God and of Christ (Rom. 8:9). All NT writers saw the coming of Jesus as God’s Messiah who was to give the Spirit (Jn. 1:33; 20:22), and who poured the Spirit out at Pentecost on all flesh (Acts 2:17ff.), as the inauguration of the new age. The inextricable links between Father, Son and Spirit (Mt. 28:19) support the later doctrine of the Holy Trinity.

The Spirit is designated the Holy Spirit to dis-tinguish him from other spirits (Mk. 3:28-30) and to show that he shares the holiness of God (Mt. 12:28 = Lk. 11:20). In the OT, God’s holiness is displayed in awesome power; in the NT, God’s powerful presence in the midst of his people is first through the words and deeds of Jesus the Messiah (Mt. 4:23-9:23; Jn. 5:19-29; 14:8-11), then through the Holy Spirit (Jn. 7:39; 14:25-26).

As is the case in the OT, a holy God calls a holy people (1 Pet. 1:15-16) so that they might prodaim his wonderful deeds (1 Pet. 2:9—10). Holiness con-tinues to be permanently required of God’s people. The adjective hagios is often used substantivally to refer to Christians in the relationship to God. Consecrated to him in obedience to his call, and accepted by him in the greatness of his grace, these persons are designated the Itagioi. Through the sanctifying presence of the indwelling Spirit, on the basis of the atoning work of Christ, people who believe are made holy, children of God (Rom. 8:14-17). See *Sanctification. They live their lives through ‘God’s empowering presence’ (see Fee) by the Spirit (Gal 5:16: Rom. 8:12-13), pro-ducing the active Christlikeness which is the fruit of the Spirit (Gal. 5:22). These holy people, born of the Spirit (Jn. 3:5-8), are made one through the Spirit (1 Cor. 12:12-13; Eph. 4:3-4) whoempowers them for the proclamation of the gospel (Acts 1:8) and whose gifts are always given to be used for the upbuilding of the community of faith (1 Cor. 12:27).

Bibliography. R. Otto, The Idea of the Holy, 1946; J. G. Gammie, Holiness in Israel. Overtures to Biblical Theology, 1989; J. E. Hartley, ‘Leviticus’, WBC4, 1992, pp. 56-63; D. Peterson, Possessedby God, 1995; D. P. Wright, ‘Holiness (OT)’, ABD 3, pp. 237-249; R. Hodgson, Jr., ‘Holiness (NT)’, ABD 3, pp. 249-254; H. Seebass, ‘Holy, Con-secrate, Sanctify, Saints, Devout’, NIDNTT 2, pp. 223-238; A. S. Wood, ‘Holiness’, ZPEB 2, pp. 173-183; G. D. Fee, God’s Empowering Presence, 1994.    K.E.B.

The exegesis of the Sodom and Gibeah stories (Gn. 19:1-25; Jdg. 19:13-20:48) is a good case in point. We must resist D. S. Bailey's widely-quoted Claim that the sin God punished on these occasions was a breach of hospitality etiquette without sexual overtones (it fails to explain adequately both the double usage of the word ‘know’ (yäda') and the reason behind the substitutionary offer of Lot’s daughters and the Levite’s concubine); but neither account amounts to a Wholesale condem-nation of all homosexual acts. On both occasions the sin condemned was attempted homosexual rape, not a caring homosexual relationship be-tween consenting partners.

The force of the other OT references to homo-sexuality is similarly limited by the context in which they are set. Historically, homosexual be-haviour was linked with idolatrous cult Prostitution (1 Ki. 14:24; 15:12; 22:46). The stern warnings of the levitical law (Lv. 18:22; 20:13) are primarily aimed at idolatry too, the word ‘abomination’ (tö'ebä), for example, which features in both these references, is a religious term often used for idolatrous practices. Viewed strictly within their context, then, these OT condemnations apply to homosexual activity conducted in the course of idolatry, but not necessarily more widely than that.

In Rom. 1 Paul condemns homosexual acts, les-bian as well as male, in the same breath as idolatry (vv. 23-27), but his theological canvas is broader than that of Lv. Instead of treating homosexual behaviour as an expression of idolatrous worship, he traces both to the bad ‘exchange’ fallen man has made in departing from his Creator’s intention (vv. 25f). Seen from this angle, every homosexual act is unnatural (para physin, v. 26), not because it cuts across the individual’s natural sexual Orientation (which, of course, it may not) or infringes OT law (contra McNeill), but because it flies in the face of God’s creation scheme for human sexual expression.

Paul makes two more references to homosexual practice in other Epistles. Both occur in lists of banned activities and strike the same condemna-tory note. In I Cor. 6:9f. practising homosexuals are included among the unrighteous who will not inherit the kingdom of God (but with the redemp-tive note added, ‘such were some of you’); and in 1 Tim. l:9f. they feature in a list of ‘the lawless and disobedient’. The latter is especially important because the whole list represents an updated Version of the *Ten Commandments. Paul parallels the 7th commandment (on adultery) with a reference to ‘immoral persons’ (pornoi) and ‘sodomites’ (ar-senokoilai), words which cover all sexual inter-course outside marriage, whether heterosexual or homosexual. If the Decalogue is permanently valid, the significance of this application is height-ened still further.

It has been suggested that the meaning of ar-senikoites in 1 Cor. 6:9 and 1 Tim. 1:10 may be restricted to that of ‘male prostitute’ (cf. Vulg. masculi concubitores). Linguistic evidence to Support this view is lacking, however, though the word itself is certainly rare in literature of the NT period. It seems beyond reasonable doubt that Paul intended to condemn homosexual conduct (but not homosexual people) in the most general and theologically broad terms he knew. His three scattered references fit together in an impressive way as an expression of God’s will as he saw it. As

Creator, Law-Giver and King, the Lord’s condem-nation of such behaviour was absolutely plain.

Bibliography. D. J. Atkinson, Homosexuals in the Christian Fellowship, 1979; E. Moberly, Homo-sexuality: A New Christian Ethic, 1983; P. Cole-man, Gay Christians, 1989.    d.h.f.

HONEY, HONEYCOMB (Heb. d'bas, ‘honey’, the usual word; nöpet, ‘juice’, ‘dropping’; ya'ar, ‘comb’; ya’rat_ had-d'bas, ‘comb of honey’; süß d'bas, ‘a flowing of honey’; Gk. meli, ‘honey’; melission kerion, ‘honeycomb’). A favourite * food in biblical times (Pr. 24:13; cf. Ecclus. 11:3), honey was found in hollows of the rocks (Dt. 32:13; Ps. 81:16); in trees (1 Sa. 14:25-26, though the Heb. text here is obscure); in the wilderness of Judaea (Mt. 3:4; Mk. 1:6); and in animal carcasses (Jdg. 14:8).

Honey was used in cake-making (Ex. 16:31), and was regarded as having medicinal properties (Pr. 16:24). It was as acceptable gift (2 Sa. 17:29; 1 Ki. 14:3); a valuable resource (Je. 41:8); and was evi-dently plentiful enough to be exported (Ezk. 27:17, but some suggest that in this verse and in Gn. 43:11 grape or date syrup (Arab. dibs) may be intended; cf. Jos., BJ 4. 469). It was forbidden as an ingredi-ent of any meal-offering to Yahweh (Lv. 2:II) because of its liability to fermentation (so Pliny, NH

11. 15), but included in tithes and first-fruits (2 Ch. 31:5), which incidentally suggests domesticated bees (*Animals). In later times bee-keeping may have been practised by the Jews.

Canaan is spoken of as a land ‘flowing with milk and honey’ (Ex. 3:8, etc:, cf. ANET, pp. 19-20), for a discussion of which see T. K. Cheyne’s note (EBi, 2104). Goshen is similarly described (Nu. 16:13).

Honey as the ‘chief of sweet things’ has inspired many figurative allusions—e.g. Ps. 19:9-10; Pr. 5:3 (cf. Ct. 4:11); Pr. 24:13-14 (cf. Ecclus. 39:26); Ezk. 3:2—3; Rev. 10:9.    j.d.d.

HOOK. 1. Heb. häh (Ezk. 29:4; 38:4), hähi (Ex. 35:22; 2 Ki. 19:28; Is. 37:29; Ezk. 19:4, 9). Ä hook put in the nose of a tamed beast to lead it about, or of a wild one to bring it under control. 2. höhim (2 Ch. 33:11), nose rings. Assyr. monuments show this method of treating captives. neb has ‘spiked weapons’. 3. s'pallayim (Ezk. 40:43); possibly a double-pronged hook used in flaying a carcase, but the meaning is uncertain. Rvmg., neb render as ‘ledges’. 4. mazmeröt, ‘pruning hooks’ (Is. 2:4; 18:5; Joel 3:10; Mi. 4:3). Small sickle-shaped knives employed by vinedressers, easily convertible to, and probably used as, a weapon of war. 5. wäw (Ex. 26:32, etc.) is used only in connection with the hangings of the *tabernacle. 6. ’agmön (Jb. 41:1), hakkä (Jb. 41:2; Is. 19:8; Hab. 1:15), sinnä and siröt dügä (Am. 4:2) and Gk. ankistron (Mt. 17:27) all mean ‘fish hook’.    n.h.

conventional sense. The ploughman, Tor example, should plough in hope (1 Cor. 9:10), for it is the hope of reward that sweetens labour. But for the most part the hope with which the Bible is con-cerned is something very different; and in com-parison with it other hope is scarcely recognized as hope. The majority of secular thinkers in the an-cient world did not regard hope as a virtue, but merely as a temporary illusion; and Paul was giving an accurate description of pagans when he said they had no hope (Eph. 2:12; cf. 1 Thes. 4:13), the fundamental reason for this being that they were ‘without God’.

Where there is a belief in the living God, who acts and intervenes in human life and who can be trusted to implement his promises, hope in the spe-cifically biblical sense becomes possible. Such hope is not a matter of temperament, nor is it con-ditioned by prevailing circumstances or any human possibilities. It does not depend upon what a man possesses, upon what he may be able to do for him-self, nor upon what any other human being may do for him. There was, for example, nothing in the Situation in which Abraham found himself to jus-tify his hope that Sarah would give birth to a son, but because he believed in God, he could ‘in hope’ believe ‘against hope’ (Rom. 4:18). Biblical hope is inseparable therefore from faith in God. Because of what God has done in the past, particularly in preparing for the coming of Christ, and because of what God has done and is now doing through Christ, the Christian dares to expect future bless-ings at present invisible (2 Cor. 1:10). The goodness of God is for him never exhausted. The best is still to be. His hope is increased as he reflects on the activities of God in the Scriptures (Rom. 12:12; 15:4). Christ in him is the hope of future glory (Col. 1:27). His final salvation rests on such hope (Rom. 8:24); and this hope of salvation is a ‘helmet’, an essential part of his defensive armour in the struggle against evil (1 Thes. 5:8). Hope, to be sure, is not a kite at the mercy of the changing winds, but ‘a sure and steadfast anchor of the soul’, penetrating deep into the invisible eternal world (Heb. 6:19). Because of his faith the Christian has an assurance that the things he hopes for are real (Heb. 11:1); and his hope never disappoints him (Rom. 5:5).

There are no explicit references to hope in the teaching of Jesus. He teaches his disciples, how-ever, not to be anxious about the future, because that future is in the hands of a loving Father. He also leads them to expect that after his resurrection renewed spiritual power will be available for them, enabling them to do even greater works than he did, to overcome sin and death, and to look for-ward to sharing his own eternal glory. The resurrection of Jesus revitalized their hope. It was the mightiest act of God wrought in history. Before it ‘panic, despair flee away’. Christian faith is essen-tially faith in God who raised Jesus from the dead (1 Pet. 1:21). This God towards whom the Christian directs his faith is called ‘the God of hope’, who can fill the believer with joy and peace, and enable him to abound in hope (Rom. 15:13). Because of the resurrection, the Christian is saved from the miserable condition of having his hope in Christ limited to this world only (1 Cor. 15:19). Christ Jesus is his Hope for time and eternity (1 Tim. 1:1). His call to be Christ’s disciple carries with it the hope of finally sharing his glory (Eph. 1:18). His hope is laid up for him in heaven (Col.

1:5) and will be realized when his Lord is revealed (1 Pet. 1:13).

The existence of this hope makes it impossible for the Christian to be satisfied with transient joys (Heb. 13:14); it also acts as a Stimulus to purity of life (1 Jn. 3:2-3) and enables him to suffer cheer-fully. It is noticeable how offen hope is associated in the NT with ‘patience’ or ‘steadfastness’. This virtue is vastly different from Stoic endurance, pre-cisely because it is bound up with a hope unknown to the Stoic (see I Thes. 1:3; Rom. 5:3—5).

In the light of what has been said it is not sur-prising that hope should so offen be mentioned as a concomitant of faith. The heroes of faith in Heb. 11 are also beacons of hope. What is per-haps more remarkable is the frequent association of hope with love as well as with faith. This three-fold combination of faith, hope and love is found in 1 Thes. 1:3; 5:8; Gal. 5:5-6; 1 Cor. 13:13; Heb. 6:10-12; 1 Pet. 1:21-22. By its connection with love, Christian hope is freed from all selfishness. The Christian does not hope for blessings for himself which he does not desire others to share. When he loves his fellow-men he hopes that they will be the recipients of the good things that he knows God longs to give them. Paul gave evi-dence of his hope just as much as his love and his faith when he returned the runaway slave Ones-imus to his master Philemon. Faith, hope and love are thus inseparable. Hope cannot exist apart from faith, and love cannot be exercised without hope. These three are the things that abide (1 Cor. 13:13) and together they comprise the Christian way of life.

Bibliography. E. J. Bicknell, The First and Second Epistles to the Thessalonians, WC, 1932; RB 61, 1954, pp. 481-532; J-J. von Allmen, Vo-cabidary of the Bible, 1958; R Bultmann. K.. H. Rengstorf, TDNT 2, pp. 517-535; E. Hoffmann, NIDNTT2, pp. 238-246.    r.v.g.t.

HOPHNI AND PHINEHAS. The two sons of * Eli, ‘priests of the Lord’ at Shiloh (1 Sa. 1:3). Both names are Egyptian, meaning ‘tadpole’ and ‘the Nubian’ respectively. They are described as ‘worthless men; they had no regard for the Lord’ (1 Sa. 2:12). They abused their Privileges as priests, claiming more than their proper share of the sacri-fices and insisting on having it when and as they pleased on threat of force, so that men treated the offerings of the Lord with contempt. Because of this and their licentiousness, a curse was pro-nounced against the house of Eli, first by an unknown prophet (1 Sa. 2:27-36) and later by Samuel (1 Sa. 3:11-14). They died in the battle against the Philistines at Aphek (1 Sa. 4:11).    j.w.m.

chadrezzar’s siege of Jerusalem (Je. 37:5; perhaps also Je. 47:1?), accompanied by his fleet (Herodo-tus, 2. 161). In 588 Ezekiel prophesied against the Egyptians (Ezk. 29:1-16) and Jeremiah prophesied Hophra’s retreat (Je. 37:7). The Babylonians raised the siege of Jerusalem (Je. 37:11) just long enough to repulse Hophra; whether a battle actually oc-curred is uncertain. After a disastrous Libyan campaign and a revolt which resulted in Ahmose becoming co-regent, Hophra was slain in conflict with Ahmose (cf. Je. 44:30).    k.a.k.

HÖR. 1. A mountain on the border of Edom where Aaron was buried (Nu. 20:22-29; 33:37-39; Dt. 32:50), possibly Moserah (Dt. 10:6), although Nu. 33:30, 39 distinguishes them. The place was in the region of Kadesh (Nu. 20:22; 33:37). More ac-curately it is ‘Hör, the mountain’, suggesting that it was a prominent feature.

Josephus (Ant. 4. 82) thought it was near Petra, and tradition has identified it with Jebel Nebi Harun, a lofty peak 1,460 m high, to the W of Edom. This, however, is far from Kadesh.

Jebel Madeira, NE of Kadesh, on the NW border of Edom has been suggested, for Israel began the detour round Edom at Mt Hör (Nu. 21:4), and Aaron could well have been buried here ‘in the sight of all the congregation’ (Nu. 20:22-29). However the site should be sought on ‘the way of Atharim’ from Kadesh-barnea to the vicinity of Arad, because it is always mentioned on the line of this journey (see references above).

2. A mountain on the N border of Israel, prob-ably one of the N summits of the Lebanese ränge in the vicinity of the coast. From Jos. 13:4 the N border of ‘the land that remains’ included the region of Byblos and extended to Aphek on the Amorite border. Mt Hör was thus probably one of the NW peaks of the Lebanese ränge N of Byblos, such as Ras Shaqqah.    j.a.t.

HORESH. A place in the wilderness of Ziph (1 Sa. 23:15-19), possibly to be identified with Khirbet Khoreisa some 9-10 km S of Hebron, av, rv ‘wood’ is grammatically possible but topographic-ally unlikely; trees could scarcely have grown in this region.    r.p.g.

as was *Araunah (Oman, ’rwnh, 'wrnh, 2 Sa. 24:16; ’rnn (1 Ch. 21:18), the Hurrian word for ‘the king[sl]lord’ (ewirne).

Hurrian, a non-Semitic (Caucasian?) language was spoken by a people who formed part of the indigenous population of N Syria and Upper Mesopotamia from c. 2300 bc. From the 18th Century they are well attested at Mari and Alalafj as well as in the Hittite archives where from c. 1500 to 1380 bc Hurrian myths and literature are found.

At this time the Hurrian kingdom of Mitanni, ruled by kings with Indo-Aryan names, corres-ponded with Egypt (eg. Tusratta-Amenophis IV) and influenced Assyria (e.g. *Nuzi). Hurrian personal names are found throughout Syro-Palestine ("Alalah, ‘Taanach, ‘Shechem) and some bib-lical names may best be considered of Hurrian origin: Anah, Ajah, Dishon, ‘Shamgar, Toi and Eliahba (D. J. Wiseman, JTV172, 1950, p. 6).

Hori was also the personal name both of an Edo-mite (Gn. 36:22; 1 Ch. 1:39) and of a Simeonite (Nu. 13:5).

Bibliography. I. J. Gelb, Hurrians and Subar-ians, 1944; E. A. Speiser, Inlroduction to Hurrian, 1941; E. A. Speiser, JWH 1, 1953, pp. 31 1-327; H. A. HofTner, POTT, 1973, pp. 221-226; G. Wilhelm, The Hurrians, 1989.    d.j.w.

HORMAH (Heb. hormah). An important town in the Negeb, formerly Canaanite Zephath (destroyed by Judahites and Simeonites, Jdg. 1:17); its king is listed as defeated by Joshua (Jos. 12:14). The Israelite name ‘sacred’ recalled the sacrifice of the captured town under a national vow made after a previous defeat (Nu. 21:1-3); there is no clear link with Nu. 14:45, though av follows Symmachus, Vulg., et al., in emending ‘way of Atharim’ to ‘way of the spies’ (see BDB, s. v. Atharim).

Hormah was certainly iinked with ‘Arad, but is not identical; cf. Jos. 12:14; Jdg. l:16f. The se-quence in Jos. 15:30f.; 19:4f. suggests that it was in the N of Simeon, towards Ziklag; W. F. Albright proposed Teil es-Sheri‘ah as the only site in this area with extensive Late Bronze remains (BASOR 15, 1924). A more S location, at the limit of Canaanite pursuit towards Kadesh, is indicated by Nu. 14:45; Dt. 1:44. J. Garstang suggested Teil el-Milh (Tel Malhata), 22 km E of Beersheba, but it now seems likely that this was Canaanite ‘Arad and that Middle Bronze fortifications S of Tel Masos, 6 km to the W, represent Hormah.
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M. Kochavi, RB 79, 1972, pp. 543fT.; Y. Aharoni, IEJ 22, 1972, p. 243; BA 39, 1976, pp. 55-76; LOB, pp. 201, 215ff.; J. Bimson, Redating the Exodus, 1981, pp. 190, 217f.; V. Fritz, BASOR 241, 1981, pp. 61-74; NEAEHL, pp. 986-989. j.p.u.l

HORN (Heb. qeren; Gk. keras). 1. Used literally of the horns of the ram (Gn. 22:13; Dn. 8:3), the goat (Dn. 8:5), and the wild ox (Heb. r' em, Dt. 33:17; Pss. 22:21; 92:10; av ‘unicorn’). It was used as a receptacle for oil for ceremonial anointing (1 Sa. 16:1, 13; I Ki. 1:39). The ram’s horn (qeren hayyöbel) was also used as a ‘musical instrument (Jos. 6?5; cf 1 Ch. 25:5).

2. The horn-shaped protuberances on the four corners of the ‘altars in the tabernacle and Temple, an example of which has been found at

Megiddo. The sacrificia! blood was smeared on these (Ex. 29:12; Lv. 4:7, 18, etc.) and they were regarded as places of refuge (cf. the respective fates of Adonijah and Joab, 1 Ki. 1:50fT.; 2:28fT.).

3.    Horns symbolized power, in Zedekiah’s prophetic action (1 Ki. 22:11) and in Zechariah’s vision (Zc. 1:18ff.), and often the word is meta-phorically used in poetic writings. God exalts the horn of the righteous and cuts off the horn of the wicked (Ps. 75:10, etc.). He causes the horn of David to sprout (Ps. 132:17; cf. Ezk. 29:21). He is spoken of as ‘the horn of my salvation’ (2 Sa. 22:3; Ps. 18:2; cf. Lk. 1:69), but this may be a metaphor based on the horns of the *altar as the place of atonement. Am. 6:13 ‘horns’ (av) should be read as a place-name, Karnaim (so rsv).

4.    In the peculiarapocalyptic usage of Dn. 7 and 8 and Rev. 13 and 17 the horns on the creatures in the visons represent individual rulers of each world-empire.

5.    For ‘ink-horn’, see * Writing. j.b.tr.

HORONAIM. A town of Moab (Is. 15:5; Je. 48:3, 5, 34) which lay at the foot of a plateau close to Zoar. The * Moabite Stone refers to it in line 32. Some would identify it with el-‘Araq, 500 m below the plateau, where there are springs, gardens and caves. It may, however, be Oronae, taken from the Arabs and restored to the Nabataean king by Alexander Jannaeus (Jos., Ant. 13. 397; 14. 18).

J.A.T.

HOSANNA. The Gk. form of a Heb. term, used at the triumphal entry of Jesus into Jerusalem (Mt. 21:9, 15; Mk. 11:9; Jn. 12:13). The Heb. consistsof the hiphil imperative hösa, ‘save’, followed by the enclitic particle of entreaty na, sometimes trans-lated ‘pray’, ‘we beseech thee’. It does not occur in the OT except in the longer imperative form höstä na in Ps. 118:25, where it is followed by the words, also quoted at the triumphal entry, ‘Blessed be he who enters in the name of the Lord.’ Ps. 118 was used in connection with the Feast of Tabernacles, and v. 25 had special significance as a cue for the waving of the branches (lüläb); see Mishnah, Sukkah 3. 9; 4. 5. But similar expressions of religious enthusiasm were not restricted to the Feast of Tabernacles: 2 Macc. 10:6-7 implies that psalm-singing and branch-waving were part of the festivities at the Feast of Dedication also. We may reasonably assume that the waving of palm-branches and the cries of Hosanna which wel-comed Jesus were a spontaneous gesture of religious exuberance, without any reference to a particular festival and without the supplicatory meaning of the original phrase in Ps. 118.

J.B.TR.

gauged from his vivid use of language. He packs metaphors and similes into allusions which in his day were no doubt extremely telling, though their exact meaning sometimes escapes the modern reader. Changes of subject-matter are abrupt and, in the absence of introductory phrases, it is by no means self-evident where one passage ends and another begins. The material appears to have been arranged in roughly chronological Order, and to recognize historical situations behind the prophet’s words is to find an important aid to understanding.

I.    Outline of contents

1:1 Title

1:2-9 The prophet’s family before 752 bc 1:10-2:1 A sermon on his children’s names 2:2-15 Unfaithful Israel, prosperous now but not for long

2:16-23 The Lord’s new covenant 3:1-5 The Lord’s love will have its way 4:1-5:7 Sweeping condemnations of pagan worship and its consequences 5:8-7:16 Panic at the encroachment of Assyria c. 733 bc

8:1-14 Religious and political disintegration 9:1-9 The despised prophet warns of exile 9:10-17 Their population will decline 10:1-8 Their aitars will be in ruins 10:9-15 They will reap as they have sown 11:1-11 The Lord’s love recoils from punish-ment

11:12-12:14 A sermon on Jacob the deceiver 13:1-16 Death is inevitable, exile is imminent c. 724 bc

14:1-8 The Lord’s pledge to forgive those who return to him

14:9 Concluding exhortation

II.    Historical setting

Though Hosea prophesied in Israel the opening verse mentions only one king, Jeroboam II, who reigned in Israel. His successors were deemed un-worthy of mention and the period of Hosea’s min-istry is marked instead by the reigns of the corre-sponding kings in Judah. The period covered by the prophecy is the last 30 years of the N kingdom. After years of prosperity, reflected in the prophecy of Arnos but seen by him as a gross abuse of God-given resources, decline set in suddenly after the death of Jeroboam II (753 bc). The highly con-fident, rollicking behaviour depicted in Hosea 4 and 5 suggests the earlier period of the prophet’s ministry, when politically everything seemed set fair and there was a booming economy. At that time a prophecy of destruction must have seemed incredible.

As time went on the sequence of events should have reinforced the truth of the prophet’s words, but habitual attitudes were not easily changed, even under threat of invasion. The armies of Assyria marched nearer and nearer to Israel during the reign of Tiglath-pileser III (745-727 bc), until in 743 Damascus was forced to pay tribute. Before the death of Menahem of Israel in 742/1 this same king records having received tribute from Israel. On a later occasion each man paid the price of a slave to avoid deportation (2 Ki. 15:19-20).

An attempt at revolt against Assyria was made by Pekah of Israel (740-732 bc) in alliance with Syria (Is. 7); even if Judah had joined the coalition the cause would still have been hopeless. Assyrian power was too great and in 732 Damascus feil to the enemy. At the same time Israel was invaded, her Galilean territory annexed, and many of her subjects taken captive (Ho. 7:8-9). It was during Hoshea’s reign (732-723/2) that an appeal was made to Egypt (2 Ki. 17:4) in an attempt to find liberation front the Assyrian yoke (Ho. 9:3; 11:5; 12:1). The attempt was abortive, Hoshea was taken captive and in 722 Samaria feil after a siege of 3 years.

Despite the worsening political Situation there was no change for the better in Israel’s way of life, nor was there any desire to listen to the Word of the prophet.

III.    Israel’s way of life

Unlike his Contemporary Arnos, Hosea laid much of the blame for Israel’s collapse on the adoption of an alien life-style borrowed from Canaanite neighbours. By going after ‘Baal’, the prophet’s shorthand for the pagan deity and all that he stood for, Israel committed herseif to a System which affected not only worship. Every part of life, from work in the fields, the use of leisure and the presuppositions of social duties and commit-ments to political decisions and relationships, was bound up with it. The Baals were regarded as the source of fertility (2:5; 4:10) and of financial prosperity (2:8). To worship them demanded nei-ther selfdiscipline nor high moral Standards. Instead, orgiastic ritual at the shrines appealed to the sensual in human nature and militated against everything that the ancient covenant morality had stood for.

The leaders of the nation, kings, priests and merchants, were the major offenders in promoting this way of life (5:1-7). It had become the norm, whereas the prophet’s passion for the right was regarded as slightly mad (9:7). If the powerful in the land were to take rebuke and initiate reform, the prophet had an unenviable task ahead of him. There is evidence that at the first sign of Assyria’s encroachment there was some attempt at repent-ance (6:1-3), but it was superficial and did not begin to result in a reformed society.

Socially lawlessness and injustice reigned. Burg-lary and highway robbery, murder. drunkenness, intrigue (6:7—7:7) and all the consequent evils are noted by the prophet; but his concern is not merely to list sins and point an accusing finger. What grieves him and drives him to protest is the choice Israel has made, rejecting the Lord, to whom Israel was ‘betrothed’, for worthless gods which, far from bestowing prosperity, could bring only ruin to the land and its people.

IV.    The involvement of the prophet

To Hosea’s mind it was no accident that his own personal experience had prepared him to under-stand the profound truth of the Lord’s undying love for Israel, despite the fact that Israel had rejected him. The way Hosea expresses this (1:2) raises problems for the modern reader. Whatever explanation a biographer might have revealed, looking back Hosea could see that his experience was no accident. The Lord was in it, preparing his servant for a ministry which he could not have exercised without that particular form of suffering.

His wife Gomer bore three children whose names spoke of the Lord’s judgment: ‘Jezreel’, the place where Jehu’s sword ended the dynasty of Omri (2 Ki. 9:23-10:17), ‘Not pitied’ and ‘Not my people’ (1:4-9). It seems that subsequently Gomer left her husband for the promiscuous life that came most easily to her, and that eventually, worn and no longer attractive, she found herseif forsaken, only to be bought back by the husband she had deserted. After keeping her for a while in seclusion he would restore her to her place as his wife. The story is not told explicitly, for the point is not to intrigue us with human heart-break but to demonstrate the consistency of God’s love. There are therefore differences of interpretation as to the prophet’s action, but as regards Israel the Lord would provide a way back to himself after the discipline of exile. and ‘Not my people’ would again become ‘Sons of the living God’ (L10).

To help him understand the Situation Hosea drew on his knowledge of God’s dealings with the Patriarchs, in particular with Jacob, who strove to get his own way, even to the extent of striving with God (12:2-14). Yet the Lord had his way even with this cunning man from whom the nation was de-scended. Just as Jacob brought exile upon himself, so Ephraim was preparing his own destruction. As in the case of Jacob this was not the end of the story, so the prophet saw that exile would not be the last word on Israel’s guilt.

Hosea also knew the Exodus story and medi-tated on its significance for his own time (11:1-4). Like a father with wayward sons, the Lord went on making Provision for his people, though they did not realize the source of their health and progress. The Lord’s love, like that of a caring parent, con-tinued despite his son’s rebellion and rejection. Still he called Ephraim ‘my people’ (11:7). Conflict between the Lord’s love and his need to chastise and destroy tore the very heart of God (11:8). Here the prophet comes very close to the NT revelation of God’s love as seen in the cross.

Opposition from the authorities is hinted at in 9:7. Not surprisingly, in the light of the treatment of earlier prophets (1 Ki. 19:2; 22:8; Am. 7:12-13), Hosea was regarded as an interfering fool, who could be passed off as a madman, to be shut away if necessary. He identified with and shared the Lord’s suffering to the extent that he shared his love.

V. Hosca’s theology

Whereas Arnos had a message for Israel’s neighbours as well as for God’s people, Hosea concen-trates on the relationship between the Lord and Israel, bound together as they were by a covenant of which the name Yahweh was a pledge and token (12:9). The terms of the covenant are referred to in 13:4, where reference is made to the first com-mandment. Evidently the Ten Commandments were known. The name Yahweh occurs most fre-quently, and when Elohim is used it is almost always with the possessive, ‘your God' or ‘our God’. Four times Hosea uses El, the Holy One (11:9, 12), the living God (1:10), the Lord of hosts (12:5). Here the emphasis is on the incomparability of Israel’s God.

On another level Hosea sees that Israel has brought trouble on her own head. The natural dis-asters and military deleats Israel had suffered re-sulted from the outworking of a providential law of cause and effect, though Hosea never spoke of this as operating in any mechanical way. It is the Lord himself who is at work in circumstances, se-cretly eating ‘like a moth’ (‘festering sore’, jb, neb) to destroy, or ‘like dry rot’ to cause collapse (5:12). This law will operate tili full judgment has been worked out. Harvests will fail (9:2), riches will prove useless to save (9:6), conception will not take place and even if it does children will be born only to become war fodder (9:11-14). Men must learn that the mysterious generative powers they possess and the reproductive life of plants and animals are not ultimately under human control. There is a built-in retribution which comes into play to check abuse.

Hosea uses outrageous similes in likening the Lord to a lion, a leopard and a she-bear robbed of her cubs (13:7-8). ln each case the animal is doing no more and no less than by nature it was intended to do. Such was the Lord’s love that he could do no less than roar and destroy and devour. He too had been robbed of the love of his people and raging Assyrian armies would literally tear and devour and carry away their prey. Thus historical events as well as the world of nature were seen to be directed according to the Lord’s will.

Did Hosea’s contemporaries regard the prophet’s accusations as exaggerated, so that the punishment appeared altogether out of proportion to the crime? This may well have been so, hence Hosea’s insistence that throughout their history, with the possible exception of the first flush of the Exodus deliverance (2:15; 11:1). Israel had been rebellious. As soon as they encountered Baal-worship in the wilderness their true nature became apparent (9:10; 13:16). King-making had been another sign of apostasy (13:10; cf. 9:15), and the prophet commented on the collapse of the mon-archy as kings were murdered and replaced by usurpers (7:7; 8:4). History again proved to be working out the Lord’s purpose, and its meaning could be discerned by the man in tune with God’s word. The apostasy of Hosea’s contemporaries was the culmination of a long history of such rebellion and now the time had come for the Lord to call a halt. Israel did not in fact know the Lord, though they claimed to know him (8:2). For this reason they misunderstood his dealings with them. Such estrangement could not be resolved, largely because no estrangement was admitted on Israel’s side. Neither appeals nor threats made any impression and therefore punishment had to come.

Undoubtedly Israel had set much störe by public worship. The repentance formula (6:1-3) may have been a well-known ‘general confession’, and there was no lack of worshippers at the shrines (4:13; 8:11). Sacrifices were offered and the ritual was ob-served, but there was only the most fleeting con-sciousness of any need of forgiveness, and therefore worship bore no fruit in changed lives (6:4-6). Knowledge of God would have brought home the enormity of the people’s need of forgiveness and of positive response to the Lord’s stcadfast love. Without these there would never be justice and right dealing between men.

In the light of all this, what hope could Hosea hold out for his own time or for the future? He knew that the next stage would be exile and the destruction of all that Israel had held dear. Then access to their idols would no longer be open (2:6), they would not be able to hold their festivals, and poverty would bring home to them their desperate need (2:9f.). This experience would drive them back to the Lord (2:7) and cause the ‘wayward wife’ to listen once more to his words of love (2:14). The result would be true repentance (3:5) and an enduring betrothal relationship (2:19-20).

Later in the book, when Assyria’s sword was about to complete its work, the prophet found hope in meditation on the Exodus (12:13). Israel at that time had in no way merited deliverance, yet the Lord had worked through his prophet Moses to bring it about. They still had the same Lord (13:4) in whom alone was their hope (14:4). The anguish which the prophet saw so clearly to be involved in God’s love was ultimately to issue in the incarnation and the cross. Jesus Christ would bear the penalty of estrangement on behalf of men and so open up the way back to com-munion with God. The confession of 14:1-3 would then become meaningful for men and promised blessing would become a reality (14:4— 8). After that the Lord would find his lovingkind-ness returned
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HOSHEA (Heb. hosea). 1. The original name of Joshua (Nu. 13:8; cf. Dt. 32:44) which was changed by Moses (Nu. 13:16).

2.    An official placed by David over the Ephraim-ites (1 Ch. 27:20).

3.    The son of Elah; the 20th and last king of the N kingdom of Israel, who wrested the throne from Pekah by assassinating him (2 Ki. 15:30) and reigned for 9 years (2 Ki. 17:1). Düring Pekah’s reign (c. 733 bc), Tiglath-pileser III had overrun much of Israel and Claims to have estab-lished Hoshea as a vassal on his throne (ANET, p. 284). Expecting support from the pharaoh So, Hoshea stopped paying tribute, leading to an advance by Shalmaneser V (724 bc). When Hoshea asked him for peace, Shalmaneser arrested him and occupied the land, finally cap-turing Samaria in 722 bc, bringing the N kingdom to an end (2 Ki. 17:3—6). Hoshea, whose death is not recorded, apparently sought to change the religious policies of his predecessors since he receives only a qualified censure of his reign (2 Ki. 17:2).

4.    A witness to the people’s covenant with Yahweh after the exile (Ne. 10:23). d.w.b.

HOSPITALITY. Throughout Scripture, the re-sponsibility of caring for the traveller and those in need is largely taken for granted. Although ex-amples are found right through the Bible, the only specific commands about providing hospitality concern the Christian’s responsibility towards his fellow believer.

I. In the Old Testament

Comparison with modern bedouin tribes, among whom hospitality is very highly regarded, suggests that the prominence of hospitality in the OT is partly due to Israel’s nomadic origins. Abraham’s generosity towards the three strangers (Gn. 18:1-8) provides an excellent Illustration of nomadic prac-tice, and was often remembered in later Jewish writings for its exemplary character, though settled communities were no less welcoming to the strängen (Jdg. 13:15; 2 Ki. 4:8ff.)

Mospitality in the OT was more than just a custom, however. It was also a demonstration of faithfulness to God (Jb. 31:32; Is. 58:7). One might even entertain Yahweh (Gn. 18:1-8) or his angels (Jdg. 6:17-23; 13:15-21; cf. Heb. 13:2), while God in his turn held a feast on the day of the Lord to which guests were invited (Zp. 1:7). The divine Provision of *cities of refuge (Nu. 35:9-34; Jos. 20:1-9) and concern for the sojourner (Ex. 22:21; Lv. 19:10; Dt. 10:19) indicate the extent of OT hospitality.

Failure to provide for the traveller’s needs was a serious offence, liable to punishment by God (Dt. 23:3—4) and man (1 Sa. 25:2-38; Jdg. 8:5-17). The use of pesa (1 Sa. 25:28), a term employed for transgression of covenants, indicates the import-ance attached to such obligations. The unique breach of hospitality by Jael (Jdg. 4:11-21; 5:24-27) could be commended only because of her unwavering loyalty to old family ties and to Yahweh. Some invitations were better refused, however, since they might result in spiritual min (Pr. 9:18).

Though hospitality was extended to all, a par-ticular responsibility existed to provide for one’s own family (Gn. 29:1-14; Jdg. 19:10-12; Is. 58:7) and for God’s servants (2 Sa. 17:27—29; 1 Ki. 17:10fr.; 2 Ki. 4:8ff). A future son-in-law might be entertained as a guest, though this is known only as a Midianite custom (Ex. 2:20). The peace agreement between Heber the Kenite and Jabin of Hazor seems to have included a mutual Obligation to provide hospitality (Jdg. 4:11 -21).

That a host was responsible for the safety and welfare of his guests is vividly illustrated by Lot and by the old man of Gibeah (Gn. 19:8; Jdg. 19:24-25). The immorality of the communities in which both lived suggests that their disregard for their daughters was due more to the prevailing moral climate than to the requirements of the hospitality oath.

A stranger would wait at the city-gate for an offer of hospitality (Gn. 19:1; Jdg. 19:15), though the well also formed a suitable meeting-place (Gn. 24:14fT.; Ex. 2:20). Sometimes hospitality might be given in return for an earlier kindness (Ex. 2:20; 2 Sa. 19:32-40). Bread and water was the minimum Provision (Dt. 23:4; I Ki. 17:10-11), though such meagre fare was often exceeded. A guest’s feet were washed from the dust of travel (Gn. 18:4; 19:2; 24:32; Jdg. 19:21), and his head sometimes anoint-ed with oil (Ps. 23:5; Am. 6:6; cf. Lk. 7:46). The best ’food might be presented (Gn. 18:5; 1 Sa. 25:18), and meat, rarely eaten in the E, specially procured (Gn. 18:7; Jdg. 6:19; 13:15; cf. Lk. 15:23). Curds and milk also particularly refreshed the traveller (Gn. 18:8; Jdg. 5:25). Animal fodder was supplied when required (Gn. 24:14, 32; Jdg. 19:21), while Elisha even received furnished accommoda-tion (2 Ki. 4:10).

II. In the New Testament

The Gk. terms used are philoxenia (lit. ‘love of strangers’), cf. xenizö, ‘to receive as a guest’, also synagö (Mt. 25:35ff.) and lambanö (3 Jn. 8).

Many aspects of OT hospitality reappear in the NT. The courtesies of providing water for a guest’s feet and oil for his head continue, though the NT also mentions a kiss of welcome and guests reclin-ing at a meal (Lk. 7:44fT). In fact, Simon the

Pharisee’s home appears to have been an open house, judging by the way in which the presence of the woman who anointed Jesus was unconsciously accepted (Lk. 7:37ff).

A special responsibility towards God’s servants is also evident, and Jesus’ earthly ministry (Mk. l:29flT.; 2:15ff; Lk. 7:36ff; 10:38-41) and the apos-tles’ missionary labours (Acts 10:6IT.; 16:15; 17:7) were greatly dependent on the hospitality they received. The NT develops this by regarding the giving or refusing of hospitality to Jesus and his followers as an indication of one’s acceptance or rejection of the gospel (Mt. 10:9; Lk. 10:4), even at the final judgment (Mt. 25:34-46). These Christian responsibilities, however, are no more than a pale reflection of divine generosity. Jesus both spoke of the parable of the Great Supper (Mt. 22:2fr.; Lk. 14:16ff.) and gave the disciples an example to follow (Jn. 13:1 IT.). Above all, he took the obligations of hospitality to the extreme by laying down his life to redeem his guests (Mk. 10:45; 14:22fr.).

The NT letters specifically command the Provision of hospitality for fellow believers (e.g. Gal. 6:10). The existence of certain special factors in the Ist Century ad emphasized the importance of these instructions. Persecution led to Christians being scattered and driven from their homes, and in many cases there was doubtless very real material need (Acts 8:1; 11:19). Itinerant preachers were also a Charge upon the church. They received nothing from the pagan world (3 Jn. 7), and there-fore became the responsibility of local Christians (Acts 9:43; 16:15; 18:3, 7), even though risks might be involved (Acts 17:5-9). Sometimes the hosts would be the evangelists’ own converts (3 Jn. 5-7). False teachers, however, were to be turned away (2 Jn. 10), and letters of recommendation served to identify genuine cases (Rom. 16:1; 2 Cor. 3:1). Many inns of the time were also of low Standard, both materially and morally, and the Christian traveller would often have found them unattractive.

The ‘pursuit’ of hospitality (Rom. 12:13) was obligatory for the Christian, who must ensure that the needs of fellow believers were properly met, though hospitality was to be offered to all (Rom. 12:13-14; Gal. 6:10). Thus Paul instructs the Co-lossian church to receive Mark (Col. 4:10), and as-sumes that Philemon will prepare a room for Paul when he is released from prison (Phm. 22). The duty of providing hospitality was also one of the special qualifications of a * bishop (1 Tim. 3:2; Tit. 1:8), and of a *widow requiring Support from the church (1 Tim. 5:10).

Although hospitality was a mark of civilization for the Greeks, and the NT contains an excellent example of non-Christian generosity (Acts 28:7), hospitality in the NT had a specifically Christian character. It was to be offered freely, without grudging (1 Pet. 4:9) and in a spirit of brotherly love (Heb. 13:1). Such love (agape: 1 Pet. 4:8; cf. Rom. 12:9) is essentially outward-looking, issuing in a readiness to provide for the needs of others, and could be demonstrated only because the giver had received a gift (charismd) from God (1 Pet. 4:10-11). The care of others was therefore the dis-charge of a debt of gratitude.


III. The biblical inn

OT references to a ‘lodging place’ (mälön) are rare (Gn. 42:27; 43:21; Ex. 4:24; Je. 9:2) and specific locations are confined to routes linking Egypt and Palestine or Midian. Nothing is known of these places, though one of them was large enough to accommodate a sudden influx of nine travellers (Gn. 42:27). The lxx equivalent kalalyma and the cognate verb kalalyö suggest the idea of unharnessing the animals, though it usually con-veyed the general sense of lodging. Bethlehem’s inn (katalyma) may have been a fairly simple lodging-pläce. It was probably not a guest-room in a private house, as no name is given, and may have been the village’s common responsibility. Else-where katalyma describes a room in a private resi-dence borrowed for the Passover meal (Mk. 14:14; Lk. 22:11; cf. Lk. 19:7). The pandocheion of Lk. 10:34 is more developed, being open to anyone and providing overnight shelter, food and attention for a recognized Charge, while xenia is used both for Philemon’s guest-room and the place of Paul’s house-arrest in Rome (Phm. 22; Acts 28:23).

Bibliography. G. Stählin, TDNT 5, pp. 17-25; A. D. Kilmer, UF 3, 1971, pp. 299-309; J. H. Elliott, A Honte for the Homeless, 1981; J. Koenig, New Testament Hospitality, 1985; J. J. Glassner, ZA 80, 1990, pp. 60-75.    m.j.s.

HOST, HOST OF HEAVEN. In rsv, the word most commonly translated ‘host’ is säba, used nearly 400 times. hayil is also translated ‘host’ a number of times (but see *Army), while mah“neh (‘host’ in av) is translated ‘camp’ or ‘encampment’. Each of these words, with due regard to its special emphasis, may be used quite neutrally, for example of pharaoh’s ‘host’ but equally of the ‘host’ of Israel. However, when used of the host of Israel, there are usually religious overtones, and there are two exclusively religious uses of säbä which ought to be noted.

fl. Host of heaven

This phrase (s'bä' hassämayim) occurs about 15 times, in most cases implying the object of heathen worship (Dt. 4:19, etc.). The two meanings ‘celes-tial bodies’ and ‘angelic beings’ are inextricably intertwined. The lxx translation, using kosmos, stratia or dynamis, does not help to resolve this. No doubt to the Heb. mind the distinction was superficial, and the celestial bodies were thought to be closely associated with heavenly beings. In fact, the implied angelology of C. S. Lewis’ novels (Out of the Silent Planet, etc.) would probably have com-mended itself with some force to the biblical writers. The Bible certainly suggests that angels of different ranks have Charge of individuals and of nations; no doubt in the light of modern cosmol-ogy this concept, if retained at all (as biblically it must be), ought properly to be extended, as the dual sense of the phrase ‘host of heaven’ suggests, to the oversight of the elements of the physical universe—planets, stars and nebulae.

b. Lord of hosts (Yahweh s'bä'öt)

This expression is used nearly 300 times in the OT and is especially common in Isaiah, Jeremiah, Zechariah and Malachi. It is a title of might and power, used frequently in a military or apocalyptic context. It is significant that the first occurrence is 1 Sa. 1:3 in association with the sanctuary at Shiloh. ‘Of hosts’ is rendered in lxx either by transliteration as sabaöth (cf. Rom. 9:29; Jas. 5:4)

or by use of panlokralör (‘almighty’). It is thought by some to have arisen as a title of God associated with his lordship over the ‘host’ of Israel; but its usage, especially in the prophets, clearly implies also a relationship to the ‘host of heaven’ in its angelic sense; and this could well be the original connotation. (*God, Names of.)    m.t.f.

HOUR (Heb., Aram. saä\ Gk. höra) is used in Scripture in a precise sense and in a more general sense.

1.    In its more precise sense (which is probably later than the more general sense), an hour is one-twelfth of the period of daylight: ‘Are there not twelve hours in the day?’ (Jn. 11:9). They were reckoned from sunrise to sunset, just as the three (Jewish) or four (Roman) watches into which the period of darkness was divided were reckoned from sunset to sunrise. As sunrise and sunset varied according to the time of the year, biblical hours cannot be translated exactly into modern clock-hours; and in any case the absence of accur-ate Chronometers meant that the time of day was indicated in more general terms than with us. It is not surprising that the hours most frequently men-tioned are the third, sixth and ninth hours. All three are mentioned in the parable of the labourers in the vineyard (Mt. 20:3, 5), as is also the eleventh hour (vv. 6, 9), which has become proverbial for the last opportunity. The two disciples of Jn. l:35ff. stayed with Jesus for the remainder of the day after going home with him, ‘for it was about the tenth hour’ (v. 39), i.e. about 4 p.m., and darkness would have fallen before they concluded their conversation with him. The third, sixth and ninth hours are mentioned in the Synoptic record of the crucifixion (Mk. 15:25, 33f). The difficulty of rec-onciling the ‘sixth hour’ of Jn. 19:14 with the ‘third hour’ of Mk. 15:25 has led some to suppose that in John the hours are counted from midnight, not from sunrise. The one concrete piece of evidence in this connection—the Statement in the Martyrdom of Polycarp (21) that Polycarp was martyred ‘at the eighth hour’, where 8 a.m. is regarded by some as more probable than 2 p.m.—is insuffi-cient to set against the well-attested fact that Romans and Jews alike counted their hours from sunrise. (The fact that the Romans reckoned their civil day as starting at midnight, while the Jews reckoned theirs as starting at sunset, has nothing to do with the numbering of the hours.) The ‘sev-enth hour’ of Jn. 4:52 is 1 p.m.; such difficulty as is feit about the reference to ‘yesterday’ in that verse is not removed by interpreting the hour dif-ferently. In Rev. 8:1 ‘half an hour’ represents Gk. hemiörion.

2.    More generally, ‘hour’ indicates a fairly well-defined point of time. ‘In the same hour’ (Dn. 5:5, av, rv; ‘immediately’, rsv) means ‘while the king and his guests were at the height of their sacri-legious revelry’. ‘In the selfsame hour’ (Mt. 8:13, av) means ‘at that very moment (rsv) when Jesus assured the centurion that his plea to have his ser-vant healed was granted’. Frequently some spe-cially critical occasion is referred to as an ‘hour’ e.g. the hour of Jesus’ betrayal (Mk. 14:41; cf. Lk. 22:53, ‘your hour’, i.e. ‘your brief season of power’); the hour of his parousia, with the attend-ant resurrection and judgment (Mt. 25:13; Jn. 5:28f.). In John the appointed time for Jesus’ pas-sion and glorification is repeatedly spoken of as his
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Biblical divisions of time, showing the night-walches. The hours (around the perimeter) will \ary in length as they are calculated according to the times of sitnrise and sunset.

‘hour’ (cf. Jn. 2:4; 7:30; 8:20; also 12:23; 17:1). The present Situation between the times is ‘the last hour’ (1 Jn. 2:18); the rise of many antichrists indi-cates that Christ is soon to appear.

Bibliography. W. M. O’Neil, Time and the Cal-endars, 1975; H.-C. Hahn, N1DNTT 3, pp. 845-850.    F.F.B.

HOUSE (Heb. bayit; Gk. oikos, oikia). The Heb. and Gk. words are used with reference to various kinds of buildings and also in the sense of ‘house-hold, family’. Particularly in the NT, the ‘house of God’ is developed into an important theological concept. Architectural information in the Bible has been supplemented considerably by the results of archaeological excavation, though a complete pic-ture of the houses people lived in is still not avail-able for every period.

I. Old Testament

Heb. bayii, which occurs over 2,000 times, is cog-nate with a nominal form occurring in many Semitic languages. It has a wide use in the OT for all kinds of dwellings, from palaces (e.g. Je. 39:8) and temples (e.g. 1 Ki. 8:13) to private houses (e.g. Ex. 12:7; Dt. 6:7) and possibly even tents (Gn. 33:17). Houses were usually constructed of solid ma-terials, stone, timber and plaster (Lv. 14:37, 39,45; Am. 5:11), and were often built into the city wall (Jos. 2:15). Some were of excellent quality (Dt. 8:12; Hg. 1:4), such as David’s cedar palace (2 Sa. 7:2, 7; cf. 1 KJ. 7:2; Is. 22:8) or the luxurious ivory-decorated houses of Samaria (I Ki. 22:39; Am. 3:15). bayii is often combined with other nouns to indicate either a specialized building or part of a building, e.g. winter and summer houses (Je. 36:22; Am. 3:15), prisons (Gn. 39:20ff.; 2 Ki. 25:27), the Persian king’s harem (Est. 2:9ff.) and above all the Jerusalem Temple (‘house of God’, 1 Ch. 9:11, 13, 26; ‘house of Yahweh’, I Ki. 7:12,40—41). It is also used in other combinations to describe the quality or character of life in a house or building, e.g. pleasantness, mirth (Ezk. 26:12; Mi. 2:9; Ec. 7:4), mourning (Je. 16:5; Ec. 7:2, 4) and rebelliousness (Ezk. 2:5-6). By extension, bayit can sometimes signify the ‘homes’ of various animals (sparrow, Ps. 84:3-4; Stork, Ps. 104:17; spider’s web, Jb. 8:14; moth, Jb. 27:18; wild ass, Jb. 39:5-6; calf, 1 Sa. 6:7, 10), and is also used for various receptacles such as an altar trench (1 Ki. 18:32), perfume Containers
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Reconstruction of a two-storey house with its paved central courtyard and flat roof surrounded by a parapet. Based on houses of c.1800 bc. excavated at Ur, possibly Contemporary with Abraham.

(Is. 3:20) and holders for poles (Ex. 25:27). Occasionally, it refers to the transitoriness of the human body (Jb. 4:19; cf. 2 Cor. 5:1-10), and even to *Sheol (Jb. 38:20).

An important sense of bayit, found in over a quarter of the total references, is that of ‘house-hold, family’, which can include those living in tents (Nu. 16:32; Dt. 11:6). The frequent phrases ‘father’s house’ and ‘house of Israel’ are both as-sociated with the biblical concept by which a family, tribe or nation derives its name from an ancestor or leader. Finally, ‘house’ can designate both persons (including slaves) and property (Gn. 39:1-2; Ex. 20:17; 1 Ki. 13:8) belonging to a household.

II. New Testament

Much of the OT usage is continued in the NT. oikos has both literal and figurative meanings, with ‘household, family, race’ in addition to ‘house’. The rarer oikia is largely synonymous with oikos in the NT, though it sometimes has the specialized meaning ‘possession’, notably in the distinctive phrase ‘devour widows’ houses’ (Mk. 12:40). ‘House’ often occurs in the NT with reference to the Temple, both in its earthly and heavenly forms. For example, Jesus spoke in both senses of ‘my Father’s house’ (cf. Jn. 2:16; 14:2), which was to be an international prayer-house (Mk. 11:15-17; cf. Is. 56:7; 60:7, lxx) rather than a ‘house of trade’ (Jn. 2:16; cf. Zc. 14:21).

A most important development of the idea of ‘God’s house’ was its application to the church (e.g. Eph. 2:19-22; Heb. 3:1-6), whose communal character was emphasized in the concepts of the ‘spiritual house’ (1 Pet. 2:5) and God’s temple (1 Cor. 3:16; 6:19). In contrast to the pagan temples and even the stone Temple in Jerusalem, the be-lievers were ‘living stones’ (1 Pet. 2:5) in a temple built by Jesus, God’s Son (Heb. 3:3, 6). In this house of God, the pillar of the truth (1 Tim. 3:15), all believers are priests (1 Pet. 2:5, 9) offering con-tinual sacrifices (Heb. 13:15-16), obedient to God, without fear of final judgment (1 Pet. 4:17).

The theme of the ‘household of God’ undoubt-edly owed much to the function of the house in early Christianity as a place of meeting and fellowship (e.g. 2 Tim. 4:19; Phm. 2; 2 Jn. 10). Whole households turned to the Lord (e.g. Acts 16:34; 1 Cor. 1:16), and the breaking of bread (Acts 2:46), evangelism (Acts 5:42) and teaching (Acts 20:20) were conducted ‘l'rom house to house’.

III. Archaeology

fl. General

The large majority of houses in ancient Palestine were built in fortified cities, though there were also many dependent villages. Even the farmer often lived in the city, although he might camp out at harvest-time, and threshing-floors were always near the city. Large cities might cover an area of 20 acres, though most towns or villages probably did not average more than about 6 acres. Houses were usually packed closely together, particularly if the city was built on a hill, so that space was used eco-nomically. Town planning is known as early as the mid-3rd millennium bc. and during the Israelite period towns were often arranged with a central complex of houses encircled by a Street and a wall with houses attached (e.g. Teil beit Mirsim, Teil en-Nasbeh). Larger houses were often on the W side of a city, to escape from smoke and dirt carried by the prevailing W winds.
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Ground plan of a villa of the early 2nd millennium bc in Palestine. Stairs lead to the upper floor and main living-rooms front the central courtyard.

Foundations varied according to the size and importance of the house, though they were important both because of the severe effects of heavy rain (cf. Mt. 7:24-27) and because Palestine is an earthquake area. The foundations sometimes wem down into virgin soil, or even to the bedrock in the case of large houses, though in many instances re-mains of earlier walls and foundations were used in the building of new houses. If the ground was slop-ing, foundation layers were set on level terraces. The foundation layer often provided a ground plan for the house. The laying of foundations might be accompanied by human sacrifice (Jos. 6:26; 1 Ki. 16:34), but there is no widespread evidence of this horrific practice.

The walls of private houses were usually built of rough stone and mud-brick; where stone was scarce, the entire house was of mud-brick on stone foundations. The mud-bricks were coated with waterproof plaster on the inner faces of the wall, sometimes up to only half the height of the wall, while fioors were made of marly clay, which can withstand hard use from bare feet. ln the case of richer houses, the floor was sometimes paved, even in the courtyard. Strengthening of walls was sometimes achieved by placing hewn-stone pilasters at the corners and at regulär intervals along the walls, or during the Divided Monarchy by stone pilasters laid horizontally, particularly in the upper parts of the wall. Walls could be up to 1 m thick, though interior walls were often thinner.

Doors were fixed in a frame of two doorposts, lintel, and still or threshold. The doorway was usually lower than a man’s height, and the door usually opened inwards, being prevented from swinging outwards by ridges on the lintel and threshold. The latter also served to keep out water and dirt. Doorposts were of wood (Ex. 21:6; Dt. 15:17) or stone (Is. 6:4), and the door could be locked or bolted (cf. 2 Sa. 13:17-18).

Windows are known from the 4th millennium bc onwards in Palestine. They were rarely on the ground floor, as the open door furnished plenty of light during most of the year, and were usually placed in the wall opposite the entrance. Windowspace was kept to a minimum to keep the temperature down in summer and up in winter. Assyrian wall-reliefs of the Israelite city Lachish show Windows high in the towers of the outer wall, and such Windows in city walls provided a means of escape more than once (Jos. 2:15; I Sa. 19:12). Ivory carvings from various sites portraying a woman’s face at a balustraded window may be related to the lattice Windows of the OT which were located in outside walls (Jdg. 5:28; 2 Ki, 1:2; Pr. 7:6; 0.2:9).

Many houses had two storeys, though, since no building in ancient Israel has yet been preserved with a complete roofed ground floor or ceiling, the original height of a building is not always certain. Upper rooms were reached by stairs or ladders. These rooms provided the main living and sleeping accommodation (cf. 2 Ki. 9:13, 17), and guests could also be looked after there (1 Ki. 17:19; 2 Ki. 4:10-11). Roofs were constructed from beams covered with branches and a thick layer of mud plaster, though the rafters were sometimes sup-ported by a row of pillars along the middle of the room. Cylindrical stone rollers about 60 cm long were used to keep the roofs flat and waterproof, though roofs needed to be replastered annually prior to the rainy season to seal cracks which had developed during the summer heat. The family would often sleep on the roof in summer or use it to dry raisins, figs, flax, etc., in the sun. A parapet was to be built as a safety precaution according to Dt. 22:8. Vaulted roofs were certainly in use in Palestine by the Persian period, while the tiled roof also appeared betöre NT times. The rooftop was also a place of worship, either for Baal and espe-cially the host of heaven (Je. 19:13; Zp. 1:5), or for the true God (Acts 10:9).

b. Life in the house

The house during most of the biblical period was usually a dwelling-place, store-room, and even had industrial and commercial purposes. There is evidence of dyeing, weaving and corn-grinding in houses, while at Jericho there is some indication that grain was sold from narrow booths attached to exterior house-walls. The farmer lived in the house, with everything he owned. Foods suflicient for the winter, fodder for the animals, storage jars and farm tools were all kept in the house. Archae-ologists have been surprised by the amount of car-bonaceous matter found in these houses, especially in those destroyed by Joshua’s troops. In very cold, wet weather and in times of war, the family would also have to share the house, or at least the courtyard, with the most valuable of the animals. Re-ligious objects have also been found in many houses, such as horned altars, incense Stands, bra-ziers and figurines. Many inhabitants undoubtedly foliowed local practices in contrast to the official worship of Yahweh.

The furniture in the house varied with the wealth of the inhabitants. The poor could affbrd only kit-chen equipment and bedding. The furniture in the guest-room given to Elisha would be typical of that used in the average family (2 Ki. 4:10). It con-sisted of a bed, table, chair and a lamp. The rieh used a high bed, others a cot, while the poorest used a reed mat on the floor. Plenty of bedding was necessary, for Palestine’s winters are cold and damp. There would be chests to hold clothes and bedding. The furniture of the wealthy was inlaid with ivory, and others sometimes imitated this in common bone inlay. The ivory inlays in turn were sometimes inlaid with gold and precious stones. The hand-loom would also be found in many homes.

In winler, to keep the house warm, the cooking was often done indoors, and in the coldest weather a pottery or copper brazier filled with burning charcoal was used, though this was not very effi-cient. An oven was usually built in the courtyard of the house. Hollow at the top, it could be about 60 cm in diameter at the base and about 30 cms in height, and was often shaped of alternate layers of clay and potsherds. Inside the house were stone or clay storage-silos. Large jars were employed for keeping the winter’s supplies, and there was a mill for grinding the grain. Flour was kept in a wide-mouthed jar, and olive oil was stored in a specially designed vessel. Often there was a large stone mortar set in the floor, where various foods could be prepared by grinding with a pestle. If there was no cistern in the house, a large jar for storing water was at hand, with smaller jars to carry water from the spring. Wide-mouthed cooking-pots for stir-ring food and narrow-mouthed ones for heating liquids have been found, along with a wide variety of bowls used in serving foods. The rieh used gold and silver tableware, and copper kitchen kettles. Am. 6:4-6 describes the luxurious life of Israel at its worst.

c. Developments in architecture

(i) Pre-Israelite period. The oldest houses in Pales-tine were sturdy one-room structures mainly of circular or rectangular design. Two-room houses appear c. 5000 bc at Jericho, while some Chalco-lithic houses with artistic representations on the walls have been preserved. By the 3rd millennium bc, two-room houses, usually rectangular, were much commoner, though the largest known house of this period is at et-Tell (Ai?), being c. 18 m long and containing three equal rectangular rooms. Ap-sidal houses are also found at several sites in the early 3rd millennium, and may have been a native Canaanite type of house.

Düring the resurgence of urban life in the Middle Bronze Age, the courtyard-based house became widespread in Palestine, though the poor continued to live in single-room hovels. Rooms were built on one or more sides of the courtyard, though rooms on all four sides are rare in Palestine. A large house dating to c. 1600 bc has been un-covered at Teil beit Mirsim (Debir?), where the courtyard alone measured 11 x 6 m and the six roofed rooms on two floors covered a floor-space of c. 140 sq. m. A more complex example of a Century earlier from Ta’anach had good-quality walls 1 m thick, neatly-plastered floors, an internal staircase, and the ground floor measured c. 210 sq. m.

(ii) Israelite period. Where the Israelites replaced Canaanite towns, the quality of housing was no-ticeably poorer, though Standards improved rap-idly in the days of David and Solomon, partly through Phoenician influence. The most striking difference of all is the absence of Canaanite cult-objects in the period immediately following the Conquest. The poorest houses comprised a single room with a courtyard, of which many examples were found at Teil Qasile. The commonest-type house, however, of the pre-exilic period is what has become known generally as the four-room house, which appears to be an original Israelite concept.

It was rectangular in design, and had a fixed ar-rangement of a back room, running the width of the building, which was joined to three parallel rooms stemming from it. The central ‘room’ was usually an enclosed courtyard through which the other rooms were entered, and the lateral rooms were often divided into two and closed offby pil-lars. The quality of such houses varied enor-mously, but the same basic plan was used for monumental and public buildings, eg at Hazor, Teil beit Mirsim

(iii)    Hellenistic period. Some Hellenistic cities of Palestine show a definite attempt at city planning on the rectangular pattem. The wealthy now added a bathroom to their houses. By NT times the rieh were making a winter paradise out of Jericho, more luxurious than even Pompeii. It was spread over a wider area and had spacious gardens. The wealthy house of NT times in Palestine was similar to the Roman house everywhere. There was an outer court with its surrounding rooms, and behind it a second court with its adjacent rooms. In this latter area there was the utmost privacy.

(iv)    Royal palaces. The OT gives only a brief description of Solomon’s palace, but the detailed account of the building of the Temple enables us to conjecture what the palace looked like, for it was designed by the same architects and con-structed by the same craftsmen. The masonry was of fine dressed stone laid in headers and stretchers. Fine woods, finished to show off their textures, were used for interior decoration. The excavation of the governor’s palace at Megiddo has thrown light on Solomon’s building Programme. The palace of the Omri dynasty at Samaria was also built by Phoenician workmen. Here the king lived apart from his people in a citadel, built with very strong walls, and at least partially insulated from the poverty of much of his population. The beautiful ivory inlays are an indication of the luxurious style of living (cf. Am. 6:4-6), in marked contrast to the poorer areas of the city. Herod’s palace in Jerusalem, with its extensive gardens, was the last Word in luxury, as was also his winter palace at Jericho.
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HOZAI. The name of a history, translated in rsv as ‘the Seers’, quoted in 2 Ch. 33:19, rv, which recorded certain of the deeds of King Manasseh, and his prayer. The translation 'the Seers’ for ‘Hozai’ follows lxx, which presupposes a Heb. text hözim. The MT hozai means ‘my seers’.

R.A.H.G.

HUKKOK. A town on the S border of Naphtali, listed with Aznoth-tabor (Jos. 19:34). Generally identified with Yakuk, 8 km W of the suggested site of Capernaum. 1 Ch. 6:75 gives it as a Levitical city in Asher, but this may be a mistake for Helkath as in the parallel passage, Jos. 21:31. Y. Aharoni, LOB, p. 378, proposed Khirbet el-Jemeijmeh.

J.D.D.

A.R.M.

HULDAH. This prophetess, wife of Shallum, keeper of the wardrobe (either of priestly vest-ments or royal robes), lived in the second (Western?) quarter of Jerusalem. She was consulted (c. 621 bc), on behalf of King Josiah, by Hilkiah the chief priest, Shaphan the scribe and others, follow-ing the discovery of ‘the book of the law in the house of the Lord’ (2 Ki. 22:14; 2 Ch. 34:22). She accepted the book as the word of Yahweh, and with his authority prophesied judgment against Jerusalem and Judah after Josiah’s death. It is noteworthy that, although both Jeremiah and Zephaniah were prophesying at this time, it is she who was approached on this matter of the cultus.

MB.

humility and goes on in 3:12 to exhort them to the genuine thing.

Bibliography. W Baudel, H.-H. Esser, NIDNTT 2, pp. 256-264; TDNT 5, p. 939; 6, pp. 37-40, 865-882; 8, pp. 1 -26.    f.s.f.

HUNDRED, TOWER OF THE. In Ne 3:1, a Jerusalem tower which stood between the Sheep and Fish Gates, probably near the NE corner of the city. The Hebrew is ham-me'ä, meaning ‘the hundred’; av reads ‘Meah’, omitting the definite article, while rsv translates it literally. The name may refer to its height—perhaps 100 cubits; or to the number of its steps; or to the number of the garrison it housed. (* Jerusalem.)    d.f.p.

HUMILITY. The importance of this virtue springs front the fact that it is found as part of the char-acter of God. In Ps. 113:5-6 God is represented as being incomparably high and great, and yet he humbles himself to take note of the things which are created, while in Ps. 18:35 (cf. 2 Sa. 22:36) the greatness of God’s servant is attributed to the humility (gentleness) which God has displayed towards him.

Wherever the quality is found in the OT it is praised (e.g Pr. 15:33; 18:12) and God’s blessing is frequently poured upon those who possess it. Moses is vindicated because of it (Nu. 12:3), while Belshazzar is reproved by Daniel (5:22) because he has not profited by the experience of Nebuchad-rezzar before him, which might have brought him into an attitude of humility. 2 Ch. in particular makes it the criterion by which the rule of succes-sive kings is to bejudged.

The term is closely connected in derivation with affliction, which is sometimes brought upon men by their fellows, and sometimes attributed directly to the purpose of God, but is always calculated to produce humility of spirit.

Similarly, in the NT, at Mt. 23:12 and parallels, the same word is used to express the penalty for arrogance (abasement) and the prerequisite of pre-ferment (humility). In the first case it is a condition of low estate which will be brought about through the judgment of God. In the second it is a spirit of Iowliness which enables God to bring the blessing of advancemenl. Paul too, in Phil. 4:12, uses it to describe his affliction, but goes on to make clear that the virtue lies in the acceptance of the experience, so that a condition imposed front without becomes the occasion for the development of the corresponding attitude wilhin. In the same Epistle (2:8) he cites as an example to be emulated the humility of Christ, who deliberately set aside his divine prerogative and progressively humbled himself, receiving in due time the exaltation which must inevitably follow.

Like all virtues, humility is capable of being simulated, and the danger of this is particularly plain in Paul’s letter to the Colossians. Whatever may be the true rendering of the difficult passage in Col. 2:18, it is clear that here and in 2:23 the reference is to a sham. In spite of all the appear-ances of humility, these false teachers are really puffed up with a sense of their own importance. Setting their own speculative System over against the revelation of God, they deny the very thing which by their asceticism they seem to proclaim. Paul warns his readers against this pseudo-

HUNTING, HUNTER. The narratives of the patriarchal period depict the Hebrews as occupied chiefly with the raising of flocks and other semi-sedentary agricultural activities. Hunting was seldom engaged in as a pastime, and was generally resorted to only either at the promptings of hunger or when the wild ‘animals with which Palestine abounded in antiquity (Ex. 23:29) threatened the security of the Hebrews and their flocks (Jdg. 14:5; 1 Sa. 17:34). Certain individuals, however, were re-nowned for their hunting prowess, including Ish-mael (Gn. 21:20) and Esau (Gn. 25:27).

By contrast the ancient Mesopotamians and Egyptians spent considerably more time in the pur-suit of game. Many Assyrian monuments and bas-reliefs depict hunting-scenes, indicating a long tradition of sporting activity which may well go back as far as Nimrod, the mighty hunter of antiquity (Gn. 10:8) who colonized Assyria (Gn. 10:11). Whereas the Mesopotamians hunted lions and other ferocious beasts, the Egyptians preferred to catch game and predatory birds. In this pursuit dogs and cats frequently participated.

The austerity of the Hebrew diet in ancient times was occasionally relieved by such delicacies as partridge (cf. 1 Sa. 26:20), gazelle and hart meat (Dt. 12:15). The Provision for Solomon’s table also included roebuck (1 Ki. 4:23). Such is the general nature of OT references to hunting that few of the animals are named, and virtually nothing is said of the methods employed or of the accoutrements of the hunter. At Hassuna in Iraq the camp of a hunter was unearthed and found to contain weapons, storage jars and tools dating back to c. 5000 bc. Biblical references allude to bows and arrows (Gn. 27:3), clubs (Jb. 41:29, rv), slingstones (1 Sa. 17:40), nets(Jb. 19:6), the’snares of fowlers (Ps. 91:3) and pits for larger animals such as bears (Ezk. 19:8).

While hunting was not a common occupation in ancient Palestine, its procedures were sufficiently familiär to be enshrined in figurative speech (Jb. 18:10; Je. 5:26). The NT employs few hunting metaphors (Lk. 11:54; Rom. 11:9; Mt. 22:15).

Bibliography. A. Van Selms, ISBE 2, pp. 782— 784.    R.K.H.

HUR (In'ir, ‘child’? or ‘Horite). I. A prominent Israelite who with Aaron held up the arms of Moses at Rephidim in the battle against Amalek (Ex. 17:10, 12), and who also helped Aaron to judge the people while Moses went up into Mt Sinai (Ex. 24:14).

2. A descendant through Caleb and Hezron of Perez (1 Ch. 2:19-20) and grandfather of ' Bezalel (Ex. 31:2; 35:30; 38:22; 1 Ch. 4:1; 2 Ch. 1:5). 3. A son of Ephratah and father of Caleb (I Ch. 2:50; 4:4).

4. One of the five kings of Midian who were killed with Balaam by the Israelites (Nu. 31:8; Jos. 13:21). 5. The father of one of Solomon’s twelve commissariat officers (1 Ki. 4:8). The son, who was over the district of Mt Ephraim, is not named, so rsv transliterates the Heb. ‘son of and names him Ben-hur. 6. The father of Rephaiah, who helped to rebuild the walls and was ruler over half of Jerusalem in Nehemiah’s time (Ne. 3:9).

T.C.M.

HUSHAI. The Story of Hushai the Archite (cf. Jos. 16:2), his devotion to his king and his readiness to undertake a dangerous errand for him, aflbrds a model for the Christian to study and to follow (2 Sa. 15:32(T.). Hushai’s arrival at the heights E of Jerusalem where David halted, and his successful mission, defeated the advice of Ahithophel and came as an answer to David’s prayer (v. 31). In a list of David’s officers the Chronicler includes Hushai as ‘the king’s friend’ (1 Ch. 27:33; cf. 2 Sa. 15:37). Baanah, Hushai’s son, appears in the list of Solomon’s local officers (I Ki. 4:7, 16). g.t.m.

HUSHIM. ‘Those who hasten’. 1. A son of Dan (Gn. 46:23), called Shuham in Nu. 26:42. 2. A son of Aher the Benjaminite (1 Ch. 7:12). 3. One of the two wives of Shaharaim and the mother of Abitub and Elpaal (1 Ch. 8:8, 11).    g.w.g.

HUZZAB (Heb. hussab, uncertain meaning, possibly from näsab, ‘it is decreed’). Occurring only in Na. 2:7. lxx gives he hypostasis = Heb. massäb = ‘standing-place’. av, rv read as a proper name, but no such name is known in the cuneiform texts. rsv renders ‘its mistress’, referring to the Assyrian queen, but J. M. P. Smith (ICC) thought a reference to the goddess of Nineveh more likely. W. Gesenius derived it from säbab and put it at the end of v. 6, reading ‘the palace is dis-solved and made to flow away'. neb renders ‘the train of captives goes into exile’.    j.g.g.n.

HYMENAEUS. A pernicious teacher associated with * Alexander (1 Tim. 1:19-20) and ‘Philetus (2 Tim. 2:17). Paul’s delivery of Hymenaeus and Alexander to Satan recalls 1 Cor. 5:5; both pas-sages have been interpreted of excommunication (i.e. surrender to Satan’s sphere) and of the inflic-tion of bodily punishment. These are not, of course, incompatible, but the verbal similarity with Jb. 2:6, lxx, and various other disciplinary trans-actions in the apostoiic church (cf. Acts 5:3-11: 8:20-24; 13:9-11; 1 Cor. 11:30) suggest that phys-ical effects were at least included. There are also parallels in execration texts (cf. LAE, p. 302). At all events the discipline, though drastic, was merciful and remedial in intention.

It had not, however, evoked repentance when 2 Tim. 2:17 was written. The error of Hymenaeus and others, described in clinical terms as ‘feeding like gangrene’, was still much in Paul’s mind. It involved a ‘spiritualization’ of the resurrection (including, doubtless, the judgment), doctrine always repugnant to the Greek mind: there were similar misunderstandings at Corinth earlier (1 Cor. 15:12). Such ideas took various forms in Gnostic religion: cf. the Claim of the false teachers in the Acts of Paul and Thecla 14 (combining two ideas): ‘We will teach thee of that resurrection which he asserteth, that it is already come to pass in the children which we have, and we rise again when we have come to the knowledge of the true God’ (tr. M. R. James, ApocryphalNew Testament, p. 275).

The name (that of the marriage-god) is not noticeably frequent.    a.f.w.

HYMN. The Gk. hynmos was used by the classical writers to signify any ode or song written in praise of gods or heroes, and occasionally by lxx trans-lators of praise to God, e.g. Pss. 40:3; 65:1; Is. 42:10. In the NT the word occurs only in Eph. 5:19 and Col. 3:16, with the verbal form (hymneö) in Mt. 26:30 and the parallel Mk. 14:26 (which refer to the singing of the second part of the Hallel, Pss. 115-118); Acts 16:25 (of Paul and Silas singing in prison); and Heb. 2:12 (a quotation from Ps. 22:22, lxx). It is clear, however, that the singing of spiritual songs was a feature of the life of the apostoiic church, as is witnessed by 1 Cor. 14:15, 26; Jas. 5:13, the Christian canticles recorded by Luke, and the many doxologies found elsewhere in the NT. They were used as a spontaneous expression of Christian joy, as a means of instruction in the faith (Col. 3:16), and, on the basis of synagogue prac-tice, as an integral part of the worship of the church.

The threefold division of psalms, hymns and spiritual songs (ödai) must not be pressed too closely, as the terms overlap, but two distinct styles of composition can be observed. The first followed the form and style of the OT psalm and was a Christian counterpart of the psalmodic writing ex-emplified by the 1 st-century bc Psalms of Solomon or the Hymns of Thanksgiving (Hödäyöt) of the Qumran sect. ln this category may be included the canticles: Lk. 1:46-55 (* Magnificat); 1:68-79 (* Benedictus); 2:29-32 (*Nunc Dimittis). The second group consists of doxologies (as Lk. 2:14;

1    Tim. 1:17; 6:15-16; Rev. 4:8, 11; 5:9, 12-13; 7:12, etc.), many of which were doubtless used in corporate worship. Some other passages have been loosely described by commentators as hymns, where the majesty of the subject-matter has driven the writer to poetical language, e.g. 1 Cor. 13; Rom. 8:31-39; Eph. 1:3-14; Phil. 2:5-11; but there is no certainty that they were ever set to music or recited liturgically. Fragments of liturgical or credal for-mulae have been detected in Eph. 5:14; 1 Tim. 3:16;

2    Tim. 2:11-13; Tit. 3:4-7.

Bibliography. R. P. Martin. Worship in the Early Church1, 1974; S. Farris, The Hymns of Luke's Infancy Narratives, 1985; M. Hengel, in W. Baier et al. (eds.), Weisheit Gottes, Weisheit der Welt, 1987.    j.b.tr.

HYPOCRITE. In English a hypocrite is one who deliberately and as a habit professes to be good when he is aware that he is not. But the word itself is a transliteration of Gk. hypokriles, which mostly meant play-actor. Though it was soon in ecclesi-astical Greek to take on its modern meaning, it

HYPOCR1TE

seems impossible to prove that it bore this meaning in the Ist Century ad. In lxx it is twice used to translate Heb. hänep, ‘godless’.

In the NT, hypocrite is used only in the Synoptic accounts of Christ’s judgments on the scribes and Pharisees. Though ‘Pharisaic’ sources (Sotah 22b) acknowledge and condemn hypocrisy in their ranks, the general tenor of the NT, the lst-century evidences for the teaching of the Pharisees in Talmud and Midrash and their Support by the mass of the people (Jos., Am. 13. 298), all make it hard to accept a general Charge of hypocrisy against them. A study of the actual charges against them will show that only in the rarest cases can we possibly interpret them as hypocrisy. We find blindness to their faults (Mt. 7:5), to God’s work-ings (Lk. 12:56), to a true sense of values (Lk. 13:15), an over-valuation of human tradition (Mt. 15:7; Mk. 7:6), sheer ignorance of God’s demands (Mt. 23:14-15, 25, 29), and love of display (Mt. 6:2, 5, 16). It was only Christ, the sole perfect reader of inward realities (Mt. 23:27-28), who dared pass this judgment.

Bibliography. J. Jocz, The Jewish People and Jesus Christ, 1949; H. L. Ellison, ‘Jesus and the Pharisees’ in JTV1 85, 1953; BAGD, under hy-pokrites; U. Wilckens, TDNT 8, pp. 559-570; W. Günther et ai, NIDNTT2, pp. 467-474. h.l.e.
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IBLEAM. A Canaanite town in the N borderland of Manasseh, whose territory extended to (not ‘in’) Issachar (Jos. 17:11; Y. Kaufmann, The Biblical Account of the Conquest of Palestine, 1953, p. 38). Düring the Israelite Settlement, its Canaanite inhabitants were subdued, not expelled (Jdg. 1:27). The site of Ibleam is now Khirbet BiPameh, c. 16 km SE of Megiddo on the road from Beth-shean (2 Ki. 9:27). It is probably the Bileam of 1 Ch. 6:70, a levitical city. Ibleam occurs in Egyp. lists as Ybr'm.

K.A.K.

ing it was Bethlehem-judah, identified him with * Boaz.    j.p.u.l.

ICHABOD (Heb. ’ikäböd). The name given by the wife of Phinehas to her child, on hearing that the Philistines had captured the ark (1 Sa. 4:19-22, cf. 14:3). There are several possible explanations: (1) that 7 is interrogative (‘where is the glory?’); (2) 7is the negative particle (‘no glory’, cf. Josephus, Am.

5. 360); (3) that the name Stands for ’äbi-käböd(‘my father is glory’).    r.p.g.

IBZAN (Heb. ’ibsän). Known only from Jdg. 12:8— 10; a national judge for 7 years, following Jeph-thah; apparently a person of consequence, who raised a large family and arranged marriages for thirty sons. His home and burial-place was Bethlehem, probably of Zebulun (Jos. 19:15), 11 km WNW of Nazareth; Jewish commentators, assum-

ICONIUM. A city of Asia Minor mentioned in Acts 13:51; 14:1, etc. and 2 Tim. 3:11 as the scene of Paul’s trials, and in Acts 16:2 as a place where Timothy was commended. Standing on the edge of the plateau, it was well watered, a productive and wealthy region. It was originally Phrygian, its
[image: ]
Jconium in the Roman province of Galalia, Asia Minor.



name Kawania: its religion remained Phrygian into Roman times, the worship of a mother goddess with eunuch priests. After being for a time the chief city of Lycaonia, and passing through various pol-itical fortunes, it was at length included in the kingdom of Galatia and a little later in the Roman province of Galatia. Its fame and prestige grew greatly under Roman rule: Claudius honoured it with the title of Claudiconium, and under Hadrian it became a colony in an honorary sense (since no Italians were settled there). In NT times, then, it maintained the polity of a Hellenistic city, the jur-idical powers of the assembly being vested in the two magistrates annually appointed.

The passage in Acts 14, though brief, gives occa-sion for differing interpretations. The so-called Western Text implies two attacks on Paul, one open, the second more subtle, after which the apos-tles flee. Two classes of Jewish leaders are men-tioned, ‘chief men of the synagogue’ and ‘rulers’, a distinction epigraphically defensible. The text of Codex Vaticanus and its allies has a more difficult text with only one attack of fairly long duration implied. Here the rulers of v. 5 may plausibly be identified with the magistrates of the city, as Ramsay suggests, but whether the Old Uncial text is a bad abbreviation, or the Western Text an at-tempt at correction of a text perhaps corrupt, has not yet been finally decided.

Iconium is the scene of the well-known apoc-ryphal story of Paul and Thecla, contained in the longer Acts of Paul. Apart from the scarcely doubtful existence of an early martyr of the name, there is no ascertainable historical content to be found in the story.

Bibliography. Commentaries on Acts in loc., especially BC, 3, pp. 129-132; 4, pp. 160-162; W. M. Ramsay, Cities of St Paul, 1907, part iv.

J.N.B.

IDDO. The name represents seven variant spell-ings in the Heb. and its derivations and meanings are uncertain. 1. The father of Ahinadab, one of Solomon’s officers, 1 Ki. 4:14 ('iddö'). 2. A Levite of the line of Gershon, 1 Ch. 6:21 (MT6:6 'iddö), but called Adaiah in 6:41 (MT 6:16). 3. A tribal chief of the E section of Manasseh, 1 Ch. 27:21 (yiddö). 4. A seer and prophet cited as one of the sources of the Chroniclcr in 2 Ch. 9:29 (ye'di but Qre' ye'dö); 12:15 and 2 Ch. 13:22 ('iddö). 5. The grandfatiier (‘father’ in Ezra) of Zechariah the prophet, Zc. 1:1, 7 (‘iddö)-, Ezr. 5:1; 6:14 ('iddö'). 6. One of those guilty of a mixed marriage; evv Jaddai (av Jadau), Ezr. 10:43 (yiddö or yadday). 7. Head of one of the priestly families which returned to Jerusalem with Zerubbabel, Ne. 12:4 ('iddö')', 12:16 (’iddoy').    j.g.b.

IDOLATRY. The story of OT religion could be told for the most part in terms of a tension be-tween a spiritual conception of God and worship, the hallmark of the genuine faith of Israel, and various pressures, such as idolatry, which at-tempted to debase and materialize the national re-ligious consciousness and practice. We do not find, in the OT, an ascending from idolatry to the pure worship of God, but rather a people possessing a pure worship and a spiritual theology, constantly fighting, through the medium of divinely-raised spiritual leaders, religious seductions which, never-theless, often claimed the mass of the people. Idolatry is a declension from the norm, not an earlier Stage gradually and with difficulty superseded.

If we consider the broad sweep ol evidence for patriarchal religion we find it to be a religion of the altar and of prayer, but not of idols. There are certain events, all associated with Jacob, which might appear to show patriarchal idolatry. For ex-ample, Rachel stole her father’s Meraphim (Gn. 31:19). By itself, this, of course, need prove nothing more than that Jacob’s wife had failed to free herseif from her Mesopotamian religious environ-ment (cf. Jos. 24:15). If these objects were of legal as well as religious significance, the possessor of them would hold the right of succession to the family property (*Nuzi). This accords well with the anxiety of Laban, who does not appear other-wise as a religious man, to recover them, and his care, when he fails to find them, to exclude Jacob from Mesopotamia by a carefully-worded treaty (Gn. 31:45flf.). Again, it is urged that Jacob’s pillars (Gn. 28:18; 31:13,45; 35:14, 20) are the same as the idolatrous stones with which Canaan was familiär. The interpretation is not inescapable. The pillar at Bethel is associated with Jacob’s vow (see Gn. 31:13), and could more easily belong to the cat-egory of memorial pillars (e.g. Gn. 35:20; Jos. 24:27; 1 Sa. 7:12; 2 Sa. 18:18). Finally, the evidence of Gn. 35:4, often used to show patriarchal idolatry, actually points to the recognized incompati-bility of idols with the God of Bethel. Jacob must dispose of the unacceptable objects before he Stands before this God. That Jacob ‘hid’ them is surely not to be construed as indicating that he feared to destroy them for reasons of superstitious reverence. It is allowing suspicion to govern exe-gesis if we do more than assume that this was the simplest as well as the most effective way of dispos-ing of non-combustible objects.

The weight of evidence for the Mosaic period is the same. The whole narrative of the golden calf (Ex. 32) reveals the extern of the contrast between the religion which stemmed from Mt Sinai and the form of religion congenial to the unregenerate heart. These religions, we learn, are incompatible. The religion of Sinai is emphatically aniconic. Moses warned the people (Dt. 4:12) that the revela-tion of God vouchsafed to them there contained no ‘form’, lest they corrupt themselves with images. This is the essential Mosaic position, as recorded in the Decalogue (Ex. 20:4; cf. Ex. 34:17). The prohibition in Dt. 4:12 is in the realm of religion, it should be noted, not of theology. It is correct to speak of a ‘form’ of the Lord and Dt. 4:12 and Nu. 12:8 have the word t'münä (‘form’) in common. But for Israel to carry this over into religious practice could only involve corruption of truth and life. This is a striking testimony to the aniconic nature of Israel’s worship. The second commandment was unique in the world of its day, and the failure of archaeology to unearth a figure of Yahweh (while idols abounded in every other religion) shows its fundamental place in Israel’s religion from Mosaic days.

The historical record of Judges, Samuel and Kings teils the same story of the lapse of the nation from the spiritual forms proper to their religion. The book of Judges, at least from ch. 17 onwards, deliberately sets out to picture for us a time of general lawlessness (cf. 17:6; 18:1; 19:1; 21:25). We should not dream of seeing in the events of ch. 19 the norm of Israelite morality. It is candidly a story of a degraded society and we have as little reason Ibr seeing the story of Micah (Jdg. 17-18) as displaying a lawful but primitive stage in Israel’s religion. The same comment from the author of Judges points in turn to the religious corruption (17:1-13; see v. 6), social unrest and lawlessness (18:1 -31; see v. 1) and moral declension (19:1 fT.) of the day.

We are not told in what form the images of Micah were made. It has been suggested that, since they subsequently found a home in the N Danite sanctuary, they were in the calf or bull form. This is likely enough, for it is a most significant thing that when Israel turned to idolatry it was always necessary to borrow the outward trappings from the pagan environment, thus suggesting that there was something in the very nature of Yahwism which prevented the growth of indigenous idol-atrous forms. The golden calves made by Jeroboam (1 Ki. 12:28) were well-known Canaanite Symbols, and in the same way, whenever the kings of Israel and Judah lapsed into idolatry, it was by means of borrowing and syncretism. H. H. Rowley (Faith of Israel, pp. 77f.) urges that such evidences of idolatry as exist after Moses are to be explained either by the impulse to syncretism or by the tendency for customs eradicated in one generation to reappear in the next (cf. Je. 44). We might add to these the tendency to corrupt the use of something which in itself was lawful: the superstitious use of the ephod (Jdg. 8:27) and the cult of the serpent (2 Ki. 18:4).

The main forms of idolatry into which Israel feil were the use of graven and molten * images, pillars, the ‘asherah and ‘teraphim. The massekä, or molten image, was made by Casting metal in a mould and shaping it with a tool (Ex. 32:4, 24). There is some doubt whether this figure, and the later calves made by Jeroboam, were intended to represent Yahweh, or were thought of as a pedestal over which he was enthroned. The analogy of the Cherubim (cf. 2 Sa. 6:2) suggests the latter, which also receives the Support of archaeology (cf. G. E. Wright, Biblical Archaeology, p. 148, for an Illustration of the god Hadad riding upon a bull). The Cherubim were, however, concealed from view and were at any rate ‘unearthly’ in appearance. They could not point to any unacceptable affiliation of the enthroned God with earthly parallels. The bulls, on the contrary, were not (as far as the narrative suggests) concealed from view and could not but point to an involvement of Yahweh in fertility religion and theology.

The pillars and the asherah were both forbidden to Israel (cf. Dt. 12:3; 16:21-22). In Baal sanctuar-ies the pillar of Baal (cf. 2 Ki. 10:27) and the pole of the Asherah stood beside the altar. The pillar was thought of as a stylized representation of the presence of the god at the shrine. It was the object of great veneration: sometimes it was hollowed in part so as to receive the blood of sacrifice, and sometimes, as appears from its polished surface, it was kissed by its devotees. The asherah was wooden, as we learn from its usual destruction by burning (Dt. 12:3; 2 Ki. 23:6), and probably ori-ginated from the sacred evergreen, the Symbol of life. The association of these with Canaanite fertility practice sufficed to make them abominable to Yahweh.

The OT polemic against idolatry, carried on chiefly by prophets and psalmists, recognizes the same two truths which Paul was later to affirm: that the idol was nothing, but that nevertheless there was a demonic spiritual force to be reckoned with, and that the idol therefore constituted a positive spiritual menace (Is. 44:6-20; 1 Cor. 8:4; 10:19-20). Thus, the idol is nothing at all: man made it (Is. 2:8); its very composition and con-struction proclaims its futility (Is. 40:18-20; 41:6-7; 44:9-20); its helpless bulk invites derision (Is. 46:1-2); it has nothing but the bare appearance of life (Ps 115:4-7). The prophets derisively named them gillülim (Ezk. 6:4, and at least 38 other times in Ezekiel) or ‘düng pellets’ (Koehler’s Lexicon), and ''lilim, ‘godlets’.

But, though entirely subject to Yahweh (e.g. Ps. 95:3), there are spiritual forces of evil, and the practice of idolatry brings men into deadly contact with these ‘gods’. Isaiah, who is usually said to bring the ironic scorning of idols to its peak, is well aware of this spiritual evil. He knows that there is only one God (44:8), but even so no-one can touch an idol, though it be ‘nothing’, and come away un-scathed. Man’s contact with the false god infects him with a deadly spiritual blindness of heart and mind (44:18). Though what he worships is mere ‘ashes’, yet it is full of the poison of spiritual delu-sion (44:20). Those who worship idols become like them (Ps. 115:8; Je. 2:5; Ho. 9:10). Because of the reality of evil power behind the idol, it is an *abomination (tö'ebä) to Yahweh (Dt. 7:25), a de-tested thing (siqqüs) (Dt. 29:17), and it is the grav-est sin, spiritual adultery, to follow idols (Dt. 31:16; Jdg. 2:17; Ho. 1:2). Nevertheless, there is only one God. and the contrast between Yahweh and idols is to be drawn in terms of life, activity and government. The idol cannot predict and bring to pass, but Yahweh can (Is. 41:26-27; 44:7); the idol is a helpless piece of flotsam on the river of history, only wise after the event and helpless in the face of it (Is. 41:5-7; 46:1-2), but Yahweh is Lord and Controller of history (Is. 40:22-25; 41:1-2, 25; 43:14-15, etc.).

The NT reinforces and amplifies the OT teach-ing. Its recognition that idols are both nonentities and dangerous spiritual potencies has been noted above. In addition, Rom. 1 expresses the OT view that idolatry is a decline from true spirituality, and not a stage on the way to a pure knowledge of God. The NT recognizes, however, that the peril of idolatry exists even where material idols are not fashioned: the association of idolatry with sexual sins in Gal. 5:19-20 ought to be iinked with the equating of covetousness with idolatry (1 Cor. 5:11; Eph. 5:5; Col. 3:5), for by covetousness Paul certainly includes and stresses sexual covetousness (cf. Eph. 4:19; 5:3; 1 Thes. 4:6, Gk.; 1 Cor. 10:7,

14). John, having urged the finality and fullness of revelation in Christ, warns that any deviation is idolatry (1 Jn. 5:19-21). The idol is whatever Claims that loyalty which belongs to God alone (Is. 42:8).

The bearing of the biblical teaching on idols on its monotheistic doctrine of God cannot be over-looked. In its recognition of the magnetism of idolatrous religion for Israel and also in such seem-ing recognition of ‘other gods’ as, e.g, Ps. 95:3, the OT acknowledges not the real existence of the ‘gods’ but the real existence of the threat to Israel, the menace of alternative cults and Claims. It thus constantly holds its monotheism (as indeed the NT also does) in the setting of the religion and religious environment of the people of God.

Bibliography. J. Tigay, You Shall Have No Other Gods Before Me, 1986; T. Jacobsen, ‘The

Graven Image’, in Andern Israelite Religion, 1987, pp. 23-32.    j.a.m.

IDOLS, MEATS OFFERED TO. Among the questions submitted by the Corinthians for the apostle’s ruling was the matter of ‘food offered to idois’, a phrase which represents one Gk. term, ei-dölothyla. Paul handles this subject in 1 Cor. 8:1-13 and 10:14-33. The background of the Corinthians’ query may first be sketched.

I.    The background

In the ancient System of sacrifice, which was the centre not only of the religious life of the Graeco-Roman world in the Ist Century but also of the domestic and social life, only part of the sacrifice was presented to the god in the temple. The sacrifice was followed by a cultic meal, when the re-mainder of the consecrated food was eaten either in the precincts of the temple or at home. Some-times the remaining food was sent to the market to besold (1 Cor. 10:25).

Evidence for the practice of a meal in the temple is found in the following well-known Oxyrhyndius papyrus which Lietzmann regards as ‘a striking parallel’ to the reference in 1 Cor. 10:27: ‘Chaer-emon invites you to dinner at the table of the lord Serapis (the name of the deity) in the Serapeum tomorrow the 15th at the 9th hour’ (=3 p.m.) (quoted and discussed in Chan-Hie Kim’s essay, The Papyrus Invitation’, JBL 94, 1975, pp. 391 — 402). An invitation to a meal of this character, whether in the temple or in a private house, would be commonplace in the social life of the city of Corinth, and would pose a thorny question for the believer who was so invited. Other aspects of life in such a cosmopolitan centre would be aflfected by the Christian’s attitude to idol-meats. Attendance at the public festivals, which opened with pagan adoration and sacrifice, would have to be con-sidered. Membership of a trade guild, and therefore one’s commercial Standing, and public-spiritedness were also involved, as such membership would entail sitting ‘at table in an idol’s temple’ (1 Cor. 8:10). Even daily shopping in the market would present a problem to the thoughtful Christian in Corinth. As much of the meat would be passed on from the temple-officials to the meat-dealers and by them exposed for sale, the question arose: was the Christian housewife at liberty to purchase this meat which, coming from sacrificial animals which had to be free from blemish, might well be the best meat in the market? Moreover, there were gratuitous banquets in the temple precincts which were a real boon to the poor. If 1 Cor. 1:26 means that some of the Corinthian church mem-bers belonged to the poorer classes, the question of whether they were free or not to avail themselves of such meals would have been a practical issue. 1

precincts was just a social occasion. They claimed that it had no religious significance at all. And, secondly, they appear to have stated that in any case the pagan gods are nonentities. ‘An idol has no real existence’ and ‘there is no God but one’ was their plea of defence (8:4; cited probably from the Corinthians’ own letter to Paul).

On the other hand, the ‘weak’ group (8:9; cf. Rom. 15:1) viewed the Situation differently. With abhorrence of the least suspicion of idolatry, they believed that the demons behind the idois still ex-erted malign influence on the food and ‘contamin-ated’ it, thus rendering it unfit for consumption by believers (8:7; cf. Acts 10:14).

III. Paui’s answer

Paul begins his answer to the church’s inquiry by expressing agreement with the proposition, ‘There is no God but one’ (8:4). But he immediately qualifies this explicit confession of his monotheism by reminding his readers that there are so-called gods and lords which exert demonic influence in the world. He concedes the point, however, that ‘for us’ who acknowledge one God and one Lord, the power of these demons has been overcome by the cross, so that the Corinthians ought no longer to be in bondage to them (cf. Col. 2:15-16; Gal. 4:3, 8-9). Not all the Corinthian believers have found that freedom in Christ, and their case must be remembered and their weak conscience not out-raged by indiscreet action (8:7-13). The apostle has a more serious word to say on this matter, which he takes up after a digression in ch. 9.

He comes to grips with the menace of idolatry in 10:14fT. These verses are an exposition of the inner meaning of the Lord’s Table in the light of com-munion in the body and blood of Christ (10:16); the unity of the church as the body of Christ (10:17); the spell cast by demons over their wor-shippers at idol-feasts which led actually to a compact with the demons (10:20); and the impossibility of a double allegiance represented by trying to share both the table of the Lord and the table of demons (10:21-22). (* Lord’s Supper.)

The apostle in this section, therefore, takes a serious attitude to the implications of attendance at idolatrous banquests (cf. 10:14). In line with rab-binical teaching which was later codified in the Mishnah tractate 'Abodah Zarah (‘Strange Wor-ship’), he forbids absolutely the use of food and drink in an idol-temple (10:19-20; cf. Rev. 2:14) on the ground no doubt that, as the rabbis said, ‘as a dead body defiles by overshadowing, so also an idolatrous sacrifice causes defilement by overshadowing’, i.e. by having been brought underapagan roof, and by thiscontact becomes ritually unclean. See the Mishnah in Danby’s edition, p. 649, n. 3.

But, in regard to food which has formerly been oflered in the temple and is afterwards made avail-able for consumption, Paul says that it is permitted on the basis of Ps. 24:1 (1 Cor. 10:25ff.). Although such food has been dedicated in the temple and is exposed for sale in the meat-market, it may be eaten by virtue of being God’s creation (1 Tim. 4:4-5). This is a distinct departure from the rab-binical ceremonial rules (and, indeed, from the apostolic decree of Acts 15:28-29), and is the practical application of the Lord’s word in Mk. 7:19, 'Thus he declared all foods clean’; cf. Acts 10:15). The only qualification is that the ‘law of love’ (TDNT 2, p. 379) must be observed, and a Christian’s own freedom to eat such food must be waived if the conscience of the ‘weaker’ believer is likely to be damaged and he is thereby caused to stumble (10:28-32), or if a Gentile is scandalized by this practice (10:32). The Situation envisaged by these verses is a Christian’s acceptance of an invi-tation to a meal in a private house (10:27). In such a circumstance the believer is free to eat the food set before him, making no inquiries as to its ‘past history’, i.e. where it comes from or whether it has been dedicated in an idol shrine. If, however, a pagan, at the meal, draws attention to the food and says, ‘This has been offered in sacrifice’—using the pagan term hierolhyton—then the food must be refused, not because it is ‘infected’ or unfit for consumption, but because it ‘places the eater in a false position, and confuses the conscience of others’ (Robertson-Plummer, I Corinthians, p. 219), notably his heathen neighbour (10:29). This reading differs from the Suggestion of Robertson-Plummer, where they take the Speaker in v. 28 to be a Gentile Christian using the terminology of his pre-Christian days; it is better, however, to regard this Speaker as ‘one of them that believe not’ in v. 27; and then the apostle’s word links up with the altruism of the rabbis, who taught that a devout Jew will not countenance idolatry lest he should encourage his Gentile neighbour in error, for which he would then be responsible (Aboth 5. 18; Sanhedrin 7. 4, 10).

Bibliography. A. Ehrhardt, The Framework of the New Testament Stories, 1964, pp. 275-290; C.
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IDUMAEA. The Gk. form (idoumaia) of the Heb. ''döm refers to an area in W Palestine, rather than to Edom proper. At the time of the Exodus, Edom extended to both sides of the Arabah, and the W portion reached close to Kadesh (Nu. 20:16). David subdued Edom, but there was continual conflict between * Edom and Judah. After the fall of Jerusalem in 587 bc the Edomites took advan-tage of the calamity to migrate into the heart of S Judah, S of Hebron. Several prophets inveighed against Edom for this (Je. 49:7-22; La. 4:21-22; Ezk. 25:12-14; 35:3; Ob. lOff.).

Later, as various Arab groups, notably the Naba-taeans, pressed into old Edom, more migrants set-tled in Judah, and the area they occupied became known as Idumaea (1 Macc. 4:29; 5:65). Judas Maccabaeus had successful campaigns against these people, and John Hyrcanus subdued them c. 126 bc, placed them under Antipater as governor and compelled them to be circumcised (Jos., Am.

13. 258). Antipater was the grandfather of * Herod the Great. The word Idumaea occurs in the NT only in Mk. 3:8.    j.a.t.

IGNORANCE. As is the case with ’knowledge, ignorance has in Scripture a moral rather than a purely intellectual connotation, except in such casual uses as the Pauline T would not have you ignorant, brethren. ..’ (Rom. 1:13, av), which simply means ‘I want you to know. .(rsv).

In the books of the Law ignorance is regarded as a palliating feature of sinful acts. For sins done in ignorance (s'gägä) expiation could be made by sacrifice (cf. particularly Lv. 4-5; Nu. 15:22-29). This idea of ignorance as an excuse is reflected in the NT uses of the verb agnoeö, ‘to be ignorant’, and its derivatives. Paul declares that he received mercy for his persecution of the church because he acted ignorantly in unbelief (1 Tim. 1:13); and at Athens he teils his Gentile audience that God overlooked the times of ignorance (Acts 17:30; cf. 3:17).

Nevertheless, although ignorance partly excuses the sins which result from it, ignorance itself is often culpable. It may be linked with hardness of heart (Eph. 4:18; cf. 2 Cor. 4:4) or even be deliber-ate (2 Pet. 3:5; cf. Rom. l:18ff.; 10:3).

Ignorance is used absolutely to refer to the condition of the Gentile world which had not received the revelation of God (Acts 17:23, 30; Eph. 4:18; 1 Pet. 1:14; 2:15). This usage is found in lxx; e.g. Wisdom 14:22.

The word idiötes, translated ‘ignorant’ in av of Acts 4:13 (rsv ‘uneducated’), implies the want of special training rather than of knowledge in general; cf. the modern somewhat derogatory use of ‘layman’.

Bibliography. R. Bultmann, TDNT 1, pp. 689-719; E. Schütz, NIDNTT2. pp. 406-408.

M.H.C.

IJON. A town in N Naphtali taken by the Syrians under * Ben-hadad along with * Dan and * Abel of Beth-maacah (1 Ki. 15:20 = 2 Ch. 16:4). Sub-sequently captured by Tiglath-pileser III in 733 bc (2 Ki. 15:29). Possibly the Dan-jaan of 2 Sa. 24:6. Generally identified with Teil Dibbin, 30 km N of LakeHuleh.    d.w.b.

ILLYRICUM. The name of the large mountain-ous region on the E of the Adriatic, extending to the central Balkans in the E and reaching from NE Italy and the Celtic tribes in the N to Macedonia in the S. Its name was derived from that of one of the first tribes within its boundaries that the Greeks came across. Its inhabitants spoke dialects which were probably the linguistic ancestors of modern Albanian. The Romans had first come into conflict with some of its tribes in the 3rd Century bc, but it was not finally conquered tili the Ist Century ad, when it was divided into the provinces of Pannonia and Dalmatia. Paul says at the time of writing the Epistle to the Romans (15:19) that it was the limit of his evangelistic activity. His reference to it ap-pears to be inclusive, but it is not known when, or from what direction, he had entered it (possibly from Macedonia when he revisited that province after his Ephesian ministry, Acts 20:1). It was the first Latin-speaking province which he visited in the course of his apostolic ministry, and could have prepared him for his projected mission in Latin-speaking Spain (Rom. 15:24,28). b.f.c.a.

IMAGE. The term denotes a material representa-tion, usually of a deity. Unlike the term ‘idol’, which has a pejorative overtone, ‘image’ is object-ively descriptive. Throughout the ancient Near East numerous images of various deities were to be found in temples and other holy places, such as open-air shrines; many private houses also con-tained a niche where the image of the protective deity of the household stood. Images were com-monly anthropomorphic (in human form), though theriomorphic images (in animal form) were also widely used, especially in Egypt.
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The region of Illyricum in the time of Paul.

The form of the image, especially of the therio-morphic examples, frequently represented some prominent characteristic of the particular deity; thus an image of a bull (e.g. of El in Canaan) por-trayed the god’s power and fertility. The image was not primarily intended as a visual representation of the deity, but as a dwelling-place of the spirit of the deity enabling the god to be physically present in many different places simultaneously. A wor-shipper praying before an image would not neces-sarily accept that his prayers were being offered to the figure of wood or metal itself, but would prob-ably have regarded the image as a ‘projection’ or embodiment of the deity. Of course, those in Israel who denied any reality to the deity represented by the image maintained that the worshippers of for-eign deities were paying homage to mere wood and stone (* Idolatry).

Images were made in various ways. A molten image (massekä) was cast in a mould from copper, silver or gold. A graven image (pesel) was carved from stone or wood; wooden images could be over-laid with precious metals (cf. Is. 40:19, neb). See Is. 41:6-7:44:12-17.

I. In the Old Testament

a. Images of foreign gods. Though the making and worshipping of images is forbidden by Penta-teuchal law (Ex. 20:4-5) and condemned by the prophets (e.g. Je. 10:3-5; Ho. 11:2), their use in Israel throughout pre-exilic times was common (Jdg. 6:25; I Ki. 11:5-8; 16:31-33), even at times within theTemple itself (2 Ki. 21:3-5, 7).

b.    Images of Yahweh. Standing stones (masseböT) erected by the Patriarchs (e.g. Gn. 28:18, 22; 35:14) were perhaps originally regarded as images (simi-larly the sacred trees; cf. Gn. 21:33), but were later forbidden (Asherah, Dt. 16:21) or re-interpreted as merely commemorative objects (cf. Gn. 31:45-50; Jos. 4:4-9). Later, images of Yahweh were denounced by pure Yahwists: the golden calf at Sinai (Ex. 32:1-8), the image (*Ephod) made by Gideon (Jdg. 8:26—27), the golden calves at Dan and Bethel (1 Ki. 12:28-30), the calf of Samaria (Ho. 8:6).

c.    Man as the image of God. In a few texts in Genesis (1:26-27; 5:2; 9:6) man is said to have been created ‘in’ or ‘as’ the image of God, ‘according to his likeness’. Though many interpreters have thought to locate the ‘image’ of God in man’s reason, creativity, speech, or spiritual nature, it is more likely that it is the whole of man, rather than some part or aspect of him, that is the image of God. The whole man, body and soul, is the image of God; man is the corporeal image of the in-corporeal God. As in the ancient Near East, man as the image of God represents him through his participation in the divine breath or spirit (cf. Gn. 2:7; perhaps also the spirit of God is included in the ‘us’ of 1:26; cf. the reference to the spirit of God in 1:2). Man’s role as ruler of the earth is established by his creation as God’s image (1:27). Elsewhere in the ancient Near East it is usually the king who is said to be the image of God, but in Gn. 1 it is mankind as a whole that is God’s vizier and representative. Significantly, man is still spoken of as the image of God after the Fall: the force of Gn.

9:6 depends on the belief that man represents God, so that an injury done to a man is an injury done to God himself (cf. also Jas. 3:9).

Bibliography. K. H. Bernhardt, Gott und Bild, 1956; A. L. Oppenheim, Ancient Mesopotamia, 1964, pp. 171-227; D. Cairns, The Image of God in Man, 1953; G. C. Berkouwer, Man: The Image of God, 1962; D. J. A. Clines, TynB 19, 1968, pp. 53-103; J. Barr, BJRL 51, 1968-9, pp. 11-26; J. M. Miller, JBL 91, 1972, pp. 289-304; T. N. D. Met-tinger, ZAW86, 1974, pp. 403-424; J. F. A. Sawyer, JTS 25, 1974, pp. 418-426; E. M. Curtis, Man as the Image of God in Genesis in the Light of Andern Near Eastern Parallels (diss.), 1984. d.j.a.C.

II. In the New Testament

The NT teaching builds on the foundation laid in the OT. There man is described (in the seminal pas-sage of Gn. 1:26f.) as made to be God’s representa-tive on earth and to act as God’s vicegerent and Steward of creation. The term is best thought of as functional, and man’s destiny as man is in view (see, in particular, D. J. A. Clines’ essay for details and exegetical Support).

The two passages of 1 Cor. 11:7 and Jas. 3:9 re-echo this teaching, and both assert the continuance of man’s position in the created order and as re-flecting the divine ‘glory’, in spite of human sinful-ness. The emphasis in the NT, however, falls more on the person of Jesus Christ who is called the ‘image of God’ (2 Cor. 4:4; Col. 1:15; both are creed-like passages, set on a polemical back-ground, to oppose current false or inadequate no-tions). Christ’s rank as the ‘image’ of the Father derives from his unique relationship as pre-existent. He is the Logos from all eternity (Jn. 1:1-18), and so he is able to reflect faithfully and fully the glory of the invisible God. See too Heb. 1:1-3 and Phil. 2:6-11 where parallel expressions are used to clarify the unique relationship of Jesus Christ to God. ‘Image’ (or its equivalent terms, ‘form’, ‘stamp’, ‘glory’) does not suggest a mere likeness to God or a paradigm of his person. Rather it connotes a sharing in the divine life and indeed an ‘objectivization’ of the essence of God, so that the One who is by nature invisible comes to visible expression in the figure of his Son (see the evidence in R. P. Martin, op. dt., pp. 112f).

He is thus the ‘ultimate Adam’(1 Cor. 15:45) who Stands at the head of a new humanity that draws its life from him. So Jesus Christ is both the unique ‘Image’ and the prototype of those who owe their knowledge of God and life in God to him (Rom. 8:29; I Cor. 15:49; 2 Cor. 3:18; 1 Jn. 3:2).

The term ‘image of God’ is closely connected with ‘the new man’ (Eph. 4:24; Col. 3:1 Of.; cf. Gal. 3:28). This is a reminder that there are important social aspects to what the ‘image’ means as it is reproduced in human lives, both in the fellowship of the church and in man’s custodianship of nature (Heb. 2:8, referring to Ps. 8).

There is an eschatological dimension also to be recognized. The fulfilment of God’s plan for humanity-in-Christ awaits the parousia when Christians’ mortal existence will be transformed to a perfect likeness to their Lord (1 Cor. 15:49; Phil. 3:20-21), and in this way the image of God in man will be fully restored.

Bibliography. D. J. A. Clines, TynB 19, 1968, pp. 53-103 (bibliography); J. Jervell, Imago Dei. Gen. 1. 26f. im Spätjudentum, in der Gnosis und in den paulinischen Briefen, 1960; F.-W. Ehester, Eikon im Neuen Testament, 1958; R Scroggs, The Last Adam, 1966; and R. P. Martin, Carmen Christi. Philippians 2:5-112, 1983; idem, NIDNTT 2, pp. 284-293; H. Kuhli, EDNT 1, pp. 388-391.

On the dogmatic issues, see G. C. Berkouwer, Man: The Image of God, 1962,    r.p.m.

IMMANUEL (Heb. 'immänuel, ‘with us is God’). The word is found twice in OT (Is. 7:14; 8:8) and once in NT (Mt. 1:23, rsv ‘Emmanuel’). It may be employed also in Is. 8:10.

To understand the significance of the word, which in itself means ‘God with us’, we must note the context in which it appears. Syria and Israel had desired to form a coahtion with Judah in order to oppose the increasing power of Assyria. Judah had vacillated, and Syria and Israel determined to punish her. Upon hearing this news, Ahaz trem-bled. Isaiah was sent to him to inform him that he had nothing to fear. The power of his enemies was about played out, and they could do him no harm. Isaiah even commanded him to ask for a sign in confirmation of the divine message. This Ahaz re-fused to do. Hence, in reply to the hypocritical king, Isaiah announces that the Lord will give to the people of Judah a sign. In vision the prophet beholds a virgin ('almä, i.e. an unmarried woman), who is with child and about to bear a son and she will call his name Immanuel.

In any Interpretation of this prophecy there are three factors which must be kept in mind.

1

    Different reactions

Conviction in the church was sharply divided. One group, in the name of Christian liberty (6:12; 10:23; cf. 8:9) and on the basis of a supposed superior knowledge (gnösis, 8:1-2), could see no harm in accepting an invitation to a cultic meal and no pos-sible reason why food, formerly dedicated in the temple, should not be bought and eaten.

The justification for such an attitude of religious syncretism was, first, that the meal in the temple


a.    The birth of the child is to be a sign. It is true that in itself a sign need not be a miracle, but in this particular context, after the command issued to Ahaz to ask for a sign deep or high, one would be justified in expecting a sign such as the recession of the shadow on the sundial. There should be some-thing unusual in the birth; a birth in the ordinary course of nature would not seem to meet the re-quirements of the sign. In this Connection it must be noted that the question is made more difficult by the fact that there cannot be a local reference of the prophecy to Hezekiah, because Hezekiah had already been born.

b.    The mother of the child is an unmarried woman. Why did Isaiah designate her by this particular word ‘almäl It is sometimes said that had he wished to teach a virgin birth there was a good word at his disposal, namely, b'tülä. But an exam-ination of the usage of the lauer word in OT re-veals that it was very unsatisfactory, in that it would have been ambiguous. The word b'tülä may designate a virgin, but when it does the explana-tory phrase ‘and a man had not known her’ is often added (cf. Gn. 24:16). The word may also designate a betrothed virgin (cf. Dt. 22:23ff.). In this latter case the virgin is known as the wife (’issä) of the man, and he as her husband ('is). But the word b'tülä may also indicate a married woman (Joel 1:8). On the basis of this latter passage a tradition arose among the Jews in which the word could clearly refer to a married woman. Had Isaiah employed this word, therefore, it would not have been clear what type of woman he had in mind, whether virgin or married. Other Heb. words which were at his disposal would not be satisfactory. Had he wished to designate the mother as a young woman he would most likely have employed the common term na‘“rä (‘girl’). In using the word 'almä, however, Isaiah employs the one word which is never applied (either in the Bible or in the other Near

Eastern sources) to anyone but an unmarried woman. This unmarried woman might have been immoral, in which case the birth could hardly have been a sign. We are left then with the conclusion that the mother was a good woman and yet unmarried; in other words, the birth was supernatural. It is the presence of this word ’almc5 which makes an application of the passage to some local birth difficult, if not impossible.

c. We must note the force of the term Immanuel. A natural reading of the passage would lead us to expect that the presence of God is to be seen in the birth of the child himself. This interpretation, however, is seriously disputed, and vigorously re-jected by most modern writers on the passage. The presence of God is found, rather, so we are told, in the deliverance of Judah from her two northern enemies. The infancy of the child is made the measure of time that would elapse until the two enemies are removed. Such a period of time would be short—a child learns the difference between good and evil at a tender age. Hence, within, say, 2 years, or possibly even less, Judah would have nothing to fear from Syria and Israel. In this deliverance the presence of God would be mani-fested, and as a token or pledge of this deliverance some mother would call her child Immanuel.

This interpretation poses tremendous problems which it does not answer. What warrant would a mother have for naming her particular child Immanuel? How could she know that her own child and no other would be a sign that in 2 years or so the presence of God would be manifested in the deliverance of Judah from Syria and Israel? Furthermore, how would Israel itself know that a particular child had been born in answer to the prophecy and that the birth of this particular child would be the promised sign? It would seem that, if the prophecy refers to a local birth, the child to be born must be someone prominent. The most prominent person, namely Hezekiah, is ruled out, and therefore we must assume that it is a child of Isaiah or some other child of Ahaz. But this is also ruled out by the word almä. Neither the wife of Ahaz nor the wife of Isaiah could properly be designated an 'almä, for the obvious reason that both were married women.

It seems best, then, to apply the name Immanuel to the Child himself. In his birth the presence of God is to be found. God has come to his people in a little Child, that very Child whom Isaiah later names ‘Mighty God’ (’el gibbör). This interpretation is strengthened by the fact that Isaiah is seek-ing to dissuade men from trusting the Assyrian king. The nation’s help rests not in Assyria but in God. In this dark moment God is with his people. He is found in the birth of a Child.

The infancy of the divine Child is a measure of the time that will elapse until Ahaz is freed from the fear of his two northern enemies (Is. 7:15-16). Ahaz rejects the sign of Immanuel, and turns to the king of Assyria. That king and his successors caused Judah’s downfall, but for the remnant there was given the promise of Immanuel, and in Immanuel they would find their hope and salvation.
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EJ.Y.

INCARNATION.

I.    Meaning of the word

Neither the noun ‘incarnation’ nor the adjective ‘incarnate’ is biblical, but the Gk. equivalent of Lat. in carne (en sarki, ‘in flesh’) is found in some important NT Statements about the person and work of Jesus Christ. Thus the hymn quoted in 1 Tim. 3:16 speaks of ‘he was manifested in the flesh’ (so rsv, following the true text). John ascribes to the spirit of antichrist any denial that Jesus Christ has ‘come in the flesh’ (1 Jn. 4:2; 2 Jn. 7). Paul says that Christ did his reconciling work ‘in his body of flesh’ (Col. 1:22; cf Eph. 2:15), and that by sending his Son ‘in the likeness of sinl'ul flesh’ God ‘con-demned sin in the flesh’ (Rom. 8:3). Peter speaks of Christ dying for us ‘in the flesh’ (sarki, dative of reference: 1 Pet. 3:18; 4:1). All these texts are en-forcing from different angles the same truth: that it was precisely by coming and dying ‘in the flesh’ that Christ secured our salvation. Theology calls his coming the incarnation, and his dying the atonement.

What does *‘flesh’ mean in these texts? In the Bible this word (Heb. bäsär, s'’er, Gk. sar.x) has fundamentally a physiologicai meaning: ‘flesh’ is the solid stuff which, together with blood and bones, makes up the physical organism of a man or animal (cf. Gn. 2:21; Lk. 24:39; 1 Cor. 15:50). Since Heb. thought associates bodily Organs with psych-ical functions, we find that in the OT ‘flesh’ can cover the psychological as well as the physical as-pects of man’s personal life (cf the parallelism between ‘flesh’ and ‘heart’, Ps. 73:26, and between ‘flesh’ and ‘soul’, Ps. 63:1). The word, however, bears more than a merely anthropological signifi-cance. The Bible sees physical flesh as a theologic-ally significant Symbol—a Symbol, namely, of the created and dependent sort of life which men and animals share, a sort of life which is derived from God and which, unlike God’s own life, requires a physical organism to sustain it in its characteristic activity. Hence ‘flesh’ becomes a generic term for men, or animals, or men and animals together (cf. Gn. 6:12; 7:15, 21f), viewed as creatures of God, whose life on earth lasts only for the comparatively short period during which God supplies the breath of life in their nostrils. ‘Flesh’ in this theologically developed sensc is thus not something that a man has, but something that he is. Its mark is creaturely weakness and frailty (Is. 40:6), and in this respect it Stands in contrast with ‘spirit’, the eternal and unflagging energy that is of God, and is God (Is. 31:3; cf. 40:6-31).

To say, therefore, that Jesus Christ came and died ‘in the flesh’ is to say that he came and died in the state and under the conditions of created physical and psychical life: in other words, that he who died was man. But the NT also affirms that he who died eternally was, and continues to be, God. The formula which enshrines the incarnation therefore is that in some sense God, without ceasing to be God, was made man. This is what John asserts in the prologue of his Gospel: ‘the Word’ (God’s agent in creation, who ‘in the beginning’, before the creation, not only ‘was with God’, but himself ‘was God’, Jn. 1:1-3)‘became flesh’(Jn. 1:14).

II.    Origin of the belief

Such an assertion, considered abstractly against the background of OT monotheism, might seem blasphemous or nonsensical—as, indeed. orthodox Judaism has always held it to be. It appears to mean that the divine Maker became one of his own creatures, which is a prima facie contradiction in theological terms. Whence came the conviction that inspired John’s Strange Statement? How did the early church’s belief that Jesus of Nazareth was God incarnate arise? On the assumption that it was not occasioned by what Jesus himself said and did, but grew up later, attempts have been made to trace its origin to Jewish speculations about a pre-existent superhuman Messiah, or to the polytheistic myths about redeemer-gods which were characteristic of Hellenistic mystery-religions and Gnostic cults. But it is now widely recognized that these attempts have failed: partly because the diflferences between these Jewish and Gentile fan-cies and NT Christology have invariably proved to be more substantial and deep-rooted than their surface similarities are; partly because it has been shown that a virtual Claim to deity is embedded in the most undoubted sayings of the historical Jesus, as reported in the Synoptic Gospels, and that a virtual acceptance of this Claim was fundamental to the faith and worship of the primitive Palestinian church, as pictured in the first chapters of Acts (the substantial historicity of which is now rarely disputed). The only explanation that covers the facts is that the impact of Jesus’ own life, ministry, death and resurrection convinced his disciples of his personal deity even before he ascended. This, of course, is precisely the account of the matter which the Fourth Gospel itself gives (see especially Jn. 20:28fT). In line with this, Acts teils us that the first Christians prayed to Jesus as Lord (7:59), even before Pentecost (1:21: the ‘Lord’ who chooses apostles is surely ‘the Lord Jesus’ of v. 21, cf. v. 3); that, beginning on the day of Pentecost, they baptized in his name (2:38; 8:16; 19:5); that they invoked and put faith in his name (i.e. in himself: 3:16; 9:14; 22:16; cf. 16:31); and that they proclaimed him as the One who gives repentance and remission of sins (5:31). All this shows that, even if the deity of Jesus was not at first clearly stated in words (and Acts gives no hint that it was), it was nevertheless part of the faith by which the first Christians lived and prayed. Lex orandi lex credendi. The theological formulation of belief in the incarnation came later, but the belief itself, however incoherently expressed, was there in the church from the beginning.

III. Standpoint of the New Testament writcrs

It is important to note the nature and limits of the interest which motivates NT thinking about the incarnation, particularly that of Paul, John and the author of Hebrews, who deal with the subject comparatively fully. The NT writers nowhere notice, much less handle, the meta-physical questions about the mode of the incarnation, and the psychological questions about the incarnate state, which have been so prominent in Christological discussion since the 4th Century. Their interest in Christ’s person is not philo-sophical and speculative, but religious and evan-gelical. They speak of Christ, not as a meta-physical problem, but as a divine Saviour; and all that they say about his person is prompted by their desire to glorify him through exhibiting his work and vindicating his centrality in the redemp-tive purpose of God. They never attempt to dis-sect the mystery of his person; it is enough for them to proclaim the incarnation as a fact, one of the sequence of mighty works whereby God has wrought Salvation for sinners. The only sense in which the NT writers ever attempt to explain the incarnation is by showing how it fits into God's over-all plan for redeeming mankind (see, e.g.. Rom. 8:3; Phil. 2:6-11; Col. 1:13-22; Jn. 1:18; 1 Jn. 1:1-2:2; and the main argument of Hebrews, 1-2; 4:14-5:10; 7:1-10:18).

The exclusiveness of this evangelical interest throws light on the otherwise puzzling fact that the NT nowhere reflects on the * virgin birth of Jesus as witnessing to the conjunction of deity and man-hood in his person—a line of thought much can-vassed by later theology. This silence need not mean that any of the NT writers were ignorant of the virgin birth, as some have supposed. It is suf-ficiently explained by the fact that NT interest in Jesus centres elsewhere, upon his relation to the saving purposes of God. Proof of this is given by the way in which the virgin birth story is itself told by Matthew and Luke, the two Evangelists who recount it. Each lays all his stress, not on the unique Constitution of the Person thus miracu-lously born, but on the fact that by this miraculous birth God began to fulfil his long-foretold inten-tion of visiting and redeeming his people (c/. Mt. 1:21fr.; Lk. 1:31fr., 68-75; 2:IOf„ 29-32). The only significance which they, or any NT writers, see in the incarnation is directly soteriological. The Sco-tist speculation, popularized by Westcott, that the incarnation was primarily for the perfecting of Creation, and only secondarily and incidentally for the redeeming of sinners, finds not the least Support in the NT.

The apostolic writers clearly see that both the deity and the manhood of Jesus are fundamental to his saving work. They see that it is just because Jesus is God the Son that they are to regard his disclosure of the Father’s mind and heart as perfect and final (cf. Jn. 1:18; 14:7-10; Heb. Elf.), and his death as the supreme evidence of God’s love for sinners and his will to bless believers (cf. Jn. 3:16; Rom. 5:5-10; 8:32; 1 Jn. 4:8-10). They realize that it is Jesus’ divine Sonship that guarantees the end-less duration, sinless perfection and limitless effi-cacy, of his high-priestly Service (Heb. 7:3, 16, 24-28). They are aware that it was in virtue of his deity that he was able to defeat and dispossess the devil, the 'strong man armed’ who kept sinners in a state of helpless thraldom (Heb. 2:14f; Rev. 20:1 f.; cf. Mk. 3:27; Lk. 10:17f; Jn. I2:3lf.; 16:11). Equally, they see that it was necessary for the Son of God to ‘become flesh’, for only so could he take his place as the ‘second man’ through whom God deals with the race (1 Cor. 15:21 f., 47ff.; Rom. 5:15-19); only so could he mediate between God and men (1 Tim. 2:5); and only so could he die for sins, for only flesh can die. (Indeed, the thought of ‘flesh’ is so bound up with death that the NT will not apply the term to Christ’s manhood in its glorified and incorrupt-ible state: ‘the days of his flesh’ (Heb. 5:7) means Christ’s time on earth up to the cross.)

We should, therefore, expect the NT to treat any denial that Jesus Christ was both truly divine and truly human as a damning heresy, destructive of the gospel; and so it does. The only such denial that it knows is the docetic Christology (traditionally, that of Cerinthus) which denied the reality of Christ’s ‘flesh’ (1 Jn. 4:2f.), and hence of his phys-ical death (‘blood’, 1 Jn. 5:6). John denounces this in his first two Epistles as a deadly error inspired by the spirit of antichrist, a lying denial of both the Father and the Son (1 Jn. 2:22-25; 4:1-6; 5:5-12; 2 Jn. 7, 9ff.). 1t is usually thought that the emphasis in John’s Gospel on the reality of Jesus’ experience of human frailty (his weariness, 4:6; thirst, 4:7; 19:28; tears, 1 l:33ff.) is intended to cut at the root of the same docetic error.

IV'. Elements of the New Testament doctrine

The meaning of the NT Claim that ‘Jesus Christ has come in the flesh’ may be drawn out under three heads.

a. The Person incarnate

The NT uniformly defines the identity of Jesus in terms of his relation to the one God of OT mono-theism (cf. 1 Cor. 8:4,6; 1 Tim. 2:5; with Is. 43:1 Of.; 44:6). The basic definition is that Jesus is God’s Son. This identification is rooted in Jesus’ own thought and teaching. His sense of being ‘the Son’ in a unique sense that set him apart from the rest of men went back at least to his 13th year (Lk. 2:49), and was confirmed to him by his Father’s voice from heaven at his baptism: Thou art my beloved Son’ (Mk. 1:11; cf. Mt. 3:17; Lk. 3:22; agapetos, which appears in all three reports of the heavenly utterance, carries the implication of ‘only beloved’: so again in the parable, Mk. 12:6; cf. the similar words from heaven at the transfiguration, Mk. 9:7; Mt. 17:5). At his trial, when asked under oath whether he was ‘the Son of God’ (a phrase which on the high priest’s lips probably signified no more than ‘Davidic Messiah’), Mark and Luke report Jesus as making an affirmative reply which was in eflfect a Claim to personal deity: egö einii (so Mk. 14:62; Lk. 22:70 has: ‘you say (sc. rightlyj that egö einii'). egö einii, the emphatic T am’, were words that no Jew would take on his lips, for they ex-pressed the self-identification of God (Ex. 3:14). Jesus, who according to Mark had used these words before in a similar suggestive way (Mk. 6:50; cf. 13:6; and cf. the long series of egö eimi sayings in John’s Gospel: Jn. 4:26; 6:35; 8:12; 10:7, 11; 11:25; 14:6; 15:1; 18:5fT.), evidently wished to make it perfectly clear that the divine Sonship to which he laid Claim was nothing less than personal deity. It was for this ‘blasphemy’ that he was condemned.

Jesus’ references to himself as ‘the Son’ are always in contexts which mark him out as uniquely close to God and uniquely favoured by God. There are comparatively few in the Synoptic Gospels (Mt. 11:27 = Lk. 10:22; Mk. 13:32= Mt. 24:36; cf. Mk. 12:1-11), but many in John, both in Jesus’ own words and in the Evangelist’s commentary. According to John, Jesus is God’s ‘only’ Son (monogenes: 1:14, 18; 3:16, 18). He exists eternally (8:58; cf Elfi). He Stands in an unchanging relation of perfect love, Union and communion, with the Father (1:18; 8:16, 29; 10:30; 16:32). As Son, he has no independent initiative (5:19); he lives to glorify his Father (17:1, 4), by doing his Father’s will (4:34; 5:30; 8:28f.). He came into the world because the Father ‘sent’ him (42 references), and gavehimatask tofulfil there (4:34; \lA\cf. 19:30). He came in his Father’s name, i.e. as his Father’s representative (5:43), and, because all that he said and did was according to the Father’s command (7:16fF.; 8:26ff.; 12:49f.; 14:10), his life on earth re-vealed his Father perfectly (14:7ff.). When he speaks of the Father as greater than himself (14:28; cf. 10:29) he is evidently referring, not to any essential or circumstantial inferiority, but to the fact that Subordination to the Father’s will and initiative is natural and necessary to him. The Father is greater than he because in relation to the Father it is always his nature freely and joyfully to act as a Son. But this does not mean that he is to be sub-ordinated to the Father in men’s esteem and wor-ship. Just the reverse; for the Father seeks the Son’s glory no less than the Son seeks the Father’s glory. The Father has committed to the Son his two great works of giving life and executing judgment, ‘that all may honour the Son, even as they honour the Father’ (5:21 ff.). This amounts to saying that the Father directs all men to do as Thomas did (20:28), and acknowledge the Son in the same terms in which they ought to acknowledge the Father himself— namely, as ‘my Lord and my God’.

The NT contains other lines of thought, subsid-iary to that of divine Sonship, which also proclaim the deity of Jesus of Nazareth. We may mention the more important of these: (i) John identifies the eternal divine Word with God’s personal Son, Jesus Christ (Jn. 1:1-18; cf. 1 Jn. 1:1-3; Rev. 19:13; * Logos), (ii) Paul speaks of the Son as ‘the image of God’, both as incarnate (2 Cor. 4:4) and in his pre-incarnate state (Col. 1:15), and in Phil. 2:6 says that prior to the incarnation Jesus Christ was in the ‘form’ (morphe) of God: a phrase the exact exegesis of which is disputed, but which J. B. Phillips is almost certainly right to render: ‘always ... God by nature’. Heb. 1:3 (rv) calls the Son ‘the effulgence of his (God’s) glory, and the very image of his sub-stance’. These Statements, made as they are within a monotheistic frame of reference which excludes any thought of two Gods, are clearly meant to imply: (I) that the Son is personally divine, and ontologically one with the Father; (2) that the Son perfectly embodies all that is in the Father, or, putt-ing it negatively, that there is no aspect or constitu-ent of deity or character which the Father has and the Son lacks. (iii) Paul can apply an OT prophecy concerning the invocation of ‘the Lord’ (Yatiweh) to the Lord Jesus, thus indicating that it finds its true fulfilment in him (Rom. 10:13, quoting Joel 2:32; cf. Phil. 2:10f., echoing Is. 45:23). Similarly, the writer to the Hebrews quotes Moses’ exhort-ation to the angels to worship God (Dt. 32:43, lxx), and the psalmist’s declaration: Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever’ (Ps. 45:6), as words spoken by the Father with reference to his Son (Heb. 1:6, 8). This shows that both writers regard Jesus as divine. (iv) The regulär NT habit of referring to Jesus as ‘Lord’—the title given to the gods of Hellenistic religion (cf. 1 Cor. 8:5), and invari-ably used in lxx to render the divine name—would seem to be an implicit ascription of deity.

b. The nature of the incarnation When the Word ‘became flesh’ his deity was not abandoned, or reduced, or contracted, nor did he cease to exercise the divine functions which had been his before. It is he, we are told, who sustains the creation in ordered existence, and who gives and upholds all life (Col. 1:17; Heb. 1:3; Jn. 1:4), and these functions were certainly not in abeyance during his time on earth. When he came into the world he ‘emptied himself’ of outward glory (Phil. 2:7; Jn. 17:5), and in that sense he ‘became poor’ (2 Cor. 8:9), but this does not at all imply a curtailing of his divine powers, such as the so-called kenosis theories would suggest. The NT stresses rather that the Son’s deity was not reduced through the incarnation. In the man Christ Jesus, says Paul, ‘dwelleth all the fullness of the Godhead bodily’ (Col. 2:9; cf. 1:19).

The incarnation of the Son of God, then, was not a diminishing of deity, but an acquiring of manhood. It was not that God the Son came to indwell a human being, as the Spirit was later to do. (To assimilate incarnation to indwelling is the essence of the Nestorian heresy.) It was rather that the Son in person began to live a fully human life. He did not simply clothe himself in a human body, taking the place of its soul, as Apollinaris main-tained; he took to himself a human soul as well as a human body, i.e. he entered into the experience of human psychical life as well as of human phys-ical life. His manhood was complete; he became ‘the man Christ Jesus’ (1 Tim. 2:5; cf. Gal. 4:4; Heb. 2:14, 17). And his manhood is permanent. Though now exalted, he ‘continueth to be, God and man in two distinct natures, and one person, for ever’ (Westminster Shorter Catechism, Q. 21; cf. Heb. 7:24).

c. The incarnate state

(i) It was a state of dependence and obedience, be-cause the incarnation did not change the relation-ship between the Son and the Father. They con-tinued in unbroken fellowship, the Son saying and doing what the Father gave him to say and do, and not going beyond the Father’s known will at any single moment (cf. the first temptation, Mt. 4:2fT.). His confessed ignorance of the time of his return (Mk. 13:32) should no doubt be explained, not as edifying pretence (Aquinas), nor as evidence of his having laid aside his divine knowledge for the pur-pose of the incarnation (the kenosis theories), but simply as showing that it was not the Father’s will for him to have this knowledge in his mind at that time. As the Son, he did not wish or seek to know more than the Father wished him to know.

(ii)    It was a state of sinlessness and impeccabil-ity, because the incarnation did not change the nature and character of the Son. That his whole life was sinless is several times asserted (2 Cor. 5:21; 1 Pet. 2:22; Heb. 4:15; cf. Mt. 3:14-17; Jn. 8:46; 1 Jn. 2:1h). That he was exempt from the entail of original sin in Adam is evident from the fact that he was not bound to die for sins of his own (cf. Heb. 7:26), and hence could die vicari-ously and representatively, the righteous taking the place of the unrighteous (cf. 2 Cor. 5:21; Rom. 5:16fT.; Gal. 3:13; 1 Pet. 3:18). That he was impec-cable, and could not sin, follows from the fact that he remained God the Son (cf. Jn. 5:19, 30). Deviation from the Father’s will was no more possible for him in the incarnate state than betöre. His deity was the guarantee that he would achieve in the flesh that sinlessness which was prerequisite if he were to die as ‘a lamb without blemish or spot’ (1 Pet. 1:19).

(iii)    It was a state of temptation and moral con-flict, because the incarnation was a true entry into the conditions of man’s moral life. Though, being God, it was not in him to yield to temptation, yet, being man, it was necessary for him to fight temptation in Order to overcome it. What his deity en-sured was not that he would not be tempted to stray from his Father’s will, nor that he would be exempt from the strain and distress that repeated insidious temptations create in the soul, but that, when tempted, he would fight and win; as he did in the initial temptations of his Messianic ministry (Mt. 4:1 ff.). The writer to the Hebrews stresses that in virtue of his firsthand experience of temptation and the costliness of obedience he is able to extend eflective sympathy and help to tempted and dis-traught Christians (Heb. 2:18; 4:14fT.; 5:2, 7fT.). (* Jesus Christ, Life and Teaching of.)
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INCENSE. A common feature of OT ritual, in-cense was a costly offering and a sign essentially of the acknowledgment of deity (cf. Mal. 1:11). The word has a double application: it refers both to the substance used for burning and to the aromatic odour which is produced. Two Heb. words are thus rendered: (1) Tbönä, ‘frankincense’; and (2) q'töret, the 'sweet smoke’ (ew ‘incense’) of Is. 1:13. Among the Israelites only priests were allowed to öfter incense. When the Lord gave Moses instruc-tions for Aaron, these included strict regulations concerning the use of incense in the holy place (Lv. 16:12f.). Incense is also used in Scripture as a symbol for prayer (e.g Ps. 141:2; Rev. 8:3f., Gk. thymiama).

Frankincense (Heb. Tbönä). This substance con-sisted of the resinous exudate of certain Boswellia trees, the principal species being B. frereana, B car-teri and B. papyrifera in NE Africa, B. sacra in Dhofar, S. Arabia, and B. serrata in NW India, where they grow in semi-dcsert mountains. They furnished much of the wealth acquired by traders who followed the old spice-routes from S Arabia to Gaza and Damascus (Is. 60:6).

The whitish-yellow aromatic resin was obtained by incising the bark, and, although acrid to the taste, frankincense was extremely odoriferous. It comprised one ingredient of the holy anointing oil (Ex. 30:34), and was also burnt with other sub-stances during the cereal-oflering (Lv. 6:15). Frankincense was placed in purified form on the showbread in the tabernacle (Lv. 24:7). While it gratified the senses (Ct. 3:6; 4:6, 14), it was also symbolic of religious fervour (cf. Mal. 1:11). The gift of frankincense presented to Christ by the wise men (Mt. 2:11) has been interpreted as symbol-izing his priestly office.

See F. N. Hepper, ‘Arabian and African Frankincense’, JEA 55, 1969, pp. 66-72.

Galbanum (Heb. helb'nä, etymology uncertain). A strong-smelling spiee (Ex. 30:34), usually re-garded as the gum of an umbelliferous plant, Ferula galbaniflua, native to Persia.

The other constituents of the sacred incense were stacte and onycha (* Herbs and Spices).

See also ‘Sacrifice and Offering (OT), IV, a;

•Cosmetics and Perfumery, V. b (which includes bibliography).    f.n.h.

INCREASE. A noun or verb meaning multiplica-tion or growth, translating sundry Heb. and Gk. words. Primarily the term involved the natural re-roduction and germination of cattle and harvest, ut always under God’s direction and control (Lv. 26:4; Dt. 7:13; Ps. 67:6), as acknowledged by the tithe (Dt. 14:22; cf. Pr. 3:9). Hence prosperity is a sign of God’s favour (Dt. 6:3), adversity of his dis-pleasure (Je. 15:8), and man’s exacting gain from possessions is condemned in the same manner as usury (Lv. 25:37; Ezk. 18:8ff.; cf. Ps. 62:10). The term is used symbolically of Israel’s relationship with God (Je. 2:3) and of the spiritual blessings God imparts (Is. 29:19; 40:29), especially by the coming of the Messiah (Is. 9:3, 7).

In the NT the term is applied to the growth of the church in numbers (Acts 6:7; 16:5; I Cor. 3:6) and in depth (Eph. 4:16; Col. 2:19). It is also applied to individuals generally (Lk. 2:52; Jn. 3:30; Acts 9:22), and specifically with regard to faith (Lk. 17:5; 2 Cor. 10:15), love (I Thes. 3:12; 4:10), knowledge (Col. 1:10), or ungodliness (2 Tim. 2:16). p.a.b.

INDIA.

I.    Early period

Heb. höddü, from Old Persian hindu (cf. Sanskrit sindhu), in inscriptions of Darius I and Xerxes I of Persia. The area so designated was that part of the Indus valley and plains E of the Afghan moun-tains incorporated into the Persian empire by Darius I, who made it his E boundary (Herodotus,

3. 94; 4. 40, 44). In Est. 1:1; 8:9 the limits of the dominion of Ahasuerus (Xerxes I) are ‘from India unto Ethiopia’, höddü and küs\ this corresponds with Xerxes I’s own Old Persian inscriptions, cf. the list of countries including ‘Sind’ or India (Hidus) and Ethiopia (Kusiya) in R . G. Kent, Old Persian/ Grammar, Texts, Lexicon, 1953ed.,p. 151,

II.    25, 29 and § 3. But long before this, trade be-tween India and Mesopotamia is known as early as c. 2100 bc (Ur III period), both in texts and by the presence of Indus Valley seals in Mesopotamia. Some think that *Ophir might be Indian (S)upära. India was the source of the war-elephants used by Alexander and his Seleucid successors in Syria, and in the Graeco-Roman period many exotic products came from India, usually through S Arabia, either up the Red Sea or overland up the W side of Arabia. On routes and navigation, cf. van Beek and Hou-rani, JAOS 78, 1958, pp. 146-147; and 80, 1960, pp. 135-139. Greek principalities maintained themselves for some time in parts of NW India; cf. W. W. Tarn, The Greeks in Bactria and India, 1938. For Indians in Egypt in the Graeco-Roman period, cf. Sir H. I. Bell, Cults and Creeds in Graeco-Roman Egypt, 1953, p. 48; E. Bevan, History of Egypt under the Plolemaic Dynasty, 1927, p. 155; models from Memphis: Petrie, Memphis I, 1909, pp. 16-17, plate 39.

II. Later period

Between the Ist Century bc and c. ad 200, India and the Mediterranean lands entered into closer commercial and cultural relations, stimulated by the Roman market for Eastern luxuries and facili-tated by the discovery of the nature of the mon-soons, with the subsequent opening of a regulär sea-route to the Tamil towns (mod. Cranganore and Kottayam) and even to Madras (Sopatma) and beyond. Against this background we must view the stories of the first introduction of Christianity to India. The unanimous tradition of the old S India church traces its foundation to Thomas the apostle. The narrative of the gnosticizing Acts of (Judas) Thomas (*New Testament Apocrypha) also sets Thomas’ activities in India. In itself it is the wildest legend, but J. N. Farquhar argued that it reflects accurate knowledge of lst-century India and postulated that Thomas worked first in the Punjab and later in the S (BJRL 11, 1926; 12, 1927). There seems, however, no other early ac-count of Thomas in India clearly independent of these/Ictt (A. Mingana, BJRL 11, 1926; 12, 1927). The peripatetic Pantaenus is said to have been a missionary in India some time before ad 180, and to have found Christians there with Matthew’s Gospel in Hebrew left by Bartholomew (Eusebius, EH 5. 10); but a loose designation of Aden orsome other part of Arabia may be involved. That the Syriac S India church is very ancient is undeniable: the question of apostolic or subapostolic foundation remains open.

Bibliography. E. H. Warmington, Indian Commerce, 1928; L. W. Browne, The Indian Christians of St Thomas, 1956.    k.a.k.

INHERITANCE.

I. In the Old Testament

In the OT there are two basic roots for inheritance, nähal and yäras. In each case the emphasis was much more upon possession generally than upon the process of succession, though this idea is not altogether absent. The words occur only rarely in Gn. and Ex. and are most frequent in Nu. and Dt., which look forward to the allotment of land in Canaan, and in Jos. which records how it was put into effect. The law of inheritance was as follows. Land belonged to the family rather than to the individual. There was therefore a strict entail. The eldest son received a double portion and the others equal shares. If a man died leaving no sons the inheritance went to his daughters; if no daughters, to his brothers; if no brothers, to his father’s brothers; if no father’s brothers, to the next of kin (Nu. 27:8-11). If daughters inherited they had to marry in their own tribe (Nu. 36:6). The emphasis of the word yäras is on possession, for the heir succeeded by right and not by disposition. Wills were unknown in Israel before the time of Herod. Before the giving of the law the Patriarchs were free to pass over the *first-born in favour of a younger son. Abraham, Isaac and Jacob were all younger sons. Joseph was preferred to Reuben (1 Ch. 5:1-2) and Ephraim to Manasseh (Gn. 48:8-20). The giving of the rights of the first-born to the first-born of a second and favourite wife was for-bidden in Dt. 21:15-17. However, in the case of the royal succession David was preferred to his older brothers(l Sa. 16:11) and Solomon to Adonijah (1 Ki. 2:15), though the normal custom was for the first-born to succeed (2 Ch. 21:3).

If a man died childless his brother had to marry his widow (Gn. 38:8-9; Dt. 25:5-10; Mt. 22:23-25). The first son of that union was regarded as the first-born of the deceased brother, and therelbre if there were only one son the surviving brother would have no heir. It was accordingly possible tbr the brother not to marry his brother’s wife, and then the right went to the nearest kinsman (Ru. 2:20; 3:9—13; 4:1-12). In the book of Ruth, Ruth plays the part of Naomi, who was past the age of marriage (Ru. 4:17). Land could not be sold in perpetuity (Lv. 25:23-24). If it was sold it could be redeemed by the next of kin (Lv. 25:25). Naboth knew Ahab’s offer was against the law (1 Ki. 21:3).

The land of Canaan was regarded as the inherit-ance of Yahweh in a particular way (Ex. 15:17; cf. Jos. 22:19; Ps. 79:1), though he was God of all the earth (Ps. 47:2, etc.). It was for that reason that Israel was able to enjoy it as their inheritance.

The promises made to Abraham concerned a land as well as descendants (Gn. 12:7; 15:18-21, etc.). Abraham’s faith was shown in believing that he would have descendants when he was childless and his wife was past child-bearing age, and in believing that he would have a land, though during his lifetime he was a nomad with no settled posses-sion (Acts 7:5). The children of Israel were brought out of Egypt not only to escape from bondage but also to inherit a land (Ex. 6:6-8). This land was conquered by them, but it was the gift of Yahweh (Jos. 21:43-45). He allotted them in it an inheritance which was to last for ever (Gn. 13:15, etc.).

Lots were cast to discover Yahweh’s disposal of portions to individual tribes (Jos. 18:2-10). Even-tually it was to be a remnant who returned from exile to inherit the land (Is. 10:20-21, etc.). Those who formed that faithful remnant were to inherit the nations as well (Ps. 2:8).

The Levites were to have no territory because Yahweh was their inheritance (Dt. 18:1-2). Ma-terially this meant that their portion consisted of the dues and firstfruits given by the people to Yahweh (Dt. 18:3-5). Spiritually the idea was ex-tended to the whole of Israel (Ps. 16:5-6, etc.). Also Israel was to be his inheritance as the people which belonged specially to him (Dt. 7:6; 32:9). (1 2 Promised Land.)

II. In the New Testament

In the NT ‘inheritance’ renders Gk. kleronomos and its cognates, derived from kleros, meaning a Mot’. The inheritance is narrowed down to the true Israel, Christ himself, who is ‘the heir’ (Mk. 12:7). As heir of God he enters into a possession given to him because of his relationship. He has been made heir of everything (Heb. 1:2). Believers in a sense share the divine sonship by adoption and therelbre also the divine heirship (Rom. 8:17). They follow in the footsteps of faithful Abraham as heirs of the promise (Rom. 4:13-14) and like Isaac they are his children, heirs according to promise (Gal. 3:29). Their inheritance is something which is given by God’s grace because of their Status in his sight, and it is in no sense earned.

The object of the Christian inheritance is all that was symbolized by the land of Canaan, and more. Believers inherit the kingdom of God (Mt. 25:34; 1 Cor. 6:9-10; 15:50; Gal. 5:21; Eph. 5:5; Jas. 2:5). They inherit the earth or ‘the land’ (Mt. 5:5; cf. Ps. 37:29). They inherit Salvation (Heb. 1:14), a bless-ing (1 Pet. 3:9), glory (Rom. 8:17-18), and incor-ruption (1 Cor. 15:50). These are all ‘the promises’ (Heb. 6:12), not received in their fulfilment by the believers of the OT (Heb. 11:39^10). In Hebrews stress is laid upon the new ‘covenant’ or ‘testament’. It is on this that the promised inheritance is based, especially as it required the death of the testator (Heb. 9:15-17). Two men asked Jesus what they should do in Order to inherit eternal life (Lk. 10:25; 18:18), and Christ spoke of that as being part of the Messing of the new world (Mt. 19:29). A Christian man and wife are joint heirs of the grace of life (1 Pet. 3:7).

The consummation of the blessings promised will not take place until the parousia. The inheritance is reserved in heaven (I Pet. 1:4). He who overcomes is to have the inheritance of God (Rev. 21:7). However, that does not alter the fact that many of the blessings of heirship may be enjoyed in advance. The Holy Spirit is the agent who makes our position as heirs real (Rom. 8:16-17), and he is given to us ‘as the guarantee of our inheritance until we acquire possession of it’ (Eph. 1:14). He was sent to the church after Christ’s own entry into his inheritance at his ascension.

In the NT we still see God’s people as his inheritance (Eph. 1:18), and all the blessings men-tioned above show that he himself is still their inheritance.

But that inheritance is not of right, it is by the free disposition of God, who is able in his Sovereign pleasure to dispossess those who seem to have most title to it and give it to others of his choice.

Bibliography. TIVBR, pp. 112-114; J. Herrmann, W. Foerster, TDNT 3, pp. 758-785; J. Eich-ler, W. Mundle, NIDNTT2. pp. 295-304; James D Hester, Paul's Concept of Inheritance, 1968; F. Lyall, Tynbul 32, 1981, pp. 90-95; D. R. Denton, EQ 54, 1982, pp. 157-162.    r.e.n.

the Paul whom men saw, worn down by constant work, ill health, anxiety, strain and persecution, and the Paul whom God knew and who knew God, the Paul who had been recreated, and was now indwelt, by the Spirit (2 Cor. 5:5, 17), and who after physical dissolution would be ‘further clothed’ with a resurrection body (2 Cor. 5:1 ff.). The outward Paul was going to pieces; the real Paul was daily renewed.

2.    In Rom. 7:22f. the contrast is between the ‘law (active principle) of sin’ in Paul’s ‘members’, influ-encing his outward actions, and the ‘law of my mind’, Paul’s heart’s delight in God’s law and heart’s desire to keep it, which desire sin constantly frustrated.

3.    In Eph. 3:16-19 the contrast is only implicit. The inward man, the heart, the temple in which Christ dwells and the sphere of his strengthening Operation, is the real, abiding seif, the seif that knows Christ’s love and will be filled into God’s fullness; but this seif is hidden from men. Hence Paul has need to exhort his readers to show the world what God has wrought in them by the qual-ity of their outward conduct (Eph. 4-6).

Bibliography. BAGD, s. v. anthröpos-, R. Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, 1, p. 203.
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breathed, is profitable for the guiding of both faith and life.

On the basis of this Pauline text, English theology regularly uses the word ‘inspiration’ to express the thought of the divine origin and quality of Holy Scripture. Actively, the noun denotes God’s out-breathing Operation which produced Scripture: passively, the inspiredness of the Scrip-tures so produced. The word is also used more gen-erally of the divine influence which enabled the human organs of revelation—prophets, psalmists, wise men and apostles—to speak, as well as to write, the words of God.

I. The idea of biblical inspiration

According to 2 Tim. 3:16, what is inspired is pre-cisely the biblical writings. Inspiration is a work of God terminating, not in the men who were to write Scripture (as if, having given them an idea of what to say, God left them to themselves to find a way of saying it), but in the actual written product. It is Scripture—graphe, the written text—that is God-breathed. The essential idea here is that all Scripture has the same character as the prophets’ ser-mons had, both when preached and when written (cf. 2 Pet. 1:19-21, on the divine origin of every ‘prophecy of the scripture’; see also Je. 36; Is. 8:16— 20). That is to say, Scripture is not only man’s word, the fruit of human thought, premeditation and art, but also, and equally, God’s word, spoken through man’s lips or written with man’s pen. In other words, Scripture has a double authorship, and man is only the secondary author; the primary author, through whose initiative, prompting and enlightenment, and under whose superintendence, each human writer did his work, is God the Holy Spirit.

Revelation to the prophets was essentially verbal; often it had a visionary aspect, but even ‘revelation in visions is also verbal revelation’ L. Koehler, Old Testament Theology, E.T. 1957, p. 103). Brunner has observed that in ‘the words of God which the Prophets proclaim as those which they have received directly from God, and have been commissioned to repeat, as they have received them ... perhaps we may find the dosest analogy to the meaning of the theory of verbal inspiration’ (Revelation and Reason, 1946, p. 122, n. 9). Indeed we do; we find not merely an analogy to it, but the paradigm of it; and ‘theory’ is the wrong word to use, for this is just the biblical doctrine itself. Biblical inspiration should be defined in the same theological terms as prophetic inspiration: namely, as the whole process (manifold, no doubt, in its psychological forms, as prophetic inspiration was) whereby God moved those men whom he had chosen and prepared (cf. Je. 1:5; Gal. 1:15) to write exactly what he wanted written for the communica-tion of saving knowledge to his people, and through them to the world. Biblical inspiration is thus verbal by its very nature; for it is of God-given words that the God-breathed Scriptures consist.

Thus, inspired Scripture is written revelation, just as the prophets’ sermons were spoken revelation. The biblical record of God’s self-disclosure in redemptive history is not merely human testimony to revelation, but is itself revelation. The inspiring of Scripture was an integral part in the revelatory process, for in Scripture God gave the church his saving work in history, and his own authoritative interpretation of its place in his eternal plan. ‘Thus saith the Lord’ could be prefixed to each book of

Scripture with no less propriety than it is (359 times, according to Koehler, op. cit., p. 245) to individual prophetic utterances which Scripture con-tains. Inspiration, therefore, guarantees the truth of all that the Bible asserts, just as the inspiration of the prophets guaranteed the truth of their rep-resentation of the mind of God. (‘Truth’ here de-notes correspondence between the words of man and the thoughts of God, whether in the realm of fact or of meaning.) As truth from God, man’s Creator and rightful King, biblical instruction, like prophetic oracles, carries divine authority.

II. Biblical presentation

The idea of canonical Scripture, i.e. of adocument or corpus of documents containing a permanent authoritative record of divine revelation, goes back to Moses’ writing of God’s law in the wilderness (Ex. 34:27f.; Dt. 31:9ff., 24fT). The truth of all Statements, historical or theological, which Scripture makes, and their authority as words of God, are assumed without question or discussion in both Testaments. The Canon grew, but the concept of inspiration, which the idea of canonicity pre-supposes, was fully developed from the first, and is unchanged throughout the Bible. As there pre-sented, it comprises two convictions.

1.    The words of Scripture are God's own words. OT passages identify the Mosaic law and the words of the prophets, both spoken and written, with God’s own speech (cf. 1 Ki. 22:8-16; Ne. 8; Ps. 119; Je. 25:1-13; 36, etc.). NT writers view the OT as a whole as ‘the oracles of God’ (Rom. 3:2), prophetic in character (Rom. 16:26; cf. 1:2; 3:21), written by men who were moved and taught by the Holy Spirit (2 Pet. 1:20f.; cf. 1 Pet. 1:10-12). Christ and his apostles quote OT texts, not merely as what, e.g, Moses, David or Isaiah said (see Mk. 7:10; 12:36; 7:6; Rom. 10:5; 11:9; 10:20, etc.), but also as what God said through these men (see Acts 4:25; 28:25, etc.), or sometimes simply as what ‘he’ (God) says (e.g. 1 Cor. 6:16; Heb. 8:5, 8), or what the Holy Spirit says (Heb. 3:7; 10:15). Further-more, OT Statements, not made by God in their contexts, are quoted as utterances of God (Mt. 19:4f; Heb. 3:7; Acts 13:34f., citing Gn. 2:24; Ps. 95:7; Is. 55:2 respectively). Also, Paul refers to God’s promise to Abraham and his threat to Phar-aoh, both spoken long before the biblical record of them was written, as words which Scripture spoke to these two men (Gal. 3:8; Rom. 9:17); which shows how completely he equated the Statements of Scripture with the utterance of God.

2.    Man’s pari in the producing of Scripture was merely to transmit what he had received. Psycho-logically, from the standpoint of form, it is clear that the human writers contributed much to the making of Scripture—historical research, theological meditation, linguistic style, etc. Each biblical book is in one sense the literary creation of its author. But theologically, from the standpoint of content, the Bible regards the human writers as having contributed nothing, and Scripture as being entirely the creation of God. This conviction is rooted in the self-consciousness of the founders of biblical religion, all of whom claimed to utter— and, in the case of the prophets and apostles, to write—what were, in the most literal sense, the words of another: God himself. The prophets (among whom Moses must be numbered: Dt. 18:15; 34:10) professed that they spoke the words of Yahweh, setting before Israel what Yahweh had shown them (Je. 1:7; Ezk. 2:7; Am. 3:7f.; cf. 1 Ki.

22). Jesus of Nazareth professed that he spoke words given him by his Father (Jn. 7:16; 12:49f). The apostles taught and issued commands in Christ’s name (2 Thes. 3:6), so claiming his authority and sanction (1 Cor. 14:37), and they main-tained that both their matter and their words had been taught them by God’s Spirit (1 Cor. 2:9-13; cf. Christ’s promises, Jn. 14:26; 15:26f.; 16:13ff.). These are Claims to inspiration. In the light of these Claims, the evaluation of prophetic and apos-tolic writings as wholly God’s word, in just the same way in which the two tables of the law, ‘written with the finger of God’ (Ex. 24:12; 31:18; 32:16), were wholly God’s word, naturally became part of the biblical faith.

Christ and the apostles bore striking witness to the fact of inspiration by their appeal to the authority of the OT. In eflfect, they claimed the Jewish Scriptures as the Christian Bible: a body of litera-ture bearing prophetic witness to Christ (Jn. 5:39f; Lk. 24:25ff., 44f; 2 Cor. 3:14ff.) and designed by God specially for the instruction of Christian be-lievers (Rom. 15:4; 1 Cor. 10:11; 2 Tim. 3:14fif; cf. the exposition of Ps. 95:7-11 in Heb. 3-4, and indeed the whole of Hebrews, in which every major point is made by appeal to OT texts). Christ in-sisted that what was written in the OT ‘cannot be broken’ (Jn. 10:35). He had not come, he told the Jews, to annul the law or the prophets (Mt. 5:17); if they thought he was doing that, they were mis-taken; he had come to do the opposite—to bear witness to the divine authority of both by fulfilling them. The law Stands for ever, because it is God’s word (Mt. 5:18; Lk. 16:17); the prophecies, particu-larly those concerning himself, must be fulfilled, for the same reason (Mt. 26:54; Lk. 22:37; cf. Mk. 8:31; Lk. 18:31). To Christ and his apostles, the appeal to Scripture was always decisive (cf. Mt. 4:4, 7, 10; Rom. 12:19; 1 Pet. 1:16, etc.).

The freedom with which NT writers quote the OT (following lxx, Targums, or an ad hoc render-ing of the Hebrew, as best suits them) has been held to show that they did not believe in the in-spiredness of the original words. But their interest was not in the words, as such, but in their meaning; and recent study has made it appear that these quotations are interpretative and expository—a mode of quotation well known among the Jews. The writers seek to indicate the true (i.e. Christian) meaning and application of their text by the form in which they eite it. In most cases this meaning has evidently been reached by a strict application of clear-cut theological principles about the rela-tion of Christ and the church to the OT. (See C. H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures, 1952; K. Sten-dahl, The School of St Matthew, 1954; R. V. G. Tasker, The Old Testament in the New Testament3, 1954; E. E. Ellis, Pauis Use of the Old Testament5, 1991.)

III. Theological Statement

In formulating the biblical idea of inspiration, it is desirable that four negative points be made.

1. The idea is not of mechanical dictation, or automatic writing, or any process which involved the suspending of the action of the human writer’s mind. Such concepts of inspiration are found in the Talmud, Philo and the Fathers, but not in the Bible. The divine direction and control under which the biblical authors wrote was not a physical or psychological force, and it did not detract from, but rather heightened, the freedom, spontaneity and creativeness of their writing.

2.    The fact that in inspiration God did not ob-literate the personality, style, outlook and cultural conditioning of his penmen does not mean that his control of them was imperfect, or that they inevit-ably distorted the truth they had been given to convey in the process of writing it down. B. B. Warfield gently mocks the notion that when God wanted Paul’s letters written ‘He was reduced to the necessity of going down to earth and painfully scrutinizing the men He found there, seeking anx-iously for the one who, on the whole, promised best for His purpose; and then violently forcing the material He wished expressed through him, against his natural bent, and with as little loss from his recalcitrant characteristics as possible. Of course, nothing of the sort took place. If God wished to give His people a series of letters like Paul’s, He prepared a Paul to write them, and the Paul He brought to the task was a Paul who spontaneously would write just such letters’ (The Inspiration and Authority of the Bible, 1951, p. 155).

3.    Inspiredness is not a quality attaching to corruptions which intrude in the course of the transmission of the text, but only to the text as originally produced by the inspired writers. The acknowledgment of biblical inspiration thus makes more urgent the task of meticulous textual criti-cism, in Order to eliminate such corruptions and ascertain what that original text was.

4.    The inspiredness of biblical writing is not to be equated with the inspiredness of great literature, not even when (as often) the biblical writing is in fact great literature. The biblical idea of inspiration relates, not to the literary quality of what is written, but to its character as divine revelation in writing.

(* Spirit, Holy Spirit; * Prophecy; ‘Scrip-ture; ‘Authority; ‘Canon of the Old Testament; ‘Canon of the New Testament; ‘Interpretation, Biblical.)
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and human Situation to which it belongs. Thus there are a number of considerations to be kept in mind if the meaning of the text is to be grasped as fully as is desirable.

a.    Language and style

The idioms and constructions of the biblical languages can diflfer quite widely from those with which we are familiär today, and some ac-quaintance with these is necessary for a proper interpretation (* Language of the Apocrypha; ‘Language of the OT; * Language of the NT). The literary categories represented in the Bible should also be noted; this will save us, for example, from interpreting poetry according to the canons of prose narration, or vice versa. Most of the literary categories in the Bible are well known from other literature, but biblical prophecy, and still more biblical apocalyptic, have features peculiar to themselves which call for special interpretative procedures.

b.    Historical background

The biblical narrative covers the whole span of Near Eastern civilization until ad 100, a period of several millennia within which a succession of sweeping changes took place. It is therefore important to relate the various phases of the biblical revelation to their proper historical context if we are to understand them aright; otherwise we may find ourselves, for example, assessing people’s con-duct in the Middle Bronze Age by the ethical Standards of the Gospels. And we can discern the permanent principles in a biblical document only when we first of all relate that document to the conditions of its own times; we shall then be better able to reapply to our times those features of its teaching which are valid for all time.

c.    Geographica! selling

We should not underestimate the influence exer-cised by climate and terrain on a people’s Outlook and way of life, including its religion. The religious conflicts of the OT are interwoven with the conditions of Palestinian geography. Baal-worship, for example, arose in a land where life depended on rain. To the Canaanites Baal was the storm-god who fertilized the earth, and Baal-worship was a magical ritual calculated to ensure regulär rainfall and plentiful harvests. Indeed, to such an extent have geographical conditions entered into the biblical language, literal and figurative, that some ac-quaintaince with these conditions is necessary for an understanding of the language. This is espe-cially true of the OT, but even in the NT it has long been recognized, for instance, that the historical geography of Asia Minor makes an important contribution to the interpretation of Acts and the Epistles.

d.    The human Situation

Even more important than questions of time, place and language are questions about the everyday life of the people whom we meet in the Bible, their loves and hates, their hopes and fears, their social relations, and so l'orth. To read the Bible without regard to this living environment is to read it in a vacuum and to put constructions upon it which it was never intended to bear. Thanks largely to archaeological discovery, we are able to reconstruct in fair measure the private and public conditions in which the people of the Bible lived, in age after age; while a sympathetic reading of the (ext itself enables us in some degree to get under their skins and look at the world through their eyes. It is not unimportant to try to envisage what it must have feit like to be a servant in Abraham’s household, an Israelite slave in Egypt, a Citizen of Jericho when Joshua’s men were marching round the city or a Citizen of Jerusalem in face of Sennacherib’s threats, a soldier in David’s army, a captive maid waiting on Naaman’s wife or a builder of the wall under Nehemiah. We may then realize that part of the Bible’s perennial appeal is due to its concentra-tion on those features of human life that remain basically the same in all times and places.

II. Special Interpretation

Biblical interpretation involves not only the inter-pretation of the several documents but their interpretation as part of the Bible, having regard to the way in which each part contributes to the purpose of the Bible as a whole. Since the Bible records God’s word to man and man’s response to God, since it contains ‘all things necessary to salvation’ and constitutes the church’s ‘rule of faith and life’, we may look for such a unity throughout the volume that each part can be interpreted in the light of the whole. We may look, indeed, for some unifying principle of interpretation.

In traditional Jewish interpretation of the Heb. Scriptures this unifying principle was found in the Law, understood in accordance with the teaching of the great rabbinical schools. The Prophets and the Writings were treated largely as commentaries on the Law. In addition to the surface meaning of the text, thep'sat, there was the more extended ap-plication, the d'ras, derived by the use of various well-defined principles of exegesis, but sometimes appearing far-fetched by the exegetical Standards of today.

In the NT and early Christian literature the OT oracles are viewed as a unity, instructing the reader ‘for salvation’ and equipping him with all that he needs for the service of God (2 Tim. 3:15flf.). The prophets, speaking in the power of the Holy Spirit, bear witness to Christ as the One in whom the promises of God find their fulfilment. The NT writers—whose diversity of personality, style and thought must be taken into account in the interpretation of their works—are agreed on this. In Heb. 1:1 f. the ‘many and various ways’ in which God spoke in earlier days are contrasted with the perfect and final word which he has spoken in his Son; in the Pauline writings God’s dealings with the world are traced through successive stages as-sociated with Adam, Abraham, Moses and Christ. Biblical interpretation in the NT has Christ as its unifying principle, but this principle is not applied mechanically but in such a way as to bring out the historical and progressive nature of the biblical revelation. This Creative principle of interpretation was certainly derived by the apostolic church from Christ himself.

In post-apostolic times biblical interpretation was influenced by a Gk. concept of inspiration which called for large-scale allegorization of the text. This influence was most apparent in Alexandria, where in the pre-Christian period it is found in the biblical interpretation of Philo. By allegorization, it was believed, the mind of the inspiring Spirit could be ascertained; by allegorization much in the Bible that was intellectually or ethically un-acceptable in its literal sense could be made accept-able. This method, developed by the Alexandrian Fathers and taken over from them by many of the Western Fathers, in fact obscured the mind of the Spirit and obliterated the historical character of biblical revelation. In contrast to the Alexandrians the school of Antioch, while not rejecting allegorization entirely, did more justice to the historical sense of the text.

The distinction between the literal sense of Scripture and the higher or spiritual sense was elaborated in mediaeval times, and three varieties of spiritual sense were distinguished—the allegor-ical, which deduced doctrine from the narrative; the moral, which drew lessons for life and be-haviour; and the anagogical, which derived heav-enly meanings from earthly things. Yet the early Middle Ages also saw good work done in the field of literal interpretation, notably by the 12th-century school of St Victor in France.

The Reformers laid fresh emphasis on the literal sense of Scripture and on the grammatico-historical method of exegesis as the way to estab-lish its literal sense. Grammatico-historical exegesis is fundamental, but when the foundation has been laid by its means theological exegesis and practical application are also called for. Moreover, the use of the Bible in the life of the people of God throughout the centuries continually brings fresh aspects of its meaning to light, although these fresh aspects have general validity only as they are rooted in the true and original sense. Thus, we may understand the Epistle to the Romans better be-cause of the part it played in the lives of Augustine, Luther and Wesley; but the part it played in their lives owes its significance to the fact that these men had a rare grasp of what Paul really meant when he wrote the Epistle.

Typological interpretation, revived in our own day, must be used (if at all) with caution and re-straint. Its most acceptable form is that which dis-cerns in the biblical recital of God’s acts of mercy and judgment a recurring rhythm, by virtue of which earlier stages in the recital can be viewed as foreshadowings and illustrations of later stages (cf. Paul’s use of the wilderness experiences of Israel in 1 Cor. 10:1 ff.).

Christians have an abiding Standard and pattem in their Lord’s use of the OT, and part of the Holy Spirit’s present work for them is to open the Scriptures as the risen Christ opened them for two dis-ciples on the Emmaus road (Lk. 24:25ff).

Bibliography. J. D. Smart, The Interpretation of Scripture, 1962; Cambridge History of the Bible, 1-3, 1963—70; J. I3arr, Old and New in Interpretation, 1966; I. H. Marshall (ed.), New Testament Interpretation, 1977; G. W. Anderson (ed.), Tradition and Interpretation, 1979; G. L. Bray, Biblical Interpretation Fast and Present, 1996. f.f.b.

IRA (Heb. ‘irä’). I. A Jairite, described as ‘David’s priest’ (2 Sa. 20:26), a difficult description to understand, as he was not of the tribe of Levi. However, Pesh. reads ‘of Jattir’, which was a city of Levi. Alternatively, ‘priest’ here may mean a chief official (cf. 2 Sa. 8:18, av; 1 Ch. 18:17, av).

2.    An Ithrite, one of David’s mighty men (2 Sa. 23:38). May be same as 1 if Pesh. reading is correct.

3.    Another of David’s heroes, son of Ikkesh the

Tekoite (2 Sa. 23:26).    m.a.m.

ISAAC (Heb. yishäq, ‘he laughs’ or ‘laughter’). At the announcement of Isaac’s birth Abraham laughed (Gn. 17:17), and later Sarah herseif laughed at the thought that she who was so old should bear a son (Gn. 18:12-15). At Isaac’s birth, when Abraham was 100 years old, Sarah declares that God has made her to laugh (Gn. 21:6). On the day of Isaac’s weaning Ishmael laughed (Gn. 21.9). It is difficult to discover a precise subject for the verb, and possibly it is best to take the form impersonally. Some scholars render ‘God laughs’, but there is little warrant for this Interpretation.

The two great features of Isaac’s life centre upon his birth and marriage, and the reason for this is that he was the seed through whom the line of promise was to be continued. Abraham had been sorely tested with respect to the promise of a seed, and now, at an advanced age, when he was as good as dead, that seed came. Thus, it is seen that God is carrying out his purposes in fulfilment of the promises made to Abraham (Gn. 12:1-3), even though those promises seem to man to be incap-able of fulfilment.

At the feast of Isaac’s weaning the sight of Ishmael ‘playing with her son Isaac’ aroused Sarah’s resentment. Hagar and her son Ishmael were there-fore driven from the household (Gn. 21). God then put Abraham to the test, commanding him to slay his son Isaac. Abraham obeyed God and the Lord intervened, providing a ram for the sacrifice. The promise is then renewed, that Abraham shall have much seed (Gn. 22).

The second feature of Isaac’s life which is of significance is his marriage. That Isaac should be born was a miracle, and soon afterwards it seemed that he must die. How, then, could he be the prom-ised seed? He lives, however, and attention is centred upon his marriage, for it is to be through him that the line of promise is to be continued. Abraham is concerned that the promised seed be continued and sends his eldest servant to take a wife for Isaac from his own country, Harran. Re-bekah, the daughter of Bethuel, Abraham’s nephew, is indicated as the intended bride and will-ingly leaves her home to accompany the servant. Isaac receives her and brings her into his mother’s tent. Isaac and Rebekah are married, with love de-veloping as a result of Isaac’s considerate and courteous actions (Gn. 24).
[image: ]
The family of Isaac.



For 20 years Rebekah was barren, and so it is again seen that the promised seed is not to come merely through the natural means of ordinary fatherhood, but through God’s supernatural Creative power. Rebekah’s barrenness causes Isaac to entreat the Lord, and the announcement is made to Rebekah that two children are struggling in her womb (Gn. 25:22-26). These two children, repre-senting two nations, will follow mutually hostile courses. Isaac himself is to remain a sojourner in the land and, instead of going to Egypt in time of famine, remains at Gerar. At the sign of crisis he, like Abraham, seeks to protect his wife by intro-ducing her as his sister. After quarrels with the herdsmen at Gerar he goes to Beersheba and fi-nally makes an agreement with Abimelech. Mutual antagonism appears between Isaac and Rebekah, occasioned by Jacob’s actions. Being deceived, Isaac pronounces the paternal blessing upon Jacob and utters a devout prophetical wish upon Esau. Isaac died at the age of 180 years, and was buried by his sons, Esau and Jacob.

In the NT his birth as the son of promise is men-tioned in Rom. 4:16-21; 9:7-9; the Separation between him and Ishmael is allegorized in Gal. 4:22-31; his being offered up by his father is recalled in Heb. 11:17-19; Jas. 2:21—23 (for its further influ-ence, as in Rom. 8:32a, cf. H. J. Schoeps, Paul, 1961, pp. 141 ff ); his being the father of Esau and Jacob is referred to in Rom. 9:10-13; his blessing of these two sons is treated in Heb. 11:20 as evi-dence of his faith.    e.j.y.

ISAIAH (Heb. y'sa'yähü, ‘Yahweh is salvation’), son of Amoz (Heb. ’ämös, to be distinguished from the prophet Arnos, Heb. ’ämös), lived in Jerusalem (Is. 7:1-3; 37:2). According to Jewish tradition, he was of royal blood; it has sometimes been inlerred from the narratives and oracles of his book that he was, at any rate, of noble descent; but there is no certainty about this. As appears from the super-scription to the book (1:1), he prophesied under Uzziah (791/790-740/739 bc), Jotham (740/739-732/731 bc), Ahaz (735-716/ 715 bc) and Hezekiah (716/715-687/686 bc). (The regnal dates are those assigned by E. R. Thiele.) He was called to be a prophet ‘in the year that king Uzziah died’ (6:1), i.e. in 740/739 bc; his last appearance which can be dated with certainty was at the time of Sen-nacherib’s campaign of 701 bc (or c. 688 bc, if we assume a second campaign of Sennacherib against Jerusalem). Tradition has it that he was sawn asunder in Manasseh’s reign (see the late Marlyr-dom of Isaiah, ch. 5); some see a reference to this in Heb. 11:37, but the reference is dubious and the tradition appears to have no sound historical basis. It is quite possible that Isaiah survived into Manasseh’s reign; the absence of Manasseh’s name from 1:1 could be due to the fact that Isaiah played no public part after Manasseh became king.

Isaiah was married; his wife is called ‘the prophetess’ (8:3), perhaps because she too prophesied. Two sons are mentioned, both of whom bear sym-bolic names (8:18)—Shear-jashub, ‘Remnant will return’ (7:3) and Maher-shalal-hash-baz, ‘Hasten booty, speed spoil’ (8:1-4).

Isaiah and Micah were contemporaries (cf. 1:1 with Mi. 1:1). Isaiah’s activity was preceded by that of Arnos and Hosea (Am. 1:1; Ho. 1:1). Arnos and Hosea prophesied mainly against the N tribes; Isaiah and Micah concentrated their prophecies mainly on Judah and Jerusalem (Is. 1:1).

In the first half of the 8th Century both Israel, under Jeroboam II (c. 782-753 bc), and Judah, under Uzziah, enjoyed a time of great prosperity. This was due in large measure to the weakness of the kingdom of Aram and to Assyria’s non-intervention in the W for considerable periods. Uzziah’s reign may be described as the most pros-perous time that Judah had known since the dis-ruption of the Monarchy after Solomon’s death. Under Uzziah and Jotham prosperity and luxury abounded in Judah; we have this state of affairs reflected in Is. 2-4. But with the accession to power of Tiglath-pileser III (745-727 bc), Assyria began once more to impose her yoke on the W lands. Pekah of Israel and Rezin of Damascus formed an anti-Assyrian coalition and tried to compel Ahaz of Judah to join them. When Ahaz refused, they threatened to depose him and place a puppet of their own on his throne (734 bc). Isaiah’s action at this time is recorded in ch. 7. Ahaz committed the sinful folly of asking the Assyrian king for aid; the result was that Judah became a satellite state of Assyria. In 732 bc the Assyrians captured Damascus and annexed the territory of Israel N of the Plain of Jezreel, leaving Hoshea to rule the re-mainder of the N kingdom as their vassal. When he revolted, Shalmaneser V (727-722 bc) besieged Samaria, and his successor Sargon II (722-705 bc) captured it in his accession year. Even after that there were various independence movements dir-ected against Assyrian domination. On these occa-sions Isaiah, who had withdrawn for a time into a smaller circle after his fruitless protest against Ahaz’s foreign policy in 734 bc (8:16fr.), raised his voice again to warn Judah against participating in such movements, and particularly against relying on Egyptian aid. According to 14:28 the Philistines in the year of the death of Ahaz sent a delegation to Jerusalem to arrange an anti-Assyrian alliance; on this occasion again Isaiah uttered a warning note (14:29-32).

Under Hezekiah there were other movements of this kind, notably the revolt of Ashdod, which was crushed in 711 bc, when the Assyrians besieged and captured Ashdod (cf. Is. 20:1). Judah and Egypt were implicated in this revolt. It is quite possible that Is. 18 should be dated about this time; an Ethiopian dynasty was ruling in Egypt then. After Sargon’s death there were widespread risings against his successor Sennacherib (705-681 bc). Judah was one of the States which revolted, and this resulted in Sennacherib’s expedition of 701 bc, during which he overran Judah and besieged Jerusalem. Various oracles in chs. 28-31 may date from the years 705-701 bc, including the warnings against leaning on Egypt in 30:1-7; 31:1-3. Chs. 36—37 record Sennacherib’s threat to Jerusalem, Jerusalem’s liberation and Isaiah’s activity throughout this time of danger. Chs. 38-39, which probably relate to the same period, teil of Hezeki-ah’s sickness and recovery, and the mission of * Merodach-baladan.    n.h.r.

ISAIAH, BOOK OF.

I. Outline of contents

a. Prophecies relating to Isaiah ’s own time, 14-35:10

(i) Introduction (1:1-31). Condemnation of a merely external form of worship, etc. Date uncertain.

(ii)    Prophecies from Isaiah's earliest period (for the greater part) (2:1-5:30). Prophecy of the coming kingdom of peace (2:2-5; cf. Mi. 4:1 ff.). The Day of the Lord which is to bring down every-one who is proud and exalted (2:6-22). The haughty women of Jerusalem (Tsaiah’s fashion-journal’) (3:16-4:1). The song of the vineyard (5:1-7).

(iii)    Isaiah's inaugural vision (6:1-13).

(iv)    The present world-empire and the coming kingdom of God (7:1-12:6). Chs. 7:1 —9:7 originate chiefly from the time of the Syro-Ephraimite war. Rebuke of Ahaz and prophecy of Immanuel (7:1-25). Isaiah’s temporary withdrawal from the public eye (8:11-22). The birth of the Messiah (9:1-7). The hand stretched out to smite Ephraim (prob-ably one of Isaiah’s earliest oracles) (9:8-10:4). Assyria brought low by the Holy One of Israel (10:5-34). The Messiah and the kingdom of God (11:1-12:6); especially here a sharp contrast is drawn between the violent world-empire and the peacefulness of the coming kingdom. Ch. 12 contains a song of thanksgiving; it forms a con-clusion to this section.

(v)    Mainly prophecies regarding foreign nations (13:1-23:18). Babylon (13:1—14:23) (incorporating the impressive taunt-song in 14:4-23). Assyria (14:24-27). The Philistines (14:28-32). Moab (15:1—16:14). Aram and Ephraim (17:1-14; prob-ably not long before ch. 7). Ethiopia and Egypt (18:1-20:6; 20, and probably 18, are to be dated c. 715 bc; the date of 19 is uncertain). Babylon (21:1 — 10). Edom (‘Watchman, what of the night?’) (21:1 lf). Arabia (21:13-17). Jerusalem (22:1-14). Shebna and Eliakim (22:15-25). Phoenicia (23:1-18).

(vi)    The consummation: the ‘Isaianic apocalypse' (24:1-27:13). See below, under IH.a (iv).

(vii)    Zions sin, oppression and deliverance; Assyria’s downfall; Egypt’s vain help (28:1-33:24). Several of the prophecies in these chapters are to be dated between 705 and 701 bc. The parable of the ploughman (28:23-29). The Messianic kingdom (32:1-8).

(viii)    A twofold fulure (34:1-35:10). The judg-ment of Edom and the world (34:1-17). Salvation for ‘the ransomed of the Lord’ (35:1-10).

b.    Historical chapters, 36:1-39:8 Sennacherib’s invasion (36:1-37:38). Hezekiah’s sickness and recovery (38:1-22). Mission of Merodach-baladan (39:1-8).

c.    Prophecies which presuppose the Babylonian Exile, 40:1-55:13

These chs. foretell Israel’s liberation from exile and the restoration of Zion, and in doing so they pro-claim the majesty of Yahweh. They may be divided as follows:

(i)    Introduction (40:1-31). The substance of the following chs. is presented; it consists of four parts: vv. 1-2, vv. 3-5, vv. 6-11, vv. 12-31.

(ii)    Prophecies in which those concerning Cyrus are conspicuous (41:1-48:22). He is mentioned by name in 44:28; 45:1. Cf. 41:1-16 (Cyrus’ activity will make the nations tremble, but there is no need for Israel to fear), 41:21-29 (Cyrus’ activity will cause Zion to rejoice), 43:9-15 (Cyrus overthrows Babylon), 44:24-45:13 (Cyrus’ victory leads to the rebuilding of Zion), 46:8-13 (amidst prophecies of Babylon’s downfall), 48:12-16. Cf. also the prophecies of Babylon’s downfall, especially 46:1-47:15. There is a marked contrast drawn between the ‘daughter of Babylon’ (ch. 47) and the ‘daugh-ter of Zion’ (49:14fT., etc.). Throughout these chs. Israel is comforted in her distress, her deliverance from Babylon is promised (cf. 41:8-20; 42:8-43:8; 43:16-44:5; 48, passim), Yahweh’s majesty is pro-claimed, and the contrast between him and the idols is emphasized (cf. 42:8-17; 44:6-20; 45:9-25, passim). In 42:1-7, the first of the ‘Servant Songs’, the Servant of the Lord is introduced.

(iii)    Chapters in which the restoration of Zion is prominent (49:1-54:17). Cf. 49:14-50:3; 51:17-52:12; 54. We hear no more of the conquests of Cyrus or the ruin of Babylon; there is consequently less emphasis on the contrast between Yahweh and the idols. In 49:l-9a; 50:4-11 and 52:13-53:12, the second, third and fourth ‘Servant Songs’, there are further prophecies concerning the Servant of the Lord, his mission to Israel and the nations, his obedience and suffering, his death and vindication.

1

INNER MAN. Paul uses this phrase (ho esö an-thröpos, in Rom. 7:22; 2 Cor. 4:16; Eph. 3:16) to denote the Christian’s true seif, as seen by God and known (partially) in consciousness. (For a vindica-tion of the view that Rom. 7:14-26 pictures Paul the Christian, see A. Nygren, Romans, 1952, pp. 284flf.) The contrast, implicit if not explicit, is with ho exö anlhröpos, ‘the outward man’ (2 Cor. 4:16), the same individual as seen by his fellow-men, a being physically alive and active, known (so far as he is known) through his behaviour.

This contrast dififers both from that which Paul drew between the new and old man (i.e. between man’s Status, condition and affinities in Christ and apart from Christ), and from that which Platonists drew between the immaterial, immortal soul (the real man) and his material, mortal body (his lodging), or, again, between the soul’s rational (higher) and sensual (lower) impulses. The contrast in view is rather that between the ‘outward appearance’ and the ‘heart’ drawn in 1 Sa. 16:7: ‘inner man’ and
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 ‘heart’ are, indeed, almost synonymous. This contrast reflects two facts. First, God, the searcher of hearts, sees things in a man that are hidden from his fellows, who see only his exterior (cf. 1 Sa. 16:7; Mt. 23:271'., and Peter’s assertion that meekness and quietness adorn ‘the hidden person of the heart’, which God notices, if men do not, 1 Pet. 3:3f). Secondly, God’s renewal of sinners in Christ is a hidden work (Col. 3:3f), of which human ob-servers see only certain of the eflects (cf. Jn. 3:8). The sphere of character, and of the Spirit’s trans-forming work, is not the outward, but the inner man. The exact point of the contrast differs in each of the three texts.

1. In 2 Cor. 4:16 it is between the outward Paul,

INSPIRATION. Noun formed from Latin and English translations of theopneustos in 2 Tim. 3:16, which av rendered: ‘All Scripture is given by in-spiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in right-eousness.’ Tnspired of God’ in rsv is no improve-ment on av, for theopneustos means owr-breathed rather than m-breathed by God—divinely ex-spired, rather than m-spired. In the last Century Ewald and Cremer argued that the adjective bore an active sense, ‘breathing the Spirit’, and Barth appears to agree (he glosses it as meaning not only ‘given and filled and ruled by the Spirit of God’, but also ‘actively out-breathing and spreading abroad and making known the Spirit of God’ (Church Dogmatics, I. 2, E T. 1956, p. 504)); but B. B. Warfield showed decisively in 1900 that the sense of the word can only be passive. The thought is not of God as breathing through Scripture, or of Scripture as breathing out God, bul of God as having breathed out Scripture. Paul’s words mean, not that Scripture is inspiring (true though this is), but that Scripture is a divine product, and must be approached and estimated as such.

The ‘breath’ or ‘spirit’ of God in the OT (Heb. niah, n'sämä) denotes the active outgoing of divine power, whether in creation (Ps. 33:6; Jb. 33:4; cf. Gn. 1:2; 2:7), preservation (Jb. 34:14), revelation to and through prophets (Is. 48:16; 61:1; Mi. 3:8; Joel 2:28f.), regeneration (Ezk. 36:27), or judgment (Is. 30:28, 33). The NT reveals this divine ‘breath’ (Gk. pneuma) to be a Person of the Godhead. God’s ‘breath’ (/,<?. the Holy Spirit) produced Scripture, as a means to the conveyance of spiritual under-standing. Whether we render pasa graphe as ‘the whole Scripture’ or ‘every text’, and whether we follow rsv or rv in construing the sentence (rv has ‘Every scripture inspired of God is also profitable ...’, which is a possible translation), Paul’s meaning is clear beyond all doubt. He is affirming that all that comes in the category of Scripture, all that has a place among the ‘sacred writings’ (hiera grammata, v. 15, rv), just because it is God-
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 General interpretation

Each part of the Bible must be interpreted in its context, and that means not only its immediate verbal context but the wider context of time, place

4

INTERPRETATION, BIBLICAL. The purpose of biblical interpretation is to make the meaning and message of the biblical writings plain to their readers. Some principles of interpretation are common to the Bible and other literature, espe-cially other ancient literature; other principles of interpretation are bound up with the unique place of the Bible in the revelation of God and in the life of his people.


(iv)    Exhortation to accepl these promises in faith (55:1-13).

d. Various prophecies, 56:1-66:24 It is not easy to summarize the contents of these chs. The prophecies which they contain are diverse in nature and may even refer to different times. In some places Israel appears to be in exile (57:14; 58:12; 60:1 Off.; 63:18; 64:10f), in others the nation seems settled in Canaan (e.g. 57:3—7). Many of the ideas which are expressed in these chs. have already appeared in the preceding sections of the book.

(i)    Law-abiding proselytes and even eunuchs have a share in God's Salvation (56:1-8; see especially v. 7).

(ii)    Leaders andpeople alike are rebukedfor their sins, parlicularly for idolalry (56:9-57:13a). This section may refer to the reign of Manasseh.

(iii)    Comfort for the contrile (57:13b—21; see especially v. 15); an aftinity can be traced here with chs. 40-55.

(iv)    False and true religion (58:1-14). Special mention is made of fasting and sabbath-observance.

(v)    Deliverance is conditional upon repentance (59:1-21). Rebuke of sins (vv. 1-8); complaint and confession of sin (vv. 9—15a); judgment and deliverance (vv. 15b—20); Yahweh’s covenant (v. 21).

(vi)    Zions deliverance (60:1-62:12; note again the close affinity with chs. 40-55). The glorious prospect of salvation for Zion involves blessing for the nations as well (60:1 -3). The appearance of the messenger of joyful news in 61:1 ff. (cf. 40:9; 41:27; 52:7) becomes the Programme of Jesus’ ministry in Lk. 4:17ff.

(vii)    Yahweh’s vengeance against Edom (63:1-6).

(viii)    Penitence and snpplication. God who wrought such wonderful deliverances for his people in the past is entreated to intervene on their behalf again (63:7-64:12).

(ix)    Rebels against God and obedient servants (65:1-25). Idolatry rebuked (vv. 3ff., 11); new heavens and a new earth promised (v. 17).

(x)    Ch. 66:1-24. Yahweh’s repudiation of for-bidden forms of sacrificial worship (vv. 1-4), Zion glorified and sinners punished (vv. 5-24).

II. Origin, construction, authorship

a. Isaiah's literary activity

We are given but little information about Isaiah’s own literary activity. In 8:1 only a short inscription is involved (‘Maher-shalal-hash-baz’); 8:16 should be understood in a figurative sense; 30:8 may relate to the writing down of the brief utterance of v. 7, ‘Rahab who sits still’, although it is possible that a more extensive passage was to be recorded. The reference to ‘the book of the Lord’ in 34:16 implies that the preceding prophecy of ch. 34 was written down. The T style in chs. 6 and 8 teils in favour of the assumption that these chs. were written by Isaiah himself; it is noteworthy, however, that ch. 7 speaks of him in the third person (cf. ch. 20).

It is very likely, indeed, that more prophecies were written by Isaiah himself than the above-mentioned passages indicate. In favour of this con-clusion the high Standard and unity of language and style may be taken into consideration. But if Isaiah himself had had a substantial part in the composition of his book, its structure would pre-sumably have been more straightforward than is now the case.

Chs. 36-39 are essentially parallel to 2 Ki. 18:13— 20:19. In this connection it should be borne in mind that, according to 2 Ch. 26:22; 32:32, Isaiah also figured as a historical writer. The question whether Isaiah was the author of chs. 36-39 cannot be answered with certainty.

b. Construction

The book of Isaiah is decidedly not an arbitrary string of disconnected prophecies. There is a cer-tain chronological arrangement. Chs. 2-5 consist to a large extent of prophecies from Isaiah’s earli-est activity. 7:1 —9:7 originate mostly from the period of the Syro-Ephraimite war (734 bc). Chs. 18-20 take us to the period 715-711 bc, and vari-ous prophecies of chs. 28-37 belong to the years between 705 and 701 bc. The greater part of chs. 40-66 consists of prophecies uttered from an exilic, or perhaps even post-exilic, standpoint.

There is also a certain arrangement according to subject-matter (see I, Outline of contents). In this regard an outstanding feature is the group of or-acles concerning foreign nations in chs. 13-23; it should also be noted here that most of the prophecies in these chapters are introduced by the words ‘The oracle concerning...’ Chs. 40-55 also, to a considerable degree, form a unity. One further point: in 39:6ff. there is clearly a transition from chs. 1-39 to chs. 40-66.

On the other hand, chronological Order has cer-tainly not been followed throughout. For example, 9:8—10:4 contains what is perhaps one of Isaiah’s oldest prophecies; ch. 17 may date from the period shortly before 734 bc, i.e. close in time to ch. 7; 28:1-6 contains an early prophecy. It should also be noted that, while prophecies from an exilic standpoint occur chiefly in chs. 40ff., ch. 35 also presupposes the period of the Exile; and we may even be forced to the conclusion that chs. 56-66 set alongside one another prophecies whose respective standpoints are pre-exilic (e.g. 56:9-57:13), exilic (e.g. chs. 60-62) and post-exilic (e.g. ch. 58).

Again, it is equally plain that arrangement according to subject-matter has not been carried through with entire consistency. As we have seen, chs. 13—23 consist mainly of prophecies about foreign nations, but ch. 22 forms an exception, and elsewhere there are other prophecies against foreign nations (for example, the oracle against As-syria in 10:5—34 is similar to that in 14:24-27).

It should be noted, too, that there are super-scriptions in 1:1; 2:1 and 13:1; and further, the account of the vision in which Isaiah received his call to be a prophet does not come until ch. 6.

The Situation is involved—more involved, indeed, than might be gathered from the consider-ations which have been briefly outlined above. It may be taken as certain that our book of Isaiah has been constructed on the basis of shorter collec-tions. But in the end we can only say that the his-tory of its composition can no longer be re-constructed. Scholars have made various attempts to trace the stages of its composition, but have not reached convincing conclusions. Thus, some have supposed that chs. 1-12, 13-23, 24-27, 28-35 ori-ginally formed separate collections. Admittedly these divisions, lying before us in their present arrangement, do form more or less self-contained units. The song of ch. 12 or the promise of Salvation in ch. 35 would form an appropriate conclusion to a collection. But we should reckon with the possibility that this is due to the work of the latest redactor.

As for chs. 40-55, they probably contain a collection of originally independent prophecies: it is hardly to be assumed that they formed a unity from the beginning. On the other hand, in these chs. the same subjects recur time and again. Their arrangement is by no means completely arbitrary; i.e. a certain chronological Order can be observed (see I, Outline of contents). Many critics are of the opinion that these chs., in essence at least, come from one author.

c. Aulhorship

Many scholars nowadays deny great portions of the book to Isaiah—not only in the sense that he did not write them down, but in the sense that their subject-matter does not come from him at all. Even chs. 1-35 are believed by some to contain much non-Isaianic material. Some scholars go farther than others, but there is a wide measure of agree-ment that Isaiah cannot be credited with chs. 13:1 — 14:23; 21; 24-27; 34-35. In addition, critical scholars are practically unanimous in the view that chs. 40-66 do not come from Isaiah.

Chs. 40-55 are believed to be mainly the work of a prophet to whom the name Deutero-Isaiah (‘Second Isaiah’) has been given. It is held that his prophecies must be dated between the first victor-ies of the Persian king, Cyrus (c. 550 bc), and Cyrus’ conquest of Babylon, which was followed by his decree permitting the Jewish exiles to return to their own country (538 bc). Some defend the view that part of Deutero-Isaiah’s prophecies should be assigned to the period after 538 bc. Babylon is mostly envisaged as this prophet’s field of activity; others think of Palestine, Egypt and other lands.

As for chs. 56-66, some scholars credit Deutero-Isaiah with them too, while others ascribe them to a separate author, called Trito-Isaiah (‘Third Isaiah’), who is dated either c. 450 bc, in the time of Malachi (e.g. by B. Duhm), or c. 520 bc, in the time of Haggai and Zechariah (e.g. by E. Sellin and

K. Eiliger). Others, again, take the view that the prophecies of chs. 56-66 do not all come from the same time; it has even been held that some come from the 8th Century bc, some from the 2nd.

The following considerations are relevant to the Deutero-Isaiah question:

1. The unanimous testimony of tradition credits Isaiah with the authorship of the whole book. Chs. 1-39 and 40-66 have come down to us as a unity;

ch. 39:6—8 may certainly be regarded as a planned transition from the first to the second part of the book From Ecclus. 48:24f. it is plain that Jesus ben Sira (c. 200 bc) considered Isaiah to be the author of chs. 40-66 as well as of chs. 1-39. The Qumran mss of Isaiah indicate that, at the time when they were copied (2nd or Ist Century bc), the book was regarded as a unity. It is true that the testimony of extra-biblical tradition is not decisive; and in the judgment of the present author it cannot be said that the OT itself points unequivocally to Isaiah as author of the entire book. Even so, two things should be borne in mind.

First, Deutero-Isaiah is taken to be one of the greatest prophets, if not the greatest prophet, of Israel; it would be surprising indeed if every trace of this great prophet had been so thoroughly ef-faced from tradition that his very name is un-known to us. Secondly, the evidence of the NT naturally takes a special place in the testimony of tradition. The following passages from chs. 40-66 are introduced in the NT by some such words as ‘that which was spoken by the prophet Isaiah’: 40:3 (in Mt. 3:3); 42:1-4 (in Mt. 12:17-21); 53:1 (in Jn. 12:38 and Rom. 10:16); 53:4 (in Mt. 8:17); 65:1 f. (in Rom. 10:20f.). To this it may be added that those who deny chs. 40ff. to Isaiah usually deny him ch. 13 on similar grounds; but the superscription of this chapter ascribes it to ‘Isaiah the son of Amoz’.

2. The weightiest argument for ascribing chs. 40ff. to Deutero-Isaiah is no doubt the fact that these chapters have as their background the period of the Babylonian Exile—more precisely, the closing years of the Exile, from 550 bc onwards. At the very outset it is stated that Israel ‘has received double for all her sins’ (40:2). Babylon is the op-pressing power (46-47), not Assyria, as we should expect in Isaiah’s time. The Persian king, Cyrus (559-529 bc), is mentioned by name. While his conquest of Babylon is predicted in 43:14; 48:14, etc., it is suggested by 41:1-7, 25, etc., that he has already achieved his first successes.

It may be said in reply that the Spirit of proph-ecy can reveal the future to the prophets; and it is true that this fact has not always been taken suf-ficiently into account by adherents of the Deutero-Isaiah theory. But even those who are prepared to make full allowance for it find themselves faced with difiiculties here. It is certainly inconceivable that Isaiah stood in the Temple court, comforting his people in view of a calamity which was not to come upon them until more than a Century had elapsed. We may indeed suppose that Isaiah com-municated these prophecies to the circle of his dis-ciples (cf. 8:16)—or rather that he did not speak them but only committed them to writing. Even so, the question arises: if we credit Isaiah with these chs., must we not assume that his inspiration took a very ‘mechanical’ form, bearing no relation to the concepts existing in the prophet’s conscious mind? The following Suggestion may help in some degree to meet these objections.

Isaiah wrote down these prophecies in Man-asseh’s reign. He found it impossible to appear in public in those years (cf. 2 Ki. 21:16). Iniquity had reached such a pitch that Isaiah recognized that the divine judgment was bound to come (cf. 2 Ki. 21:10-15); indeed, before his mind’s eye it had already come. Then the Spirit of prophecy showed him that this judgment in its turn would come to an end (see under III. a (ii), ‘Judgment and Salvation’). It can be said further that the judgment which Isaiah saw as already fulfilled before his mind’s eye was ‘delayed’ by Manasseh’s repent-ance (2 Ch. 33:12fT.) and Josiah’s reformation (2 Ki. 22-23). It is, besides, important to observe that, according to Is. 39:5-7, Isaiah knew that a deport-ation to Babylon would take place.

And while it is true that these prophecies pre-suppose as their background the closing phase of the Babylonian Exile, and Cyrus is represented as having already entered upon the Stage of history, yet in other respects the author expresses himself much less concretely on conditions during the Exile than might have been expected from some-one who lived in the midst of it.

3. Attention has been drawn to the differences between chs. 1-39 and 40-66 in matters of lan-guage, style and conceptions. It may indeed be said that in 1-39 the language is suggestive and full of illustrations, while in 40-66 it is often more ver-bose; that in 40-66 the cosmological aspect of the Kingship of God is more prominent than in 1-39; that while 1-39 speak of the Messiah-King, this figure is displaced in 40-66 by the suffering Servant of Yahweh. Yet these divergences do not make it necessary to abandon belief in the unity of the book. For over against these divergences there are striking points of similarity. As examples of these it may be pointed out, first, that as chs. 1 -39 do not describe only Messiah’s glory (cf. 11:1 with 53:2), so chs. 40-66 do not describe only the Servant’s suffering (cf. 42:1-7; 53:11 f.); and secondly, that the divine appellation ‘the Holy One of Israel’ occurs 12 times in chs. 1-39, 13 times in chs. 40-66 and only five times in the rest of the OT. Cf. further J. H. Eaton, VT9, 1959, pp. 138-157.

The preceding paragraphs are intended to give some idea of the lines along which the discussion of these problems proceeds and of the arguments which are adduced on either side. The conclusion is that it is both unnecessary and open to objection to deny to Isaiah any share in the composition of chs. 40-66. On the other hand, even those who desire to submit unconditionally to the testimony of Scripture may come to the conclusion that the book of Isaiah contains some parts which are not of Isaianic origin. This is perhaps the Situation already in chs. 1-39. And especially with regard to chs. 40-66 there are reasons for accepting this Suggestion. In the opinion of the present writer it is acceptable to hold that chs. 40-66 contain an Isaianic core, upon which the prophet’s disciples (men who feit themselves closely bound to him) later worked in the spirit of the original author. It is, however, impossible for us to assess how much belongs to the Isaianic core and how much to the later elaborations.

Two final remarks will close this section.

1.    There is a prevalent trend of thought now-adays which lays great emphasis on the significance of oral tradition. According to this trend of thought, a prophet’s utterances were handed down orally by the circle of his disciples; in this process they were repeatedly adapted to the changing cir-cumstances of the time. If there is an element of truth in this view it should certainly be taken into account in any attempt to explain the origin of Is. 40-66. It might lead to the conclusion that chs. 40-66 contain an Isaianic core but that the extern of this core can no longer be ascertained.

2.    It should be remembered that those who deny to Isaiah the whole of chs. 40-66 frequently assume that the author or authors of these chs.

belonged to the school of Isaiah. It is admitted thal, alongside all the arguments for diversity of authorship, there is a close affinity between chs. 1-39 and 40-66. See, e.g., what was said above about the appellation ‘the Holy One of Israel’.

III. The messagc of the book

From ancient times Isaiah has been considered the greatest of OT prophets. He has been called ‘the eagle among the prophets’, ‘the Evangelist of the Old Covenant’, and the like. His book is not only lofty in style and conception, but rieh in spiritual meaning.

a. Chs. 1-39

In endeavouring to outline the message of these chapters we may Start with the divine appellation ‘the Holy One of Israel’ (which, as we have seen, is characteristic of Isaiah), and with the name of one of his sons, Shear-jashub, ‘Remnant will return’.

That God was the Holy One was inscribed indel-ibly on Isaiah’s heart as a result of his inaugural vision (6:3). As Amos has been called the prophet of righteousness and Hosea the prophet of loving-kindness, so Isaiah has been called the prophet of holiness (cf 1:4; 5:16, 24; 8:14; 10:17, 20; 12:6; 17:7; 29:23; 30:1 lf.; 31:1; 37:23, etc.). God is the Holy One; that means he is so highiy exalted above his creatures as to be totally different from them, not only in his moral perfection (cf. 6:5) but also in his power, his wrath, his love, his faithfulness and all his virtues (cf. also 29:16; 31:3). Yahweh’s holiness is the very essence of his divine being, which causes men to tremble betöre him as they worship him.

This holy God has associated himself in a special way with Israel (1:2; 5:1 ff., etc.), and in a pre-eminent degree with the house of David (8:13; 11:1, etc.). He dwells in the midst of Israel, on Mt Zion (8:18; 11:9, etc.).

The fact that God is ‘the Holy One of Israel’ involves an abiding tension in his relation to his people. On the one hand, he fulminates in a violent way against Israel’s sin; on the other hand, he does not break his covenant with Israel. Hence the as-surance: ‘Remnant will return’. This means, first: judgment will come, only a remnant will be left. But it also means: at least a remnant will be left, a remnant will indeed return (i.e. to its homeland). In his wrath God remembers merey. It is also pos-sible to translate: ‘Remnant returns to God, changes its mind’; its return and deliverance come along the path of conversion. This remnant-doctrine figures prominently in Isaiah’s preaching, from the very first (6:13). And he may have seen the beginnings of the remnant in the circle of his dis-ciples, among whom he withdrew himself from public life for a considerable time at an early stage in his ministry (8:16-18).

Some of the implications of the outlined teach-ing of Isaiah may now be elaborated.

(i) God's requirements and Israel's sin. The Holy One of Israel requires his people to sanctify him (8:13) by putting their trust in him alone, by keep-ing his commandments, by paying heed to the words of his prophets. Because Yahweh has entered into a covenant with Israel, Israel’s sin is es-sentially apostasy (1:2-4; 30:1-9, etc.). Instead of preserving due humility in the presence of the Holy One of Israel, they are haughty and frivolous (2:6ff; 3:8; 5:15f„ 19ff.; 22:lff.; 28:15; 29:!4ff; 32:9ff, etc.). Isaiah repeatedly insists that sin, in whatever sphere it may be committed, is first and foremost sin against God.

Isaiah denounces sinful worship (although this is not so prominent a feature of his preaching as of Hosea’s); he inveighs against a ritual which con-fines itself to external matters (1:1 Off.; 29:13), against the offering of sacrifices on the high places (1:29), against heathen worship (2:6-8; 17:7f.; 30:22; 31:7, etc.; see also 8:19).

Especially during the early years of his ministry he also spoke out sternly against sins in the social realm—oppression of the defenceless, immoderate luxury, drunkenness, etc. (cf, e.g., 1:15-17, 21-23; 3:14f, 16ff.; 5:7-8, llff., 14, 22f; 10:1(; 28:7ff; 32:9ff). In this connection we may think of a pos-sible influence of Amos.

In the political domain, Isaiah’s governing demand is trust in the Holy One of Israel (7:9ff.; 8:12f.; 10:20; 17:7; 28:16; 30:15, etc.). What did this involve in practical politics? Isaiah never advo-cated defencelessness, but he uttered repeated warnings against joining in coalitions, especially with Egypt (14:28-32; 18; 20; 30:1-7; 31:1-3). This abstention from active participation in world-politics would, in the circumstances, also have been a requirement of statecraft (cf, e.g., 36:5f), but Isaiah’s warnings should not be attributed to keen political vision, but to divine revelation (see also 30:1). Isaiah’s warnings may sometimes have been heeded; we do not hear of any open conflict between Assyria and Judah during the years 714-711 bc. But often people would not listen to him. Ahaz’s attitude, for example, is made quite clear in ch. 7 (cf. 2 Ki. 16:7ff.); and as for the time of Heze-kiah, see 29:15; 30:lff.; 31:lffi; 36:4ff. (cf. 2 Ki 18:7).

(ii) Judgment and Salvation. It is often objected that the preaching of judgment and Salvation in Is. 1-39 contains inherent contradictions. From this it is concluded that various parts of these chapters do not come from Isaiah, or eise that Isaiah’s views underwent a change; for example, a distinction is drawn between a pro- and an anti-Assyrian period in his ministry. But it has already been said that an inevitable tension is involved in the title ‘the Holy One of Israel’. As the Situation requires, this may mean that he protects Israel and Jerusalem, the Temple city, the royal city; it may mean that he enters into judgment expressly against Israel and Jerusalem. Therefore there is no need for surprise if Isaiah, in his preaching of judgment and Salvation, does not always lay the emphasis in the same place (cf. 28:23-29; it is rightly said that this par-able has a central place in the preaching of Isaiah). The persistent emphasis in his preaching is what was revealed to him at the outset, in his inaugural vision (6:11-13). A thoroughgoing judgment is to come upon Judah and upon Jerusalem as well (3:1 -4:1; 5:1-7, 8-24; 32:9-14, etc.); in this connection the Assyrians are mentioned (5:26—30; 7:17ff.; 8:5-8, etc.); but through and beyond this judgment, which is consequently sometimes portrayed as a purifying judgment (l:24ff.; 4:2ff.), a remnant is saved, and for this remnant a triumphant future breaks (4:2ff.; 10:20ff., etc.). But this is not all that should be mentioned here. This thoroughgoing judgment on Jerusalem does not fall immediately. Isaiah is allowed to prophesy that Pekah and Rezin’s attack on Jerusalem will fail (7:1-8:4), that the Assyrians will Overflow Judah and cause great distress to Jerusalem, but will in their turn be Struck by divine judgment and not be permitted to capture Jerusalem (8:9f.; 10:5-34; 14:24-32; 18; 29:1-8; 31:4ff.; 37:6fi, 21-35). One Statement does not contradict another. (It is to be noted too that before the reassuring prophecies of 37:6f, 21-35, Sennacherib has dealt treacherously, 30:1 ff.; cf. 2 Ki. 18:14ff., and blasphemed the Holy One of Israel.) That Isaiah’s prophecies on this subject are not inherently contradictory is also shown by their fulfilment. The Assyrians did cause much distress to Jerusalem in 701 bc, but were not able to capture it; later on a thoroughgoing judgment did fall on Jerusalem, at the hand of the Babylonians. Isaiah nowhere specifies the Assyrians as the executors of the thoroughgoing judgment of Jerusalem; in a later time he foretold that the Babylonians would come (39:5ff.). Finally, some prophecies, like those of 5:14ff., have their complete fulfilment only in the eschatological judgment (see below, under sub-section (iv)).

The prophet’s summons to repentance should also be mentioned in this connection. In a sense his announcement of judgment and salvation is con-ditional; if they harden their hearts, judgment will follow; if they repent, forgiveness and salvation will be theirs (1:16ff.; 30:15ff., etc.). But this announcement is conditional only in a sense; for as early as Isaiah’s inaugural vision it was revealed to him that Yahweh was determined to execute judgment on Judah; the broad masses of the people were sunk so deep in their sins that Isaiah’s preach-ing would have no effect save to harden their hearts still more (6:9ff.). Equally, there is no uncertainty about the coming salvation. And, just as Isaiah’s preaching, by hardening his hearers’ hearts, con-tributed to IsraeFs ripening for judgment, so too it contributed to the postponement of the judgment, the rescue of Jerusalem and the formation of the remnant on which Yahweh purposed to bestow his salvation.

The salvation proclaimed by Isaiah includes the deliverance of Jerusalem from great distress, but this deliverance is not the full salvation. The prom-ised salvation in its füllest sense is based on the remission of sins (cf. 1:18; 6:5f, etc.), and it con-sists further in a renewal of the heart (cf, e.g., 32:15ff.), a life lived in accordance with God’s commandments, a life crowned with prosperity and glory. In this salvation Zion would take a central place, but the other nations would participate in it too (cf. 1:19, 26f.; 2:2-5; 4:2-6; 33:13ff ). Special mention should also be made here of the Mes-sianic prophecies, which are of paramount import-ance (cf. 9:1-7; 11:1-10, where there is a marked contrast with the Assyrian empire described in 10:5ff., cf. also 16:5; 28:16f; 32:lff; 33:17; the Immanuel prophecy of 7:14 is also Messianic, as its quotation in Mt. l:22f. shows, but indirectly so, as v. 16 indicates). In these prophecies Isaiah natur-ally employs OT terms—the Messiah is portrayed as king of Israel, and the idea is raised that he will liberate his people from the Assyrians (9:3; cf. 11:1 ff., with the preceding oracle)—but by means of these terms he gives a glorious portrayal of the coming salvation, which Christians recognize as having been inaugurated with the first advent of Christ, and as coming to its complete fulfilment with his second advent (cf. 11:9, etc.).

(iii) The Holy One of Israel and the nations. That Yahweh is the only true God is stated more em-phatically in chs. 40ff. than in 1-39, yet it is stressed plainly enough in the first part of the book (cf. 2:8; 30:22; 37:16, etc.). Yahweh is Lord of the whole earth (6:3). All that happens is his doing, the execu-tion of his decree (5:12, 19; 14:24, 26; 37:26, etc.). He directs the history of Israel and of the other nations too. Assyria is the rod of his anger (10:5ff; cf 5:26; 7:17ff.; 8:7f., etc.); but because of the Assyrians’ pursuit of their own ambitions (10:7ff.), their haughtiness, their violence, their cruelty, their faithlessness and their blasphemy of Yahweh, they too will have to undergo his judgment (8:9.; 10:5ff.; 14:24-27; 18:4-6; 29:1-8; 30:27-33; 31:8f.; 33:lff.; 36-37, etc.). See further the prophecies concerning Babylon (13-14; 21:1-10), Moab (15-16; cf. also 25:lOff.), Ethiopia and Egypt (18-20), Edom (21:11 f.; 34), and other nations. We should observe, too, that Isaiah predicts not only disaster but also blessing for the nations—e.g. in the great prophecy of 19:18-25, with its promise that Egypt, Assyria and Israel will be joint witnesses for Yahweh (cf. 16:lflF.; 18:7; 23:15-18, and also 2:2-5; 11:10, etc.).

(iv) Chs. 24-27. These chapters, which form an epilogue to chs. 13-23, call for a special mention, because of their eloquent portrayal of world judgment (24) and the great salvation which God will accomplish (all nations will have a share in this salvation: ‘He will swallow up death for ever’; cf. 25:6ff.) and because of their reference to the resur-rection of the just (26:19).

b. Chs. 40-55

Jerusalem lies in ruins, Israel is in exile in Babylo-nia and the Exile has lasted a long time The people of Israel are in great distress (42:22; 51:18ff), Yahweh’s anger lies heavily upon them because of their sins (40:2; 42:24f.; 51:17, etc); they think that he has forgotten them (40:27; 49:14). Some of them have come to regard the place of their exile as their homeland (55:2). But the prophet promises that Yahweh is about to liberate his people, and he urges them to believe this promise.

(i)    The Holy One of Israel (41:14, 16, 20; 43:3, 14f; 45:11; 47:4; 48:17; 49:7; 55:5) is able to help. In view of what is said above, it is not surprising that nowhere in the OT is it asserted so emphatically as in these chs. that Yahweh is the one true God, that he alone can help (cf. 41:lff., 21ff.; 43:10f.; 44:6, 8; 45:5, 14, 18, 21 f.; 46:9, etc.) Trust in other gods is vain, image-worship is sinful folly (40:18ff.; 41:7, 29; 42:8, 17; 44:6-20, 25; 45:20; 46:1 ff; 47:9ff ). He far transcends all his creatures; he has created all things (this has more stress in chs. 40-55 than in chs. 1-39) and directs the course of all things (cf. 40:12-26, which forms the introduction to vv. 27-31; 41:4; 43:13; 44:7; 48:13, etc). He is the eternal God (40:28; 41:4; 43:10; 44:6; 48:12); he acts in accordance with his own good pleasure (45:9ff.), and his decree is certain of accomplishment (44:28; 46:10, etc). His word, spoken by the mouth of his prophets, will not return to him ‘empty’—without fulfilling its mission (40:6-8; 55:10f.). Even a world-conqueror such as Cyrus is but a tool in his hand for the performance of his purpose (41:1 ff., 21-29; 43:9-15; 44:24-45:13; 46:8-13; 48:12-16).

(ii)    The Holy One of Israel is willing to help. Israel has not deserved his help; she has shown herseif unworthy of it (43:22ff., etc). But Israel is his people (40:1, etc.; cf. too, e.g., 43:15; 44:2), and his name, his reputation, is involved in Israel’s deliverance (48:1-11, etc). His relation to Israel, to Zion, is compared to the marriage bond (50:1; 54:5ff.). He has chosen Israel out of all the nations (41:8f.; 48:10, etc.) and Israel is his servant—a title which implies both a privilege (41:8f., etc.) and a mission (43:10, etc.). His love is unchangeably set upon Israel, upon Zion (40:11; 43:3f.; 46:31'.; 49:15fF., etc.), and his righteousness is the guaran-tee of her liberation (e.g. 41:10; 45:24).

(iii)    The Holy One of Israel will certainly help. The coming Salvation is painted in bright colours. The basis of this salvation, and at the same time its very essence, consists in his turning away his anger, his remission of Israel’s sin (40:2; 43:25; 44:22; 51:21IT., etc.). He uses Cyrus as his instrument to inaugurate his salvation; Cyrus is described in quite remarkable terms as Yahweh’s ‘anointed’ (45:1), and the man whom he ‘loves’ (48:14, etc.). Babylon is overthrown by him (46-47; cf. 43:14; 48:14); Israel is set free, her exiled children are gathered from all the lands of their dispersion, and return to Canaan (43:1-8, 18-21; 48:20f; 49:24-26; 52:1 lf, etc.). Yahweh returns to Zion (40:9-11; 52:7f), Zion is once again inhabited (49:17-23; 54:1fr.), rebuilt (44:28; 45:13; 54:1 lf), and pro-tected (54:14-17).

Note especially the following points. 1. This work of deliverance is described as a new creation (41:20; 45:8; cf. 45:18). The miracles which marked the Exodus from Egypt are now to be repeated on a grander scale (43:16ff.; 48:21; 51:9f., etc.). 2. The prophet sees the whole future as a unity. Israel’s liberation from exile is viewed as the beginning of the great era of salvation, in which all things will be made new. Here it can be mentioned that Israel’s homeward progress is attended by a series of nature-miracles (41:17ff.; 43:18-21; 48:21; 49:9bf; 55:12f; cf. 54:13). 3. It is repeatedly emphasized that the grand aim of all this is the praise and glory of God (41:20; 43:21; 44:23; 48:9-11, etc.).

The prophet bends all his energies to persuade the people to accept and believe this assurance of blessing; see especially the closing ch. 55. He tries to convince them by pointing to Yahweh’s majesty in nature and history. He propounds pointed ques-tions, and challenges them to enter into debate {cf., e.g., 40:12-31; 49:14ff.). He also challenges the Gentile nations and their gods: can these gods do what the God of Israel does? It is the God of Israel who has called Cyrus into being and raised him up, in order that he may be the instrument to set Israel free. The God of Israel is therefore the only One who can foretell the result of Cyrus’ actions. As certainly as Yahweh made the ‘former things’ come to pass—that is to say, as certainly as he fulfilled what he foretold in earlier days—so certainly will he bring the ‘new things’ to pass by the fulfilment of the promises which he now maices through his prophet (41:lfT, 21-29; 43:9-15; 44:6-45:25; 46:8-13; 48:12-16; cf. 42:9; 48:1-11). With all this the prophet does not furnish proofs in the strict sense of the word, but he makes a strong appeal to mind, heart and conscience.

All this underlines the outspoken universalism of these chapters. Yahweh, the Creator of the uni-verse, directs world-events, including the victorious career of Cyrus. He rebukes the nations, particu-larly Babylon, because of their hostility to Israel and also because of their idolatry (41:11—16; 42:13, 17; 46; 47). The goal to which he is directing the course of the world is summed up in the words, ‘to me every knee shall bow, every tongue shall swear’ (45:23); in this serving of Yahweh lies also the salvation of the nations of the earth; cf., e.g, 42:10-12; 45:6, 22-24; 51:4f.

(iv)    On the ‘Servant Songs’ (42:1-7; 49:l-9a; 50:4-11; 52:13-53:12), see "Servant ofthe Lord.

c. Chs. 56-66

The following features are specially noteworthy in these concluding chapters:

1.    Yahweh is presented as the living God. He is fearful in his anger (59:16ff.; 63:1-6), but he bends down in kindness to his people, he shows them mercy and restores their comfort, he delights in Zion (57:15fT; 60:10; 61:1 ff.; 62:4f; 63:7, 15; 65:1 f, 8, 19; 66:2, 13). That he is no inflexible or inexor-able power is movingly shown in the review of his dealings with Israel in earlier days (63:8ff.).

2.    A sharp contrast is drawn between those in Israel who love God and those who disobey him {e.g 57:1; 65:131T.; 66:5; c/. 65:8).

3.    It is frequently said, but without justification, that in some parts at least of this section of the book a legalist and nationalist spirit is manifested. True, it is clearly laid down that it is necessary to practise righteousness if one is to share in the coming salvation, and occasionally the importance of keeping the sabbath isstressed (cf., e.g, 56:1-8). But this is not intended to inculcate a spirit of ceremonialism and legalism; on the contrary, this very spirit is roundly condemned (cf. 58; 66:1, 5), and an attitude of humility is repeatedly com-mended (cf, e.g, 57:15; 61:2f.; 66:2). As to the glorifying of Zion (cf, e.g., 60:4ff.; 61:5ff.; 66:20), this is no mere outburst of nationalist feeling. Zion is not only the Capital of Judah but the dwelling-place of God; and the Gentiles who turn to him participate in his salvation (e.g. 56:1-8; 60:3).

Bibliography. See the Introductions to the OT and the Commentaries - e.g J. Mauchline, Isaiah 1-39, TBC, 1962; C. R. North, Isaiah 40-55, TBC, 1964; D R. Jones. Isaiah 56-66 and Joel, TBC, 1964; C. R. North, The Second Isaiah, 1964; E. J. Young, The Book of Isaiah, NIC 1, 1965, 2, 1969, 3, 1972; H. C. Leupold, Exposition of Isaiah I (chs. 1-39), 1968; J. L. McKenzie, Second Isaiah, AB, 1968; O. Kaiser, Isaiah 1-12, OTL, 1972, Isaiah 13-39, OTL, 1974; C. Westermann, Isaiah 40-66, OTL, 1969; A. S. Herbert, Isaiah 1-39, CBC, 1973, Cf, too: O. T. Allis, The Unity of Isaiah, 1950; J. D W. Watts, Isaiah, 1989; Isaiah 1-33, 1985; Isaiah 34-66, 1987; J. A. Motyer, The Prophecy of Isaiah, 1993; D. Carr, JSOT 57, 1993, pp. 61-80; H. G. M. Williamson, The Book Called Isaiah, 1994.

N.H.R.

ISHBOSHETH. The name (2 Sa. 2-4) is com-monly thought to have been Eshbaal originally, altered by scribes who wrote bosel (‘shame’) instead of the apparently pagan divine name "Baal. In 1 Ch. 8:33; 9:39 the form Eshbaal is written, Re-cently a strong case has been argued against this view, boset being understood as a divine attribute, ‘pride, strength’. Ishbosheth and Eshbaal would be alternative names for one man (so, too, Mephi-bosheth and Meribbaal; see M. Tsevat, HUCA 46, 1975, pp. 71-87). A son of Saul, the Ishvi of 1 Sa. 14:49 (a corruption of Ishiah, i.e. Ishbaal), he was made king of Israel at * Mahanaim, out of reach of the Philistines, by Abner, his father’s Commander. As David’s power grew, Abner began an intrigue with him but was murdered. Ishbosheth’s supporters lost heart, and two of his cavalry of-ficers, Rechab and Baanah, assassinated him during his midday rest (2 Sa. 2-4). The lxx ac-count of this crime is more explicit than MT (2 Sa. 4:6, cf. av with Rvmg. or rsv), which may be

emended to agree with the Greek. The death of Ishbosheth enabled David to gain control of all Israel from the house of Saul.    a.r.m.

ISHI (Heb. 'ist, ‘my husband’)- In Ho. 2:16 the name which the Israelites were to use for God, to supersede ‘Baali’ with its pagan associations.

J.D.D.

ISHMAEL (Heb. yiSmae'l, ‘God hears’). 1. The son of Abraham by Hagar the Egyptian handmaid of Sarah. When Sarah realized that she was barren, she gave her handmaid to Abraham to conceive seed for her (Gn. 16:2). An example of this ancient custom has been discovered in the *Nuzi tablets (ANET, p. 220). After conceiving by Abraham, Hagar began to despise Sarah, who then drove her out of the home with Abraham’s re-luctant consent. On her way to Egypt she was met by the angel of Yahweh, who told her to return and submit to Sarah. He also gave her the promise of a multiplied seed through her son Ishmael, who would be ‘a wild ass of a man’ (16:12; cf. Jb. 39:5— 8). Ishmael was born when Abraham was 86, 11 years after his arrival in Canaan (16:15-16; cf. 12:4). 13 years later, both Ishmael and his father were circumcised in obedience to God’s command (17:25-26). But on that same day, God had also promised Abraham a son by Sarah. The fact that he had long since centred his hopes on Ishmael caused him to cry out, ‘O that Ishmael might live in thy sightl’ (17:18). God then assured him that Ishmael would beget twelve princes and ultimately a great nation (17:20; cf. 16:10; 25:13-16). When Ishmael was about 16, a great celebration was held at the weaning of the child Isaac (21:8). Ishmael gave vent to his jealousy of ‘the child of the promise’ (Rom. 9:7-9) by ‘mocking’ him. The apostle Paul employs the verb ‘persecuted’ (ediöke) to de-scribe this act (Gal. 4:29) and builds upon it an extended allegory of the Opposition of legalistic religionists to those ‘born according to the Spirit’ (Gal. 4:21-31). Sarah insisted that both Ishmael and Hagar be expelled from the home, and Abraham consented only aftcr the Lord revealed to him that ‘through Isaac shall your descendants be named’ (Gn. 21:12). Hagar and her son nearly per-ished from thirst in the desert of Beersheba, until the angel of Yahweh pointed her to a well of water in response to Ishmael’s cry. He grew to be an archer, married an Egyptian and fathered twelve princes (25:12-16). Esau married one of his daugh-ters (28:9; 36:3, 10). He joined Isaac in the burial of their father and died at the age of 137 (25:9, 17).

2. A descendant of Saul and Jonathan, and the son of Azel (1 Ch. 8:38; cf. 9:44). 3. A man of Judah, father of the Zebadiah who was a high of-ficial under King Jehoshaphat (2 Ch. 19:11). 4. The son of Jehohanan, and a captain of hundreds who took part in the conspiracy against Athaliah (2 Ch. 23:1). 5. A son of Pashhur the priest. He was one of those whom Ezra compelled to put away their foreign wives (Ezr. 10:22).

6. The son of Nethaniah, of the seed royal of Judah, who murdered Gedaliah 2 months after the destruction of Jerusalem in 586 bc. When Gedaliah was appointed by Nebuchadrezzar to be the governor of Judah, many Jews gathered themselves to him at Mizpah for Security. Among these, how-ever, was Ishmael, who was jealous of Gedaliah and permitted himself to be hired by Baalis the king of Ammon to plot the governor’s death. In spite of Johanan’s warnings, Gedaliah trusted lshmael and invited him and ten of his men to a banquet. They used the occasion to murder Gedaliah and all the others in Mizpah. Two days later they killed a group of Jewish pilgrims and set off for Ammon with many hostages, including Jeremiah and the king’s daughters. They were pursued by Johanan and other captains and were overtaken at Gibeon. The hostages were rescued, but Ishmael and eight of his men escaped to Ammon (2 Ki. 25:25; Je. 40:7-41:18).

Bibliography. H. C. Leupold, Exposition of Genesis, 1942; C. F. Keil, Biblical Commenlary on the Old Testament, I, The Pentateuch, 1949; J. J. Davis, Paradise to Prison, 1975; H. C. White, ZAW 87, 1975, pp. 267-306.    j.c.w.

ISLAND, ISLE (Heb. ’f, pl. ’iyyiw, Gk. nesos, nesion). Etymologically, the Heb. term is frequently supposed to mean ‘habitable land’, through a cog-nate Arab. word, but ‘coastlands’ is a better trans-lation, as usually in rsv. The general OT usage is to denote the islands and coastlands of the Mediter-ranean. The idea of distance is also included, e.g. Is. 66:19; Je. 31:10. Occasionally it appears to have the strict meaning, e.g. ‘Kittim’ or ‘Cyprus’ (rsv) in Je. 2:10, ‘Caphtor’ in Je. 47:4 (see rsv: probably Crete). Isaiah’s usage is interesting. In 42:15 it de-notes ‘dry land’ as opposed to water. In 40:15 it is parallel to ‘nations’; in 41:1; 49:1 to ‘peoples’; and in 41:5 to ‘the ends of the earth’.

NT usage is unambiguous. Several islands are named, e.g. Cyprus (Acts 4:36; 13:4; 15:39), Crete and Cauda (Acts 27), Malta (Acts 28:1) and Patmos (Rev. 1:9).    j.g.g.n.

ISRAEL (Heb. yisrael, ‘God strives’). 1. The new name given to Jacob after his night of wrestling at Penuel:‘Your name’,said his supernatural an-tagonist, ‘shall no more be called Jacob, but Israel, for you have striven [särttä, from särä, ‘strive’j with God and with men, and have prevailed’ (Gn. 32:28). With this account, assigned to J in the four-document hypothesis, cf. Ho. 12:3f., ‘in his man-hood he [Jacob] strove [särä] with God. He strove [wayyäsar, from the same verb] with the angel and prevailed’. The re-naming is confirmed at Bethel in Gn. 35:10 (assigned to P), where God Almighty appears to Jacob and says: ‘Your name is Jacob; no longer shall your name be called Jacob, but Israel shall be your name.’ ‘So’, adds the narra-tor, ‘his name was called Israel.’ Thenceforward Israel appears throughout the OT as an occasional synonym for Jacob; it is used most frequently when the Patriarch’s descendants are called ‘the children (or people) of Israel’ (Heb. b'neyisrael).

2. The nation which traced its ancestry back to the 12 sons of Jacob, referred to variously as ‘Israel’ (Gn. 34:7, etc.), ‘the people of Israel’ (Ex. 1:8, etc.), ‘the (twelve) tribes of Israel’ (Gn. 49:16, 28,), ‘the Israelites’ (Gn. 32:32, etc.). The earliest reference to the nation of Israel in a non-Israelite record appears in an inscription of Merenptah, king of Egypt, c. 1230 bc, ‘Israel is desolate; it has no seed left’ (DOTT, p. 139). The next non-Israelite references come in inscriptions of Shal-maneser III of Assyria, c. 853 bc, mentioning ‘Ahab the Israelite’ (DOTT, p. 47), and of Mesha
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Chronological lable of the rulers of Israel down lo the reign of Herod Agrippa I.

of Moab, whose victory-inscription (c. 830 bc) makes repeated mention of Israel, including the boast, ‘Israel perished utterly for ever’ (DOTT, pp. 196f.; ’Moabite Stone. For illustrations see IBA, figs. 40, 48, 50-51).

I. Israel’s beginnings

Merenptah’s reference practically coincides with the beginning of Israel’s national history, for it is the Exodus from Egypt, which took place in his reign or his father’s, that marks Israel’s birth as a nation. Some generations previously their ances-tors, members of a pastoral clan, went down from Canaan to Egypt in time of famine and settled in the Wadi Tumilat. The early kings of Dynasty 19 drafted them in large numbers into forced labour gangs for the building of fortified cities on Egypt’s NE frontier. In these circumstances they might have been completely assimilated to their fellow-serfs had not their ancestral faith been reawakened by Moses, who came to them in the name of the God of their fathers and led them out of Egypt amid a series of phenomena in which he taught them to recognize the power of that God, put forth for their deliverance.

Under Moses’ leadership they trekked E by ‘the way of the wildemess of the Yam Suph’ until they reached the place where the God of their fathers had previously revealed himself to Moses by his coyenant-name Yahweh and commissioned him to bring them out of Egypt. There, at the foot of Mt Sinai, they were brought into special covenant-relationship with Yahweh. He had already shown himself to be their God by rescuing them from bondage in Egypt; they now undertook to be his people. This undertaking involved their obedience to the ‘Ten Words’ in which Yahweh made his will known to them. They were to worship him alone; they were not to represent him by means of any image; they were to treat his name with due rever-ence; they were to reserve every seventh day for him; and in thought, word and deed they were to behave one towards another in a manner befitting the covenant which bound them together. They were to be a people set apart for Yahweh, and were therefore to have something of his righteousness, mercy and truth reproduced in their lives.

This attitude we may call practical monotheism. Whether the gods of neighbouring peoples had any sort of existence or not was a question about which neither Moses nor his followers were likely to trouble their minds; their business was to ac-knowledge Yahweh as supreme and sole God.

Moses was not only Israel’s first and greatest legislator; in his own person he combined the func-tions of prophet, priest and king. He judged their lawsuits and taught them the principles of religious duty; he led them from Egypt to the Jordan, and when he died, a generation after the Exodus, he left behind him no undisciplined body of slave-labourers, such as had followed him out of Egypt, but a formidable host ready to invade Canaan as conquerors and settlers.

This host, even before its Settlement in Canaan, was organized as a confederacy of twelve tribes, united in part by a common ancestry but even more so by common participation in the covenant with Yahweh. The visible token of their covenant unity was the sacred ark, housed in a tent-shrine which was located in the centre of their encamp-ment when they were stationary, but which pre-ceded them on the march or in battle. They formed close alliances with other nomad groups such as the Kenites (to whom Moses was related by mar-riage), the Kenizzites and the Jerahmeelites, who in due course appear to have been incorporated into the tribe of Judah. It was probably a breach of alliance on the part of another nomad group, the Amalekites, that was responsible for the bitter feud which Israel pursued against them from generation to generation. Alliance with such pastoral com-munities was very different from alliance with the settled agricultural population of Canaan, with its fertility cults so inimical to pure Yahweh-worship. Their covenant with Yahweh strictly prohibited the Israelites from making common cause with the Canaanites.

The principal centre of the tribes of Israel in their wilderness period was Kadesh-barnea, evi-dently (from its name) a sanctuary and also (from its alternative name En-mishpat) a place where causes were heard and judgment pronounced. When they left Kadesh-barnea some of them infil-trated N into the central Negeb, but the main body advanced S and E of the Dead Sea, skirting the territories of their Edomite, Ammonite and Moa-bite kinsfolk, who had very recently organized themselves as settled kingdoms. Farther N in Transjordan lay the Amorite kingdoms of Sihon and Og, which they entered as hostile invaders. The re-sisting forces of Sihon and Og were crushed, and their territories were occupied—these are the territories later known as Reuben, Gad and E Man-asseh. Part at least of the Israelite community thus settled down to an agricultural way of life even before the Crossing of the Jordan.

II. The Settlement in Canaan

The Crossing of the Jordan was followed quickly by the capture and destruction of the fortress of * Jericho. From Jericho they pressed into the heart of the land, taking one fortress after another. Egypt was no longer in a position to send help to her former Canaanite vassals; only along the W Coastal road did she now exercise some control, as far N as the pass of Megiddo, and even in that region the Philistine Settlement (c. 1190 bc) was soon to present a barrier to the extension of Egyptian power.

A coalition of five military governors of Canaanite fortresses attempted to prevent the Israelites from turning S from the central hill-country, where Gibeon and the associated cities of the Hivite tetrapolis had submitted to them as subject-allies. The coalition was completely defeated in the pass of Beth-horon and the road to the S lay open to the invaders. Although the chariot-forces of Canaanite citadels prevented them from operating in more level country, they soon dominated and occupied the central and S highlands, and also the Galilean uplands, N of the Plain of Jezreel.

The tribes which settled in the N were cut off from their fellows in central Canaan by a chain of Canaanite fortifications in the Plain of Jezreel, Stretching from the Mediterranean to the Jordan. Judah, in the S, was even more effectively cut off from the central tribes by the stronghold of Jerusalem, which remained a Canaanite enclave for 200 years.

On one notable occasion the N and central tribes joined forces in an uprising against the military governors of the Plain of Jezreel, who were steadily reducing them to serfdom. Their united rising was crowned with success at the battle of Kishon (c. 1125 bc), when a sudden storm flooded the watercourse and put the Canaanite chariotry out of action, so that the light-armed Israelites easily routed them. But even on this occasion, while the call to action went out to all the N and central tribes, and to those in Transjordan, Judah appears to have received no summons, being too completely cut off from the other tribes.

On an occasion like this, when the tribes of Israel remembered their covenant-bond, their united strength enabled them to resist their en-emies. But such united action was rare. The reces-sion of danger was regularly followed by a period of assimilation to Canaanite ways. This assimila-tion involved intermarriage and the imitation of Canaanite fertility rites, so that Yahweh was thought of rather in terms of Baal, the fructifying rain-god, than as the God of their fathers who had redeemed them from Egypt to be his peculiar people. The covenant-bond was thus weakened and they became an easy prey to their enemies. Not only did Canaanite city-states try to reduce them to servitude; from time to time they suffered incur-sions from beyond Jordan, by their own kinsmen the Moabites and Ammonites, and much more dis-astrously at the hands of raiding bedouin. The leaders who rallied them in such periods of distress were the charismatic ‘judges’ after whom this whole Settlement period is commonly named; these men not only led them forward to victory against their enemies but back to loyalty to Yahweh.

The greatest and most recalcitrant menace to Israelite independence, however, came from the W. Not long after the Israelites crossed the Jordan, bands of sea-rovers from the Aegean islands and coastlands settled on the W seaboard of Canaan and organized themselves in the five city-states of Ashdod, Ashkelon, Ekron, Gaza and Gath, each of which was governed by a seren—one of the ‘five lords of the Philistines’. These * Philistines inter-married with the Canaanites and soon became Canaanite in language and religion, but they retained the political and military traditions of their home-lands. Once they had established themselves in their pentapolis they began to extend control over other parts of Canaan, including those parts occupied by the Israelites. Militarily the Israelites were no match for them. The Philistines had mastered the art of iron-working, and kept it as a monopoly in their own hands. When the Israelites began to use iron implements in their agriculture the Philistines insisted that they must come to Philistine smiths to have them sharpened. This was a means of ensuring that the Israelites would not be able to forge iron implements of war with which they might rise against their overlords.

At last the Philistines extended their domination over the Plain of Jezreel as far as the Jordan. While their suzerainty did not menace Israelite existence, it did menace Israelite national identity. The covenant shrine in those days was established at *Shiloh, in the territory of Ephraim, where the sacred ark was tended by a priesthood tracing its lineage back to Aaron, the brother of Moses. This priesthood took a leading part in an inter-tribal revolt against the Philistines which was an utter failure. The ark was captured, Shiloh and the
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sanctuary were destroyed and the central priest-hood was practically wiped out (c. 1050 bc). All the visible bonds which united the tribes of Israel had disappeared, and Israel’s national identity seemed likely to disappear with them.

That it did not disappear, but rather became more vigorous, was due to the character and enter-prise of ‘Samuel, the greatest of Israel’s charis-matic leaders between Moses and David. Samuel, like Moses, combined the functions of prophet, priest and judge; and in his own person he pro-vided a rallying-centre for the national life. Under his guidance Israel returned to its covenant loyalty, and with the return of religious devotion came a resurgence of national spirit; after some years the Israelites were able to defeat the Philistines on the very battlefield where they had been so shamefully routed.

As Samuel grew old, the question of the succes-sion became acute. There arose a widespread demand for a king, and at last Samuel consented to this demand and anointed the Benjaminite ‘Saul to reign over them. Saul’s reign began auspiciously with a prompt retort to a hostile show of force by the Ammonites, and this was followed by success-ful action against the Philistines in the central high-lands. So long as Saul accepted Samuel’s direction in the religious sphere all went well, but Saul’s for-tunes began to decline when a breach came about between them. He met his death in battle against the Philistine at Mt Gilboa, in a bold but vain at-tempt to bring the N tribes, beyond the Plain of Jezreel, into the unity of Israel. The Philistine grip on Israel was now firmer than ever (c. 1010 bc).

III. David and Solomon

The man who enabled Israel to throw off the Philistine yoke was * David, a member of the tribe of Judah, at one time a military commander under Saul and later a mercenary warrior with the Philistines. On Saul’s death he was immediately ac-claimed as king of Judah, and 2 years later the tribes of Israel as a whole also invited him to be their king. In a series of brilliant military actions he inflicted decisive defeats on the Philistines, who thereafter had to live as David’s vassals. The cap-ture of Jerusalem by David in the 7th year of his reign provided his kingdom with a strong and stra-tegically situated Capital and also with a new religious centre. The ark was brought back from exile and solemnly installed in a tent-shrine on Mt Zion, later superseded by Solomon’s Temple.

After establishing Israelite independence and supremacy in Canaan, David went on by conquest and diplomacy to build up an empire Stretching from the Egyptian border and the Gulf of Aqaba to the Upper Euphrates. This empire he be-queathed to his son Solomon, who overtaxed its resources by a grandiose building Programme and the maintenance of a splendid court. For the more efficient exploitation of his kingdom’s revenue, he divided it into twelve new administrative districts, which took the place of the old tribal divisions, and exacted not only heavy taxes but compulsory labour on public works, ultimately even from his Israelite subjects. The bürden at last became intolerable. Towards the end of his reign most of the subject nations had regained their independence, and after his death (c. 930 bc) the tribes of Israel themselves split into two kingdoms—the N kingdom of Israel, which renounced its allegiance to the throne of David, and the S Kingdom of Judah, consisting of the tribal territories of Judah and Benjamin, over which the descendants of David and Solomon continued to reign in their Capital at Jerusalem (‘Judah, IV).

IV. The kingdom of Israel

Jeroboam, founder of the separate monarchy in the N, elevated the two ancient sanctuaries of Dan (in the far N) and Bethel (near the frontier with Judah) to the Status of national shrines. In both of these golden bull-calves provided the visible ped-estals for Yahweh’s invisible throne (the function fulfilled by golden cherubs in the Jerusalem Temple). Early in his reign both Hebrew kingdoms were invaded by the Egyptians under Shishak, but the S kingdom appears to have suffered the more, so that later the N kingdom had no need to fear an attempt by the Davidic dynasty to regain control of its lost territories.

A more serious threat, however, presented itself from the N. The Aramaean kingdom of Damas-cus, founded in Solomon’s reign, began to en-croach on Israelite territory about 900 bc, and this was the beginning of 100 years of intermittent war which at times reduced Israel to desperate straits.

The security of the kingdom of Israel was also impaired by frequent palace-revolts and dynastic changes. Only two dynasties—those founded by Omri (c. 880 bc) and Jehu (c. 841 bc)—lasted for more than two generations. Jeroboam’s son was assassinated by Baasha, one of his army Commanders, in the year after he succeeded to the kingdom; when Baasha had reigned for 20 years his son too feil victim to a similar fate. A few years of civil war followed, from which Omri emerged as the victor.

Omri founded a new Capital for his kingdom at ‘Samaria. Externally he strengthened his position by subduing Moab, E of the Dead Sea, and entering into an economic alliance with Phoenicia. His son Ahab married a Phoenician princess, Jezebel, and also brought the hostility between his kingdom and Judah to an end by means of an alliance which lasted until the dynasty of Omri was overthrown.

The commercial benefits of the Phoenician alliance were great, but in the religious realm it led to a revival of Baal-worship, in which Jezebel played a leading pari. The principal Champion of pure Yahweh-worship was the prophet ‘Elijah, who also denounced the royal departure from the old covenant-loyalty in the social sphere (notably in the case of Naboth the Jezreelite) and proclaimed the impending doom of the dynasty of Omri.

The war with Damascus continued throughout the reigns of Omri and his descendants, apart from 3 years during the reign of Ahab, when the kings of Israel and Damascus and neighbouring States formed a military coalition to resist the invading king of Assyria, Shalmaneser III. They gave him battle at Qarqar on the Orontes (853 bc), and he did not invade the W lands again for 12 years. His withdrawal was the Signal for the break-up of the coalition and the resumption of hostilities between Israel and Damascus.

The extermination of the house of Omri in Jehu’s revolt (841 bc) was followed by the Suppression of official Baal-worship. The revolt was sup-ported by the prophetic guilds, who had no reason to love the house of Omri. But it gravely weakened the kingdom of Israel in face of the Aramaean assaults, and the first 40 years of the dynasty of
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The kingdoms of Israel and Judah.


Jehu were years of continual tribulation for Israel. Not only were Israel’s Transjordanian territories overrun by the enemy but her N provinces too; the Aramaeans invaded the Plain of Jezreel and made their way along the Mediterranean seaboard as far S as Gath. Israel had been reduced to desperate straits when in 803 bc the Assyrian king Adad-nirari III invaded Syria, raided Damascus and irr.-posed tribute on it. Damascene pressure on Israel was relaxed; and the Israelites were able to take advantage of this turn of fortune and regain many of the cities which the Aramaeans had taken from them.

Throughout the years of tribulation there was one man in Israel whose morale and confidence in Yahweh never wavered—the prophet * Elisha. Well might the king of Israel address him on his death-bed as ‘the chariots of Israel and its horsemen’ (2 Ki. 13:14). Elisha died with a prediction of victory over the Aramaeans on his lips.

The first half of the 8th Century bc witnessed a return of prosperity to Israel, especially under Jeroboam II, the 4th king of Jehu’s dynasty. Both Hebrew kingdoms were free from external molest-ation; Damascus was too weak after her rough handling by Assyria to renew her aggression. Jeroboam extended his kingdom’s frontiers and the national wealth increased greatly.

But this increase of national wealth was concen-trated in the hands of a relatively small section of the population—the well-to-do merchants and landowners, who enriched themselves at the ex-pense of the peasantry. The smallholders who had formerly tilled their own fields were now obliged in large numbers to become serfs on the growing es-tates of their wealthy neighbours, cultivating the land which they had once cultivated as independent owners. This increasing disparity between two sections of Israel’s freeborn citizens called forth the denunciation of such prophets as Amos and Hosea, the more so as the rieh expropriators of their poorer neighbours were punctilious in the performance of what they considered their re-ligious duties. The prophets insisted tirelessly that what Yahweh required from his people was not sacrifices of fatted beasts but righteousness and covenant-loyalty, for lack of which the nation faced disaster greater than anything it had hitherto known.

About 745 bc the dynasty of Jehu ended as it had begun, by assassination and revolt. In that year Tiglath-pileser III became king of Assyria and inaugurated a campaign of imperial conquest which in less than a quarter of a Century brought an end to the existence of the kingdom of Israel and to the independence of the kingdom of Judah. Menahem of Israel (c. 745-737 bc) paid tribute to Tiglath-pileser, but an anti-Assyrian policy was pursued by Pekah (c. 736-732 bc), who allied him-self for this purpose with Damascus. Tiglath-pileser took Damascus, abolished the monarchy and transformed the territory into an Assyrian province; the N and Transjordanian regions of Israel were detached and made into Assyrian provinces. The upper strata of the populations of these areas were deported and replaced by immigrants from other parts of the Assyrian empire. When Hoshea, the last king of Israel, withheld payment of tribute from Assyria at the instance of Egypt, he was imprisoned. Samaria, his Capital, was stormed in 722 bc after a 3-years’ siege, and became the seat of government of the Assyrian province of

Samaria. A further deportation took place— according to Assyrian records 27,290 people were taken captive—and foreign settlers were sent to take their place.

V. The province of Samaria

The deportation of Israelites from the N and Transjordanian territories was so thorough that these territories quite lost their Israelite character. In the province of Samaria it was different; the immigrants in due course adopted Israelite religion— ‘the law of the god of the land’ (2 Ki. 17:26ff.)— and were completely assimilated to the Israelites who had not been carried away; but the * Samari-tans, as the population of the province of Samaria were later called, came to be despised as racial and religious half-breeds by the people of Judah far-ther S, especially from the end of the 6th Century bc onward.

King Hezekiah of Judah attempted (c. 705 bc) to revive the religious unity of Israel by inviting the people of Samaria to come to Jerusalem to wor-ship, but his attempt was rendered ineffective by Sennacherib’s invasion of Judah (701 bc). Greater success attended the action of Hezekiah’s great-grandson Josiah, who took advantage of the recession of Assyrian power to extend his political sovereignty and religious reformation into the regions formerly belonging to the kingdom of Israel (621 bc). The fact that he tried to bar Phar-aoh Neco’s advance at Megiddo is evidence enough of the expansion of his kingdom, but his death there (609 bc) brought an end to such hopes as might have been cherished of the reunion of all Israel under a prince of the house of David. The land of Israel passed under the hegemony of Egypt, and a few years later under that of Babylonia.

The Babylonians appear to have perpetuated the Assyrian provincial Organization in the W. After the assassination of Gedaliah, governor of Judah under the Babylonians, the land of Judah with the exception of the Negeb (now being occupied by the Edomites) was added to the province of Samaria (c. 582 bc). No great change in this respect resulted from the Persian conquest (539 bc), except that the men of Judah exiled under Nebuchadrezzar were allowed to return and settle in Jerusalem and the surrounding area, which now became the separate, if tiny, province of Judaea under a governor appointed by the Persian king (* JUDAtt, V).

The Samaritans made friendly overtures to the restored exiles and offered to co-operate in rebuild-ing the Jerusalem Temple, but these overtures were not welcomed by the Judaeans, who no doubt feared that they would be swamped by the much greater numbers of the Samaritans, and also had serious doubts of the Samaritans’ racial and religious purity. In consequence, a long-standing breach which might have been healed at this time became more bitter than ever, and the Samaritans seized every opportunity to represent the Judaeans to the Persian authorities in an unfavourable light. They were unable to prevent the rebuilding of the Jerusalem Temple, which had been authorized by Cyrus in 538 bc, but they had better success for a time in obstructing the Judaeans’ attempts to for-tify Jerusalem. When, however, Artaxerxes I sent ‘Nehemiah to Judah as governor in 445 bc, with express directions to rebuild the walls of Jerusalem, the Samaritans and other neighbours of Judah might betray their chagrin in various ways but could takc no cfTective action in face of the royal edict.

The governor of Samaria at this time was *San-ballat, who continued in office for many years. ln 408 bc he is mentioned in a letter from the Jewish Community of Elephantine (‘Papyri, II. c) in Egypt, who seek the good Offices of Sanballat’s sons in procuring permission from the Persian court for the rebuilding of their temple, which had been destroyed in an anti-Jewish riot 2 or 3 years previously. This temple had been built more than a Century before to serve the religious needs of a Jewish community which the Egyptian kings of Dynasty 26 had settled on their S frontier as an insurance against Ethiopian inroads. Before writ-ing to Sanballat’s sons, the Elephantine Jews had tried to enlist the aid of the high priest in Jerusalem, but he had paid no attention to their plea; no doubt he disapproved of the existence of a rival temple to that in Jerusalem. Sanballat’s sons—not unnaturally, in view of the relations between Samaria and Jerusalem—showed greater alacrity, and procured the necessary permission for the rebuilding of the Elephantine temple.

The fact that it was Sanballat’s sons and not their father whom the Elephantine Jews ap-proached suggests that, while Sanballat was still nominally governor, his sons were discharging many of his duties on his behalf, probably because of his age.

The Elephantine papyri which supply us with our information about this Jewish community in Egypt are particularly interesting because they portray a group of Jews who show no signs of having been influenced by the reformation of Josi-ah’s days. In this they form a strongcontrast to the Jews who returned from exile to Jerusalem and the surrounding territory. The latter, together with their brethren in Babylonia, had learnt the lesson of exile, and were increasingly marked by strict ad-herence to the Torah, including especially those features of it which were calculated to mark off the people of the law from all other communities. The emergence of the Jews as the people of the law in the most particularist sense is associated above all with the work of * Ezra, under whom the Penta-teuchal law became the recognized Constitution of the Judaean temple-state, subject to the overriding authority of the Persian court.

The work of Ezra (which had the whole-hearted backing of Nehemiah as governor) meant that the cleavage between the Samaritans and Judaeans was less likely than ever to be mended. Some time before 400 bc a scion of the Jerusalem high-priestly family, Manasseh by name, who had married a daughter of Sanballat, was installed by his father-in-law as high priest of the ancient holy place on Mt Gerizim, near Shechem, where a temple was built by royal permission. The rival cult thus estab-lished to that of Jerusalem has survived to the present day—based, remarkably enough, on the same law-book as that recognized by the Jews.

VI. Under the Macedonians

The conquest of the Persian empire by Alexander the Great brought no constitutional changes either to Samaria or to Judah. These provinces were now administered by Graeco-Macedonian governors in place of the former Persian governors, and tribute had to be paid to the new overlord in place of the old one. The Jewish diaspora, which had been widespread under the Persian empire—Haman did not exaggerate when he described t'nem to Xerxes as ‘dispersed among the peoples in all the provinces of your kingdom’ (Est. 3:8)—now l'ound new centres to settle in, especially Alexandria and Cyrene. Hellenistic influences inevitably began to give evidence of their presence among them. These infiuences in some directions were good: we may think in particular of the Situation among the Greek-speaking Jews of Alexandria which necessi-tated the translation of the Pentateuch and other OT writings into Greek in the 3rd and 2nd centur-ies bc, and thus made the knowledge of Israel's God accessible to the Gentile world (‘Texts and Versions, OT). On the other hand. there was a tendency to imitate features of Hellenistic culture which were inextricably interwoven with paganism and which otherwise blurred the distinction between Yahweh’s ‘peculiar people’ and their neigh-bours. How far a prominent Jewish family could go in unscrupulous assimilation to the unworthier as-pects of life under the Hellenistic monarchies is illustrated by Josephus’s account of the fortunes of the Tobiads, who enriched themselves as tax-collectors on behalf first of the Ptolemies and then of the Seleucids.

Among the dynasties which inherited Alexanders empire, the two which chiefiy affect the his-tory of Israel are those of the Ptolemies in Egypt and of the Seleucids who dominated Syria and the lands beyond the Euphrates. From 320 to 198 BC the Ptolemies’ rule extended from Egypt into Asia as far as the Lebanon ränge and the Phoenician coast, including Judaea and Samaria. In 198 bc the Seleucid victory at Panion, near the sources of Jordan, meant that Judaea and Samaria were now tributary to Antioch instead of Alexandria. The defeat which the Seleucid king Antiochus III suf-fered at the hands of the Romans at Magnesia in 190 bc, and the heavy indemnity which they im-posed on him, involved an enormous increase of taxation for his subjects, including the Jews. When his son, Antiochus IV, attempted to redress the Situation by imposing his sovereignty over Egypt (in the two campaigns of 169 and 168 bc), the Romans forced him to relinquish these ambitions. Judaea, on the SW frontier of his kingdom, now became a region of Strategie importance, and he feit that there was grave reason for suspecting the loyalty of his Jewish subjects. On the advice of unwise counsellors, he decided to abolish their dis-tinctive nationhood and religion, and the climax of this policy was the installation of a pagan cult— the worship of Zeus Olympios (a name meta-morphosed by the Jews into ‘the abomination of desolation’)—in the Temple at Jerusalem in De-cember 167 bc. The Samaritan temple on Gerizim was similarly diverted to the worship of Zeus Xenios.

Many pious Jews endured martyrdom at this time sooner than forswear their religion. Others took up arms against their overlord. Among the latter were members of the priestly family of the Hasmonaeans, headed by Mattathias of Modin and his five sons. The outstanding son, Judas Mac-cabaeus, was a born leader of men, who excelled in guerrilla warfare. His initial successes against the royal forces brought many of his fellow-countrymen under his leadership, including a large number of the pious people in Israel, the h"sidim (* Hasidaeans) who realized that passive resistance was not enough in face of the present threat to their national and religious existence. Larger armies were sent against them by the king, but they too were routed by the unexpected tactics ot' Judas and his men.

It became clear to the king that his policy had misfired, and Judas was invited to send ambas-sadors to Antioch to discuss conditions of peace. Antiochus had military plans for the reconquest of seceding territories in the E part of his kingdom, and it was important to reach a Settlement on his Egyptian frontier. The basic Jewish condition was, naturally, the complete rescission of the ban on Jewish religious practice. This was conceded; the Jews became free to practise their ancestral re-ligion. The concession was followed at once by the purification of the Temple from the idolatrous cult which had been installed in it, and its rededication to the age-long worship of the God of Israel. The dedication of the Temple at the end of 164 bc (ever afterwards commemorated in the festival of Hanukkah; cf. Jn. 10:22) was probably not envis-aged in the terms of peace, but in itself it might have been accepted as a fait accompli.

It speedily became clear, however, that Judas, with his brothers and followers, was not content with the regaining of religious liberty. Having won that success by force of arms, they continued their struggle in Order to win political independence. The dedication of the Temple was followed by the fortification of the Temple hill, over against the citadel or Akra (‘Jerusalem, IV) which was manned by a royal garrison. Judas sent armed bands to Galilee, Transjordan and other regions where there were isolated Jewish communities and brought them back to the safety of those parts of Judaea which were controlled by his forces.

Such a succession of hostile acts could not be overlooked by the Seleucid government, and fur-ther armies were sent against Judas. Judas feil in battle in the spring of 160 bc, and for a time the cause which he had led seemed lost. But events played into the hands of his successors. In particu-lar, the death of Antiochus IV in 164 bc was followed by a lengthy period of intermittent civil war in the Seleucid empire, between rival claimants to the throne and their respective partisans. Jonathan, the brother of Judas who took his place as leader of the insurgent party, lay low until times were propitious, and then by diplomatic dealing won rapid and astounding advancement. In 152 bc Alexander Balas, who claimed the Seleucid throne on the ground that he was the son of Antiochus IV (the validity of this Claim is difficult to assess), au-thorized Jonathan to maintain his own military force in Judaea and recognized him as high priest of the Jews, in return for Jonathan’s promise to support him.

Antiochus IV had begun his intervention in Jewish religious affairs, which ultimately brought about the Hasmonaean rising, by deposing and appointing Jewish high priests at his own discre-tion, in defiance of ancient custom. Now a Hasmonaean accepted the high-priesthood from a man whose title to bestow it was based on his Claim to be son and successor to Antiochus IV. So much for the high ideals with which the struggle had begun!

The pious groups who had lent their aid to the Hasmonaeans, at a time when it seemed that only by Hasmonaean might could religious freedom be regained, were disposed to be content when that goal was attained, and grew increasingly critical of the Hasmonaeans’ dynastic ambitions. But no feature of these ambitions displeased them more than the Hasmonaean assumption of the high-priesthood. Some of them refused to recognize any high-priesthood other than the Zadokite one as le-gitimate, and looked forward to a day when the sons of Zadok would once more officiate in a puri-fied Temple (’Dead Sea Scrolls). One brauch of the Zadokite family was permitted to found a Jewish temple at Leontopolis in Egypt and func-tion in the high-priestly office there; but a temple outside the land of Israel could not be counten-anced by those h“sidim who had any regard for the law.

In 143 bc Jonathan was trapped and put to death by one of the rival claimants for mastery of the Seleucid kingdom, but he was succeeded by his brother Simon, under whom the Jews achieved complete independence from the Gentile yoke. This independence was granted in a rescript from the Seleucid king Demetrius II in May 142 bc, by which the Jews were released from the Obligation to pay tribute. Simon followed up this diplomatic success by reducing the last vestiges of Seleucid ascendancy in Judaea—the fortress of Gazara (Gezer) and the citadel in Jerusalem. Demetrius had embarked on an expedition against the Parthi-ans, and could take no action against Simon, even had he so wished. Simon received signal honours from his grateful fellow-Jews for the freedom and peace which he had secured for them. At a meeting of the populär assembly of the Jews in September 140 bc, it was decreed, in consideration of the pat-riotic achievements of himself and his brothers before him, that he should be appointed ethnarch or governor of the nation, commander-in-chief of the army and hereditary high priest. This triple au-thority he bequeathed to his descendants and successors.

Simon was assassinated at Jericho in 134 bc by his son-in-law Ptolemy, son of Abubus, who hoped to seize supreme power in Judaea. But Simon’s son, John Hyrcanus, thwarted the assassin’s plans and secured his position as successor to his father.

The Seleucid king Antiochus VII, who had tried to reassert his authority over Judaea during Simon’s later years, succeeded in imposing tribute on John Hyrcanus for the first few years of his rule. But the death of Antiochus VII in battle with the Parthians in 128 bc brought Seleucid overlordship over Judaea to a decisive end.

VII. The Hasmonaean Dynasty

In the 7th year of John Hyrcanus, then, the independent state of Judaea was firmly established, 40 years after Antiochus IV had abolished its old Constitution as an autonomous temple-state within the empire. The devotion of the h“stdim, the military genius of Judas and the statesmanship of Simon, together with increasing division and weakness in the Seleucid government, had won for the Jews more (to all outward appearance) than they had lost at the hands of Antiochus IV. No wonder, then, that the early years of independence under John Hyrcanus were looked back to by later generations as a kind of golden age.

It was in the time of John Hyrcanus that the final breach between the majority of the h“sidim and the Hasmonaean family came about. John was offended by their objections to his tenure of the high-priesthood, and broke with them. From this time onward they appear in history as the party of the ‘Pharisees, although it is not certain that they
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owed that name (Heb. p'rüsim, ‘separated ones’) to the fact of their withdrawal from their former alli-ance with the Hasmonaeans, as has frequently been supposed. They remained in Opposition to the regime for 50 years. Those religious leaders who supported the regime and manned the national council appear about the same time with the name * Sadducees.

John Hyrcanus profited by the growing weak-ness of the Seleucid kingdom to extend his own power. One of his earliest actions after the estab-lishment of Jewish independence was to invade Samaritan territory and besiege Samaria, which held out for a year but was then stormed and destroyed. Shechem was also captured and the Samaritan shrine on Mt Gerizim was demolished. The Samaritans appealed to the Seleucid king for help, but the Romans warned him not to interfere. The Hasmonaeans, at an early stage in their strug-gle, had secured a treaty of alliance with the Romans, and this treaty was renewed by John.

To the S of his kingdom John warred against the Idumaeans, conquered them and forced them to accept circumcision and adopt the Jewish religion. He reduced Greek cities in Transjordan and in-vaded Galilee.

His work in Galilee was continued by his son and successor Aristobulus I (104-103 bc), who forced the subjected Galileans to accept Judaism, as his father had done with the Idumaeans.

According to Josephus, Aristobulus assumed the title ‘king’ instead of that of ‘ethnarch’ with which his grandfather and (so far as we know) his father had been content, and wore a diadem in token of his royal estate. No doubt he hoped in this way to enjoy greater prestige among his Gentile neigh-bours, although his coins designate him, in lan-guage more congenial to his Jewish subjects, as ‘Judah the high priest’.

Aristobulus died (perhaps of phthisis) after a year’s reign and was succeeded by his brother Alexander Jannaeus (103-76 bc), who married his widow Salome Alexandra. A more inappropriate high priest than Jannaeus could hardly be im-agined. He did go through the motions of his sacred office on occasions of high ceremony—and did so in a way that deliberately offended the Sentiments of many of his most religiously minded subjects (especially the Pharisees). But the mastcr-ambition of his reign was military conquest. His pursuit of this policy brought him many reverses, but by the end of his reign he had brought under his control practically all the territory that had been Israelite in the great days of the nation’s history—at a ruinous cost to all that was of value in his people’s spiritual heritage.

Greek cities on the Mediterranean seaboard and in Transjordan were his special targets for attack; one after another he besieged and conquered them, showing by his ruthless vandalism how little he cared for the true values of Hellenistic civilization. He modelled his way of life on that of the cruder Hellenistic princelings of W Asia. Feeling against him on the part of many of his Jewish subjects reached such a pitch that, when he suffered a disas-trous defeat at the hands of a Nabataean force in Transjordan in 94 bc, they revolted against him and even enlisted the aid of the Seleucid king Demetrius III. But other Jewish subjects of Jannaeus, however much they disliked him, found the spectacle of a Seleucid king being called in to help a revolt against a member of the Hasmonaean family too much for their patriotism; they volun-teered to Support the cause of their hard-pressed king and enabled him to put down the revolt and send the Seleucid contingents packing. The barbar-ity of the revenge which Jannaeus took against the leaders of the revolt (who evidently included some outstanding Pharisees) was long remembered with horror.

Jannaeus bequeathed his kingdom to his widow, Salome Alexandra, who ruled it as queen regnant for 9 years. She bestowed the high-priesthood on her elder son, Hyrcanus II. In one important re-spect she reversed the policy of her predecessors; she befriended the Pharisees and paid attention to their counsel throughout her reign.

Her death in 67 bc was followed by civil war between the supporters of the Claims of her two sons, Hyrcanus II and Aristobulus II, to succeed to supreme power in Judaea. Aristobulus was a typ-ical Hasmonaean prince, ambitious and aggressive; Hyrcanus was a nonentity, but was easily manipu-lated by those who supported his Claims in their own interests, among whom the dominating Personality was the Idumaean Antipater, whose father had been governor of Idumaea under Jannaeus.

The civil strife between the two brothers and their respective partisans was halted by the Romans in 63 bc, in circumstances which brought Judaea’s short-lived independence under the Hasmonaeans to an end.

VIII. The Roman supremacy

In 66 bc the Roman Senate and people sent their most brilliant general at that time, Pompey, to bring to a successful conclusion the war which they had been waging intermittently for over 20 years with Mithridates, king of Pontus, who had carved out an empire for himself in W Asia from the lands of the decadent Seleucid kingdom and neighbour-ing States. Pompey was not long in defeating Mithridates (who fled to Crimea and committed suicide there); but having done that, he found himself faced with the necessity of reorganizing the polit-ical life of W Asia. In 64 bc he annexed Syria as a province of Rome, and was invited by various par-ties in the Jewish state to intervene in its affairs too and put an end to the civil war between the sons of Jannaeus.

Thanks to Antipater’s shrewd appraisal of the Situation, the party favouring Hyrcanus showed itself willing to co-operate with Rome, and Jerusalem opened its gates to Pompey in the spring of 63 bc. The Temple, however, which was separately for-tified and was held by the partisans of Aristobulus, sustained a siege of 3 months before it was taken by Pompey’s forces.

Judaea now became tributary to Rome. She was deprived of the Greek cities which the Hasmonaean kings had conquered and annexed, and the Samaritans were liberated from Jewish control. Hyrcanus was confirmed in the high-priesthood and leadership of the nation; but he had to be content with the title of ‘ethnarch’, for the Romans refused to recognize him as king. Antipater continued to Support him, determined to exploit this new turn of events to his own advantage, which (it must be conceded) coincided largely with the advantage of Judaea.

Aristobulus and his family endeavoured time after time to foment rebellion against Rome so as to secure power in Judaea for themselves. For many years, however, these attempts proved abortive. Successive Roman governors kept a firm grip on Judaea and Syria, because these provinces now lay on the E frontier of the Roman empire, beyond which was the rival empire of Parthia. The Strategie importance of this area may be gauged by the number of dominant figures in Roman history who play a part in the history of Judaea in these years— Pompey, who annexed it to the empire; Crassus, who as governor of Syria in 54-53 bc plundered the Jerusalem Temple and many other temples in Syria while collecting resources for a war against the Parthians, but was defeated and killed by them at Carrhae in 53 bc; Julius Caesar, who became master of the Roman world after defeating Pompey at Pharsalus in 48 bc; Cassius, a leader of Caesar’s assassins, who as proconsul of Syria from 44 bc proved financially oppressive to Judaea; Antony, who dominated the E provinces of the empire after he and Octavian had defeated Caesar’s assassins and their followers at Philippi in 42 bc; and then Octavian himself, who defeated Antony and Cleopatra at Actium in 31 bc and thereafter ruled the Roman world alone as the emperor Augustus. Throughout the vicissitudes of Roman civil and external war Antipater and his family made it their settled policy to Support the chief representative of Roman power in the E at any one time, whoever he might be and whichever party in the Roman state he might belong to. Julius Caesar in particular had reason to be grateful for Antipater’s Support when he was besieged in Alexandria during the winter of 48-47 bc, and he conferred special Privileges not only on Antipater himself but on the Jews as well.

This confidence which the Romans learnt to place in Antipater’s family was manifested out-standingly in 40 bc, when the Parthians invaded Syria and Palestine and enabled Antigonus, the last surviving son of Aristobulus II, to regain the Hasmonaean throne and reign as king and high priest of the Jews. Hyrcanus II was mutilated so as to be disqualified from ever becoming high priest again. Antipater was now dead, but an attempt was made to seize and liquidate his family. One son, Phasael, was captured and killed, but Herod, the ablest of Antipater’s sons, escaped to Rome, where the Senate nominated him king of the Jews, at the instance of Antony and Octavian. It was his task now to recover Judaea from Antigonus (who was left in peace by the Roman commander in Syria when the Parthian invaders were driven out) and to rule his kingdom in the interests of the Romans, as their ‘friend and ally’. The task was not easy, and its successful completion in 37 bc, with the storm-ing of Jerusalem after a siege of 3 months, secured for Herod a bitter ill-will on the part of his new subjects which no effort of his could remove. Antigonus was sent in chains to Antony, who ordered him to be executed. Herod tried to legitimate his Position in Jewish eyes by marrying Mariamne, a Hasmonaean princess, but this marriage brought him more trouble, not less.

Herod’s position was precarious for the first 6 years of his reign. Although Antony was his friend and patron, Cleopatra longed to incorporate Judaea in her kingdom, as her earlier Ptolemaic ancestors had done, and tried to exploit her as-cendancy over Antony to this end. The overthrow of Antony and Cleopatra in 31 bc, and Herod’s confirmation in his kingdom by the conqueror, Augustus, brought him some relief externally, but domestic peace was denied him both in his family circle and in his relations with the Jewish people. Yet he governed Judaea with a firm hand, serving the interests of Rome even better than a Roman governor could have done. (For further details of his reign, * Herod, 1.)

When Herod died in 4 bc his kingdom was div-ided among three of his surviving sons. Archelaus governed Judaea and Samaria as ethnarch until ad 6; Antipas governed Galilee and Peraea as tetrarch until ad 39; Philip received as a tetrarchy the territory E and NE of the Sea of Galilee which his father had pacified in the emperor’s interests, and ruled it until his death in ad 34. (‘Herod, 2, 3; ‘Philip, 2.)

Antipas inherited a full share of his father’s pol-itical acumen, and continued the thankless task of promoting the Roman cause in his tetrarchy and the surrounding regions. Archelaus, however, had all his father’s brutality without his genius, and soon drove his subjects to the point where they petitioned the Roman emperor to remove him so as to prevent a revolt from breaking out. Archelaus was accordingly deposed and banished, and his ethnarchy was reconstituted as a Roman province of the third grade. In Order that its annual yield of tribute to the imperial exchequer might be as-sessed, the governor of Syria, ‘Quirinius, held a census in Judaea and Samaria. This census pro-voked the rising of ‘Judas the Galilean, and, while the rising was crushed, its ideals lived on in the party of the ‘Zealots, who maintained that the payment of tribute to Caesar, or to any other pagan ruler, was an act of treason to Israel’s God.

After the census, Judaea (as the province of Judaea and Samaria was called) received a prefect as governor. These prefects were appointed by the emperor and were subject to the general supervi-sion of the governors of Syria. The early Roman prefects exercised the privilege of appointing the high priest of Israel—a privilege which, since the end of the Hasmonaean dynasty, had been exercised by Herod and Archelaus after him. The prefects sold the sacred Office to the highest bidder, and its religious prestige was naturally very low. By virtue of his office the high priest presided over the ‘Sanhedrin, which administered the internal af-fairs of the nation.

Of the earlier prefects the only one whose name is well known is Pontius * Pilate, whose harsh and stubborn character is recorded in the pages of Josephus and Philo—not to mention the part he plays in the NT narrative. His construction of a new aqueduct to provide Jerusalem and the Temple with a better water-supply illustrates the material benefits of Roman rule; his flouting the religious scruples of the Jews by insisting on defraying the expense of it from the sacred Temple-fund illustrates an aspect of Roman rule which was largely responsible for the revolt of ad 66—the insensitiv-ity of many of the governors to local feeling.

For a short time, between the years 41 and 44, Judaea enjoyed a welcome relief from administra-tion by Roman prefects. Herod Agrippa I, a grand-son of Herod the Great and Mariamne, to whom the emperor Gaius had given Philip’s former tetrarchy as a kingdom in ad 37 (augmenting it by the addition of Galilee and Peraea in ad 39, after the deposition and banishment of Antipas), received Judaea and Samaria as further extensions of his kingdom from the emperor Claudius in ad 41 (‘Herod, 4). Because of his descent from the Hasmonaeans (through Mariamne) he was popu-lar with his Jewish subjects. But his sudden death in ad 44, at the age of 54, meant that the province of Judaea (now including Galilee as well as Sa-maria) reverted to rule by Roman governors, now called procurators, since Agrippa’s son, Agrippa the Younger (1 Herod, 5), was too young to be en-trusted with his father’s royal responsibility. One concession was made to Jewish Sentiment, how-ever: the privilege of appointing the high priest, which Agrippa had inherited from the prefects who preceded him, did not go back to the procurators who followed him, but was given first to his brother Herod of Chalcis, and then (after the death of that Herod in ad 48) to Agrippa the Younger.

IX. End of the second Commonwealth

Düring the 20 years or so that followed the death of Herod Agrippa I, troubles multiplied in Judaea. The people in general found the re-imposition of procurators all the more irksome after their brief spell of government by a Jewish king; and the procurators themselves did little to conciliate the sentiments of their Jewish subjects. There was a succession of risings stirred up by pseudo-Messiahs such as 1Theudas, who was killed by a cavalry detachment sent against him by the proc-urator Fadus (ad 44-46), or by Zealot leaders such as James and Simon (two sons of Judas the Galil-ean), crucified by the next procurator Tiberius Julius Alexander (ad 46-48). The fact that Alexander was a renegade Jew, scion of an illustrious Jewish fatnily of Alexandria, did nothing to in-gratiate him with the Jews of Judaea.

lt was during the procuratorships of Fadus and Alexander that Judaea was hard hit by the famine of Acts 11:28. Josephus records how Helena, the queen-mother of Adiabene, E of the Tigris, bought grain in Egypt and figs in Cyprus at this time for the relief of the famine-stricken people of Judaea. The royal family of Adiabene were the most dis-tinguished Jewish proselytes of the period; some of them actually fought on the Jewish side in the war against Rome which broke out in ad 66.

Under the procuratorship of 1 Felix disaflection increased in Judaea. Felix set himself energetically to rid the province of insurgent bands, and his severe measures against them were attended by temporary success, but they alienated large num-bers of the population, in whose cyes the insur-gents were not criminals but patriots.

The closing years of Felix’s procuratorship were attended by fierce riots between the Gentile and Jewish inhabitants of Caesarea, arising out of a dispute about civic Privileges. Felix sent the leaders of both parties to Rome to have the matter decided by the emperor, but was himself recalled and re-placed in the procuratorship by Festus (ad 59). The Caesarean dispute was decided in favour of the Gentiles, and Jewish resentment at the deci-sion, coupled with the Gentiles’ malicious exploit-ation of their victory, was one of the factors in the explosion of ad 66.

* Festus was a relatively just and mild governor, but he died in office in ad 62, and his two succes-sors, Albinus and Florus, by their persistent offending of Jewish national and religious sentiment, played into the hands of the anti-Roman extrem-ists. The last straw was Florus’ sacrilegious seizure of 17 talents from the Temple treasury. This pro-voked a riot which was put down with much bloodshed. The moderate elements in the nation, aided by the younger Agrippa, counselled re-straint, but the people were in no mood to listen to them. They cut the Communications between the fortress of Antonia and the Temple Courts, and the captain of the Temple, who was leader of the war-party in Jerusalem, formally renounced the imperial authority by putting an end to the daily sacrifice for the emperor’s welfare.

Matters had now escaped Florus’ control, and even the intervention of Cestius Gallus, governor of Syria, with stronger military forces than Florus had at his disposal, proved ineflective. Gallus had to withdraw, and his army suflfered heavy losses on its retreat through the pass of Beth-horon (November ad 66).

This success, as it seemed to the insurgent Jews, filled them with false optimism. The extremists’ policy appeared to have been vindicated: Rome could not stand before them. The whole of Pales-tine was placed on a war footing.

But Vespasian, who was entrusted with the putting down of the revolt, set about his task method-ically. In 67 he crushed the rebellion in Galilee. Some of the leaders of the Galilean revolt, how-ever, escaped to Jerusalem, and their arrival there added to the internal strife which racked the city during its last years and months. In the summer of 68 Vespasian was approaching Jerusalem itself when news came of Nero’s deposition and death at Rome. The ensuing civil war at the heart of the empire nerved the defenders of Jerusalem with fresh hope; it looked from their standpoint as though Rome and the empire were on the verge of dissolution and Daniel’s 5th monarchy was about to be established on their ruins.

From Caesarea, Vespasian watched the progress of events at Rome. On 1 July, ad 69, he himself was proclaimed emperor at Alexandria by the governor of Egypt (the same apostate Jew', Alexander, who had earlier been procurator of Judaea); the ex-ample of Alexandria was swiftly followed in Caesarea and Antioch and by the armies in most of the E provinces. Vespasian returned to Rome to occupy the imperial throne, leaving his son Titus to complete the suppression of the revolt in Judaea. By the end of ad 69 all Judaea had been subdued except Jerusalem and three strongholds overlook-ing the Dead Sea.

Jerusalem was invested in the spring of ad 70. By May half the city was in the hands of the Romans, but the defenders refused to accept terms of Submission. On 24 July the fortress of Antonia was stormed; 12 days later the daily sacrifices ceased in the Temple, and on 29 August the sanc-tuary itself was set on fire and destroyed. Four weeks later the whole city was in Titus’ hands. It was razed to the ground, except for part of the W wall, with three towers of Herod’s palace on that wall, which provided headquarters for a Roman garrison. The last centre of revolt to be crushed was the almost impregnable fortress of Masada, SW of the Dead Sea, where a Zealot force held out until the spring of ad 74 and then committed mass-suicide in preference to being captured.

Judaea was reconstituted as a province under its own imperial legate, directly responsible to the emperor and in no way subordinate to the imperial legate of Syria; unlike the procurators, the imperial legates of Judaea had legionary forces under their command. The former Temple tax, which Jews throughout the world had paid for the maintenance of the house of God at Jerusalem, was still exacted, but it was now diverted to the maintenance of the temple of Jupiter on the Capitoline hill in Rome.

With the disappearance of the Temple hierarchy and the Sanhedrin as formerly organized, the chief internal authority in the Jewish nation passed to a new Sanhedrin of rabbis, led at first by Yohanan ben Zakkai, a teacher of the school of Hillel. This religious court exercised its control through the synagogues and began the work of codifying the traditional body of oral law which was in due course committed to writing in the Mishnah towards the end of the 2nd Century ad. It was in large measure due to the action of Yohanan ben Zakkai and his colleagues and their successors that Israel’s national and religious identity sur-vived the downfall of the Temple and the Second Jewish Commonwealth in ad 70 (“Talmud and Midrash.)

See also “Judah; “Archaeology; “Sacrifice; * Law, etc. and entries on individual kings and places.

Bibliography. R. de Vaux, The Early Hislory of Israel, 2 vols., 1977; G. W. Ahlström, Who were the Israelites?, 1986; J. A. Soggin, A Hislory of Israel, 1984; J. M. Miller and J. H. Hayes, A Hislory of Andern Israel and Judah, 1986; B. Halpern, The Emergence of Israel in Canaan, 1983; N. P. Lemche, Ancient Israel, 1988; Early Israel, 1985.

F.F.B.

ISRAEL OF GOD. Paul’s Statement that ‘not all who are descended from Israel belong to Israel’ (Rom. 9:6) is in line with the prophetic insistence that the true people of God, those who are worthy of the name of Israel, may be but a relatively small ‘remnant’ of faithful souls within the nation of Israel. In the NT the concept of such a remnant appears in the preaching of John the Baptist, who insists that descent from Abraham is value-less in itself (Mt. 3:9 = Lk. 3:8). Jesus’ calling of disciples around himself to form the ‘little flock’ who were to receive the kingdom (Lk. 12:32; cf. Dn. 7:22, 27) marks him out as the founder of the new Israel; he explicitly designated the twelve apostles as judges of ‘the twelve tribes of Israel’ in the new age (Mt. 19:28; Lk. 22:30). The ‘little flock’ was to be augmented by the accession of ‘other sheep’ who had never belonged to the Jewish fold (Jn. 10:16).

Whether the expression ‘the Israel of God’ in its one appearance in the NT (Gal. 6:16) denotes be-lieving Jews only, or believing Jews and Gentiles without distinction, is disputed; the latter is more probable, especially if the expression is to be con-strued in apposition to ‘all who walk by this rule’. But that the community of believers in Jesus, ir-respective of their natural origin, is looked upon as the new Israel throughout the NT is clear. They are ‘the twelve tribes in the dispersion’ (Jas. 1:1), ‘the exiles of the dispersion’ (1 Pet. 1:1), who are fur-ther designated, in language borrowed from OT descriptions of Israel, as ‘a chosen race, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, God’s own people’ (1 Pet. 2:9).

But the nucleus of this new Israel is Jewish (Rom. 11:18). And while the greater proportion of ‘Israel according to the flesh’ is at present pre-vented, by a partial and temporary blindness, from recognizing their ancestral hope in Jesus, the time is coming when the veil will be removed from their eyes (2 Cor. 3:16) and they will be re-established by faith as members of the beloved community: their present estrangement will last only ‘until the full number of the Gentiles come in, and so all Israel will be saved’ (Rom. 11:25ff.).
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F.F.B.

ISSACHAR. 1. The fifth son of Jacob and Leah and the ninth son of Jacob (Gn. 30:18; 35:23). The name may derive from a compound of Heb. 'is, ‘man’, and säkär, ‘wages’, hence ‘a hired work-er’, although others suggest a less likely Connection with a verbal form, meaning, ‘May (God) show mercy’. Issachar’s tribal portion feil between Mt Gilboa and the hills of Lower Galilee, at the E end of the Valley of Jezreel, but the boundaries cannot be drawn precisely. In some of the lists (e.g., Jdg. 1:30) Issachar is not mentioned and may have been included with Zebulun (as Simeon was incorporated with Judah). Manasseh also seems to have expanded N into the territory of Issachar. Sixteen cities and their associated vil-lages were assigned to Issachar (Jos. 19:17-23; cf. 17:10-11).

The close connection between Zebulun and Issachar is shown in their inclusion in a common blessing (Dt 33:18-19). The mountain mentioned is undoubtedly Tabor, where there was a common sanctuary.

Issachar was involved in the campaign led by Deborah, who probably came from this tribe (Jdg. 5:15), although it is not mentioned in the prose account (ch. 4). The battle began in Issachar’s territory and completely broke the Canaanite domin-ation of the low-lying areas. The minor judge, Tola, was a man of Issachar (Jdg. 10:1) as was also the usurper, Baasha (1 Ki. 15:27). Issachar was one of the twelve administrative districts set up by Solomon (I Ki. 4:17).

The blessing of Jacob (Gn. 49:14-15) has been viewed as evidence that part of Issachar was resident in the land in the Amarna period, maintain-ing its position by giving a certain amount of com-pulsory labour to its Canaanite overlords. But the implied reproach may be merely a Statement of the fact that Issachar’s material prosperity made it submissive and effete. At the time of David, how-ever, the tribe had gained a reputation for wisdom (1 Ch. 12:32), a fact which re-emerges in the Tal-mudic Statement that the wisest members of the Sanhedrin came from Issachar.

2. The seventh son of Obed-edom, a Levitical gatekeeper in the Davidic period (1 Ch. 26:5).

Bibliography. LOB, pp. 200, 212, 223, 232f.; A. Alt, PJB 24, 1928, pp. 47fT.; W. F. Albright, JAOS 74, 1954, pp. 222f; S. Yeivin, Melanges A. Robert, 1957, pp. lOOflf.    a.e.c. 2 1

*Aquila and Priscilla (Acts 18:2). Italy was the apostle’s destination when al'ter his appeal to Caesar he and other prisoners embarked at Caesarea on what was to be his most famous journey (Acts 27:1, 6). In Heb. 13:24 ‘those who come front Italy’ greet the addressees.    j.d.d.

ITHAMAR (Heb. ’itämär). The meaning of ihe name is uncertain, but may possibly be ‘land of palms’. The youngest of Aaron and Elisheba’s four sons (Ex. 6:23), Ithamar was ordained to the priesthood (Ex. 28:1) and directed the building of the tabernacle (Ex. 38:21). In the apostasy of Nadab and Abihu he remained faithful in all but the matter of the sin-offering (Lv. 10). He was placed over the Gershonites and Merarites (Nu. 4:28, 33). For evidence that Eli was a descendant of Ithamar, see 1 Sa. 14:3; 22:9; 1 Ch. 24:3. A man called Daniel, one of his descendants, is named among the returning exiles (Ezr. 8:2).

G.W.G.

1THIEL. Probably ‘God is with me’ (correcting Heb. pointing to ’iltiel). 1. A Benjaminite ancestor of Sallu who resided in Jerusalem in Nehemiah’s time (Ne. 11:7). 2. A man mentioned with Ucal in Pr. 30:1. An altering of the word-divisions results in the more satisfactory rendering: T have wearied myself, O God (lä'iti ’el), and am consumed’ (Rvmg.; neb; BDB).    d.a.h.

ITHRA (Heb. yitra, ‘abundance’). Husband of Abigail, David’s sister, and father of Amasa, one of David’s generals. Though called an Israelite in 2 Sa. 17:25, the marginal reading and 1 Ch. 2:17 de-scribe him as an Ishmaelite and give his name as ‘Jether’ (cf. 1 Ki. 2:5).    j.d.d.

Aristobulus I (105-104 bc), who is recorded as having fought against the Ituraeans and taken from them a portion of their land (Jos., Am. 13. 318). Thereafter frequent allusion is made to them by classical writers (Josephus, Strabo, Pliny, Dio Cassius, etc.). Sometimes they are called Syrians, sometimes Arabians.

At the time of the Roman conquest they were known as a wild robber tribe especially proficient in the use of the bow, but not associated with any precisely defined geographical location. It was part of the territory ruled by Herod the Great, after whose death in 4 bc the kingdom was partitioned, and certain lands including Trachonitis and what was called ‘the house of Zeno (or Zenodorus) about Paneas’ formed the tetrarchy of Philip (’Tetrarch). If, as seems likely, this latter section was inhabited by Ituraeans, it may have been known as Ituraea, for migratory tribes frequently gave their name to their new home. Josephus, in defining the limits of Philip’s sovereignty, does not specifically mention Ituraea—some would say because it was indistinguishable from Trachonitis (Am. 17. 189).

Is Luke’s reference, then, to be understood as a noun or as an adjectival form? Does he intend the place or the people? No certainty is possible. Place-names of this region and time are notoriously elas-tic and liable to corruption, and overlapping is frequently found. The most we can safely say is that it was, in W. Manson’s words (Luke in MNTC), ‘a hilly country in the Anti-Lebanon ränge, inhabited by roving Arabs’.

Caligula gave it to Herod Agrippa I. When the latter died it was incorporated into the province of Syria under procurators.

Bibliography. A. H. M. Jones, The Herods of Judaea, 1938, pp. 9-11, passim; E. Schürer, HJP 1, 1973, pp. 561-573; W. Schottroff, ZDPV 98, 1982, pp. 125-152.    j.d.d.

1THRITE. Tthrites’ was the name given to one of the families descended from Kiriath-jearim (1 Ch. 2:53). Two members of David’s bodyguard, Ira and Gareb, came from this family (2 Sa. 23:38; 1 Ch. 11:40) and may have originated from the town of 1 Jattir (1 Sa. 30:27).    r.a.h.g.

IVA. A town conquered by the Assyrians in Isaiah’s time, illustrating the certain defeat of Samaria (2 Ki. 18:34; 19:13; Is. 37:13). Probably Ava of 2 Ki. 17:24. Imm (‘Aya) on the Orontes and ‘Ama in Elam are among suggested locations. d.j.w.

D.W.B.

ITTAI (Heb. ’ittay, ? ‘(God) is with me’. 1. The leader of 600 men from Gath, who joined David shortly before Absalom’s rebellion. His fidelity was such that he refused to leave the king when he ad-vised him to return (2 Sa. 15:19-22). ‘Gittite’ indi-cates that he was a Philistine; he was probably a soldier of fortune who found in David a leader worthy of his loyalty. With Joab and Abishai, he was subsequently one of David’s 3 generals (2 Sa. 18:2).

2. A Benjaminite. One of the ‘thirty’ of David’s mighty men (2 Sa. 23:29; Tthai’ in 1 Ch. 11:31).

J.G.G.N.

ITURAEA (Gk. Itouraia, Lk. 3:1). The name, mentioned in conjunction with 1 Trachonitis, almost certainly comes from Heb. y'tür (av ‘Jetur’), a son of Ishmael (Gn. 25:15-16; 1 Ch. 1:31), mentioned also as a tribe at war with the Israelites E of the Jordan (1 Ch. 5:19). Little or nothing is known of them thereafter until the time of the Jewish king

IVAH. A foreign town conquered by the Assyrians during the time of Isaiah and used as an Illustration of the inevitability of the defeat of Samaria (2 Ki. 18:34; 19:13; Is. 37:13). Probably the Ava of 2 Ki. 17:24. The location is unknown. d.w.b.

IVORY (Heb. sen, ‘tooth’, or senhabbim (1 Ki. 10:22; 2 Ch. 9:21) thought by some to be ‘tooth of elephant’ (so lxx), but possibly meaning ‘ivory (and) ebony’ as in Ezk. 27:15; cf. Akkad. Sin piri).

Ivory was a form of wealth and a mark of lux-urious and fine goods (1 Ki. 10:18-22; Rev. 18:12, Gk. elephanlinos). It was used for thrones and sometimes overlaid with gold (1 Ki. 10:18), for couches (Am. 6:4), and for furnishing and panel-ling rooms or palaces, hence Ahab’s ‘house of ivory’ in 1 Samaria (1 Ki. 22:39; cf. Ps. 45:8) con-demned by Arnos (3:15). Its commonest use was in the manufacture of small objects and in composite models, where it simulated human flesh and thus was employed figuratively in poetry (Ct. 5:14; 7:4;

in the latter, ‘tower of ivory’ may, however, be a refcrence to a specific locality).

Most ivory in use in Syria and Palestine came from Syrian (so-called ‘Asiatic’) elephants (Elephas maximus) which inhabited the upper Euphrates until hunted to extinction in the late 1 st millennium bc. Other sources were India, from which tusks (qarnöl sen) were imported by ocean-going ships (2 Ch. 9:17, 21) to Babylonia (Ur) by Phoenicians who decorated their vessels with plaques of ivory (Ezk. 27:6), or overland from the Nilotic Sudan via Dedan in central Arabia (v. 15). Five tusks were found in the excavations at * Alalafy (Syria).

In the early 3rd millennium ivory was used for carving small figurines (Beersheba area), animal heads (Jericho), or for silhouettes for inlay, in the early Mesopotamian fashion, in wooden objects (El-Jisr). By the following millennium the trade flourished. Tusks are shown on Egyp. paintings and Assyr. sculpture as valued trophies of war. The Syro-Phoenician trade and guilds of ivory-workers under Egyptian influence sought to meet a growing export market to Assyria, making use of inlay, ap-plique, ajoure, veneer and fretwork techniques. Furniture, especially chairs, beds, caskets and round boxes (pyxides), are found, some showing foreign influences in design. Remarkable Caches of ivories have been recovered from Ras Shamra and Megiddo (c. 1200 bc) and Nimrud (*Calah) in Assyria (c. 700 bc). In the Israelite period ivories from Samaria and Hazor attest its use for ladies’ hair combs, unguent vases, flasks and elaborate spoons supported by figures of maidens as well as furniture. See also *Phoenicia, *Arts and Crafts.

Bibuography. J. V. and G. M. Crowfoot, Early Ivories from Samaria, 1938; I. J. Winter, ‘Phoeni-cian and North Syrian Ivory Carving in Historical Context’, Iraq 38, 1976, pp. 1-22; M. E. L. Mal-lowan and G. Hermann, Ivories from Nimrud, 1-5, 1967-92.    d.j.w.

IYE-ABARIM, a stopping-place on the Exodus journey on the borders of Moab (Nu. 21:11; 33:44-45). Iye-abarim (Heb. ‘iyyeha“bärim, ruins of Abarim, or of the regions beyond) is abbrevi-ated in Nu. 33:45 av to lim. Abel identifies it with the ancient site of Mahaiy to the SE of Moab, Glueck places it farther W, and du Buit chooses a site near the river Arnon. Its position is still debat-able.    j.a.t.
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 Rome’, and even before the time of Christ many Jews had resorted to Italy, especially to the me-tropolis. It was because the emperor Claudius had carried out a purge against the Jews that Paul met

2

ITALY (Gk. Italia). By the middle of the Ist Century this name had come to have substantially its modern geographical meaning. ‘All roads led to

J

IAAR (Heb. ya'ar, ‘forest’) in the OT usually neans ‘forest’, but once only it may be a proper iame (Ps. 132:6) as a poetical abbreviation for ’Kiriath-jearim (city of forests). The allusion in his psalm is to the bringing of the ark to Jerusa-em from Kiriath-jearim, where it had lain for 20 rears or more after it was recovered from the Phil-stines (1 Sa. 7:1-2; 1 Ch. 13:5). Some take the .vord here, as elsewhere, to mean forest and refer it’ to the oath in the preceding verses. m.a.m.

marked a boundary line between Ammonite and Gadite territory (Dt. 3:16), once the Israelites had defeated the Amorite king Sihon S of the Jabbok (Nu. 21:21 ff.). It was also the river forded by Jacob (Gn. 32:22) on the occasion of his wrestling with the angel and subsequent change of name. There may well be a play on words here: ‘Jabbok’ is in Heb. yabböq, while ‘[and] . . wrestled’ is [way] ye'äbeq. In the unvowelled text there is just an extra letter, an aleph, in the latterword.

D.F.P

JAAZANIAH (Heb. ya'“zanyah(u), 'Yahweh tears’). 1. The Judaean army-commander, son of Hoshaiah, who supported Gedaliah at Mizpah (2 Ki. 25:23; Je. 40:8). Jezaniah (Je. 40:8) may be ihe same as the brother of Azariah (Je. 43:2, lxx). A seal found at Mizpah (Teil en-Nasbeh) nscribed ‘Ja’azaniah, servant of the king’ may be ascribed to this man, but the name was common, accurring on ostraca from Lachish (1) and Arad :39).
[image: ]

The imprint of an onyx scaraboid seal inscribed in Old Hebrew scripl (as described in the accotnpany-<ng article). c. 600 BC.

2. Son of Jeremiah, a Rechabite leader (Je. 35:3).

3. Son of Shaphan, an Israelite elder, seen in a vision by Ezekiel (8:11) offering incense to idols in Jerusalem. 4. Son of Azur, seen by Ezekiel at the E gate of the Temple (Ezk. 11:1).    d.j.w.

JABAL. A son of Adah, wife of Lamech, and an-eestor of those ‘who dwell in tents and have cattle (iümiqneh)’, or perhaps better ‘who dwell in tents and places of reeds’ (m [local] + qäneh, ‘reed’). See Gn. 4:20.    j.d.d.

IABBOK. A river flowing W into the river Jordan, »me 32 km N of the Dead Sea. It rises near Amman (*Rabbah) in Jordan and in all is over 96 km long. It is today called the Wadi Zerqa. It

JABESH-GILEAD (Heb. yäbes gil'äd). An Israelite town E of the Jordan which kept out of the war against Benjamin and suffered severe reprisals (Jdg. 21). Here Saul proved his kingship, routing the Ammonites who were besieging it (1 Sa. 11). The citizens rescued Saul’s body from the walls of Beth-shan after the battle of Gilboa (1 Sa. 31; 1 Ch. 10).

Teil abu-Kharaz, on the N side of the Wadi Yabis where it reaches the plain, is the probable site (N. Glueck, BASOR 89, 91, 1943; The River Jordan, 1946, pp. 159-166). This isolated hill, 3 km from the Jordan and 15 km from Beth-shan, dpm-inates the area and was heavily fortified in Israelite times. Earlier writers located Jabesh smaller sites upstream, but only Teil el-Maqlub is pre-Roman; this Glueck identifies with Abel-meholah. M. Noth (ZDPV 69, 1953, p. 28) disputes some of Glueck’s arguments, but the fact that Teil abu-Kharaz exists makes Maqlub an unlikely location for Jabesh.    j.p.u.l.

JABEZ (Heb. ya'bes, ‘he makes sorrowful’). 1. A city, evidently in Judah, inhabited by ‘the families of the scribes’ (1 Ch. 2:55). 2. The head of a family of the tribe of Judah (1 Ch. 4:9-10), an ‘honour-able’ man whose prayer God answered. For discus-sion of a play on the Heb. words here, see C. F. Keil, Chronicles, p. 88; J. M. Myers, I Chronicles, 1965, pp. 28f.    j.d.d.

JABIN (Heb. yäbfn, possibly ‘[God] perceives’). 1. A king of *Hazor, leader of an alliance of N princes defeated in battle by Joshua, who after-wards slew Jabin (Jos. 11:1 —14). 2. Another king of Hazor (called ‘king of Canaan’ in Jdg. 4:2) who for 20 years ‘cruelly oppressed’ the Israelites, who had been reduced thus to vassalage because of idolatry. Liberation came when Barak and Deborah defeated Jabin’s general *Sisera (Jdg. 4:3-16), a notable victory immortalized in the Song of Deborah (Jdg. 5) and leading to the destruction of Jabin (Jdg. 4:23-24), which is briefly referred to also in Ps. 83:9.    j.d.d.

JABNEEL

JABNEEL (Heb. yabrf'el. ‘God (El) causes to build’), a name, of which a comparable form Jabni-ilu occurs in the Amarna letters, which is used of two places in the Bible.

1.    A city on the SW boundary of Judah (Jos. 15:11) and probably to be identified with Jabneh, a Philistine city which was captured by Uzziah (2 Ch. 26:6). Jabneh was called Jamnia in the Gk. and Rom. periods, and it was at this city that the San-hedrin was re-formed after the destruction of Jerusalem in ad 70.

2.    A town of Naphtali (Jos. 19:33), possibly to be identified with modern Khirbet Yamma (see NEAEHL, pp. 1515-1516).

Bibliography. M. Avi-Yonah, Gazeüeer of Roman Palestine (Qedem, 5), 1976, p. 67; S. Z. Leiman, The Canonization of Hebrew Seripture, 1976, pp. 120-124.    t.c.m.

JACHIN and BOAZ. The names of the decorated bronze pillars or columns which flanked the en-trance to the Temple of Solomon in Jerusalem (1 Ki. 7:21; 2 Ch. 3:15-17). When Nebuchadrezzar captured Jerusalem in 587 bc, they were broken up and taken to Babylon (2 Ki. 25:13).

I.    Dcscription and construction

The columns were 18 cubits high (e. 9 m) and 12 cubits in circumference (c. 1 m diameter) and were topped with capitals which were 5 cubits high (c. 2-5 m) (1 Ki. 7:15-16). The Chronicler gives the height as 35 cubits (2 Ch. 3:15) which is thought to indicate the combined height of both columns al-lowing 1 cubit for inserting the columns into their bases and capitals. At the time of the destruction of the Temple the capitals are said to be 3 cubits high (2 Ki. 25:17); this reduction in height may have occurred when Jehoash (2 Ki. I2:6ff.) or Josiah (2 Ki. 22:3ff.) undertook renovations in the Temple (cf. Je. 52:22). This is preferable to the view that the earlier figure was mis-read or that there has been an error in the transmission of the text.

Various attempts have been made to visualize the decoration as it is described (1 Ki. 7:17-22, 41-42; Je. 52:22-23). It would appear that the Capital had four opened and inverted lotus petals (susän, rsv ‘lily-work’) 4 cubits in width (baüläm, 1 Ki. 7:19, rsv ‘in the Vestibüle’, so Yeivin) and above this an inverted bowl (gullä). This bowl or pommel was encircled by a network (s’bäkä) fringed with two rows of pomegranates.

The columns and capitals were cast by Hiram, a craftsman from Tyre (1 Ki. 7:13-14), who worked in the ground between Succoth and Zarethan (1 Ki. 7:46). They were hollow (Je. 52:21) and may have been cast with a technique similar to that used by Sennacherib when he had large mythical beasts cast in bronze (ARAB, 2, 1927, p. 169; also see Underwood, Man 58, 1958, p. 42), or some method akin to the casting of mediaeval cannon barreis may well have been adopted for this immense task.

II.    Purpose

Although it has been suggested that the columns supported the roof of the porch, the OT descrip-tion includes them with the furnishings of the Temple rather than with the architectural element and says that they were placed ‘at’ or ‘near’ (1 Ki. 7:21) and ‘before’ (2 Ch. 3:17) the porch. There is considerable evidence for free-standing columns at the entrances of temple sanctuaries. Bases for columns have been found in 13th-century bc temples at *Hazor, and Kamid el-Loz in a Phoenician temple at Kition and an Israelite temple at *Arad, but whether these were free-standing is impossible to determine. The appearance of the columns can be gauged from clay model shrines found in Palestine and Cyprus (13th-9th centuries bc) and from ivories found at Arslan Tash and Nimrud. Impressions of temples on Greek and Roman coins from Cyprus and Phoenicia and descriptions made by Herodotus (2. 44), Strabo (3. 4. 170) and Lucian (de dea Syria 15. 27) reveal that pairs of columns continued to be placed at the entrances of temples until at least the 2nd Century ad.

While it is clear that the columns did not serve an architectural function, any religious significance that they may have had is obscure. They may indicate the divine presence, as did the pillars of fire and smoke during the desert wanderings (Ex. 33:9; Dt. 31:15). Various stones and pillars in use from prehistoric times to the present seem to have a similar portent.

III. Names

The names of the columns may enshrine the memory of David’s ancestry through his mother (Jachin occurs as a Simeonite name [Nu. 26:12] and in a priestly family [1 Ch. 24:1]) and through the paternal line (*Boaz). However, a more likely theory is that the names may be the first words of oracles giving power to the Davidic dynasty: per-haps ‘Yahweh will establish (yakin) thy throne for ever’ and Tn the strength (ZY'öz) of Yahweh shall the king rejoice’ or something similar.

Bibliography. R. B. Y. Scott, JBL 57, 1939, pp 143fT; S. Yeivin, PEQ 91, 1959, pp. 6-22; J. Ouel-lette, in E. Gutmann (ed.), The Temple of Solomon. 1976, pp. 1 —20.    d.j.w.

C.J.D.

JACOB. It is fitting that almost a quarter of the book of Genesis should be devoted to the biog-raphy of Jacob, the father of the chosen people. Written documents of the 2nd millennium bc have provided extensive material corroborating the background to the Stories of Gn. 26-50. While this does not prove the existence of the Patriarch or the historicity of the narrative, it does show that they are not late compositions from the time of the Exile with imaginative and anachronistic details. Rather it suggests that the stories were recorded in writing at an early date (*Patriarchal Age). A collection of stories with details apparently dis-crediting the hero is unlikely to be centred on a mythical figure.

I. Date

The exact limits of the lifetime of Jacob cannot be fixed because of a lack of explicit correlations between the biblical accounts and the surviving secular records (‘Chronology of the Old Testament). Evidence at present available suggests approximately the 18th Century bc. Such a date would place his Settlement in Goshen, not far from the Egyptian court, early in the period of the Hyksos domination, centred on Tanis (’Egypt, *Zoan). This date also allows *Abra-ham’s life to be placed in the 20th and I9th centuries bc, as suggested by biblical and archaeo-logical evidence.
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Jacob ‘supplanted’ (this is a nuance developed from ‘to take by the heel, to overtake’, Heb. root ’qb) his brother, first obtaining the birthright of the elder son by taking advantage of his brother’s hunger and then beguiling Isaac into giving to him the Messing which was by custom that of the first-born. The first-born son normally inherited more of the paternal estate than each of the other chil-dren (twice as much later, cf. Dt. 21:16). As well as the special legacy, it seems that the chief heir was marked out for a social and religious position as
[image: ]
Jacob and bis descendants.


head of the family. The bestowal of a blessing by the father, and the possession of the household gods, probably symbolized this. These customs may be deduced from Contemporary deeds of adoption and legal records as well as from the bib-lical accounts. The brief narrative of the sale of Esau’s birthright for a meal does not teil how the exchange was confirmed or whether it was re-corded officially. A document of the 15th Century bc records the sale of the patrimony of a man in Assyria. A document from the same milieu shows that the oral promise of a man to his son could be upheld in a court of law (see ANET, p. 220). So Isaac’s blessing was irrevocable, as the text em-phasizes (Gn. 27:33f.). Thus Jacob became the bearer of God’s promise and the inheritor of Canaan (cf. Rom. 9:10-13). Esau received the less fertile region, which became known as *Edom. Rebekah, the mother, obtained Isaac’s permission for Jacob to fiee from Esau’s anger to her home in *Paddan-aram (Gn. 28:lfT). She used as excuse the need for Jacob to marry a member of the same clan and so avoid mixed marriages such as Esau had contracted with the local people.

The central event of Jacob’s life took place during his fiight N. At the end of a day’s journey, perhaps the first, he had arrived in the hill-country near * Bethel, some 100 km from Beersheba. This is a reasonable distance for a fast camel to cover in one day. The first stage of the fiight would obvi-ously finish as far from home as possible. There is no indication that Jacob had any knowledge of a particular sanctity attaching to the area, although he may have known of the site of his grandfather’s altar (Gn. 12:8). As he slept he was granted the vision of a ladder between heaven and earth and of the God of his family Standing above it. The promise given to Abraham was confirmed to him and he was given a promise of divine protection. Jacob commemorated his dream by setting up the stone on which he had rested his head and pouring a libation of oil over it (Gn. 28:11 ff.). Such simple monuments were often erected in sacred places (*Pillar). This one marked the place where, for Jacob, God was known to be present.

The narrative leaps from Bethel to the district of Harran at the time of Jacob’s arrival. As had Eliezer (Gn. 24:11), so Jacob came first to the well outside the city. Here he was met by his cousin Rachel and taken to Laban, his uncle, who ac-cepted him as his kinsman. When a month had elapsed, Jacob agreed to work for his uncle and, alter 7 years, to take Rachel as his wife (Gn. 29:1 ff.). The wedding was duly celebrated in the presence of witnesses to the oral or written mar-riage contract, legally required in Babylonia to give a woman the Status of wife. Laban claimed a local custom as his excuse for actually giving his elder daughter Leah to Jacob. That the elder daughter should be married first is a custom not otherwise known. Jacob acquiesced in Laban’s action and a new agreement was made allowing Jacob to marry Rachel alter the week (presumably of celebrations) was completed. Seven more years’ Service were required in place of the money given by a man to his father-in-law (*Marriage).

Eleven sons and one daughter were born to Jacob in Laban’s house during the 20 years he stayed there. Leah bore l'our sons while Rachel remained barren. Her chagrin was partly overcome by giving her maid Bilhah to Jacob and adopting her two sons (*Nuzi). Leah did likewise with her maid Zil-pah, who also bore two sons. The knowledge that adoption might lead to conception by the adoptive mother may have prompted this (cf. Sarah and Hagar, Gn. 16:2). Two more sons and a daughter were borne by Leah before Rachel bore Joseph. Several of the names given to Jacob’s children also occur in Contemporary texts, although there is no mention of the biblical characters known.

Harran was an important trading centre as well as a fertile agricultural and pastoral district. Laban, it may be assumed, had a town house where he lived during the summer harvest season, taking his flocks to pasture on the hills during the winter. As head of what was evidently a fairly wealthy family, he would have had authority over his own household and perhaps in the city council. Jacob’s request to be allowed to return to his home was, perhaps, made at the end of the 14 years’ Service for his two wives, and after Rachel had borne her first son, Joseph. His management of Laban’s flocks had been so successful that Laban was un-willing to let him go (Gn. 30:25ff.). An agreement was made whereby Jacob should continue to work for Laban in return for all the beasts of Laban’s flocks and herds which were of impure colour. In this way Jacob would build up a Capital from which to Support his family. Laban, again breaking his agreement, removed all the animals to which Jacob might lay Claim, but Jacob, following advice received in a dream, ingeniously turned his father-in-law’s trickery to his own advantage without infringing the agreement. His prosperity aroused the envy of Laban’s sons, who feit that he was rob-bing them of their lawful inheritance (Gn. 31:1). A divine command overcame any reluctance Jacob may have had at leaving Harran without Laban’s approval. Rachel and Leah supported his plan, since, they claimed, their father had spent the dowry they should have received ("Marriage). The fiight was accomplished while Laban was away from home for sheep-shearing. A 2-day Start en-abled Jacob and his flocks to travel as far as Gilead in N Transjordan before he was overtaken by Laban (Gn. 31:22ff ). Seven days for Laban’s pur-suit, covering about 400 miles, is well within the reach of a riding camel. Laban complained of Jacob’s furtive departure but his particular con-cern was for the theft of his gods (*Teraphim, *Nuzi). If possession of these imagesdid mark the head of the family, then Rachel’s deed was in-tended to exalt Jacob. She managed to retain them by a ruse. Jacob in turn reminded Laban of how well he had served him, complying with all the current requirements of a good herdsman, and how ill he had been rewarded. A pact was made, Laban using his authoritative position to dictate the terms: his daughters were not to be maltreated, nor should Jacob take another wife. A pillar was erected to commemorate the covenant and a cairn was built. These also served as points of demarcation beyond which neither party should go; possibly a recognition of the extent of Jacob’s territorial rights under the promise. Each party called upon God to be witness and punish whoever might break the covenant. A sacrifice was made and the two parties shared a meal as a sign of their goodwill.

Jacob proceeded to ‘Mahanaim, where an an-gelic host met him, and then he sent scouts to dis-cover Esau’s attitude (Gn. 32:1 ff.). At his ap-proach, Jacob took care to safeguard half of his possessions and also sent a large gift to his brother. After he had asked for divine protection, and as he was about to ford the river Jabbok at ‘Penuel, he was engaged in a struggle with a stranger who prevailed only by dislocating Jacob’s thigh. This incident was regarded as Jacob’s redemption ‘from all evil’ (Gn. 48:16), the new name Israel showing that he was able to contend with God (cf. Ho. 12:4), his disability displaying his Subordination. Esau’s friendly greeting did not overcome Jacob’s qualtns. He turned down to ’Succoth instead of following Esau. From Succoth he moved up to a town in the territory of Shechem and purchased a piece of land. The rape of Dinah and the vengeance taken by her brothers made the area hostile to him (Gn. 34:1 ff.). God instructed him to go to Bethel, presumably outside the juris-diction of Shechem, to worship. The various pagan Symbols brought from Paddan-aram were buried before the family could proceed. As before, Jacob erected a pillar to commemorate his com-munion with God and poured a libation. He did the same to mark Rachel’s tomb at ’Ephrath but without a libation (Gn. 35:1-20). After Isaac’s death (Gn. 35:28-29) he settled in the region of Hebron and there lived as he had in Harran, by herding and by cultivation. When the famine Struck and he was invited to Egypt, he first sought assurance that it was right for him to go S of Beersheba (Gn. 46:1 ff ).

Before his death he adopted the two sons of Joseph and gave them a special blessing, preferring the younger over the elder (Gn. 48). The blessings of the twelve sons are recorded in a poetic com-position that plays upon the meanings of their names (Gn. 49:1-27). Jacob died, over 130 years old, and was buried in the family tomb at * Machpe-lah near Hebron (Gn. 50:13).

His descendants called themselves by his name * Israel (paralleled by Jacob in poetry). As the chosen people they had the privilege of striving with God.    A.R.M.

III. New Testament references

Jacob the son of Isaac is listed in the genealogies (Mt. 1:2; Lk. 3:34). More significant is the recur-ring conjunction, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, where Jacob Stands with the other two as a type of the eternally blessed (Mt. 8:11; Lk. 13:28). All three Synoptists record Jesus’ quotation of Ex. 3:6, T am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob’ (Mt. 22:32; Mk. 12:26; Lk. 20:37; also Acts 7:32). This sonorous formula (taken up in the Jewish liturgy, cf. the Eighteen Benedictions) gives emphasis and solemnity to the character of God as the one who entered into covenant relation with the Patriarchs of old, and who honours his promises. Peter uses nearly the same formula to heighten his declar-ation of what God has done in Christ (Acts 3:13). Stephen mentions Jacob several times (Acts 7:12, 14-15, 46). The last time he speaks of ‘the God of Jacob’, thus giving this Patriarch central import-ance in the history of religion. Paul refers to Jacob twice, the first time to bring out God’s pur-poses in election (he chose Jacob before the two children were even born, Rom. 9:11-13), and the second time as a way of symbolizing the nation (Rom. 11:26). Finally, this Patriarch figures in Hebrews as one of the heroes of faith (Heb. 11:9, 20 f).

A Jacob also occurs as the name of the father of Joseph in the Matthean genealogy of our Lord (Mt. 1:15-16).    l.m.

JAEL (Heb. yä'el, ‘wild goat’). The wife of Heber the Kenite and murderess of Sisera (Jdg. 4:17-21). At that time the Canaanites, under the leadership of Jabin, king of Hazor, and Sisera dommated Israel. In a parenthetical note (Jdg. 4:11) the pres-ence of the Kenites as far N as Zaanannim, on the border of Naphtali (Jos. 19:33), is explained; nor-mally they were associated with the tribe of Judah. Their skills in metal-working would make them useful allies to the Canaanites (Jdg. 4:17).

After the Israelites, under Deborah and Barak, had inflicted a crushing defeat upon the Canaanites, the main part of the defeated army fied W. Sisera, however, evidently having abandoned his command, headed N, probably to seek sanctuary at Hazor. Jael, appreciating his vital importance (cf. Jdg. 4:22), olTered him hospitality, which, accord-ing to Contemporary custom, guaranteed protection. Her treachery was increased by her attempt to convey a sense of security (Jdg. 4:18). Since the erection of tents was women’s work, Jael was able to despatch Sisera efficiently by driving a tent peg into his temple. To be killed by a woman would be considered a disgrace (cf. Jdg. 9:54). So Deborah’s prophecy, that the principal honour of slaying Sisera would be a woman’s, was fulfilled (Jdg. 4:9).

This victory gave permanent relief from Ca-naaniie oppression and allowed Israel control of the Strategie Esdraelon valley. It was immortalized in the Song of Deborah (Jdg. 5), reckoned to be Contemporary, which shows a barbaric exultation in Jael’s vicious act (Jdg. 5:24-27). But, whilst not approving, we must not overlook the natural human reaction of these long-oppressed Israelites at the death of their arch-enemy.

Various unlikely emendations have been sug-gested to remove the surprising reference to Jael in Jdg. 5:6. The point made is probably that, al-though Shamgar and Jael were living when Israel was persecuted, neither was able to effect deliver-ance. Deborah gains full credit for this.

Bibliography. A. E. Cundall, Judges and Ruth 1968, pp. 81-101.    a.e.c.

JAHAZ (Heb. yahas). A site in the plains of Moab where Israel defeated Sihon, the Amorite king (Nu 21:23; Dt. 2:32; Jdg. 11:20). The name occurs ir several forms—Jahzah, Jahaza (Jos. 13:18), and Jahazah (Jos. 21:36; Je. 48:21). It feil in the portion of Reuben, and was assigned to the Merarite Lev-ites (Jos. 13:18; 21:34, 36). The area was later losl to Israel, but Omri reconquered the land as far as Jahaz. The * Moabite Stone (lines 18-20) States that the Israelites dwelt there while they foughi Mesha. Finally, Mesha drove them out and addec Jahaz to his domains.

M. du Buit would place the site just off the cen tral highlands road on the right of the Wadi Wali

Y. Aharoni has proposed Khirbet el-Medeiyinef on the fringe of the desert (LOB). The city was Stil in Moabite hands in the days of Isaiah and Jer emiah (Is. 15:4; Je. 48:21,34).    j.a.t.

JAHZEIAH (Heb. yah'yä, ‘Yahweh sees, re veals’; av ‘Jahaziah’, Ezr. 10:15). One of four mer mentioned in connection with the controversy ovei foreign wives. av regards the four as supportinj Ezra, ‘being employed about this matter’; but tht

same Heb. phrase can be translated also as ‘op-posed this’ (so rsv, BDB, etc). The context would seem to Support the av rendering.    j.d.d.

JAIR (Heb. yä'ir, ‘he enlightens’). 1. Descendant of Manasseh who, during the conquest E of the Jordan under Moses, took several villages on the border of Bashan and Gilead (Nu. 32:41) and named them *Havvoth-jair. 2. Ajudge who judged Israel for 22 years (Jdg. 10:3, 5). His thirty sons had thirty cities in Gilead, the name Havvoth-jair being associated with them. 3. Father of Mordecai (Est. 2:5).

4. (yä'ir, ‘he arouses’.) Father of *Elhanan (1 Ch. 20:5), one of David’s heroes; he is called Jaare-oregim (2 Sa. 21:19) by a scribal error. m.a.m.

JAIRUS. A ruler of the synagogue whose daughter was healed by Christ (Mk. 5:21-43; Lk. 8:41-56; cf. Mt. 9:18-26). The name may be derived from Heb. yä'ir, ‘Yahweh enlightens’ (cf. Jair, Jdg. 10:3). He is named by Mark and Luke but not by Matthew. His duties included the conducting of the synagogue worship and the selection of those who were to lead the prayer, read the Scriptures, and preach in it. There was generally only one archisy-nagögos to each synagogue (Matthew describes him simply as archön, which here has the same significance).

Jairus came to Jesus after he had crossed the sea of Galilee from the Decapolis and landed near Ca-pernaum. His daughter, aged 12, was at the point of death, and he asked him to come and heal her. On the way to his home Jesus healed the woman with a haemorrhage. Then the news came that the girl was dead. Most of those present feit it un-necessary to trouble Christ any further, and they were scornful of his Statement that the girl was not dead but asleep. When all but Peter, James, John, Jairus and his wife had been dismissed, Jesus took her by the har.d and she came back to life. He ordered her to be fed and enjoined strict secrecy upon them.

From a literary point of view it is interesting to see how Matthew compresses the story, so much so as to give the impression that the child was dead when Jairus first approached Jesus, lt is also note-worthy that the Aramaic phrase tflitä qüm(i) is retained by Mark.    r.e.n.

JAMES (Gk. Iaköbos, Heb. ya‘‘qöb, ‘heel-catcher’, ‘supplanter’).

I. The son of Zebedee, a Galilean fisherman who was called with his brother John to be one of the twelve apostles (Mt. 4:21). These two along with Peter formed the inner core of three among the twelve, being present at the raising of Jairus’ daughter (Mk. 5:37), the transfiguration (Mk. 9:2), and the agony in Gethsemane (Mk. 14:33) to the exclusion of the others. James and John, whom Jesus nicknamed ‘Boanerges, that is, sons of thun-der’ (Mk. 3:17), were rebuked by Jesus when they suggested that they should ‘bid fire come down from heaven’ to destroy a Samaritan village which had refused to receive the Jerusalem-bound Jesus (Lk. 9:54). The pair also caused envy among the disciples by requesting a place of honour in Christ’s kingdom; while not promised this advan-tage, they were told they would drink the cup their

Master was to drink (Mk. 10:39), a prophecy which was fulfilled for James when he was ‘killed . . . with the sword’ by Herod Agrippa I, c ad 44 (Acts 12:2).

2.    The son of Alphaeus, another of the twelve apostles (Mt. 10:3; Acts 1:13). He is usually identi-fied with ‘James the younger’, the son of Mary (Mk. 15:40). The description ‘the younger’ (Gk. ho mikros, ‘the little’) distinguishes him from the sons of Zebedee as either younger or smaller in stature.

3.    An otherwise unknown James who was the father of the apostle Judas (not Iscariot) in the Lucan writings (Lk. 6:16; Acts 1:13; the other Gospels have Thaddaeus instead of Judas).

4.    The brother of Jesus who, along with his brothers Joses, Simon and Judas (Mt. 13:55), ap-parently did not accept the authority of Jesus before the resurrection (see Mk. 3:21 and Jn. 7:5). After the risen Jesus had appeared to him (1 Cor. 15:7), he became a leader of the Jewish-Christian church at Jerusalem (Gal. 1:19; 2:9; Acts 12:17). Tradition stated that he was appointed first bishop of Jerusalem by the Lord himself (Eusebius, EH1. 19). He presided at the first Council of Jerusalem, which considered the terms of admission of Gen-tiles into the church, formulated the decree which was promulgated to the churches of Antioch, Syria and Cilicia (Acts 15:19-23), and remained as sole leader of the Jerusalem church, working to main-tain its unity with Paul and his mission when Paul visited Jerusalem for the last time (Acts 21:18fif.). A few years later James sufifered martyrdom by ston-ing at the instigation of the high priest Ananus during the interregnum after the death of the procurator Festus in ad 61 (Josephus, Am. 20. 9). Hegesippus’ largely legendary tradition Claims that James was known as ‘the Just’ because of his (Jewish) piety (Eusebius, EH 2. 23). Jerome (De viris illuslribus 2) records a fragment from the lost apocryphal Gospel according to the Hebrews (*New Testament Apocrypha) containing a brief and probably unhistorical account of the appear-ance of the risen Jesus to James. James is the trad-itional author of the canonical Epistle of James, where he describes himself as ‘a servant of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ’ (Jas. 1:1).

Bibliography. R. Bauckham, Jude and the Relatives of Jesus, 1980,    p.h.d.

JAMES, EPISTLE OF.

I.    Outline of contents

a.    Introduction Greeting 1:1

Statement and restatement of themes 1:2-27 (Test of faith, speech and spirit, piety and poverty)

b.    Development

Piety and poverty 2:1-26

Speech and spirit (Wisdom) 3:1-4:12

Test and result 4:13-5:6

c.    Conclusion (with restatement of themes) 5:7-20

II.    Authorship and date

Due to uncertainty about the identity of the author, who describes himself as ‘James, a servant of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ’ (1:1), this Epistle did not receive general acceptance in the W until the 4th Century. Most Christians recognized that James the son of Zebedee was martyred too early to have been the author, and there is no evi-dence that the early church ever attributed the Epistle to any other James, e.g. ‘James the younger’, Mk. 3:18; 15:40; Luther’s attribution to some unknown James was the result of his dog-matic devaluation of the work as ‘a right strawy epistle’, since it apparently contradicted Paul on the matter of justification and did not set forth the central doctrines of salvation.

Some modern scholars, noticing the almost complete lack of references to distinctively Christian doctrines, the apparently disjointed nature of the moral axioms in which the Epistle abounds, and the fact that Jesus Christ is explicitly men-tioned only twice, have rejected the idea that it was composed by any Christian, suggesting instead that an originally pre-Christian Jewish homily was adapted for Jewish-Christian use by the insertion of ‘Jesus Christ’ at 1:1 and 2:1. Other scholars, noticing doctrinal and church situations which could point to a date later than the life of the Lord’s brother, regard the Epistle as a late Christian homily written to meet the needs of the more settled Christian communities after early evangel-istic fervour had subsided (ad 70-130).

- The first theory, which sometimes attributes the work to an unknown James or pseudonymously to the patriarch Jacob, might account for such ex-pressions as ‘Abraham our father’ (2:21) and ‘the Lord of hosts’ (5:4), and the emphasis laid upon works in justification (2:14-26). It could also ex-plain the phenomena that the writer speaks like a second Arnos when he denounces the rieh (5:1-6), and cites Abraham (2:21), Rahab (2:25), Job (5:11) and Elijah (5:17) as examples of virtue, but not Jesus. Yet these and similar features do not demand such an explanation, especially if the Epistle were written before the wide circulation of the Gospels, for the OT was the Bible of the early Christians. As has been pointed out, ‘there is no sentence in the Epistle, which a Jew could have written and a Christian could not’. Moreover, the Christianity of the Epistle is much more extensive than it appears on the surface, and it is difficult to suppose that the imaginary Christian interpolator would have been capable of exercising such great restraint!

The second theory, which normally assumes that the work was pseudonymously attributed to the Lord's brother to give it authority, gains credence from the quality of Greek in the Epistle and the argument that 2:14-26 was written to counteract an antinomian perversion of Paul’s doctrine of justification by faith. But it fails to account for the primitive features of the Epistle (e.g the mention of elders and not bishops in 5:14) and the Palestin-ian colouring (e.g. ‘the early and the late rain’ in 5:7). Furthermore, were the Epistle pseud-epigraphic, it is hard to explain why the author did not use a clearer and more exalted title (e.g. ‘James the apostle’ or ‘James the brother of the Lord’).

The address ‘to the twelve tribes in the Dispersion’ (1:1), probably referring to scattered Jewish-Christian congregations (it is the reason why the letter is included among the general or catholic Epistles), the homiletic character of the work, its Jewish-Christian flavour, its concern with a com-munal ethic and community solidarity, its echoes of the later Jewish Wisdom literature (‘wisdom’, probably meaning the Spirit, is one of its key-words, see 1:5; 3:17), of nonconformist Jewish the-ology (it contains striking parallels to the *Dead Sea Scrolls), and of the sayings of Jesus which became embodied in the Sermon on the Mount (cf. 2:13 and Mt, 5:7; 3:12 and Mt. 7:16; 3:18 and Mt. 7:20; 5:2 and Mt. 6:19; 5:12 and Mt. 5:34-37). and the note of authority with which the author speaks are all consistent with the tradition that he was James the Lord’s brother, first ‘bishop’ of the church in Jerusalem. Moreover, although the Epistle contains some curious non-biblical literary phrases (e.g. 1:17, 23; 3:6), its Hebraic features coupled with the frequent use of rhetorical ques-tions, vivid similes, imaginary dialogues, telling aphorisms and picturesque illustrations make it reasonable to suppose that we are listening to the completely bilingual Palestinian Jewish-Christian James, who resided at Jerusalem, a cosmopolitan centre for both Jews and Christians, for some 30 years after the resurrection of Jesus. The resem-blances in Greek words and phrases between the Epistle and James’ speech at the Council of Jerusalem (cf. 1:1 and Acts 15:23; 1:27 and Acts 15:14; 2:5 and Acts 15:13; 2:7 and Acts 15:17) may afford possible supporting evidence. It seems logical to suppose that either James himself composed the work, or eise a secretary or later redactor compiled it from James’ sermons. The Situation of the church in the Epistle fits an early date of origin for much, if not all, of the contents: a date before the Council of Jerusalem (ad 48/49) would best explain the data, including the seeming conflict with Paul in 2:14-26.

III. Teaching

The Epistle concerns itself with the need for Christians to resist the pressure to compromise with the world, especially with respect to the use of wealth. It Supplements and in no way contradicts the teaching of Gal. and Rom. on the matter of justification. James does not use the word ‘justified’ in 2:21 with reference to the occasion in the Abraham narrative to which Paul refers, viz. Gn. 15:6, but with reference to Gn. 22, a declaration of justification on the occasion of the binding of Isaac, itself the crown of a life of charity and faithfulness flow-ingfrom the faith of Gn. 15:6.

Roman Catholics have always valued the Epistle highly as affording evidence for the doctrines of justification by works, auricular confession (5:16). and extreme unction (5:14). On the other hand, Protestants—unduly influenced by Luther—have tended to regard it as somewhat sub-Christian. But Calvin pointed out that this Epistle contains nothing unworthy of an apostle of Christ, but on the contrary gives instruction on numerous subjects, all of which are important for Christian living, such as ‘patience, prayer to God, the excellency and fruit of heavenly truth, humility, holy duties, the restraining of the tongue, the cultivation of peace, the repression of lusts, the contempt of the world, and the like’. Many modern evangelicals have begun to see the folly of underemphasizing the ethical implications of justification and the place which good works should occupy in the Christian life. As R. V. G. Tasker has said in TNTC, ‘Whenever faith does not issue in love, and dogma, however orthodox, is unrelated to life; whenever Christians are tempted to settle down to a self-centred religion, and become oblivious of the social and material needs of others; or whenever they deny by their manner of living the creed they profess, and seem more anxious to be friends of the world than friends of God, then the Epistle of James has something to say to them which they reject at their peril.’

In an age when evangelicals are again concerned about social righteousness, the use of wealth and communal life, this Epistle calls for special study, for it draws attention to community-building vir-tues and to the destructive social force of im-properly used wealth. ln an age when the severity of the divine nature and the transcendence of God tend to be forgotten, the balance needs to be re-dressed by the emphasis laid in this Epistle on the unchangeable God (1:17), the Creator (1:18), the Father (1:27; 3:9), the Sovereign (4:15), the Right-eous One (1:20), who must not be tested by evil men (1:13), to whom humanity must submit in humility (4:7, 10), the Lawgiver, the Judge, the Sa-viour and Destroyer (4:11-12), who will brook no rivals (4:4-5), the Giver of wisdom (1:5) and grace (4:6), who promises a crown of life to those who stand the test of faith and love him alone (1:12).

Bibliography. Commentaries by M. Dibelius, 1975; S. Laws, BNTC, 1980; P. H. Davids, NIGTC, 1980; NIBC, 1989; R. P. Martin, WBC, 1988.

P.H.D.

JANNES AND JAMBRES. Paul speaks of certain false and morally dangerous teachers as resisting the truth as ‘Jannes and Jambres’ resisted Moses (2 Tim. 3:6-8). These names do not occur in OT, but extra-biblical allusions show that the Egyp. magi-cians of Ex. 7-8 are intended. Like them, the teachers played on superstitious susceptibilities with a plausibly presented parody of the truth.

The names, of unknown age, occur in various forms. The so-called ‘Zadokite Work’, now known to belong with the Qumran literature, has Belial raising up ‘Yohaneh and his brother’ against Moses and Aaron (7.19 in R. H. Charles, Pseud-epigrapha, 1913; 5.19 in C. Rabin, The Zadokite Documenls\ 1958, p. 21); the Babylonian Talmud ‘Yohane and Mamre’ (Menahoth 85a; cf. the spell-ing ‘Mambres’ in most Lat. and some Gk. mss of 2 Tim. 3:8). Jewish legend made much of them, even attributing their paternity to Balaam. Pagan sources refer, not always perspicuously, to one or both (cf. Pliny, NH 30. 1. 11; Apuleius, Apology 90; Numenius of Apamea in Eusebius, Praep. Er. 9. 8. 1), reflecting the story’s celebrity. Origen knew a book on the subject (Comm. in Mt. 23:37; 27:9), and the Gelasian Decree a Penilence of Jannes and Jambres, of which M. R. James identified a frag-ment in a Saxon ms (JTS 2, 1901, pp. 572ff.). It is improbable, however, that Paul is alluding to the book: he would employ the names simply as being then in common use, with Ex. 7-8 alone in mind.

Bibliography. HJP, 2. 3, pp. 149ff.; SB, 3, pp. 660fT.    a.f.w.

JANOAH (Heb. yänöah, yänöhä, ‘rest’). 1. A town (see NEAEHL, p. 860) of Naphtali seized by Tiglath-pileser during Pekah’s reign (2 Ki. 15:29). Possibly modern Yanüj), NW of Acco (LOB, p. 379). 2. A town of Ephraim, SEfromShechem, used in defining Ephraim’s border with Manasseh (Jos. 16:6-70; av ‘Janohah’). Modern Khirbet Yänun. j.g.g.n.

JAPHETH (Heb. yepetf. One of the sons of Noah, usually mentioned last of the three (Gn. 5:32; 6:10; 7:13; 9:18, 23, 27; 1 Ch. 1:4), but his descendants are recorded first in Gn. 10 (and 1 Ch. 1:5-7). He was the ancestor of a number of tribes and peoples, most of whom had names which in histor-ical times are associated with the regions to the N and W of the Middle East, especially Anatolia, and the Aegean (*Nations, Table of). Japheth and his wife were among the eight people who es-caped the Flood, and in a later incident he and Shem covered the nakedness of their father, Noah. In Noah’s prophetic declaration after this episode he prayed that God might enlarge Japheth, and that he might dwell in the tents of Shem, and have Canaan as a servant (Gn. 9:27). Many commenta-tors take he to refer to God rather than Japheth, though either interpretation is possible.

If the latter alternative is followed the reference may be to the benefits of the gospel which, coming first to the descendants of Shem, were later ex-tended to the N peoples. In the above verse the word used for ‘may he enlarge’ is yapt, but this is probably only a play on words and does not have anything eise to do with the name Japheth (yepet), which does not occur elsewhere in the Bible or in the ancient inscriptions. Some have connected Japheth, however, with the Gk. mythological figure Iapetos, a son of earth and heaven, who had many descendants. The name is not Gk., so may be a form of the biblical name.

Bibliography. P. Dhorme, ‘Les Peuples issus de Japhet, d’apres le Chapitre X de la Genese’, Syria 13, 1932, pp. 28-49; D. J. Wiseman, Genesis 10: Some Archaeological Considerations’, JTVI 87, 1955, pp. 14ff.; D. Neisman, ‘The Two Genealogies of Japheth’, in H. A. Hoffner (ed.), Orient & Occident, 1973, pp. 119ff.

T.C.M.

JAREB. The av name or epithet of a king of As-syria who received tribute from Israel (Ho. 5:13; 10:6). If taken as a personal name it is assumed that the reference is to Tiglath-pileser III and Me-nahem’s attempt to buy off the Assyrians in 738 bc (2 Ki. 15:19) or to the plea by Ahaz for his help against Rezin of Syria and Pekah of Israel (2 Ki. 16:7-10). Sayce’s Suggestion that it is Sargon II, conqueror of Samaria in 722 bc, is unlikely be-cause of the date and circumstances.

It is more probable, since the customary definite article is here omitted, that melek yäreb is a title to be translated ‘warlike (or contending) king’ or, taking malki rab as an old form for melek rab, the usual Assyr. royal title of ‘great king’. Cf. Rvmg., Rsvmg., ‘a king that contends’; Avmg., ‘the king that should plead’. On either interpretation the his-torical reference would be that quoted above.

D.J.W.

JARMUTH (Heb. yarmül). 1. Tel Yarmut (Khirbet Yarmuk), in a commanding position above the Wadi Surar 5 km S of Beth-shemesh. Late Bronze walls and pottery indicate occupation of 6-8 acres by a population of 1,500-2,000 before the Israelite invasion, when Jarmuth was a leading Amorite city. See Jos. 10:3; 15:35; Ne. 11:29.

Bibliography. A. Ben-Tor, IEJ 35, 1985, pp. 71-73; NEAEHL, pp. 661-665.

2. A levitical town in Issachar, Jos. 21:29, other-wise Remeth (Jos. 19:21; cf. lxx(b) Jos. 21:29), Ramoth (1 Ch. 6:73); but the Egyptians called the district ‘the hills of Yarmuta’. Aharoni (LOB, p. 28) suggests Khokav-hayyarden, the Crusader Bel-voir, 10 km N of Bethshan.    j.p.u.l.

JASHAR, BOOK OF

JASHAR, BOOK OF. In Jos. 10:13 and 2 Sa. 1:18 the book of yäsär (‘the upright one') is mentioned. Solomon’s words in 1 Ki. 8:12-13, according to lxx, who put them after 8:53, are to be found in ‘the book of the song’. As ‘song’, syr, closely re-sembles ysr, perhaps the same book is meant here. All three quotations are in poetic style. It is pos-sible that more quotations from ancient poetry came from this lost book. Some scholars identify it with ‘the book of the wars of the Lord’ (Nu. 21:14). As the quotations diflfer in metre, style and general contents, and date from different times, it is not probable that the book was a ‘national epic’; it was rather a Collection of songs with short histor-ical introductions, cf. Arab. anthologies as, e.g, Hamäsa. It must have been composed under Solomon’s reign or later. The name yäsär is probably related to "Jeshurun. Printed books of Jashar are modern fabrications.

Bibliography. S. Mowinckel, ‘Hat es ein israelitisches Nationalepos gegeben?’, ZAW n.f. 12, 1935, pp. 130-152; R. K. Harrison, IOT, 1970, pp. 669f.

A. vanS.

JASHOBEAM. 1. \ . . a Hachmonite, was chief of the three’, 1. Ch. 11:11; ‘son of Zabdiel’, 1 Ch. 27:2. He is to be identified with ‘Josheb-basshebeth, a Tah-chemonite’ (2 Sa. 23:8), which might be read ‘Josheb-bashebeth the Hachmonite’ (hahakmöni for lahk'möni, meaning unclear). lxx Iebosthe, Iesebada, Lucian Iesbaal imply a form ‘Ishbaal’. David’s leading warrior, who slew ‘three hundred’ (1 Ch.) or ‘eight hundred’ (2 Sa.), which is more likely, as it gives him superiority over Abishai (2 Sa. 23:18). (*Captain.)

2. Another warrior, who joined David at Ziklag (1 Ch. 12:6).    a.r.m.

JASON. 1. Paul’s host at Thessalonica (Acts 17:5—

9). A rabble instigated by Jews raided his house, and, not finding Paul and Silas, seized Jason with some converts, and accused him before the poli-tarchs (local magistrates) of harbouring seditious agitators. The prisoners were released on giving Security for good behaviour. Luke does not say whether this involved a promise not to shelter the missionaries (cf. T. W. Manson, BJRL 35, 1952-3, p. 432), or simply to keep the peace. In either case the effect was the hasty departure of Paul (Acts 17:10) in circumstances which precluded an early return (cf. 1 Thes. 2:18). Jason was no doubt a Jew (cf. Acts 17:2 with 18:2-4) and probably a Christian (cf. Acts 17:7).

2. A Christian at Corinth, sending greetings in Rom. 16:21. ‘Kinsman’ here probably means ‘fel-low Jew’ (cf. vv. 7, 11 and Rom. 9:3). Jason may be identical with 1; if Sosipater is the *Sopater of Acts 20:4, Paul may be linking two fellow-Macedonians.

The name—that of the leader of the Argonauts—was very widespread, and Greek-speaking Jews seem to have sometimes used it in-stead of the similar-sounding, but conspicuously Jewish, name Jesus, i.e. Joshua (Deissmann, Bible Studies, p. 315n.).    a.f.w.

JATTIR (Heb. yattir). Hurvat Yatir (Khirbet Attir) on the SW escarpment of the Hills of Judah, 21 km from Hebron; assigned to the priests (Jos. 21:14). David shared the spoils of the Amale-kites with its inhabitants (1 Sa. 30:27). j.p.u.l.

JAVAN. Oneof thesonsof Japheth(Gn. 10:2; 1 Ch. 1:5)andfatherof agroupof peoples, *Elishah,*Tar-shish, * Kittim and * Dodanim (Gn. 10:4; 1 Ch. 1:7), whose associations are with the regions to the N and W of the Middle East. It is generally accepted that this name (Heb. yäwän) is to be identified with Gk. Iönes, which occurs as Iaones, probably for Iawones, in Homer (Iliad 13. 685), and refers to the people who later gave their name to Ionia. The name also occurs in Assyr. and Achaemenian inscriptions (lämanu and Yauna respectively). Isaiah mentions the descendants of Javan (lxx Hellas) beside Tubal as one of the nations (gäyim) inhabiting distant islandsand coastlands(’/yyfm, Is. 66:19). In the time of Ezekiel the descendants of Javan (lxx Hellas) were known as traders in men, bronze vessels and yarn, with Tyre (Ezk. 27:13, 19; in v. 19 rsv prefers to read me'üzäl, ‘from Uzal’, for nfüzzäl, ‘that which is spun, yarn’). The name Javan (evv Greece) is used in the prophecies of Daniel to refer to the kingdom of Alexander of Macedon, and in Zc. 9:13 the term (evv Greece, lxx Hellenes) is probably used of the Seleucid Greeks.

Bibliography. P. Dhorme, Syria 13, 1932, pp.

35-36; W. Brandenstein and M. Mayrhofer, Handbuch des Allpersischen, 1964, p. 156. t.c.m.

JAZER. A town of the Amorite kingdom of Sihon captured by Israel (Nu. 21:32) and part of the pasture-lands allotted to the tribe of Gad. It was later given to the Merarite families of the tribe of Levi. Düring David’s reign, Jazer furnished ‘mighty men of valour’ (1 Ch. 26:31) and was one of the towns on the route of the census-takers (2 Sa. 24:5). The Moabites gained control of it, probably a little before the fall of Samaria (Is. 16:8-9; Je. 48:32, where ‘sea of’ has been considered a scribal error). Judas Maccabaeus captured and sacked the town c. 164 bc (1 Macc. 5:7-8). The site may be Khirbet Gazzir on the Wadi Sza'Tb near es-Salt.    a.r.m.

JEALOUSY. The principal OT term rendered as jealousy in the English Bible is qin’ä from the verb qäna, root meaning ‘become dark red’ (Nu. 5:14; Pr. 6:34; Ezk. 16:42; etc ). The normal lxx transla-tion of qinä and its cognates is zeloö or the cognate parazeloö (Dt. 32:21; cf. Rom. 10:19), and these are the principal terms used in the NT (Acts 7:9; Rom. 11:11; 1 Cor. 10:22; 13:4). Both Heb. and Gk. words refer to an exclusive single-mindedness of emotion which may be morally blameworthy or praiseworthy depending on whether the object of the jealousy is the seif or some cause beyond the seif. In the former case the result is envy, or hatred of others (Gn. 30:1; Pr. 3:31; Ezk. 31:9), which for the NT is the antithesis of love and hence the enemy of true Christian fellowship (1 Cor. 13:4; 2 Cor. 12:20; Jas. 3:14). The Bible however also rep-resents the other possibility, of a ‘divine jealousy’ (2 Cor. 11:2), a consuming single-minded pursuit of a good end (1 Ki. 19:10; Ex. 20:5; 1 Cor. 12:31). This positive usage is frequently associated with the marriage relationship where a jealousy for the exclusiveness of the relationship is the necessary condition of its permanence (Nu. 5:1 lff.; Ezk.

16:38; 2 Cor. 11:2). Jealousy is referred to God as well as men (Ex. 20:5; 34:14; Na. 1:2). Difficulty is sometimesl'elt with this.dueprincipally totheway in which the negative connotations of the term have come to predominate in common English usagc. Scripture however also witnesses to a positive appli-cation of jealousy and finds in this idea a highly relevant term to denote God’s holy zeal for the honour of his name and thegood of his people who are bound to him in themarriage of thecovenant (Dt. 32:16,21; 2 Ki. 19:31; Ezk. 36:5f; Zc. l:14f; Jn. 2:17). In this sense the jealousy of God is of the essence of his moral character, a major cause for worship and con-fidence on the part of his people and a ground for fear on the part of his enemies.    b.a.m.

JEBUSITE. The ethnic name of a people dwelling in the hills (Nu. 13:29; Jos. 11:3) round about Jerusalem (Jos. 15:8; 18:16). Descended from the third son of Canaan (Gn. 10:16; 1 Ch. 1:14), they are, however, listed as a distinct, but minority, group of people living alongside such peoples as Amorites and Heth. Jebus was a name given to ‘Jerusalem, the principal city in their territory (Jdg. 19:10-11; 1 Ch. 11:4-5; called Jebusi in Jos. 18:16,28, rsv), and ‘Jebusite’ described the inhabitants of the city (Gn. 15:21; Ex. 3:8). Later the term is used of the former inhabitants (Ezk. 16:3, 45; Zc. 9:7).

Unless Melchizedek was ruler of Jerusalem (‘Salem), its earliest king named in the OT is Adoni-zedek (Jos. 10:1), who raised his local Amorite allies (v. 5) to protect the city from the Israelites entering the area. He met his death at Beth-horon (vv. 10-11). According to the ‘Amanta tablets (c. 1400 bc), Urusa-lirmrw was under Abdi-(jepa, whose name, like that of a later Jebusite ruler ‘Araunah (2 Sa. 24:24) or Oman (1 Ch. 21:15), is non-Semite, probably Hurrian or ‘Horite. Jebus was burnt after its capture by the men of Judah (Jdg. 1:8), but its original inhabitants regained con-trol at least until the attack by David (2 Sa. 5:6). The Jebusites were allowed to remain on the temple hill until their ground was bought over or the Jebusite minority absorbed by the Judaeans who built a new quarter on Zion (Jdg. 1:21; 19:11).    d.j.w.

JEDUTHUN (Heb. y'diltün). A Levite appointed by David to conduct the music of the Temple along with Heman and Asaph (1 Ch. 25:1, 3, 6, etc). He is also known as ‘Ethan (1 Ch. 6:44, etc.), which was possibly his name before his appointment. A Variation of the name, Jedithun (y'ditjün), appears several times in the IClJb (Ps. 39, e~tc). The name appears in the titles of three psalms: 39, 62, 77. ln the first of these the title is simply ‘to (/“} Jedut-hun’, but in the other two it is ‘ ’al Jeduthun’, which may mean ‘according to’ or ‘over’; if the latter, Jeduthun there means the family or guild of singers called after him. The family continued to officiate after the Exile (Ne. 11:17). m.a.m.

death (c. 814-798 bc; 2 Ki. 13:1). His reign saw the repeated advances of Syria under ‘Hazael and *Ben-hadad II, recorded as a result of his misdeeds (13:2-3). These included toleration of pagan worship (v. 6). His forces were so depleted (v. 7) that finally hehad tocallon Yahweh foraidfv. 4,cf. v. 22).

3. An inscription of *Tiglath-pileser III records tribute being received from ia-u-ha-zi (mät)ia-u-da-a. ‘Jehoahaz of Judah’ (DOTT, p. 57). This is the full form of the abbreviated name *Ahaz, 13th king of Judah, who sent gifts to the Assyrian king (2 Ki. 16:7-8).

4.4th son of Josiah (I Ch. 3:15) who became the 18th king of Judah upon his father’s death at Meg-iddo (c. 609 bc; 2 Ki. 23:30). After reigning 3 months, he was deported by the pharaoh Neco to his headquarters at Riblah in Hamath and then to Egypt, where he died (23:33—34). Jeremiah called him ‘Shallum (Je. 22:11-12), an indication that Jehoahaz was his throne name (cf. A. M. Honeyman, JBLbl, 1948, p. 20).    d.w.b.

JEHOIACHIN (Heb. y’höyäkin, ‘Yahweh will es-tablish’; ‘Jeconiah’ in 1 Ch. 3:16; cf. Mt. 1:11-12; ‘Coniah’ in Je. 22:24, 28).

Jehoiachin was appointed king of Judah by the Babylonians following the revolt and death of his father Jehoiakim (6 December 598 bc). His brief reign of 3 months and 10 days (2 Ch. 36:9; Jos., Ant. 10.98) is described in 2 Ki. 24:8—6; 2 Ch. 36:9—

10. It wasmarked by evil, and the prophet Jeremiah foretold the end of both his rule and dynasty (Je. 22:24-30). According to Josephus (Ant. 10. 99) Nebuchadrezzar changed his mind about the appointment and returned to besiege Jerusalem and carried off the 18-year-old king, with his mother Nehushta, his family, and fellow Jews, to exile in Babylon. This famous historical event is also described in the OT and in the Bab. Chronicle. The city feil on 16 March 597, and Jehoiachin’s young uncle Mattaniah (Zedekiah) was appointed to succeed him (2 Ki. 24:17; Je. 37:1).

In Babylon Jehoiachin was treated as a royal hos-tage. He is named (Yau-kin) in Bab. tablets, dated between 595 and 570 bc, as receiving rations at the court in Company with his five sons (E. F. Weidner, Melanges Syriens offerls ä M. Rene Dussaud, 2, 1939, pp. 923fT.; DOTT, pp. 84-86). Impressions of a seal, thought to belong to his Steward Eliakim (DOTT, p. 224), were actually made a Century earl-ier (see BA 53, 1990, pp. 74-79). The Jews in Baby-lonia reckoned the years by those of Jehoiachin’s captivity (Ezk. 1:2). After Nebuchadrezzar’s death his successor Amel-Marduk (’Evil-Merodach) in 561 bc showed Jehoiachin special favour and removed him from prison to the royal palace (2 Ki. 25:27-30; Je. 52:31-34). Jehoiachin’s eldest son Shealtiel, the father of Zerubbabel, was born in 598 bc. Another son Shenazar is named in 1 Ch. 3:18.

Bibliography. D. J. Wiseman, Nebuchadrezzar and Babyion, 1985, pp. 81ff.    d.j.w.

JEHOAHAZ (Heb. y’hö’ähäz, ‘Yahweh has grasped’).

1.    A variant of the name of ‘Ahaziah, Jeho-ram’s son, 6th king of Judah (c. 848-841 bc; 2 Ch. 21:17; 25:23) in which the divine element comes first rather than last.

2.    Son of Jehu; the 11 th king of the N kingdom of Israel, who reigned for 17 years after his father’s

JEHOIADA (Heb. y'höyäda, ‘Yahweh knows’) was a populär name in OT times. 1. The father of Benaiah (2 Sa. 8:18), a valiant man from Kabzeel in the Negeb (1 Ch. 11:22); the son was one of David’s officers. 2. The leader of the Aaronites, who supported David at Ziklag (1 Ch. 12:27). 3. The son of Benaiah, and grandson of Jehoiada, one of David’s counsellors (1 Ch. 27:34).

4. The chief priest of the Temple in Jerusalem during the reigns of Ahaziah, Athaliah and Joash was also named Jehoiada. He married Jehosha-beath, sister of King Ahaziah, and played a prominent part in political affairs. On the death of Ahaziah he frustrated the queen-mother Athaliah’s attempt to destroy all ‘the seed royal’. He and his wife hid their nephew, Joash, for 6 years in the Temple precincts, while Athaliah usurped the throne. Then in a coup d'etat he brought him out of hiding as the rightful ruler of Judah. A covenant was made for his protection, and another on his proclamation as king (2 Ki. 11:17). During Joash’s minority, Jehoiada virtually ruled on his behalf. He destroyed the shrines of Baal and organ-ized the Levites. He helped in the selection of Joash’s two wives to ensure the royal succession (2

Ch. 24:3). After a rebuke front Joash himself he repaired the Temple (2 Ki. 12:7). When he died at the age of 130, he was buried in the royal tomb, in recognition of his Service to the community.

5. A priest in Jerusalem before the Exile, during the lifetime of Jeremiah, who was replaced by Zephaniah (Je. 29:26). 6. The son of Paseah who returned from the Exile with Nehemiah and played his part in the rebuilding Programme (Ne. 3:6).

MB.

JEHOIAKIM (Heb. y'höyäqim, ‘Ya(h)w has estab-lished’; cf. Joakim, 1 Esdras 1:37-39). King of Judah (609-598 bc), a son of ‘Josiah and elder brother of *Jehoahaz, whose place he took at the command of Neco II of Egypt. His name was
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changed from Eliakim as a mark of vassalagc. The reign is recorded in 2 Ki. 23:34-24:6; 2 Ch. 36:4-8, and as the last-named entry in the 'book of the Chronicle of the Kings of Judah’ (2 Ki. 24:5). To pay the Egyp. dues Jehoiakim imposed heavy land taxes (2 Ki. 23:35). He built costly royal buildings, using forced labour (Je. 22:13-17), and is described as an oppressive and covetous ruler. The religious decay during his reign is noted by the Contemporary prophets Jeremiah and Habakkuk. Josiah’s re-forms were forgotten in the reversion to idolatr> and introduction of Egyp. rites (Ezk. 8:5-17). Jehoiakim shed much innocent blood (2 Ki. 24:4) and had the prophet Uriah murdered for opposing him (Je. 26:20-21). He opposed Jeremiah (36:26) and personally burnt the scroll from which Jehudi read the words of the prophet to him (v. 22). He was ‘unjust and wicked by nature, and was neither reverent toward God, nor kind to man’ (Josephus, Am. 10. 83), that is, he followed in the tradition of Manasseh’s sin (2 Ki. 24:3).

ln Jehoiakim’s fourth year (605 bc) Nebuchad-rezzar defeated the Egyptians at *Carchemish and won control of Palestine as far as the Egyp. border (Je. 25:1; 46:2), but it was not until the following year that Jehoiakim, with other rulers, went before Nebuchadrezzar to submit to him as vassal (Je. 36:9-29; Bab. Chronicle). Three years later, doubt-less encouraged by the Egyptian defeat of the Ba-bylonians in 601 bc, but against the advice of Jeremiah, Jehoiakim rebelled (2 Ki. 24:1). Nebuchadrezzar did not at first intervene but sent local Baby-lonian garrison troops with Syrians, Moabites and Ammonites to raid Judah (v. 2). At length, 3 months and 10 days before Jerusalem feil to the Bab. besiegers Jehoiakim died, aged 36 (i.e. 6 De-cember 598 bc). His death occurred on the way to captivity (2 Ch. 36:6), apparently at the instigation of Nebuchadrezzar, who, according to Josephus (Am. 10. 97), had his body thrown outside the city wall as prophesied by Jeremiah (22:18f.). 2 Ki. 24:6 is silent as to his burial. Jehoiakim was succeeded by his son Jehoiachin.

Bibliography. D. J. Wiseman, Chronicles of Chatdean Kings, 1956, pp. 20-32, 65-75; AU SS 20, 1982, pp. 103-109.    D.j.w.

JEHONADAB (Heb. y'hönädäb, ‘Yahweh is liberal’). Jonadab is an alternative form of this name. 1. Son of Shimeah, David’s brother. His cunning enabled his friend Amnon, David’s son, to obtain his foul desire on Tamar, Amnon’s half-sister (2 Sa. 13:3-5). His knowledge of the death of Amnon would seem to indicate complicity in it, although he was his professed friend (2 Sa. 13:30-33). 2. A son of Rechab, a Kenite (1 Ch. 2:55; Je. 35:6). He prohibited his clan from engaging in agriculture, possessing vineyards and using their produce, and dwelling in settled communities (Je. 35:6—10). But this may have been codifying what was already general practice. He was a zealous worshipper of Yahweh and assisted Jehu in suppressing the wor-ship of Baal Melqart (2 Ki. 10:15, 23). m.a.m.

JEHORAM (Heb. y'höräm, 'Yahweh is exalted’). Sometimes abbreviated to Joram. 1. A Levite in the
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time of David (1 Ch. 26:25). 2. A prince of Hamath (2 Sa. 8:9-12). 1 Ch. 18:9-11 suggests his real name was Hadoram. 3. A priest in the time of Jehoshaphat (2 Ch. 17:8).

4.    King of (N) Israel, 852-841 bc; the last ruler of the dynasty of Omri (2 Ki. 1-9). Jehoram was a son of King Ahab and Jezebel, and although he is said to have removed one pagan feature of Israel’s worship, in general he followed the unorthodox ways of other N kings (2 Ki. 3:1-3). He had to deal with the Moabites’ rebellion against their position as vassals of Israel (*Moabite Stone) and won a spectacular, though not conclusive, victory over the Moabites (3:4-27). He was later wounded in battle with the Syrians (8:28-29). Some of the other Elisha Stories also have as their background the conflict between Israel and Syria, and refer to ‘the king of Israel’ (5:1-8; 6:8-23; 6:24-7:20; cf. 8:1-6), but we cannot be sure whether or not this king was Jehoram. Jehoram was killed and suc-ceeded by *Jehu when recovering from injury in his Capital, Jezreel (9:1-37). It was Elisha who insti-gated this deed; he saw it as a beginning to God’s final act of judgment on Ahab and Jezebel, who were still alive and active for evil in Jezreel (9:7-10, 22). It was thus also the further fulfilment of El-ijah’s prophecy concerning Ahab and Jezebel (9:24-26, 30-36; cf. 1 Ki. 21:17-29).

5.    King of Judah, 848-841 bc (2 Ki. 8:16-24; 2

Ch. 21). He was son of and successor to Jehoshaphat, but reversed his father’s Yahwist pol-icies. He married Athaliah, who was a daughter of King Ahab of Israel and thus a sister of King Jehoram of Israel, and led Israel in the pagan and bloody ways of Ahab and Jezebel. Edom and Libnah both successfully threw off their vassal Status in relation to Judah in his day, and the Philistines and Arabians invaded and plundered his kingdom. He died of illness ‘and he departed with no one’s regret’ (2 Ch. 21:20); he was succeeded by his son Ahaziah.    j.e.g.

JEHOSHABEATH, JEHOSHEBA. Daughter of Jehoram, sister or half-sister of Ahaziah. She saved the life of Joash (2 Ki. 11:2) when Athaliah sought to kill all the royal seed. Her marriage to Jehoiada (2 Ch. 22:11) is the only recorded instance of a Union between a princess of the royal house and a high priest.    m.a.m.

JEHOSHAPHAT (Heb. y'hösäpät, ‘Yahweh has judged’).

I. An official clerk under David and Solomon (2 Sa. 8:16; 20:24; 1 Ki. 4:3; 1 Ch. 18:15). 2. One of twelve officers appointed over Israel by Solomon (I Ki. 4:17; cf v. 7).

3. Son and successor of Asa as 4th king of Judah (c. 873-849 bc). Jehoshaphat strengthened Judah against aggression by fortifying and placing Standing garrisons in N towns (2 Ch. 17:2, 12-19). He also broke with previous practice in entering into a parity treaty with Ahab of Israel by taking one of Ahab’s daughters, Athaliah, to marry his son, Jehoram (2 Ch. 18:1; cf 21:6; 2 Ki. 8:18). This new alliance had its efifect on other peoples, including the Philistines and Arabs, who brought tribute to Jehoshaphat (2 Ch. 17:10-11), but the association with apostate Israel almost proved Judah’s undoing after Jehoshaphat’s death (2 Ki. 11:1-3).

Jehoshaphat’s reign is noted for its adherence to Yahweh’s instructions (1 Ki. 22:42; 2 Ch. 20:32). He eradicated much of the pagan worship (1 Ki. 22:43, 46) and provided itinerant teachers of Mosaic law (2 Ch. 17:7-9). He reorganized the legal System by appointing judges in key cities, with an appeal court in Jerusalem (2 Ch. 19:4-11).

4. Father of *Jehu, 10th king of Israel (2 Ki. 9:2; 14:20).    d.w.b.

JEHOSHAPHAT, VALLEY OF. The name which Joel gives to the place of the final judgment in Joel 3:2, 12. In both of these verses ‘Jehoshaphat’ (meaning ‘Yahweh has judged’) is associated with Statements that God will judge (Heb. säpat). There-fore it is probable that ‘the valley of Jehoshaphat’, like ‘the valley of decision’ in v. 14, is a term sym-bolic of the judgment, not a current geographical name.

The valley of Jehoshaphat has been variously identified. Some have thought that Joel had no definite place in mind; e.g. Targum Jonathan translates this name ‘the plain of the decision of judgment’, and Theodotion renders ‘the place of judgment’. Since Joel uses the geographical term ‘valley’, most students have thought that some location was in-tended. Ibn Ezra suggests the valley of Berachah S of Bethlehem, where Jehoshaphat’s forces gathered after the destruction of enemies (2 Ch. 20:26), but Zc. 14 locates the judgment near Jerusalem, and according to 1 Enoch 53:1 all people gather for judgment in a deep valley near the valley of Hinnom. Jewish, Christian and Muslim traditions identify the place of final judgment as the Kidron valley, between Jerusalem and the mount of Olives. Therefore many have been buried there, Muslims especially on the W slope and Jews especially on the E slope of the valley. A Graeco-Roman tomb on the E slope has been called mistakenly the tomb of King Jehoshaphat. As early as the Bordeaux pilgrim (ad 333) and Eusebius’ Onomasticon (s. r Koilas), the name Jehoshaphat was associated with this valley. Some object that Joel uses the Word ‘emeq, ‘broad valley’, while the Kidron valley is called nahal, ‘ravine’ (2 Sa. 15:23). Other identifica-tions are ‘the king’s dale’ (2 Sa. 18:18), which runs into the Kidron valley from the NW (so C. F. Keil, E. G. Kraeling) and the valley of Hinnom, W and S of Jerusalem (so G. W. Wade).

Bibliography. E. Robinson, Biblical Researches in Palesline, 1, 1856, pp. 268-273; J. A. Bewer in ICC, 1912, on Joel 3 (MT 4):2; E. G. Kraeling, Rand McNally Bible Atlas, 1956, p. 342. j. r.

JEHU (Heb. yelnl, meaning uncertain. Possibly an abbreviation of y'höhu, ‘Yahweh is he’).

1.    An ambidextrous Benjaminite warrior who aided David at Ziklag (1 Ch. 12:3).

2.    A seer, son of Hanani, who foresaw the end of Baasha’s dynasty (1 Ki. 16:1-7). He also proph-esied to Jehoshaphat (2 Ch. 19:2) and chronicled his reign (20:34).

3.    Son of Jehoshaphat (2 Ki. 9:2), who reigned as the 10th king of the N kingdom of Israel for 28 years (c. 842-815 bc; 2 Ki. 10:36), where he found-ed its 4th dynasty.

Religious apostasy reached such an extern in Israel during the reigns of Ahab and Jehoram (2 Ki. 8:27) that a revolt was instigated by Elisha’s appointing a prophet to anoint Jehu king (9:1-13). This rebellion was also supported by elements among the people, e.g., the Rechabites (10:15-16). Jehu, receiving the acclamation of the army of Je-horam which he commanded, went to Jezreel, where the king lay wounded following a battle at Ramoth-gilead (8:28-29). He there killed both Je-horam and Ahaziah, king of Judah, who came out to meet him (9:21-27; cf. 2 Ch. 22:9). The new king entered Jezreel and had Jezebel put to death. He then eradicated all Opposition by executing Ahab’s family and followers (2 Ki. 10:1-11) as well as 42 visiting members of Ahaziah’s family (vv. 12-17; 2 Ch. 22:8). He then proceeded to stamp out worship of Baal by tricking the god’s followers into meet-ing together and then slaughtering them, also des-troying their temple (2 Ki. 10:18-28).

Jehu himself continued in apostasy by worship-ping golden calves at Bethel and Dan (vv. 29-31), ibr which he was punished by the Syrians, under *Hazael, annexing parts of his territory (vv. 32-33).

The Black Obelisk ol ‘Shalmaneser III men-tions tribute paid by ’ia-ü-a mar hu-um-ri, ‘Yäw, son of *Omri’ (DOTT, pp. 48-49). This is gener-ally taken to refer to an action of Jehu of Israel not mentioned by the OT. He, or his representative, is pictured bowing before the king. Yäw might also be an abbreviated form of the name Jehoram (P. K. McCarter, BASOR 216, 1974, pp. 5-7). In either case the date would be 841 bc (E. R. Thiele, BASOR 222, 1976, pp. 19-23).    d.w.b.

JEHUDI (Heb. y'hüdi). Normally means ‘a Jew’, as in Zc. 8:23, but in Je. 36:14, 21,23 it is the name of an officer of Jehoiakim’s court, who commanded Baruch to read the roll of Jeremiah’s prophecies to the princes, and later himself read it to the king, until Jehoiakim personally destroyed it.    J.G.G.N.

JEPHTHAH. One of the later (c. 1100 bc) Hebrew judges (Jdg. 11:1-12:7), whose name yipläh is ‘probably shortened from yiptah-'el, “God opens (sc. the womb)”, which is cited as a proper name in Sabean’ (NBCR, p, 267), The son of a common heathen prostitute (zönä) and the then childless Gilead, Jephthah feit he had been illegally disinherited by the younger legitimate sons of Gilead. He fled to the land of *Tob. From there he and the renegades he gathered raided Settlements and Caravans and, like David’s gang (1 Sa. 22:2; 27:8-9; 30), may have protected Israelite vil-lages from marauding tribes, perhaps including the Ammonites.

Thus when the Israelites in Transjordan were threatened by a full-scale invasion of the Ammonites, the elders of Gilead invited Jephthah to be their commander. He consented only when they promised he would continue as their head (i.e. judge) after fighting ceased. This pact was con-firmed with oaths taken at Mizpeh (Gn. 31:48-49). Jephthah’s attempted diplomacy to dissuade the Ammonites failed (Jdg. 11:12-28).

Given courage and ingenuity for his task by the Spirit of God, Jephthah passed through Gilead and Manasseh to raise additional troops. He then passed over the Jabbok to Israelite headquarters at Mizpeh. There, before moving against the Ammonites, he vowed a vow (neder) unto his God, a common practice before battle among ancient peoples. Jephthah intentionally promised Yahweh a human sacrifice, probably intending a slave, be-cause a single animal would have been as nothing from a people’s leader. The lxx translation of hayyöse', ho emporeuomenos, ‘whoever comes by the way’, long ago indicated that this is the proper Interpretation. V. 31 should read: ‘Then whoever ccmes forth . . . shall be the Lord’s, and I will offer him up for a burnt offering.’ Jephthah was living among heathen who offered human sacrifices to pagan deities (cf. 2 Ki. 3:27) and in a day when the law of Moses was little known or practised. Jephthah might sincerely (although wrongly—Lv. 18:21; Dt. 12:31) suppose ‘that Jehovah would need to be propitiated by some offering as costly as those which bled on the altars of Chemosh and Moloch’ (F. W. Farrar).

After subduing the Ammonites by faith (Heb. 11:32) Jephthah returned triumphantly to his headquarters house, only to meet his daughter, his only child, leading a victory procession (cf. 1 Sa. 18:6; Ex. 15:20). With utter grief, Jephthah feit he must fulfil his vow by offering her as a burnt-offering (’ölä, which always was burnt). He did not devote her to a life of celibacy (a view not intro-duced until Rabbi Kimchi), for there is no record that female attendants in tabernacle or Temple had to be virgins (Anna had been married, Lk. 2:36).

Jephthah showed himself as Stern with his breth-ren the Ephraimites as he was with his enemies the Ammonites and with himself concerning his daughter. Offended because they had no share in his victory, the Ephraimites threatened his life. Jephthah answered harshly and slaughtered them relentlessly at the Jordan (Jdg. 12:1-6). J.R.

JERAH. One of the sons of ‘Joktan (Gn. 10:26; 1 Ch. 1:20), some of whom can be connected with tribes of S Arabia. The name (yerah) is identical in form with the Heb. for ‘month’ or *‘moon’, and the word occurs in the S Arabian inscriptions (yrh) with this meaning, so it may be concluded that the descendants of Jerah had likewise settled in S Arabia. The site of Beth-Yerah (Khirbet Kerak) on the Sea of Galilee is probably unrelated.

Bibliography. J. A. Montgomery, Arabia and the Bible, 1934, p. 40.    t.c.m.

JERAHMEEL (Heb. y'ralmf'el, ‘may God have compassion’). 1. The ancestor of the Jerahmeelites, a clan on the S frontier of Judah, ‘the Negeb of the Jerahmeelites’ (1 Sa. 27:10; cf. 30:29), related to the Calebites (cf. 1 Sa. 25:3) and bordering on the
[image: ]


’Jerahmeel, the king’s son (lyrhm’l bn hmlk) named on a seal Impression in clay dating from the late 7th Cent. BC He may be identified with the Jerahmeel who burnt Jeremiah's scroll (Je. 36:26). 12 mm x 10 10 mm.

Kenites. Like the Calebites, they were absorbed into the tribe of Judah; their adoptive relationship to other branches of that tribe is given in I Ch. 2:9ff., together with the sub-divisions of the Jerahmeehte clan itself. They play a very minor part in the OT record, but by dint of large-scale textual emendation T. K. Cheyne concluded that they occupy a position of major importance in the narrative—a theory which retains interest only as a notable aberration in the history of biblical criticism (cf. EBi, s. v. ‘Jerahmeel’, etc.)

2. In 1 Ch. 24:29 the son of one Kish, a member of the Merarite clan of the tribe of Levi. 3. In Je. 36:26 a member of the royal family of Judah who occupied an official position at the court of Jehoiakim.    f.f.b.

JEREMIAH.

I. His background

Jeremiah’s history covered a span of 40 years— from his call in the 13th year of King Josiah (626 bc) until the fall of Jerusalem in 587 bc. In those 4 decades he prophesied under the last five kings of Judah—Josiah, Jehoahaz, Jehoiakim, Jehoiachin and Zedekiah. While he was preaching. important Personalities and events were shaping history beyond his native Judah. It was one of the most fateful periods in the history of the ancient Near East and it affected Judah’s history too.

The Assyrian empire disintegrated and Babylon and Egypt were left to struggle against each other for the leadership of the E. The chronology of the last quarter of the 7th Century bc has been greatly clarified by the publication of some tablets which were excavated years ago but which had lain in ob-scurity in the vaults of the British Museum in London. In 1956 D. J. Wiseman made these Chal-dean documents available to students of the ancient Near East, thus making possible a re-appraisal of the chronology of the last quarter of the 7th Century bc. Further light has also been shed by the discovery of ostraca (letters on jar fragments) and bullae (seals), in some cases naming Personalities known from the book of Jer-emiah. The most interesting seal reads: ‘belonging to Berekyahu (Baruch) son of Neriyahu (Neriah) the scribe’. This is probably the very Baruch who helped Jeremiah record his prophecies (Je. 36:4), and who may indeed have written the third-person ac-counts of Jeremiah’s life. Other seals name Gema-riah, the son of Shaphan (Je. 36:11) and ‘Jerahmeel, the son of the king’ (Je 36:26; see P. J. King, Jeremiah: An Archaeological Companion, pp. 93-99). For the ostraca, see Ile below.

Jeremiah’s life and times which fall within this all-important period are remarkably well docu-mented, and the intimacies of his personality are more vividly portrayed than those of the more spec-tral Minor Prophets or even of Isaiah and Ezekiel.

When Jeremiah was called to the prophetic office he was still ‘a child’ (na'ar, 1:6), an ambiguous term descriptive of infancy (Ex. 2:6) and advanced adolescence (1 Sa. 30:17). If the demure Jeremiah simply meant he was spiritually and socially imma-ture the word might indicate that he was not the average age of a prophet, say between 20 and 30, if we may argue from the rules laid down for Levites (Nu. 8:24; 1 Ch. 23:24). Assuming, then, that at his call Jeremiah was in his early 20s his boyhood was spent in the reigns of Manasseh and Amon. When the call came to Jeremiah nearly a Century had passed since the N kingdom of Israel (Samaria) had fallen to the Assyrians. Judah in the S, how-ever, contrived to survive. By a miracle it weathered the storm of Sennacherib’s invasion as Isaiah had predicted. King Hezekiah initiated reforms in Judah’s religion and morals (2 Ki. 18:1 ff.), but these had been nullified by the long apostasy of his son Manasseh (2 Ki. 21:1 ff.) and the short idol-atrous reign of Amon (2 Ki. 21.19ff ). While Judah was wallowing in the slough of idolatry the Assyrians under Esarhaddon and Ashurbanipal con-quered Egypt. Under Psammetichus (664-610 bc) Egypt reasserted herseif and began afresh to in-timidate Judah, who found herseif vacillating between now the blandishments, now the menaces of the two world powers, Egypt and Babylon. In this atmosphere of international political tension and national religious declension Jeremiah grew up into boyhood.

Doubtless many in Judah yearned for the dawn that would end the night of 60 years’ moral de-generacy. Jeremiah grew up in a pious priestly home (1:1). His name, ‘Yahweh exalts’ or ‘Yahweh throws down’, might well symbolize both his par-ents’ prayers for the disconsolate nation and their aspirations for young Jeremiah. They would com-municate to him their anxiety over the religious persecutions and apostasies of Manasseh and Amon, educate him in Israel’s laws, and tili his fer-tile mind with the teachings of Isaiah and other prophets of the previous Century.

II. The five reigns

a.    Josiah

When God called Jeremiah, Josiah (640-609 bc), who had been on the throne of Judah for 12 years, had already introduced religious reforms (2 Ch. 34:4-7). But it was not until 621 bc, the 18th year of his reign, that he initiated a systematic reforma-tion in Judah’s religion and morals (2 Ki. 23).

The impulse to reform was generated by the momentous discovery in the Temple of ‘the book of the law’ by Hilkiah. Jeremiah had already been a prophet for 5 years. Probably chs. 1-6 describe con-ditions in Judah before Josiah’s main reforms in 622-621 bc. The nation is incorrigibly corrupt, insensible to God’s öfter of pardon, and oblivious to the menace of an invincible enemy. Apart from 11:1-8, which may contain hints of Jeremiah’s enthusiasm for Josiah’s reforms, the prophet has left no reference to the last 12 years of Josiah’s reign. In 609 bc the king was killed at Megiddo (2 Ki. 23:29) in an abortive attempt to resist Pharaoh Neco (610-594 bc), successor to Psammetichus. Naturally Jeremiah mourned the early death of Josiah (22:10a) of whom he thought kindly (22:15f).

b.    Jehoahaz

Neco continued to meddle in the aftairs of Judah. Jehoahaz (or Shallum, Je. 22:11) succeeded Josiah (609 bc) but 3 months later was deposed by Neco, who imposed on Judah a heavy tribute (2 Ki. 23:31-33) and appointed Jehoiakim (or Eliakim), brother of Jehoahaz, to the throne (2 Ki. 23:34; 2 Ch. 36:2, 5). Jeremiah lamented Jehoahaz’s deposition and exile to Egypt (22:10-12).

c.    Jehoiakim

In this reign (609-597 bc) an event of great political significance    occurred—the    battle of

Carchemish (Je. 46) in 605 bc. The Egyptians under Neco were crushed by the Chaldeans under Nebuchadrezzar at the battle of Carchemish, on the right-hand bank of the Euphrates NW of Aleppo, and at Hamath. Politically this event was pivotal because it marked the transference of the hegemony of the Middle East to Babylon. There-f'ore Carchemish also had considerable significance Ibr Judah. Since all routes to the Egyptian border were now under Nebuchadrezzar’s Control, it was inevitable that the whole Middle East should come under his rule (Je. 25:15ff.). From that moment, therefore, the prophet advocated Judah’s Submission to Babylonian suzerainty. In 604 bc Nebuchadrezzar sacked the city of Ashkelon, against which Jeremiah (47:5-7) and Zephaniah (2:4-7) prophesy judgment. In Je. 36:9fT. a fast in Judah is pro-claimed. This undoubtedly points to an approach-ing national calamity; and indeed the date of Nebuchadrezzar’s campaign against Ashkelon co-incides with the date of this fast in Judah. Jeremiah anticipates that from Ashkelon Nebuchadrezzar will come against Judah; hence the fast and the proclamation of Jeremiah’s message in Jerusalem. But Jeremiah’s policy opposed Jehoiakim’s domestic and foreign strategy. The king favoured idolatrous usages (2 Ki. 23:37), and his selfishness and vanity aggravated Judah’s misfortunes (Je. 22:13-19). Jehoiakim had scant respect for the prophet’s person (26:20-23) or message (26:9). His vacillating policy of alliance with Egypt, then with Babylon, was probably due to the fact that the out-come of the fighting between Babylon and Egypt in the year 601/600 bc was inconclusive. Three years later he rebelled against Babylon, but failure only brought him under the Babylonian yoke more completely, and this exacerbated Judah’s anguish (2 Ki. 24:10). Jeremiah reprimanded the king, the prophets and the priests, and the hostility which this rebuke engendered is mirrored in his oracles. He was persecuted (12:6; 15:15-18), plotted against (11:18-23; 18:18), imprisoned (20:2), de-clared worthy of death (26:100, 24; cf. vv. 20-23; 36:26). His prophecies in written form were des-troyed (36:27). But in these depressing circum-stances Jeremiah persisted in his ministry— interceding for Judah (11:14; 14:11; 17:16), ex-postulating with God (17:14-18; 18:18-23; 20:7-18), unmasking the time-serving prophets (23:9-40), predicting the destruction of the Temple (7:1—

15) and nation (chs. 180), and lamenting the doom of his people (9:1; 13:17; 14:17). Eventually Jehoiakim’s life ended violently in Jerusalem at the close of 598 bc, the llth year of his reign, as Jeremiah had foretold (22:18; cf. 2 Ki. 24:1 ff.). On the other hand, 2 Ch. 36:60 speaks oO Nebuchadrezzar’s binding Jehoiakim in fetters to take him to Babylon. Dn. 1:10 also speaks of Jehoiakim’s exile in the 3rd year of his reign.

d. Jehoiachin

Jehoiachin (or Coniah, 22:24, 28, or Jeconiah, 24:1) succeeded Jehoiakim in 597 bc and reaped what his father had sown. This immature youth of 18 reigned only 3 months (2 Ki. 24:8). The rebel-lion of Jehoiachin’s father compelled Nebuchadrezzar in the 7th year of his reign to besiege Jerusalem, and the youthful king of Judah ‘went out’ (2 Ki. 24:12), Le. gave himself up. He, along with the majority of Judah’s aristocracy, artisans and sol-diers, was exiled to Babylon (as Je. 22:180 implies) and the Temple was plundered (2 Ki. 24:10-16). ln the Babylonian Chronicle we now find for the first time confirmation of this information from an extra-biblical Contemporary source. Jeremiah had already predicted Jehoiachin’s late (22:24-30). 36 years later, however, he was released by the son and successor of Nebuchadrezzar (2 Ki. 25:27-30).

e. Zedekiah

Zedekiah, the new appointee of Nebuchadrezzar to the throne of Judah, was Josiah’s youngest son (Je. 1:3) and uncle of Jehoiachin (2 Ki. 24:17; 2 Ch. 36:10). This OT account of Zedekiah’s appoint-ment by Nebuchadrezzar to succeed Jehoiachin is fully verified by the Babylonian Chronicle. His reign (597-587 bc) sealed Judah’s doom (2 Ki. 24:19f.). He was weak and vacillating, and his of-ficers of state were men of humble Station. Having superseded the exiled aristocracy, they now looked upon them with contempt, but Jeremiah had his own convictions concerning the ‘bad’ and the ‘good’ figs (24:1 ff.). It was to the latter that the prophet sent his famous letter (29:1 ff.). But both in Babylon and Judah false prophets sought to have Jeremiah executed (28:1 ff; 29:24fT.). The main point at issue between them was the length of the captivity. Jeremiah foretold an exile of 70 years, while the false prophets argued that it would last only 2 years.

Jeremiah’s main conflict with Zedekiah was over the question of rebellion against Nebuchadrezzar. A revolt was planned in the 4th year of the reign in conspiracy with neighbouring States which the prophet violently opposed (chs. 27f). However, Zedekiah seems to have succeeded in allaying Nebuchadrezzar’s suspicions by visiting Babylon the same year (51:59).

Finally, however, in the 7th or 8th year of his reign Zedekiah compromised himself irrevocably in the eyes of Nebuchadrezzar by entering into treasonable negotiations with Pharaoh Hophra. The die was cast, and the Babylonians marched again into Judah. As the Assyrians had done in Hezekiah’s reign they reduced first the cities of Judah. Je. 34:7 comes from a point in proceedings when only the S outposts of Lachish and Azekah still held out, a moment that has been illuminated by the so-called Lachish ostraca, one of which records the lament of an officer in a remote Station that the lights of Azekah have now gone out, and he looks in hope for the lights of Lachish (Ostracon 4; see P. J. King, Jeremiah: An Archaeo-logical Companion, p. 82f). In Zedekiah’s 9th year (589) the Babylonians besieged Jerusalem for the second time. But betöre (21:1-10) and during the siege (34:1 ff., 8ff.; 37:3ff, 17fT; 38:14ff.) Jeremiah had only one message for Zedekiah—surrender to the Babylonians, for Jerusalem must fall into their hands. Jeremiah’s interpretation of the battle of Carchemish 17 years earlier (605) was being fully vindicated. At one point during the siege, the Egyptian army’s advance compelled the Babylonians to withdraw, but hopes that Jeremiah was mis-taken were quickly disillusioned. His warning that the Babylonians would annihilate the Egyptians was soon fulfilled and the siege was immediately resumed (37:1-10). The perfidy of some Jews towards their slaves at this juncture roused Jeremiah’s withering scorn and severest condemnation (34:8-22). Thanks to the cowardly vacillations of Zedekiah, the prophet was so rigorously mal-treated by his enemies during the siege that he despaired of his life. Arrested on the Charge of deserting to the enemy, he was thrown into a dungeon (37:11-16), but was later removed to a prison in the guard-court close to the palace (37:17-21). He was then accused of treason and thrown into a disused cistern, where he would have died but for the timely Intervention of Ebed-melech. He was later transferred to the prison court (38:1-13), where the king secretly conferred with him (vv. 14-28).

Düring the last stages of the siege Jeremiah, in a great act of faith, bought the land belonging to his cousin in Anathoth (32:1-15). At this moment too he proclaimed promises of restoration (32:36-44; 33:1-26). To this period may be assigned his great prophecy of a new covenant (31:31 ff.), ultimately fulfilled in Christ the Mediator of that covenant. But Judah’s cup of iniquity was now full and in 587 judgment engulfed the doomed city of Jerusalem (ch. 39). Here also it is instructive to notice that the account of the captivity of Jerusalem in the Bab. Chronicle agrees in general with the OT account in 2 Ki. 24:10-17; 2 Ch. 36:17; Je. 52:28. The destruction of Jerusalem is now to be dated 587 bc, not 586, calculating the new year from the spring rather than the autumn, according to the Babylonian calendar.

Nebuchadrezzar treated Jeremiah kindly, and when he appointed Gedaliah governor of Judah Jeremiah joined him at Mizpah (40:1-6). The murder of Gedaliah soon followed (41:1 ff.), and the remnant in Mizpah resolved to flee into Egypt in spite of the earnest protestations of Jeremiah, who, along with Baruch his secretary, was com-pelled to accompany them (42:1-43:7). The last scene in the aged Jeremiah’s stormy ministry shows him at Tahpanhes in Egypt still unbowed. He prophesies the conquest of Egypt by Nebuchadrezzar (43:8-13) and rebukes the idolatrous wor-ship of the Jews then residing in Egypt (44:1 ff.). Of subsequent events in his life or the circumstances of his death nothing is known.

III. Jeremiah’s personality

Jeremiah’s personality is the most sharply etched of any of the OT prophets. Indeed, it is no exag-geration to say that in Order to understand what the OT means by the term ‘prophet’ it is necessary to study the book of Jeremiah. Jeremiah's call, his vocation as a bearer of the word of God, the au-thority which this communicated to him, the manner in which the word was revealed to him, his clear-cut distinctions between the true prophet and the false, his message and the agonizing dilemmas in which his fidelity to it entangled him—all are delineated in Jeremiah’s oracles with an authority that is irresistible. This is because of the correlation between the prophet’s spiritual and emotional ex-perience and his prophetic ministry. For interpret-ations of Jeremiah’s inner life, especially in his so-called Confessions or prayers of lamentation, see Skinner and McConville (ch. 3).

It is impossible to plumb the depths of grief into which Jeremiah was plunged. Despairing of comfort (8:18, 21), he desired to dissolve in tears for doomed Judah (9:1; 13:17) and abandon her to her self-inflicted fate (9:2). Convinced of ultimate fail-ure, he cursed the day he was born (15:10; 20:14-18), accused God of having wronged him (20:7a), complained of the ignominy that had befallen him (20:7b— 10), invoked imprecations upon his tor-mentors (18:18, 21-23). It is in this sense that the emotional, highly-strung Jeremiah was a tragic figure. The tragedy of his life springs from the con-flicts which raged within and around him—his higher seif wrestling with the lower, courage con-flicting with cowardice, certain triumph struggling with apparent defeat, a determination to abandon his calling defeated by an inability to evade it (cf. 5:14; 15:16, 19-21 with 6:11; 20:9, 11: 23:29). But these fierce internal conflicts and the ignominy in which his calling involved him (15:17f.; 16:2, 5, 8) compelled him to find in God a refuge. Thus the OT ideal of communion with God comes to its finest expression in Jeremiah. And it was in this fellowship with God that Jeremiah was able finally to withstand the erosive effects of timidity, an-guish, helplessness, hostility, loneliness, despair, misunderstanding and failure.

IV. His message

a.    Jeremiah ’s concept of God

God is Creator and sovereign Lord who governs all things in heaven and earth (27:5; 28:23f; 5:22, 24; 10:12f). While the gods of the nations are non-entities (10:14f.; 14:22), Israel’s God disposes all things according to his will (18:5-10; 25:15-38; 27:6-8). He knows the hearts of men (17:5-10) and is the fountain of life to all who trust in him (2:13; 17:13). He loves his people tenderly (2:2; 31:1-3), but demands their obedience and allegiance (7:1— 15). Sacrifices to pagan gods (7:30f; 19:5) and oblations offered to him by a disobedient people (6:20; 7:21 f; 14:12) are alike abominations to him.

b.    Jeremiah and idolatry

From the outset the prophet was a proclaimer of judgment. The sinfulness of Judah made this in-evitable. The particular evil against which Jeremiah inveighed was idolatry. His many references to the worship of heathen deities confirm that the prac-tice was widespread and diverse. Baal, Moloch and the queen of heaven are mentioned. Idols were found in the Temple (32:34), and in the vicinity of Jerusalem children were sacrificed to Baal and Moloch (cf. 7:31; 19:5; 32:35). Josiah had sup-pressed the idolatrous practices which his grand-father Manasseh had promoted, but the nation had apostatized after Josiah’s death.

c.    Jeremiah and immoralily

Throughout the OT immorality was a concomitant of idolatry. This principle is powerfully exemplified in Jeremiah’s idolatrous generation (5:1-9; 7:3-11; 23:10-14). Inescapably moral corruption followed the elimination of the fear of God and reverence for his law. Profligacy and improbity were common even among the priests and prophets (5:30f; 6:13-15; 14:14). Instead of arresting immorality, they contributed to its spread. Ironically, idolatrous and immoral Judah was still zealously religious! This explains Jeremiah’s oft-reiterated contention that before God the moral law takes precedence over the ceremonial. This principle Jeremiah applies to Judah’s reverence for the ark (3:16), the tablets of the Torah (31:31 f.), the covenant sign of circumci-sion (4:4; 6:10; 9:26), the Temple (7:4, I0f; 11:15; 17:3; 26:6, 9, 12; 27:16) and the sacrificial System (6:20; 7:21 f.; 11:15; 14:12).

d.    Jeremiah andjudgmenl

Naturally, then, the inevitability of judgment was prominent in Jeremiah’s message. Judah’s punish-ment at the hands of God took many forms, such as drought and famine (5:24; 14:1-6) and invasion by a foreign power (1:13-16; 4:11-22; 5:15-19; 6:1-15, etc.). And inexorably the great day of doom dawned when God’s instrument for punishing apostate Judah appeared (25:9; 52:1-30). The his-tory of the background against which these oracles of judgment should be set has become much clear-er with the publication of Chronicles of Chaldaean Kings (626-556 BÖ), to which reference has al-ready been made. 1t describes a number of international events which took place in Jeremiah’s life-time, and hints of these are found in his oracles against the foreign nations. Doubtless his oracles against the nations in ch. 25 were written under the influence of Nebuchadrezzar’s first advance W (Je. 25:1; cf. v. 9). Ch. 46 opens with a reference to the battle of Carchemish in 605. Then comes an Oracle relating to Nebuchadrezzar’s campaign against Egypt (46:13-26). The Bab. Chronicle also pro-vides a factual basis for Jeremiah’s oracles against Kedar and Hazor (49:28-33) and Elam (49:34-39). lt also relates how Nebuchadrezzar in 599 made raids against the Arab tribes (cf. Je. 49:29, 32), while in 596 he campaigned against Elam. Hitherto this oracle has had no historical basis. See further for the light shed by the Bab. Chronicle on the dating and authenticity of the oracles in Jeremiah 46-51 in JBL 75, 1956, pp. 282f.

e.    Jeremiah and the false prophets

Jeremiah’s elevated conception of, and total com-mitment to, his call evoked within him an un-compromising antagonism towards the Professional prophets and priests, and they in turn were his sworn enemies. Jeremiah’s major polemic with the priests was over their policy of making gain of their office and their contention that the Jerusalem Temple would never fall to the Babylonians (6:13; 18:18; 29:25-32, etc.). The false prophets con-firmed the duped people of Judah in this facile op-timism (8:10-17; 14:14-18; 23:9-40, etc.).

f.    Jeremiah 's hope

By contrast Jeremiah was an uncompromising preacher of judgment. However, his announce-ment of judgment was shot through and through with hope. Judah’s exile in Babylon would not last for ever (25:11; 29:10). Indeed, Babylon herseif would be overthrown (50f). This word of hope concerning Judah’s survi val of judgment was present in Jeremiah’s message from the Start (3:14-25; 12:14-17), but as the Situation became more omin-ous Jeremiah’s confidence shone brighter (23:1-8; 30-33). And it was this hope that gave birth to his great act of faith in the darkest days (32:1-15).

g.    Jeremiah and Judah’s religion

Jeremiah could therefore anticipate the destruction of the Temple, the fall of the Davidic dynasty, the cessation of the sacrificial System and the ministry of the priesthood with perfect equanimity. Heeven proclaimed that the covenant sign of circumcision was largely meaningless without the circumcision of the heart (4:4; 9:26, cf. 6:10). Confidence in Temple, sacrifice, priesthood, was vain unless ac-companied by a change of heart (7:4-15, 21-26). Even the ark of the covenant would be dispensed with (3:16). Knowledge of the law without obedi-ence to the law was valueless (2:8; 5:13, 30f; 8:8). Jeremiah therefore sees the necessity of having the law written not on stone but on the heart, thus prompting all to spontaneous and perfect obedi-ence (31:31-34; 32:40). The passing away of the outward Symbols of the covenant signified not the end of the covenant but its renewal in a more glorious form (33:14-26).

h. Jeremiah and the ideal future Thus Jeremiah looks far beyond Judah’s return from exile and the resumption of life in Palestine (30:17-22; 32:15, 44; 33:9-13). In the ideal future Samaria will have a part (3:18; 31:4-9), abundance will prevail (31:12—14), Jerusalem will be holy unto the Lord (31:23, 38-40), and be named ‘the Lord is our righteousness’ (33:16). Its inhabitants will return to the Lord penitently (3:22-25; 31:18-20) and with their whole heart (24:7). God will forgive them (31:34b), put his fear within them (32:37-40), establish the rule of the Messianic Prince over them (23:5f.) and admit the Gentile nations to a share of the blessing (16:19; 3:17; 30:9).

V. His oracles

The oracles in Jeremiah’s book are not presented to the reader in chronological sequence. His ministry was spread over five reigns, and the oracles em-anate from all periods. For example, much of chs. 2-6 may come from Josiah’s reign; chs. 26, 35-36 are from Jehoiakim’s; and chs. 21, 24, 29, 37-39 come from the time of Zedekiah. Some commenta-tors have attempted to date all the oracles (Bright, Holladay), but there are many uncertainties.

Since, then, the chapters are not arranged chronologically, probably their subject-matter has determined their present Order. Ch. 36 would seem to confirm this Suggestion. When Jeremiah’s oracles were first committed to writing in the 4th year of Jehoiakim (604 bc) they covered a period of 23 years—from the 13th year of Josiah (626 bc) until 604 bc. These oracles Jehoiakim destroyed in the 5th year of his reign, but Baruch rewrote them at Jeremiah’s dictation, and ‘many similar words were added to them’ (36:32). What these additions were is uncertain, as are also the contents of the original roll which Jehoiakim destroyed. But clearly the original oracles and the additions formed the nu-cleus of the book of Jeremiah as it has come down to us, although how the whole was given its final form can only be conjectured. But the disorderly arrangement of the oracles strengthens the convic-tion that they are the words Jeremiah’s inspired lips uttered and were then put together during days of danger and turmoil.

The question of the Order of Jeremiah’s oracles is also bound up with the relation between the MT and lxx text of his book. The Gk. translation de-viates from the Heb. text in two respects. (i) It is shorter than the Heb. text by approximately one-eighth (i.e. about 2,700 words). This is the more remarkable when it is recalled that on the whole the text of the lxx corresponds fairly closely to the MT. The main exceptions are Jeremiah, Job and Daniel, (ii) In the lxx the oracles against the foreign nations (46-51) are placed after 25:13, and their sequence is also altered. These divergences go back to Origen’s time, but it is difficult to believe that the Heb. and Gk. texts represent two different recensions of the book of Jeremiah. Because of Jeremiah’s prophetic stature and spiritual calibre, these two texts of his book must have existed from a very early date, since no text which differed so radically from the received text as the Gk. difters from the Heb. would have been able to gain a foothold if it had been produced centuries after Jeremiah’s death.

In the debate on the superiority of one text to the other those who favour the lxx version argue that it gives the oracles against the foreign nations a more natural context, and that some of the omis-sions (e.g. 29:16-20; 33:14-26; 39:4-13; 52; 28-33, etc.) could not have been accidental. But the fore-going references to the Bab. Chronicle have shown how it now enables us to re-create the historical baclcground against which some of these oracles have to be set, especially those against Kedar, Hazor. Elam and the Arabs. Those who Support the Claims of the Heb. text emphasize ‘the arbitrary character of the renderings’ (Streane), which ac-cording to Graf makes it ‘altogether impossible to give to this new edition—for one can scarcely call it a translation—any critical authority’. The impres-sion too is that the omissions are not motivated by scholarly interests. And the fact remains that the men of the ‘great synagogue’ who did so much in determining the Canon of the OT preferred the Heb. text to the Gk. version.

VI. Conclusion

In summarizing the greatness of Jeremiah, several things should be stressed. He recognized that Josi-ah’s reforms were in reality a retrograde movement because they threatened to undo the work of the prophets. Reformation in worship without reform-ation of heart was useless. He also perceived that religion in Judah would continue even though the Temple and Jerusalem were destroyed. In his famous letter to the exiles in Babylon (ch. 29) he affirmed that in a pagan land Jews could still worship God although denied the ministry of priest-hood and the Service of sacrifice. Indeed, they could be closer to God in Babylon than were their brethren in Jerusalem, who made the outward trappings of religion a substitute for inward faith.

He saw too that, since religion was essentially a moral and spiritual relation with God (31:31-34), its demands must also be moral and spiritual. The essence of the new covenant was inwardness. This is not the same as ‘individualism’. Rather, Jeremiah’s rejection of the ‘sour grapes’ proverb (Je. 31:29-30) was intended to relieve a new generation of the bürden of inherited guilt, while affirming its own responsibility for its Standing before God. The new covenant people of God remains the ‘house of Israel and the house of Judah’ (Je. 31:31), i.e. a Community.

In Christian terms this new Community is to be understood as those who belong together in Christ The new covenant is established by his death and resurrection, and by the dwelling of his Spirit among his people (Heb. 8:8-13; 10:16-17). In the life which he gives, enabling them to live in the Spirit, lies the way through the old impasse of a covenant which could not be kept (Je. 31:32).
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JERICHO.

I.    Name

The original meaning of the name Jericho is open to doubt. It is simplest to take Heb. y'rihö as from the same root as yäreah, ‘moon’, and to connect it with the early W Semitic moon-god Yarih or Yerah. Cf. remarks by Albright in Archaeology and the Religion of Israel, 1953 edn., pp. 83, 91-92, 197 note 36, and in AASOR 6, 1926, pp. 73-74. Some suggest rwh, ‘fragrant place’ (BDB, p. 437b, after Gesenius), or as ‘founded by (deity) Hö’ (PEQ 77, 1945, p. 13), but this is improbable.

II.    Sites

OT Jericho is generally identified with the present mound of Teil es-Sultan c. 16 km NW of the pres-
[image: ]
Jericho and adjacent ancient sites.



ent mouth of the Jordan at the Dead Sea, 2 km NW of er-Riha village (modern Jericho), and about 27 km ENE of Jerusalem. The imposing, pear-shaped mound is about 400 m long from N to S and roughly 200 m wide at the broad N end, and some 20 m thick. Herodian and NT Jericho is rep-resented by the mounds of Tulul Abu el-‘Alayiq, 2 km W of modern er-Riha, and so is S of OT Jericho. The mountains of Judaea rise abruptly from the plains of Jericho a little distance to the W.

III. History

a. Before Joshua

(i) Beginnings. The story of Jericho is virtually a precis of the whole archaeological history of Pales-tine between c. 8000 and c. 1200 bc. (For the special abbreviations used here, see bibliography at the end of this article.) Every settlement at Jericho has owed its existence to the fine perennial spring there and the ‘oasis’ which it waters (DUJ, pl. 1); in the OT Jericho is sometimes called ‘the city of palm trees’ (Dt. 34:3). Already c. 9600/7700 bc, food-gathering hunters may have had a shrine there, and Palestine’s earliest-known agriculturists built huts by the spring (AHL, pp. 41^13; pl. 5A). Early in the 8th millennium bc (Carbon-14 date), the oldest town of Jericho was built with a stone revetment-wall that included at least one tower (with built-in stairway) and round houses. Subsequently, spa-cious rectangular houses became fashionable and skulls of venerated ancestors (?) were embodied in clay-moulded portrait heads of remarkable realism (DUJ, pp. 67-73 and pls. 25, 29-30, or AHL, pp. 43-47 and pl. 7, for ‘prepottery Neolithic, phase A’; DUJ, pp. 51-67 and pls. 20-22, or AHL, pp. 47-57, 60 and pls. 13ff., for ‘phase B’). in the 5th and 4th millennia bc later Jericho citizens learnt to make pottery. but eventually abandoned the place (‘Pottery Neolithic A and B’, ‘Jericho IX and VIII' of older books, DUJ, pp. 79-94, AHL, pp. 60-70). Ancient Jericho is currently the primary source of information on the earliest settled life of Palestine; cf. also W, chs. 2-4 and GSJ, pp. 55-72.

(ii) Early historical period. From c. 3200 bc Jericho was again inhabited as a walled and towered town of the Early Bronze Age, when towns famous later (e.g. Megiddo) were first founded, Contemporary with Egypt’s Pyramid Age and the Sumerian civilization in Mesopotamia (DUJ, pp. 167-185; AHL, pp. 101-134; W, ch. 5; GSJ, pp. 75-88, cities I and II). But c. 2300 bc Jericho per-ished violently at the hands of uncultured new-comers who eventually resettled the site (Albright’s Middle Bronze Age I; K. M. Kenyon’s Intermediate Early/Middle Bronze Age, cf. DUJ, pp. 186— 209; AHL, pp. 135-161). These coalesced with the Canaanites of the Middle Bronze Age proper (c. 1900-1600/1550 bc). Biblically this was the period of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob; the remains from Contemporary Jericho throw a vivid light on the daily life of Abraham’s Canaanite/ Amorite town-dwelling neighbours. The tombs have preserved more than the badly-denuded town buildings. Splendid pottery, wooden three- and four-legged tables, stools and beds, trinket-boxes of bone inlay, basketry, platters of fruit and joints of meat, metal daggers and circlets—all have been preserved by peculiar atmospheric conditions (DUJ, pp. 210-232 [city], 233-255 [tombs]; AHL, pp. 162-194; GSJ, pp. 91-108). For restoration of a Jericho house-interior, see DUJ, endpapers. For re-constructions of the walled city on its mound, see Illustrated London News, 19 May 1956, pp. 554— 555; cf. AHL, p. 188, fig. 45.

b. Jericho and the Old Testament (i) Joshuas invasion. After c. 1600 bc Jericho was violently destroyed, probably by Egypt’s 18th Dynasty imperial pharaohs. After this the only (Late Bronze) occupation found at Jericho dates mainly between c. 1400 and 1325 bc; from the 13th Century bc, the date of the Israelite conquest (’Chronology of OT), virtually nothing is known (DUJ, pp. 259-263; AHL, pp. 197-198, 209-211). Garstang’s ‘Late Bronze Age’ walls (GSJ, ch. 7) actually date from the Early Bronze Age, over 1,000 years before Joshua, because of the associ-ated Early Bronze remains, and they are overlaid by Middle Bronze material, only subsequently identified in Miss Kenyon’s excavations (e.g. DUJ, pp. 170-171, 176-177, and especially 181). It is possible that in Joshua’s day (13th Century bc) there was a small town on the E part of the mound, later wholly eroded away. Such a possibility is not just a ‘harmonistic’ or heuristic view, but one sug-gested by the evidence of considerable erosion of the older Settlements at Jericho. The tombs conclu-sively prove the importance of Middle Bronze Age Jericho (patriarchal period), although on the city mound most of the Middle Bronze town—and even much of the Early Bronze one before it—was eroded away between c. 1600 and c. 1400 bc (cf. DUJ, pp. 170-171, and also 45, 93, 259-260, 262-263). When so much damage was done by the elements in barely 200 years it is easy to see how much havoc natural erosion must have wrought on the deserted mound in the 400 years that separated Joshua from Jericho’s refounding by Hiel the Bethelite (1 Ki. 16:34) in Ahab’s reign. It seems highly likely that the washed-out remains of the last Late Bronze Age city are now lost under the modern road and cultivated land along the E side of the town mound, as the main slope of the mound is from W down to E. It remains highly doubtful whether excavation here (even if allowed) would yield much now. The narrative of Jos. 3-8 within which the fall of Jericho is recounted is known to reflect faithfully conditions in, and top-ography of, the area, while Joshua’s generalship is recounted in a realistic manner. On terrain, cf. J. Garstang, Joshua-Judges, 1931, pp. 135-148 (his earth-tremors, providentially sent, remain a valid Suggestion, even though his ‘Late Bronze’ (actually Early Bronze) walls do not now count as direct evidence for Joshua’s day). On Joshua’s generalship, cf. Garstang, op. cit., pp. 149-161, and Y. Kaufmann, The Biblical Account of the Conquest of Palestine, 1953, pp. 91-97.

(ii) From Joshua to Nehemiah. For centuries no attempt was made to rebuild the town-mound of Jericho in awe of Joshua’s curse (Jos. 6:26), but the spring and oasis were still frequented, perhaps supporting a hamlet there. In the time of the judges, Eglon king of Moab temporarily occupied the oasis (Jdg. 3:13) and David’s envoys tarried there after being outraged by Hanun of Ammon (2 Sa. 10:5; 1 Ch. 19:5); the ‘blockhouse’ may have been a guard-post in this period (10th Century bc: so Albright and Wright, cited by Tushingham, BA 16, 1953, p. 67). Then in Ahab’s reign (c. 874/3-853 bc) Hiel the Bethelite refounded Jericho proper and finally fulfilled the ancient curse in the loss of his eldest and youngest sons (1 Ki. 16:34). This humble Iron Age Jericho was that of Elijah and Elisha (2 Ki. 2:4-5, 18-22), and it was in the plains of Jericho that the Babylonians captured Zede-kiah, last king of Judah (2 Ki. 25:5; 2 Ch. 28:15; Je. 39:5; 52:8). The remains of this Jericho (9th-6th centuries bc) are very fragmentary (erosion again to blame), but quite definite: buildings, pottery and tombs; probably the Babylonians destroyed the place in 587 bc (see BA 16, 1953, pp. 66-67; PEQ 85, 1953, pp. 91,95; DUJ, pp. 263-264). After the Exile, a modest Jericho still existed in Persian times. Some 345 Jerichoans returned to Judaea with Zerubbabel (Ezr. 2:34; Ne. 7:36), and their descendants in Jericho helped with repairing Jerusalem^ walls in 445 bc under Nehemiah (Ne. 3:2), a pottery jar-stamp (c. 4th Century bc) ‘belonging to Hagar (daughter of) Uriah’ is the last memento of OT Jericho (Hammond, PEQ 89, 1957, pp. 68-69, with pl. 16, corrected in BASOR 147, 1957, pp. 37-39; cf. also Albright, BASOR 148, 1957, pp. 28-30).

c. New Testament Jericho

In NT times, the town of Jericho was sited S of the old mound. In that region, Herod the Great (40/37-4 bc) and his successors built a winter palace with ornamental gardens, near the famous palm and balsam groves that yielded lucrative rev-enues. Fragmentary ruins that may be connected with these great buildings have been excavated See Kelso and Baramki, ‘Excavations at New Testament Jericho’ in AASOR 29/30, 1955, and BA 14, 1951, pp. 33-43; Pritchard, The Excavation at Herodian Jericho in AASOR 32/33, 1958, and BASOR 123, 1951, pp. 8-17. Herod brought water by aqueduct from the Wadi Qilt (Perowne, Life and Times of Herod the Great, 1956, plates opposite pp. 96-97).

The environs of NT Jericho witnessed Christ’s healing of blind men, including Bartimaeus (Mt. 20:29; Mk. 10:46; Lk. 18:35). Zacchaeus (Lk. 19:1) was not the only wealthy Jew who had his home in this fashionable district. The immortal story of the good Samaritan is set on the narrow, bandit-infested road from Jerusalem down to Jericho (Lk. 10:30-37).

IV. Bihliography

Sir Charles Warren sank shafts at Jericho in about 1868 with little result. The first scientific excavation there (1907-9) was by Sellin and Watzinger (Jericho, 1913), but they could not date their finds properly. Apart from his errors over ‘Joshua’s Jericho’ (see above), Garstang in 1930-6 put the archaeology of the site on a sound basis. See J. and J. B. E. Garstang, The Story of Jericho, 1948 (GSJ). Detailed preliminary reports are in Liverpool Annals of Archaeology and Anthropology 19, 1932, to 23, 1936, and in PEQ for the same years. Miss Kenyon reviewed Garstang’s results in PEQ 83,

1951,    pp. 10.1-138. Further older bibliography is in Barrois, Manuel d’Archeologie Biblique, 1, 1939, pp. 61,63.

Detailed preliminary reports of Miss Kenyon’s excavations from 1952 to 1958 are in PEQ 84,

1952,    to 92, 1960; BASOR 127, 1952, pp. 5-16; BA 16, 1953, pp. 45-67, and 17, 1954, pp. 98-104. For an instructive (and humorous) general account, see IV = M. Wheeler, The Walls of Jericho, 1956 (paperback, 1960). Best detailed over-all account is

DUJ = K. M. Kenyon, Digging Up Jericho, 1957 (fully illustrated), supplemented for the earliest periods by AHL = K. M. Kenyon, Archaeology in the Holy Land, 1960. The definitive publication is

K. M. Kenyon and others, Jericho I-V, 1960-83. General background and a summary in P. Bi-enkowski, Jericho in the Late Bronze Age, 1986. For NT Jericho, see above (III. c) and good background by L. Mowry, BA 15, 1952, pp. 25-42. Overall bibliography, cf. E. K. Vogel, Bibliography of Holy Land Sites, 1974, pp. 42-44; survey, cf. NEAEHL, 2, pp. 674-695.    k.a.k.
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A seal inscribed 'belonging lo Shema, servant of Jeroboam' (lsm‘ ‘bd yrbm), probably Jeroboam II (793-753 bc). The roaring Hon was used as a Symbol for Judah. Lenglh 3-8 cm. Megiddo.

of Israel1 2, 1960, pp. 225ff.; M. Haran, VT 17, 1967, pp. 266ff., 325fT.

2. Jeroboam II (c. 793-753 bc) was the 4th king of Jehu’s dynasty and one of Israel’s most illustri-ous rulers (2 Ki. 14:23-29). Co-regent with his father for a decade, Jeroboam II carried on Je-hoash’s policies of aggressive expansion. Aided by Adad-nirari’s campaigns (805-802 bc) which broke the back of the Aramaean kingdom and by the Assyr. preoccupation with Armenia, he was able to restore Israel’s boundaries virtually to their Solomonic scope and thus fulfil Jonah’s prophecy (2 Ki. 14:25).

Jeroboam’s administrative skills combined with comparative freedom from foreign attack to bring unparalleled economic prosperity. Excavations in “Samaria, including the discovery of the Samari-tan ostraca, have demonstrated the grandeur of Jeroboam’s fortress city together with the luxury and false worship which vexed Arnos’ righteous soul (e.g. Am. 6:1-7; 5:26; 8:14). Extreme wealth and poverty (Am. 2:6-7), empty religious ritual (Am. 5:21-24; 7:10-17) and false Security (Am. 6:1-8) are among the characteristics of Jeroboam’s lengthy reign. Arnos’ gloomy prophecy (7:9) was verified when Shallum’s successful coup against Zechariah (whose name shows that Jeroboam re-tained some regard for Yahweh, 2 Ki. 15:8-12) wrote finis to Jehu’s house. See J. Bright, op. cit., pp. 254-256; EJ, 9, cols. 1374-1375; M. F. Unger, Israel and the Arameans of Damascus, 1957, pp. 89-95.    d.a.h.

JERUEL (Heb. y'ruel, ‘founded by El’; lxx ‘JerieF). Mentioned by the prophet Jahaziel as the wilderness where Jehoshaphat would meet and conquer the Moabites and Ammonites (2 Ch. 20:16). Possibly identical with, or a part of, the wilderness of *Tekoa, the country extending from the W shores of the Dead Sea N of En-gedi.

J.D.D.

factor that deliberate attempts liave beeil made at various periods to fill in valleys (especially the Tyropoeon) and diminish hills.

Jerusalem’s water-supply has always presented Problems. Apart from Bir Eyyub, the well men-tioned above, there is only the Virgin’s Spring, which is connected by an aqueduct with the Pool of Siloam. There are, and have been, other reser-voirs, of course, such as Bethesda in NT times and Mamilla Pool today, but they all depend on the rains or eise on aqueducts to fill them. Bir Eyyub and the Virgin’s Spring are in all probability the biblical En-rogel and Gihon respectively. Bir Eyyub lies SE of the city, at the junction of the three ravines mentioned above. The Virgin’s Spring is due N of Bir Eyyub, E and a little S of the Temple area. Thus it is evident that only the SE part of Jerusalem has a reliable water-supply. (See A. Mazar, ‘The Aqueducts of Jerusalem’, in Y. Yadin, Jerusalem Revealed, pp. 79-84.)

11. Name

The meaning of the name is not certain. The Heb. word is usually written y'rüsälaim in the OT, but this is an anomalous form, since Heb. cannot have two consecutive vowels. The anomaly was resolved in later Heb. by inserting the letter ‘y’, thus giving y'rüsälayim\ this form does in fact occur a few times in the OT, e.g., Je. 26:18. This may well have been understood to be a dual (for the ending -ayim is dual), viewing the city as twofold. (Similarly, the Heb. name for ‘Egypt’, misrayim, appears to be dual.) But there can be little doubt that the original form of the word in Heb. was y'rusälem; this is evidenced by the abbreviation sälem (Eng. ‘Salem’) in Ps. 76:2, and by the Aramaic form of the name y'rüslem, found in Ezr. 5:14, etc.

The name is pre-Israelite, appearing in the Egyp. Execration Texts (19th 18th Century; the form appears to be Rushalimum) and in later Assyrian documents (as Unisalim or Urisalimmu). The first part of the name is usually thought to mean ‘foun-dation’; the second element, though cognate with the Heb. word for ‘peace’, probably originally re-ferred to a Canaanite deity Shalem. Thus Tounda-tion of Shalem’ is probably the original sense of the name; in course of time, however, the second element will have been associated with ‘peace’ (Heb. sälöm) in Jewish minds; cf. Heb. 7:2.

In NT Greek the name is transliterated in two different ways, Hierosolyma (as in Mt. 2:1) and Hi-erousalem (as in Mt. 23:37). The latter is evidently a close approximation to the Heb. pronunciation, and incidentally an additional evidence for an V as the original final vowel in Hebrew. The former is deliberately Hellenized, to make a Greek-sounding word; the first part of the word at once recalls the Greek word hieros, ‘holy’, and probably the whole
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was understood to mean something like ‘sacred Salem', lxx has only the form Hierousalem, where-as Greek classical writers use Hierosolyma (e.g Polybius; so too Latin, e.g. Pliny).

Jerusalem is described in Is. 52:1 as the holy city, and to this day it often receives this title. The Heb. phrase is 'fr haq-qödes, literally ‘the city of holi-ness’. Probably the reason for this title was that Jerusalem contained the Temple, the shrine where God deigned to meet his people. Hence, the Word qödes came to mean ‘sanctuary’ as well as ‘holi-ness’. To Judaism, then, Jerusalem was the holy city without a rival. It was natural for Paul and John, seeing that the earthly city was far from perfect, to designate the place where God dwells in true holiness as ‘Jerusalem which is above’ (Gal. 4:26) and ‘new Jerusalem’ (Rev. 21:2).

For other names the city has borne, see III, in historical sequence.

III. History

Traces of prehistoric Settlement at Jerusalem have been found, but its early history cannot be traced. After a bare mention in the Egyp. Execration Texts early in the 2nd millennium, it reappears in the 14th-century el-Amarna letters, ruled by a king named Abdi-Khepa. At that time it was under the suzerainty of Egypt, and was probably little more than a mountain fortress. Possible pentateuchal references to it are as Salem (Gn. 14:18) and the mountain in the ‘land of Moriah’ of Gn. 22:2. Ac-cording to very ancient tradition, the latter was the place where later the Temple was built, but there is no possible proof of this. As for Salem, it is almost certainly to be identified with Jerusalem (cf. Ps. 76:2); if so, it was ruled in Abraham’s day by an earlier king, Melchizedek, who was also ‘priest of God Most High’ ('el ’elyöri).

When the Israelites entered Canaan they found Jerusalem in the hands of an indigenous Semitic tribe, the Jebusites, ruled over by a king named Adoni-zedek. This ruler formed an alliance of kings against Joshua, who soundly defeated them; but Joshua did not take the city, owing, doubtless, to its natural strength of position. It remained in Jebusite hands, bearing the name Jebus. Compar-ing Jdg. 1:8 with Jdg. 1:21, it appears that Judah overcame the part of the city outside the fortress walls, and that Benjamin occupied this part, living peaceably alongside the Jebusites in the fortress.

This was the Situation when David became king. His first Capital was Hebron, but he soon saw the value of Jerusalem, and set about its capture. This was not only a tactical move but also a diplomatic
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one, l'or his use of a city on the Benjamin-Judah border would help to diminish the jealousy be-tween the two tribes. The Jebusites feit confident of their safety behind the fortress walls, but David's men used an unexpected mode of entry, and took the citadel by surprise (2 Sa. 5:6fif). In this passage we meet a third name, ‘Zion’. This was probably the name of the hill on which the citadel stood; Vincent, however, thinks the name originally applied rather to the fortress building than to the ground it occupied.

Having taken the city, David improved the forti-fications and built himself a palace; he also in-stalled the ark in his new Capital. Solomon carried the work of fortification further, but his great achievement was the construction of the Temple. After his death and the subsequent division of the kingdom, Jerusalem naturally declined somewhat, being now Capital only of Judah. As early as the 5th year of Solomon’s successor, Rehoboam, the Temple and royal palace were plundered by Egyp. troops (1 Ki. 14:25f). Philistine and Arab maraud-ers again plundered the palace in Jehoram’s reign. In Amaziah’s reign a quarrel with the king of the N kingdom, Jehoash, resulted in part of the city walls being broken down, and fresh looting of Temple and palace. Uzziah repaired this damage to the fortifications, so that in the reign of Ahaz the city was able to withstand the attacks of the com-bined armies of Syria and Israel. Soon after this the N kingdom feil to the Assyrians. Hezekiah of Judah had good reason to fear Assyria too, but Jerusalem providentially escaped. In case of siege, he made a conduit to improve the city’s water-supply.

Nebuchadrezzar of Babylon captured Jerusalem in 597 and in 587 bc destroyed the city and Temple. At the end of that Century the Jews, now under Persian rule, were allowed to return to their land and city, and they rebuilt the Temple, but the city walls remained in ruins until Nehemiah restored them in the middle of the 5th Century bc. Alexander the Great ended the power of Persia at the end of the 4th Century, and after his death his general Ptolemy, founder of the Ptolemaic dynasty in Egypt, entered Jerusalem and included it in his realm. In 198 bc Palestine feil to Antiochus II, the Seleucid king of Syria. About 30 years later, Antiochus IV entered Jerusalem, destroying its walls and plundering and desecrating the Temple; and he installed a Syrian garrison in the city, on the Akra. Judas the Maccabee led a Jewish revolt, and in 165 bc the Temple was rededicated. He and his succes-sors gradually won independence for Judaea, and the Hasmonaean dynasty ruled a free Jerusalem until the middle of the Ist Century bc when Rome intervened. Roman generals forced their way into the city in 63 and 54; a Parthian army plundered it
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in 40; and 3 years after that Herod the Great had to fight his way into it, to take control. He first had to repair the damage created by these various incur-sions; then he launched a big building Programme, erecting some notable towers. His most renowned work was the rebuilding of the Temple on a much grander scale, although this was not finished within his lifetime. One of his towers was Antonia, commanding the Temple area (it housed the Roman garrison which came to Paul’s aid, Acts 21:34).

The Jewish revolt against the Romans in ad 66 could have but one conclusion; in ad 70 the Roman general Titus systematically forced his way into Jerusalem, and destroyed the fortifications and the Temple. He left three towers Standing; one of them, Phasael, still remains, incorporated in the so-called ‘Tower of David’. But further disaster awaited the Jews: another revolt in ad 132 led to the rebuilding of Jerusalem (on a much smaller scale) as a pagan city, dedicated to Jupiter Capi-tolinus, from which all Jews were excluded. This was the work of the emperor Hadrian; he called the newly constructed city Aelia Capitolina (the name even found its way into Arabic, as Iliya). It was not until the reign of Constantine (early 4th Century) that the Jews were again permitted to enter the city. From his reign on, the city became

Christian instead of pagan, and many churches and monasteries were built, notably the Church of the Holy Sepulchre

Jerusalem has suffered many vicissitudes since the 2nd Century, and has been captured and held at various times by Persian, Arab, Turkish, Crusader, British and Israeli troops and administrations. The most important building developments in the Old City (as opposed to the rapidly growing modern suburbs) were due to the early Muslims, the Cru-saders and finally the Turkish sultan Suleiman the Magnificent who in 1542 rebuilt the city walls as they can be seen today. The Israelis give the city its ancient Heb. name, y'rüsälayim\ the Arabs usually call it al-Quds (al-Sharif), ‘the (noble) Sanctuary’.

1

JERUSALEM.

2

 Introduction and general description

Jerusalem is one of the world’s famous cities. Under that name, it dates from at least the 3rd millennium bc; and today is considered sacred by the adherents of the three great monotheistic faiths, Judaism, Christianity and Islam. The city is set high in the hills of Judah, about 50 km from the Mediterranean, and over 30 km W of the N end of the Dead Sea. It rests on a none-too-level plateau, which slopes noticeably towards the SE. To the E lies the ridge of Olivet. Access to the city on all sides except the N is hampered by three deep ra-vines, which join in the Siloam Valley, near the well Bir Eyyub, SE of the city. The E valley is Kidron; the W is now called the Wadi al-Rababi, and is probably to be equated with the Valley of Hinnom; and the third cuts the city in half before it runs S, and slightly E, to meet the other two. This latter ravine is not mentioned or named in Scripture (al-though Maktesh, Zp. 1:11, may well have been the name of part of it), so it is usually referred to as the Tyropoeon Valley, /.e., the Valley of the Cheese-makers, after Josephus.

Eminences rise each side of the Tyropoeon Valley, and the city can at once be divided into W and E halves. Ignoring lesser heights, we may sub-divide each of these two sections into N and S hills. When considering the growth and development of the city (see IV) it will be important to visualize these details. In discussing the respective heights and depths of these hills and valleys, it must be realized that they have changed considerably over the centuries. This is inevitable in any city continu-ously inhabited for centuries, and particularly when periodic destructions have taken place. Layer after layer of rubble and debris piles up, amount-ing here and there to more than 30 m in parts of Jerusalem. In the case of Jerusalem there is also the


IV. Growth and extent

It must be stated at the outset that there is a good deal of uncertainty about the physical history of Jerusalem. This is, of course, partly due to the periodic disasters and destructions, and to the layers upon layers of rubble that have piled up over the centuries. These factors have caused difficulty elsewhere, of course, but archaeologists have often been able to surmount them to a large extent. The particular problem with Jerusalem is that it has been continuously inhabited and still is, so that ex-cavations can be made only with difficulty.
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Archaeologists here have to dig where they can, not where they think it might be profitable. On the other hand, there is an abundance of traditions, Christian, Jewish and Muslim; but in many cases it is not easy to evaluate them. So uncertainty and controversy remain; however, much valuable arch-aeological work has been done during the last Century, and it has solved some problems.

Scripture nowhere gives a systematic description of the city. The nearest approach to such a description is the account of the rebuilding of the walls by Nehemiah. But there are a great number of refer-ences giving some information. These have to be pieced together, and fitted in with the picture we get from archaeology. Our earliest description of the city is that of Josephus (BJ 5. 136-141); Josephus is here laying a background for his account of the gradual capture of the city by Titus and the Roman armies. This too has to be fitted into the picture.

Excavations have conclusively shown that the earliest city was on the SE hill, an area now wholly outside the city walls (the S wall was retracted N in the 2nd Century ad). It must be clearly borne in mind that the original Zion lay on the E ridge; the name was by the time of Josephus already errone-ously attached to the SW hill.

Few traces remain from the pre-Jebusite period, but it may be inferred that a small town grew on the SE ridge, within easy reach of the spring Gihon in the valley to the E. The Jebusites enlarged the city to a limited extent, most notably by the construc-tion of terraces E, so that their E wall lay well down the slope towards the spring. This terracing and E wall seem to have needed frequent maintenance and repair tili their final destruction by the Baby-lonians in the early 6th Century bc, after which the E wall was again retracted to the ridge. Present opinion is inclined to consider the Word *‘Millo’ (e.g. 2 Sa. 5:9; 1 Ki. 9:15), which derives from a Heb. root meaning ‘fill’, to refer to this terracing.

In times of peace it was common practice for houses to be built outside the walls, which from time to time necessitated new walls and fortifica-tions. David’s and Solomon’s city extended N, in particular, the Temple being built on the NE hill; the royal palace was probably situated in the area between the older city and the Temple area.

This intermediate area is probably the ‘Ophel’ of such passages as 2 Ch. 27:3 (the name means ‘swell-ing’, and was used of the citadel of other cities too, e.g. Samaria, cf. 2 Ki. 5:24, neb); but some scholars apply the term to the whole E ridge S of the Temple. The Jebusite city, or perhaps more strictly the central fortress of it, already bore the name ‘Zion’ (the meaning of which is uncertain, perhaps ‘dry area’ or ‘eminence’) at the time of David’s capture, after which it was also called ‘the city of David’ (cf. 2 Sa. 5:6-10; 1 Ki. 8:1). The name ‘Zion’ became, or remained, synonymous with Jerusalem as a whole.

It was in the prosperous days of the 8th Century bc that the city first spread to the W ridge; this new suburb seems to have been called the Second Quarter or Mishneh (2 Ki. 22:14). A wall later enclosed it, built either in Hezekiah’s reign (cf. 2 Ch. 32:5) or somewhat later. It is certain that this extension included the NW hill, but whether the SW hill was now occupied is as yet unresolved. Israeli archaeologists conclude that it was, and that the Pool of Siloam was inside the city walls in Hezekiah’s reign.

When Nebuchadrezzar’s troops sacked Jerusalem in 587 bc, they destroyed most of the buildings and demolished the city walls. The Temple was re-built at the end of the Century, and the city had a small population once again. In the mid-5th Century the Persian authorities permitted Nehemiah to rebuild the city walls. No doubt he restored earl-ier walls where possible, but it is clear from excavations that he retracted the E wall on the E side to the crest of the hill because the ancient terraces were broken beyond repair and no doubt the W ridge was abandoned. Persian period deposits occur principally on the top of the E hill. Nehemi-ah’s description of Jerusalem presents several Problems. It is not clear which gates were in the city wall and which led into the Temple. Names of gates changed from time to time, and there are dif-ficulties in the Heb. text. Earlier attempts to inter-pret Nehemiah’s data require revision in the light of recent excavations. Although Nehemiah gives no indication of direction or changes of direction, it is fairly clear that the Circuit he described in ch. 3 began N of the city and took an anti-clockwise direction.

There is little evidence that the city spread to the W ridge again until the 2nd Century bc. After the Maccabaean revolt, the city began to grow once more. Herod the Great was responsible for a major building Programme in the late Ist Century bc, and the city continued to develop until its destruction at the end of the Jewish War (ad 66-70). Our major literary source for this whole period is Josephus; but his information leaves us with a number of problems as yet unresolved.

The first of these problems is the position of the ‘Akra’, the Syrian fortress set up in Jerusalem in 169 bc. Its purpose was plainly to keep the Temple courts under close surveillance, but neither Josephus nor 1 Maccabees makes it clear whether the garrison was located N, W or S of the Temple. Opinions remain divided, but the most recent excavations tend to Support the third of these possi-bilities. (See BASOR 176, 1964, pp. !0f.)

A second problem concerns the course of the ‘Second Wall’ and the ‘Third Wall’ mentioned by Josephus, who teils us that the Romans penetrated Jerusalem in ad 70 by progressively breaching three N walls. Josephus describes the termini of the three walls, but he does not give information as to the line followed by any of them. Excavations have supplemented his information here and there, but many uncertainties remain.

Thus, the remains of an ancient wall at the present-day Damascus Gate have been identified by K. M. Kenyon as part of the Third Wall, but by Israeli archaeologists as part of the Second Wall; and finds considerably further N have been linked with the Third Wall by the latter, but with a wall of circumvallation (erected by Titus, during the siege of Jerusalem) by Kenyon. The Third Wall was begun by Agrippa I (ad 41-44), and scarcely fin-ished by the outbreak of the Jewish War ad 66, so that stratigraphical methods would scarcely serve to distinguish Agrippa’s Wall from Titus’ Wall.

One special point of interest concerning the Second Wall, which must have been built in the 2nd or Ist Century bc (Josephus does not date its con-struction) is its relationship to the Church of the Holy Sepulchre. If the church has any Claim to marking the authentic site of the crucifixion and burial of Christ, its site must have lain outside the city walls; but for many years it was considered doubtf'ul whether the site lay inside or outside the line of the Second Wall (the Third Wall was not then in existence). It has now been established that this area lay to the N of the wall; the site may therefore be authentic.

The city lay in ruins between ad 70 and the Bar-Kokhba revolt 60 years later. The emperor Hadrian then rebuilt the city, naming it Aelia Capitolina; his city was much smaller than its predecessor, with the permanent retraction of the S wall. Düring the Christian era, the size of Jerusalem has been by no means constant. The present-day walled area (‘the Old City’) was given its definitive shape by Sulei-man the Magnificent in the 16th Century.

V. Theological significance

By natural metonymy, the names ‘Zion’ and ‘Jerusalem’ frequently stand for the body of citizens (even when far away in exile), the whole of Judah, the whole of Israel, or the entire people of God.

Jerusalem plays an important theological role in both Testaments; in this respect too it is not readily distinguishable from the wider perspective of the whole land. Two motifs predominate; Jerusalem is at the same time the place of Jewish infidelity and disobedience, and also the place of God’s election and presence, protection, and glory. The process of history demonstrated the former, which inevitably provoked divine anger and punishment; the glories of the city can only lie in the future. (See especially Is. 1:21; 29:1-4; Mt. 23:37f; and Ps. 78:68f.; Is. 37:35; 54:11-17.) The contrast between the actual and the ideal naturally gave rise to the concept of a heavenly Jerusalem (cf. Gal. 4:25f; Heb. 12:22; Rev. 21).

Bibliography. On history and archaeology, see especially K. M. Kenyon, Digging up Jerusalem, 1974, and bibliography there listed; Y. Yadin (ed.), Jerusalem Revealed, 1975; B. Mazar, The Mountain of the Lord, 1975; H. Geva, Ancient Jerusalem Revealed, 1994; NEAEHL 2, pp, 698-804. On economic and social conditions, see J. Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus, 1969. On theology see TDNT 7, pp. 292-338; W. D. Davies, The Gospel and the Land, 1974.    d.f.p.

JESHIMON (Heb. y'simön, ‘waste’, ‘desert’). Ap-parently used as a proper noun in Nu. 21:20; 23:28; 1 Sa. 23:19,24; 26:1, 3. G. A. Smith, followed by G. E. Wright and F. V. Filson, identifies the name simply with the Wilderness of Judaea, but there is reason to think that in the Nu. references a loca-tion NE of the Dead Sea is indicated. See GTT, pp. 221'.    r.p.g.

JESHUA. This is a late form of the name Joshua (the same individual is called Jeshua in Nehemiah and Ezra, and Joshua in Haggai and Zechariah). There is doubt about how many Jeshuas there are, but the following may perhaps be distinguished.

1. The head of a course of priests (1 Ch. 24:11, av ‘Jeshuah’). 2. A Levite mentioned in Hezekiah’s reorganization (2 Ch. 31:15). 3. The high priest also called Joshua (Ezr. 2:2, etc.). 4. A man of Pahath-moab who returned from the Exile with Zerubbabel (Ezr. 2:6). 5. A head of a house of priests associated with ‘the sons of Jedaiah' (Ezr. 2:36). 6. A Levite, Jeshua son of Azaniah (Ne. 10:9). 7. One of the chief of the Levites, the son of

Kadmiel (Ne. 12:24; the text here may be corrupt).

8.    The father of Ezer, ruler of Mizpah (Ne. 3:19).

9.    The son of Nun (Ne. 8:17) (*Joshua).

It is clear that the name was a common one at the time of the return from the Exile. But little is told us of the various bearers of the name, and it is possible that some of those in the list ought to be identified with others.

Jeshua is also the name of a place in Judah (Ne. 11:26), usually taken as identical with Shema (Jos. 15:26), and Sheba (Jos. 19:2). The original form would be Shema, m becomes b, then w, and finally j is prefixed.    l.m.

JESHURUN (Heb. y'surün, ‘the upright one’; lxx ‘the beloved one’). A poetic variant of the name Israel (Dt. 32:15; 33:5, 26, av ‘Jesurun’). Used of the chosen Servant (Is. 44:2), the same Gk. word of lxx is used of Jesus (Eph. 1:6) and the church (Col. 3:12; 1 Thes. 1:4; 2 Thes. 2:3; Jude 1). Possibly to be interpreted ‘People of the Law’ (cf. D. J. Wiseman, Vox Evangelica 8, 1973, p. 14).    d.w.b.

JESSE (Heb. yisay). Grandson of Boaz and father of David. He lived in Bethlehem and is commonly termed ‘the Bethlehemite’, but once the ‘Ephra-thite of Bethlehem-Judah’. He was the father of eight sons (1 Sa. 16:10-11), but the names of only seven are known (1 Ch. 2:13-15). The eighth is omitted, probably as he had no issue, unless the Elihu of I Ch. 27:18 isother than Eliab.

Ancient Jewish tradition (Targ. Ruth 4:22) followed by later Interpreters (cf. Avmg.) identifies Nahash (2 Sa. 17:25) with Jesse. Two other Solutions are more probable. Either Abigail and Zeruiah were daughters of Jesse’s wife by a former marriage to a Nahash (cf. A. P. Stanley, Jewish Church, Lect. 22) or Nahash may be a feminine name and taken as the mother of the daughters. Jesse’s last appearance is at the cave of Adullam, whence David sent his parents for safety to Moab (1 Sa. 22:3-4).    m.a.m.

JESUS CHRIST, LIFE AND TEACHING OF. A

general article on the life and teaching of Jesus can touch only briefly on individual incidents and issues. Full use should therefore be made of the numerous references (at the end of sections and by asterisks in the text) to articles on specific points.

I. Sources

a. Non-Christian sources

Very few early references to Jesus with any claim to be independent of Christian sources have survived. The only direct mention by a Roman historian is a bare record of his execution by order of Pontius Pilatus in Judaea in the reign of Tiberius (Tacitus, Annals 15. 44). Other early Roman references to Christians do not refer to Jesus as a historical figure. The Jewish historian *Josephus has one brief account of Jesus, which is generally agreed to have been rewritten by Christians; it is likely that the original text referred to him as a reputed miracle-worker and teacher who attracted a con-siderable following and was executed by crucifixion under Pilate, though even this content is disputed (Ant. 18. 64). A number of rather obscure passages in the Talmud, whose reference to Jesus is in most
[image: ]
Jesse's family tree according to 1 Ch. 2:13-17 (see p. 563).



cases only conjectural, add no clear historical detail, beyond the Statement that he was hanged on Passover Eve, after due trial, as a sorcerer and one who ‘led Israel astray’ (Sanhedrin 43a). Non-Christian evidence therefore substantiates the fact of Jesus’ existence, his populär following, his exe-cution and the rough date (Pilate was in office in Judaea ad 26-36).

b. Christian sources

1. Outside the NT there are numerous accounts of the life and teaching of Jesus in early Christian writings (*New Testament Apocrypha). Some are clearly legendary, aiming to fill the gaps in the narratives of the canonical Gospels or to heighten the miraculous element. Others are apparently written to propagate Gnostic and other deviant views. While some of these Works are quite early (early 2nd Century), most of their historically cred-ible material is clearly based on the canonical Gospels; only the Gospel of Thomas is generally treated seriously as possibly preserving independent au-thentic tradition, and many even of its sayings are influenced by Gnosticism, while many of the rest are paralleled in the canonical Gospels.

2. Thus in practice we are almost entirely re-stricted to the four canonical Gospels for evidence about Jesus. The rest of the NT contributes only a few isolated sayings and traditions (e.g. Acts 20:35; 1 Cor. 11:23-25).

The reliability of the Gospels as historical sources is hotly debated. Their primary purpose is clearly more than a mere recounting of facts, but it is not so clear that their avowedly ‘Propagandist’ purpose necessarily calls in question their historical accuracy. If the Gospels are studied in the light of comparable literature of the period, and par-ticularly of what is known of Jewish ideas of tradition, it appears that, while there was considerable freedom in the selection and wording of sayings and narratives, so that each writer’s individual thought and purpose come out in the way he pres-ents his material, they were essentially concerned to pass on a carefully preserved tradition of the words and deeds of Jesus. See further * Gospels, and the articles on the Gospels individually; also •Tradition.

Bibliography. F. F. Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins outside the New Testament2, 1984, R. T. France, The Evidence for Jesus, 1986. On b. 2: C. L. Blomberg, The Historical Reliability of the Gospels, 1987; G. N. Stanton, The Gospels and Jesus, 1989.

II. Setting

A. Time

Jesus was born shortly before the death of 'Herod the Great in 4 bc (Mt. 2:1, 13-15); the exact date cannot be determined. His public ministry began when he was ‘about thirty years of age’ (Lk. 3:23); this was some time after the beginning of John the Baptist’s mission in, probably, ad 28 (Lk. 3:1 ff.). The length of his ministry is again impossible to determine exactly, but a period of roughly 3 years is generally agreed (based on the two springtimes indicated in Mark before the final Passover, Mk. 2:23; 6:39, and the three Passovers of Jn. 2:13; 6:4; 12:1). This would suggest a date of about ad 33 for the crucifixion, and if the Gospels indicate that the Passover (Nisan 14/15) feil on a Friday in the year of the crucifixion (though this too is disputed: see •Lord’s Supper), the astronomical data for ad 33 would support this date. But certainty on the pre-cise dates is impossible. (‘Chronology of the New Testament.)

Bibliography. H. Hoehner, Chronological As-pects of the Life of Christ, 1977; J. P. Meir, A Marginal Jew 1, 1991, pp. 372-433.

b.    Place

Practically the whole of Jesus’ public ministry took place within Palestine. Only a few journeys oulside Palestine are recorded, e.g. into Phoenicia and De-capolis (Mk. 7:24, 31), and to Caesarea Philippi on the slopes of Mt Hermon (Mk. 8:27). Jesus first came to the notice of John the Baptist in the Jordan valley, and John’s Gospel records some early ministry in that area and in Judaea (Jn. 1:28-42; 2:13-4:3, dated before John’s imprisonment, 3:24; 4:1-3, after which the Galilean ministry began, Mk. 1:14). Thereafter the main scene of ministry was Galilee, punctuated by visits to Jerusalem recorded by John in Connection with festi-vals, until the final Passover visit.

c.    Historical Situation

1. Palestine had been under Roman rule for some 60 years when Jesus was born. It was indirect rule, through local princes, of whom ‘Herod the Great was the most famous. The division of his kingdom among his sons resulted in three regional rulers, of whom * Herod Antipas, tetrarch of Galilee and Peraea, held Office throughout the period of Jesus’ ministry; he is the Herod whom we meet in the Gospels outside the infancy stories. Archelaus, who took over Judaea and Samaria, was deposed after 10 years of misrule, and here direct rule was imposed, in the person of a Roman prefect, re-sponsible to the governor of the province of Syria. The prefect during the period of Jesus’ ministry was Pontius ‘Pilate.

Roman rule brought real benefits to the subject nation, but it was not populär. A special grievance was the System of taxation under which the already high official taxes were swollen by the unofficial rake-off of the ‘tax-collectors (av ‘publicans’) who thus became a feared and hated group, both as extortioners and as collaborators with the oc-cupying power. But the chief cause of resentment was the mere fact of political subjection, a Position feit by many to be incompatible with Israel’s Status as the people of God.

2.    The varying Jewish reactions to this Situation may be seen in the attitudes of the ‘parties’ which had by this time emerged within Judaism. The priestly ‘Sadducees, who with the lay ‘elders’ exer-cised the effective leadership of the Jews under Roman rule (‘Sanhedrin) seem to have been more concerned with the maintenance of the Status t/uo and the proper observance of the Temple ritual than with any ideological resistance to Roman rule. The ‘Pharisees, though in some cases willing to Support insurrectionary movements, busied them-selves with the law and the complex business of its rigorous application to everyday life. The ‘Essenes went further and opted out of all political and social involvement in favour of a monastic with-drawal. (The *Dead Sea Scrolls provide vivid documentation of such a Separatist group at Qumran.) But there was a strong and populär movement towards political activism (‘‘Zealot’, the name of one such group later in the Century, is often used loosely to denote the various groups who took this stance), particularly since the abortive revolt of Judas of Galilee, provoked by the *census of ad 6. Sporadic outbreaks of insurrectionary activity, particularly in Galilee, led up eventually to the devastating Jewish War ad 66-70.

3.    * Galilee, Jesus’ home province, stood to some extent apart from the Jewish heartland of Judaea.

Its population, until quite recently largely Gentile, and geographically separated from Judaea by the hostile territory of Samaria, was despised by Ju-daean Jews as of questionable religious orthodoxy, if not still half-pagan. The pronounced N accent made a Galilean conspicuous in Jerusalem society. This diflference of background may be a significant factor in Jesus’ dealings with the Jewish author-ities. It is also relevant to his reputation with the Romans, to whom ‘Galilean’ was almost tanta-mount to ‘revolutionary’.

4. The languages of Palestine in the 1 st Century ad are a complex problem. It seems clear that Aram., Heb. and Gk. were all spoken. Aram. was most probably Jesus’ vernacular, but a Galilean would almost certainly also have a working know-ledge of Gk., and Heb. (in a form akin to the later Mishnaic) may well have been the medium for his debates with the religious authorities in Jerusalem.

Bibliography. F. F. Bruce, New Testament His-tory, 1982, chs. 1-9; C. Rowland, Christian Origins, 1985, pp. 25-108; J. Stambaugh and D. Balch, The Social World of the First Christians, 1986; S. Freyne, Galilee, Jesus and the Gospels, 1988.

III. Birth and childhood

The details of the birth of Jesus are recorded only in the Gospels of Matthew and Luke, each Gospel clearly using different sources, that of Matthew concentrating more on Joseph’s side of the story, while Luke shows an intimate knowledge of Mary’s experiences (and of those of her relative Elizabeth, mother of John the Baptist) which it is generally agreed could only have been derived, directly or indirectly, from Mary herseif. It is therefore the more remarkable that on the crucial fact of the supernatural origin of Jesus’ birth, without a human father, the two Gospels with their independent sources are agreed (‘Virgin Birth).

The circumstances of Jesus’ birth and childhood were in striking contrast to the supernatural mode of his conception. He was born in the animal quar-ters of a crowded village inn, and brought up in a very ordinary home in the obscure Galilean village of ‘Nazareth, which had achieved no mention in earlier literature. His family may have been what we would call ‘middle dass’, the ‘carpenter’ (actu-ally more a building contractor) being a skilled craftsman, perhaps employing labour, and a re-spected figure in village life (*Arts and Crafts,

III. c). But the Gospel records make it clear that they were not aflluent (Lk. 2:24; cf. Lv. 12:8), and Jesus’ parables sometimes reflect experience of a home where comfort and money were limited (e.g. Lk. 11:5-7; 15:8-10). The fact that Joseph is not mentioned after the birth and childhood stories, and that Jesus was referred to in the village as ‘Mary’s son’ (Mk. 6:3), is often taken to mean that Joseph died while Jesus was young, leaving Jesus as the oldest son to run the family business and provide for his four younger brothers and unknown number of sisters (Mk. 6:3).

In such circumstances Jesus could not aspire to a higher education. His full knowledge of the OT Scriptures attests to his having received the normal Jewish child’s education at the village ‘synagogue-school, and the one story of his childhood pre-served in the Gospels indicates an abnormal apti-tude in matters of religious debate (Lk. 2:42—50). Beyond this we know nothing of his childhood, though his later teaching shows a mind well stocked with the incidents and characters of daily life in a country village.

IV. The beginning of public ministry

a.    John the Baptist

The occasion of Jesus’ emergence from obscurity was the mission of ‘John the Baptist, a Judaean relative of Jesus who had grown up as an ascetic in the Judaean desert, and whose call for repentance in the light of God’s imminent judgment attracted large crowds to be baptized by him in the Jordan. It was among these followers of John that Jesus found his first disciples, with John’s active en-couragement (Jn. 1:35-42). John recognized in Jesus the judge whose coming he had predicted (Mt. 3:1 lf., etc.), and while the later style of Jesus’ mission apparently caused him some doubts (Mt. 11:2—3), he does not seem to have withdrawn that recognition, even though some of his disciples maintained a separate existence throughout the NT period (Acts 18.24f.; 19:1-5).

b.    The baptism of Jesus

Jesus’ baptism by John was the event which most clearly inaugurated his mission. Why Jesus chose to submit to a baptism whose explicit significance was of repentance with a view to the forgiveness of sin has been much debated. Christians have agreed, following the lead of the NT (e.g. Jn. 8:46; Heb. 4:15; 1 Pet. 2:22), that it was not consciousness of personal sin which prompted him. More plausible is the Suggestion that his intention was to identify himself with what John stood for, a ‘vote’ for the purified and reformed Israel which John de-manded, and whose ideals were to form an important element in Jesus’ own preaching. Further, in identifying himself with those who responded to John’s call for repentance, he put himself in a Position to be their representative. His own enigmatic explanation, ‘thus it is fitting for us to fulfil all righteousness’ (Mt. 3:15), may refiect an under-standing of his role in line with that of the Servant of the Lord, who by his suffering on behalf of his people was to ‘make many to be accounted right-eous’ (Is. 53:11).

Whatever Jesus’ own intention, his baptism in fact led to a decisive revelation of his future role (Mk. 1:1 Of.). A visible descent of the Holy Spirit upon him marked him as the promised deliverer of, e.g., Is. 11:2; 42:1 and 61:1, while a voice from heaven addressed him in terms reminiscent of Ps. 2:7 and Is. 42:1, the former greeting the Lord’s anointed as his Son, and the latter introducing the Servant, chosen by God to deliver his people. Thus several important Strands in OT Messianic hope are woven together, and the decisive role of Jesus in God’s redemptive purpose is marked out.

c.    The temptalion of Jesus

The ‘temptation’ (Mt. 4:1-11; Lk. 4:1-13), which followed quickly, was essentially an exploration of what it meant to be ‘Son of God’, as he had just been proclaimed at his baptism. Tf you are the Son of God .. .’ is the theme of the challenges, and a study of Jesus’ replies to them shows that their focus was not primarily on the way his mission should be accomplished, but on his own relation-ship with God. The temptation to turn stones into bread was to doubt his Father’s care and wisdom in providing this period of abstinence. The temptation to leap from the Temple wall was to force his

Father’s hand to prove that he would protect his Son, rather than accept his care on trust. The third temptation was to compromise the Son’s necessar-ily absolute loyalty to his Father. Jesus’ three replies are drawn from verses in Dt. 6-8, and refer to the lessons the nation Israel was intended to learn from its experiences in the wilderness, suggesting that Jesus now takes up the nation’s role as son of God, and by his success where Israel failed proves to be the true Son.

The encounter with Satan, concluding a long period of withdrawal in the desert area around the Jordan valley, thus served to strengthen Jesus’ understanding of his unique Status as Son of God which was to be the key to his mission. There is no Suggestion that these were the whole of the tempta-tions Jesus ever faced (cf. Heb. 4:15), or even that they were typical. They were the local point of a vital period of preparation.

Bibliography. G. H. P. Thompson, JTS n.s. 11, 1960, pp. 1-12; J. A. T. Robinson, Twelve New Testament Studies, 1962, pp. 53-60; R. T. France, Jesus and the Old Testament, 1971, pp. 50fif.

d. The move to Galilee

Jesus’ public ministry now began, apparently at first in the Jordan valley with a focus on baptism parallel to that of John (Jn. 3:22f.; 4:1 f). Jesus ap-peared to many as a second Baptist, and a certain amount of rivalry soon arose between the two groups of disciples, though John refused to coun-tenance this (Jn. 3:26-30). But this style of activity was soon brought to an end both by Jesus’ increas-ing popularity coming to the notice of the author-ities, and especially by the arrest of John the Baptist by Antipas, partly, as the gospels record, due to his criticism of Antipas’ marriage, but also, ac-cording to Josephus, on suspicion of arousing pol-itical unrest, a Charge which could easily aflfect the parallel ministry of Jesus. In this Situation Jesus withdrew into his own region of Galilee, and his style of ministry changed to an itinerant preaching and healing mission. We do not hear of him baptiz-ing again. (See II. b for the geographical location of the ministry.)

V. Features of Jesus’ public ministry

fl. Life-style

Despite Jesus’ ‘middle-class’ background (above, UI), his chosen style of life from this point was one of no financial security. He and his disciples lived on the contributions and hospitality of those who supported his mission (Mt. 10:8-11; Lk. 8:3; 10:38-42). He taught them to rely on God for all material needs (Mt. 6:24-34), and demanded that one would-be disciple should give away all his pos-sessions (Mk. 10:17-22). Their money was held in common (Jn. 12:6; 13:29), but it sufficed only for their basic needs. Poverty, for Jesus, was not a dis-aster (Lk. 6:20f, 24f; Mk. 10:23-31). Unmarried, and with no settled home (Lk. 9:58) or material . ties, he was free to travel around Palestine preaching and healing.

In the early part of his ministry he was invited to speak in ‘synagogues as a visiting teacher (Mk. 1:21, 39; Mt. 9:35; Lk. 4:16-27), but later syna-gogue teaching is not mentioned (because his rad-ical teaching was unacceptable?), and Jesus is found teaching the crowds in the open air, and de-voting an increasing proportion of time to the in-struction of his dosest disciples.

b.    Disciples

Like other Jewish teachers, Jesus gathered a group of ‘disciples. The ‘crowds’ came and went, listen-ing to Jesus eagerly, but not committed to follow him; the ‘disciples’ were those who to a greater or lesser degree threw in their lot with him, and ac-companied him on his travels. From among these disciples, an inner circle of ‘the twelve’ (often called the ‘apostles’, though the term ‘apostle’ is not confined to them in the NT) was selected by Jesus; and within the Twelve the special group of Peter, James and John were selected as Jesus’ most intimate companions on a number of significant occasions.

To be a disciple involved an unreserved and exclusive commitment to Jesus. It involved, at least for the inner circle, the acceptance of his style of life (though not the permanent abandonment of home and family, as the case of Peter illustrates, Mk. 1:29-31; 1 Cor. 9:5), and a readiness to suffer persecution and ostracism for his sake (Mt. 10:16— 39). It is an indication of the authority and at-tractiveness of Jesus and his teaching that he could nonetheless call people to follow him and expect to be taken seriously.

The majority of his disciples were Galileans. Of the inner circle it is probable that all except ‘Judas Iscariot (if his name means ‘man of Kerioth’) were from Galilee. But in character and background they varied from ‘Thomas the pessimist to ‘Peter the extrovert, and from * Matthew the tax-collector (and therefore in the employment of the pro-Roman government) to ‘Simon ‘the Zealot’. To have held together such a group, and made them the foundation of the world’s greatest religion, is no mean part of the achievement of Jesus.

c.    Social attitudes

One of the most persistent objections to Jesus on the part of the Jewish establishment was his habit of keeping doubtful Company, particularly that of ‘tax-collectors and sinners’, the outcasts of re-spectable society. That he even took meals with them was especially scandalous. But Jesus de-fended his actions as essential to his mission, which was to those in need, whatever their social Standing (Mk. 2:17; cf. Lk. 15:1-2 and the sequel). He would welcome and talk with women of doubtful morals whom others shunned (Lk. 7:36-50; Jn. 4:7ff.), and even found a welcome among ‘Samari-tans, the traditional enemies of the Jews (Jn. 4:39— 42; Lk. 17:11-19). His story of the Good Samari-tan (Lk. 10:29—37) is adaringchallenge to the traditional Jewish taboo. His direct contacts with Gen-tiles were few but positive (Mt. 8:5-13; 15:22-28), and his teaching made it clear that he did not regard Gentiles as an inferior category, but gave them a place alongside Jews in God’s purpose (e.g. Mt. 8:11-12; Lk. 4:25-27).

This unwillingness to be restricted by con-ventional social barriers is seen also in his relations with rieh and poor. Most of his dosest disciples seem to have been from the same social dass as himself (particularly fishermen, owning boats and employing men, Mk. 1:20), but his preaching met with a favourable response among the poor (e.g. Mt. 11:5), while he also had rieh and influential followers (e.g. Nicodemus and Joseph of Arimath-aea, Jn. 19:38—42), and was at home in more afflu-ent Company (Lk. 7:36; 14:1 ff.). He was apparently unimpressed by wealth or poverty as such: it was the attitude to wealth which mattered (Mk. 12:41-44; Lk. 12:13-21). He required of his followers a similar unconcern for artificial barriers (Lk. 14:7— 14), and sternly condemned a callous neglect of the less fortunate (Lk. 16:19fT.).

In all this Jesus’ concern was with the real needs of those he met, physical and spiritual, and in meeting those needs he cared little if conventions and taboos were overridden.

Bibliography. M. Hengel, Property and Riehes in the Early Church, 1974; R. T. France, EQ 51, 1979, pp. 3ff.

d.    Disputes about the law

Debates with the Jewish religious leaders, especially the ‘scribes and ‘Pharisees, take up a good part of the Gospel narratives. Jesus lacked a formal scribal education (Jn. 7:15), but his style of teaching and his group of disciples cast him in the role of a ‘rabbi, and he was sometimes so addressed. The content of his teaching at many points, how-ever, inevitably set him apart from scribal ortho-doxy, and was a major factor in the hostility which eventually led to his death.

Central was the issue of authority. The authority of the OT *law itself was not in question, but rather the authority to interpret it. Scribal *trad-ition had evolved a complex and constantly grow-ing body of oral teaching on the precise applica-tion of the law to the most minute areas of every-day life, and this tradition too was regarded as au-thoritative. Points of dispute were settled by appeal to previous teachers. In contrast, Jesus paid little attention to traditional rules not clearly found in the OT, and never quoted an authority other than himself (and, of course, the OT); note his formula, ‘You have heard . . . but I say to you . ..’ (Mt. 5:21f.,27f.,31f„ etc.).

The issues are seen most clearly in the debate on defilement (Mk. 7:1-23), where Jesus explicitly ac-cuses the Pharisees and scribes of evading OT re-quirements on the basis of man-made rules, and dismisses the issue of ritual defilement as relatively trivial; and in the numerous clashes on the obser-vance of the ‘sabbath (e.g. Mk. 2:23-3:6; Lk. 13:10-17), one of the most elaborately legislated areas in scribal tradition, where Jesus cut through the tangle of legislation to the original intention of the sabbath, and asserted his own right to deter-mine its proper observance.

The series of six ‘antitheses’ in the Sermon on the Mount (Mt. 5:21-48) further illustrates Jesus’ radical approach to the law, going beyond the literal rule to the thought behind the act, and putting principles before precepts even to the extent of apparently setting aside the lauer (Mt. 5:38f). This radical attitude to legal questions made Jesus a danger to the scribal establishment, and the popu-larity of his views made it essential to get rid of him. The conflict was apparently heated, with very strong language being used by both sides (Mk. 3:22; Mt. 23:1-36). It was the legalistic attitude of the scribal authorities, more than their actual traditions, which Jesus found necessary to denounce.

Bibliography. D. J. Moo, JSNT 20, 1984, pp. 3-49.

e.    Miracles

Christian and non-Christian sources attest that Jesus was known to his contemporaries as a worker of ‘miracles. The vast majority of those recorded are cases of miraculous healing, and the Gospels present healing, often of large number of people, as a regulär feature of Jesus’ ministry (Mk. 1:32-34; 3:7-12; 6:55f.; Lk. 7:21 f.). Often coupled with his healing miracles (though usually carefully dif-ferentiated from them, e.g Mk. 1:32-34; Lk. 13:32) are his exorcisms (‘Demon Possession). Both of these activities were expected also of his disciples when they went out in his name (Mk. 6:13; Mt. 10:8), and they are integrally related with his preaching, as aspects of a total onslaught on the powers of evil, in their physical as well as their spiritual manifestation.

Healing and exorcism were an accepted part of the activity of godly men within lst-century Juda-ism, but nothing approaching the intensity of Jesus’ healing ministry is recorded of any Contemporary figure (‘Health, V). The ränge of complaints he healed is very wide, from paralysis to blindness, and from leprosy to a severed ear. Three cases of restoring to life those who had re-cently died are also recorded. Unlike some Contemporary exorcists, he used little or no ritual, a mere word of command being often the only means employed (Mt. 8:8f., 16). The overwhelming impression was of his simple authority over physical and spiritual evil, and his compassion for those in need. His healing ministry was not a bid for recognition, nor was it primarily designed to prove anything, but it was the automatic response of his compassion to human need when he met it.

Jesus’ other (‘nature’) miracles are compara-tively few, but again the same pattem of an automatic and unselfconscious response to a pressing need can be seen in most of them, feeding hungry crowds, supplying wine in an emergency, providing fish after a night of fishing in vain, and calming a storm on the lake. That Jesus solved such problems by miraculous means was not so much a deliberate display of power as a natural result of who he was. Only the walking on water and the sudden wither-ing of the fig-tree seem to have been performed more to teach the nature of his person and mission than to meet a definite need.

The miracles, then, are not the proof of Jesus’ divine nature, though they imply it. They are an inevitable part of a total ministry of deiiverance and of the conquest of evil.

f. Political stance

The Charge on which Jesus was finally condemned was of political sedition (Lk. 23:2): he had claimed to be ‘king of the Jews’. While the title never occurs in his sayings, he did often speak about the *‘king-dom of God’ as the object of his mission (see below, VII. d), and such language, particularly in Galilee, was open to nationalistic interpretation. Much of his early support was probably due to hopes that he would lead a revolt against Rome, culminating in the unsuccessful attempt to force him to accept the title of ‘king’ (Jn. 6:14f). After this episode his support seems to have decreased, and more of his time was spent instructing his disciples on the true nature of his mission.

Some modern writers (especially S. G. F. Bran-don, Jesus and the Zealots, 1967) have tried to show that Jesus’ intentions were in fact political, and that the spiritual nature of his kingship is a later invention in the gospels to gloss over his real revolutionär^ aim. While Jesus was certainly not as blind to political and social problems as more piet-istic Christians have suggested, Brandon’s view in-volves a Wholesale rewriting of the Gospels on very flimsy grounds. The Jesus of the Gospels was at pains to correct misunderstandings of the nature of his mission (Mk. 8:27-38; 12:35-37; 14:61 f.), avoided Publicity and populär demonstrations until the last week of his ministry, relused to affirm the nationalist position when asked about the val-idity of Roman taxation (Mk. 12:13-17), and was declared innocent of sedition by the Roman pre-fect (Lk. 23:13-16). His declared attitude to the Jewish nation of his day, which he regarded as approaching its final punishment for its rejection of God’s messengers in the imminent destruction of Jerusalem (Lk. 11:47-51; 13:25-35, etc.), is quite incompatible with nationalist sympathies. The cir-cumstances of his ministry inevitably laid him open to political suspicion, but there is ample evi-dence that his own intentions were otherwise, even though some of his followers undoubtedly expected him to adopt a nationalist role. (‘Messiah,

II. a.)

Bibliography. M. Hengel, Victory over Vio-lence, 1972; M. Langley, NIDNTT 3, pp. 967-981; E. Bammel and C. F. D. Moule (eds ), Jesus and the Politics of his Day, 1984.

g. Jesus' authority

The Gospels teil us that the dominant impression of Jesus’ ministry was that of authority. This is true both of his boldly self-authenticating teaching (Mk. 1:22) and of his miracuious activity (Mk. 1:27; Mt. 9:8). It was his personal authority which impressed the Gentile centurion (Mt. 8:8f), which caused his disciples to leave their homes and jobs to follow him, and which carried all before him when he strode into the Temple court and threw out the traders (Mk. 11:15—17). While Jesus him-self refused to state openly the source of this authority (Mk. 1 1:27-33), the implication is clear that it derived from God, and his own Claim to be Son of God carried the same implication. After his resurrection he declared openly his universal authority (Mt. 28:18; c/. Jn. 17:2).

VI. The closc of the ministry

a. The last week in Jerusalem Jesus’ last visit to Jerusalem was deliberately undertaken with the knowledge that it would lead to the final confrontation with the authorities, culminating in his own death (Lk. 13:33; 18:31 33). It was made at ‘Passover time, when Jerusalem would be crowded with pilgrims, and when the themes of death and redemption were in mind. Certain incidents are of special importance.

1.    The entry. Jesus’ arrival in Jerusalem was deliberately dramatic. Instead of arriving unnoticed among the thousands of other pilgrims, he staged a conspicuous ride into the city on a donkey, while his disciples and other pilgrims greeted him with shouts of ‘‘Hosanna’ (Mk. 11:1-10). It was a visible allusion to Zc. 9:9-10, the prophecy of the king coming to Jerusalem on a donkey. Its inten-tion was clearly to make a Messianic claim, and it was so interpreted by the crowds, who would in-clude many of his former supporters from Galilee. The prophecy is of a king of peace, but many probably interpreted the gesture in a more mili-tantly nationalistic sense.

2.    Cleansing the Temple. One of Jesus’ first acts on arrival was equally deliberately symbolic. He threw out from the Temple precincts the traders in sacrificial animals and in the special Temple coin-
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age, whose market was officially established there at Passover time by the priestly authorities (Mk. 11:15-18). This action not only expressed his re-pudiation of the current religious leadership and their attitude to worship. It also inevitably called lo mind passages such as Mal. 3:1-4 and Zc. 14:21, and thus further reinforced his Messianic Claim. (It should be noticed, incidentally, that the object of Jesus’ ‘violence’ was not the Roman government, but the Jewish authorities; this was not an expres-sion of nationalistic militancy.)

3.    Debates. The week was marked by a continu-ing dialogue with the religious authorities. Several specific debates are recorded, covering the source of Jesus’ authority (Mk. 11:27-33), his attitude to Roman taxation (Mk. 12:13-17), the ques-tion of resurrection of the dead (Mk. 12:18-27), the greatest commandment (Mk. 12:28-34) and the Status of the Messiah as ‘son of David’ (Mk. 12:35-37). Such debates were held in public, as Jesus was teaching in the Temple precincts, and their object was to elicit from him either blas-phemous or politically damaging Statements which could be used against him. Jesus avoided incrimin-ating answers, but none the less succeeded in im-parting some important teaching. He went further to make clear his repudiation of the current leadership in Israel, in his parable of the tenants in the vineyard (Mk. 12:1-12), and in his continuing polemic against the scribes and Pharisees in par-ticular (especially Mt. 23). He also predicted in more detail the coming destruction of Jerusalem and its Temple (Mk. 13).

4.    The Last Supper. This ‘farewell meal’ was also a pre-arranged (Mk. 14:13-16) and deliberate act. It was in a sense a "Passover meal, though possibly held a day before the official celebration, in the knowledge that the next evening would be too late. (See *Lord’s Supper, I. a for details of the date.) At the meal Jesus gave some vital last instructions to his dosest disciples in view of his imminent de-parture, and also revealed that he was to be be-trayed by one of their number (though without apparently identifying the traitor explicitly, except perhaps to John, Jn. 13:23-26). But the focus of the meal was the symbolic sharing of bread and wine which he gave as tokens that his coming death was to be for the benefit of his disciples (and beyond them of ‘many’). This symbolic act (per-formed in the context of the Passover celebration of redemption) was the clearest Statement Jesus ever made of tbe redemptive purpose of his death, and it has fittingly become, as he himself directed, the focus of worship among his followers. (See further "Lord’s Supper, I. b for the significance of the words used on this occasion.) It finally put an end to any doubts his disciples may have had of his commitment to death, as the will of the Father for him.

b. Trial and death

Jesus was arrested quietly at night on the slopes of the Mount of "Olives. Judas’ action as inside in-former enabled the authorities to locate him among the thousands of pilgrims camping on the slopes, and Jesus himself refused to evade or resist arrest, accepting, after his prayer of surrender in * Gethsemane, that this was God’s purpose.

A series of hearings during that night and the following (Friday) morning make up the so-called "Trial of Jesus’. A first, probably quite unofficial, hearing before "Annas, the deposed high priest (Jn. 18:12-23), produced no formal result. There followed two hearings before "Caiaphas and the "Sanhedrin, one at night and the other early in the morning, the former probably a hastily summoned preliminary hearing, the latter a meeting of the full Sanhedrin, ratifying the findings of the first meeting, and passing a formal verdict that Jesus was guilty of blasphemy. Precisely what his blasphemy was held to be is not certain, but his acceptance of the Messianic title and his further allusions to Ps. 110:1 and Dn. 7:13 to predict his future vindication and power (Mk. 14:61 f.) were certainly the decid-ing factors.

The sentence for blasphemy under Jewish law was death. But Capital powers were at this period limited to the Roman prefect (see "Trial of Jesus), while blasphemy was not a Charge admis-sible in Roman law. Jesus was therefore brought to "Pilate on a Charge of sedition, based on the use of the title ‘King of the Jews’.

Pilate’s reluctance to try, and still more to con-vict, Jesus is primarily to be explained by his dis-dain for his Jewish subjects and their religious con-cerns (see "Pilate for details of other incidents). A realization that the Charge was an artificial one, and that Jesus’ career had not been that of a polit-ical revolutionary, would only add to his reluctance. But attempts to evade the issue by refer-ring the case to Herod Antipas (Lk. 23:6-12), by oflfering to release Jesus in accordance with a cus-tomary Passover amnesty (Mk. 15:6-15), by send-ing him for "scourging without the full Capital pun-ishment (Jn. 19:1-5), and by a simple declaration of Jesus’ innocence (Lk. 23:22, etc.) all proved un-successful in the face of a carefully orchestrated expression of populär hostility to Jesus. The decid-ing factor was the insistence of the Jewish authorities that a threat to the Roman government could not be ignored; the implication was that failure to convict Jesus would be reported to Pilate’s superiors (Jn. 19:12). Jesus was condemned to be crucified.

For details of crucifixion as a method of execu-tion see "Cross. It was the death of a delinquent slave, and also of a rebel against the imperial power. The public and prolonged agony was a deliberate deterrent to other would-be rebels.

Jesus’ crucifixion was not unusual in its method. What was unusual was the bearing of the victim. Despite the savage cruelty of the Roman scourging and the soldiers’ mockery, the carrying of the heavy crossbeam and the crucifixion itself, Jesus’ recorded words during his crucifixion are of for-giveness and concern for others, and prayer to his Father ("Seven Words). His bearing impressed the Roman centurion (Mk. 15:39; cf. Lk. 23:47), and even his fellow-victim (Lk. 23:40^42), as unique.

Also unusual was the speed and suddenness of his death; crucified men very seldom died the same day, and then only after a long period of increasing loss of consciousness. Jesus died quickly, and apparently by a deliberate act of will (Lk. 23:46; cf. Jn. 19:30). His final cry of ‘It is accomplished' (Jn. 19:30) shows him not as the victim of circum-stances, but as in control of the Situation, the pur-poseful actor in a drama of crucial significance.

Jesus’ burial was another unusual feature, and indicates the Support he still enjoyed in infiuential circles; crucified bodies were normally left un-buried. The rock-cut tomb of "Joseph of Ar-imathea was probably one of many in the vicinity ("Burial and Mourning).

Bibliography J. Blinzler, The Trial of Jesus, 1960; A. N. Sherwin-White, Roman Society and Roman Law in the NT, 1963; E. Bammel (ed), The Trial of Jesus, 1970; D. R. Catchpole, The Trial of Jesus, 1971; M. Hengel, Crucifixion, 1977.

c. Resurrection and ascension That Jesus’ tomb was found to be empty on the Sunday morning following his crucifixion is as-serted in different ways by all four Gospels, and cannot be seriously disputed on historical grounds. Explanations of this fact which dispense with a literal * resurrection of his body are entirely specu-lative, and open to more palpable objections than the fact they aim to discredit.

The Gospels and Paul (in 1 Cor. 15) together attest also to probably eleven separate encounters with the risen Jesus in the period immediately following that Sunday morning. Their varied and generally quite unexpected character, and the different groups involved (from single individuals to a group of more than 500), make it impossible to dismiss them as hallucinations, and the difficulty of fitting them all together (as with the accounts of finding the empty tomb) only makes it the more unlikely that there was any deliberate collusion in perpetrating a well-intentioned deception.

On these grounds, Christians have concluded that Jesus rose bodily from the tomb, with a body which, while set free from some of the limitations of time and space (he could pass through closed doors, and appear and disappear suddenly), was solidly physical, able to break bread and to eat, and to be mistaken for a gardener or a fellow traveller.

For some weeks Jesus continued to appear in this way to his disciples, not living or travelling with them, but in single encounters. Having thus convinced them of his victory over death, and as-sured them that they could continue to rely on his presence and help even when he was physically re-moved, he left them in a way which showed clearly that his bodily presence was no longer necessary (Acts 1:9-11; ‘Ascension). It was for them in future to continue the mission which he had begun, and in which he would always be spiritually present with them (Mt. 28:18-20).

Bibliography. J. N. D. Anderson, A iMwyer among the Theologians, 1973, chs. 3-4; G. R. Os-borne, The Resurrection Narratives, 1984; J. W. Wenham, Easter Enigma, 1984.

VII. The tcaching of Jesus

The teaching of Jesus is not easily set out in sys-tematic form; it was not delivered as an ordered treatise, but in a wide variety of real-life situations and encounters. In an article of this nature we can only pick out certain key themes and emphases of his teaching, concentrating on those which were most distinctive and unexpected in the environ-ment of lst-century Judaism.

a. Forms of teaching

Formally, Jesus’ teaching has much in common with the methods traditionally employed by Jewish teachers. His arguments from and about scriptural texts, his ethical exhortations, his rules of conduct, his parables and his eschatological predictions can all be paralleled, in terms of teaching method, in rabbinic or sectarian Judaism of the period. So also can the rhythmic and sometimes poetic form in which much of his teaching is cast, and which was an aid to memorization. It is in the tone and content of his teaching that its uniqueness lies. For instance, while ‘parable was a known and accepted teaching form, there is nothing in Jewish literature to match the vividness, the variety and the sheer quantity of Jesus’ parables, still less the doctrinal and ethicai emphases which they convey.

It is a characteristic of Jesus’ teaching that it was not delivered in an academic lecture-type setting. It arose out of personal encounters, questions from enquirers, debates with the religious authorities (usually initiated by them), and the need to instruct his disciples in the light of his own imminent suf-fering and death, and of their role in continuing his ministry afterwards. While Jesus did Mecture’ to the crowds, often for long periods (e.g. Mk. 6:34f), such carefully structured discourses as we find in the Gospels (e.g. the ‘Sermon on the Mount and the discourses in the Gospel of ‘John) bear the marks of a later Compilation of sayings of Jesus rather than of verbatim transcripts of actual addresses.

Particularly characteristic of Jesus’ teaching are epigrams, striking expressions often using deliberate exaggeration and paradox to drive home his point (eg. Mk. 10:25; 12:17; Lk. 9:24, 58, 60, 62). Illustrations are frequent and graphic. Sometimes he used visual aids or acted parables (e.g. Mt. 18:2; Jn. 13:1-15). Jesus’ teaching can never have been dull, and it is consequently far more memorable than more formal or stylized teaching. Above all, it is not merely theoretical, but life-related.

b. Use of the Old Testament

Jesus based his teaching firmly on the OT. His re-corded words in the Gospels contain more than 40 verbatim quotations, about 60 clear verbal allu-sions or other references to OT passages and well over 100 other possible allusions, where it is hard to say whether a specific allusion is intended or Jesus’ mind was so full of OT words and ideas that he inevitably expressed himself in ways reminiscent of the OT.

He used the OT in every aspect of his teaching. He discussed its legal and ethical requirements, and used these as the basis for his own moral teaching (eg: Mt. 5:17-48; Mk. 10:2-9; 12:28-31). He used its historical narratives to illustrate aspects of his own teaching (e.g. Mk. 2:25f.; Mt. 12:40—42; 24:37-39). In debate with the religious leaders he normally turned to the OT as the final authority, and sometimes chided them over their failure to grasp its basic principles (e.g Mk. 7:6-13; 12:24; Mt. 12:3-7). But it is especially in his teaching about the nature of his own person and mission that Jesus uses the OT, and that in a variety of ways.

Sometimes he simply quotes clear OT predictions as finding their fulfilment in him. Many of these are predictions of the coming ‘Messiah, and these cause no surprise to the Christian (for details see g, below). But many of the passages he alluded to in this connection make no mention of a Messiah, but only of God himself coming to judge and save (e.g. Mt. 11:5, alluding to Is. 35:5f; Lk. 19:10 to Ezk. 34:16, 22; Lk. 22:20 to Je. 31:31); these also Jesus sees as fulfilled in his coming. Even more re-markably, many passages which are not predictive at all, but are simply accounts of historical per-sons, events, etc., are none the less taken up as pat-terns which are ‘fulfilled’ in Jesus’ mission (e.g. Mt. 12:40^12 referring to Jonah and Solomon; Mt. 4:4, 7, 10 referring to Israel’s wilderness experience in

Dt. 8:3; 6:16, 13; Mk. 12:101'. quoting Ps. 118:22f). This last method of using the OT is more fully developed in the rest of the NT (especially Heb.), and is generally known as Typology’. Numerous incidental allusions throughout Jesus’ teaching show that he saw his ministry as ‘fulfilling’ not only the explicit predictions of the OT, but the whole pattem of God’s working in the history of Israel which it records.

Bibuography. R. T. France, Jesus and the Old Testament, 1971; J. W. Wenham, Christ and the Bible, 1973.

c.    The time of fulfilment

Jesus’ first recorded words in his Galilean ministry are a concise Statement of the basic presuppos-ition of all his teaching: The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at hand’ (Mk. 1:15). In Luke’s Gospel Jesus’ first public appearance fo-cuses on the Claim, ‘Today this scripture (Is. 61:1 f.) has been fulfilled in your hearing’ (Lk. 4:21). Throughout his ministry this note of present fulfilment is of central importance. This was the arrival of the Messiah, the coming of the Day of Yahweh long expected by the Jews, the fulfilment of all the hopes of the OT (see b, above). While he did not openly use the title ‘Messiah’ (see g, below, and * Messiah, II. a), he never denied that this was his role, and when John the Baptist asked him directly, he replied with a clear affirmative (Mt. 11:2-6, alluding to Is. 35:5f.; 61:1).

The coming of Jesus thus introduces, according to his own teaching, a new era. The many centuries of expectation now give way to fulfilment. Jesus’ use of typology (see b above) does not simply see his ministry as a repetition of the previous patterns of God’s working, but as their clirnax. This is now the final and definitive act of God which brings in the promised days of Salvation (and of judgment). It is in Jesus himself, his teaching, and especially his saving ministry of suffering, death and vindica-tion, that God’s dealings with men are hence-forward focused.

A recognition of this emphasis is vital to a grasp of the significance of much of Jesus’ teaching. He is not simply reaffirming what was already there in the OT, but bringing that to which the OT pointed forward, and in which it finds its role fulfilled. From now on the OT itself can only truly be understood Chrislologically.

Thus Jesus gives no sanction to a search for the fulfilment of prophecy in world events unrelated to his ministry. He himself is the focus of fulfilment, and that fulfilment has already arrived in his coming.

This emphasis is summed up in his announce-ment at the Last Supper of a ‘new ‘covenant’ (Lk. 22:20; I Cor. 11:25). The covenant made with Israel at Sinai (Ex. 24, etc.) is now, as Jeremiah had predicted (Je. 31:31-34), replaced by a new covenant, established by the sacrificial death of Jesus. A new era has begun.

d.    The kingdom of God

This idea of present fulfilment and of a new age comes out particularly in the teaching of Jesus about the ‘kingdom of God, one of his central themes. He used the term in a wide variety of con-texts, so that its essential meaning needs careful definition. It means the sovereignty of God, the Situation in which God is in control, his rule or reign. Now while in one sense God is always in control, it is also a fact that man rejects his sovereignty and rebels. The ‘coming of the kingdom’ therefore denotes the practical implementation of God’s rule in human affairs, and it was this coming of the kingdom which Jesus announced as he began his ministry (Mk. 1:15). Other sayings re-inforce the message that his coming already brought into Operation the rule of God (e.g. Mt. 12:28; Lk. 17:20f). Thus he could already speak of people ‘entering’ or ‘receiving’ the kingdom (Mk. 10:15, 23-25; Lk. 12:31; 16:16), and assure his dis-ciples that ‘Yours is the kingdom of God’ (Lk. 6:20; cf. Mt. 5:3, 10).

At the same time, there is an important sense in which the kingdom is still future, when it will ‘come with power’ (Mk. 9:1; cf. Mt. 6:10; Lk. 19:11; 22:18); for the acceptance of God’s sovereignty which was open to all men in Jesus’ ministry, and which was realized in the experience of those who followed him (in that sense the kingdom was already present), would one day become a universal fact, when all men everywhere would recognize the rule of God.

That future consummation is the ultimate hori-zon of Jesus’ proclamation of the kingdom, but it is the final completion of a process already begun in his earthly ministry. The new era which Jesus came to bring is the era of the rule of God. As individuals respond to his message, that rule is progressively established. The ‘already’ and the ‘not yet’ combine in a grand panorama of history, of which we have yet to see the culmination. But at the centre of it Stands Jesus himself, for it is in response to his teaching and through faith in his saving work that a man can be restored to a true relationship with God, and so ‘enter the kingdom of God’.

Bibuography. G. E. Ladd, The Presence of the Future, 1973; R. T. France, Divine Government, 1990.

e. God the Falher

To enter the kingdom of God, then, is essentially to accept God’s rule. And as such it involves a new relationship with God. So Jesus taught his follow-ers, those who through his ministry entered the kingdom of God, to regard God as their Father. This very personal image of the disciple’s relationship with God occurs very frequently in the Gospels, and is one of the most distinctive and novel features of Jesus’ teaching. He taught them to address God as ‘Our Father who art in heaven’ (Mt. 6:9; "Lord’s Prayer), and to rely on his fatherly care and Provision in the very practical matters of food and clothing, because ‘your heavenly Father knows that you need them all’ (Mt. 6:25-34). Their Father could be relied on to protect them (Mt. 10:28-31) and to provide them with all good things (Mt. 7:7-11). As sons of their Father they must try to be like him, perfect (Mt. 5:43-48).

Jesus’ teaching of the Fatherhood of God is not, therefore, a general Statement of God’s benevo-lence to his Creation, but a specific relationship of love and trust open only to those who have entered the kingdom. It is totally opposed to either a vague universalism or a formal religiosity. It is an exclusive and intimate relationship.

But if Jesus’ teaching on God as the Father of his disciples was novel, even more remarkable was his Claim to be, in a still more exclusive sense, himself the Son of God. He regularly addressed God as ‘Father’ or ‘my Father’, assuming an intimacy never before heard in Jewish religion. (See J. Jeremias, ‘Abba’, in The Prayers of Jesus, 1967, pp. 11-65.) In the Gospel of John the overwhelming majority of references to God as Father (and there are well over 100) are specifically to him as the Father of Jesus. The exclusiveness of this relation-ship is shown by the fact that Jesus never coupled himself with even his disciples as being in the same sense sons of God; he never referred to God as ‘our Father’, including himself in the ‘our’. Mt. 11:27 sums up the relationship: ‘All things have been delivered to me by my Father; and no one knows the Son except the Father, and no one knows the Father except the Son and any one to whom the Son chooses to reveal him.’

Thus there are two distinct ways of being related to God as Father. There is the essential Father/Son unity which is exclusively the prerogative of Jesus; and there is the disciple’s privilege, into which Jesus alone can introduce him, of knowing and depending on God as his Father in heaven. There is no Suggestion in Jesus’ teaching of a more general Fatherhood of *God embracing all men.

Bibliography. J. Jeremias, New Testament Theology 1, 1971, pp. 56-6S, 178-203.

f. Elhics of the kingdom

Jesus’ attack on legalism and his tendency to place personal need before conventional rules (see above,

V. c, d) are reflected in the ethics he laid down for his disciples. There is no weakening of the moral demand; the Standard is perfection (Mt. 5:48). The righteousness he requires is greater than that of the most scrupulous legalists (Mt. 5:20). But its great-ness consists not in a further proliferation of rules of conduct (in fact Jesus made no attempt to lay down a complete ethic for all areas of life), but in a more searching critique of motives and attitudes. There are still rules (the ’Sermon on the Mount contains many of them), but Jesus’ demand fo-cuses on the thought behind the act (e.g. Mt. 5:21 — 28; Mk. 7:14-23). Most striking in his teaching is the focal place given to love (Mk. 12:28-34; cf. Lk. 6:27-35; Mt. 7:12; Jn. 13:34f.; 15:12-17, etc.); and lest this demand should be weakened into senti-mentality, the Good Samaritan is held up as an example of how love works (Lk. 10:25fF ), and unselfish Service is made the criterion of true greatness (Mk. 10:42-45).

Such a practical love must inevitably have its effect on social attitudes and action. Jesus did not, as far as the Gospels record, make specific pro-posals for the reform of society, any more than he engaged in political agitation (see above, V. f). But both his life (see above, V. a, c) and teaching tend to undermine a comfortable acceptance of the socio-economic Status quo. In particular his rec-ommendation of poverty (Lk. 6:20-25; Mk. 10:17-31; Mt. 6:19-24) and his call for unstinting gener-osity (Lk. 6:34f; 12:33; 14:12-14; Mk. 10:21) pro-vide the foundation, if not the framework. for a quite radical social ethic. (See R. T. France, ‘God and Mammon: the practical relevance of the teaching of Jesus’, EQ 51,1979, pp. 3ff.)

Discipleship is, then, a serious and total com-mitment, which may demand drastic renunciation not only of material possessions but of reputation and relationships (Mk. 10:28-31; Mt. 10:34-39). It is not for the dilettante (Lk. 9:62). It requires a complete reorientation whereby God and not man becomes the point of reference for a man’s life and thought (Mt. 6:33, and the whole thrust of Mt. 6), and the ruling motive is not the prospect of reward from man or even from God but gratitude for the forgiving grace of God (Mt. 18:23-35; Lk. 7:36-47).

It is this reorientation rather than specific ethical rules which marks out the ethic of Jesus as radical in comparison with either the legalism or the humanitarianism which marked the best religious Systems of his day.

g. The mission of Jesus

We have seen that Jesus regarded himself as play-ing the central role in bringing in the kingdom of God. It was in his ministry that the hopes of the OT were to find their fulfilment. In other words, he was the * Messiah.

Yet Jesus hardly ever claimed to be Messiah, using that term. The only occasion when he took the initiative in making this Claim was outside Jewish territory (Jn. 4:25f.). When others referred to him as Messiah (‘Christ’) he accepted the idea, but was clearly anxious to avoid the title itself, and substituted his regulär title ‘Son of man’ (Mk. 8:29—33; 14:61 f.; *Messiah, II. a). Populär Jewish Messianic hope was firmly committed to a political and nationalistic understanding of the coming day of liberation, and Jesus had no such political inten-tions (see above, V. f). His own conception of his mission as Messiah was such that populär Judaism would not have recognized it under that name, and so the title itself was an embarrassment.

But if Jesus avoided the title ‘Messiah’ (and with it the still more politically loaded ‘Son of David’, which others used of him but which he never used of himself). he did refer specifically to several fig-ures of OT prediction as fulfilled in his ministry. Four or five such figures stand out in his teaching, and the selection is instructive. He was David’s lord, as portrayed in Ps. 110:1 (Mk. 12:35-37; 14:62); the humble and rejected shepherd/king who recurs several times in Zc. 9-13 (Mt. 21:1-11; 24:30; 26:31); the sufifering Servant of the Lord in Isaiah 53 (Mk. 10:45; 14:24; Lk. 22:37; »Servant of the Lord, II. a), with the related figure of the Lord’s anointed in Is. 61:1 (Lk. 4:18fF.; Mt. 11:4f); and the vindicated and enthroned ‘son of man’ in Dn. 7:13f. (Mk. 8:38; 13:26; 14:62; Mt. 19:28; 25:31; 28:18). The emphasis, therefore, except in the case of Dn. 7:13f. (on which see below, /'), is strongly on a role of suflering, rejection and death, and a humble rather than a commanding Status. Even the discussion of Ps. 110:1 in Mk. 12:35-37 is specifically designed to dissociate Jesus from the title ‘Son of David’ with its political implications; the dominant figure of OT Messianism, a king like David, does not otherwise appear in Jesus’ selection, but is superseded by the picture of suffering and humiliation.

It is for this reason, probably, that Jesus regu-larly referred to himself as the ‘Son of man’. Other titles already had a clearly defined, and usually nationalistic, content, but ‘Son of man’ was not current as a Messianic title in mainstream Judaism (though Dn. 7:13f. was widely referred to as a Messianic prophecy, without use of the title as such), and this rather enigmatic phrase (cf. Jn. 12:34) en-abled Jesus to define his own conception of his Messianic role. (See further *Messiah, II. a; * Jesus Christ, Titles of.)

The necessity of his sufifering and death is a con-stant theme of Jesus’ teaching (especially Mk. 8:31; 9:31; 10:33f.; but also Mk. 9:12; 10:38, 45; 12:6-8;

14:8, 21-25; Mt. 26:54; Lk. 9:31; 12:50; 13:321'.; 17:25; 22:37; Jn. 10:11-15; 12:23-25; etc.), and it is frequently stressed that this must be so, because it is written.

The purpose of this suffering and death is most clearly speit out in some of the references to Isaiah 53, which speaks of the Servant’s role of suffering for the sins of his people, dying on their behalf, and thus ‘making many to be accounted righteous’; thus Jesus would ‘give his life as a ransom for many’ (Mk. 10:45), and his ‘blood of the covenant’ would be ‘poured out for many for the forgiveness of sins’ (Mt. 26:28). This is sacrificial language, and the goal of Jesus’ death is to be the final sacri-fice which would make possible the forgiveness of sins and the restoration of fellowship between man and God, thus ending man’s rebellion and bringing in the kingdom of God. This redemptive theology appears seldom and allusively in Jesus’ teaching, but its direction is unmistakable, and is sub-sequently taken up into the more developed theology of Paul and the other NT writers. ("Atone-ment; "Redemption.)

Bibliography. V. Taylor, Jesus and his Sacrifice, 1937; J. Jeremias, The Eucharistie Words of Jesus, 1966; R. T. France, Jesus and the Old Testament, 1971,ch. 4.

h. The people of God

It is often asserted that Jesus did not intend to found a church. If by ‘church’ is understood a formal, hierarchical Organization, this is no doubt true. But the conception of his mission outlined above inevitably involved the Creation of a new Community of those who through his redemptive sacrifice entered the kingdom of God. This Community, focused at first in his immediate group of disciples but destined to embrace all who responded to his teaching of whatever racial or social background, figures significantly in his teaching.

The word ‘church’ (ekklesia) occurs only twice in the Gospels. In Mt. 18:17 it refers to the local group of followers of Jesus gathered together to settle disputes among its members, while in Mt. 16:18 it foreshadows the NT view of the universal church as Jesus’ continuing representative on earth. But other terms imply the same idea of a defined community: they are, e.g., God’s Mittle flock’ (Lk. 12:32; cf Mk. 14:27; Jn. 10:16), his family (Mk. 3:34f; 10:29f; Mt. 10:25), and the guests at his banquet (Mk. 2:19; Mt. 8:11 f; 22:1 — 14).

Hitherto Israel, the nation, had been the special people of God. Now, Jesus taught, the true people of God will be both wider and narrower than Israel: Gentiles will find a place at the banquet, while some Jews will not (Mt. 8:11 f; cf. Mt. 22:12—

10). John the Baptist had warned that to be Jewish was not in itself a guarantee of salvation (Mt. 3:8-10), and Jesus took up the same theme. In numer-ous metaphors and allusions the impression is given that the true Israel is now focused in himself (see above, c\ also IV. c) and in those who respond to his call to repentance. This conviction, symbol-ized in his choice of twelve disciples as his founda-tion group (see especially Mt. 19:28), and ex-pressed in his establishment of a ‘new covenant’ (Lk. 22:20, etc.), explains why, while his own minis-try was deliberately limited to Israel (Mt. 10:5f; 15:24), he could send out his disciples after his res-urrection to make disciples of all nations (Mt.

28:19; Lk. 24:47; Acts 1:8), to form a people of God drawn from all corners of the earth (Mk. 13:27). ("Israel of God.)

Bibliography. J. Jeremias, Jesus’ Promise to the Nations, 1958; G. B. Caird, Jesus and the Jewish Nation, 1965; C. H. Dodd, The Founder of Christi-anity, 1970, ch. 5; R. T. France, TynB 26, 1975, pp. 53-78.

i. Thefuture

Jesus looked for a future ‘coming of the kingdom' (see above, d). But precisely how and when he expected it to come is not systematically speit out, and a number of different interpretations are possible. The following stages in this consummation seem, however, to be clearly taught.

1.    Jesus several times predicted that after his suffering he would receive the power and dominion of the ‘son of man’ of Dn. 7:13f. (see above, g). When this vindication is expected is not always clear, but in Mt. 28:18, after the resurrection, he claimed that it was already accomplished. Mk. 14:62 also seems to envisage an imminent vindication, which his judges will themselves witness.

2.    One future event which is clearly and repeat-edly predicted by Jesus is the destruction of Jerusalem and its Temple (Mk. 13:2 and the following discourse; Lk. 21:20ff.; cf. also Mt. 23:37-39; Lk. 23:28-31). This is presented as the inevitable result of the Jewish rejection of God’s final appeal (Lk. 13:34f.; 19:41^44; cf. Mt. 22:7), and it will come upon that generation (Mt. 23:36; Mk. 13:30). It is likely that some of Jesus’ sayings about the ‘coming of the Son of man’ (again echoing Dn. 7:13f.) relate at least in part to this event rather than to his second coming, particularly as they too envisage a fulfilment within the living generation (Mk. 8:38-9:1; Mt. 10:23; Mk. 13:26, 30). This act of judgment would then be a further manifestation of his vindication. It is not agreed how much of the "Olivet Discourse refers to the question about the destruction of the Temple with which it opens and how much to a more ultimate future, but certainly the fate of Jerusalem holds a prominent place in Jesus’ expectations for the future, and is viewed in relation to his own ministry.

3.    A further application of Dn. 7:13f. is to the final judgment (Mt. 25:31-34; cf. Mt. 19:28). Most fully portrayed in Mt. 25:31 ff., this ‘day of judgment’ is mentioned frequently in Jesus’ teaching, applying both to individuals and to communities or nations (e.g. Mt. 10:15, 321'.; 11:22-24; 12:36, 41 f.). In this final judgment too Jesus plays a central role.

4.    Jesus also predicted his own second coming, or parousia (the term occurs in the Gospels only in Mt. 24:3, 27, 37, 39), sometimes called the ‘day of the Son of man’. It will be as unmistakable and as universally visible as a flash of lightning (Lk. 17:24). It will be sudden and quite unexpected (Mt. 24:37-44; Lk. 17:26—35), demanding constant readiness (Mt. 24:42-51; 25:1-13). Its date cannot be calculated; indeed Jesus himself disclaimed any knowledge of when it would be (Mk. 13:32).

These four aspects of Jesus’ teaching about the future merge into one another, so that it is not always possible to be sure which is referred to. In general, while 1 represents a constant state of af-fairs from the resurrection on, 2 relates to a specific future event expected within the generation, and 3 and 4 are two aspects of the final consummation when the kingdom is fully established; but all are related to Jesus’ continuing role as the vindicated and enthroned ‘Son of man’. Exegetical disagree-ment over the reference of specific passages should not be allowed to obscure this over-all pattem in Jesus’ vision of the coming of the kingdom of God. Such an understanding of his teaching gives no Support to the allegation that Jesus expected the end of the world in the very near future; and it ensures that his call for constant readiness is as binding on us today as on those who first heard him. CEschatology.)

General Bibliography. In addition to the works listed under individual sections above, the following more general works on the life and teaching of Jesus are of value.
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JESUS CHRIST, TITLES OF. A title is a designa-tion which describes or refers to some particular function or Status of a person and hence may indi-cate the honour which is to be ascribed to him. For example, John was known as ‘the Baptist’ because this term described his characteristic function. Such a function need not be a unique one; there were many people who could be designated by such formulae as ‘Z the prophet’ or ‘Y the king’.


Names and titles are closely related. Sometimes what began as a name could become a title, and vice versa. This is well illustrated in the case of the Roman emperors. Originally Caesar was the family name of Julius Caesar and his adopted nephew Octavian who became the first Roman emperor; after that it became a title meaning ‘the Emperor’ (Phil. 4:22; although it is mostly used without the article in the NT, e.g. Mk. 12:14-17, it still remains a title). Octavian himself was given the title ‘Augus-tus’ by the Roman Senate in 27 bc; it means ‘worthy of reverence’ and was translated into Gk. as sebastos. As such it could be used of later emperors (Acts 25:21,25), but to most people today it is the name of the first emperor, since it was the name by which he was known from the time of its presen tation.

The meaning of a title can be altered by the character and deeds of a particular person who holds it and gives it a new stamp. The functions of a king in the UK have been drastically altered over many centuries, so that the title no longer conveys the same meaning as it did when it was first used. The simple title of ‘the Leader’ (der Führer) has been so much coloured by the particular character of Adolf Hitler who used it as a political title in Germany as to render it quite unsuitable for fur-ther use in politics.

Finally, there may be cases where a person can be described in such a way that it is clear that he holds the Status, or performs the functions, associ-ated with a particular title even though the title itself is not applied to him in that context. Thus we might say ‘Z was king in all but name’ of some-body who usurped a throne.

These rather general considerations are relevant to a consideration of the titles given to Jesus in the NT, and will help us to avoid some of the pitfalls in the study of this topic.

I. Titles used for Jesus during his lifetime

The name Jesus is not strictly a title for the person who bore it. It is, however, a name with a meaning, being a Greek form of ‘Joshua’, i.e. ‘Yahweh is salvation'. The NT writers were well aware of this meaning (Mt. 1:21). The name thus indicated the function which was ascribed to Jesus, and this later found expression in the title Saviour, which was at first simply a description of the function of Jesus (Acts 5:31; 13:23; Phil. 3:20) but then became part of his solemn title (2 Tim. 1:10; Tit. 1:4; 2 Pet. 1:11). Jesus was the personal name of the Saviour, and while its titular significance remains present for informed hearers, it is probable that to many people it is now no more than a name (compare how the fact that ‘John’ means ‘gilt of God’ is not usually in mind when the name is used).

Jesus was a common enough name in the first half of the Ist Century ad, although it is significant that by the end of that Century it was beginning to drop completely out of use: it was too sacred for use as a personal name by Christians, and it was abhorrent to Jews. To distinguish Jesus (Christ) from other bearers of the name he was known as Jesus from Nazareth or Jesus the *Nazarene. The use of this phrase may have acquired some theo-logical significance in view of the similarity of the word ‘Nazirite’.

As a result of his characteristic activity Jesus was known as a Teacher, and addressed by this title just like any other Jewish teacher (Mk. 4:38; 9:17, 38; 10:17; et ai). Occasionally, when there was no danger of confusion with other teachers, he could be called simply ‘the Teacher’ (Mk. 5:35; 14:14; Jn. 11:28). Jewish teachers were regularly addressed as Rabbi (literally, ‘my great one’), a mark of respect which came to mean ‘the revered (sc. teacher)’. This form of address was used by the disciples for Jesus (Mk. 9:5; 11:21; 14:45), although it was not used to refer to him in the third person. In Luke Jesus is sometimes addressed as Master (epistates; Lk. 5:5; 8:24; et ai), a term which suggests respect for Jesus by his disciples and sympathizers, and which perhaps was used of his relationship to groups of people rather than to individuals. A fur-ther respectful term was Lord (kyrie, the vocative form of kyrios). In the Gospels this probably rep-resents an original Aramaic rabbi or märt (‘my lord’) used as a respectful title (Mk. 7:28; Mt. 8:2, 6, 8; et ai). Although this form of address may simply refer to Jesus as a teacher worthy of respect (Lk. 6:46; Jn. 13:13f.), there is acase that Jesus was sometimes addressed in this way in his capacity as a person with miraculous powers (G. Vermes, Jesus the Jew, pp. 122-137). The term is not used in Mt. and Mk. as a means of referring to Jesus by a third person (except Mt. 21:3; Mk. 11:3), but Luke calls Jesus ‘the Lord’ not infrequently in narrative pas-sages (Lk. 7:13; 10:1, 39, 41; et ai). This usage suggests that Luke was well aware that the full sig-nificance of the title was not realized until after the resurrection, but that he wanted to show that Jesus acted during his lifetime with something of the same authority which he possessed in full measure after the resurrection.

The fact that Jesus was regarded as more than an ordinary Jewish teacher is expressed in the term Prophet (Mt. 21:11, 46; Mk. 6:15; 8:28; Lk. 7:16, 39; 24:19; Jn. 4:19; 6:14; 7:40; 9:17). This under-standing of his own position was recognized and expressed by Jesus (Mk. 6:4; Lk. 4:24; !3:33f.). In themselves neither of the titles, ‘teacher’ and ‘prophet’, distinguished Jesus from other teachers and prophets of his time, whether from Jewish re-ligious leaders or from some groups of early church leaders (e.g. Acts 13:1), although naturally the early church would have claimed that Jesus was the Teacher and Prophet par exceüence.

It is probable, however, that in some cases the term The Prophet was used in a unique sense. Jewish thought expected the coming of Elijah, or a person like him, to usher in the End, and there was some speculation whether John the Baptist or Jesus was to be identified as this so-called eschatological or final prophet (cf. Jn. 1:21, 25). There is some apparent confusion on the matter, since John denied that he was the prophet, while Jesus claimed that John was in fact Elijah (Mt. 17:12f.). The confusion would disappear if the reference in Jn. 1:21, 25 was to the coming of a final prophet like Moses (Dt. 18:15-19); Peter identified Jesus as this ‘Mosaic’ prophet (Acts 3:22-26), and this would leave the way clear for John to be regarded as a separate forerunner of the End, a prophet like Elijah. The difficulty may have arisen because Jewish thought did not keep the two figures quite separate. It is probable that Jesus himself saw his role as that of the Mosaic prophet. He did not use the title in this connection, but he regarded himself as re-enacting the work of Moses and as fulfilling the role of the prophet who speaks in Is. 61:1-3. He used passages from Is. 29:18f; 35:5f. and 61:1 to describe his own work (Lk. 4:18f.; 7:22) in terms of a new creation of the paradisial conditions of the Exodus period and the wilderness wanderings, i.e. in terms of the work of Moses. From this point of view the teaching of Jesus in which he reinter-preted the law of Moses may also be significant.

Just as Jesus saw his work in terms of the law-giver and the prophets (Moses and Elijah/Elisha; cf. Lk. 4:25-27), so it is probable that the Jewish concept of wisdom affected his thinking, although the actual title of Wisdom is not applied to him in the Gospels (see, however, 1 Cor. 1:24, 30). In the OT and the intertestamental literature we find the personified concept of Wisdom as the assistant of God at creation and (in the form of the law) as the guide of God’s people (Pr. 8:22-36). The wise man par excellence was Solomon, and it is no accident that Jesus claimed that in his ministry something greater than Solomon was present (Mt. 12:42). Wisdom was regarded as sending her emissaries to men to reveal God’s ways (Pr. 9:3-6). At times Jesus spoke as if he were such an emissary (Lk. 11:49-51) or as if he himself were to be identified with Wisdom (Lk. 13:34; cf. Mt. 23:34-37).

Jewish hopes were centred on the establishment of God’s rule or kingdom, and this hope was often associated with the coming of an agent of God to exercise his rule. Such a person would be a king, anointed by God and belonging to the line of David. The term Anointed One, which could be used to describe a king, priest or prophet, came to be used as a technical term in the intertestamental period for this expected agent of God. The Heb. word was mäsiah, from which was derived the transliterated Gk. form Messias, anglicized as * Messiah; the corresponding Gk. word meaning ‘anointed’ was Chrislos, from which comes the alternative English form Christ. Since the expected ruler was expected to be a King and a Son (i.e. descendant) of David, these two terms were also used as titles or designations for him.

It Stands beyond all doubt that Jesus was put to death by the Romans on a Charge of claiming to be the king of the Jews (Mk. 15:26). The question is whether he explicitly claimed this Office and impli-citly acted in this role. The actual term ‘Messiah’ is only rarely found on the lips of Jesus. In Mk. 12:35 and 13:21 (cf. Mt. 24:5) he speaks about the Messiah and claimants to Messiahship without directly identifying himself as Messiah. In Mt. 23:10 and Mk. 9:41 he is represented as teaching his disciples, apparently with reference primarily to the Situation in the early church. Mt. 16:20 merely echoes v. 16. It follows that Jesus did not refer to himself as Messiah in his public teaching to the crowds and that at best he used the title rarely in speaking to his disciples (cf. Jn. 4:25f). The Situation is the same with regard to ‘Son of David’; the question in Mk. 12:35-37 does not explicitly identify Jesus as the Son of David. Nor did Jesus publicly Claim the title of ‘King’ (Mt. 25:34, 40 is addressed to the disciples). On the other hand, many of Jesus’ ac-tions could be regarded as those of the Messiah. His baptism with the Spirit was regarded by both himself (Lk. 4:18) and the early church (Acts 4:27; 10:38) as an anointing. He proclaimed the coming rule of God, associated its coming with his own activity (Mt. 12:28), and acted with an authority that suggested that he stood in the place of God (Mk. 2:7). It is not surprising that the question whether he was the expected king was in the air (cf. Jn. 4:29; 7:25-31) and that the people would have made him king (Jn. 6:15). At his trial he was asked whether he was the Messiah, and on this occasion he did publicly admit the fact (Mk. 14:61 f; cf. Jn. 18:33—38). At an earlier point Peter named him as the Messiah, and Jesus did not reject the Identification (Mk. 8:29f.); people who hoped that he would mercifully help them in their need addressed him as ‘Son of David’(Mk. 10:47f.).

The evidence shows that while Jesus implicitly acted as Messiah he was reticent on the matter and indeed tried to hush down suggestions that he was the Messiah (Mk. 8:30). Various explanations have been offered for his attitude. We can dismiss the view that the Gospels have misrepresented the Situation, and that Jesus was not recognized by himself or anybody eise to be the Messiah; only after the resurrection did the church give this title to him (so W. Wrede, The Messianic Secrel, E.T. 1971; contra: J. D. G. Dünn, TynB 21,1970, pp. 92-117). One important element in explanation is cer-tainly that Jesus’ concept of Messiahship was markedly different from that of many Jews who expected the Messiah to inaugurate a political up-heaval and liberate the country from the Romans;

even if there were Jews with a more spiritual ideal of the Messiah’s work, Jesus had to guard against this misrepresentation. (It should go without saying that Jesus in no way associated himself with the advocacy of violence by the political revo-lutionaries of his day; on this subject the last Word has been spoken by M. Hengel, Was Jesus a Revolutionist?, 1971.) Another element may be that Jesus did not wish to Claim Messiahship until he had shown himself to be Messiah by what he did, or until people recognized the real significance of his ministry. In so doing he freed Messiahship from its this-worldly political associations and reinter-preted it in terms of the OT concept of God’s mighty act of salvation.

Undoubtedly, however, the Gospels give the im-pression that Jesus preferred to use another de-scription, Son of man (note the shift in terminology in Mk. 8:29f./31 and 14:61/62). This unusual Gk. expression can have arisen only as a translalion of an idiomatic Semitic phrase (Heb. ben ’ädäm\ Aram. bar ’rnäs(ä)) which means either a particular member of the species ‘man’ (e.g. Ezk. 2:1) or mankind in general (e.g. Ps. 8:4). In Dn. 7:13f. the phrase describes ‘one like a man’ (neb) or ‘what looked like a human being’ (tev) who comes with the clouds to the Ancient of Days and receives everlasting dominion over all peoples from him. In the language of Jesus’ time it appears to have been possible to use the phrase as a modest way of refer-ring to oneself in certain situations, although opin-ions differ whether it was used to make a Statement true of mankind in general and hence of the Speaker in particular or to make a Statement apply-ing only to the Speaker.

The phrase occurs quite often on the lips of Jesus, and its occurrences in the Synoptic Gospels have led to much debate.

1. On the one hand, it has been assumed that the significance of the phrase is derived from Dn. 7:13f., in which case it refers to the future coming of a heavenly being described with apocalyptic symbolism (Mk. 13:26; 14:62) and to the role played by this figure at the last judgment (Mk. 8:38; Mt. 10:23; 19:28; 25:31; Lk. 12:8h; 17:22-30; 18:8). Some scholars think that the early church was the first to use this concept to describe the future role of Jesus (so N. Perrin, A Modern Pil-grinmge in New Testament Christology, 1974); others argue, on the basis of Lk. 12:8h, that Jesus looked forward to the coming of an apocalyptic figure other than himself who would vindicate his work, and that it was the early church which later identified Jesus himself with this coming figure (so H. E. Tödt, The Son of Man in the Synoptic Tradition, 1965); others again argue that Jesus looked forward to his own future coming as the Son of man (so O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament\ 1963).

Alongside these ‘future’ Statements there are others which speak of the present authority and humiliation of the Son of man (Mk. 2:10, 27f; Lk. 6:22; 7:34; 9:58; 12:10; 19:10) and prophesy his suf-fering, death and resurrection (Mk. 8:31; 9:9, 12, 31; 10:33h, 45; 14:21, 41; cf. Lk. 24:7). It is hard (but not impossible: see below) to see how Statements like these could be made about the Son of man described in Dn. 7, and accordingly many scholars think that the use of Son of man in such sayings derives from the early church which, having identified Jesus as the coming Son of man, proceeded to use the same title with reference to his earthly ministry and his passion. Other scholars hold that Jesus produced his own Creative re-interpretation of the role of the Son of man under the infiuence of the prophecy of the sufiering Ser-vantof Yahweh (Is. 52:13-53:12).

2.    On the other hand, various scholars take the use of bar ’rnäs(ä) as a self-designation in Aram. as their starting-point, and hold that Jesus used it sim-ply as a means of referring to himself. On this view, the Statements in the Gospels which are non-apocalyptic in content and refer to Jesus simply as a man are most likely to be authentic. Later, the use of theterm by Jesus led the church back to Dn. 7, and it proceeded to reinterpret the teaching of Jesus in apocalyptic terms (G. Vermes, op. n'r.,pp. 160-191).

3.    It is probable that scholars have been led astray by insisting on one basic origin for all the sayings and not taking the ambiguity of the term sufficiently seriously. Clearly it could be used as a self-designation, even although the precise circum-stances in which this was feit to be proper remain uncertain. At the same time it cannot be denied that the term could have a titular force. C. F. D. Moule rightly observes that the use of the article in the phrase may give the force of ‘the human figure’ (rc. the one mentioned in Dn. 7:13f.; ‘Neglected Features in the Problem of “the Son of Man” ’, in J. Gnilka (ed.), Neues Testament und Kirche, 1974, pp. 413-428). The fact that this figure played a role in some areas of Jewish thought is shown by the allusions in 1 Enoch and 4 Ezra (although the dating of the crucial portions in 1 Enoch is notori-ously insecure). The most probable approach, therefore, is still that which takes Dn. 7:13f. as its starting-point and sees there a figure, perhaps the leader and representative of Israel, with whom Jesus identifies himself. This figure is one possess-ing authority and destined to rule the world, but the way to that rule is by humility, sufiering and rejection. It is not too difficult to understand Jesus speaking in this way, provided that he can be assumed to have looked forward to his own rejection and subsequent vindication by God. This assump-tion is wholly probable when we take account of: (a) Jesus’ recognition of the realities of the Situation in which he carried on a ministry that brought him into collision with the hostile Jewish authorities; and (b) Jesus’ acceptance of the way of life of the godly man described in the OT, accord-ing to which the godly can expect rejection and persecution and must put their trust in God to de-liver them. This pattem can be traced in certain of the Psalms (especially Pss. 22; 69), in the proph-ecies of the suffering Servant and in the career of ‘the saints of the Most High’ in Dn. It is also to be l'ound in the book of Wisdom (although it is doubtful whether this book could have influenced Jesus himself) and in the populär legends in which the Jews glorified the fate of the Maccabean mar-tyrs. Against this considerable background it would be Strange if Jesus had not understood his career in such terms. At the same time, his manner of speaking certainly mystified his hearers: ‘Who is this Son of man?’ (Jn. 12:34). It was probably a deliberate means of concealing his own Claims to some extent so as not to lead to false expectations. It laid Claim to authority but an authority which was largely rejected by men. Thus by his use of this phrase Jesus laid Claim to being the final representative of God to men, destined to rule but rejected by Israel, condemned to sufler but vindicated by God.

One of the elements which contributed to Jesus’ understanding of his role as Son of man was the figure of the Servanl of Yahweh. The actual title was not used by Jesus, and the nearest approach to its use is when it occurs in a quotation from Is. 42:1-4 in Mt. 12:18-21. Nevertheless, there is good evidence that Jesus saw himself as fulfilling the role of one who came to serve and give himself as a ransom for many (Mk. 10:45; cf. 14:24; Is. 53:10— 12) and who therefore ‘shared the fate of criminals’ (Lk. 22:37, tev; <-/. Is. 53:12; R.T. France, TynB 19, 1968, pp. 26-52).

If the above titles express the role of Jesus, his Status and relationship to God find expression in the title of Son of God. The use of this title for angels and other heavenly beings does not seem to be of central significance for its application to Jesus. More important is the way in which it was used in the OT to refer to the people of Israel as a whole and to their king in particular and to express the relationship which they had to God in terms of divine care and protection on the one hand and human Service and obedience on the other. It is possible that by NT times the Messiah was begin-ning to be regarded as in some special sense the Son of God, and the thought that godly indi-viduals were the special objects of God’s fatherly care and concern had also developed.

Jesus himself was undoubtedly conscious of a particular relationship to *God whom he ad-dressed in prayer by the intimate name of *Abba (Mk. 14:36). It is against this background that we should understand his use of the term ‘Son’ to express his relationship to God as his Father (Mt. 11:27; Lk. 10:22). Here he Claims that the same intimacy exists between himself and God as be-tween a son and his father, so that he alone is qualified to reveal God to men. Yet there are se-crets of the Father’s purpose hidden even from the Son (Mk. 13:32). Although the allusion may well not have been clear to the crowds, it is likely that the reference to the owner’s son in the parable of the vineyard (Mk. 12:6) was a veiled way of point-ing to Jesus himself and to his fate. This sense of a unique Sonship goes beyond the general sense of a filial relationship to God which might have been held by a pious Jew. It is further to be seen in the way in which God himself addresses Jesus as his Son in the stories of the baptism and the trans-figuration (Mk. 1:11; 9:7), and also in the manner of address used by Satan and the demons (Mt. 4:3, 6; Mk. 3:11; 5:7). The evidence shows that Jesus himself was extremely reticent to express his sense of unique personal relationship to God; nevertheless it is clear that the Jewish authorities suspected that he was making Claims of this kind (Mk. 14:61; Lk. 22:70), Claims which were perhaps made more openly on occasion than the Synoptic Gospels suggest (in Jn. Jesus’ self-revelation is more public, but this may be due to the way in which John has deliberately brought out more clearly the full im-plications of Jesus’ teaching for his readers). It is in this title that the füllest expression of who Jesus was is to be found (see I. H. Marshall, Int 21, 1967, pp. 87-103).

II. The use of titlcs in the earliest pcriod of the church

A period of some 20 years separates the death and resurrection of Jesus from the earliest NT docu-ments (the earliest letters of Paul) which can be reliably dated. By Paul’s time the use of various titles to refer to Jesus was well established; he manifestly used an existing, fully developed ter-minology which he could take for granted and which he had no need to explain to his readers. It is, however, difficult to trace the use of the various titles and the associated theological understanding of Jesus during this pre-literary period. We have to proceed by attempting to recognize occurrences of the titles in the NT writings which can plausibly be regarded as reflecting traditional usage; this is a subjective process and leads to hypotheses of vary-ing credibility. We can also make use of the ac-count of the early church given to us in Acts, but it has to be recognized that Luke wrote some years after the events which he described, and that there would be an inevitable tendency to adopt the ter-minology with which his readers were familiär. We may compare how a well-known public figure tends to be described by his later title even when his earliej career is being discussed; there is a tempta-tion to say ‘Queen Victoria spent her earlier years in Kensington Palace’ rather than more pedantic-ally ‘Princess Victoria (who later became Queen) spent her earlier years .. .’. Nevertheless, with due caution we can make some progress in tracing the early development of titles to describe Jesus.

Some scholars have admittedly shown consider-able boldness in postulating a series of stages in the Christological thinking of the early church on the assumption that an original understanding of Jesus in purely Jewish terms was succeeded by an understanding that was increasingly affected by Hellenistic ways of thinking mediated to the church first by Diaspora Judaism and then more directly by the Gentile world (F. Hahn; R. H. Füller). While some broad developments of this kind no doubt occurred, the hypothesis cannot be used to trace stages of development with any preci-sion, since it is clear that influences of all kinds affected the church from its earliest days and also that we have to do with the Christological thinking of a number of different semi-independent churches. There is no possibility of tracing a simple evolutionary line of development through the complex thought-processes of the first 20 years or so of the Christian church. What we can say is that this period was one of unparalleled Creative thinking in the development of Christology (I. H. Marshall, NTS 19, 1972-3, pp. 271-287).

It is sometimes suggested that the early church’s interest in Jesus was originally purely functional rather than ontological (O. Cullmann). It was con-cerned with what Jesus did rather than who he was, and did not ask metaphysical questions about his Status. But to put the alternatives so sharply is probably to separate what originally belonged to-gether: function and Status cannot be so easily sep-arated. The early church was no doubt concerned with what Jesus had accomplished, but the very nature of what he had accomplished inevitably raised the question of his relationship to God from the very Start, and this is reflected in the titles used to describe him.

During this period most of the ordinary ‘human’ terms used to describe Jesus during his ministry feil out of use, except in so far as they were preserved in narrative material about his career. Terms such as Rabbi and Teacher were no longer appropriate. The term Prophet which had represented a higher level of populär insight into the function of Jesus likewise dropped out of use; although the term was still applied to him (Acts 3:22f.; cf. 7:37), it does not occur as an actual title of Jesus. What is surprising is the virtually com-plete disappearance of Son of man from circula-tion. The phrase is found as a title only on the lips of the dying Stephen (Acts 7:56). Elsewhere it has survived only in a citation from the OT (Heb. 2:6; quoting Ps. 8:5) and in a description of Jesus in Rev. 1:13; 14:14 (cf. Dn. 7:13f). But the thought was probably still alive. One the one hand, it is possible that we have a translation of ‘Son of man’ into more intelligible Gk. as ‘the Man’ in one or two passages where Jesus is placed over against Adam, the first man (Rom. 5:15; 1 Cor. 15:21,47; cf. 1 Tim. 2:5). On the other hand, the Gospels have preserved the use of the term on the lips of Jesus. As we observed, there are scholars who Claim that the use of the term originated in the early church, or that at least the majority of ex-amples of its use were developed by the early church on the basis of a small number of actual sayings of Jesus. While these suggestions are highly unlikely, we cannot exclude the possibility that the inclusion of the title in a few sayings may be due to the early church; this is most probably the case in Jn. where the teaching of Jesus has come down to us in a form where it is impossible to disentangle the actual words of Jesus from the Evangelist’s in-terpretative commentary. But it is important that John’s fuller expression of the implicit significance of the title takes place within the confines of a Gospel, and as teaching which is ascribed to Jesus himself and which ultimately rests on his own words (see IV, below). There is no indication that the early church used the title independently. Clear-ly it was regarded as a term that was appropriate only on the lips of Jesus as a self-designation, with the one exception of Acts 7:56. It never became a term for use in confessional Statements (with the possible exception of Jn. 9:35).

Although the title of Servant did not occur in the Gospels, we saw that the associated motifs were present in the description of the work of Jesus as Service for ‘the many’. This same motif re-appears in the thinking of the early church. It is most obvious in 1 Pet. 2:21-25, where the passion and death of Jesus are described in language drawn from Is. 53; it is not quite so clearly present in a number of traditional formulae in Paul which express the significance of the death of Jesus (Rom. 4:25; 8:34; 1 Cor. 11:23-25; 15:3-5; Phil. 2:6-11; I Tim. 2:6; J. Jeremias, TDNT 5, pp. 705-712). The title itself (pais) is to be found in Acts 3:13, 26; 4:27, 30 where Jesus is declared to be God’s Servant who was delivered up by the Jews to death, but raised and glorified by God to be the source of blessing for his people. if Jesus is designated here by a title also borne by David (Acts 4:25, pais) and the prophets (Rev. 11:18; 22:9, cloulos), here it is above all the thought of Is. 42:1-4; 52:13f. which has influenced the early church. Although the title does not reappear until the Apostolic Fathers and has therefore been suspected to be a Lucan rather than a primitive designation for Jesus, it is more likely that the term was used in the Palestinian church and then feil out of use because of its am-biguity in the form pais (which can mean ‘child’ or ‘servant’) and its subordinationist colouring in the form doulos (‘slave’).

According to the Speech attributed to Peter on the day of Pentecost the significance of the resur-rection was that God had made the Jesus whom the Jews crucified to be both Lord and Christ (Acts 2:36). This text gives the key to the development of the Christological titles. The resurrection was the decisive event which led the followers of Jesus to a new evaluation of his person, and this was con-firmed for them by the gift of the Spirit coming from the exalted Jesus (Acts 2:33). Jesus’ Claims to be a ‘Messianic’ figure of some kind had now been vindicated by God in raising him from the dead and thereby attesting the truth of these Claims. The One who died under Pilate’s sarcastic placard as ‘The King of the Jews’ had now been shown to be king in a deeper sense. The actual title of ‘king' does not seem to have been used overmuch. It is true that the king replaced the ‘kingdom’ in the apostolic preaching, but the word was perhaps pol-itically dangerous (Acts 17:7) and use of it was restrained (Rev. 17:14; 19:16); note, however, that the title of ‘Lord’ which was equally dangerous politically was in frequent use. ‘Messiah’—a word meaningless outside Heb.-speaking circles—was replaced not so much by ‘king’ as by ‘Christ’. In this form the title tended to lose its original mean-ing of ‘anointed one’ (see, however, 2 Cor. 1:21) and to take on more the sense of ‘Saviour’. It was particularly used in Statements about the death and resurrection of Jesus (Rom. 5:6, 8; 6:3-9; 8:34; 14:9; 1 Cor. 15:3-5; 1 Pet. 3:18; W. Kramer, Christ. Lord. Son of God, 1966). It was as the One who died and rose again that Jesus was the Christ. Although ‘Christ’ tended to become more and more a name for Jesus, rather than a title, it continued to have a sense of dignity about it, so that it was scarcely ever used aione with the title ‘Lord’ (i.e. in the combination ‘the Lord Christ’; Rom. 16:18; Col. 3:24) but rather in the form ‘the Lord Jesus Christ’.

In Acts 3:20f. Jesus is represented as the One who is designated to appear as the Christ at the end of time. Accordingly it has been claimed (espe-cially by F. Hahn) that the earliest Christology of the church was concerned with the future coming of Jesus, and that the various titles of Son of man, Christ and Lord were originally used to indicate what his function would be at the end of time; only later (though still within this pre-literary period) was it realizcd that the One who would come as Christ and Lord at the end was already Christ and Lord by virtue of his resurrection and exaltation (and that the resurrection and exaltation con-firmed an existing Status). This theory lacks sub-stantiation. Acts 3:20f. can only mean that the One who has already been ordained as the Christ will return at the end of time. Jesus is not the Messiah-designate, but is already the Messiah. It was indeed only because of the resurrection and what it implied concerning the person of Jesus that the early church could look forward with confidence to his parousia as the Son of man. It was, accordingly, the death and resurrection which established the meaning of the term Christ: the Christian message in Paul’s view was exclusively oriented to ‘Christ crucified’(1 Cor. 1:23; 2:5).

The other title which figures in Acts 2:36 is Lord. By the resurrection God had demonstrated that Jesus was indeed the Lord, and the early church applied the words of Ps. 110:1 to him in virtue of this event: ‘The Lord said to my Lord, Sit at my right hand, tili I make thy enemies a stool for thy feet’ (Acts 2:34f). This text had already been used by Jesus when he taught that the Messiah was David’s Lord (Mk. 12:36) and in his reply to the high priest at his trial (Mk. 14:62). If Jesus was now Lord, it followed that the task of the early church was to lead people to recognize the Status of Jesus. New converts became members of the church by acknowledging Jesus as Lord: ‘If you confess with your lips that Jesus is Lord and be-lieve in your heart that God raised him front the dead, you will be saved’ (Rom. 10:9; cf. 1 Cor. 12:3). The great significance of this confession is seen in Phil. 2:11 where the climax of God’s pur-pose is that all creation will acknowledge Jesus Christ as Lord. In this confession there may well be a polemical note, since it places Jesus over against other ‘lords’ recognized by worshippers in the Hel-lenistic world. Certainly Jews recognized only one God and Lord, but pagans worshipped ‘gods many and lords many’; over against them both Christians acknowledged ‘one God, the Father, . . . and one Lord, Jesus Christ’ (1 Cor. 8:6). The Roman emperor too was acclaimed as lord (dominus) by his subjects and successive emperors increasingly claimed their total allegiance; this was to lead to keen conflicts of conscience for Christians at a later stage.

An important piece of evidence for the early Christian use of the title for Jesus is the phrase preserved in Aramaic in 1 Cor. 16:22: *‘Ma-ranatha'. This is a combination of two words and means ‘Our Lord, come’ or ‘Our Lord has/will come’. Scholars debate whether it was originally a prayer for the parousia of Jesus as Lord (cf. Rev. 22:20) or a promise that his coming was at hand (cf. Phil. 4:5). The fact that the phrase was preserved in a Gk.-speaking church in Aram. indi-cates that it was originally used in an Aram.-speaking church, i.e. it most probably arose in the earliest days of the church in Palestine. Evidence from Qumran has helped to confirm the possibility of this development in an Aram.-speaking en-vironment (J. A. Fitzmyer, NTS 20, 1973-4, pp. 386-391).

The final term to be discussed in this section is Son of God. It may well have been especially as-sociated with the preaching of Paul: it is significant that Acts 9:20 links the title with his preaching, and that it appears only once elsewhere in Acts, namely in a citation of Ps. 2:7 in Paul’s sermon in Pisidian Antioch (Acts 13:33). Here the promise, ‘Thou art my Son, today I have begotten thee’, is applied by Paul to the resurrection which is re-garded as the begetting of Jesus to new life. The thought, however, is not that Jesus became God’s Son by being raised from the dead, but rather that because he was his Son, God raised him from the dead (cf. Wisdom 2:18). The same thought re-appears in Rom. 1:3f, generally regarded as a pre-Pauline formula, where Jesus is said to have beeri declared to be Son of God with power by the resurrection from the dead. In 1 Thes. l:9f. the son-ship of Jesus is again connected with the resurrection, and this fact is made the basis for the hope of his parousia.

Two further elements appear to be associated with the title of ‘Son’ in this early period. One is the thought of the pre-existence of the Son; a number of texts speak of God sending his Son (Jn. 3:17; Rom. 8:3; Gal. 4:4f.; 1 Jn. 4:9f., 14), and clear-ly presuppose that the Son came from being with the Father into the world. This line of thought is expressed quite explicitly without the actual use of the term ‘Son’ in the pre-Pauline hymn in Phil. 2:6-11 (R. P. Martin, Carmen Christi, 1967). Here Jesus is a divine figure, existing in the image of God and equal with God, who exchanged his heavenly mode of existence for a human, earthly form of existence in humility. Although the hymn speaks of his ‘emptying himself*’ so that he exchanged the form of God for that of a slave, the fact that Paul regarded Jesus as God’s Son during his life and death indicates that he did not interpret the hymn to mean that Jesus surrendered his divine nature in Order to become incarnate. Rather, ‘He emptied Himself in that He took the servant’s form . . . ; and this necessarily involved an eclipsing of His glory as the divine Image in Order that He might come, in human flesh, as the Image of God incarnate’ (R. P. Martin, p. 194).

The other element associated with the title of Son is that God gave him up to suffer and die (Rom. 4:25; 8:32; Gal. 2:20; cf. Jn. 3:16). There may be some connection here with the OT example of Abraham who was prepared to give up his son, Isaac, to show his faith and obedience (Gn. 22:12,

16). Nor did God withhold his only Son, but gave him up freely to take away our sins. By the use of the title ‘Son’ the greatness of the divine sacrifice is made all the more plain.

It is not certain at what point the tradition of the virgin birth of Jesus began to influence the Christo-logical thinking of the church. The implication of both the birth Stories is that the circumstances of Jesus’ birth were kept quiet (cf. Mt. 1:19; Lk. 2:19, 51), and there is very little evidence that the tradition influenced the church before it was given ex-pression in the Gospels. In both accounts Jesus is presented as the Son of God (Mt. 2:15; Lk. 1:32, 35) whose birth as the son of Mary is due to the influence of the Holy Spirit; it is as the Son of God that he is qualified for the office and task of the Messiah (Lk. 1:32f). Not only so, but as the Son of God he can be designated Emmanuel, ‘God with us’; his presence on earth is tantamount to that of God himself. The two accounts do not take up the question of the relation between the Spirit-conception of Jesus and his identity with the pre-existent Son of God; their concern is exclusively with the way in which the son of Mary could be born as the Son of God.

III. Paul’s usc of Christological titlcs

In the preceding section we have seen that the essential stages in the development of the Christological vocabulary of the church had already taken place before the writing of Paul’s letters. He uses an existing vocabulary in them, and he can assume that the terms which he uses are generally familiär to his Christian readers. Consequently, there is little to be said about the use of the titles which is distinctive of Paul. This may well be because he himself was closely involved in the development of the theology of the early church and had already made his own contribution to the common Store of Christological thinking before he came to write his letters. In conscious Opposition, therefore, to the scheme adopted by R. Bultmann (Theology of the New Testament, 1, 1952, ch. 3), L. Goppelt rightly refuses to discuss ‘The kerygma of the Hellenistic Church aside from Paul’ because this simply leads to ‘unhistorical abstractions’; while recognizing that there were many currents of thought in the early church, he prefers to discuss the theology of Paul in the light of the traditions which he received and the situations in which he worked (Theologie des Neuen Testaments, 2, 1976, pp. 360f.).

Two titles which we might have expected to find in Paul’s letters are conspicuously absent or rare. Paul never uses Servant with respect to Jesus, and he uses the motifs associated with the title only when alluding to traditional material. He does, however, think of himself and his fellow workers as slaves of God (doulos), and just once he can speak of Jesus as a minister (diakonos\ Rom. 15:8) for the circumcision (i.e. for the Jews). He also sees the role of the Servant as being fulfilled in the mission-ary witness of the church (Rom. 10:16; 15:21; cf. Acts 13:47).

The actual name Jesus, used by itself, is quite rare in Paul (about 16 occurrences), although it is of course common in combinations. Half of these occurrences are in 2 Cor. 4:10-14 and 1 Thes. 4:14 where Paul is discussing how the death and resur-rection of Jesus are repeated in the lives of be-lievers. Otherwise he mainly uses ‘Jesus’ when he is discussing what other titles should be predicated of its bearer (1 Cor. 12:3; cf. 2 Cor. 11:4; Phil. 2:10).

For Paul Christ has become the main designa-tion by which he refers to Jesus. His message was the ‘gospel of Christ’ (e.g. Gal. 1:7), and a study of the occurrences of ‘Christ’ produces a Pauline the-ology in miniature (see the excellent treatment by W. Grundmann, TDNT9, pp. 543-551). He takes over the traditional uses of the title with respect especially to the death and resurrection of Jesus, but he also uses it in many other ways. The distinct-ively Pauline element comes out in the use of the phrase ‘in Christ’, by which Christ is described as the determining circumstance which conditions the life of the believer (J. K. S. Reid, Our Life in Christ, 1963, ch. 1). This means that the phrase does not refer so much to a mystical Union with a heavenly figure but rather to the historical facts of the cruci-fixion and resurrection which condition our exist-ence. Thus justification takes place ‘in Christ’ (Gal. 2:17); the individual Christian is ‘a man in Christ’ (2 Cor. 12:2), and the churches are ‘in Christ’ (Gal. 1:22, Gk.); Christian witness takes place ‘in Christ’ (1 Cor. 4:15; Phil. 1:13, Gk.; 2 Cor. 2:17). At every point the Christian life is determined by the new Situation brought about by the fact of Christ.

Paul frequently uses the combination ‘Jesus Christ’ as a title. Sometimes the words occur in the reverse Order ‘Christ Jesus’, but a satisfying ex-planation for the variations in word Order has not been discovered: grammatical reasons may con-tribute to the Variation, and it has also been sug-gested that Paul wished to emphasize the human Jesus or the heavenly, pre-existent Christ by pla-cing one or the other first. In any case, there does not appear to be any difiference in the use of the compound title from that of the simple ‘Christ’, except that the compound title was feit to be more emphatic and dignified.

Paul’s usage of Lord is essentially the same as that of the pre-Pauline church. Here especially there is no need to invoke the influence of pagan worship of cult deities in Order to account for the distinctive features of Pauline usage. This thesis— along with the associated Claim that much of Paul’s theology was derived from transfer of ori-ginally pagan ideas to Christianity—has been in-creasingly shown to be unnecessary and untenable (O. Cullmann, op. eil., ch. 7). Of course Christians who already acknowledged Jesus as Lord had to define more closely what they meant by this title over against pagan worship of other lords (1 Cor. 8:6), but this is quite different from saying that the Christian usage was derived from the pagan.

Since confession of Jesus as Lord was the mark of the Christian, and since for Christians there was no other Lord, it was natural for Paul to speak simply of ‘the Lord’ when he wished to refer to Jesus. It is true that the same title was used to refer to God the Father, and that this can lead to a cer-tain ambiguity as to whether God or Jesus is meant (this is especially the case in Acts; J. C. O’Neill, SJT 8, 1955, pp. 155-174); generally, however, ‘Lord’ is used for God by Paul almost exclusively in quotations from the OT, so that there is little risk of confusion.

If the title ‘Christ’ had come to have the conno-tation of ‘Saviour’, that of ‘Lord’ primarily ex-presses the exalted position of Jesus and his rule over the universe and especially over believers who accept his Lordship. It is thus especially used when the responsibility of Christians to obey Jesus is being expressed (e.g. Rom. 12:11; 1 Cor. 4:4f). But Paul also uses it quite freely to refer to the earthly Jesus (1 Cor. 9:5), especially with reference to what came to be known as ‘the supper of the Lord’ (1 Cor. 10:21; 11:23, 26f.) and also when referring to instructions given by the earthly Jesus (1 Cor. 7:10, 25; 9:14; et al.). It is not surprising that the formula ‘in Christ’ is altered to ‘in the Lord’ when it occurs in the context of exhortations and commands (Eph. 6:1; Phil. 4:2; Col. 4:17; et al.). Nevertheless, the use of the two titles is quite fluid, and sometimes Paul uses the one where we might have ex-pected him to use the other.

Compound titles including the title of Lord are frequent in Paul, and are evidently used in order to exalt the person thus designated. The early Christian confession ‘Jesus (Christ) is Lord’ lies behind the development of ‘the Lord Jesus (Christ)’ (2 Cor. 4:5), and Paul often speaks of our Lord, thereby emphasizing both the need for personal commitment to Jesus and also the saving care and concern of Jesus for his people. This formula is found in the introductory salutations of Paul’s letters where ‘God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ’ are associated together as the source of spiritual blessings. W. Grundmann (TDNT 9, p. 554) has suggested that behind this formula there lies the OT phrase ‘the Lord God’ which was trans-formed in Christian worship into ‘God the Father’ and the co-ordinated ‘Lord Jesus Christ’, indicat-ing that the person who has Jesus as his Lord also has God as his Father. Whether or not this explan-ation is correct, two facts are noteworthy. The one is that here God the Father and Jesus are placed quite naturally alongside each other in a way that indicates an equality of Status; to be sure, the Subordination of Jesus to the Father is always care-fully preserved (1 Cor. 15:28; Phil. 2:11), but no other being is ever placed alongside the Father in this way. The second fact is that the OT usage of ‘Lord’ as a title for God has undoubtedly influ-enced Christian usage. This is clear from Phil. 2:10f. which takes up the language of Is. 45:22-25 and applies what is said there about God to Jesus. Similarly, in Rom. 10:9, 13 a citation from Joel 2:32 about calling on the name of the Lord (i.e. Yahweh) has been applied to Jesus. This usage is by no means peculiar to Paul (cf. Jn. 12:38; Heb. 1:10; 1 Pet. 3:14f; Jude 24f.; Rev. 17:14; 19:16). When, finally, Paul refers to ‘the day of the Lord’, he undoubtedly understands the Lord here to be no longer Yahweh but Jesus (1 Cor. 1:8; 2 Cor. 1:14).

If statistics were our guide, it would appear that Son of God( 15 occurrences) was much less important for Paul than Lord, which appears at least ten times more frequently in his writings. Nevertheless, as M. Hengel (The Son of God, 1976, ch. 3) has shown, Paul uses this title for Jesus when he is summing up the content of his gospel (Rom. 1:3-4, 9; Gal. 1:15f.), and tends to reserve it for important Statements. He uses it when the question of the relationship between God and Jesus is particularly in his mind, and, as we saw earlier, took up the traditional Statements which spoke of God sending his pre-existent Son into the world and giving him up to die for us. He brings out especially the fact that it is through the work of the Son that we can be adopted as God’s sons (Rom. 8:29; Gal. 4:4-6).

A number of other expressions are used by Paul in this connection. Jesus is described as the * Image of the invisible God (Col. 1:15; cf. 2 Cor. 4:4); heis the *Firstborn of all creation (Rom. 8:29; Col. 1:15-18) and the Beloved (Son) of God (Eph. 1:6). These, however, should be regarded more as de-scriptions of Jesus than as titles. The same is true of other phrases which describe various functions of Jesus, such as *Head (Eph. 1:22) and even Saviour (Eph. 5:23; Phil. 3:20).

It is a moot point whether the title God is applied to Jesus by Paul. The interpretation of Rom. 9:5 (see rsv and mg.) is debatable, but the text should probably be understood as a doxology to the Christ as God (B. M. Metzger, in B. Lindars and S.

S. Smalley (ed.), Christ and Spirit in the New Testament, 1973, pp. 95-112). Equally ambiguous is 2 Thes. 1:12 (seeTEV and mg.; niv and mg.).

By the time that we reach the Pastoral Epistles the rieh diversity of titular usage characteristic of the earlier Pauline writings is beginning to disap-pear. Son of God is not used at all. Neither Jesus nor Christ is used independently (except in 1 Tim. 5:11) but only in combination, usually in the order Christ Jesus. Lord is, however, used as an independent title and also in combinations. In sev-eral cases we probably have examples of formal, credal Statements expressed in a dignified style and based on traditional material (1 Tim. 1:15; 2:5f.; 6:13; 2 Tim. 1:9f; 2:8; Tit. 2:11-14; 3:6). There is no doubt that here Jesus is given the title of God (Tit. 2:13), and he shares with God the title of Sa-viour (2 Tim. 1:10; Tit. 1:4; 2:13; 3:6).

IV. The titles of Jesus in the Johanninc litcraturc

In Jn. the pattem of usage is similar to that in the other Gospels. The Gospel is concerned with the activities of the human person Jesus, and the compound form Jesus Christ is used only a couple of times when the total significance of Jesus is viewed from a post-resurrection standpoint (Jn. 1:17; 17:3—the latter passage being uttered from the perspective of one who has ‘accomplished the work’ which the Father gave him to do). Although the term Lord is frequently used in the vocative to address Jesus, it is scarcely used in narrative to refer to Jesus (only in Jn. 4:1; 6:23; 11:2) until after the resurrection which established the new Status of Jesus. Nevertheless, it is significant that Jesus himself describes his Status as that of a ‘master’ (Jn. 13:13f, 16; 15:15, 20) who can give commands to his slaves—although he regards his disciples as friends rather than slaves.

One of the key questions in Jn. is whether Jesus is the Messiah of both Jewish and Samaritan ex-pectation; the purpose of the Gospel is to lead to belief that this is the case (Jn. 20:31). Despite the rarity of its use in the other Gospels, Jesus is con-fessed as Messiah in Jn. (Jn. 1:41; 4:29; 11:27), but it is interesting that the word never appears on the lips of Jesus himself. Other quasi-titular descrip-tions of Jesus which are used in Jn. include the Coming One (Jn. 11:27; 12:13; cf. Mt. 11:3); the Holy One of God (Jn. 6:69; cf. Mk. 1:24), the Saviour (Jn. 4:42), the Lamb of God (Jn. 1:29, 36), the Prophet (Jn. 6:14; 7:40) and the King of Israel (Jn 1:49; 12:13; 18:33-38; 19:3, 14-22). Several of these are also found in the Synoptic Gospels.

Jesus’ characteristic self-designation of Son of man also figures prominently in Jn.. but here there is a new stress on the heavenly origin of the Son of man, his descent into this world, his glorification on the cross and his significance as the giver of life (Jn. 3:13; 5:27; 6:27, 53, 62; 12:23, 34; 13:31) which is absent from the Synoptic Gospels. While it is unnecessary to assume that foreign influences have contributed to the use of the title in Jn., the lan-guage used is sufficiently different from that in the Synoptic Gospels to suggest that, although the say-ings in Jn. ultimately rest on the actual teaching of Jesus, they have been to some extent rewritten by the Evangelist or his sources (S. S. Smalley, NTS 15, 1968-9, pp. 278-301).

The most fundamental title for Jesus in Jn. is undoubtedly Son of God. It indicates the closeness of the relationship between the Father and his pre-existent, only Son (Jn. 3:16-18); this relationship is one of mutual love (Jn. 3:35; 5:20), and it is expressed in the way in which the Son obeys the Father (Jn. 5:19) and is entrusted by him with his functions as the judge and the bringer of life (Jn. 5:17-30). The unique filial relationship of Jesus to God which we find in the Synoptic Gospels is here most clearly expressed (Jn. 11:41; 12:27f.; 17:1). Essentially the same ideas are conveyed by the title * Logos (or Word) which figures in the prologue to the Gospel. So closely is the Logos identified with God, that it is not surprising to find that Jesus is actually given the title of God', this is clearly the case in Thomas’ confession in Jn. 20:28, where it is the appearance of the resurrected Jesus which leads to recognition of his divine Status, but it is also probable that Jesus is described as ‘the only Son, who is the same as God and is at the Father’s side’ (tev) in Jn. 1:18 (the text, however, is uncertain).

Finally, it should be noted that there are various T am’ sayings in Jn. which apply such descriptions as ‘the Good Shepherd’ and ‘the true Vine’ to Jesus. Sometimes we simply have the words T am he’ (Jn. 4:26; 6:20; 8:24, 28, 58; 13:19). Since these words echo the self-affirmation of Yahweh found in Is. 43:10; 48:12, it is likely that we should see them as a veiled indication of the deity of Jesus.

The use of titles in the Johannine Epistles is similar to that in the Gospel, although of course there is a difference between the way in which the earthly Jesus is described in a Gospel and that in which the risen Lord is described in an Epistle. It is a curious but no doubt unimportant fact that 3 Jn. is the only NT book which never refers to Jesus. In 1 Jn. Jesus is often the subject of Statements in which his significance as Christ or Son of God is expressed (1 Jn. 2:22; 4:15; 5:1, 5). While the question raised here may be simply whether Jesus was indeed the Messiah of Jewish expectation, scholars generally agree that the issue was rather whether there had been a true and lasting incarnation of God in Jesus. The opponents of John appear to have denied that there was a true and lasting Union betwecn the Messiah or Son of God and Jesus (1 Jn. 4:2; 2 Jn. 7), and John had to emphasize that Jesus Christ had truly come in both water and blood, i.e. in his baptism and his death. He there-fore uses the full title ‘his Son Jesus Christ’ (1 Jn. 1:3; 3:23; 5:20) to indicate the object of Christian belief. Only the Son of God can be the Saviour of the world (1 Jn. 4:14). The term Lord is absent from the Epistles of John.

In Rev. Jesus figures prominently as a designa-tion, in the same way as in Heb. The fuller title Jesus Christ is used only as a solemn designation in the introduction to the book (Rev. 1:1 f., 5), but there are four references to (the) Christ or to his Christ (Rev. 20:4, 6; 11:15; 12:10), which show that the thought of the Messiah as God’s agent in the establishment of his rule was very much alive for John. This idea is further seen in the way in which the divine titles of King and Lord are used of both God and Jesus (Rev. 15:3; 17:14; 19:16). But un-doubtedly the most distinctive title of Jesus in Rev. is that of *Lamb which is used 28 times here and nowhere eise (the Gk. Word used in Jn. 1:29, 36; Acts 8:32; 1 Pet. 1:19 is different). The Lamb com-bines the paradoxical features of being slain or sacrificed (Rev. 5:6) and yet being the Lord who is worthy of worship (Rev. 5:8). He displays his wrath against evil (Rev. 6:16) and leads the people of God in battle (Rev. 17:14), and yet it is his blood which acts as a sacrifice for sin (Rev. 7:14) and through which his martyred people emerge victori-ous (Rev. 12:11).

V. The titles of Jesus in the rest of the New Testament

Of the remaining books of the NT, Heb. is perhaps the most distinctive in its use of titles. Thus it re-verts to the use of the simple Jesus to designate the One who suffered humiliation and death and yet has been exalted by God (Heb. 2:9; 13:12). It can also refer to him simply as the Lord (Heb. 2:3; 7:14) or as Christ (Heb. 3:6, 14; et ai). But although the writer is no doubt conscious that Christ means ‘anointed’ (Heb. 1:9), he uses it more as a name which needs to be explained by other titles. He de-scribes Jesus as a Pioneer of salvation and faith (Heb. 2:10; 12:2), using a phrase which may have had a wider currency as a Christological title (Acts 3:15; 5:31). But above all he thinks of Jesus as the High Priest and expounds his work in terms of this category drawn from the OT sacrificial legislation. If this term is more a description than a title of Jesus, the term Son is the significant title which underlies it. It is only after he has established the identity of Jesus as the Son of God, exalted above the angels and Moses, that the writer goes on to demonstrate how this position qualified Jesus to be the high priest and mediator between God and man. The writer makes careful use of Pss. 2:7 (Heb. 1:5; 5:5) and 110:4 to define the Status of Jesus. He stresses the enormity of rejecting the salvation achieved by so exalted a Saviour (Heb. 6:6; 10:29).

Jas. is remarkable for referring only twice to the Lord Jesus Christ (Jas. 1:1; 2:1), but when he speaks of the coming of the Lord (Jas. 5:7f.) he is no doubt thinking of Jesus.

In 1 Pet. the use of Jesus as an independent name is missing, and the writer prefers Jesus Christ. He uses Lord Jesus Christ once (1 Pet. 1:3) in a trad-itional phrase. But he refers frequently to Christ, and it is interesting that he does so particularly in the context of suffering and death (1 Pet. 1:11, 19;

2:21; 3:18; et ai.) which we saw to be characteristic of the primitive use of the title. He also speaks of confessing Christ as Lord( 1 Pet. 3:15; cf. 2:13) in a way which is again reminiscent of early usage.

2 Pet. is characterized by the use of Lord Jesus Christ. The title of Saviour is also frequent here (2 Pet. 1:1, 11; 2:20; 3:2, 18), and in 2 Pet. 1:1 Jesus is described as ‘our God and Saviour’. The usage of Jude is generally similar; both writers use the un-usual form despotes, ‘Lord’, for Jesus (2 Pet. 2:1; Jude 4), possibly because the background thought is that of the redemption of slaves; the term was not a populär one because it suggested arbitrary despotism.


VI. Conclusion

The teaching of the NT about the person of Jesus is not confined to what is expressed by the titles whose use has been rapidly sketched above. We should also need to take into account what is said about the character and activity of Jesus both during his earthly life and in his heavenly state; it is also important to consider the kinds of credal Statement and literary works which were created to express his significance. Nevertheless, the titles themselves sum up much of the NT teaching. Study of them enables us to see how the thinking of the disciples was moulded by their first contact with Jesus during his lifetime, and then decisively fixed by their experience of him as the risen Lord, and finally elaborated in the course of their evan-gelism and teaching in the Jewish and Hellenistic world. In ditfering ways the titles express the su-preme worth of Jesus as the Son of God, his saving iunction as Messiah and Saviour, and his honour-able position as the Lord. The early church drew on a rieh source of material to explain who Jesus was; basically it took its material from the OT, which it saw as the divinely given prophecy of the coming of Jesus, but at the same time it did not shrink from using titles which would be meaning-ful in the wider world. Some titles proved less ad-equate than others, but collectively they all bear testimony to the fact that in Jesus God has acted decisively to judge and save the world, and they sumraon all to acknowledge that this Jesus is indeed one with God and worthy of the worship that is fitting for God himself.
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IHM.

JETHRO. Moses’ father-in-law ’Reuel, called Jethro in Ex. 3:1; 4:18. He brought Zipporah and her sons to meet Moses at Mt Horeb, and held a sacrifice to Yahweh in thanksgiving for the deliver-ance of Israel. Here he also advised Moses to dele-gate the administration of justice (Ex. 18). Moses persuaded Jethro’s son Hobab to join the Israelites. In Jdg. 4:11 ‘Hobab the Kenite’ is called Moses’ böten, perhaps a broad term for ‘in-law’; this, with jdg. 1:16, is the only evidence for Jethro’s Kenite descent. The name may mean ‘pre-eminence’.

J.P.U.L.

JEW (Heb. y'hüdi, Aram. y'hüdai; Gk. joudaios', judaeaus). Originally a member of the state of *Judah (2 Ki. 16:6; Ne. 1:2; Je. 32:12) and so used by foreigners from the 8th Century bc onwards (e.g. Assyr. Yaudaia, AN ET, pp. 287, 301). Non-Jews used this term of the former inhabitants of the province of Judah as opposed to other nations in post-exilic times (Est. 9:15; Dn. 3:8; Zc. 8:23) or of proselytes to *Judaism (Est. 8:17). ‘Jewess’ occurs in 1 Ch. 4:18; Acts 16:1; 24:24 and ‘Jewish’ in Gal. 2:14 (Gk.); Tit. 1:14. The ‘Jew’s language’ de-scribes the local Semitic dialect spoken in Judah which, like ‘Jew’ (Je. 34:9), becomes synonymous with ‘Hebrew’. av ‘Jewry’ (Dn. 5:13; Lk. 23:5; Jn. 7:1) Stands for Judah.

In the NT, ‘Jews’ is used of members of the Jewish faith or their representative leaders (espe-cially Jn.), but in modern times, and especially in the state of Israel, this is sometimes extended to denote ethnic birth but not necessarily religion. Its precise connotation is therefore now often a matter of debate.

Bibliography. EJ, 10, 1971, pp. 22-26.

D.J.W.

JEWELS AND PRECIOUS STONES. In biblical times as nowadays various forms of jewellery were worn and highly esteemed by both men and women (Ex. 11:2; Is. 3:18-21). They were given as presents (Gn. 24:22, 53), and were an important item of spoil in war (2 Ch. 20:25). They were a form of wealth, especially before the use of coins (2 Ch. 21:3), and were used as a Standard of value (Jb. 28:16; Pr. 3:15; Rev. 21:11). Among the various types of jewellery used we find mention of brace-lets for the arm (Gn. 24:22, 30, 47; Ezk. 16:11), Ornaments for the ankles (Is. 3:18, 20), necklaces (Gn. 41:42; cf. Lk. 15:8, where the ten pieces of silver may have been coins strung together to form a necklace), crowns (Zc. 9:16; here the Lord’s people are likened to shining jeweis in a crown), ear-rings (Gn. 24:22), nose-rings (Is. 3:21) and rings for the fingers (Gn. 41:42; Est. 3:10; Lk. 15:22). These might be made of gold, silver or other metals (Ex. 3:22).

A considerable number of precious and semi-precious stones were known and used in jewellery. Inscribed seals have been found in cornelian, chal-cedony, jasper, agate, onyx, rock crystal, haematite, jade, opal and amethyst (D. Diringer, ‘Seals’, in DOTT, pp. 218-226). The stones were valued for their rarity, beauty and durability. The modern method of faceting was not employed; instead the stones were rounded and polished, and often en-graved and carved.

In general, the ancients were more familiär with semi-precious than with precious stones. Since many species of stone occur in a variety of colours and since a scientific terminology had not been de-veloped, the identification of the various stones mentioned in the Bible is not always easy, and in some cases we can only guess at the meaning of the terms used. Etymology is not much help, since many of the roots simply mean ‘sparkle’, ‘gleam’ or the like. The following list is geared to the rsv translation.

Agate (s'bö, Ex. 28:19; 39:12) was probably modern agate, a type of translucent quartz with layers of different colours, or the very similar onyx. In Is. 54:12; Ezk. 27:16 (kadköd), a red stone, pos-sibly carbuncle, red jasper (neb) or ruby (jb), may be meant (cf. Ezk. 27:16, where Symmachus has karchedonion, i.e. carbuncle). For Rev. 21:19, rsv, tev, see Chalcedony.

The word Alabaster (alabastron, Mk. 14:3 = Mt 26:7; Lk. 7:37), originally the neuter form of the adjective alabastros, was used to mean an alabaster fiask with a long neck for storing perfume, the neck being broken off when the contents were used; but the word was also used for flasks of this shape of any material. Ancient alabaster was a banded variety of calcium carbonate produced by gradual deposition from solution in water, as in stalactites; modern alabaster is a softer stone, a variety of gypsum (calcium sulphate).

Amethyst (’ahlämä, Ex. 28:19; 39:12) was the well-known stone of that name, a purple variety of transparent, crystalline quartz. (neb ‘jasper’ iden-tifies it as an Egyp. stone.) So also in Rev. 21:20 (amethystos, so called because it was supposed to prevent intoxication).

Beryl (tarsis, Ex. 28:20; 39:13; Ct. 5:14; Ezk 1:16; 10:9; 28:13; Dn. 10:6) was associated with Spain (Tarshish), and was probably Spanish gold topaz, known to the ancient world as Chrysolith. In Rev. 21:20 (beryllos) ordinary green beryl is meant.

Carbuncle (bäreqel, Ex. 28:17; 39:10; bär'qal_, Ezk. 28:13) was probably a green stone in view of the lxx translation as ‘emerald’ (smaragdos) in the Ex. references; possibly green felspar (neb) is meant. (The modern carbuncle is a red stone.) In Is. 54:12 ('eqdah) a red stone is meant in view of the derivation from qädah, ‘to kindle’, possibly garnet (neb).

For Carnelian (better speit ‘cornelian’, the common form being due to confusion with Latin caro), see Sardius, below.

Chalcedony (chalkedön, Rev. 21:19, neb; rsv ‘agate’) is usually taken to have been a green stone, since Pliny refers to a kind of emerald and jasper as Chalcedonian (from Chalcedon in Asia Minor). (The word is used in modern writers for various types of translucent quartz, including agate, onyx, cornelian and Chrysoprase.)

Chrysolite (chrysolithos, Rev. 21:20) is the ancient term for yellow topaz (alminium fluo-silicate) or yellow quartz. (Note that ancient chrysolite is modern topaz, and vice versa.) For Ezk. 1:16; 10:9; 28:13, rsv, see Beryl, above. For Ex. 28:17 neb see Topaz.

Chrysoprase (chrysoprasos, Rev. 21:20) is in modern usage an apple-green form of chalcedony, but the identification here is uncertain. The name suggests a golden-tinted variety.

Coral (raniöt, Jb. 28:18; Ezk. 27:16) may be either black or red coral. It is, of course, not strictly a precious stone, being the skeleton of in-numerable small marine polyps. raniöt also occurs in Pr. 24:7, MT, but this is probably to be read as rämöl, ‘high’. The rsv translates p'nintm as coral

References in the Old Testament (jeweis in the High Priest's breastplate).

Ex. 28:17-20 = 39:10-13 = Ezk. 28:13 (omitting nos. 7-9)


	
MT
	
LXX
	
RSV
	
NE8
	
JB
	
GNB
	
NIV


	
1. 'ödem
	
sardion
	
sardius
	
sardin
	
sard
	
ruby
	
ruby


	
2. pitedä
	
topazion
	
topaz
	
chrysolite
	
topaz
	
topaz
	
topaz


	
3. bäreqet
	
smaragdos
	
carbuncle
	
green felspar
	
carbuncle
	
garnet
	
beryl


	
4. nöpek
	
anthrax
	
emerald
	
purple garnet
	
emerald
	
emerald
	
turquoise


	
5. sappir
	
sappheiros
	
sapphire
	
lapis lazuli
	
sapphire
	
sapphire
	
sapphire


	
6. yähdöm
	
iaspis
	
diamond
	
jade
	
diamond
	
diamond
	
emerald


	
7. iesem
	
ligyrion
	
jacinth
	
turquoise
	
hyacinth
	
turquoise
	
jacinth


	
8. s'bö
	
achates
	
agate
	
agate
	
ruby
	
agate
	
agate


	
9. ’ahlämä
	
amethystos
	
amethyst
	
jasper
	
amethyst
	
amethyst
	
amethyst


	
10. tarsis
	
chryso/ithos
	
beryl
	
topaz
	
beryl
	
beryl
	
chrysolite


	
11. söham
	
beryllion
	
onyx
	
carnelian
	
beryl
	
carnelian
	
onyx


	
1 2. yasepeh
	
onychion
	
jasper
	
greenjasper
	
jasper
	
jasper
	
jasper


	
Other Old Testament references


	

	

	
RSV
	
NEB
	
JB
	
GNB
	
NIV


	
z'kökit
	
Jb. 28:17
	
glass
	
crystal
	
glass
	
crystal
	
crystal


	
rä ’möt
	
Jb. 28:18 Pr. 24:7 MT Ezk. 27:16
	
coral
	
black coral
	
coral
	
coral
	
coral


	
gäbis
	
Jb. 28:18
	
crystal
	
alabaster
	
crystal
	
crystal
	
jasper


	
peninim
	
Jb. 28:18
	
pearls
	
red coral
	
pearls
	
rubies
	
rubies


	

	
La. 4:7
	
ccral
	
branching coral
	
coral
	
-
	
rubies


	

	
Pr. 3:15 etal.
	
jeweis
	
red coral
	
pearls
	
jeweis
	
rubies


	
kadköd
	
Is. 54:12
	
agate
	
red jasper (mgcarbuncle)
	
rubies
	
rubies
	
rubies


	

	
Ezk. 27:16
	
agate
	
red jasper
	
rubies
	
rubies
	
rubies


	
’eqdah
	
Is. 54:12
	
carbuncle
	
garnet
	
crystal
	
-
	
sparkling


	

	

	

	
fmp.firestone)
	

	

	
jeweis


	
qerah
	
Ezk. 1:22
	
crystal
	
ice
	
crystal
	
crystal
	
ice




References in the New Testament Rev. 21:19 — 20 (Gk.)


	
1.
	
iaspis
	
jasper (RSV. NEB, gnb, niv, tnt); diamond (JB)


	
2.
	
sappheiros
	
sapphire (RSV. GNB. NIV, TNT): lapis lazuli (NEB, JB)


	
3.
	
chalkedön
	
agate (RSV, GNB), chalcedony (NEB, NIV, TNT); turquoise (JB)


	
4.
	
smaragdos
	
emerald (RSV, NEB, GNB, NIV, TNT); crystal (JB)


	
5.
	
sardonyx
	
onyx (RSV, GNB); sardonyx (NEB, NIV, TNT); agate (JB)


	
6.
	
sardion
	
carnelian (RSV, GNB, NIV); cornelian (NEB); ruby (JB); sardius (TNT)


	
7.
	
chryso/ithos
	
chrysolite (RSV, NEB, NIV, TNT); gold quartz (JB); yellow quartz (GNB)


	
8.
	
beryllos
	
beryl (RSV, NEB, GNB, NIV, TNT); malachite (JB)


	
9.
	
topazion
	
topaz (RSV, NEB, JB, GNB, NIV. TNT)


	
10.
	
chrysoprasos
	
Chrysoprase (RSV, NEB, NIV, TNT); emerald (JB), chalcedony (GNB)


	
11.
	
hyakinthos
	
jacinth (RSV, NIV, TNT); turquoise (NEB, GNB); sapphire (JB)


	
12.
	
amethystos
	
amethyst (RSV, NEB, JB, GNB, NIV, TNT)




Jewels, precious and semi-precious stones as translated in some versions of the Bible.

in La. 4:7, where some red stone is meant (see Pearl, below).

Crystal (gäbts; Jb. 28:18a) is a translucent sub-stance (cf. 'elgäbts, ‘hail’) but G. R. Driver thinks that gypsum is meant (cf. neb ‘alabaster’). The word z'kökit (‘crystal’, Jb. 28:17, av) was applied in the andern world not simply to rock crystal (pure transparent crystalline quartz) but to any hard, transparent, colourless substance. dass may be meant (rsv). qerah (Ezk. 1:22) is elsewhere trans-lated Trost’ or ‘ice’. In Rev. 4:6; 21:11; 22:1 (krys-tallon, krystallizö), either ice or rock crystal may be the rendering.

Diamond (yähVöm, Ex. 28:18; 39:11; Ezk. 28:13) is of uncertain identification. The modern dia-mond was probably unknown in OT times, the first certain reference to it apparently being in Manilius (Ist Century ad). Probably a white, opaque stone is meant (possibly moonstone); G. R. Driver suggests jadeite or nephrite (cf. neb). In Je. 17:1 (sämir) ad-amant or emery, a form of corundum (the hardest substance known except for diamond), is meant (cf. Ezk. 3:9; Zc. 7:12).

Emerald (nöpek, Ex. 28:18; 39:11; also Ezk. 27:16, where various scholars consider the text uncertain) may have been a green stone like the modern emerald, but in view of the lxx translation (anthrax, ‘a burning coal’), some authorities prefer the purple almandine garnet (neb). ln Rev. 4:3 (smaragdinos) and 21:19 (smaragdos), the green emerald is meant.

For dass, see Crystal.

For Hyacinth, see Jacinth.

Jacinth (lesem, Ex. 28:19; 39:12; av ‘ligure’) is usually thought to have been a yellow stone; G. R. Driver prefers a blue stone such as turquoise (neb). In the NT jacinth (hyakinthos, Rev. 21:20) is a blue stone, aquamarine (the blue variety of beryl), sapphire or turquoise. (Modern jacinth is quite different.) The name was used to indicate a blue colour (in classical Greek as a noun it means the hyacinth or bluebell), as in Rev. 9:17 (hyakin-thinos), where Rsvmg. has ‘hyacinth’ and rsv has ‘sapphire’.

Jasper (yäs'peh, Ex. 28:20; 39:13; Ezk. 28:13) is a translucent, green stone. ln Rev. 4:3; 21:11, 18-19 (iaspis), green quartz may be meant. In 21:11 the reference to crystal suggests that a transparent stone may be intended.

For Lapis lazuli, see Sapphire.

Onyx (söham, Gn. 2:12; Ex. 25:7; 28:8, 20; 35:9, 27; 39:6, 13; 1 Ch. 29:2; Jb. 28:16; Ezk. 28:13) has been identified as a green stone (cf. lxx ‘beryl’ in some of these verses) or as onyx (translucent agate with layers of black and white). The word means finger-nail, the stone being so called because of its appearance. S. R. Driver prefers red carnelian. For Rev. 21:20, see Sardonyx, below.

Pearl is found in the OT in Jb. 28:18a (gäbis) av, where rsv has ‘crystal’. In the rsv ‘pearl’ is found as the translation of p'ninim in Jb. 28:18b (av, ‘rubies’). The same Heb. word occurs in Pr. 3:15; 8:11; 20:15; 31:10 and La. 4:7 (it is also accepted by some scholars as an emendation in Ps. 45:14). In all these references av has ‘rubies’; rsv has ‘jeweis’ or ‘costly stones’, except in La. 4:7, where it has ‘coral’. BDB prefer ‘corals’ (cf. neb), but E. Bur-rows (JTS 42, 1941, pp. 53-64) argues that the word properly means ‘pearls’ but also has the gen-eric sense of ‘jeweis’. Unger’s Bible Dictionary (1957, p. 742) suggests that the pink pearls found in the Red Sea are meant, and this would solve the difficulty of La. 4:7, where a reddish stone is indicated.

There is no doubt that in the NT margarites means ‘pearl’. Pearls are noted as articles of feminine Ornament (1 Tim. 2:9, where they are frowned upon; Rev. 17:4) and of merchandise (Mt. 13:45f.; Rev. 18:12, 16). The gates of the New Jerusalem are each made of a single large pearl or possibly of mother-of-pearl (Rev. 21:21). The kingdom of heaven is like a fine pearl which a man will seek to obtain at the cost of all that he has (Mt. 13:45f. In view of the context it is unlikely that this parable refers primarily to Christ giving his life for men, although in fact Christ himself is the supreme ex-ample of giving up all for the sake of the kingdom). On the other hand, it is as foolish to put the Christian message before men who refuse to ap-preciate it as to cast pearls before swine (Mt. 7:6; cf. Didache 9. 5, where Christ’s saying is used to justify exclusion of the unbaptized from the Lord’s Supper).

Ruby is found in av as a translation of p'ninim in six places (see Pearl, above). rv also has ‘ruby’ in Is. 54:12 and Ezk. 27:16 for kadköd (see Agate, above).

Sapphire (sappir, Ex. 24:10; 28:18; 39:11; Jb 28:6, 16; Ct. 5:14; Is. 54:11; La. 4:7; Ezk. 1:26; 10:1; 28:13) was the ancient name for lapis lazuli (cf. Rsvmg.), a deep blue stone with golden Hecks of iron pyrites (cf. ‘dust of gold’, Jb. 28:6). Lapis lazuli is also meant in Rev. 21:19 (sappheiros). The modern sapphire (blue corundum) was scarcely known to the ancients. For Rev. 9:17, rsv, see Jacinth, above.

Sardius ('ödem. Ex. 28:17; 29:10; Ezk. 28:13) was certainly a red stone (from ’ädam, ‘to be red’), probably modern sard (a form of cornelian; cf. Ezk. 28:13, rsv), i.e. a deep brown or red form of quartz. It is also mentioned in Rev. 21:20 (sardios) and is the Sardine stone of Rev. 4:3 (sardinos): rsv and neb have carnelian/cornelian in both places.

Sardonyx (sardonyx, Rev. 21:20, rv, neb; rsv ‘onyx’) is in modern usage a form of agate with layers of brown and white; but, according to LSJ. in ancient usage a stone was called ‘onyx’ when the dark ground was simply streaked or spotted with white, and ‘sardonyx’ when the different colours were arranged in layers.

Topaz (pit'dä, Ex. 28:17; 39:10; Jb. 28:19; Ezk. 28:13) was a yellow stone, probably yellow rock crystal or chrysolite (a pale yellow variety of peri-dot); cf. Ezk. 1:16; 10:9; 28:13, neb (tarsif). So also in Rev. 22:20 (topazion).

The füllest list of stones in the OT is given in the description of the high priest’s breastpiece (Ex. 28:17-20, repeated in 39:10-13). This contained four rows of three stones, each stone engraved with the name of one of the twelve tribes of Israel. Later authors commenting on the OT regarded these twelve stones as symbolic of the months of the year or the signs of the zodiac (Philo, Vit. Mos.

2. 124IT; Jos., Ant. 3. 186), but it is impossible to work out any correlations. Some scholars have re-arranged the order of the stones in the MT on the basis of the lxx translation, but this is a dubious procedure.

An abbreviated Version of the same list of stones is found in Ezk. 28:13 as a description of the covering of the king of Tyre when, according to the poetic imagery used here, he was in Eden, the garden of God. Nine of the stones are mentioned, the jacinth, agate and amethyst being omitted. In

the lxx Version of this verse, however, the full list of twelve stones is substituted.

A list of twelve stones is given in Rev. 21:19f. as decorations of the foundations of the New Jerusalem. The basis of this description is clearly Is. 54:1 lf. (cf. also Tobit 13:16-18). The number twelve is clearly significant for John, and various attempts have been made to ascertain whether the twelve stones have any special meaning. It is likely that the form of the vision has been influenced by the description of the twelve stones of the high priest’s breastpiece; scholars have attempted to relate the two lists of stones more closely to each other, but in view of the difficulties of translation from Heb. to Gk. and the fact that John was prob-ably not quoting verbatim from Ex., it is very doubtful whether we can say more than that he was generally influenced by the description in Ex. R. H. Charles (ICC, adloc.) has taken up the symbolism of the signs of the zodiac mentioned above and holds that the stones represent these signs arranged in precisely the opposite Order to that in which the sun travels through the zodiac, thus portraying the truth that the New Jerusalem and Christianity bear no relation to those religions in which men worship the sun; this theory is implausible (T F. Glasson, JTS n.s. 26, 1975, pp. 95-100). It is further possible that the stones, like the twelve gates of the city, are symbolical of the tribes of Israel (A. M. Farrer, A Rebirth of Images, 1949, pp. 216fT.). but again it is impossible to work out convincing identifications of individual stones with individual tribes. In the light of 21:14 there is perhaps more to be said for the Suggestion that the stones represent the twelve apostles, in which case individual identifications are clearly not to be attempted. What is beyond dispute in the symbolism is that in the New Jerusalem we see the fulfilment of the OT prophecy of the perfect city of God in which the saints of the old and new covenants find a place. (‘Mining and Metals, ‘Ornaments.)

Bibliography. G. R. Driver, HDB’, pp. 497-500; J. S. Harris, ALUOS 4, 1962-3, pp. 49-83; 5, 1963-5, pp. 40-62; U. Jart, ST 24, 1970, pp. 150-181; RAC, 4, pp. 505-535; C. Aldred, Jewels of the Pharaohs, 1971; N. Hillyer, NIDNTT 3, pp. 395-398; W. W. Reader, JBL 100, 1981, pp. 433-457; E. E. Platt, ABD 3, pp. 823-834.    i.h.m.

JEZANIAH (Heb. y'zanyähü). One of the Judaean military Commanders who joined Gedaliah at Mizpah (Je. 40:8). He was among those who sought counsel from Jeremiah concerning going down to Egypt (Je. 42:1—lxx here has ‘Azariah’, cf. 43:2). In 2 Ki. 25:23 his name appears as ‘‘Jaazaniah’.    j.c.j.w.

JEZEBEL. 1. The daughter of Ethbaal, priest-king of Tyre and Sidon. She was married to Ahab, to ratify an alliance between Tyre and Israel, by which Omri, Ahab’s father, sought to oflset the hostility of Damascus towards Israel (c. 880 bc). Provision was made for her to continue to worship her native god Baal in Samaria, her new home (1 Ki. 16:31-33).

She had a strong, domineering character, and was self-willed and forceful. A fanatical devotee of Melqart, the Tyrian Baal, her stafif numbered 450 of his prophets, and 400 prophets of the goddess Asherah, by the time Ahab was king (1 Ki. 18:19).

She clamoured for her god to have at least equal rights with Yahweh, God of Israel. This brought her into conflict with the prophet Elijah. A battle between Yahweh and Baal was fought on Mt Carmel, when Yahweh triumphed gloriously (1 Ki. 18:17-40). Even so, this and the massacre of her prophets, instead of diminishing her zeal, aug-mented it.

Her conception of an absolute monarchy was at variance with the Heb. covenant-relationship between Yahweh, the king and the people. She took the lead in the incident of Naboth’s vineyard with high-handed, unscrupulous action, aflecting the whole Community as well as undermining the throne of Ahab. It resulted in the prophetic revolu-tion and the extermination of the house of Ahab. She had written letters and used her husband’s seal (1 Ki. 21:8), but that she had a seal of her own is suggested and illustrated by N. Avigad, IEJ 14, 1964, pp. 274-276.

After Ahab’s death, Jezebel continued as a power in Israel for 10 years, in her role as queen-mother, throughout the reign of Ahaziah, then during Jehoram’s lifetime. When Jehoram was killed by Jehu she attired herseif regally (2 Ki. 9:30), and awaited him. She mocked Jehu, and went to her fate with Courage and dignity (842 bc).

It is remarkable that Yahweh was honoured in the naming of her three children, Ahaziah, Jehoram and Athaliah (if indeed she was Athaliah’s mother), but they may have been born before her ascendancy over Ahab became so absolute.

2. In the letter to the church at Thyatira (Rev. 2:20), ‘that Jezebel of a woman' is the designation given to a seductive prophetess who encouraged immorality and idolatry under the cloak of re-ligion (‘Nicolas). This could refer to an individual, or to a group within the church. It indicates that the name had become a byword for apostasy.

MB.

JEZREEL (Heb. Yizra’el, ‘God sows’). 1. The town in Judah (Jos. 15:56), home of Ahinoam, one of David’s wives (1 Sa. 25:43). 2. A city of Issachar in the Jezreel plain (‘Esdraelon), about 90 km N of Jerusalem, identified with Zer’in (Jos. 19:18). The city and surroundings are associated with sev-eral notable events. The Israelites assembled by its spring before engaging the Philistines at Gilboa (1 Sa. 29:1; 31). It was part of Ishbosheth’s short-lived kingdom (2 Sa. 2:8ff.) and an administrative district of Solomon (1 Ki. 4:12). Recent excava-tions have revealed a fortified site from the time of Ahab, 300 x 150 m, with fortifications, including a moat, 36 m wide. It is thought to have been Ahab’s chariot centre, and the scene of the tragedy of Naboth and his vineyard (1 Ki. 21). Here Joram was slain by Jehu, and his body significantly cast into the vineyard so appropriated by Ahab (2 Ki. 8:29; 9:14-29). At Jehu’s instigation Jezebel (2 Ki. 9:30-37) and the remnant of Ahab’s household (2 Ki. 10:1-11) were also slain. Parts of Israelite buildings have been found (Levant 26, 1994, pp. 1-50). 3. The name symbolically given to Hosea’s eldest son (Ho. 1:4-5) and to Israel (Ho. 2:22). 4. A Judahite (1 Ch. 4:3).    j.w.

J.D.D.

JOAB (Heb. yö’äb, ‘Yahweh is father’). 1. Son of Zeruiah, half-sister of David (2 Sa. 2:18). His father’s name is not recorded here, but Josephus (Am. 7. 11) gives it as Suri, whose sepulchre was in Bethlehem (2 Sa. 2:32).

Joab is first heard of when, with his brothers Asahel and Abishai, he led David’s army to victory at Helkath-hazzurim against Ishbosheth’s rebel forces under Abner (2 Sa. 2:12-17). In fleeing, •Abner reluctantly killed * Asahel in self-defence and was himself later treacherously slain by Joab, ostensibly in blood-revenge (2 Sa. 2:23; 3:27, 30), but probably also because Abner’s new-found loyalty to David confronted Joab with a potential rival for the king’s favour.

David was angry with his nephew for this murder, greatly mourned Abner as ‘a prince and a great man’, and prophesied that God would punish the killer (2 Sa. 3:31-39). Nevertheless, after taking the Jebusite stronghold, Joab was made commander-in-chief of all Israel (2 Sa. 5:8; 1 Ch. 11:6, 8), of which David was by this time king.

Joab proved himself a skilful general who greatly helped the establishment of the monarchy, but his character was a stränge mixture. Apart from his personal deeds of violence and his opportunism, his cruelty can be seen in the way he swiftly com-prehended and carried out David’s plan to kill Uriah (2 Sa. 11:6-26). Yet he could be magnani-mous also, as when he gave David the credit after the capture of Rabboth-ammon (2 Sa. 12:26-31). Perhaps most notably and surprisingly, he tried to dissuade David from numbering the people (2 Sa. 24:2-4).

Joab is found in the role of peacemaker, recon-ciling David and Absalom on one occasion (2 Sa. 14:23, 31-33), but later when Absalom’s guilt was clearly seen he had a hand in his death (2 Sa. 18:14-33), despite David’s injunction that the young man’s life should be spared. After this David superseded Joab by Amasa as Commander (2 Sa. 19:13), but the resourceful Joab subdued Sheba’s revolt and seized the first opportunity to slay the new Commander, who had proved ineffi-cient (2 Sa. 20:3-23). Thereafter for a time Joab seems to have been restored to favour (2 Sa. 24:2).

In David’s last days Joab’s loyalty to the king faltered, and with Abiathar and others he sup-ported Adonijah as claimant to the throne (1 Ki. 1:5-53), in defiance of David, who had resolved that Solomon should succeed him (1 Ki. 2:28). For once Joab supported the wrong side, and it eventu-ally cost him his life (1 Ki. 2:34), when with the connivance of Solomon he was slain by Benaiah before the altar at Gibeon, where he had fled for sanctuary.

2. Son of Seraiah (1 Ch. 4:14; cf. Ne. 11:35), a Judahite. 3. A family which returned with Zer-ubbabel (Ezr. 2:6; Ne. 7:11). Probably the ‘Joab’ of Ezr. 8:9 is the same person.    j.d.d.

JOANNA. One of several women, healed by Jesus, who assisted in maintaining the Lord’s itinerant Company. Her husband, Chuza, was a responsible official of Herod Antipas: whether in the house-hold (‘a Steward of Herod’s’, neb) or in govern-ment (‘the Chancellor’, Moffatt) is uncertain (Lk. 8:1-3). She sought also to share in the last Offices to the Lord’s body, and became instead one of those who announced the resurrection to the Twelve (Lk. 24:1-10). Luke’s notes may indicate personal acquaintance with, and possibly in-debtedness for Information to, these women.

A.F.W.

JOASH, JEHOASH (Heb. yö’äf y'hö'äS. ‘Yahweh has given’). 1. Father of * Gideon; member of the Abiezrite branch of the tribe of Manasseh living at Ophrah (Jdg. 6:11-32). A Baal worshipper who had his own altar and *Asherah, which Gideon replaced by an altar to Yahweh (vv.

25-27). He told those who would defend him that Baal could take care of himself (v. 31). It was possibly he who renamed Gideon Jerubbaal (v. 32).

2.    An ambidextrous Benjaminite warrior who, although a relative of Saul, aided David in his revolt (1 Ch. 12:1-3).

3.    A ‘son’ of King *Ahab to whom the prophet Micaiah was to be taken in Order to be imprisoned after angering Ahab by prophesying unfavourably (1 Ki. 22:26; 2 Ch. 18:25f). Possibly ‘son of the king’ was an official’s title rather than a kinship form.

4.    Son of ‘Ahaziah and 8th king of Judah (c. 837-800 bc). When Athaliah annihilated the royal line at the death of her son Ahaziah, his aunt Je-hosheba hid him in the Temple for 6 years under the protection of her husband ‘Jehoiada, the high priest (2 Ki. 11:1-6; 2 Ch. 22:10-12). At 7 years of age he was proclaimed king by Jehoiada and Athaliah was executed (2 Ki. 11:7-20; 2 Ch. 23:1-

15).

Joash’s reign lasted 40 years (2 Ki. 12:1), although the 6 years of Athaliah’s reign might be included in this number. He rebuilt the *Temple with the help of Jehoiada (2 Ki. 12:5-16; 2 Ch. 24:4-14) but allowed the re-emergence of pagan practices upon Jehoiada’s death (2 Ch. 24:17-18). When reprimanded for this by Zechariah, son of Jehoiada, he killed him (2 Ch. 24:20-22). In order to forestall a Syrian invasion under ’Hazael, Joash bribed him with the Temple’s treasure (2 Ki. 12:18-19). Joash was killed in a plot by his officers to replace him (2 Ki. 12:21-22; 2 Ch. 24:25-26).

5.    Son of ‘Jehoahaz; !2th king of Israel who reigned 16 years (c. 801-786 bc; 2 Ki. 13:10). Israel was under external pressure from three sources during his reign. A Stele of Adad-nirari III from Rimah records him receiving tribute from ‘lu’usu the Samaritan’ in 796 bc (S. Page, Iraq 30, 1968, pp. 139ff.; cf. A. Malamat, BASOR 204, 1971, 37ffi, concerning the reading of the name). The Aramaeans were oppressing them, but he was able to regain territory from them which had previously been lost (2 Ki. 13:22-25). Joash was helped in this by the ageing Elishah (vv. 14-19). He was also chal-lenged by *Amaziah, king of Judah, whom he de-feated. He sacked Jerusalem, taking hostages to ensure good conduct (2 Ki. 14:8-14; 2 Ch. 25:17-

24).

Bibliography. W. H. Shea, JCS 30, 1978, pp 101-113.    d.w.b.

JOB (Heb. ’iyyöb). Apart from the book bearing his name and the passing references to him in Ezk. 14:14, 20; Jas. 5:11 we have no reliable Information about Job. It is impossible to show that the Jewish, Christian and Muslim legends about Job (the lauer summarized in W. B. Stevenson, The Poem of Job, 1947, ch. 6) have any firm roots in a pre-biblical form of the story. Apart from the tradition of the location of Job’s home (see below), which may be no more than intelligent deduction front the Bible, we have the impression of populär or pious fancy.

lf we identify the Daniel (dämet) of Ezk. 14:14 not with the Daniel (däniyye'l) of the Exile but with the person mentioned in Ugaritic inscriptions, we can with some confidence give all three names in Ezk. 14:14 a very early date. If we do not accept this clue we have no indication of his date. The location of the land of Uz, where he lived, is un-certain. The modern tendency is to regard it as on the borders of Edom, certain indications in the book being regarded as Edomite; but the traditions placing it in the Hauran (Bashan) are far more probable. Job was a man of great wealth and high social position, but the book is so concerned with stressing his position among the Wise that it avoids precise details; we can, however, unhesitatingly reject the legends that make him a king.

As a result of divine permission Satan robbed him of his wealth, his ten children and finally his health. There is no agreement on what disease he was smitten with, the main suggestions being ele-phantiasis, erythema and smallpox. This wide dis-agreeement is due to the Symptoms being given in highly poetic language. His relations and fellow-townsmen interpreted his misfortunes as a divine punishment for gross sin and threw him out of the town, the rabble taking a particular pleasure in this. His wife accepted the common opinion and urged him to expedite the inevitable end by cursing God.

Job was visited by three friends, Eliphaz, Bildad and Zophar, also members of the Wise, and rieh and affluent, as he had been. When they saw his plight they shared populär opinion and could only sit in silence with Job on the dunghill outside the city gate for the 7 days of mourning for a man as good as dead. Job’s outburst of agony led to a long, vehement discussion, ending with a wordy intrusion by a younger man, Elihu. All this only revealed the bankruptey of traditional wisdom and theology when faced with an exceptional case like Job’s. Though his friends’ lack of comprehension drove Job almost to distraction, it also turned him to God and prepared him for the revelation of divine sovereignty, which brought him peace. The mob was confounded by his healing, the doubling of his wealth, and the gift of ten children.

H.L.E.

JOB, BOOK OF.

1. Outline of Contents

Ch. 1 and 2 (in prose) introduce us to the en-counter in heaven between God and Satan and its effects on earth. Ch. 3 is Job’s great ‘Why?’; Eliphaz gives his views in chs. 4-5 and Job replies in chs. 6-7. Bildad continues in ch. 8, Job replying in chs. 9-10. The first round of the discussion is com-pleted by Zophar’s contribution in ch. 11 and Job’s reply in chs. 12-14. In the second round we hear Eliphaz (15), Bildad (18) and Zophar (20), with Job’s replies in chs. 16-17, 19, 21. As the text Stands (see III, below), the third round is in-complete, only Eliphaz (22) and Bildad (25) speak-ing, with Job’s replies in chs. 23-24, 26-27. After an interlude in praise of wisdom (28), Job sums up the debate (29-31). Elihu’s Intervention follows in chs. 32-37, and then God replies to Job in chs. 38-42:6. The book ends with a prose epilogue telling of Job’s restored prosperity (42:7-17).

II.    Authorship and date

The book is anonymous. The ‘official’ Talmudic tradition, followed by many earlier Christian writers, is that the book was written by Moses (Baba Bathra 14b, seq.), but the continuation of the passage and other Statements show that this is merely a pious pronouncement, based presumably on a feeling of fitness, and not to be taken ser-iously. The simple fact is that we have no purely objective evidence to guide us either in the ques-tion of authorship or of date. The evidence for a very early date lies mostly in the non-mention of any of the details of Israelite history, but this is sufficiently explained by the author’s wish to dis-cuss the central problem outside the framework of the covenant. Other evidence, such as the mention of the Chaldeans as nomadic raiders (1:17) and of the archaic q'sitä (42:11), point merely to the an-tiquity of the story and not to that of its present written form. Modems have varied in their dating from the time of Solomon to about 250 bc, dates between 600 and 400 bc being most populär, though there is a growing tendency to favour later dates. A Solomonic date, accepted by Franz Delitzsch and E. J. Young, is the earliest we can reasonably adopt. The arguments from subject, language and theology probably favour a somewhat later date, but since the book is sui generis in Heb. literature, and the language is so distinctive (some even regard it as a translation from Aramaic, or consider the author lived outside Israel), while the theology is timeless, any dogmatism derives from subjectivism or preconceptions.

III.    Text

The fact that we are dealing with some of the most difficult poetry in the OT, and that in the vocabu-lary we have some 110 words (W. B. Stevenson, The Poem of Job, p. 71) not found elsewhere, has made the scribe’s task very difficult. Unfortunately the versions are no great help in checking the Heb. text. The lxx must be used with great caution. In its earlier form about 17-25% of the Heb. is missing, probably because the translators were daunted by their task; the rendering is often free and peri-phrastic, and not seldom incorrect.

The main textual problem concerns chs. 26-27. As they stand they are Job’s answer to Bildad’s third speech. No objection can be raised to Zophar’s failure to speak a third time; it is in keep-ing with his character, and would be the most obvious proof of Job’s verbal triumph over his friends. Indubitably we hear Job speaking in 27:2-6, but in its context it is virtually impossible to ascribe 27:7-23 to him. It is probably part of Zophar’s third speech or possibly of Bildad’s. If that is so, no entirely satisfactory reconstruction of the text has been suggested and it may be that part of the original ms has been lost, which could easily happen with a brittle papyrus roll.

IV.    Integrity

Most scholars separate the prose prologue and epilogue from the poetry of 3:1-42:6. Where this is interpreted as meaning that they are older than the poem, and that the author transformed the heart of the old story into magnifient verse, the theory is unobjectionable and quite possibly correct. There are no objective proofs for the Suggestion that the prose was added later to the verse by another hand, whether it is earlier or later in composition. ln the hands of W. B. Stevenson (op. cit.) this theory has been used to impose a non-natural Interpretation on the book.

Very many scholars regard certain portions as later insertions. In descending order of importance the chief are: Elihu’s speeches (32-37), the praise of divine wisdom (28) and certain parts of God's answer (39:13-18; 40:15-24; 41:1-34). In every case the linguistic arguments are very tenuous. The argument front their contents is liable to take the passages in isolation. A very reasonable defence of them in their actual setting can be made.

V.    As Wisdom litcraturc

R. H. Pfeiffer, lOT, 1948, pp. 683f., says very well: ‘If our poet ranks with the greatest writers of mankind, as can hardly be doubted, his Creative genius did not of necessity rely on earlier models for the general structure of his work. .. . We may regard it as one of the most original works in the poetry of mankind. So original in fact that it does not fit into any of the Standard categories devised by literary criticism . .. it is not exclusively lyric .. . nor epic . . . nor dramatic . . . nor didactic nor re-flective . . . unless the poem is cut down to fit a particular category.’ The Convention that calls Job part of Heb. Wisdom literature and aligns it with Proverbs and Ecclesiastes and compares it with certain Egyp. and Bab. ‘Wisdom’ writings is justi-fied only if we are careful to keep Pfeiffer’s warn-ing in mind. For all that, it is clear that Job and his friends are depicted as, and speak primarily as, members of the Wise, and they are so addressed by Elihu (34:2).

The Wise in Israel sought to understand God and his ways by studying the great uniformities of human experience by reason illuminated by ‘the fear of the Lord’. Proverbs is a typical example of their understanding of life. Job is a flaming protest, less against the basic concept of Proverbs that a God-fearing life brings prosperity, godlessness suf-fering and destruction, than against the idea that thereby the ways of God are fully grasped. Job is not a type; he is the exception that makes folly of the assumption that through normal experience the depths of God’s wisdom and working can be fully grasped.

VI.    The problcm of Job

The poem is so rieh in its thought, so wide in its sweep, that much in human experience and its mys-teries has been found mirrored there. Mostly, how-ever, it has been regarded as concerned with the Problem of human suffering. Though he has over-stated his case, W. B. Stevenson (op. cit., pp. 34ff.) makes it clear that in the poem there is far less allusion to Job’s physical sufferings than has often been assumed. Job is concerned less with his physical pain than with his treatment by his relations, his fellow-townsmen, the mob and finally his friends. But these are merely evidence that God has forsaken him. In other words, Job’s problem is not that of pain, nor even suffering in a wider sense, but the theological one, why God had not acted as all theory and his earlier experiences demanded he should. Being a child of his age, he had naturally built up his life on the theory that God’s justice implied the equation of goodness and prosperity.

Taken out of their context, the words of his friends and Elihu are more acceptable than many of the rasher utterances of Job. They are rejected by God (42:7), not because they are untrue, but because they are too narrow. This is made espe-cially clear by the discussion on the late of the wicked. With all Job’s exaggeration we recognize at once that his friends are in fact producing an n priori picture of what the fate of the wicked should be. They create their picture of God only by a careful selection of evidence. Job’s agony is caused by the breakdown of his theological world-picture.

This explains the apparently unsatisfactory climax in which God does not answer Job’s ques-tions or charges, but though he proclaims the greatness of his all-might, not of his ethical rule, Job is satisfied. He realizes that his concept of God collapsed because it was too small; his problems evaporate when he realizes the greatness of God. The book does not set out to answer the problem of suffering but to proclaim a God so great that no answer is needed, for it would transcend the finite mind if given; the same applies to the Problems incidentally raised.

Bibliography. W. B. Stevenson, The Poem of Job, 1947; H. L. Ellison, From Tragedy to Triumph, 1958; E. Dhorme, The Book of Job, 1967; H. H. Rowley, Job, NCB, 1970; F. I. Andersen, Job. TOTC, 1976; R. E. Murphy, The Forms of the Old Testament Literature, 13, 1981; D. Kidner, Wisdom to Live By, 1985; D. J. A. Clines, Job 1-20, 1989.
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JOCHEBED (Heb. yökebed, probably ‘Yahweh is glory’, though M. Noth [Die israelitschen Personennamen, 1928, p. 111] thinks it may be of foreign origin.) The mother of Moses, Aaron and Miriam (Ex. 6:20; Nu. 26:59). She was a daughter of Levi, and married her nephew Amram. However, ac-cording to the lxx of Ex. 6:20 they were cousins, though S. R. Driver (CBSC, 1918) thinks that MT preserves a genuine ancient tradition. j.g.g.n.

JOEL, BOOK OF.

I. Outline of contents

Joel discusses four main topics: (a) the appalling devastations of successive plagues of locusts, literal enough, yet symbolizing deeper meanings; (b) the renewed fruitfulness of the land on the repent-ance of Israel; (c) the gifts of the Spirit; (d) final judgment on the nations which have wronged Israel, and the blessedness-to-be of the land of Judah. In all these, primary and eschatological references intertwine.

a. The locust plague, 1:1-12 For locusts in the OT, cf. also Ex. 10:12-15 ei passim, with Pss. 78:46; 105:34; also Pr. 30:27; Na. 3:15, 17, etc. (*Animals.)

(i)    Joel Claims in customary prophetic manner that he has received the word of the Lord, giving his own name and that of his father, both other-wise unknown (1:1).

(ii)    The bürden of his message is prodigious—a locust plague in successive swarms, of frightening dimensions (1:2-4; cf. Ex. 10:14). Full etymo-logical, entomological and figurative discussion of

v. 4 will be found in commentaries.

(iii)    The effects of the plague are vividly de-scribed (1:5-12). The first to be mentioned, per-haps in derision, is the loss to the drunkard of his solace. The teeth of the locust host are fearsome (cf. Pr. 30:14, etc.)—the very fig-bark is devoured, the white, sappy interior uncovered to the world. Temple priests should mourn with the bitterness of an aged virgin whose betrothed died in her youth betöre marriage, for the very materials of sacrifice are cut off (cf. Dn. 8:11; 11:31; 12:11; contrast Is. 1:11-15; Mi. 6:6; erc). The devastation in corn-field, vineyard and orchard is vividly described.

b.    The fruits of repentance, 1:13-2:27

(i) The priests in sackcloth are to lament, with fast-ing and prayer, the day of God’s wrath, the ‘con-quest from the Conqueror’, to reflect palely the striking Heb. assonance (1:13-15; see Ne. 9:1; Est. 4:3, 16; Dn. 9:3, etc., contrasted with Is. 58:4ff.; Je. 14:12; Zc. 7:5; etc.). The OT views on sacrifice and fasting are not contradictory; much depended on circumstance and particular usage. Joel need not stand condemned because he is more ritualistic than Arnos or Isaiah.

(ii)    It seems reasonable to regard the next section (1:16-20) as a prayer, despite the vivid initial de-lineation of locust ravage. V. 18 should read ‘What shall we put in them?’—i.e. the flimsy barns not rebuilt through lack of need. The fire and Harne of v. 19 may be heat and drought, or even the vivid red colouring in the locust bodies.

(iii)    The prophet now reverts from the devastation of the locusts to their initial onslaught, liken-ing it to the Day of the Lord (2:1-11). V. 2b is typical oriental idiom (cf. Ex. 10:14). Vividly ac-curate is the likening of the swarm to an advancing fire. The fruitful earth before them becomes a black desolation as they pass over it (v. 3). First-hand experience is reflected also in the likening of the separate locusts to horsemen, and the parallel drawn between the noise of their advance and the sound of a rapidly spreading bush fire (vv. 4-5). People are horror-stricken before the unswerving, unjostling, accurate advance of myriads of myr-iads of these insects, invincible through sheer numbers (vv. 6-9). The real locusts could be Symbols of the Gentiles in the valley of decision, before their judgment.

(iv)    In the hour of horror it is not too late to repent, with mortification of the flesh (2:12-14). Official rending of the garments may be hypo-critical; real repentance is in the heart. This may even make God ‘repent’ of his recently appropriate judgment, and provide sacrificial materials again. This is oriental symbolism, implying no ‘sinful’ deity.

(v)    A fresh call to special temple worship is given (2:15-17). This embraces priests and people, with specific mention of suckling babes, tottering grey-beards and newly-weds, who normally enjoyed far-reaching exemptions from public duties. J. A. Bewer (ICC, 1911) ingeniously points the imperatives as perfects, without consonantal change, making v. 15, not v. 18, the turning-point of the book, and the beginning of continuous narrative.

(vi)    The devastation of the locust will be sur-passed by the plenty that the Lord will grant on repentance (2:18-25). V. 20 means that the physical bodies of the locusts in Judaea will be wind-driven into the Dead Sea and the Mediterranean Sea, and this will be followed by a stench of decay (18-25).

c.    The gifts of the Spirit, 2:28-32

The outpouring of the Spirit described in this pas-sage is the apex of prophetic utterance. Vv. 28-29, and 32 were clearly fulfilled at Pentecost; aspects of vv. 30 and 31 were fulfilled in the passion of our Lord. Ecstatic prophesying might include the gift of tongues. The pillars of smoke might be sand columns raised by desert whirlwinds, or the con-flagration of doomed cities. A solar eclipse can make a blood-red moon. What more saving name could be foreshadowed in v. 32 than that of Jesus? Everything here has a meaning—yet there is a deeper meaning belonging to the days when the last sands of human time will sink for evermore.

d. God’s enemies judged, 3:1-21 The surface meaning of this section is the predic-tion of divine vengeance on the nations which have scattered and persecuted the Jews. The references of vv. 3-8 are clearly historical. The locusts might foreshadow these armies of Gentiles in their brief hour of victory. Vv. 9-11 are biting in their sar-casm as the prophet urges the heathen to make war on God. God alone will judge the assembled nations in the valley of decision (vv. 12, 14; * Jehosha-shat, Valley of). The full horror of vv. 15flf., 19a, and the full benediction of v. 18, are both alike as yet unrealized. Earthly prophecy and eschatology are wedded in a chapter of rieh prefiguring. The Christian church is the heir of the OT, and the sure word of prophecy, be it about Egypt or anything eise, will come to pass in God’s good time.

II.    Authorship and dato

This is superb extrovert literature, betraying a Judaean flavour, but intrinsically concerned with bigger issues than Contemporary politics. This makes dating exceptionally difficult. Most scholars maintain (cf. W. Nowack, 1922; K. Marti, 1904), some deny (cf. Bewer, ICC) that Joel is a literary unity. Older conservatives dated the book in the 8th Century bc, the time of Arnos and Hosea. Oesterley and Robinson adopt the extreme late dating of 200 bc, others assign between these limits. R. K. Harrison (IOT, 1970, pp. 874-882) discusses the issues thoroughly, but, stressing the book’s timelessness, will not commit his dating beyond ‘in advance of 400 bc’. Were the early dating to be taken as correct, certain familiär prophetic battle-cries would then find their first known utterance in Joel. Ploughshares might have been considered the fathers of swords before the hope of the reverse transformation was born (Joel 3:10; Is. 2:4).

III.    Special charactcristics

Joel was the vehicle of a divine revelation which has a significance perhaps beyond his full under-standing. In his book the impinging of the eternal on the temporal, which is the hallmark of genuine inspiration, is undeniably in evidence. This is espe-cially true in his arresting description of locust-plague havoc, symbolic of God’s wrath and puni-tive Visitation of sin. Vividly portrayed also is God’s gracious restoration of his people following upon repentance. There are factual prophecies linked with our Lord’s death, with the coming of the Holy Spirit, with both the horror and the hope of the end-times. This is one of the briefest and yet one of the most disturbing and heart-searching books of the OT.
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JOGBEHAH (Heb. yögb 'hä, ‘height'). A town in Gilead assigned to Gad (Nu 32:35), named also in Gideon’s pursuit of the Midianites (Jdg. 8:11). It is the modern Jubeihät, about 10 km NW of Amman and 1057 m above sea-level.    j.d.d.

JOHANAN (Heb. yöhänän, ‘Yahweh is gracious’). A number of men are so called in the OT, the most notable being the son of Kareah. A Jewish leader who supported Gedaliah on the latter’s appoint-ment as governor of Judah (2 Ki. 25:23; Je. 40:8) after the fall of Jerusalem, Johanan offered to kill Ishmael, who was plotting Gedaliah’s assassin-ation (Je. 40:13-16). The öfter rejected and the warning ignored, Ishmael succeeded in his pur-pose. Johanan pursued him, rescued the people captured by him (Je. 41:11-16), and took them and the protesting Jeremiah to Tahpanhes in Egypt (Je. 43:1-7).

Others possessing the same name include the eldest son of Josiah, king of Judah (1 Ch. 3:15); a son of Elioenai (1 Ch. 3:24); a grandson of Ahi-maaz (1 Ch. 6:9—10); a Benjaminite recruit of David at Ziklag (1 Ch. 12:4); a Gadite who likewise joined David (1 Ch. 12:12); an Ephraimite chief (2 Ch. 28:12, where Hebrew has ‘Jehohanan’); a returned exile in Artaxerxes’ time (Ezr. 8:12); and a priest in the days of Joiakim (Ne. 12:22-23).

J.D.D.

JOHN, THE APOSTLE. Our information about John cömes from two sources: NT and Patristic.

I. New Testament evidence

a. In the Gospels

John was the son of Zebedee, probably the younger son, for except in Luke-Acts he is mentioned after his brother James. Luke gives the Order Peter, John and James, probably because in the early days of the church John was closely associated with Peter (Lk. 8:51; 9:28; Acts 1:13). That John’s mother’s name was Salome is an inference from Mk. 16:1 and Mt. 27:56; for the third woman who is said to have accompanied the two Marys to the tomb is designated Salome by Mark, and ‘the mother of Zebedee’s children’ by Matthew. Salome is usually regarded as the sister of Mary the mother of Jesus, because in Jn. 19:25 four women are said to have stood near the cross, the two Marys mentioned in Mark and Matthew, the mother of Jesus, and his mother’s sister. If this identification is correct, John was a cousin of Jesus on his mother’s side. His parents would appear to have been well-to-do, for his father, a fisherman, had ‘hired servants’ (Mk. 1:20); and Salome was one of the women who ‘provided for Jesus out of their means’ (Lk. 8:3; Mk. 15:40). John has often been identified with the unnamed disciple of John the Baptist, who with Andrew was directed by the Baptist to Jesus as the Lamb of God (Jn. 1:35-37); and if prötos is read in Jn. 1:41, it is possible that Andrew was the first of these two disciples to bring his brother Simon to Jesus, and that the unnamed disciple (John) subsequently brought his own brother James. This is not certain, however, as there are textual variants (see TNTC). After their sub-sequent call by Jesus to leave their father and their fishing (Mk. 1:19-20), James and John were nick-named by him Boanerges, ‘sons of thunder’ (Mk. 3:17), probably because they were high-spirited, impetuous Galileans, whose zeal was undisciplined and sometimes misdirected (Lk. 9:49). This aspect of their character is shown by their outburst after a Samaritan village had refused their Master en-trance (Lk. 9:54). Moreover, their personal ambi-tion was, it would seem, untempered by a true insight into the nature of his kingship; and this lingering trait of selfishness, together with their readiness to suffer for Jesus regardless of seif, is illustrated in the request they made to him (a re-quest encouraged by their mother [Mt. 20:20]) that they should be allowed to sit in places of special privilege when Jesus entered into his kingdom (Mk. 10:37).

On three important occasions in the earthly min-istry of Jesus, John is mentioned in Company with his brother James and Simon Peter, to the exclu-sion of the other apostles: at the raising of Jairus’ daughter (Mk. 5:37), at the transfiguration (Mk. 9:2) and in the garden of Gethsemane (Mk. 14:33); and, according to Luke, Peter and John were the two disciples sent by Jesus to make preparations for the final Passover meal (Lk. 22:8).

John is not mentioned by name in the Fourth Gospel (though the sons of Zebedee are referred to in 21:2), but he is almost certainly the disciple called ‘the disciple whom Jesus loved’, who lay close to the breast of Jesus at the Last Supper (13:23); who was entrusted with the care of his mother at the time of his death (19:26-27); who ran with Peter to the tomb on the first Easter morning and was the first to see the full signifi-cance of the undisturbed grave-clothes with no body inside them (20:2, 8); and who was present when the risen Christ revealed himself to seven of his disciples by the sea of Tiberias. In the account of that last incident in ch. 21, support is given to the later tradition that John lived on to a great age (21:23). The evidence of Jn. 21:24 for the Johannine authorship of this Gospel is capable of different interpretations (see TNTC).

b. In the Acts

According to the early narratives of Acts, John, together with Peter, with whom he remained closely associated, had to bear the main brunt of Jewish hostility to the early Christian church (Acts 4:13; 5:33, 4Ö). Both men showed a boldness of speech and action which astounded the Jewish authorities, who regarded them as ‘uneducated, common men’ (Acts 4:13). John, it would seem, continued for some years to play a leading part in the church at Jerusalem. On behalf of the other apostles he and Peter laid hands on the Samaritans who had been converted through the ministry of Philip (Acts 8:14); and he could be described as a reputed ‘pillar’ of the Jerusalem church at the time when Paul visited the city some 14 years after his conver-sion (Gal. 2:9). We do not know when John left Jerusalem, nor where he went after his departure. Assuming that he is the seer of the book of Revelation, he was presumably at Ephesus when he was banished to Patmos ‘on account of the word of God, and the testimony of Jesus’ (Rev. 1:9), though the date of this exile is uncertain. There is no other mention of John in the NT, though some think that he refers to himself as ‘the elder’ in 2 Jn. 1; 3 Jn. I.


II. Patristic evidence

There is a certain amount of late but probably un-reliable evidence, that John the apostle died as a martyr early in his career, perhaps at the time his brother James was slain by Herod (Acts 12:2). A 9th-century chronicler, George Hamartolos, re-produces, as we can now see, a Statement contained in the history of Philip of Side (c. 450), a relevant fragment of which was discovered by de Boor in 1889, to the effect that Papias, bishop of Hierapo-lis in the middle of the 2nd Century, in the second book of his Expositions asserted that both the sons of Zebedee met a violent death in fulfilment of the Lord’s prediction (Mk. 10:39). Though some scholars accept this testimony as genuine, most regard Philip of Side as an unreliable witness to Papias, and are impressed by the absence from Eusebius of any reference to the early martyrdom of John, and also by the failure of Acts to mention it, if both the sons of Zebedee in fact suffered in the same way at approximately the same time. It is true that some Support for Philip of Side’s Statement seems to be obtainable from a Syr. martyr-ology written about ad 400, in which the entry for 27 December is ‘John and James the apostles at Jerusalem’; and also from a calendar of the church at Carthage, dated ad 505, in which the entry for the same date reads ‘John the Baptist and James the apostle whom Herod killed’, for it is pointed out by those who accept this evidence that, as the Baptist is commemorated in this calendar on 24 June, the probability is that the entry for 27 December is a mistake for ‘John the Apostle’. It is, however, very doubtful whether the Syr. martyr-ology preserves an ancient tradition independent of the Gk.-speaking church; nor does it follow that, because the two brothers were commemorated on the same day, they were commemorated as being both martyrs in death who had been slain at the same time. Nor again does the reference to the sons of Zebedee as ‘drinking the cup’ and ‘being baptized with the baptism of Christ’ necessarily imply that both were destined to cotne to a violent end.

Against this partial and weakly attested tradition must be set the much stronger tradition re-flected in the Statement of Polycrates, bishop of Ephesus (ad 190), that John ‘who reclined on the Lord’s breast’, after being ‘a witness and a teacher’ (note the Order of the words), ‘feil asleep at Ephesus’. According to Irenaeus, it was at Ephesus that John ‘gave out’ the Gospel, and confuted the here-tics, refusing to remain under the same roof as Cerinthus, ‘the enemy of truth’; at Ephesus that he lingered on ‘tili the days of Trajan’, who reigned ad 98-117. Jerome also repeats the tradition that John tarried at Ephesus to extreme old age, and records that, when John had to be carried to the Christian meetings, he used to repeat again and again ‘Little children, love one another’. The only evidence that might seemingly conflict with this tradition of John the apostle’s residence at Ephesus is negative in character. It is alleged that if, as the writers at the end of the 2nd Century assert, John resided long at Ephesus and exercised such influence, it is remarkable that there should be an entire absence of any reference to John in the extant Christian literature which emanated from Asia during the first half of the Century, particu-larly in the letters of Ignatius and the Epistle of Polycarp. But, even if the absence of allusions to John in these documents is significant, it may merely be an indication that ‘there was a difference between his reputation and influence at the begin-ning and at the close of the Century’ (so V. H. Stan-ton, The Gospels as Historical Documents, 1, p. 236). On any score the objection, it would seem, is insufficient to overthrow the tradition which later became so firmly established. Westcott concluded that ‘nothing is better attested in early church history than the residence and work of St John at Ephesus’. It is true that Westcott wrote before the evidence for John’s early martyrdom had accumu-lated, but as we have seen, that evidence is not ad-equate enough or reliable enough to confute the definite Statements of the man who occupied the see of Ephesus at the close of the Century, and of the man who at the same period made it his pri-mary aim to investigate the traditions of the apos-tolic sees.

(»John, Epistlesof; *John, Gospel of; ‘Revelation, Book of).

Bibliography. S. S. Smalley, John: Evangelist and Interpreter, 1978; K. B. Quast, Peter and the Beloved Disciple, 1989; R. A. Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 1994. See also under ‘John, Gospel of.    r.v.g.t.

JOHN THE BAPTIST. Born (c. 7 bc) to an elderly couple, Zechariah a priest and his wife Elizabeth, he grew to manhood in the wilderness of Judaea (Lk. 1:80), where he received his prophetic call, c. ad 27 (Lk. 3:2). The view that his wilderness period was spent in association with the Qumran Community or a similar Essene group must be treated with caution; even if it could be substantiated, it was a new impulse which sent him forth ‘to make ready for the Lord a people prepared’ (Lk. 1:17), and his prophetic ministry must have involved a break with any Essene or similar group with which he may previously have been connected. After the Spirit of prophecy came upon him, he quickly gained widespread fame as a preacher calling for national repentance. Crowds flocked to hear him, and many of his hearers were baptized by him in the Jordan, confessing their sins.

His attitude to the established Order in Israel was one of radical condemnation; ‘the axe’, he said, ‘is laid to the root of the trees' (Mt. 3:10; Lk. 3:9). He denounced the religious leaders of the people as a brood of vipers, and denied that there was any value in the bare fact of descent from Abraham. A new beginning was necessary; the time had come to call out from the nation as a whole a loyal remnant who would be ready for the imminent arrival of the Coming One and the judgment which he would execute. John thought and spoke of himself as a mere preparer of the way for this Coming One, for whom he was unworthy, he said, to perform the lowliest Service. Whereas John’s own ministry was characterized by baptism with water, the Coming One’s ministry would be a baptism with the Holy Spirit and fire.

That John aimed at giving the loyal remnant a distinct and recognizable existence is suggested by the Statement in Josephus (Am. 18. 117) that John was ‘a good man who bade the Jews practise virtue, be just one to another, and pious toward God, and come together by means of baptism’; these last words seem to envisage the formation of a religious community which was entered by baptism. This is probably an accurate assessment of the Situation. But when Josephus goes on to say that John ‘taught that baptism was acceptable to God pro-vided that they underwent it not to procure remis-sion of sins but for the purification of the body, if the soul had first been purified by righteousness’, he differs from the NT account. The Evangelists say quite plainly that John preached a ‘baptism of repentance for the remission of sins’. Josephus is probably transferring to John’s baptism what he knew to be the significance of Essene washings; the Qumran Rule of the Community gives an account of the significance of such washings almost identi-cal with that which Josephus gives of John’s baptism. But John’s baptism, like his preaching, may well represent a deliberate turning away from Essene beliefs and practices.

Among those who came to John for baptism was Jesus, whom John apparently hailed as the Coming One of whom he had spoken—although later, in prison, he had doubts about this identification and had to be reassured by being told that Jesus’ minis-try was marked by precisely those features which the prophets had foretold as characteristic of the age of restoration.

John’s ministry was not confined to the Jordan valley. The Statement in John 3:23 that he left the Jordan valley for a time and conducted a baptismal campaign (presumably of brief duration) ‘at Aenon near Salim’, where there was abundance of water, has implications which are easily over-looked. For W. F. Albright (The Archaeology of Palestine, 1956, p. 247) is probably right in locating this place NE of Nablus, near the sources of the Wadi Far'ah—that is to say, in territory which was then Samaritan. This could explain certain features of Samaritan religion attested for the early Christian centuries, but it also illuminates the words of Jesus to his disciples in John 4:35-38, spoken with regard to the people in this very area, and ending with the Statement: ‘others have laboured, and you have entered into their labour’. The harvest which they reaped (Jn. 4:39, 41) had been sown by John.

After this period of ministry in Samaria John must have returned to the territory of Herod Anti-pas (“Herod, 3), probably Peraea. He aroused An-tipas’ suspicion as the leader of a mass movement which might have unforeseen results; he also in-curred his hostility, and still more that of Herod’s second wife “Herodias, by denouncing their mar-riage as illicit. He was accordingly imprisoned in the Peraean fortress of “Machaerus and there, some months later, put to death.

ln the NT John is presented chiefly as the fore-runner of Christ. His imprisonment was the signal for the Start of Jesus’ Galilean ministry (Mk. l:14f); his baptismal activity provided a starting-point for the apostolic preaching (Acts 10:37; 13:241'.; cf 1:22 and Mk.1:1-4). In Jesus’ estima-tion, John was the promised Elijah of Mal. 4:5f, who was to come and complete his ministry of restoration on the eve of ‘the great and terrible day of the Lord’ (Mk. 9:13; Mt. 11:14; cf Lk. 1:17). Jesus also regarded him as the last and greatest member of the prophetic succession: ‘the law and the prophets were until John: since then the good news of the kingdom of God is preached’ (Lk. 16:16). Therefore, while unsurpassed in personal stature, he was (in respect of privilege) less than the least in the kingdom of God; he stood on the threshold of the new order as its herald (as Moses viewed the promised land from Pisgah) without entering in. His disciples

preserved their corporate existence for a consider-able time after his death.
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JOHN, EPISTLES OF.

I. Background and circumstances of 1 John 1 John is headed as an Epistle, but there is nothing ‘epistolary’ in the strict sense about it (contrast 2 and 3 John), and it is more like a tract addressed to a particular Situation.

It was called forth by the activities of false teachers who had seceded from the church (or churches) to which John is writing, and who were attempting to seduce the faithful (2:18f., 26). They formed an esoteric group, believing that they had superior knowledge to ordinary Christians (cf. 2:20,27; 2 Jn. 9) and showinglittle love to them (cf 4:20).

They were forerunners of the later heretics gen-erally known as ‘Gnostics’ (from Gk. gnösis, mean-ing ‘knowledge’) and claimed a special knowledge of God and of theology. On the basis of their new doctrine they appear to have denied that Jesus was the Christ (2:22), the pre-existent (1:1) Son of God (4:15; 5:5, 10) come in the flesh (4:2; 2 Jn. 7) to provide salvation for men (4:9f, 14). But the pre-cise form which this heresy took is uncertain. It is generally regarded as having had some affinity with the views held by Cerinthus in Asia Minor at the end of the Ist Century, although it was not fully identical with what we know of his teaching. Ac-cording to Cerinthus, Jesus was a good man who was indwelt by the heavenly Christ from the time of his baptism until just before his crucifixion (Ire-naeus, Adv. Haer. 1. 26. 1, in J. Stevenson, A New Eusebius, 1957, No. 70)—a view which is apparently contradicted in 5:6 and in various verses where belief that Jesus is (not simply was) the Christ, the Son of God, is emphasized (2:22; 5:1, 5). Such teaching was probably bound up with the common gnostic distinction between spirit and matter, according to which a real incarnation of God in man was impossible and was only apparent (as in Docetism) or temporary (as in Cerinthianism).

The false teachers further claimed that they were ‘sinless’ (1:8, 10) and possibly also that they did not need redemption through the death of Jesus Christ, while they were in fact morally indifferent, following the ways of the world (cf. 2:15), ignoring the commandments of Christ (2:4), and freely doing what they pleased (without, however, in-dulging in gross sin). They did not realize that sin is a moral category, i.e. lawlessness (3:4, 7f), and consequently they feit quite consistent in claiming sinlessness while indulging in selfishness and lack of love. Probably we are to see here also the influ-ence of the gnostic distinction between spirit and matter: since the body (matter) was evil anyhow and only the (divinely implanted) spirit or soul mattered, their bodily behaviour was irrelevant to their Christian belief.

John writes to provide an antidote to this teach-ing, and the progress of the argument in his tract is best understood when this is kept in mind. At-tempts to explain its difficult structure in terms of source criticism (R. Bultmann; W. Nauck; J. C. O’Neill) have met with little favour.

II. Outline of contents of I John

John begins by stating that his purpose is to explain to his readers what he has heard and seen as regards the word of life manifested in Jesus Christ, so that there may be joyful fellowship between himself, his readers and God (1:1-4).

He then States the fundamental proposition, God is light, and on the basis of this universally accept-able truth proceeds to take up certain erroneous Slogans of his opponents (1:6a, 8a, 10a; 2:4a). In Opposition to them he asserts that only those who walk in the light can have fellowship with God and cleansing through the blood of Jesus. To deny that one is a sinner in need of cleansing is to commit self-deceit, but sinners can be sure of forgiveness from a faithful God through the righteous Advo-cate, Jesus Christ. To Claim a true knowledge of God without obeying his commandments is to be a liar (l :5—2:6).

Christians, then, are called to obey God’s new commandment. Although it is really an old one, yet it is now presented anew as the law of the new era of light which has already begun to shine in the darkness of the old, sinful world. John feels able to address his readers in this way because they have already entered into this new era and enjoy the Privileges of forgiveness, knowledge and power, and he further exhorts them not to ding to the sinful world which is doomed to pass away (2:7—

17).

One of the marks of the arrival ot the new era is the rise of these false teachers who have now left their temporary home in the church. Their teach-ing is a denial that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and this really means that they are denying God the Father himself. They claim special knowledge, to be sure, but John assures his readers that in view of their anointing by God (i.e. with the Spirit or perhaps with the Word of God) all Christians have true knowledge (2:18-27).

He now counsels them to abide in Christ, the holy and righteous One, and to test themselves and their teachers by their likeness to him. This leads to the thought of the great privilege of Christians as children of God, and the even greater privilege that at the advent of Christ they will become altogether like him—all of which constitutes a powerful in-centive to holy living (2:28-3:3).

What, then, is the character of children of God in contrast with those who are the children of the devil? Since Christ came to take away sin, it follows that God’s children do not, and in fact cannot, sin, while the children of the devil neither do what is right nor show love. By this uncompromising Statement, which must be considered in the light of 1:8, John means that the Christian as a Christian cannot sin: he is speaking of the ideal character of the Christian, in contrast with the false teachers who made no attempt to emulate this ideal (3:4-

10).

In fact, Christians can expect to be hated by children of the devil, just as Abel was murdered by Cain; by contrast, the mark of the true Christian is love, seen not in murder but in self-sacrifice and practical charity (3:11-18).

Through such deeds of love a man knows that he is a Christian, so that, even if his conscience at times condemns him, he can still have perfect con-fidence before his Judge, the God who knows his desire to love and serve him (cf. Jn. 21:17); indeed, armed with this confidence, he can be bold in prayer, since he knows that he is pleasing God by keeping his commandment of love, and, further, he will receive inward assurance from the Spirit of God (3:19-24).

But how can a Christian be sure that he has the Spirit of Godl For the false teachers also claim to have the Spirit. John replies that correct belief about Jesus Christ come in the flesh is the sure sign of true inspiration. The false teachers, however, are motivated by the spirit of antichrist (4:1-6).

After this digression, John returns to the theme of love. Love, he repeats, is the token that a man is born of God, for, as was shown in the sacrifice of Christ, God is love. (This is John’s second great declaration about the nature of God.) Even if men cannot see God, they can know that he dwells in them if they show love (4:7-12).

John now summarizes the grounds of Christian assurance—possession of the Spirit, confession of Jesus Christ and the practice of love. These are signs that God dwells in us and give us confidence for the day of judgment, since there can be no fear where there is love. Yet, to avoid any antinomian or ‘spiritualistic’ misunderstanding, John emphasizes that such love for God is inevitably accompanied by love for the brethren. All who truly confess Jesus Christ love God and their fellow-men. Nor is it difficult to keep this commandment, for by faith those who are born of God can overcome the forces arrayed against them (4:13-5:4).

This leads John back to the theme of faith. True Christian faith is centred on Jesus Christ, who not only submitted to the water of baptism but also shed his blood on the cross, and to whom the Spirit bears witness (Jn. 15:26). These three—the Spirit, water and blood—are God’s sure testimony to confirm faith in Christ. John possibly also means that the saving activity of the Spirit in the church (or the individual believer) and the sacraments of baptism and the Lord’s supper continue this testimony. To disbelieve this testimony is to make God a liar and to reject the eternal life which he has given to men in his Son (5:5-12).

In conclusion, John States that his purpose has been to assure his readers of their salvation. Since they can be sure of divine response to their prayers, they are to win back erring brethren through prayer (although prayer is of no avail in the case of mortal sin, whatever that may be). Finally come three great declarations—that Christians have power not to sin, that they belong to God, and that they are in Jesus Christ who is their great instructor—and a final admonition to avoid idol-atry (i.e. worship of pagan gods, but the meaning is not certain) (5:13-21).

III. Background and contents of 2 and 3 John

2 and 3 John are real letters, each long enough to be accommodated on a Standard size sheet of pa-pyrus (25 by 20 cm) and conforming to the pattem of letter-writing of the time. (For a remarkably close parallel to the structure of 3 John, see C. K. Barrett, The New Testament Background: Selected Docwnents, 1956, No. 22.)

2 John is addressed from ‘the elder’ to ‘the elect lady and her children’. This is in all likelihood a symbolic manner of addressing a church (cf. 1 Pet. 5:13), perhaps intended to baffle any hostile people into whose hands the letter might fall (1-3). The occasion of the letter is similar to that of 1 John (cf. 2 Jn. 7 with 1 Jn. 4:3); false teachers were travel-ling front church to church and denying that the Son of God had really been incarnate. The elder issues a warning against such teaching; those who ‘go on’ to accept this new or higher teaching are abandoning their faith in God, the Father of Jesus Christ. He cautions his friends not to extend hospi-tality to the false teachers, and he encourages them to follow after the truth which already abides in them and to fulfil the command of love (4-11). Finally, he expresses the hope of seeing them soon and adds greetings from his own church (12f.).

3 John is a private letter (like Philemon) ad-dressed to the elder’s friend Gaius, who was a lead-ing member in another church. He is commended for his attachment to the truth and for showing practical love to travelling preachers who de-pended on the churches for their keep (1-8). His attitude is the reverse of that of Diotrephes, who was seeking to be the leader in his church (probably a neighbouring church to that of Gaius), re-sisting the advice of John and perhaps withholding a previous letter of his from the church, refusing to welcome the travelling preachers and excommuni-cating those who did welcome them. It is likely that we see here the difficulties caused by the development of a settled local church leadership alongside the existence of apostolic overseers and travelling teachers, and that Diotrephes was aspiring to the Position of ‘bishop’ in his own church and resented any interference from outside. Such difficulties were no doubt bound to arise as the apostles passed on, but it is clear that Diotrephes was not handling matters in a Christian manner. The elder warns that he will come and deal personally with Diotrephes if necessary (9-11). Finally, a word of commendation is added for Demetrius (probably the bearer of the letter and a travelling teacher), and the letter concludes with warm greetings (12— 14).

IV.    Extcrnal attestation of the Epistles

1 John was used by Papias (c. 140) according to Eusebius, and is quoted by Polycarp (c. 110-120) and very probably by Justin (c. 150-160). It was accepted as the work of the fourth Evangelist, John the apostle, by Irenaeus (c. 180), the Murato-rian Canon (c. 180-200), and Clement of Alexandria (c. 200). According to Eusebius, there was never any questioning of its authenticity. 2 and 3 John are probably listed in the Muratorian Canon (J. Stevenson, op. eil., No. 124 and note); 2 John is quoted by Irenaeus, and both Epistles were probably commented on by Clement of Alexandria. Lack of mention and doubts about their canon-icity, reflected in Eusebius, who quotes Origen (J. Stevenson, op. cit., No. 289), were due to their slight nature.

V.    Provenance, authorship and date

The Asian provenance of all five Johannine writ-ings is still the most likely. For the Epistles this is supported by the Cerinthian teaching which is op-posed and by the traditions which connect their author with Ephesus.

The authorship of the Epistles and of the Johannine writings presents Problems which are not yet fully solved.

First, it is certain that one author is responsible for the three Epistles, although this was denied by Jerome and more recently doubted by R. Bultmann (op. eil., pp. 1 f.). 1 John is anonymous, but we may now assert that its author was also ‘the elder'.

Second, it is reasonably certain that John’s Gospel and 1 John are by the same author. This is disputed by C. H. Dodd (pp. xlvii-lvi; more fully in 'The First Epistle of John and the Fourth Gospel’, BJRL 21, 1937, pp. 129-156) and C. K. Barrett (The Gospel according to St. John, 1955, pp. 49-52), but convincing proof is given by A. E. Brooke (pp. i-xix), W. F. Howard (The Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism and Interpretation4, 1955, pp. 281-296), and W. G. Wilson (JTS 49, 1948, pp. 147-156). There can really be no doubt that John and 1 John represent the same mind at work in two different situations. John is a profound study of the incarna-tion of Christ addressed primarily as an apologetic to the outside world; 1 John is a tract called forth by a particular Situation in the church. The differ-ences between the two can largely be explained by this difference of audience and purpose. Logically John precedes 1 John, but whether this was the order of composition is hardly possible to deter-mine; John is obviously the work of many years of meditation, and 1 John may have been written in that period.

Third, the relation of Revelation (which is ascribed to John the apostle by strong external evi-dence) to John and 1-3 John must be considered The theory of common authorship of all five books is very difficult to maintain, as was seen quite early by Dionysius of Alexandria (J. Stevenson, op. cit., No. 237). There are considerable theo-logical differences between Revelation and the other Johannine writings, although there are also close similarities. Further, the Greek of Revelation is unlike that of any other book in the NT; despite suggestions that it was originally written in Ara-maic, and so possibly by the same person who wrote John and 1-3 John in Greek, the theory of common authorship must remain doubtful.

In view of these facts, various theories of authorship have been put forward, of which three deserve attention.

First, the traditional theory, which is supported by D. Guthrie (New Testament Introduclion), at-tributes all five books to John the apostle. He was known as ‘the elder’ par excellence in Asia Minor on account of his age and authority (cf. 1 Pet. 5:1 for a similar title). Against this theory must be reckoned the problems raised by Revelation and the uncertainty which some scholars find in the external evidence for the apostolic authorship of John’s Gospel.

A second solution, which avoids the first of these difficulties, is that John’s Gospel and 1-3 John are by John the apostle and Revelation by another John who is otherwise unknown to us. This was essentially the theory of Dionysius of Alexandria, and is supported today by A. Wikenhauser (New Testament Introduction, E.T. 1958, pp. 547-553). On this view, some Connection between the two Johns must be presupposed to account for the theological similarities between the writings.

A third solution, which avoids the second of the difficulties in the traditional theory, sees a close disciple of John the apostle as the author of John’s Gospel and 1-3 John and John himself as possibly the author of Revelation. (There are various forms jf this theory.) On this view, it was John’s disciplc vho was known as ‘the elder’.

Support for this third solution has often been iought in a well-known passage in Papias (J. Stevenson, op. eil., No. 31); Papias refers to certain of :he apostles, including John, who are apparently iead, as ‘elders’ and then to two living disciples of :he Lord, Aristion and the elder John. Some icholars think that this elder John was a disciple of lohn the apostle and was the author of John’s 3ospel and 1-3 John. But this is extremely con-ectural. It is not certain whether Papias is here -eferring to one John (the apostle) twice or to two separate Johns, and weighty names can be quoted for both interpretations. Further, Papias clearly applied the title of ‘elder’ to more than one person (including John the apostle in any case), and it is not certain that he used the title in the same sense as the author of 2 and 3 John. Finally, Papias does not state that the hypothetical ‘elder John’ was a disciple of John the apostle. We cannot, therefore, be certain on this theory that the elder of 2 and 3 lohn was called John or that he was the ‘elder lohn’ of Papias.

On the whole, it still remains most plausible that the Gospel and the three letters are the work of John the apostle or of a close disciple of his.

The date of 1-3 John cannot be rigidly deter-mined. The evidence front Qumran allows the pos-sibility of an earlier development of the kind of theology found in the Johannine literature than was formerly believed possible. The chief clue, however, is the nature of the heresy attacked and the church Situation, both of which suggest a date between the 60s and 90s of the Ist Century; our knowledge of the church in this period is so meagre that a closer dating is impossible.
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JOHN, GOSPEL OF.

I. Outline of contents

3. The revelation of Jesus to the world, i: i—12:50

(i)    Prologue (1:1 — 18).

(ii)    The manifestation of Jesus (1:19-2:11).

(iii)    The new message (2:12-4:54).

(iv)    Jesus, the Son of God (5:1-47).

(v)    The bread of life (6:1-71).

(vi)    Conflict with the Jews (7:1-8:59).

(vii)    The light of the world (9:1-41).

(viii)    The good shepherd (10:1 —42).

(ix)    The resurrection and the life (11:1 -57).

(x)    The shadow of the cross (12:1-36a).

(xi)    Epilogue (12:36b—50).

b. The revelation of Jesus to his disciples, 13:1-17:26

(i)    The Last Supper (13:1 -30).

(ii)    The farewell discourses (13:31-16:33).

(iii)    Jesus’ prayer for his disciples (17:1—26).

The glorification of Jesus, 18:1-21:25

(i)    The passion of Jesus (18:1-19:42).

(ii)    The resurrection of Jesus (20:1-31).

(iii)    The Commission to the disciples (21:1 -25).

Ii. Purpose

A clear Statement of the purpose of John is given in Jn. 20:30f. (Cf W. C. van Unnik, TU 73, 1959, pp. 382-411.) John has made a selection out of a large number of available ‘signs’, and his purpose in narrating them is to bring his readers to the belief that Jesus is the Christ (i.e. the Messiah) and the Son of God, and thus to bring them into an experience of eternal life.

From this Statement we can draw certain conclu-sions which are amply attested by the substance of the Gospel. First, it is basically an evangelistic document. Second, its explicit method is to present the work and words of Jesus in such a way as to show the nature of his person. Third, the descrip-tion of this person as Messiah indicates that a Jewish audience is probably in mind. Since, however, John appears to be writing for an audience outside Palestine and in part ignorant of Jewish customs, it is an attractive hypothesis that he wrote especially for Jews of the Diaspora and proselytes in Hellenistic synagogues. (Cf. J. A. T. Robinson, Twelve NT Studies, 1962, pp. 107-125.) This natur-ally does not exclude a Gentile audience from his purview, although the view that the Gospel was written primarily to convert the thoughtful Gentile (cf. C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, 1953) is unlikely.

This main purpose does not exclude other, sub-ordinate aims. Thus, first, John consciously stresses points which would refute the false or antagonistic views about Jesus held by Jews in his time. There may also be an attempt to correct an over-zealous veneration for John the Baptist. Second, particu-larly in 13-17, John addresses Christians and gives teaching about life in the church. But the view that a principal aim of John was to correct the church’s eschatology (so C. K. Barrett) is not tenable, although this is not to deny that the Gospel contains eschatologica! teaching. Third, it is often alleged that John was written as a polemic against Gnosti-cism. This view gains some plausibility from the purpose of 1 John, but is not so self-evident as is sometimes supposed; nevertheless, John was no doubt aware of the danger of Gnosticism while he wrote, and his Gospel is in fact an excellent weapon against Gnosticism.

III. Structure and theological content

a. The historical structure

As a historical work, John is selective. It begins with the incarnation of the pre-existent Word of God in Jesus (1:1-18), and then passes straight to the early days of Jesus’ ministry—his baptism by John and the call of his first disciples (1:19-51), and his return from the Jordan to Galilee (1:43). But the scene of his work is not confined in the main to Galilee, as in the Synoptic narrative. Only a few of the incidents related take place there (1:43-2:12; 4:43-54; 6:l-7:9). Once the scene is Samaria (4:1-42), but most frequently it is Jerusalem, usually at the time of a Jewish feast (2:13; 5:1; 6:4; 7:2; 10:22; 11:55; cf. A. Guilding, The Fourth Gospel and Jewish Worship, 1960). The last of these incidents is the raising of Lazarus, which provoked the Jewish leaders to do away with Jesus (11:45ff.), although, as in the Synoptic Gospels, their enmity had been mounting for some time (e.g. 7:1). Front this point the narrative follows lines familiär to us front the Synoptic Gospels—the anointing at Bethany (12:1-11), the triumphal entry (12:12-19), the Last Supper (13), recorded with no reference to its sacramental features, the arrest (18:1-12), trials and Peter’s denial (18:13-19:16), the crucifixion and resurrection (20-21). Yet in this section also there is much material not found in the Synoptic Gospels, especially the last discourses and prayer (14-16; 17), the details of the trial before Pilate (18:28-19:16), and the resurrection appearances.

There is no need to doubt that this historical outline corresponds broadly to the actual Order of events, although it must be remembered that John has recorded only a few incidents and arranged them from the standpoint of his presentation of Jesus as the Messiah.

b. The theological content

(i) John as revelation. This historical outline is the vehicle of a theological presentation of Jesus. John’s purpose is to reveal the glory of Jesus as the Son of God. As the pre-existent Son he shared the glory of the Father (17:5, 24), and in his earthly life his glory was demonstrated to the world—or rather to those who had eyes to see (1:14)—in the series of signs which he wrought (2:11). Yet in these signs Jesus was seeking not his own glory but that of the Father (5:41; 7:18). This revelation of Jesus before the world is the theme of chs. 1-12, which concludes with a summarizing passage and a clear break in thought (12:36b—50). Since the world had largely not believed in him (12:37), Jesus turned to his disciples, and in chs. 13-17 we have a revelation of his glory, seen in humble Service, to the disciples, who were themselves also called to a life in which God is glorified (15:8; 21:19). But a theme which had been hinted at earlier also finds expression here, namely that Jesus is supremely glorified in his passion and death. Thus the third section of the Gospel (chs. 18-21) shows us that the hour has come in which Jesus is glorified as the Son of God and glorifies God.

At the same time the Gospel may be regarded as a revelation of truth (1:14, 17). In the Gospel the world is characterized by error, imperfection and sin, because it has lost contact with God who is the true One (7:28); to it Jesus brings the truth of God (18:37). He himself is the incarnation of truth (14:6) and will be succeeded by the Spirit of truth (14:17). He leads men to a true worship of God (4:23f.) and frees them from the errors of the devil (8:44) through knowledge of the truth (8:32). In contrast to the empty satisfactions of the world he brings true, real bread for the souls of men (6:32, 55).

(ii) Signs and witnesses. The way in which this revelation is brought to men is twofold. First, there are the signs or works performed by Jesus, seven of which (excluding the resurrection) are related at length. They are signs not simply because they are evidence of a miraculous, supernatural power (4:48) but rather because by their character they show that their author is sent by God (9:16) as the Messiah and Son of God (3:2; 6:14; 7:31); they thus authenticate his person to those who have eyes tosee (2:23; 12:37).

Usually these signs are the basis of a discourse or dialogue in which their spiritual significance is brought out. There is, however, what may be regarded as a further series of signs in words.

Seven times (6:35; 8:12; 10:7, 11; 11:25; 14:6; 15:1; to which 8:24 is perhaps to be added) Jesus says, T am . . .’. A number of concepts, all of them already current in religious language, are here taken over by Jesus and used to explain who he is and what he has come to do. What is especially significant is that this use of 'I am’ contains a veiled Claim to deity.

Second, the glory of Jesus is attested by wil-nesses. Jesus himself came to bear witness to the truth (18:37), and witness is borne to him by John the Baptist, the woman of Samaria, the crowd who saw his signs (12:17), the disciples (15:27), the witness at the cross (19:35), and the Evangelist himself (21:24). Witness is also given by the Scriptures (5:39), by the Father (5:37), and by Jesus’ signs (10:25). Such witness was meant to lead men to faith (4:39; 5:34).

(iii)    The Person of Jesus. These signs and witnesses are thus meant to show that Jesus is the Son of God who offers life to men. Right at the begin-ning of the Gospel he is affirmed to be the Word (* Logos) of God (1:14, 17). Although this tech-nical term does not recur in John, it is plain that the rest of the Gospel is an exposition and justifica-tion of the doctrine that the Word became flesh. The use of ‘Word’ is singularly happy, for by it John was able to speak to Jews who had already taken some Steps towards regarding God’s Creative Word (Ps. 33:6) as in some sense a separate being from God (c/ the figurative description of Wisdom in Pr. 8:22ff.), to Christians who preached the Word of God and virtually identified it with Jesus (cf. Col. 4:3 with Eph. 6:19), and to educated pagans who saw the Word as the principle of Order and rationality in the universe (populär Stoicism). But what John says goes far beyond anything that had previously been said.

Second, Jesus is the Messiah from the house of David awaited by the Jews (7:42). In fact, the great question for the Jews is whether Jesus is the Messiah (7:26fT.; 10:24), and the confession of the disciples is that this is precisely who he is (1:41; 4:29; 11:27; 20:31).

Third, he is the Son of man. This term is the key to Jesus’ understanding of himself in the Synoptic Gospels, where it is connected with three ideas, the ‘hiddenness’ of his Messiahship, the necessity of his suflering, and his function as judge at the pa-rousia. These ideas are latent in John (cf. 12:34; 3:14; 5:27), but the emphasis falls on the two ideas that the Son of man has been sent from heaven as the revealer of God and the Saviour of men (3:13; 9:35) and that he is glorified by being ‘lifted up’ to die (12:23-34).

Fourth, he is the Son of God. This is probably Jesus’ most important title in John. Since the heart of the gospel is that God sent his Son as Saviour (3:16), John’s purpose is to lead the reader to recognize the claim of Jesus (19:7) and make the confession of the disciples (1:34, 49; 11:27) that he is the Son of God. As Son, he reveals the Father (1:18), whose activities of life-giving andjudgment he shares (5:19-29). Through belief in him men receive salvation (3:36) and freedom (8:36).

But to say that Jesus is the Son of God is, fifth, to ascribe full deity to him. Thus he who as the Word of God is himself God( 1:1), is also confessed by men on earth as Lord and God (20:28, which is the climax of the Gospel; cf. also 1:18, Rsvmg.).

(iv)    The work of Jesus. A further set of titles expresses what Jesus came to do for men and what he öfters them. These are summed up in 14:6, where Jesus Claims to be the way, the Iruth, and the liie. The last of these words, life, is the favourite word in John for Salvation. The world of men is in a state of death (5:24f.) and is destined for judg-ment (3:18, 36). What Jesus öfters to men is life, defined by John as knowledge of God and Jesus Christ (17:3). Jesus himself can thus be called the life (1:4; 11:25; 14:6), the giver of living waler (i.e. life-bestowing water, 4:14), and living bread (6:33f.). To receive Jesus by believing in him (3:36; 6:29) is to receive the bread of life, and to eat the flesh and drink the blood of Jesus (an expression in which many scholars see an allusion to the Lord’s Supper) is to partake of eternal life (6:54).

This same truth is presented in the picture of Jesus as the light of the world (8:12), developed especially in ch. 9. The state of men is now re-garded as blindness (9:39^41) or darkness (3:19; 12:46), and Jesus is the one who eures blindness and gives the light of life to those who walk in darkness. He is also depicted as the way to God (14:1-7). This idea is hinted at in 10:9, where he is the door of the sheepfold, but here another idea becomes prominent—that Jesus is the good shep-herd who gives his life for the sheep and gathers them into his sheepfold. Three vital ideas are con-tained in this description. First, Jesus is the true fulfilment of the OT promise of a shepherd for the people of God. (Note that life and light are Jewish descriptions of the Law which finds its fulfilment in Jesus.) Second, his death is not simply due to the Opposition of his enemies, but is a saving death on behalf of men (10:11) by which they are drawn to God (12:32). Only through a sacrificial death can sin be removed (1:29) and life be given to the world (6:51b). Third, the picture of a flock introduces the idea of the church.

(v) The new life. Jesus is thus portrayed as the Saviour of the world (4:42). In his presence men face the decisive moment in which they either accept him and pass from death to life (5:24) or remain in darkness until the day of judgment (12:46-48).

Such acceptance of Jesus occurs when the Father draws men to his Son (6:44). Through the work of the Spirit of God, whose movement is beyond human comprehension, there then takes place the radical change known as the new birth (3:1-21) by which a man becomes a son of God (1:12).

From the human side this change is the product of faith, which is centred on the Son of God who was lifted up on the cross to save the world (3:14-

18). A distinction is drawn between two kinds of faith—intellectual acceptance of the Claims of Jesus (11:42; 8:24; 11:27; 20:31), which by itself is not sufficient, and full self-committal to him (3:16; 4:42; 9:35-38; 14:1).

Such faith is closely related to knowledge. Whereas ordinary men have no real knowledge of God (1:10; 16:3), through knowledge of Jesus men can know the Father (8:19; 14:7). The content of this knowledge is not stated in John; there is no place here for the esoteric revelations characteristic of the mystery religions. Our only clue is that the way in which men know God and are known by him is analogous to the way in which Jesus knows God and is known by him (10:14f.).

One thing, however, can be said. This new rela-tionship is characterized by love. Disciples share in a relationship of mutual love with God like that which exists between the Father and the Son (3:35; 14:31), though it is to be noted that their love is directed towards the Son rather than towards the Father (14:23; 15:9; 17:26; 21:15-17; cf. 5:42; 1 Jn. 4:20f.).

Other expressions are also used to express this communion of disciples with Jesus. They are said to abide in him (6:56; 15:4-10), and he abides in them (6:56; cf. 14:17). The preposition in is also important in describing the close relationship of mutual indwelling between God and Jesus and between Jesus and his disciples (14:20, 23; 17:21, 23, 26).

(vi)    The people of God. Although the word 'church’ is not found in John, the idea is most cer-tainly present. To be a disciple is automatically to be a member of the flock whose shepherd is Jesus. Jesus also uses the concept of the vine (15:1-8). A new vine is to replace the old vine (i.e. the earthly people of Israel); Jesus himself is the stem, and from him life flows to the branches and enables them to bear fruit.

The life of disciples is characterized by a love which follows the example of Jesus, who humbly washed his disciples’ feet (13:1-20, 34f.). Such love is in contrast with the attitude of the world which hates and persecules the disciples (15:18— 16:4, 32f.), and its result is that the church shows that unity for which Jesus prays in ch. 17.

But the church is no closed fellowship; others are to come to belief through the word of the disciples (17:20). This is confirmed in ch. 21, where the idea of mission or sending (20:21) is developed. The 153 fish are symbolic of the spread of the gospel to all men, and the task of the good shepherd is handed on from the Master to the disciples.

(vii)    Eschatology. Jesus thus looks forward to the continuing life of the church after his glorification (14:12). In anticipation of his second advent he promises to come to the church (14:18) in the person of the Spirit. The Spirit comes to the individual disciple (7:37-39) and to the church (14:16f, 26; 15:26; 16:7-11, 13-15), and his function is to take the place of Jesus (as ‘another Counsellor’) and glorify him.

It may thus be said that in John the future is ‘realized’ in the present; Jesus comes again through the Spirit to his disciples, they already partake of eternal life, and already the process of judgment is at work. Yet it would be wrong to conclude that in John the future activity of God is replaced by his present activity. No less than in the rest of the NT is the future coming of Jesus (14:3; 21:23) and the future judgment of all men (5:25-29) taught.

IV. Textual problems and source criticism

Two passages found in the av of John do not belong to the original text and have been removed to the margin in modern vss. These are the Peri-cope de Adutteria (7:53-8:11), a genuine story about Jesus which has been preserved outside the canonical Gospels and found its way into certain late mss of John, and the explanation of the moving of the water (5:3b-4), which is omitted in the best mss.

A special problem is raised by ch. 21. While E. C. Hoskyns held that it was an integral part of the original Gospel, the majority of scholars think that it was either a later addition of the author or (less probably) that it was added by another hand. The main argument is that 20:31 reads like the conclusion of a book; some scholars also find stylistic differences between ch. 21 and chs. 1-20, but in the opinion of C. K. Barrett these are not in themselves decisive.

Some scholars (e.g. R. Bultmann) believe that the present Order of the material in John is not that of the author but has been seriously altered, per-haps by loose sheets of papyrus being combined in the wrong Order. There is, however, no objective textual evidence for this, although the phenom-enon is not unknown in ancient literature. The dis-placements found in ch. 18 in certain mss are clear-ly secondary, and Tatian (c. 170), who made some alterations in order when he was combining the Gospels in a single narrative, does not Support modern reconstructions. Most recent commenta-tors find that the Gospel makes good sense as it Stands.

Attempts have also been made, most com-prehensively by R. Bultmann, to trace the use of written sources and editorial activity in John. While the use of sources is probable, there is little unanimity regarding their extern. It is likely that the Gospel went through several stages of com-position, a fact which makes analysis extremely difficult.

V. The background of thought

After a period in which John was regarded as a Hellenistic book, to which the dosest parallels were to be found in a strongly Hellenized Judaism, mystery religions and even Greek philosophy, there is at present a rediscovery of the essentially Jewish background of the Gospel.

Much evidence has been found of Aramaic tra-ditions behind the Synoptic Gospels and John (M. Black, An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts3, 1967). An Aramaic sayings source may lie behind John—Aramaic being, of course, the mother tongue of Jesus. The thought in John is often expressed with the parataxis and parallelism which are well-known features of Semitic writing. All the indications are that the linguistic background of John is Aramaic, although the theory that it was originally written in Aramaic is unconvincing.

This naturally means that the thought of John is likely to be Jewish, which is in fact the case. Although there are comparatively few quotations, most of the key ideas in John are taken from the OT (eg. word, life, light, shepherd, Spirit, bread, vine, love, witness) and Jesus is portrayed as the fulfilment of the OT.

Parallels with Contemporary Jewish thought, es-pecially with orthodox rabbinic Judaism, may also be found, it being only natural that Jesus and his followers should often have agreed with the OT scholars of their time and been infiuenced—both positively and negatively—by them (cf. 5:39; 7:42). Since Palestinian Judaism had been subject to Hellenistic influences for about two centuries, there is no need to look wider for Hellenistic influence upon John. The degree of resemblance between ideas found in John and in Philo of Alexandria is variously estimated.

The Jewish sectarian texts from Qumran also help to fill in the background of John, although their importance for the understanding of the NT tends to be exaggerated. Attention is usually drawn to the dualism of light and darkness and to the Messianic hopes found in the texts, but the roots of these ideas lie in the OT, and it is doubtful whether a direct influence from Qumran upon John re-quires to be postulated. (See F. M. Braun. RB 62, 1955, pp. 5-44); J. H. Charlesworth (ed.), John and Qumran, 1972).

Other possible formative influences are dis-cussed in detail by C. H. Dodd. He rightly rejects Mandaism, a pagan-Christian syncretism whose earliest literature is considerably later than John. But he devotes considerable attention to Hellenistic mystery religion, especially as depicted in the Corpus Hermeticum (* Hermetic Literature), a series of tracts probably emanating from Egypt in the 3rd Century in their present form. But, while there are interesting parallels of thought which demonstrate that John would be intelligible to pagans and not merely to Jews, a close affiliation of thought is unlikely. (Cf G. D. Kilpatrick in Studies in the Fourth Gospel, ed. F. L. Cross, 1957.)

In the 2nd Century there was a developed Christian *Gnosticism, and we must certainly think of some kind of ‘pre-Gnosticism’ in the Ist Century, reflected in the polemic in Col. and 1 Jn. The theory that John was infiuenced by the Gnostic heretics whom he opposes (cf. II, above) was pro-pounded by E. F. Scott (The Fourth Gospel\ 1908, pp. 86-103); more recently than this R. Bultmann and E. Käsemann have argued that in John Jesus is presented in terms of Gnostic myths. The view of C. H. Dodd that Johannine Christianity is entirely different from Gnosticism in spite of a common background (op. cit., p, 114) does much greater justice to facts.

Within the early Christian world the Johannine literature occupies a unique place and represents an independently developed Strand of thought. Nevertheless, its teaching is that of the Christian church generally, and the differences from, say, Paul are more of form than of content. (Cf. A. M. Hunter, The Unity of the New Testament, 1943.)

VI. External attestation

The existence of John’s Gospel is attested in Egypt before ad 150 by the Rylands Papyrus 457, the earliest known fragment of a NT ms.

The use of John as an authoritative Gospel alongside the other three is attested by the Egerton Papyrus 2, also dated before 150 (C. H. Dodd, New Testament Studies, 1953, pp. 12-52). It was also used by Tatian in his Diatessaron, and Irenaeus (c 180) speaks of a four-Gospel canon. John was certainly also known and used in heretical Gnostic circles—e.g. by Ptolemaeus, a disciple of Valenti-nus, by the Gospel of Peter (c. 150), and (fairly certainly) by the author of the Valentinian Gospel of Truth. Knowledge of John by other writers in this period is difficult to attest. There are traces of Johannine language in Ignatius (c. 115) and Justin (c. 150-160), but it is questionable whether literary dependence is indicated.

Traditions about the authorship of John are given by Irenaeus, who States that John, the disciple of the Lord, gave out the Gospel at Ephesus. This tradition is repeated by Clement of Alexandria (c. 200) and the anti-Marcionite prologue to John; the 2nd-century date of the latter is, however, suspect. The Muratorian Canon (c. 180-200) gives a legend in which John the apostle is the author, and the apostolic authorship was accepted by Ptolemaeus. But Papias, who had close access to apostolic traditions, is silent on the matter, and Polycarp, who was an associate of John according to Irenaeus, quotes the Epistles but not the Gospel. Nor do the apocryphal Acts of John say anything about the Gospel. At the beginning of the 3rd Century there was some Opposition to the apostolic authorship of John, possibly because of the use made of it by the Gnostics.

VII. Authorship

At the end of the 19th Century the view that John the apostle wrote the Fourth Gospel was widely accepted on the basis of the external evidence set out above and the internal evidence. The latter re-ceived its classical formulation front B. F. Westcott and front J. B. Lightfoot (Biblical Essays, 1893, pp. 1-198), who demonstrated that the Gospel was written by a Jew, by a Palestinian Jew, by an eye-witness of the events recorded, by an apostle, and, in particular, by the apostle John, who is referred to as the ‘beloved disciple’.

A number of arguments have been raised against this chain of reasoning. First, there is the theory that *John died as a martyr at an early age, but this is rightly rejected by the majority of scholars.

Second, the alleged geographical and historical inaccuracy of John is held to militate against authorship by an eyewitness. The most recent archaeology has, however, confirmed the geographical accuracy of John in a striking way (cf. R. D. Potter, TU 73, 1959, pp. 329-337). For the historical problem, see below.

Third, it is alleged that the apostle John was in-capable of writing such a Gospel. He was an un-learned man—a view which finds its only and inadequate basis in a questionable exegesis of Acts 4:13 and ignores such analogies as Bunyan, the Bedford tinker. As an apostle he could not have written a Gospel so different from the other three—a view which does not take into account the special purpose of John and the fact that we have no other Gospel directly written by an apostle for comparison. As a Jew he could not have the mas-tery of Hellenistic thought seen in the Gospel— see, however, V, above. Finally, nobody would pre-sume to call himself the ‘beloved disciple’—which is, however, no more than a subjective argument (those who find it weighty can attribute the use of the title to John’s scribe).

Fourth, the weightiest argument is the slowness of the church to accept John’s Gospel. The reliabil-ity of Irenaeus has been called in question (but with uncertain justification), and it has been ob-served that the people who might be expected to know John and quote from it l'ail to do so. Against this must be pointed out the general weakness of arguments from silence (cf. W. F. Howard, The Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism and Interpretation*, 1955, p. 273) and the fact that the evidence for the acceptance and use of the other three Gospels is almost equally scanty beforc the period in which we find all four Gospels accepted together. Further, we are completely ignorant of the circum-stances of publication of John except for the brief note in 21:24.

It may be taken as quite certain that we can safely disregard any theory which denies a Connection between John the apostle and the Gospel. Three possibilities then arise. First, John may have composed it himself with the aid of an amanu-ensis. Second, a disciple of John may have used the memoirs of John or a Johannine tradition as the basis for the Gospel. A third possibility, which is a variant of the second, is that there was a Johannine ‘school’, possibly to be linked with S Palestine, in which the characteristic Johannine theology was developed and whose members produced the Johannine literature. It is, however, difficult to bring forward decisive evidence for or against such a theory. (One may compare K. Stendahl’s hypoth-esis of a Matthean school, the evidence for which is still flimsy.)

It is difficult to decide between these theories. But the tradition that John dictated the Gospel is widespread (cf. R. V. G. Tasker, TNTC, 1960, pp. 17-20) and bears the marks of genuineness. There are still good grounds for maintaining a close as-sociation of John the apostle with the actual writing of the Gospel.

(See also »John, Epistles of.)


VIII.    Provenance and date

Early tradition connects John the apostle with Asia Minor and in particular with Ephesus. A Connection with Asia Minor is most suitable for 1-3 Jn. and is demanded by Rev.; whether the author of the latter be the Evangelist or an associate of his, this strengthens the case for Asia.

The Claims of other places cannot, however, be ignored. The apparent lack of knowledge of John in Asia gives weight to the Claims of Alexandria: here John was certainly used very early by the gnostics (cf. also the papyri), the climate of thought (Hellenistic Judaism) could be regarded as suitable, and the general remoteness of Alexandria would explain the Gospel’s slow circulation. There is, however, no tradition connecting John with Alexandria. The Claims of Antioch have also been pressed, but they are hardly strong. Some would connect the Gospel of John with S Palestine in view of its background of thought, but this only confirms that for part of his life the author was resident in Palestine.

John is usually dated in the 90s. This view is based on the assumed dependence of John on the Synoptic Gospels (but see IX. below) and the alleged post-Pauline character of its theology. While there is no need to regard John as dependent on Paulinism, it is difficult to avoid the impression that it is not an early writing. If it is connected with Ephesus it must be placed after the activity of Paul there; this is confirmed by the date of 1-3 Jn., which is hardly earlier than the 60s. If John is connected with some other place of composition, e.g. Palestine, an earlier date is possible but remains unlikely. The real point of the ‘Palestinian background’ argument is that the date no longer needs to be put extremely late in Order to account for the development of thought. (Cf. J. A. T. Robinson, op. eil., pp. 94-106.)

IX.    Relation to the Synoptic Gospels

a. Knowledge of the Synoptic tradition The accepted opinion until about 40 years ago was that John knew the Synoptic Gospels, or at least Mark and Luke, and that he wrote in order to cor-rect, Supplement or replace them. Sharp criticism of this view came from P. Gardner-Smith (St. John and the Synoptic Gospels, 1938), B. Noack (Zur Johanneischen Tradition, 1954) and C. H. Dodd (Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel, 1963), who argued that John was dependent on the oral tradition behind the Synoptics, and wrote in-dependently of them. The dosest contacts are between John and Luke, especially in the passion narrative, but it is doubtful whether these prove lit-erary dependence; Luke may well have had access to the traditions recorded in John or even had personal acquaintance with its author (cf. G. W. Broom-field, John. Peter and the Fourlh Gospel, 1934).

The external evidence must also be taken into account. Papias’ Information about Mark and the Logia came from [John] ‘the elder’, who may be connected with the composition of the Gospel of John. Clement of Alexandria wrote, ‘Last of all, John, perceiving that the external facts had been made plain in the Gospel, being urged by his friends, and inspired by the Spirit, composed a spiritual Gospel.’ We can, of course, accept this description of John as the spiritual Gospel without believing that John wrote out of a knowledge of the other Gospels, but it is difficult to believe that he did not have some idea of their contents, even if he did not have copies of them before him as he wrote. The question, then, must be regarded as still open.

b.    Comparison of the narratives

Two Problems arise here. The first is whether the Synoptic and Johannine narratives are compatible with each other and can be worked into a single account. It is a fact that attempts can be made to fit the two together in a reasonably convincing manner and thus to shed new light on both. (E. Stauffer, Jesus and His Story, 1960.) This is pos-sible because the two accounts describe the activity of Jesus at different periods and in different local-ities; the old-fashioned idea that the Synoptic Gospels leave no room for a ministry in Jerusalem (other than in the passion narrative) is now quite discredited. It must be remembered, of course, that none of the Gospels pretends to give an exact chronological narrative, so that a detailed re-construction of the Order of events is impossible.

The second problem concerns the cases where historical contradictions appear to arise between the Gospels, including cases where it is held that John is consciously correcting data given in the Synoptic Gospels. Examples of this are the reason for Jesus’ arrest (in particular, the question why the raising of Lazarus is omitted in the Synoptic narrative; see a possible answer in J. N. Sanders, NTS l, 1954-5, p. 34); the date of the cleansing of the Temple; and the date of the last supper and cruci-fixion (see N. Geldenhuys, Commentary on the Gospel of Luke, 1950, pp. 649-670). The extent of such difficulties can be exaggerated, but it must be admitted that some real problems exist to which answers have yet to be found. In any case the sub-stance of the Gospel records is not affected by these differences.

c.    The discourses in John

The teaching ascribed to Jesus in John dififers markedly in content and style from that in the Synoptic Gospels. Such familiär ideas as the king-dom of God, demons, repentance and prayer are missing, and new topics appear, such as truth, life, the world, abiding and witness. At the same time there are close and intricate Connections between the two traditions, and common themes appear, e.g. Father, Son of man, faith, love and sending. The style and vocabulary also differ. There are no parables in John, and Jesus often speaks in long discourses or dialogues which are unparalleled in the Synoptic Gospels.

Many scholars, therefore, believe that John gives us his own thoughts or his own meditations upon the words of Jesus rather than his ipsissinta verba. This conclusion is strongly supported by the fact that a very similar style and content is found in I Jn. Nevertheless, it must be carefully qualified. First of all, the Gospel of John contains many say-ings which are similar in form and content to Synoptic sayings (cf B. Noack, op. eit., pp. 89-109; C. H. Dodd, op. cit., pp. 335-349) and which have equal right to be regarded as authentic. Second, there is, on the other hand, at least one famous ‘bolt from the Johannine blue’ in the Synoptic Gospels (Mt. 11 ■25-21) which is a Standing warning against the facile assumption that the Synoptic Jesus did not speak the language of the Johannine Jesus. Third, the same traces of Aramaic Speech and the same conformity to Jewish methods of discussion are to be found in John as in the Synoptic Gospels.

Thus we can say with considerable confidence that the sayings recorded in John have a firm historical basis in the actual words of Jesus. They have, however, been preserved in a Johannine commentary from which they can be separated only with great difficulty. (Cf. the problem of Gal. 2:14fT; where does Paul’s speech to Peter end and his meditation upon it begin?) This is no radical conclusion. So conservative a scholar as Westcott saw, for example, the words of John rather than of Jesus in 3:16-21.

X. History and Interpretation in John

The purpose of John (see II, above) demands that, in broad outline at least, the contents of John be regarded as history; it completely fails of attain-ment if John gives us a legendary construction devised to substantiate the church’s preaching of Jesus as the Messiah instead of the historical facts which lie behind and authenticate that preaching. (See C. F. D. Moule, The Phenomenon of the NT, 1967, pp. 100-114.)

It has already been suggested that many of the difficulties commonly raised against the historicity of John are by no means so serious as they are often made out to be. There is in fact a growing tendency to recognize that John contains important historical traditions about Jesus and that an adequate understanding of his earthly life cannot be obtained from the Synoptic Gospels alone (cf. T. W. Manson, BJRL 30, 1947, pp. 312-329; A. M. Hunter, According to John, 1968).

On the other hand, the total impression given by John after a reading of the Synoptic Gospels is that here we have an interpretation of Jesus rather than a strictly literal account of his life. The teaching which he gives is different and the picture of his person is also different, particularly as regards his Messianic and filial self-consciousness. Yet it would be unwise to over-emphasize these differ-ences. Jesus is no less human in John than in the other Gospels, and even the ‘Messianic secrecy’ of the Synoptic Gospels is not altogether absent from John. F. F. Bruce can go so far as to say that there is no fundamental discrepancy between the Jesus of the Synoptic Gospels and of John (The New Testament Documents-, 1960, pp. 601'.).

What this amounts to is that John does not con-tradict the other Gospels but interprets the Person who is depicted in them. While the other Evangel-ists have given us a photograph of Jesus, John has given us a portrait (W. Temple, op. cit. below, p. xvi). Consequently, in the light of what has been said, John can be used as a source for the life of Jesus and for John’s interpretation of that life, even if it is impossible to separate these two rigidly from each other. The earthly life of Jesus cannot be completely understood in isolation from his revela-tion of himself as the risen Lord to his church. Under the inspiration of the Spirit (cf. 14:26; 16:14) John has brought out the meaning of the earthly life of Jesus; he interprets the story of Jesus, and in doing so he gives us, in the words of A. M. Hunter, ‘the true meaning of the earthly story’ (Inlroducing New Testament Theology, 1957, p. 129).
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I.H.M.

JOKNEAM, JOKMEAM (Heb. yoqnam, yoqm’am). 1. A Canaanite city (Jos 12:22), no. 113 in the list of Tuthmosis III; modern Tel Yoqneam (Teil Qeimun), 12 km NW of Megiddo. ‘The brook east of Cal p'ne, facing) Jokneam’ (Jos. 19:11), which bounded Zebulun, was probably not the Kishon (GTT) bui a tributary (LOB). As a levitical city, Jokneam was in Zebulun (Jos. 21:34), so the boundary may have run S of the Kishon here.

Bibliography. GTT, pp. 306, 350; LOB, pp. 152, 257; M. Noth, Josua2 (German), 1953, p. 115; J. Drinkard, JBL 98, 1979, pp. 285f.; A. Ben-Tor, IEJ 33, 1983, pp. 30-54; NEAEHL, pp. 805 811.

2. A levitical city in Ephraim (1 Ch. 6:68, per-haps Kibzaim, Jos. 21:22); in the Jordan valley, 1 Ki. 4.12, but Noth and Gray regard thisas Jokneam (1). Perhaps Teil el-Mazar (B. Mazar, VT Supp. 7, 1960, p. 198; LOB,p. 313).    j.p.u.l.

JOKSHAN. A son of Abraham and Keturah, and father of Sheba and Dedan (Gn. 25:2-3; 1 Ch. 1:32). The name is sometimes assumed to be an-other form of *Joktan (Gn. 10:25-29; I Ch. 1:19—

23), but bearers of these names are kept distinct in the genealogical lists.    r.j.w.

.JOKTAN. A son of Eber of the family of Shem, and father of Almodad, Sheleph, Hazarmaveth, Jerah, Hadoram, Uzal, Diklah, Obal, Abimael, Sheba, Ophir. Havilah and Jobab (Gn. 10:25-26, 29; I Ch. 1:19-20, 23), many of whom have been connected with tribes in S Arabia. The name is unknown outside the Bible, but on the basis of the descendants a region of occupation in S or SW Arabia may be postulated. The modern tribes of S Arabia Claim that the pure Arabs are descended from Joktan.

Bibliography. J. A. Montgomery, Arabia and the Bible, 1934, pp. 37-42; W. Thesiger, Arabian Sands, 1960, p. 77.    t.c.m.

JONAH. Hebrew personal name, meaning ‘dove’. The NT form of the name in av is normally Jonas, twice Jona. 1. A Heb. prophet of the reign of Jero-boam II of Israel, in the 8th Century bc. He came from Gath-hepher, a Zebulunite town, located in the vicinity of Nazareth. His father’s name was Amittai. He predicted the territorial expansion achieved by Jeroboam at the expense of Syria (2 Ki. 14:25). This Jonah is also the hero of the book that bears his name, the fifth of the twelve Minor Prophets. The book differs considerably from the other OT Prophets in that it is almost entirely narrative and contains no long prophetic oracles. (See the following article.)

2. The father of Simon Peter, according to Mt. 16:17. Some mss of Jn. 1:42; 21:15fT. also call him Jonah (cf av rendering), but the best attested read-ing here is ‘John’.    d.f.p.

JONAH, BOOK OF.
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Map showing the area covered by the mission of Jonah.

I. Outline of contcnts

The book is divided into four chapters, which neatly divide the subject-matter. The first chapter relates that Jonah, bidden by God to go to Nineveh and protest against its wickedness, rebelled and took ship in the opposite direction. A storm arose, and the sailors eventually threw Jonah overboard, at his own Suggestion. A great fish then swallowed the prophet. Ch. 2 gives the text of his prayer, or rather psalm of thanksgiving, from the fish’s belly. The fish presently disgorged Jonah on to the shore. Ch. 3 shows Jonah going to Nineveh, after all. His preaching of doom led the citizens to repent of their evil ways. In ch. 4 we find Jonah angry at their repentance and subsequent escape from destruc-tion; whereupon God, by inducing Jonah’s pity on a plant, taught him that he must have compassion for all men.

II.    Authorship and date

The book gives no indication who its author was. Jonah himself may have written it, but the book nowhere uses the first person (contrast, for ex-ample, Ho. 3:1); and the probability of a date later than the 8th Century is indicated by the implication of Jon. 3:3 that Nineveh was no more (it was des-troyed in 612 bc). If Jonah was not the author, nobody can say who did write it. The date of writ-ing, then, may have been in the 8th Century, but was more probably not earlier than the 6th Century. The twelve Minor Prophets were known and vener-ated by the end of the 3rd Century (cf. Ecclus. 40:10), so a 3rd-century date for the book is the latest it can possibly be allowed. The universalistic emphasis of the book is frequently considered to be a protest against the ultra-nationalistic spirit of the Jews after the time of Ezra; however, universalistic passages occur as early as the 8th Century (cf Is. 2:2fT). Variousfeaturesof the Heb. of Jonah consti-tute the strongest argument for post-exilic date; but the brevity of the book permits no certainty. (See also D. W. B. Robinson in NBCR on this issue.)

III.    Interpretations

The nature of the book is a very controversial topic. It has been variously explained as myth-ology, allegory, commentary (or Midrash), parable and history. The mythological and allegorical ap-proaches are no longer in vogue, and may safely be set aside. Most present-day scholars see the book as primarily parabolic, but partly midrashic, i.e. relating traditions about Jonah additional to the bare details of 2 Ki. 14. The parabolic interpret-ation views the book as a moral tale, comparable with Nathan’s story to David (2 Sa. 12:1 ff.) or with our Lord’s parable of the Good Samaritan (Lk. 10:30ff.) which, of course, sought to teach the same lesson as the book of Jonah. The parabolic view-point is not merely an expedient to avoid believing in the miracle of Jonah’s emerging alive from the fish’s belly, as has sometimes been claimed. Such parables are frequent in Scripture; the chief argument against this inlerpretation is the unparalleled length of the story.

The historical interpretation is based on the ob-vious sense of the text, and the fact that the story is applied to a definite and historical figure, Jonah the son of Amittai (whereas the characters in the above-mentioned parables are anonymous). Cer-tainly Jewish tradition accepted the book as history, and our Lord’s references to it (Mt. 12; Lk.

11) probably, though not necessarily, imply that he did so too. The historical interpretation is, however, challenged on several points, notably the miracle of the fish, the vast size attributed to Nineveh, the Statement that its king and citizens not only listened to a Heb. prophet but without hesitation or exception repented, and lastly, the unnaturally fast rate of growth of the gourd. However, it may be that the first was a genuine miracle; in any case the story may have modern parallels (see A. J. Wilson). The growth of the gourd might again be miraculous; or, more simply, one can Claim that Jon. 4:10 is not intended to be strictly literal. As for the size of Nineveh (Jon. 3:3), it is possible that the author intended a much bigger area than the city itself; confirmation of this may be seen in the fact that he refers to a ‘king of Nineveh’ (3:6), whereas other OT writers speak of kings of Assyria, of which country Nineveh was the last Capital. (But see ‘Nineveh.) It can also be asserted that in the low fortunes of Assyria prior to the accession of Tiglath-pileser III (745 bc) the Ninevites would readily have listened to a prophet who forecast dis-aster unless they repented. Theirs was a poly-theistic religion, so they might well have sought to avoid offending even a foreign unknown deity.

It is fair to say that none of the objections to the historical interpretation is insuperable. The same might be said about the parabolic interpretation. The choice seems to rest, therefore, between these two.

IV.    Purposc

It is generally agreed that the purpose of Jonah is didactic; it ends with a challenging question (cf Lk. 10:36). It is disputed whether the intention was a protest against a narrow, exclusivistic Judaism; a challenge to missionary endeavour; or an explan-ation for the apparent non-fulfilment of earlier prophetic oracles against foreign nations. Without knowing the exact circumstances in which the book was issued, we cannot easily decide the question; in any case, these possibilities are not mutu-ally exclusive. The book undeniably stresses the universal powers of God. over individuals and nations east and west, and over life and death; and also the universal mercy and love of God, towards disobedient Jews and cruel Gentiles alike.

V.    Composition

The book is widely accepted as a unity, apart from the psalm (2:2-9), which many scholars have held to be an interpolation. The present trend may be towards its acceptance, however (cf Kaiser, lOT, p. 196). The psalm is not so inapposite as has often been claimed; Jonah had been rescued from a watery grave—even if he had yet to be released from the fish’s belly—and the use of traditional language depicting death in marine metaphors is therefore remarkably fitting. At the same time, it is noteworthy that the more usual frame of reference of such a psalm lays the basis for the NT interpretation of its significance (cf Mt. 12:39ff).

Bibliography. A. J. Wilson, PTR 25, 1927, pp. 636ff; G. Ch. Aalders, The Problem of the Book of Jonah, 1948; L. C. Allen, The Books of Joel. Oba-diah. Jonah and Micah, NICOT, 1976, pp. 173-235;

D. W. B. Robinson, in NBCR; F. D. Kidner, ‘The Distribution of Divine Names in Jonah’, TynB 21, 1970, pp. 126ffi.; J. Magonet, Form and Meaning. . . in .. . Jonah, 1983; D. Stuart, Hosea-Jonah, 1VBC, 1987; T. D. Alexander in D. W. Baker, et al, Oba-diah. Jonah and Micah, TOTC, 1988; and entries in Standard dictionaries and introductions.

D.F.P.

JONATHAN (Web y'hönälßn or yönätßn, ‘Yahweh has given’).

1.    Son of Gershom, descendant of Moses (av ‘Manasseh’). He was hired by Micah to officiate as priest before an idol in Ephraim, then became priest and progenitor of a line of priests to the Danites ‘until the day of the captivity of the land’ (Jdg. 17; 18:30-31).

2.    Eldest son of King Saul by his only wife (1 Sa. 14:49-50), he was his father’s heir, which makes his loyalty and aflection for David, who succeeded Saul, the more wonderful (1 Sa. 20:31). Jonathan first appears in the biblical record as the victor at Geba, a Philistine stronghold, though his father’s strategy at that time suggests by analogy that he may have taken part in the relief of Jabesh-gilead (1 Sa. 11:11; 13:2). His prowess and courage as a warrior, recalled in David’s elegy (2 Sa. 1:22), are clearly seen in his lone attack on another Philistine garrison, an incident which also shows his ability to inspire loyalty as well as to offer it (1 Sa. 14:7). It is for his own loyalty to David, however, that he is chiefly remembered; a loyalty made more difficult because it conflicted with his filial duty to and af-fection for Saul, his father and sovereign. As the king, deserted by the Spirit of God and a victim to increasing fears and passions, showed ever greater hatred to ‘the man after God’s own heart’ who was to succeed him, so Jonathan, in fealty to the brotherhood pact sworn with David after the death of Goliath (1 Sa. 18:1-4), was driven into defiance and deception of his father, even to the jeopard-izing of his own life (1 Sa. 19:1 —7; 20). The parting scene between the two friends is most moving. It does not appear that Jonathan accompanied his father on the two expeditions against David, to En-gedi and Hachilah, and he disappears finally in the tragic Philistine victory at Mt Gilboa, along with his father and brothers (1 Sa. 31:2). Gifted physic-ally and morally, he is a model to those of a more favoured dispensation of loyalty to truth and friendship, as well as of that peacemaking which is the role of the sons of God.

3. Others who bore this name are an uncle of David, a counsellor and scribe, perhaps to be iden-tified with the nephew of David who slew a giant (1 Ch. 27:32; 2 Sa. 21:21-22); a son of the high priest Abiathar, who was involved in the attempts on David’s throne by Absalom and Adonijah, though not as a rebel (2 Sa. 15:36; 17:15-22; 1 Ki. 1:41-49); one of David’s ‘mighty men’ (2 Sa. 23:32; 1 Ch. 11:34); a son of Kareah associated with Ge-daliah during the domination of Jerusalem by Nebuchadrezzar (Je. 40:8); and a scribe in whose house Jeremiah was imprisoned (Je. 37:20). The same name occurs at the time of the restoration (Ezr. 8:6; 10:15; Ne. 12:11, 14, 35).    t.h.j.

JOPPA. The ancient seaport, now part of Tel Aviv-Jaffa (Heb. yäfo), was the only major har-bour between Acco (Haifa) and the Egypt. border (see also *Dor, * Caesarea). It served Jerusalem 50 km away. Tuthmosis III captured it by stratagem in the 15th Century bc, and after the entry of the Israelites it marked the border of Dan’s territory (Jos. 19:46). Liberated from Philistine control by David, it was used as a port to bring in Lebanon cedars sent by Hiram for Solomon’s temple (2 Ch. 2:15, 16) and by Cyrus for the second temple (Ezr. 3:7). Jonah embarked here for Tarsh-ish (1:3). Sennacherib captured the town in 701 bc. It was given to the Sidonians under Eshmunazzar and they occupied the port until it was colonized by the Gks. Under the Hasmoneans it became part of Judaea until destroyed by Vespasian in ad 67. Peter stayed in Simon the tanner’s house (Acts 9:43) and had the vision of God embracing Jew and Gentile (Acts 10:5, 1 lf.). Excavation shows oc-cupation from the 17th Century bc onwards. A pre-Philistine temple of the 13th Century shows the ex-istence of a lion cult and also wooden columns on stone bases to support the ceiling (cf. Jdg. 16:25— 27).

Bibliography. J. and H Kaplan, NEAEHL, 1992, pp. 655—659.    d.f.p.

D.J.W.

JORDAN. The Jordan depression is unique among the features of physical geography. Formed as a result of a rift valley, it is the lowest depression on earth. The headwaters of the river Jordan, fed by springs, collect into Lake Huleh, 70 m above sea-level. Ten km S at Lake Tiberias the river is already nearly 200 m below the Mediterranean, while at the N end of the Dead Sea the floor of the trench has dropped a further 177 m and the river has plunged to 393 m below sea-level. Thus the name ‘Jordan’ (Heb. yarden) aptly means ‘the descender’. The river is the largest perennial course in Pales-tine, and its distance of some 120 km from Lake Huleh to the Dead Sea is more than doubled by its meander. No other river has more biblical allu-sions and significance.

I.    Archaeological sites

Archaeological sites in the Jordan valley have re-vealed it to be one of the earliest loci of urban Settlement in the world. The Natufian transition from hunting to urban life at Jericho may be as old as 7000 bc. A pottery-making people arrived about 5000 bc, and with the later pottery (Neolithic B culture) the first evidence occurs of links with other Jordan valley sites and the N Fertile Cres-cent. Copper was introduced in the Chalcolithic period (4500-3200 bc), such as at Teleilat Ghassul, just N of the Dead Sea. At Ghassul, three city levels existed from the 4th millennium onwards, with evidence of irrigation farming. This Ghas-sulian culture is identified widely in Palestine, but it was especially prevalent in the Jordan valley, at Mefjar, Abu Habil, Jiftlik Beth-shan, En-gedi and Teil esh-Shuneh, S of the Sea of Galilee.

At the end of the 4th millennium at least three groups of peoples entered the Jordan valley from the N, to settle in unwalled villages in the plains of Esdraelon, or from the E via Jericho. This period

K. M. Kenyon has called proto-urban. City-states then began to appear in the Jordan valley, such as Jericho in the S, Beth-shan in the centre and Beth-yerah (Khirbet Kerak) in the N, and these traded with Egypt and Mesopotamia.

About 2200 bc Amorite nomads invaded the valley and destroyed many of the urban centres. They may have been part of a vast general eruption of peoples that went on from 2300 to 1900 bc, that is, to the beginning of the Middle Bronze Age. Abraham may have come into the Jordan valley in association with this period of nomadic unrest. This was fol-lowed by the N invasion of the Hyksos culture, when elaborate urban defences in depth were built at such towns as Jericho. Following the defeat of the Hyksos by the Egyptians, the great fortress towns of the Jordan valley, such as Beth-shan and Hazor, were rebuilt and equipped with Egyptian garrisons. Then later in the Bronze Age, at least by 1220 bc, the Israelites entered Palestine through the Jordan valley. There is evidence of the destruction of the cities of Hazor, Debir and Lachish. But the archaeological evidence for Joshua’s capture of Jericho is obscure.

II.    Topographical features

a. The Huleh basin

The Jordan valley begins below Mt Hermon (2,814
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m) out of whose limestone springs issue the head-waters of the Jordan. Banias, later called Caesarea Philippi, may have been the centre of Baal-gad in the valley ‘of Lebanon’ (Jos. 12:7). It was the territory of Dan, the N limit of Israel, whose inhabit-ants controlled the vital trade route into Syria and were likened to a nest of vipers (Gn. 49:17). Moving down the upper valley is the Huleh area, a depression some 5x15 km, where ancient lava flows blocked the valley, so that the Jordan plunges 280 m in 15 km of gorges. On the plateau overlook-ing the Huleh plain Stands the site of Hazor, the great Canaanite town.

b.    The Tiberias districl

Beyond the Huleh gorges, at about 213 m below sea-level, the Jordan enters the Sea of Galilee, a harp-shaped lake, 21 km long, and about 13 km across. Fed by numerous thermal springs, its fresh waters are well stocked with fish, the maximum depth of 50 km permitting vertical migrations of the fish with the seasonal temperatures. 1t was, therefore, probably in the hot summer season when the normal winter temperature of 13° C. lies 37 m below the surface of the lake, that Jesus advised the fishermen to ‘cast into the deep’ (Lk. 5:4). The methods of catching *fish referred to in the Gospels are still practised: the single-hook line (Mt. 17:27); the circular fishing net (Mt. 4:18; Mk. 1:16); the draw-net cast out by a boat (Mt. 13:47f); deep-sea nets (Mt. 4:18f; Mk. 1:19f.); and deep-sea fishing undertaken with two boats (Lk. 5:10).

A dense population clustered round the lake in our Lord’s day, and it was the sophisticated city folk of Chorazin, Bethsaida and Capernaum that he condemned (Mt. 11:20-24). ‘There is no spot in the whole of Palestine where memories heap them-selves up to such an extent as in Capernaum’ (G. Dalman). Jewish life throbbed in its synagogues (Mt. 12:9; Mk. 1:21; 3:1; 5:22; Lk. 4:31; 6:6; 8:41). There lived Jairus, the chief of the synagogue (Mk. 5:22), the centurion who built a synagogue (Lk. 7:5) and Levi the customs official (Mt. 9:9; Mk. 2:14; Lk. 5:27). E of Capernaum was Bethsaida from which Philip, Andrew and Peter came (Jn. 1:44), and beyond that the less populous district of the Gadarenes, where the heathen reared their pigs (Lk. 8:32). The lake, plains and steep rocky slopes, interspersed with boulders and thistle-fields, pro-vide the setting for the parable of the sower (Mk. 4:2-8), while in spring the flowered carpets of as-phodels, anemones and irises are also telling sermons.

Dominating this lake environment are the sur-rounding mountains, especially those of the NW, which played so vital a part in the prayer-life of our Lord, where he taught his disciples (Mt. 5:1) and from which he appeared as the risen Lord (Mt. 28:16). The NE corner of the lake is supposedly the scene of the miracle of the feeding of the five thou-sand(Lk. 9:10-17).

c.    The ’Ghor' or Jordan valley

This runs for over 105 km between Lake Tiberias and the Dead Sea. The Yarmuk, entering the left bank of the Jordan 8 km downstream from the lake, doubles the volume of flow, and the valley is progressively deepened to as much as 50 m below the floor of the trough. In this sector, three phys-ical zones are distinguishable: the broad upper ter-race of the Pliocene trough, the Ghor proper; the
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lower Quaternary terrace and the flood plain of the river, the Zor; and between them the deeply dis-sected slopes and badlands of the Qattara. It is the Qattara and the Zor together, rather than the river Jordan, which have created the frontier character of this obstacle (Jos. 22:25). The N half of the Ghor is a broad, well-cultivated tract, but the Judaean-Gilead dorne, Crossing the trough, nar-rows the valley S of Gilead. Beyond it, the trough becomes increasingly more arid, until at the head of the Dead Sea there is scarcely more than 5 cm mean annual rainfall. The Qattara badlands, carved grotesquely in soft marls and clays, create a steep, desolate descent to the valley floor. The Zor, making its way in vivid green Vegetation cover, Stands out in sharp contrast below, hence its name gaön (‘luxuriant growth’) of Jordan (Je. 12:5; 49:19; 50:44; Zc. 11:3; cf Pss. 47:4; 59:12; Pr. 16:18). The haunt of wild animals (Je. 49:19), it is partly flooded in spring (Jos. 3:15). Thus the ques-tion can be understood, ‘And if in a safe land you fall down, how will you do in the jungle of the Jordan?’ (Je. 12:5).

Between the Yarmuk in the N and the Jabbok are nine other perennial streams entering the left bank of the Jordan, and their water-supply explains why all the important Settlements were located on the E side of the Ghor, towns such as Succoth, Zaphon, Zaretan, Jabesh-gilead and Pella. With the aid of irrigation, this was probably the view Lot saw Mike the garden of the Lord’ (Gn. 13:10). The brook Cherith may well have been a seasonal tributary of the Jabesh farther N, where Elijah, a native of Jabesh-gilead, hid himself from Ahab (I Ki. 17:1-

7). Between Succoth and Zarthan (identified by Glueck as Teil es-Saidiyeh) Solomon had his cop-per cast in earthen moulds, using local clay and fuel (1 Ki. 7:46; 2 Ch. 4:17). In this section of the valley, there are a number of fords, though the river was not bridged until Roman times. Near the mouth of the Jabbok, both Abraham and Jacob crossed it (Gn. 32:10). Somewherc here, the Midianites crossed pursued by Gideon (Jdg. 7:24; 8:4-5). Twice David crossed it in the rebellion of Absalom (2 Sa. 17:22-24; 19:15-18). But between the Jabbok confluence and the Dead Sea, crossings are more difficult, owing to the swift current. The miraculous Crossing of the Israelites appears to have taken place at Adam (modern Teil Dämiyeh), 26 km N of Jericho (Jos. 3:1 — 17; 4:1-24; Ps. 114:3, 5).

Between the Jabbok and Beth-nimrah for 26 km (Is. 15:6) there are no streams entering the Jordan, and little Settlement. Oasis towns occur near springs, such as Jericho W of the Jordan, and in the plains of Moab (Nu. 20:1) to the E was Shittim, where the spies were sent (Jos. 2:1-7).

Bibliography. D. Baly, The Geography of the Bible', 1974; G. Dalman, Sacred Sites and Ways, trans. by P. P. Levertoff, 1935; J. and J B. E. Garstang, The Story of Jericho, 1948; N. Glueck, The River Jordan, 1946; K. M. Kenyon, Jericho I, 1960;

E. B. Smick, Archaeology of the Jordan Valley, 1973.    j.m.h.

JOSEPH.

I. In the Old Testament

I. Name

Joseph is a jussive form of the verb yäsap, ‘to add’; the name yösep means ‘may he (God) add (sons)’;

cf. Gn. 30:24. A Palestinian place-name ysp-ir (i.e. y-s-p-'El) in Egyp. topographical lists of the 15th and 14th centuries bc has been compared with Heb. yösep. But the ‘s’-sounds are different and the two names are almost certainly not related (so W.

F. Albright, JPOS 8, 1928, p, 249). For the Egyp. y-s-pEI, compare biblical place-names such as Iph-tahel (Jos. 19:14, 27).

II. History

a.    Background

Joseph was the eleventh son of Jacob, his first by Rachel (Gn. 30:24; 35:24), and his favourite son (Gn. 37:3; cf. 33:2,7). The story of Joseph is one of the most graphic and attractive in the OT: a spoilt boy sold into Egyp. slavery by jealous brothers, who makes good in adversity, and from an unjust imprisonment rises to the highest Offices of state. By wise planning he averts the scourge of famine, thereby saving Egypt, Canaan and his own family from starvation. Reconciliation with his brothers follows and the family settles in the pastures of Goshen in the NE Delta. After burying Jacob in Canaan, Joseph commands that his bones too should be carried there when Israel’s descendants eventually leave Egypt for the land of promise. The story as told in Genesis cannot be bettered; the following paragraphs will therefore merely present some Egyp. and related background material and deal with some textual points.

b.    Date

The most likely date for Joseph is the period of the Hyksos pharaohs, c. 1720-1550 bc (*Chronology of tue Old Testament). These were Semitic rulers who had infiltrated from Canaan, but scrupulously observed Egyp. conventions. At first they took over the existing Egyp. bureaucratic administration, but later appointed naturalized Semites to high office. For the historical background, see * Egypt: History.

c.    The ‘coat of many colours’

Jacob’s partiality for Joseph was marked by the ‘coat of many colours’ (av, rv) or ‘long robe with sleeves’ (cf. Rvmg., rsv). Archaeologically either rendering of the Heb. kUönel passim is possible. For Semites in multicoloured garb, see IBA. p. 29, fig. 25, right, or in colour, E. W. Heaton, Everyday Life in Old Testament Times, 1956, dust-jacket; later examples in IBA, p. 35, fig. 29, or AN EP, p. 17, fig. 52. These same garments, especially the last cited examples, are also offen long and sleeved. In favour of the meaning ‘varicoloured’, passim has been compared with Assyr. paspasu, ‘brightly col-oured bird’ and Arabic fasafisa, ‘mosaic’ (Eisler, Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 11, 1908, pp. 368— 371, and cf. ibid., 14, 1911, p. 509). The rendering ‘long robe with sleeves’ is attained by taking pas as flat of hand or foot, hence kUönet passim is a ‘tunic of (= reaching to) palms and soles’ (BDB, p. 821a). On dreams, see below.

d.    Joseph sold into Egypt

The text records that, when Joseph was sent to visit his brothers pasturing the flocks, they at first planned to kill him, but instead put him in a cistern at the Suggestion of the more scrupulous Reuben, who secretly hoped to rescue him. After the brothers had sat down to a meal, a caravan of Ish-maelite merchants from Gilead appeared in the distance; so they quickly decided to rid themselves of Joseph by selling him off. When the caravan came near, ‘they’—Joseph’s brothers—sold him to the first of the travellers that they met: ‘Midianite traders’ (Gn. 37:28). When the caravan had passed on, Reuben returned to the pit and was distraught at finding Joseph gone. This directly suggests that Reuben had been absent from the first appearance of the caravan until it (and Joseph) had passed on.

Certain points require comment. Why should Reuben be absent? Of many possible reasons, the simplest is that when the foreign caravan was sight-ed, Reuben, the most conscientious of the brothers (and true to character), went off to mount guard among the sheep: passing foreigners could not be trusted not to filch a few choice animals. Reuben would have to wait tili they had passed. By the time Reuben could safely return, Joseph was sold and gone; they then sent his blood-stained robe to Jacob.

Who sold Joseph into Egypt? In Egypt the Mid-ianites (actually Medanites, see below) sold Joseph to Potiphar (Gn. 37:36), who bought him from the Ishmaelites (Gn. 39:1). The caravan was Ishmael-ite, including under this designation Midianites or Medanites; the terms overlap. This interchange of terms is most plainly exhibited by Jdg. 8:24, which explicitly States that the Midianites beaten by Gideon ‘had golden earrings, because they were Ishmaelites’. The spelling Medanites in the Heb. of Gn. 37:36 may indicate an overlap of a third term; compare Gn. 25:2 (= 1 Ch. 1:32), where both Medan and Midian are sons of Abraham by Keturah. The use of multiple terms in a narrative is indicative not of disparate documents but of typical Near Eastern stylistic usage. For similar use of three terms within a few lines compare the Egyp. Stele of Sebekkhu (c. 1850 bc), who refers to the one general foe of his pharaoh’s Palestinian campaign as Mntyw-Stt, ‘Asiatic bedouin’; as Rntw hst, ‘vile Syrians’; and as “mw, ‘Asiatics’. There can be no question of separate documents behind this little stone Stele, executed as a unit at one man’s volition; such examples could be multiplied.

Who sold Joseph to the caravan? ‘They drew’ (Gn. 37:28) is at first sight ambiguous, able to refer either to the brothers or to the Midianites. In Gn. 45:4-5 Joseph plainly charges his brothers in private with having sold him into slavery (simple form of the verb), which would refer the ‘they’ of Gn. 37:28 to his brothers, not the Midianites. This ac-cords with the syntax of Heb. and parallel litera-tures. In Egypt, a text records that when King Tu-thmosis II ‘flew to heaven’, i.e. died, his son Tuth-mosis III ascended the throne and ‘his sister’ Hat-shepsut governed the land. This latter ‘his’ refers back, not to Tuthmosis III, but to Tuthmosis II (Schott, Krönungstag d. Königin Hatschepsut, 1955, p. 197). Note that ‘Midianites’ in Gn. 37:28 has no article, and can mean either just ‘Midianites’ (undefined) or eise ‘(some) Midianites’, i.e. part of the main body, there being no indefinite article in Heb. Finally, there is Gn. 40:14-15, where Joseph teils the butler that he ‘was stolen out of the land of the Hebrews’. Why did he not openly admit that he had been sold into slavery? The reason is perfectly plain. Joseph here des-perately pleads his innocence of any offence, seek-ing to persuade the butler to get him out of prison; it would have wrecked his plea to have revealed the humiliating fact that he had been sold into slavery by his own blood brothers. With his brothers in private (Gn. 45) Joseph could be frank; but the butler would be bound to think they had had some good reason to rid themselves of him, and Joseph’s appeal would be in vain. Joseph therefore said vaguely that he was ‘stolen’, which was true in so far as his brothers had no right to seil him for gain. This is not a question of harmonization at any price, but of common sense and practical psych-ology. The truth is that Gn. 37; 39-40; 45 read plainly when put in their proper setting of exact exegesis, Heb. and other Near Eastern syntax and literary usage, and the motivated actions of individuals.

e. Joseph in Egypt

Joseph was but one of many young Semites who became servants in Egyp. households between 1900 and 1600 bc. Papyrus Brooklyn 35.1446, part of a prison-register (see below), bears on its reverse a list of 79 servants in an Egyp. household c. 1740 bc, of whom at least 45 were not Egyptians but ‘Asiatics’, i.e. Semites like Joseph. Many of these have good NW Semitic names linguistically related to those of Jacob, Issachar, Asher, Job (Ayyabum) and Menahem. Some were ‘domestics’ (hry-pr) just like Joseph in Gn. 39:2 (‘in the house’). See Hayes, A Papyrus of the Late Middle Kingdom, 1955, and Albright, JAOS 74, 1954, pp. 222-233.

There are ample scattered indications of num-bers of Asiatics in Egypt at this period, some of whom reached high and trusted positions under their masters (Posener, Syria 34, 1957, pp. 145— 163), rather like Joseph, who became Potiphar’s Steward (imy-r pr, a common Egyp. title).

Potiphar’s title (sar-hattabbähim) ‘captain of the guard’, i.e. of Pharaoh’s bodyguard, would render the Egyp. shd-Smsw, Tnstructqr of Retainers’. However, Vergote (Joseph en Egypte, 1959, pp. 31-35) has put up a plausible case for interpreting his title as actually ‘butler’. For the Egyp. original of Potiphar’s name, see ‘Potiphar, ‘Potiphera. Both Potiphar and the ‘butler’ and ‘baker’ of Gn. 40 are termed särls, usually rendered ‘officer’, but in Semitic it often means ‘eunuch’. However, eu-nuchs are not prominent in Egypt, and särls in early times meant generally ‘courtier, dignitary’ as much as ‘eunuch’ (though this was the main mean-ing later). See JEA 47, 1961, p. 160.

The incident of Potiphar’s covetous wife, who turned the tables on Joseph by asserting the oppos-ite of the truth, is often compared with a very simi-lar incident in the Egyp. Tales of Two Brothers. However, there is no other point of contact at all between these two narratives: Joseph’s is pure biography, while everything eise in the Two Brothers is pure fantasy. For a full translation see, e.g, Erman-Blackman, Literature of the Ancient Egyptians, 1927, pp. 150-161, as the extracts in ANET, pp. 23-25, are abbreviated. More prosaic Egyp. documents reveal that Potiphar’s wife was not unique in her sin.

Egyp. prisons served a threefold purpose: as local lock-ups like modern prisons, as forced-labour reserves for state corvee and as centres for remanded prisoners awaiting trial (cf. Joseph). Trials were sometimes conducted in the prisons, whose administration was highly organized, as the Papyrus Brooklyn (Hayes, op cit.) vividly shows; each prisoner’s record was filed under seven
[image: ]


Joseph was invesled with high office by Pharaoh in the traditional Egyptian manner (Gn. 41:42). The ceremony is illuslrated by the investiture of Paser as vizier of Sethos I. Drawing after a carving in the lomb of Paser. Thebes, c. 1300 bc.


separate headings, from initial arrest to completion of the sentence. The 'keeper of the prison’ (Gn. 39:21-23, etc.) probably represents the Egyp. title s'wty n fjnrt which has the same meaning.

The ‘butler’ of Gn. 40 should be rendered *‘cup-bearer’, Heb. masqeh being the exact equivalent of Egyp. wdpw, later wb\ ‘cup-bearer’ (cf. Gn. 40:11,

13). Bakers, too, are well known in Egypt, but chief bakers apparently were not explicitly so called. Perhaps the Egyp. title ss wdhw nsw, ‘Royal Table-scribe’, is the nearest equivalent. For bread-baskets carried on the head, see IBA. p. 33, fig. 28. ‘Dreams (Gn. 37; 40-41) were considered important also in the non-biblical East. The ‘magicians of Egypt’ (hartummim, an Egyp. Word) were familiär figures, and special manuals were used for inter-preting dreams. For details, see under ‘Magic and SORCERY, 2. II.

Joseph had to be properly shaved and robed in linen to appear at court (Gn. 41:14). His practical approach to the threat of famine impressed the pharaoh, who invested him with high omce in trad-itional Egyp. manner, bestowing signet, fine linen and gold necklace. Joseph’s exact rank is disputed; it seems most probable that he was actually vizier, second only to the pharaoh (so Vergüte); but some would make him a minister for agriculture directly responsible to the king in person (Ward, JSS 5, 1960, pp. 144-150). The mention of chariots (Gn. 41:43) and horses (Gn. 47:17) fits the Hyksos period and decades immediately preceding, but not earlier. Remains of horses from the period just before the Hyksos have been excavated near Wadi Haifa (Faulkner, JEA 45, 1959, pp. 1-2). For the Egyp. names of Joseph and his wife, see ‘Zaphenath-paneah and ‘Asenath.

Egypt was famed for her great agricultural wealth; cf. reckoning of grain, IBA, p. 32, fig. 27. But Egypt also suflered periodic famines; one oft-quoted biographical text reads: ‘When famine came for many years, I gave grain to my town in each    famine’ (Vandier,    La    Famine dans

l'Egypte ancienne, 1936, p. 115). The Egyp-tians would not eat with the Hebrews (Gn. 43:32) for fear of transgressing various ritual taboos on food (Montet, L'Egypte et la Bible, 1959, pp. 99-101). It is possible that Gn. 44:5 on divination should be rendered ‘is it not from this (= the sil-ver cup) that my lord drinks and concerning which he will assuredly divine?’ (cf. Gn. 44:15); for possible cup-divination, see ‘Magic and Sorcery, 2.

II.

When pharaoh invited Joseph’s family to settle in Egypt (Gn. 45:17-21; 46:5), he sent wagons and told them to leave all, for they would have suf-ficiency in Egypt. Judging from Egyp. scenes 200 years later, such wagons were probably large, two-wheeled ox-carts. (For an excellent picture and dis-cussion of these, see Aldred, JNES 15, 1956, pp. 150-153, pl. 17.) Sinuhe, a fugitive Egyptian in Syria c. 1900 bc, was also told to leave all by the pharaoh who recalled him to Egypt. Different cus-toms again explain an allusion in Gn. 46:34b; by this means Joseph’s family could be settled in se-cluded security in Goshen. Joseph’s economic policy in Gn. 47:16-19 simply made Egypt in fact what it always was in theory: the land became pharaoh’s property and its inhabitants his tenants. The priests were exempt not from taxation but only from Joseph’s one-fifth levy, and the temple estates were separately managed (Gn. 47:22, 26). Gn. 47:21 merely indicates that throughout Egypt

Joseph brought the people of each district into their nearest cities where the granaries were, the better to feed them; the unsavoury emendation in rsv (‘he made slaves of them’) is unnecessary. Gn. 48-49 reflects purely Asiatic usage within the patriarchal family; such oral blessings as Jacob’s were legally binding in W Asia in the first half of the 2nd millennium bc (cf. Gordon. BA 3, 1940, p

8).

f. Death of Joseph

Both Joseph and his father were embalmed in the Egyp. manner (Gn. 50:2-3, 26), and Joseph was ‘put in a coffin in Egypt’. Coffins at this period were anthropoid, wooden ones with a conventional portrait-face at the head-end. The period of em-balming varied in length; 40 days is one possibility among many. But 70 days’ mourning was charac-teristic. Joseph’s age at death, 110 years, is also significant: this was the ideal life-span in Egyp. eyes, and to them would signify divine blessing upon him.

For background, detailed discussion, and full spurce references, see J. Vergote, Joseph en Egypte, 1959; on D. B. Redford, A Study of the Biblical Story of Joseph. 1970, see K. A. Küchen, Oriens Antiquus 12, 1973, pp. 233-242.

III. Joseph’s descendants

The tribes of Ephraim and Manasseh, descended from Joseph’s two sons, were sometimes termed ‘(the tribe of) Joseph’, or house of Joseph; ‘sons of Joseph’ is common (Nu.; Jos.). So, Joseph is blessed as progenitor of the two future tribes by Jacob (Gn. 49:22-26; cf. Gn. 48), and Moses also blesses ‘Joseph’, meaning Ephraim and Manasseh (Dt. 33:13, 16). Compare also Nu. 13:11; Dt. 27:12; Jdg. 1:22-23, 35; Ps. 80:1 (poetic); and Ezk. 47:13.    k.a.k.

2. In the New Testament

The husband of Mary. He is not mentioned in Mark and the references in Jn. 1:45 and 6:42 are indirect. According to Matthew, he was a descend-ant of David (Mt. 1:20). It seems that the geneal-ogy in Lk. 3 is not that of Joseph but of Mary (but see ‘Genealogy of Jesus Christ). Luke had al-ready shown that Jesus was not the son of Joseph. Matthew is tracing the legal relationship back to David and Abraham.

Matthew and Luke both record that Jesus was conceived by the Holy Spirit at a time when Joseph was betrothed to Mary, but before he had inter-course with her (Mt. 1:18; Lk. 1:27, 35). Luke re-cords the revelation by an angel to Mary, Matthew that to Joseph. It seems that Matthew drew his in-formation from Joseph (possibly via James, the Lord’s brother) and that Luke obtained his from Mary.

Joseph acted as a father towards Jesus, taking him to Jerusalem for the purification (Lk. 2:22) and fleeing with him to Egypt to escape Herod. He returned to Nazareth and settled there (Mt. 2). He took the boy Jesus to Jerusalem each year for the Passover (Lk. 2:41). Perhaps his words in Lk. 2:49 indicate that Jesus knew when he was 12 years old that he was not Joseph’s son.

It is almost certain that Joseph was not alive during the ministry of Jesus. There is no direct mention of him, and it is hard to explain otherwise the word to John from the cross (Jn. 19:26-27) and the reference to Mary and his brothers seeking

Jesus (Mt. 12:46; Mk. 3:31; Lk. 8:19). It is natural to assume that the brothers of Jesus were sub-sequent children of Joseph and Mary.

Others mentioned in the NT who bear this name are three ancestors of Joseph the husband of Mary (or ancestors of Mary?) (Lk. 3:24, 26, 30); Joseph called Barsabbas, surnamed Justus, the unsuccess-ful candidate for the apostleship of Judas (Acts 1:23); and one of the brothers of the Lord (Mt. 13:55). 1t was also the natal name of *Barnabas (Acts 4:36).    r.e.n.

JOSEPH OF ARIMATHEA. A Jew of *Ari-mathea, ‘a good and righteous man, . . . and he was looking for the kingdom of God’ (Lk. 23:50-51), ‘a disciple of Jesus, but secretly, for fear of the Jews’ (Jn. 19:38), and a member of the Sanhedrin who had not voted for Jesus’ death. He was rieh and, having asked Pilate for Jesus’ body, provided fine linen for the burial, laying it in his own, unused, rock tomb (Mt. 27:57-60). (In this Matthew perhaps sees the fulfilment of Is. 53:9.) In a legend which first appears in William of Malmes-bury he is sent by Philip from Gaul to Britain in ad 63 and founded the first Christian settlement in this country, afterwards the site of Glastonbury. There is no reference to this story in Gildas and Bede. J. A. Robinson, in his Two Glastonbury Le-gends, 1926, says that the passages are inter-polations. A still later legend, probably composed by Walter Map in 1200, teils how Joseph brought the Holy Grail to England.    j.w.m.

JOSEPHUS, FLAVIUS. A Jewish historian, who was born ad 37/38, and died early in the 2nd Century. He was the son of a priest named Matthias, of the Order of Jehoiarib (1 Ch. 24:7), and claimed kinship with the Hasmonaeans, who belonged to that Order. After a brief period of association with the Essenes, and with an ascetic wilderness-dweller named Banus. he joined the party of the Pharisees at the age of 19. On a visit to Rome in ad 63 he was impressed by the power of the empire. He was strongly opposed to the Jewish revolt against Rome in ad 66, and although he was given a command in Galilee in which he manifested con-siderable energy and ability, he had no confidence in the insurgent cause. After the Roman seizure of the stronghold of Jotapata, which he had defended until further resistance was useless, he escaped with forty others to a cave. When this refuge in turn was about to be stormed the defenders entered into a suicide pact, and Josephus found himself one of the last two survivors. He per-suaded his fellow-survivor that they might as well surrender to the Romans, and then he contrived to win the favour of Vespasian, the Roman Commander, by predicting his elevation to the imperial purple. This prediction came true in ad 69. Next year Josephus was attached to the Roman general headquarters during the siege of Jerusalem, acting as interpreter for Titus (Vespasian’s son and suc-cessor in the Palestinian command), when he wished to offer terms to the defenders of the city. After the fall of Jerusalem Josephus went to Rome, where he settled down as a dient and pen-sioner of the emperor, whose family name, Flavius, he adopted.

Not unnaturally, Josephus’ behaviour during the war won for him the indelible Stigma of treason in the eyes of his nation. Yet he employed the years of his leisure in Rome in such a way as to establish some claim on their gratitude. These years were devoted to literary activity in which he shows himself to be a true patriot according to his lights, jealous for the good name of his people. His first work was a History of the Jewish War, written first in Aramaic for the benefit of Jews in Mesopotamia and then published in a Gk. edition. The account of the outbreak of the war is here preceded by a summary of Jewish history from 168 bc to ad 66. His two books Against Apion constitute a defence of his people against the anti-Jewish calumnies of an Alexandrian schoolmaster named Apion; in them, too, he endeavours to show that the Jews can boast a greater antiquity than the Greeks, and in the course of this argument he has preserved for us a number of valuable extracts from ancient writers not otherwise extant. His longest work is his Jewish Antiquities, in twenty books, relating the history of his people from earliest times (in fact, he begins his narrative with the creation of the world) down to his own day. This work was completed in ad 93. Finally, he wrote his Autobiography largely as a defence of his war record, which had been repre-sented in unflattering terms by another Jewish writer, Justus of Tiberias. It is impossible to recon-cile the account of his war activities given in his Autobiography with that given earlier in his History of the Jewish War.

For the history of the Jews between the reign of Antiochus Epiphanes (175-164 bc) and the war of ad 66-74, and especially for the period beginning with the Roman occupation of 63 bc, the works of Josephus are of incomparable value. He had access to first-rate sources, both published and un-published: the work of Nicolas of Damascus, his-toriographer to Herod the Great, supplied a de-tailed record of that monarch’s career; official Roman records were placed at his disposal; he con-sulted the younger Agrippa (* Herod, 5) on vari-ous details concerning the origin of the Jewish war, and of course could rely on his own immediate knowledge of many phases of it. He can indeed be thoroughly tendentious in his portrayal of Personalities and presentation of events, but his ‘ten-dency’ is so obvious that the reader can easily detect it and make necessary allowances for it.

The works of Josephus provide indispensable background material for the Student of late intertestamental and NT history. ln them we meet many figures, both Jewish and Gentile, who are well known to us from the NT. Sometimes his writings supply a direct commentary on NT references, e.g. on the mention of Judas of Galilee in Acts 5:37 and of the *‘Egyptian’ in Acts 21:38. It is unlikely, however, that his works were known to any NT writer. Of special interest are his references to John the Baptist (Ant. 18. 116ff.), to James the Lord’s brother (Ant. 20. 200), and to our Lord (Ant. 18. 63f.)—a passage which, while it has been subjected to some Christian editing, is basically authentic.

Bibliography. The Standard edition of Josephus’ works in Greek is that by B. Niese (1887-95). The Loeb edition (1926-65), in Greek and English, begun by H. St J. Thackeray and completed by R. Marcus and L. H. Feldman, comprises 10 volumes. The best-known English translation is that by W. Whiston (1736); revisions by Shilleto (1890) and Margoliouth (1906) are supplanted by the Loeb edition. The Jewish War, translated by G. A. Williamson was revised by E.

M. Smallwood, 1981. See also H. St J. Thackeray, Josephus. the Man and the Historian, 1929; J. M. Creed, ‘The Slavonic Version of Josephus’ History of the Jewish War’, HTR 25, 1932, pp. 277ff.; F. F. Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins outside the NT, 1974, pp. 32-53; T. Rajak, Josephus: The Historian andhis Society, 1983; L. H. Feldman, Josephus and Modern Scholarship (1937-1980), 1984; idem and

G. Hata (eds.), Josephus. Judaism and Chrislianity, 1987; Josephus, the Bible and History, 1989.

F.F.B.

JOSHUA, 1. Joshua ben Nun, grandson of Eli-shama chief of Ephraim (1 Ch. 7:27; Nu. 1:10), was called by his family hösea', ‘salvation’, Nu. 13:8 (av ‘Oshea’); Dt. 32:44 Heb.; this name recurs in the tribe of Ephraim (1 Ch. 27:20; 2 Ki. 17:1; Ho. 1:1). Moses added the divine name, and called him y'hösud, normally rendered in Eng. ‘Joshua’. The Gk. Iesous reflects the Aram. contraction yesu' (cf. Ne. 3:19, etc.).

At the Exodus Joshua was a young man (Ex. 33:11). Moses chose him as personal assistant, and gave him command of a detachment from the as yet unorganized tribes to repel the raiding Amale-kites (Ex. 17). As the Ephraimite representative on the reconnaissance from Kadesh (Nu. 13-14) he backed Caleb’s recommendation to go ahead with invasion. *Caleb, the senior and leading figure, sometimes is mentioned alone in this connection; but it is unlikely that there was a Version of the episode excluding Joshua, or that any later historian denied, or was unaware, that he too escaped the curse on the unbelieving people.

While Moses was alone before God at Sinai, Joshua kept watch; in the Tent of Meeting also he learnt to wait on the Lord; and in the years follow-ing, something of Moses’ patience and meekness was doubtless added to his valour (Ex. 24:13; 32:17; 33:11; Nu. 11:28). In the plains by the Jordan he was formally consecrated as Moses’ suc-cessor to the military leadership, co-ordinate with ‘Eleazar the priest (Nu. 27:18ff; 34:17; cf. Dt. 3 and 31, where Joshua’s position is naturally em-phasized). He was then probably about 70 years old; Caleb was a remarkably vigorous 85 when he began to occupy the Judaean hills (Jos. 15:13-15).

Joshua occupied and Consolidated the area of Gilgal, fought successful campaigns against Ca-naanite confederacies and directed further oper-ations as long as the United efforts of Israel were required. Settlement of the land depended on tribal initiative; Joshua sought to encourage this by a formal allocation at Shiloh, where the national sanctuary was established. The time had come for him to dissolve his command and set an example by retiring to his land at Timnath-serah in Mt Ephraim. It was perhaps at this time that he called Israel to the national covenant at Shechem (Jos.

24). Ch. 23, his farewell, may refer to the same occasion; but the substance is different, and seems to imply a later period. Joshua died aged 110, and was buried near his home at Timnath-serah.

For ‘Joshua, Book of, see the following article, which also discusses some modern theories of the invasion of Canaan and of Joshua’s role.

2. Joshua ben Josedech was high priest of the restoration in 537 bc. Under him the altar was re-built and the Temple dedicated. Progress was hindernd by Opposition, however, until in 520 bc he was strengthened by the prophecies of Haggai and

Zechariah, including a remarkable pattem of jus-tification by the grace of God (Zc. 3). He was named prophetically the ‘Brandt’ (or, ‘shoot’; setnah, Zc. 6:12). See J. Stafford Wright, The Building of the Second Temple, 1958, for a review of the Problems in Ezra and Haggai.

3. Joshua of Beth-shemesh, owner of the field to which the ark was brought when the Philistines sent it back to Israel (1 Sa. 6:14).    j.p.u.l.

JOSHUA, BOOK OF. The book of Joshua re-cords the invasion of Canaan by Israel and its par-tition among the tribes. It teils in detail how they crossed the Jordan and secured a bridgehead, de-scribes more briefly two campaigns which broke the power of the Canaanites and summarizes Israels further military progress. The account of the partition includes a full description of Judahite territory, and notes on the Kenite Settlement of Hebron and the difficulties experienced in N Man-asseh. After referring to the levitical Settlements and the problem of the Transjordanian tribes, the book closes with an account of Joshua’s spiritual testament, the climax being the national covenant at Shechem.


I.    Outline of contents

a.    The invasion of Canaan (1:1-11:23)

(i)    Change of command (1:1—4:24). Commission; reconnaissance; the river Crossing.

(ii)    The bridgehead (5:1-8:35). Gilgal to Ai.

(iii)    Campaign in the South (9:1-10:43). The Hivite cities; defeat of the Jerusalem confederacy; cities captured.

(iv)    Campaign in the north, and further progress (11:1-23).

b.    The Settlement in Canaan (12:1-24:33)

(i)    List of defeated enemies (12:1-24).

(ii)    The early seltlements (13:1-17:18). Un-finished tasks; Transjordan; Caleb; the land of Judah; allotments for Ephraim and Manasseh.

(iii)    Later seltlements (18:1-21:45). Shiloh Conference; cities of refuge; levitical towns.

(iv)    The way ahead (22:1-24:33). The Witness Altar; Joshua’s Charge; the covenant at Shechem.

II.    Composition and purposc

In the Heb. Bible, Jos. heads the ‘Former Prophets’, which cover Israelite history from the invasion to the Exile. In immediate and natural se-quence to Dt., the book extends from Joshua’s as-sumption of command to his passing and the death of Eleazar. Chs. 1-11 form a continuous narrative, though the treatment is progressively more summary, ending with a general evaluation of Joshua’s achievement (11:15-23). In whatever form the author found his material, he has made of it a story of the highest dramatic quality, alike in treatment of the subject and in narrative tech-nique. This is no mere editing of pre-existing work; but much is omitted or generalized to get the broad picture, in due proportions, into a limited space.

A climax is reached at the end of ch. 11, but the story is not finished. The book is about Joshua’s work, and about the fulfilment of God’s promises in that Israel was in possession of the land ‘which I swore to their fathers to give them’ (1:6, cf. 23:14; 24:13). For both purposes it must give an account of the Settlement, and show the position of
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strength in which Joshua left the nation. In this part there is much use of sources, some of which reappear elsewhere (Nu., Jdg., Ch.), The author keeps firm control of his material, editing heavily in places (e.g. ch. 20, and probably in most of the boundary lists). Joshua’s ‘farewell to the nation’ is recorded in ch. 23; but from the prophetic view-point his work was really crowned by the Shechem Covenant, though this may have been much earlier (24:28; rsv ‘then’, v. 1, is intrusive).

III. Authorship, sources, date

Dt. echoes strongly in Jos., both in its purpose and its language. There is also much (especially in the second part) of quite another stamp. It was there-fore natural that Pentateuchal source-analysis was projected into Jos., and the concept of a ‘Hexa-teuch’ has been promoted. The theory has been largely unsuccessful because (a) insecure criteria have bred disagreement and increasing confusion in the analysis; (b) the ‘priestly source’ (P) is especially difficult to identify, and Jos. raises in an acute form the disputed question whether such a source was ever an independent narrative (see C. R. North, The Old Testament and Modern Study, 1951); (c) in its general form and concept, Jos. is much more one of the Former Prophets than part of the Law.

A fresh approach was made by M. Noth, stress-ing the importance of traditions and trying to see how they were developed. Noth concluded that an author belonging to a ‘deuteronomic school’ had edited old compilations of sanctuary traditions and Settlement records to form the ‘Joshua’ part of a complete deuteronomic history, subsequently retouched by P. This lead has been widely taken, and is accepted in the main by Gray and Soggin (latest commentaries in English). Implications for dating depend on the view taken of Dt. itself. The term ‘deuteronomistic’ becomes assimilated to ‘prophetic’, and the theory fails to explain why there is so little ‘deuteronomic style’ in Jdg. (cf. S. R. Driver, LOT9, pp. 112, 126ff.; C. F. Burney, Judges, 1920, pp. xlifT.).

Noth emphasized the extent of aetiology (stories explaining names and monuments) in the traditions, and took an extremely sceptical view of its value (criticized by J. Bright, Early Israel in Recenl History Writing, 1956). Others have explored the role of religious festivals in tradition-history, but the reconstructions are largely speculative.

IV.    Historical cvaluation

The account of the invasion has often been criticized as ‘unrealistic’, presenting a ‘total reduction’ of Canaan in contrast to the ‘more sober account’ in Jdg. 1 (Gray, p. 43). This assessment misinter-prets both books. Jos. does not say that all was over in two campaigns (11:18), and it preserves hints of trouble (15:63; 17:12-18) which could easily have been omitted; but it is primarily concerned with the great measure of success in the invasion, and with the reasons for it. On the other hand, Jdg. 1 is not an account of the invasion; it highlights the begin-nings of failure, but the whole book would be pointless if there had not been great success.

Many scholars have imagined an invasion by independent tribes (see H. H. Rowley, Front Joseph Io Joshua, 1948). Noth went so far as to Claim that Israel was formed in Canaan as an ‘amphictyony’ (holy alliance, on the Gk. analogy); cf. Bright, op. cit., pp. 83ff, for criticism; and B. D. Rathjen, JNES 24, 1965, pp. 100-104. Archaeological evi-dence is still very incomplete, and its Interpretation often uncertain, but there is enough proof of the destruction of Canaanite society (e.g. Hazor, Teil Beit Mirsim) to demand that the invasion be taken seriously. Theories of a piecemeal invasion must restrict Joshua’s role to that of a local leader, or at most an arbitrator (Soggin, pp. 14-18). The ground of such theories lies not so much in any analysis of Joshua-Judges as in the devaluation of Moses’ work.

The crux of the biblical account is that the ‘Sinai tradition’ is the authentic tap-root of Israel’s faith and hence of her political being (see Jos. 24). G. E. Mendenhall (BA 25, 1962, pp. 66-87) sees it as pre-cipitating a liberation movement in Canaan, but he overstates the case. Biblical evidence of the absorp-tion of non-Israelite elements into the tribal System presupposes the System itself, based ultim-ately on kinship.

V.    Spiritual content

The importance of Joshua for Christians lies chief-ly in that it (a) shows God’s faithfulness to his cov-enant (cf. Dt. 7:7; 9:5f); (b) records the development of his purpose for the nation; (c) gives reasons for a failure, already foreshadowed (17:13; 18:3), to carry out the divine plan; (d) provides analogies for discipleship, since the spiritual issues of faith, obedience and purity were clearly at stäke in the invasion.

Israel under Joshua showed better morale than their fathers, but were no less susceptible to poly-theism and nature-religion (Nu. 25; Dt. 4:3, 23). Determination to extirpate the Canaanites and their religion was thereibre of prime importance (cf Gn. 15:16; Ex. 20:2-6; 23:23-33; 34:10-17; Nu. 31:15fr.; Dt. 7). The Israelites could not under-stand or give eflfect to a redemptive approach, while daily contact with Canaanite culture would jeopardize their own faith in a unique, all-powerful God, as well as their moral Standards, as the sequel showed. Moreover, salvation by grace could not be generally offered (as under the NT) before its ne-cessary judicial ground had been publicly set out in Christ’s death; but we see a pattem of it in God’s dealing with Rahab (cf. Heb. 11:31). God’s purpose at the time was not to teach Christianity, but to prepare the way for Christ through Israel.

The experiences of Israel in Canaan, as in the deserts, were ‘written for our admonition’ (1 Cor. 10:11). The chief theme of the book is that God gave Israel rest, which their unbelieving fathers had failed to obtain (Ps. 95:11). In Heb. 4:1-11 it is shown that this is a ‘type’; the principle, which the Psalmist applied in his own generation, is equally valid for the Christian, while the promise is com-pletely fulfilled (v. 8) only in the rest which God has provided for us in Christ (cf. J. N. Darby, Synopsis, 1, p. 328). If this is the primary application of the invasion story, there is also much to be learnt from the successes and failures, and from Joshua’s leadership.

VI. Text and translations

Apart from topographical problems, the Heb. text contains few obscurities. The lxx maintains an average Standard; its Heb. original does not appear materially different from the MT

Bibliography. Text: L. Greenspoon, Textual Sludies in Joshua, 1983; A. G. Auld, VT Suppl. 30, 1979, pp. 1-14. Commentaries: M. Woudstra (NICS), 1981; T. Butler (1VBC), 1983; J. Gray, Joshua-Judges-Ruth\ 1986. Historical: S. Yeivin, Israelite Conquest of Canaan, 1971; Y. Aharoni, BA 39, 1976, pp. 55-76; LOB, pp. 191-285; J. J. Bimson, Redating the Exodus, JSOT Suppl. 5, 1981.    j.p.u.l.

JOSIAH (Heb. yö'siyyähü, 2 as yö’siyyä, ‘May Yahweh give’). 1. The 17th king of Judah. As son of Amon and grandson of Manasseh, the ‘people of the land’ enthroned him at the age of 8 upon the assassination of his father. He reigned for 31 years (c. 640-609 bc; 2 Ki. 21:24—25:1; 2 Ch. 33:25-34:1).

Assyria, while still Judah’s overlord, was weak enough for the vassal to take cautious steps to-wards freedom. In 633/2 bc, Josiah, in turning back to Yahweh (2 Ch. 34:32), was turning away from an imposed dependence on Assyria and its gods. By 629/8 bc, Ashurbanipal being aged, Josiah was able to free the country of Assyrian as well as residual native cultic practices (2 Ch. 34:3b— 5). Not only was this carried out in Judah, which Josiah must have taken from the control of the weakening Assyrians, but also extended into Israel (2 Ch. 34:6-7). This period of religious reform and political emancipation also produced the great prophet Jeremiah a year later (Je. 1:2).

In 622/1 bc, the ‘book of the law’ was found during the course of Temple repairs (2 Ki. 22:8-10; 2 Ch. 34:8-18). It is commonly accepted that this scroll was, or contained, the book of Deuter-onomy, although this is not proven. This Collection of ancient law, fanning the already burning feeling of nationalism, led to further political and re-ligious reform. On the basis of this book, Josiah obliterated pagan worship (2 Ki. 23:4-14), includ-ing the false priests (k'märim, Akk. kumru; 2 Ki. 23:5) and the altar at Bethel (2 Ki. 23:15; cf. 1 Ki. 13:2). He and the people made a new covenant with Yahweh (2 Ki. 23:1-3; 2 Ch. 34:29-33) which would make this book the law of the land. He also celebrated the Passover in such a grand style as had not been seen since the days of Samuel (2 Ki. 23:21-23; 2 Ch. 35:1-19).

In 609 bc, *Neco II of Egypt went from the Egyp. outpost in Megiddo to Harran in aid of the Assyrians (A. K. Grayson, Assyriern and Babylo-nian Chronicles, 1975, p. 96,11. 66-69), whose king had been driven out of his Capital by Babylonia and the Medes. Seeing Egypt as a threat to his own kingdom, in spite of Neco’s denial, Josiah met him in Esdraelon, and was severely wounded, dying in Jerusalem (2 Ki. 23:29-30; 2 Ch. 35:20-24).

2. An Israelite during the time of Zechariah who had not been exiled to Babylon (Zc. 6:10).

Bibliography: A. Malamat, Journal of the Ancient Near Eastern Society of Columbia University 5, 1973, pp. 167-179; John McKay, Religion in Judah under the Assyrians, 1973, pp. 28-44; H. G. M. Williamson, VT 32, 1982, pp. 242-248; 37, 1987, pp. 9-15.    d.w.b.

(Jos., BJ 2. 573). Tentatively identified with Khir-bet Jefat (W. F. Albright, JBL 58, 1939, pp. 184f), c. 20 km E of Sea of Galilee.    d.w.b.

JOTBATHAH. A stopping-place in the Israelites" wilderness wanderings (Nu. 33:33-34; Dt. 10:7). Described in Dt. as ‘a land of brooks of water’, it is identified with either ‘Ain Täbah in the Arabah N of Elath or perhaps more accurately with Tabeh, about 11 km S of Elath on the W shore of the Gulf of Aqabah (LOB, p. 183).    w.o.

JOTHAM (Heb. yöiätn, ‘Yahweh is perfect’). 1. The youngest of the 70 legitimate sons of Jerub-baal (Gideon), and sole survivor of Abimelech’s massacre of the other brothers. Through the par-able of the trees selecting the bramble to be their king (an honour previously declined by the cedar, the olive and the vine), Jotham warned the Shechemites against Abimelech (Jdg. 9:5flfi). The warning was ignored, and the curse that he uttered was fulfilled 3 years later (v. 57).

2. Son of Uzziah (Mt. 1:9), and 12th king of Judah. He began his reign as co-regent c. 750 bc when his father was found to be a leper (2 Ki. 15:5), and was sole monarch c. 740-c. 732 bc (*Chron-ology of the Old Testament). A man who feared God, Jotham built the high gate of the Temple, fortified and extended the land of Judah and sub-dued the Ammonites (2 Ch. 27:3-6). 3. A son of Jahdai and descendant from Caleb (1 Ch. 2:47).

J.D.D.
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JOT AND TITTLE. In Mt. 5:18 (av) ‘jot’ is a transliteration of iöta (rsv), the name of the Gk. t; here, however, it Stands for the corresponding Heb. yöd, the smallest letter of the alphabet, the use of

Left: the smallest letter in the Hebrew alphabet, y (Heb. yöd, av ‘jot’). Centre and right: the letters r (Heb. res) and d (Heb. dälet), distinguished from euch other by the addition of a ‘titlle’ to the latter. Hebrew script of the Ist Cent. ad.

which is frequently optional. ‘Tittle’ is a variant spelling for ‘title’, which in older Eng. meant a stroke above an abridged word, and then any minor stroke. Here and in Lk. 16:17 it represents keraia, meaning a horn, and refers to the minor strokes which distinguish one letter from another, e.g. in Heb. bei and kap, dälet_ and res.    h.l.e.

JOTBAH. Birthplace of Manasseh’s wife (2 Ki. 21:19). Conquered byTiglath-pileser III (ANET, p. 283). Called Jotapata during the Roman period

JOY. The biblical words are: Heb. simhä, verb sämeah, which imply also its outward expression (cf. the Arab. cognate, meaning ‘to be excited’), and less usually gtl (verb and noun); Gk. chara (verb chairö), and agaUiasis (frequently used in lxx, and corresponding to simhä), meaning intense joy.

ln both OT and NT joy is consistently the mark both individually of the believer and corporately of the church. It is a quality, and not simply an emotion, grounded upon God himself and indeed derived from him (Ps. 16:11; Phil. 4:4; Rom. 15:13), which characterizes the Christian’s life on earth (1 Pet. 1:8), and also anticipates eschatologically the joy of being with Christ for ever in the kingdom of heaven (cf. Rev. 19:7).

I.    In the Old Testament

Joy is related to the total national and religious life of Israel, and is particularly expressed in terms of noisy, tumultuous excitement at festivals, sacrifices and enthronements (Dt. 12:6f.; 1 Sa. 18:6; 1 Ki. l:39f). Spontaneous joy is a prevailing feature of the Psalter, where it is a mark both of corporate worship (largely centred on the Temple, Pss. 42:4; 81:1-3) and of personal adoration (Pss. 16:8f; 43:4). Isaiah conceives of joy in other than simply ritual terms (cf. Ps. 126), and he associates it with the fullness of God’s salvation, and therefore (in terms of acosmicrejoicing) with the anticipation of a future state (Is. 49:13; 61:10f.). In later Judaism, as a result, joy is a characteristic of the last days.

II.    In the New Testament

The Synoptic Gospels record the note of joy in Connection with the proclamation, in its varied forms, of the good news of the kingdom: for example, at the Saviour’s birth (Lk. 2:10), at the triumphal entry (Mk. ll:9f.; Lk. 19:37), and after the resur-rection (Mt. 28:8). ln the Fourth Gospel it is Jesus himself who communicates this joy (Jn. 15:11; 16:24), and it now becomes the result of a deep fellowship between the church and himself (cf. 16:22).

In Acts joy marks the life of the early church. It accompanies the gift of the Holy Spirit to the dis-ciples (Acts 13:52), the miracles performed in the name of Christ (8:8), and the fact and report of the conversion of the Gentiles (15:3); it also character-izes the eucharistic meal (2:46).

Paul uses the term chara in three ways. First, progress in the faith on the part of the members of the body of Christ, and particularly those he has led to Christ, is a cause for joy—he describes them, indeed, as he chara hemöin, ‘our joy’ (1 Thes. 2:19f.; cf. Phil. 2:2). Secondly, Christian joy may paradoxically be the outcome of suffering and even sorrow for Christ’s sake (Col. 1:24; 2 Cor. 6:10; cf. 1 Pet. 4:13; Heb. 10:34, etc.), since it is produced by the Lord and not by ourselves. Joy is in fact, finally, a gift of the Holy Spirit (Gal. 5:22), and is therefore something dynamic and not static. Moreover, it derives from love— God’s and ours—and is therefore closely associ-ated with love in Paul’s list of the fruit of the Spirit. But since it is a gift which may be inter-rupted by sin, every believer is called upon to share in the joy of Christ by a daily walk with him and a daily practice of rejoicing in the knowledge of him and his salvation (1 Thes. 5:16; Phil. 3:1; 4:4; 1 Pet. 1:8).

Bibliography. The Standard work on the sub-ject is E. G. Gulin, Die Freude im Neuen Testament, 1932; see also J. Moffatt, Grace in the New Testament, 1931, p. 168, for the relation between chara and charis\ E. Beyreuther, G. Finkenrath, NIDNTT2, pp. 352-361; TDNT 1, pp. 19-21; 2, pp. 772-775; 9, pp. 359-372.    s.s.s.

JOZACHAR (Heb. yözäkär, ‘Yahweh has remem-bered’). A servant of Joash who took part in his assassination (2 Ki. 12:21-22) but was sub-sequently executed by Amaziah (2 Ki. 14:5). Some mss read ‘Jozabad’ in 2 Ki. 12:22, abbreviated to ‘Zabad’ in 2 Ch. 24:26, by confusion with the simi-lar name of the other assassin, Jehozabad.

D.W.B.

JUBAL. A son of Adah, wife of Lamech, and an-cestor of those who ‘handle the harp (kinnör) and pipe Cügäby (Gn. 4:21). (‘Music and Musical Instruments.)    t.c.m.

JUBILEES, BOOK OF. A Jewish intertestamental work, extant completely only in Ethiopic and part-ly in Latin, though fragments in the original Heb. have now been found at Qumran. It was probabiy written in the late 2nd Century bc in (proto-) Essene circles shortly before the Qumran sect came into existence. It was populär at Qumran, where its special legal precepts and calendar were observed. (It is cited by name in CD 16. 13f.)

Jubilees is a midrash or legendary rewriting of Genesis and the early chapters of Exodus. It gives the biblical history a detailed chronology, calcu-lated in jubilee periods of 49 years, each divided into 7 weeks of years, each year a solar year of 364 days. The revelation at Sinai occurs in the 50th jubilee since the Creation. (Several texts from Qumran employ jubilee periods in historical and eschatological speculation.)

Jubilees Supplements the biblical narrative with legends about the Patriarchs, passages of eschato-logica! prophecy and legal material endorsing a strict sectarian Interpretation of the Law. In Opposition to hellenizing influences, the author glorifies the Law as distinguishing Israel from the Gentiles. The solar calendar has the same eflfect of setting Israel apart from the Gentiles, and faithful Israel from apostate Israel: only this calendar ensures the observance of the festivals on the correct dates.

The Jubilees ‘calendar derives from 1 Enoch and was observed at Qumran. A day of the month falls on the same day of the week every year; e.g. New Year’s day always falls on a Wednesday. Some scholars have suggested, as a solution to the Problem of the date of the Last Supper, that Jesus cele-brated the Passover according to this calendar, i.e. on a Tuesday evening.

Bibliography. G. L. Davenport, The Eschat-ology of the Book of Jubilees, 1971; J. C. VanderKam, Textual and Historical Studies in the Book of Jubilees, 1977.    r .j .b.

JUDAEA. The Gk. and Rom. designation of the land of ‘Judah. The word is actually an adjective

ha - za - qi - a - u mat ia - u - da - a - a Hezekiah    theJudaean
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like a    caged bird    within    the city of    Jerusalem



a/    sarru - ti - su e - sir - su

his capital city I shut up

Hezekiah ‘the Judaean ((jazaqiau mät Yaudaya) named on the day prism which describes the early cam-paign of Sennacherib of Assyria, including the siege of Jerusalem in 701 bc.

(‘Jewish’) with ge (‘land’) or chöra (‘country’) understood. After the Roman conquest (63 bc) it appears both in a wider sense, denoting all Pales-tine, including Galilee and Samaria, and in the narrower sense, which excludes thcse two regions. Herod’s kingdom of Judaea (37-4 bc) included all Palestine and some districts E of the Jordan. Archelaus’ ethnarchy of Judaea (4 bc-ad 6 em-braced Judaea in the narrower sense and Samaria, and the same is true of the Rom. province of Judaea from ad 6 to 41. After the death of Herod Agrippa I in ad 44 the Rom. province of Judaea included Galilee also. (‘Israel.)

The ‘wilderness of Judaea’ (Mt. 3:1), associated with John the Baptist, is probably identical with the ‘wilderness of Judah’ (Jdg. 1:16, etc.), i.e. the desert to the W of the Dead Sea.    j.d.d.

JUDAH.

I.    The son of Jacob

The 4th son of Jacob by Leah (Gn. 29:35) was called Judah (y'hüdä)\ the name is there explained as meaning ‘praised’, as derived from the root ydh, ‘to praise’. Gn. 49:8 contains a play on this meaning. The derivation is widely rejected, but no other suggested etymology has been generally accepted (for literature, see KE). Judah early took a leading role among his brothers, as is shown by the story of Joseph (Gn. 37:26-27; 43:3-10; 44:16-34; 46:28). Gn. 38, though throwing light on the beginnings of the tribe of Judah, clearly Stands in its present Position to contrast Judah’s character with that of Joseph. Though Gn. 49:8-12 is not strictly a prom-ise to Judah of kingship, but rather of leadership, victory and tribal stability, the promise of ‘Shiloh involves kingship ultimately. The genealogies of Judah’s descendants are found in 1 Ch. 2-4.

II.    Other individuals of the same name

After the Babylonian Exile Judah became increas-ingly one of the favourite names among the Jews. Five men of this name are mentioned in the OT, viz. a Levite, ancestor of Kadmiel (Ezr. 3:9), pos-sibly the father or son of Hodaviah (Ezr. 2:40); a Levite of the return under Zerubbabel (Ne. 12:8); a levitical Contemporary of Ezra (Ezr. 10:23); a leading Benjaminite under Nehemiah (Ne. 11:9); a priest under Nehemiah (Ne. 12:36). In Ne. 12:34 probably members of the tribe in general are meant by ‘Judah’. In the NT the name is repre-sented by its Hellenized form ‘Judas (shortened to Jude in Jude 1).

III.    The tribe of Judah

a. From the Exodus tili Saul

Judah plays no special role in the story of the Exodus and of the wilderness wanderings, though it is to be noted that he was the leader of the van-guard (Nu. 2:9). There is no significant change in the two census figures from this period (Nu. 1:27; 26:22).

Achan, a member of the tribe, was the cause of the defeat of Israel before Ai (Jos. 7). This may be the reason for the special task laid on Judah to lead an independent attack on the Canaanites (Jdg. 1:1-2). No explanation is given, but it is clear that Judah’s portion was allocated not by lot in Shiloh (Jos. 18:1-10) but before its conquest (Jdg. 1:3); cf. the similar treatment of Ephraim and half Man-asseh (Jos. 16-17). It was bounded on the N by the portions of Dan and Benjamin, and ran approxi-mately E and W from the N end of the Dead Sea, S of Jerusalem and the Gibeonite tetrapolis to the Mediterranean. Its W and E frontiers were the Mediterranean and the Dead Sea, and it extended S as far as cultivation permitted (cf. Jos. 15).

Judah first overran most of the Coastal plain, soon to be occupied by the Philistines (Jdg. 1:18), but evidently quickly withdrew from the struggle (Jdg. 1:19; 3:3; Jos. 11:22; 13:2-3). Since it was the best of the land apportioned to him that Judah voluntarily abandoned to Simeon (Jos. 19:1,9), it is reasonable to suppose that he hoped to have Simeon as a buffer between him and the un-conquered Coastal plain.

The story of the conquest of the S in Jdg. 1:1-17 has been very widely interpreted to mean that Judah (and other tribes) entered the land from the S before the invasion under Joshua (cf. H. H. Rowley, From Joseph to Joshua, 1950, pp. 4f., 101 f., llOfT, with literature), but the whole trend of modern archaeological discovery seems to be un-favourable to the theory, which is unacceptable on other, general grounds.

The failure to maintain a hold on Jerusalem (Jdg. 1:8, 21), combined with the existence of the semi-independent Gibeonite tetrapolis (Jos. 9; 2 Sa. 21:1-2), created a psychological frontier between Judah and the central tribes. Though there was no barrier to Communications (cf. Jdg. 19:10-13), Judah will increasingly have looked S to Hebron rather than to the sanctuary at Shiloh. While Judah provided the first of the judges, Oth-niel (Jdg. 3:9-11), and shared in the early action against Benjamin (Jdg. 20:18), he does not seem even to have been expected to join against Jabin and Sisera (Jdg. 5). As a result, when Judah became tributary to the Philistines (Jdg. 15:11), he appears not to have appealed to the other tribes, nor do they seem to have been concerned.

The fact of this division seems to have been generally recognized, for by Saul’s time we find the contingent from Judah separately enumerated (1 Sa. 11:8; 15:4; 17:52; 18:16).

b. Under David and Solomon

After Saul’s death this growing split was perpetu-ated by David’s being crowned as king in Hebron over Judah (2 Sa. 2:4). A. Alt is probably correct in maintaining (The Formation of the Israelite State in Palestine’, in Essays on Old Testament History and Religion, 1966, pp. 216ff.) that the crowning of David as king over ‘all Israel’ (2 Sa. 5:1-5) made him king of a dual kingdom in which Judah kept its separate identity. Certainly during Absalom’s rebellion Judah seems to have maintained its neu-trality, while the N followed the rebel.

There is no evidence that Solomon showed any favouritism to Judah compared with the other tribes, for ‘and one officer, which was in the land’ (1 Ki. 4:19, Rvmg.) will refer to Judah (rsv).

IV. The kingdom of Judah

a. Its relations with Israel

If A. Alt’s view is correct, Judah and Israel in ac-cepting different kings were acting in accordance with their rights as separate political entities. Apart from Jeroboam himself, the kings of Israel do not seem to have sought the destruction of Judah (cf. 2 Ki. 14:13-14), and the prophets never questioned
[image: ]
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the right of Israel to exist, though they foresaw the time when it would return to its allegiance to 'David'.

The heritage of Solomon’s riches seemed to give Judah the advantage at the disruption, despite its less fertile land and smaller population compared with the N. In spite of Claims to the contrary, there is no evidence that Rehoboam later disregarded the command of Shemaiah (1 Ki. 12:22—24) and at-tacked Jeroboam. The Suggestion that Shishak’s attack on Judah (1 Ki. 14:25-26) was in support of his ally Jeroboam lacks positive evidence in its support. The resultant loss of the wealth Solomon had amassed, even though Israel seems to have suf-fered from Shishak’s attack as well, meant that Judah now stood permanently in a position of material inferiority compared with Israel. The evidence suggests that Judah needed a prosperous Israel for its own prosperity.

One effective test of the absolute, rather than relative, prosperity of Judah was its ability to control Edom, or as much of it as was necessary for the safeguarding of the trade-route to the Gulf of Aqa-bah. Rehoboam made no effort to maintain his father’s precarious hold on the area. Jehoshaphat evidently completely subdued the country (1 Ki. 22:47), but later he had to install a vassal king (2 Ki. 3:9). Edom regained its independence under his son Jehoram (2 Ki. 8:20-22). Amaziah, about half a Century later, reconquered Edom (2 Ki. 14:7). This time the conquest was more effective, and not until the troubles of Ahaz’ reign 60 years later was Edom fmally able to free itself (2 Ki. 16:6). After this Judah

does not seem even to have attempted conquest.

It was only a decisive victory by Abijah (or Abijam) that restored a measure of parity between the kingdoms (2 Ch. 13). Asa, faced with the cap-able Baasha, could maintain it only by allying him-self with Ben-hadad, king of Damascus (1 Ki. 15:18-20). The dynasty of Omri, disturbed both by the increasing power of Damascus, and even more by the threat from ’Assyria, made peace with Judah, which was later sealed by the marriage of Athaliah, Ahab’s daughter, or perhaps sister (2 Ki. 8:26), with Jehoram. It is widely held that at this time Judah was Israel’s vassal. So far from this being true, the evidence suggests that Jehoshaphat used Israel as a buffer between him and Assyria. This is the most likely explanation why Judah does not figure on Shalmaneser’s list of his enemies at the battle of Qarqar, nor for that matter on the ‘Black Obelisk’. He seems to have looked on, with the sole exception of the battle of Ramoth-gilead (1 Ki. 22:1-38), while Israel and Damascus tore at one another’s vitals. Hence, by the end of his long reign, he feit himself strong enough to refuse Ahaz-iah’s request for a joint venture to Ophir after the first had failed (1 Ki. 22:48-49 compared with 2 Ch. 20:35-37). The relative equality between the kingdoms at this time is seen in the fact that Jehu, though he had killed Ahaziah of Judah (2 Ki. 9:27), did not venture to carry his anti-Baal cam-paign into Judah, nor, on the other hand, did Athaliah try to avenge her son’s death.

In the Century between the accession of Jehu and the deaths of Jeroboam II and Uzziah the fortunes of Judah seem to have kept pace with those of Israel both in affliction and prosperity. Probably the latter came more slowly to the S, even as the hollowness of its prosperity was revealed somewhat later than in Israel.

b.    Earlier foreign enemies

Until the collapse of Israel the history of Judah is singularly uninfluenced by foreign threats. Shishak’s invasion was a last stirring of Egypt’s ancient power until the Assyr. advance forced it to measures of self-defence. The Philistines had been so weakened that we find them as aggressors only when Judah was weakest, viz. under Jehoram (2 Ch. 21:16) and Ahaz (2 Ch. 28:18). At the height of Hazael’s power, when he had almost destroyed Israel, Jehoash was forced to become tributary to Damascus, but this cannot have lasted long. In fact, the only two major threats of this period were from those sudden movements that the nomads and semi-nomads of the desert have periodically thrown up. Zerah ‘the Cushite’ (2 Ch. 14:9) is more likely to have been an Arabian (cf. Gn. 10:7) than an Ethiopian, i.e. a Sudanese. The second was from a sudden movement of the inhabitants of the Transjordan steppe-land (2 Ch. 20:1, 10).

c.    Judah and Assyria

As stated above, the earlier advances of Assyria do not seem to have afiected Judah. When Damascus and Israel attacked Ahaz (2 Ki. 16:5), it was a last desperate attempt to unite the remnants of the West against the advance of Tiglath-pileser III. There are no grounds for thinking that Judah was threatened by the Assyrians, for until they wanted to challenge Egypt they would hardly alarm it by advancing prematurely to its desert frontier. By ac-cepting the suzerainty of Assyria Ahaz virtually sealed the fate of Judah. On the one hand, it re-mained a vassal until the approaching doom of Assyria (612 bc) could be foreseen; on the other, it was caught up in the intrigues stirred up by Egypt, for which it duly suffered. Hezekiah’s revolt in 705 bc, crushed by Sennacherib 4 years later, reduced Judah to a shadow of its former seif, at least two-thirds of the population perishing or being carried away captive, and a large portion of its territory being lost. For details, see J. Bright, A History of Israel!, 1972, pp. 282-286, 296-308; DOTT, pp. 64-70.

d.    Revival and downfall

A revival of religious and nationalistic feeling under the young Josiah began just after Ashurba-nipal’s death (631 bc), when the weakness of Assyria was already becoming manifest. The Steps in reform indicated in 2 Ch. 34:3, 8 suggest howclose-ly interwoven religion and politics had become, for each Step was in itself also a rejection of Assyr. religious and therefore political control. By the height of the reform in 621 bc Josiah, though probably still nominally tributary to Assyria, was in fact independent. With or without the approval of his nominal overlord he took over the Assyr. provinces of Samaria and E Galilee (2 Ch. 34:6) and doubtless recovered the territory that Heze-kiah had lost as a punishment for his rebellion. There is no reliable evidence that the Scythian inroad, which did so much to give Assyria its mortal wound, affected or even reached Judah.

There is no indication that Josiah oflered any Opposition to Pharaoh Psammetichus’ expedition

in aid of Assyria in 616 bc, but when Pharaoh Neco repeated the expedition in 609 bc Josiah evi-dently feit that in the new international position his only chance of maintaining Judah’s independence was to fight, but in the ensuing battle at Megiddo he met his death. There is no evidence for the Suggestion that he was acting in alliance with the rising star of * Babylon, though the possibility must not be rejected.

Egypt marked its victory by deposing Josiah’s son Jehoahaz and replacing him by his brother Je-hoiakim, who had, however, to accept Babylonian overlordship soon after Nebuchadrezzar’s victory at Carchemish (605 bc) (Dn. 1:1; 2 Ki. 24:1). In 601 bc Nebuchadrezzar was checked by Neco in a battle near the Egyp. frontier, and on his with-drawal to Babylon Jehoiakim rebelled. Judah was ravaged by Bab. troops and auxiiiary levies (2 Ki. 24:2). Jehoiakim died an obscure death in Decem-ber 598 bc, before he could suffer the full penalty of rebellion, and Jehoiachin, his 18-year-old son, surrendered Jerusalem to Nebuchadrezzar on 16 March 597 bc.

His uncle Zedekiah became the last king of Judah, but revolted in 589 bc. By January 588 bc the Bab. armies were before the walls of Jerusalem. In July 587 bc the walls were breached and Zedekiah was captured to meet a traitor’s fate (2 Ki. 25:6-7); a month later the city was burnt down and the walls razed.

e. Religion under the Monarchy Populär religion in Judah was probably as de-graded by concepts of nature-religion as in Israel, but its relative isolation and openness to the desert will have made it less influenced by its Canaanite forms. Its lack of major sanctuaries—only Hebron and Beersheba are known to us, with Gibeon in Benjamin—increased the influence of Jerusalem and its Solomonic Temple. It is questionable whether any king of Israel could even have at-tempted the centralizing reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah. The Davidic covenant (2 Sa. 7:8-16), far more than the general atmosphere of the ‘Fertile Crescent’, made the king the undisputed leader of the national religion, even though cultic functions were denied him (2 Ch. 26:16-21).

The power of the king might be used for good, as in the reformations, but where national policy seemed to demand an acceptance of Baal-worship, as under Jehoram, Ahaziah and Athaliah, or a rec-ognition of the Assyr. astral deities, as under Ahaz and Manasseh, there was no effective power that could resist the royal will. The royal authority in matters of religion will also have helped to make the official cult for many merely an external and official matter.

/ Exile {597-538 B(J)

Apart from an unspecified number of ordinary captives destined to slavery, Nebuchadrezzar de-ported the cream of the population in 597 bc (2 Ki. 24:14; Je. 52:28—the difference in figures is doubtless due to different categories of captives being envisaged). A few, including the royal family, became ‘guests’ of Nebuchadrezzar in Babylon; others, e.g. Ezekiel, were settled in communities in Babylonia, where they had apparently full freedom apart from the right to change their domicile; the skilled artisans became part of a mobile labour force used by Nebuchadrezzar in his building oper-ations. The destruction of Jerusalem added to the general total of captives (2 Ki. 25:11), and Je. 52:29 shows there was another group of designated de-portees. The murder of Gedaliah, whom Neb-uchadrezzar had made governor of Judah, led to a large-scale flight to Egypt (2 Ki. 25:25-26; Je. 41:1 -43:7). This, in turn, was followed in 582 bc by another, obviously punitive, deportation to Baby-lonia (Je. 52:30).

As the result of deportation and flight Judah was left, and remained, virtually empty (see W. F. Albright, The Archaeology of Palesline‘, 1954, pp. 140-142). The land S of a line between Beth-zur and Hebron seems to have been detached front Judah in 597 bc; into it the Edomites gradually moved. As a result, this area was lost to Judah until its capture by John Hyrcanus after 129 bc and the forcible Judaizing of its population. The remainder was placed under the governor of Samaria and de-liberately kept virtually empty; there is no evidence for the infiltration of other peoples. It may be pre-sumed that Nebuchadrezzar intended to follow the normal Assyr.-Bab. practice of bringing in settlers from other conquered areas (cf 2 Ki. 17:24), but for some reason refrained.

V. Post-exilic Judah

a.    Restoration

Babylon feil to Cyrus in 539 bc, and the next year he ordered the rebuilding of the Jerusalem Temple (Ezr. 6:3-5); he accompanied this with permission for the deportees and their descendants to return (Ezr. 1:2-4). The list of names, involving a total of some 43,000 persons, in Ezr. 2 may well cover the period 538-522 bc, but there are no solid grounds for doubting that there was an immediate and con-siderable response to Cyrus’ decree.

Sheshbazzar, a member of the Davidic royal family, seems to have been Cyrus’ commissioner to oversee the rebuilding of the Temple; he will have returned (or died?) after the laying of the founda-tions (Ezr. 5:14, 16). There is no evidence that Judah was detached politically from the district of Samaria until the time of Nehemiah; the title ‘governor’ given Sheshbazzar is too specific a rendering for pehä. Zerubbabel, probably heir-apparent of the royal house, does not seem to have held any official position, the title of pehä in Hg. 1:1; 2:21 being probably honorific —note his non-appearance in Ezr. 5:3-17. Other Jewish leaders bore the title pehä in the following decades, ap-pointed by the Persians.

By the time of Ezra in the second half of the 4th Century it had become apparent to most that polit-ical independence and the restoration of the Davidic monarchy were no more than a hope for the more distant future. Ezra transformed the Jews from a national state into a ‘church’, making the keeping of the Torah the purpose of their exist-ence. The political insignificance of Judaea under the Persians and the relatively peaceful conditions of the country favoured the steady instruction of the mass of the people in the Torah. The only political upheaval of the period may have been a deportation to Babylonia and Hyrcania, though many doubt it (cf. Jos., Contra Apionent 1. 194).

b.    The end of Judah

The campaigns of Alexander the Great will hardly have affected Judaea, but his founding of Alexandria provided a centre for a Western, and for the most part voluntary, dispersion, which soon rivalled that of Babylonia and Persia in numbers and surpassed it in wealth and influence. The div-ision of Alexander’s empire among his generals meant that Palestine became a debatable land between Syria and Egypt. Till 198 bc it was normally in the hands of the Egyp. Ptolemies, but then it became part of the Syrian Seleucid empire.

The extravagances of the rieh Hellenized upper classes of Jerusalem, in large proportion priests, and the unbalanced efibrts of Antiochus Epiphanes (175-163 bc) to Hellenize his empire, which led him to forbid circumcision and Sabbath-keeping and to demand the worship of Greek deities, created an alliance between religious zeal and dormant nationalism. The Jews achieved first religious autonomy and then political freedom (140 bc) for the first time since Josiah. By 76 bc their boundaries extended virtually from the tradi-tional Dan to Beersheba. For the history of this meteoric rise and sudden collapse, see 'Israel.

When the Romans destroyed the last vestiges of political independence in ad 70, and especially after the crushing of Bar-Kokhba’s revolt in ad 135, Judaea ceased to be a Jewish land, but the name of Judah in its form of Jew became the title of all dispersed through the world who clung to the Mosiac law, irrespective of tribal or national origin.

Bibliography. Archaeological discovery has put all earlier treatments of the subject to a greater or less degree out of date. John Bright, A History of Israel*1, 1972, gives an up-to-date and balanced presentation with a mention of the most important literature. See A. R. Millard, The Meaning of the Name Judah’, ZAW86, 1974, pp. 246f. For the text of Kings, see J. A. Montgomery and H. S. Gehman, The Books of Kings, ICC, 1951. For extra-biblical texts naming Judah, see J. B. Pritch-ard, ANETy, 1969; and DOTT. For the post-exilic period, see W. O. E. Oesterley, A History of Israel, 2, 1932; F. F. Bruce, Israel and the Hations, 1963. See‘Israel.    h.l.e.

JUDAISM. When one defines Judaism as ‘the religion of the Jews’, Le. their faith and their practice, one must ask which historical era is in view, for the religion of the Jews has changed through the centuries. The religion of the Patriarchs in the book of Genesis, that of the era of the Sinaitic Covenant and Mosaic Law, and that of the post-exilic period and the rabbinic Judaism that followed the destruction of the second Temple (of which the modern forms of Orthodox and Con-servative Judaism are direct descendants), are all diflerent.

Here we are concerned primarily with the Judaism of the Greco-Roman period, the later post-exilic period up to the end of the Ist Century when rabbinic Judaism began to consolidate itself in Order to survive without nation and Temple. This therefore is the Judaism of the second Temple, the time of Jesus and the emergence of Christianity. Twentieth-century study of this Judaism has re-sulted in two momentous conclusions that will de-termine much of what is discussed below. First, it has become increasingly clear that even this Judaism was very diverse. The once fashionable talk of ‘normative’ Judaism in this period (e.g. as in G. F. Moore) has given way to the reference to Judaisms in the plural. Second, the all too common Christian portrayal of this Judaism as a legalistic religion, wherein one established righteousness before God on the basis of good works, is now seen to be a caricature. Understood correctly, this Juda-ism embodies a ‘covenantal nomism’, i.e. a law-centredness within the covenantal framework (thus

E. P. Sanders) that rests as squarely upon the grace of God as does Christianity. The implications of these important conclusions will be made clear in what follows.

I. The fundamental elements of all Judaisms

Despite its diversity, we may note constant elements that serve as the sine qua non of anything that bears the name Judaism. The importance of these basic, constitutive elements can hardly be exagger-ated. In every case they derive from the scriptures that came to be canonized by the end of the Ist Century as the Heb. Bible.

a.    Eleclion and covenant

The origin and basis of Judaism is to be found already in the Abrahamic Covenant (Gn. 12:1-3). Abram is chosen by God - the one true God, as Israel’s monotheism insisted - to be the recipient of wonderful blessings that will involve the emer-gence of a great nation and ultimately blessing for all the families of the earth. These covenant prom-ises that brought Abram into a special relationship with Yahweh required no special merit or righteousness on his part. The election of Abraham, and the promises bestowed upon him, rest solely upon God’s gracious initiative. Further Statements of the Abrahamic Covenant add references to the gift of the land (13:14-17) and many descendants (15:5) who will have power over their enemies (22:17). The covenant is renewed with Abraham’s son Isaac (26:3-4) and his grandson Jacob (28:13-

15), who in turn articulates it to Joseph (48:3-4,

21). It is ‘an everlasting covenant’ (17:7). This promise, confirmed and extended with new meta-phors in the covenants at Sinai (Ex. 19:3-6; Dt. 7:6-9) and with David (2 Sa. 7:8-16), is foun-dational to all Judaisms and a fixed point that henceforward separates Jew from non-Jew.

b.    Torah

Of nearly equal importance to election and covenant is the gift of the Torah, in the sense of the commandments given to Israel at Sinai through the mediation of Moses (Ex. 20-40; Lv. 1—27). Although the Torah does not establish Israel, it is nevertheless her supreme calling. The Sinaitic Statements link the covenantal promises with obedience to the Law. Moses is instructed to teil the people: ‘Now therefore, if you will obey my voice and keep my covenant, you shall be my own possession among all the peoples’ (Ex. 19:5) and similarly: Tf you obey the commandments of the Lord your God which I command you this day, by loving the Lord your God, by waiking in his ways, and by keeping his commandments and his Statutes and his ordinances, then you shall live and multi-ply, and the Lord your God will bless you in the land which you are entering to take possession of it’ (Dt. 30:16). This still does not mean, however, that Israel must keep the commandments in order to enter into relationship with God. Her election remains prior to the call to obedience, yet now the maintenance of that elect Status, and the realiz-ation of the covenant promises, are made contin-gent upon obedience to the commandments. From this time on Judaism in principle becomes what has been called a ‘covenantal nomism’, i.e. a religion focused on the obedience to the Law, but within the larger and prior framework provided by election and covenant. Judaism of necessity becomes nomistic, ‘law-centred’, but within a context of grace (hence, not ‘legalistic’).

c.    Temple

The focal point of the religious praxis of the Jews became first the wilderness tent-shrine and then the Solomonic Temple. Through the several aspects of the tent-shrine/Temple, i.e. its structure (with the ark of the covenant in the holy of hohes, and the various courts of approach), its cultus (the sacrificial ritual) and its mediatorial priesthood and reguiations, the Jews learned about the holi-ness of God, the sinfulness of humanity, and the necessity of atonement for the experience of for-giveness. The Temple, housing the presence of God in Israel’s midst, furthermore became the symbolic centre of Israel’s identity as God’s people, its centre of authority, not only religiously but eco-nomically, nationally and politically. After the destruction of Solomon’s Temple in 586 bc, when the Jews returned from the exile, it became an immediate priority to build a second temple (Ezr. 1:3; 3:2-3, 10-13).

In principle all Jews and all Judaisms were committed to the Temple. There was not, however, always agreement concerning the morality or the legitimacy of the priesthood in Charge of the Temple. With the deposition of Onias III in 174 bc the Temple feil into the control of a succession of high priests not of the Zadokite lineage. The Qumran sect rejected not the Temple itself but the illegitimate reigning priesthood, and looked for the day when the Temple would be purged and Zadokite priests would once more gain control.

d.    Land

As we have seen, the land was a part of the covenantal promises from the very beginning. The land became inextricably connected with the hope of the Jews in the covenant loyalty of Yahweh. The future that God had promised to Israel was inconceivable apart from the reality of the secure possession of the land. Thus the land. like the Temple, came to have a highly symbolic signifi-cance for the Jews.

II. The emergence of Second Temple Judaisms

a. The crucial significance of the exile The Babylonian exile was a catastrophe of immeasurable significance for the subsequent shape of Judaism. The defeat of Judah and the destruction of the Temple represented the boldest possible contradiction of Israel’s election and covenant promises. The tension in post-exilic perspectives is everywhere apparent (e.g. La. 5:19-22; Ps. 137:1-4; Hg. 2:3; Zc. 1:12; 2 Baruch 10:6-11:7). The dominant explanation of the tragedy, leaning on the rationale of such Torah passages as Dt. 4:25-28; 30; 31:27-29, focused on Israel’s failure to obey the commandments of the Lord (see esp. La. 1:8, 18, 22; 4:6; Ezr. 5:12; 9:6-7, 13; Ne. 9:26-31; Zc. 7:12; Testament of Moses 3:13; Testament of Judah 23; Testament of Zebulun 9; Testament of Naphtali 4:1-3; Psalms of Solomon 9:1-3). The other side of the coin was that Israel had not yet experienced the fulfilment of the promises given to her, because she had not been obedient to the Law.

Even after the actual return from the exile many Jews probably believed that because of the lack of the fulfilment of the promises, Israel still retnained in exile. Therefore post-exilic Judaism turned to the Law with a new, burning intensity.

This has led to the commonly encountered, yet simplistic, contrast between the religion of the OT and ‘Judaism’. Therefore many speak of the birth of Judaism in the new reading of the Law of Moses by Ezra the scribe (law scholar) recorded in Ne. 8:1-12, followed by the study of ‘the words of the Law’ in 8:13-18. The balance with the covenant has now clearly shifted towards nomism.

b.    The altempled destruction of Judaism by Antio-chus IV Epiphanes

In 168-167 bc an event occurred that was in many respects analogous to the experience of exile and also of very great importance in shaping the mind-set of the Second Temple Judaisms of the time of Jesus. Antiochus defiled the Temple, prohibited the practice of Judaism, and attempted to Hellenize the Jews thoroughly. Although this disaster was effectively counteracted by the heroic deeds of the Maccabees, it left its indelible mark on the psyche of 2nd-century Judaism. The importance of main-taining the distinctives of the Law burned more deeply in the Jewish mind.

c.    The development of apocalyptic Apocalyptic flourished in the soil of post-exilic Judaism. It provided a way to cope with the appar-ent failure of God to fulfil the promises made to Israel, and thus eased the tension referred to above. The goal that God had in mind, the age to come, could not be reached by evoiution within ordinary history. The future was indeed in God’s hands, but the fulfilment of the promises would come only through a radical divine intervention. The time for this was unchangeably fixed in the will of God and indications of its nearness had been revealed (Gk. apokalyptö), so it was claimed, to certain indi-viduals who published their views commonly under the pseudonyms of past heroes of the scrip-tures. All Israel had to do was to wait patiently and in readiness. 1

quest for righteousness is approved by Jesus in principle and yet he severely criticises their oral tradition (e.g. Mk. 7:8-9; Mt. 23:4, 13-28). The Pharisees focused on matters of ritual purity, call-ing for the Standards of purity observed by the priests in the Temple to be applied to ordinary households. They were most concerned with table fellowship including the dietary restrictions, although Sabbath observance and tithing were also important, as was circumcision.

It is well known that the Pharisees, unlike the Sadducees, believed in the resurrection of the dead as well as in angels and demons (cf. Acts 23:8 and the Josephus references mentioned above). They also differed from the Sadducees in bclieving in reward and retribution after death and that the promises made to Israel would find a future fulfilment through the coming of a Messiah. (Many, if not all, Pharisees accepted the apocalyptic perspective on the future.) The Pharisees held the sover-eignty of God and human free will in unresolved tension. See also ‘Pharisees.

b.    Essenes

Already known from Josephus and the Damascus Document (but surprisingly not mentioned in the NT), the Essenes have now become much more familiär to us, thanks to the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls. These Scrolls probably reflect a monas-tic community of Essenes living at Qumran on the NW shore of the Dead Sea (Essene communities existed elsewhere as well) from the 2nd Century bc to ad 70. The agenda of the Essenes was also the intensive quest for achieving the righteousness of the Torah. The most distinctive belief held by the Essenes, however, was that they themselves were the community of the new covenant living in the last days immediately prior to the eschatological realization of Israel’s hope. The leader of the community, the Teacher of Righteousness, inter-preted the prophetic writings so as to show that the community members were what the prophets were talking about as they spoke of the end of the present age. See also ‘Essenes.

c.    Sadducees

The Sadducees were a priestly group who held the authority of the high priesthood and thus had power over the Temple cultus. As aristocratic opportunists who catered to the Romans in the administration of Palestine, the Sadducees reflected their lack of belief in the eschatological fulfilment of Israel’s promises. As we have seen, they did not accept the resurrection of the dead, nor therefore did they believe in reward or retribution after death. They appeared to want to make the most of the present Status quo and they firmly rejected the partial determinism of the Pharisees, believing in the full freedom of the individual. They refused to accept the authority of the Pharisees’ oral law and accepted the final authority of the Pentateuch alone. There is some rabbinic evi-dence that the Sadducees disagreed with the Pharisees over certain purity issues. See also ‘Sadducees.

d.    Zealots

Although possessing little if any distinctiveness as a Jewish sect (in most respects they agreed with the Pharisees; Josephus, Ant. 18.23), the ‘fourth phil-osophy’ described by Josephus deserves mention here. With Maccabean successes in their minds, this group believed that God would honour violent tactics against the Romans. If the Sicarii (‘dagger-men’), political assassins, are not to be identified with the Zealots, they at least shared a similar perspective. Such a viewpoint obviously differed dra-matically from the Pharisees’ idea of determinism and the apocalyptists’ notion of a fixed time for the realization of the promises. Yet their hope was not dissimilar to that of the apocalyptic perspective, despite the fact that they would not wait passively for God to act, but took political action them-selves. The ambitions of the Zealots came to a tra-gic end with the capture of Masada in ad 74, although the zealotic spirit surfaced for a while again in the Second Jewish Revolt of ad 132-135. See also ‘Zealots.

IV. The emergence of rabbinic Judaism

The catastrophe of the fall of Jerusalem and the destruction of the Temple in ad 70 confronted Judaism with yet another pivotal crisis, as signifi-cant as the Babylonian exile and Antiochus’ dese-cration of the Temple and persecution of Judaism, yet possessing a finality not contradicted by the Second Jewish Revolt of ad 132-135. Of all the varieties of Judaism existing in the Second Temple Period, only one emerged from the ashes: Pharisaic Judaism. As G. E. Moore put it, ‘Judaism is the monument of the Pharisees’ (Judaism 2, p. 193). In the last decades of the Ist Century, rabbinic Judaism began to consolidate itself at Yavneh under the leadership of Johanan ben Zakkai. In Jacob Neu-sner’s phrase, Pharisaic Judaism moved ‘from pol-itics to piety’. Without abandoning the basic belief structure of Judaism outiined above, rabbinic Judaism focused persistently on personal obedi-ence of the law as stipulated in the growing oral tradition. Although the rabbis undoubtedly prayed for the fulfilment of the promises and the realization of Israel’s hope (e.g. in the Qaddish), in the rabbinic world of Torah piety, it was as though time had stopped. Without the Temple and without a nation, the focus of piety became the individual, his table, his prayer, his study of the Torah, and particularly the study of the commandments. Through the work of the Tannaim (‘repeaters’) the oral law was maintained and further developed until it was edited and put into final form, in what is known as the Mishnah, by Judah the Patriarch,

c. ad 200. Other Tannaitic materials (Baraitoth) were gathered into the Tosephta (‘Supplement’) and their work can also be seen in the Midrashim (commentaries on Scripture). Further Custodians of rabbinic tradition, the Amoraim (‘Speakers’) continued work that eventually came to fruition in the commentaries on the Mishnah, represented by the Babylonian and Palestinian Talmuds. And thus the course and tone of Judaism was set down to its present manifestations.
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JUDAS. I. The Lord’s brother (Mt. 13:55 = Mk. 6:3). Perhaps the author of the Epistle of ‘Jude, who styles himself ‘brother of James’ (‘Brethren of the Lord).

2.    The son of James, and one of the Twelve (Lk. 6:16), called also Lebbaeus (Mt. 10:3, av) and Thaddaeus (Mk. 3:18), who asked Jesus a question in the upper room (Jn. 14:22). Some regard him as the author of the Epistle of Jude.

3.    For Judas Iscariot, see next article.

4.    The Galilean who stirred up a rebellion

against the Romans (Acts 5:37). Josephus says he was born in Gamala (Ant. 18. 3), and places the rebellion in ad 6. ‘Quirinius defeated the rebels and Judas was slain. 5. A Jew at whose house in Damascus Paul lodged (Acts 9:11). 6. A prophet surnamed Barsabbas, who with Silas was chosen by the Jerusalem Christian leaders to accompany Paul and Barnabas to Antioch to convey the apostles’ decision regarding circumcision (Acts 15:22-33).    j.d.d.

JUDAS ISCARIOT.

I. Name and origin

In the Synoptic lists of the Twelve whom Jesus called ‘to be with him’ (Mk. 3:14) the name of Judas always appears last, and usually with some description which brands him with an infamous Stigma (e.g. ‘who betrayed him’, Mk. 3:19; Mt. 10:4; Lk. 6:16; cf. Jn. 18:2, 5). We may compare the case of Jeroboam I, in the OT, who is mentioned with horror as the one ‘who made Israel to sin’.

The term ‘Iscariot’ is applied to his name, in the Synoptic texts and in Jn. 12:4; while in the other Johannine references the textual tradition shows considerable Variation, with the name of Simon being given as Judas’ father (Jn.6:71; 13:2, 26), and Iscariot being further explained by the addition apo Karyotou (in certain readings of 6:71; 12:4; 13:2, 26; 14:22). These additional facts supplied by John would confirm the derivation of ‘Iscariot’ from Heb ’ts q'rLyot, ‘a man of Kerioth’. Kerioth is located in Moab, according to Je. 48:24, 41; Am. 2:2; but there is another possible identification, Kerioth-hezron (Jos. 15:25), which is 19 km S of Hebron. This geographical explanation of Tscari-oth’ is preferable to the view which traces the word to sikarios, by way of an Aramaicized ’isqaryaä, ‘an assassin’ (cf. Acts 21:38), as suggested by Schulthess and O. Cullmann, The State in the New Testament, E.T. 1957, pp. 15f. But see, to the con-trary, M. Hengel, Die Zeloten, 1961, p. 49.

1

 Sects and varying aspects of Second Temple .ludaisms

a. Pharisees

Pride of place must go to the Pharisees, because it is they who served as the fountain-head of all later (post 70) Judaism. They are logically, if not in fact, the descendants of the Torah movement begun by Ezra and the 2nd-century bc Hasidim who, like the Maccabees, so valiantly resisted the Hellenization of the Jews. The Pharisees’ Programme for the post-exilic Situation was to adhere to the com-mandments more faithfully by spelling out their meaning in great detail, thus building a fence around the Torah (’Aboth 3:14). This they did by developing an oral tradition that elaborated the commandments. This tradition was later claimed to have been derived from Moses on Sinai (’Aboth 1:1), where two laws, written and oral, were sup-posedly given. The Pharisees appear in the gospels as arch-opponents of Jesus and are described by him as those who ‘sit on Moses’ seat’, i.e. those who are known for their expertise in the Interpretation of the law of Moses (Mt. 23:2; cf. Josephus, War 1.110; Ant. 17.41; 13.297). The Pharisees’


II. Career

In the apostolic band Judas was treasurer (Jn. 13:29), while another Johannine text speaks of him as a thief (12:6), mainly, we may suppose, on the ground that he ‘pilfered’ the money which was entrusted to him. For this sense of the verb trans-lated ‘used to take’ in 12:6, as attested in the papyri, see A. Deissmann, Bible Studies, E.T. 1901, p. 257.

The closing scenes of the Gospel story are shadowed by the treachery of this ‘one of the twelve’, as he is repeatedly called (Mk. 14:10, cf. 14:20; Jn. 6:71; 12:4). He raises the voice of criti-cism against the action of Mary, who anointed the Master’s feet with the precious ointment (Jn. 12:3— 5). The comment of the Evangelist is intended to stress the avarice of Judas, who saw in the price of the ointment nothing of the beautiful deed which Jesus praised (Mk. 14:6) but only a means by which the apostolic fund would be increased, and thereby his own pocket lined. And even this motive was cloaked under a specious plea that the money could be given away to relieve the poor. Thus to covetousness there is added the trait of deceit. Immediately following this incident at Bethany he goes to the chief priests to betray the Lord (Mt. 26:14-16; Mk. 14:10-11; Lk. 22:3-6). Mark re-cords simply the fact of the treachery, adding that money was promised by the priests.

Matthew supplies the detail of the amount, which may have been a part-payment of the agreed sum (with an implicit allusion to Zc. 11:12, and possibly Ex. 21:32; cf. Mt. 27:9). Luke gives the deep significance of the act when he records that Satan entered into the traitor and inspired his ne-farious sin (cf. Jn. 13:2, 27). All Synoptists agree that Judas determined to await a favourable op-portunity when he might deliver Jesus up to his enemies ‘privately’, Le. secretly, by craft (for this rendering in Lk. 22:6; Mk. 14:1-2, see J. Jeremias, The Eucharistie Words of Jesus2, E.T. 1966, p. 72).

That opportunity came on the evening when Jesus gathered in the upper room for the last meal with the Twelve (Mk. 14:17ff. and parallels); and this fact is perpetuated in the church’s eucharistic tradition which dates from the time of St Paul (1 Cor. 11:23: ‘on the night when he was betrayed’). The Lord, with prophetic insight, foresees the action of the traitor whose presence is known at the table. In the Marcan account Judas is not men-tioned by name, and there seems to be a general air of bewilderment as to the traitor’s identity. The conversation of Mt. 26:25 with the question-and-answer dialogue is best understood as spoken in whispered undertones, while the Johannine account preserves the first-hand tradition of the beloved disciple’s question and Jesus’ action with the Paschal sop, both of which may have been said and done in a secretive fashion. At all events, this is the Lord’s final appeal to Judas—and the traitor’s final refusal. (See F. C. Fensham, ‘Judas’ Hand in the Bowl and Qumran’, RQ 5, 1965, pp. 259-261, for Judas’ rejection of Jesus.) Thereafter Satan takes control of one who has become his captive; and he goes out into the night (Jn. 13:27— 30).

The pre-arranged plan for Jesus’ arrest was car-ried through. The secret which Judas betrayed was evidently the meeting-place in Gethsemane later that night; and to our Lord at prayer there came the band of soldiery, led by Judas (Mk. 14:43). The sign of identification was the last touch of irony. ‘The one I shall kiss is the man’; and with that the traitor’s work was completed.

The last chapters of Judas’ life are beset with much difficulty. Of his pathetic remorse the Scrip-ture bears witness, yet the only Evangelist to record this is Matthew (27:3-10). To this account of his agony of remorse and suicide, the account of Acts 1:18-19 rnust be added; and also, to complete the evidence, the grotesque testimony of Papias, Frag. 3, preserved by Apollinarius of Laodicea. This last-named text may be conveniently consulted in the series Ancient Christian Writers, 6, translated and annotated by J. A. Kleist, 1957 edn., p. 119. Papias relates how Judas’ body swelled (this may be a possible meaning of Acts 1:18 for the evv Talling headlong’; see Arndt, s. v. prenes), and dies on his own land. There have been various attempts at harmonization (e.g. Augustine’s Suggestion that the rope broke and Judas was killed by the fall, in the manner of Acts 1:18, thus conflating the Mat-thean and Acts accounts). But even more terrifying than the gruesome details of these accounts is the plain, stark verdict of Acts 1:25: ‘this ministry and apostleship, from which Judas turned aside, to go to his own place’. The apostle had become an apos-tate; and had gone to the destiny reserved for such a man.

III. Character

This reference invites the question of the true character of Judas. If ‘his own place’ is the place he chose for himself, what motives led him to his awful destiny and fate? How can we reconcile this Statement with those scriptures which give the im-pression that he was predetermined to fulfil the role of traitor, that Jesus chose him, knowing that he would betray him, that he had stamped on him from the beginning the inexorable character of ‘the son of perdition’ (Jn. 17:12)? Psychological studies are indecisive and not very profitable. Love of money; jealousy of the other disciples; fear of the inevitable outcome of the Master’s ministry which made him turn state’s evidence in order to save his own skin; an enthusiastic intention to force Christ’s hand and make him declare himself as Messiah—de Quincey’s famous reconstruction; a bitter, revengeful spirit which arose when his worldly hopes were crushed and this disappoint-ment turned to spite and spite became hate—all these motives have been suggested. Three guiding principles ought perhaps to be stated as a pre-liminary to all such considerations. 1. We ought not to doubt the sincerity of the Lord’s call. Jesus, at the beginning, viewed him as a potential fol-lower and disciple. No other presupposition does justice to the Lord’s character, and his repeated appeals to Judas. 2. The Lord’s foreknowledge of him does not imply fore-ordination that Judas must inexorably become the traitor. 3. Judas was never really Christ’s man He feil from apostleship, but never (so far as we can teil) had a genuine rela-tionship to the Lord Jesus. So he remained ‘the son of perdition’ who was lost because he was never ‘saved’. His highest title for Christ was ‘Rabbi’ (Mt. 26:25), never ‘Lord’. He lives on the stage of Scripture as an awful warning to the uncommitted follower of Jesus who is in his Company but does not share his spirit (cf. Rom. 8:9b); he leaves the Gospel story ‘a doomed and damned man’ because he chose it so, and God confirmed him in that dreadful choice.

Bibliography. The difficulties associated with the variant details of the death of Judas are dis-cussed in BC, 1.5, pp. 22-30; J. S. Stewart, The Life and Teaching of Jesus Christ, 1933, pp. 166-170; P. Benoit, art. ‘La mort de Judas’ in Exegese et Theologie, 1961; B. Gärtner, Iscariot, E.T. 1971; H.-J. KJauck, Judas-Ein Jünger des Herrn, 1987;

G. Schwarz, Jesus und Judas, 1988; W. Klassen, ABD 3, pp. 1091-1096.    r.p.m.

was made necessary by the alarming advances made by an incipient gnosticism in the circle of Christians to which Jude addresses himself—not in this case an ascetic form of teaching like that at-tacked by Paul in Colossians, but an antinomian form which may have appealed to Paul’s teaching about Christian liberty, misinterpreting that liberty as licence and using it ‘as an opportunity for the flesh’ (cf Gal. 5:13). This is suggested by Jude’s description of the false teachers in question as ‘per-verting the grace of our God into licentiousness' as well as ‘denying our only Master and Lord, Jesus Christ’ (v. 4).

IV. Argument of the Epistle

False teaching requires to be exposed; it is not enough to set the truth alongside it in the expect-ation that everyone will recognize which is which. The refutation of error is an essential correlative to the defence of the faith ‘once for all delivered to the saints’ (v. 3).

The doom of these false teachers has been pro-nounced of old. God’s judgment, if slow, is sure, and once executed it abides for ever. This appears from the examples of the disobedient Israelites who died in the wilderness (cf. 1 Cor. 10:5; Heb. 3:17; this was evidently a commonplace of primitive Christian ‘typclogy’), of the rebellious angels of Gn. 6:1-4, and of the cities of the plain (cf Gn.

19). Like those prototypes, the false teachers del'y divinely constituted authority, unlike the archangel Michael, who would not use insulting language even to the devil (vv. 8-10). (Clement and Origen teil us that the incident of Michael’s dispute with the devil was related in the Assumption of Moses, but the part of this work containing the incident is no longer extant.) The examples of Cain, Balaam and Korah also point the lesson of doom for these latter-day followers of theirs(v. 11).

These false teachers introduce trouble and dis-grace into the church’s fellowship, into its very love-feasts; they are shepherds who feed them-selves and not the flock (‘blind mouths’, in Mil-ton’s phrase), clouds which blot out the sun but send down no refreshing rain, trees which produce only Dead Sea fruit (v. 12). They are ineffectual as roaring waves whose rage expends itself in froth and foam; they are stars wandering out of their orbits into eternal night (v. 13). The judgment which awaits them at the parousia was foretold by Enoch (vv. 14f; cf. 1 Enoch 1.9).

True believers, however, need not be alarmed at the activity of such people, of whose rise and fall the apostles had given them warning in advance. Let them safeguard themselves by being built up in faith, praying in the power of the Spirit, continuing steadfastly in the fellowship of divine love, and looking forward to the consummation of mercy and life at the appearing of Christ (vv. 17-21). While they must abhor and avoid all false teachers, they should pity and rescue those who are led astray by them (vv. 22-23).

The Epistle ends with an ascription of praise to God as the One who is able to guard his people from stumbling until they stand without blemish ‘before the presence of his glory with rejoicing’.

Bibliography. E. M. Sidebottom, James. Jude and 2 Peter, NCB, 1967; R. J. Bauckham, ANRW

II. 25.5, 1988, pp. 3791-3826; Jude and the Relatives of Jesus, 1990; Jude. II Peter, WBC, 1983; E. M. B. Green, 2 Peter and Jude1 2 3 4, TNTC, 1987.

F.F.B.

JUDGES. The Heb. Word (söpet) means one who dispenses justice, punishing the evil-doer and vin-dicating the righteous. The corresponding word for ‘judgment’ is used to describe a rule by which he must be guided (Ex. 21:1).

!. The Mosaic Institution

In the wilderness period Moses wore himself out by sitting to judge the cases brought to him (Ex. 18:13-27, and cf. Ex. 2:14). On Jethro’s advice he appointed deputies to judge ordinary cases, bring-ing to him only the most important (see also Dt. 1:9-18).

The Deuteronomic law provides for the ap-pointment of judges, and 'officers to assist them (Dt. 16:18); ‘in all your towns’. So the more primitive rule of the nomadic period is adapted to the future Settlement.

There is insistence .upon the need for scrupulous lairness, and impartial justice (Dt. l:16f.; 16:19f.; 24:17f; 25:13-16). Since the book of the law was in the Charge of the priests, the more important cases were to be tried by a judge with priests as assessors (Dt. 17:8-13). Düring the period of the conquest we find judges taking part in assemblies of the nation (Jos. 8:33; 24:1).

II.    The period of the Judges

After the death of Joshua there followed the period of disorganization, tribal discord and defeat, which is described in the book of Jdg. But when the people cried to the Lord, the author teils us, he ‘raised up judges, who saved them’ (Jdg. 2:16). These national heroes are sometimes called ‘de-liverers’ (av ‘saviours’) (3:9, 15), and of most of them it is said that they ‘judged Israel’ for a stated period of years, Othniel being the first (3:9) and Samson the last (16:31).

It is clear that this imparts a new meaning into the word ‘judge’, namely, that of a leader in battle and a ruler in peace. We may see in them a type of Christ, who came to be our Saviour, is with us as our Leader, and will come to be our Judge.

In I Sa. there is a transition to the time of the monarchy. Eli ‘had judged Israel forty years’ (1 Sa. 4:18), and ‘Samuel judged Israel all the days of his life’, going in Circuit to Bethel and Gilgal and Mizpeh; and appointed his sons also as judges (7:15-8:1).

Texts from *Mari (c. 1800 bc) describe the activ-ities of leaders termed säpitum, generally similar to the work of Israelite ‘judges’. These acted as local provincial ‘governors’ working with other neigh-bouring ‘governors’ under the Great King (A. Marzal, JNES 30, 1971, pp. 186-217). Their re-sponsibilities included the exercise of justice, main-tenance of Order, collection of taxes and tribute, and Provision of information and hospitality. Thus the Heb. söpet should probably be better translated ‘governor’ than ‘judge’ since the latter describes only part of his function. Similar officials are named in the earlier tablets from *Ebla.

III.    Under the Monarchy

Under the kings we find judges engaged in both judiciary and other administration. Among David’s officers ‘Chenaniah and his sons were appointed to outside duties for Israel, as officers and judges’ (1 Ch. 26:29).

After the disruption, Jehoshaphat displayed zeal for ‘the book of the law of the Lord’ (2 Ch. 17:9), appointed judges and officers city by city (19:5), and charged them to deal faithfully (2 Ch. 19:9f.; cf. Dt. 16:191'.).

Finally, on the return from exile, the decree of Artaxerxes bade Ezra set magistrates and judges to administer justice and to teach the people (Ezr.

7:25).

Later rulers of Phoenician cities took the title söpet; cf. the Carthaginian sitffeles, mentioned by Roman writers (‘Phoenicia).

Bibliography. W. Richter, ZAW 77, 1965, pp. 40-72; D. J. Wiseman, BS 134, 1977, pp. 233-237; JBL 8, 1988, pp. 130-136.    g.t.m.
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But when they ‘cried to Yahweh, Yahweh raised up a deliverer for the people of Israel, . . . Othniel, . . . Caleb’s younger brother’ (3:9). The 40 years of peace that followed may correspond to the parallel period of Hittite overlordship, until some years after the death of Suppiluliuma in 1346 bc (CAH, 2, 2:19).

2.    Oppression under Eglon (3:12-31). Just prior to the days of international confusion coincident with the rise of Egypt’s aggressive 19th Dynasty, ‘Israel again did what was evil . . .; and Yahweh strengthened Eglon the king of Moab against Israel’ (3:12). ‘But when (they) cried to Yahweh, (he) raised up for them a deliverer, Ehud, ... the Benjaminite’ (3:15), and granted them 80 years of peace, perhaps dating from the time of the treaty of 1315, between Seti and Mursil, cf. its renewel in 1284 by Rameses II. Neither Egypt nor the Hittites seem to have comprehended their providential function, but the years in which either succeeded in bringing peace to Palestine do seem to correspond to the very periods that God had ordained for granting Test’ to his people (cf. J. Garstang, Joshua-Judges, 1931, pp. 51-66). Shamgar next achieved a limited success against early Philistines, who were better equipped than he (3:31).

3.    Deliverance by Deborah (4:1-5:31). With the decay of the empires and the rise of local Canaani-tish oppression under Jabin II of Hazor (4:2-3), God raised up the fourth of the judges, the woman Deborah. Her military commander, Barak, pro-ceeded to muster the N-central tribes to the Valley of Esdraelon for war with Jabin’s troops led by Sisera. But, ‘From heaven fought the stars, from their courses they fought against Sisera’ (5:20): a divinely sent cloudburst immobilized the Canaan-itish chariotry, and Sisera was slain in flight by a Kenite woman. The 40 years of peace that followed upon Deborah’s victory may parallel the strong rule of Rameses III, the last great pharaoh (1199— 1168 bc).

4.    Deliverance by Gideon (6:1-8:32). Next there appeared out of the E desert, Midianites and Amalekites to plunder sinful Israel (Jdg. 6:2-6; cf. Ru. 1:1). But Israel was qleared of the nomadic raiders (7:19-25; 8:10-12; cf. the peaceful back-ground of Ru. 2-4, some 20 years later).

5.    The rise and fall of Abimelech (8:33-10:5). The turmoil that resulted from the attempt of Gideon’s son Abimelech to make himself king over Israel (Jdg. 9) was rectified by the sixth and seventh judges, Tola and Jair (10:1-5).

6.    Oppression under Ammon and the Philistines (10:6-16:31). But with the apostasy that sub-sequently arose, God gave up his land to simul-taneous oppressions by the Ammonites in the E and the Philistines in the W (10:7). After 18 years E Israel was freed by Jephthah, the eighth judge (ch.

11), who was succeeded by the three minor judges. W Israel, however, remained subject to the rising power of the Philistines, despite the spectacular exploits of Samson, the twelfth and last judge of the book of Judges (chs. 13-16).

c. An appendix (17:1-21:25)

This provides details on two events from Israel’s very first period of apostasy (betöre Othniel; cf. the appearance of Phinehas in 20:28 and the men-tion of the events of ch. 18 in Jos. 19:47, the author of which seems Contemporary with the conquest, Jos. 5:1; 6:25, though see * Joshua, II). The pur-pose of the appendix is to illustrate the depth of Israel’s sin, whereby almost every Standard of the Decalogue was transgressed. The section on Micah and the Danites (chs. 17-18) relates, e.g, how Micah stole from his mother and then con-verted the proceeds into an idol for his house of gods (17:5). God’s Levite, meanwhile, wandered unsupported, until hired by Micah. But he in turn proved false to his employer when offered a Position of leadership by the covetous, idolatrous and murderous Danites (18:25). Yet this Levite was Jonathan, a direct descendant of Moses (18:30). Nothing, admittedly, is said respecting the seventh commandment (on purity); but the following chapters (19-21, the Benjaminite outrage) describe not simply civil war and the harbouring of crimi-nais but also harlotry and marital desertion by a Levite’s concubine (19:2), homosexuality, rape and adultery (19:22—24), and finally mass abduction (21:23). Such were the results when ‘every man did what was right in his own eyes’.

II.    Authorship and date

The book of Jdg. makes no direct Statement about the date of its writing. The song of Deborah (5:2-31) does Claim Contemporary composition (5:1), and its authenticity is generally accepted. But the book as a whole could not have been compiled for another 2 centuries. It refers to the destruction and captivity of Shiloh (18:30-31) during the youth of Samuel (1 Sa. 4; c. 1080 bc); and the last event that it records is the death of Samson (Jdg. 16:30-31), which occurred a few years before Samuel’s in-auguration as judge (c. 1063). Furthermore, the re-peated explanation that ‘in those days there was no king in Israel’ (17:6; 18:1; 21:25) suggests that the book was written after the accession of Saul as king in 1043 bc. Yet the populär appreciation for the kingship is still fresh; and the book seems to have been composed before the sack of Gezer in 970 bc (1 Ki. 9:16; cf. Jdg. 1:29) or David’s capture of Jerusalem in 1003 (2 Sa. 5:6-7; cf. Jdg. 1:21).

The writer of Jdg. must therefore have been a man who was active during the early reign of Saul (before 1020 bc). He must also have been a prophet; for in the Heb. Bible, Jdg. takes its place in the prophetic division of the canon (the ‘former’ prophets: in Josephus, Against Apion 1. 8, the his-torical books, Jos.-Jb.), cf. the sermonic tone of 2:10-14; 3:7-8, etc. The most likely possibility is Samuel the prophet, who is indeed identified as the author of Jdg.-Ru. according to the Jewish Talmud (Baba Bathra 14b). But since this trad-itional account goes on to make the improbable assertion that Samuel also wrote ‘the book which bears his name’, we seem justified in concluding only that the author must, at least, have been one of Samuel’s prophetic associates.

III.    Sources of the book

The writer of Jdg. may have relied upon oral and written sources that are now lost, e.g. hero-anthologies, such as ‘the book of the yäsär [up-right]’ (Jos. 10:13). Modern critics are accustomed to assert that the writer’s sources consisted of largely independent materials (later perhaps a T and ‘E’ document) and edited by an exilic Deuter-onomist (‘D’) and post-exilic Priestly (‘P’) redac-tors; but this analysis runs counter to the evidence of the book itself and unnecessarily discredits the unity and authenticity of its Contents. It seeks, for example, to equate God’s call to Gideon at the winepress and his resulting sacrifice (Jdg. 6:11-24,
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said to be ‘J’) with his subsequent command to Gideon to destroy the Baal altar and to replace it with one to Yahweh (6:25-32, said to be ‘E’), as if these were two conflicting versions of one call. Or again, it confuses Gideon’s taking of the Midianite princes Oreb and Zeeb at the fords of the Jordan (7:24-25, ‘E’) with his final capture of the kings, Zeba and Zalmunna, farther east (8:10-11, ‘J’), though it must then eliminate the words in 8:10, ‘all who were left of the artny’, as being an attempt by some later editor to harmonize the supposedly conflicting stories. (‘Pentateuch.)

The Heb. text of the book of Jdg. is better pre-served than that of any of the other Former Prophets and is generally free from errors of scribal transmission. Its ancient lxx translation, however, exhibits inner-Greek variations to the extern that Rahlfs’ edition of the lxx now presents on each page two divergent forms of Gk. text, ac-cording to Codices A and B.

IV. Historical background

The historical background to the period of Jdg. concerns, locally, the presence of the Canaanites. Prior to the Heb. conquest, Moses had ordered their ‘destruction’ (Dt. 7:2; cf. Jos. 6:17), both be-cause of long-standing immorality (Dt. 9:5; cf. Gn. 9:22, 25; 15:16) and because of their debasing re-ligious influence upon God’s people (Dt. 7:4); for on countless ‘high places’ the Canaanites wor-shipped local gods of fertility, Baalim, with rites that included sacred Prostitution and even child sacrifice (11:31). Joshua had thus subdued the whole of Canaan (Jos. 11:16; cf. 21:43). But its native inhabitants had not yet lost their potential for resistance. Indeed, Moses himself had antici-pated a gradual occupation of the land (Ex. 23:28 30; Dt. 7:22); and much still remained to be pos-sessed (Jos. 13:1). On the international scene, the relevant facts may be outlined as follows: (1) At the time of Joshua’s death, perhaps soon after 1400 BC, 18th Dynasty Egyptian imperial control over Palestine had become ephemeral: Amenhotep III was content to rule in decadent luxury; and his successor, Amenhotep IV (Akhenaten, c. 1379-1362 bc; CAH, 2. 2, p. 1038), devoted his exclusive attention to monotheistic religious reforms. The Contemporary ‘Amarna letters from the Canaanit-ish city-states contain futile pleas for help against the plundering Habiru. This designation embraces the biblical ‘Hebrews, though it was also used for various Hurrian (?) aggressors from the N (des-cendants of Eber, Gn. 10:21, 25; cf M. G. Kline, WTJ 19, May 1957, p. 184; 20, November 1957, p. 68). For this era was marked, at the same time, by revived Hittite activity from beyond Syria. King Suppiluliuma (c. 1385-1346 bc), the greatest of the Hittites, at the first encouraged anarchy among the States farther S and later achieved their practical domination for himself and his son Mursil II.

(2) But Egypt, under the new 19th Dynasty (1320-1200 bc), in turn experienced revival. Seti 1 retook Galileeand Phoenicia in 1318, defeated the Hittites, and 3 years later concluded a treaty with Mursil, by which Syria was assigned to Hittite control and Palestine and Phoenicia to Egyptian. Young Rameses II (1304-1237) indeed broke the treaty and invaded the Hittite territory. But after years of costly fighting the former division of power was re-established by the treaty of 1284; and peace was kept until the decline of the Hittite empire, due to the barbarian invasions in the latter part of the Century.

(3) With the fall of Crete to the barbarians in 1200 bc the ousted Philistines, ‘the remnant of the coastland of Caphtor’ (Je. 47:4) fled E to reinforce their older Settlements on the coast of Palestine (cf Gn. 21:32; Dt. 2:23). Driven back from Egypt in about 1191 by Rameses 111 of the 20th Dynasty, they proceeded to consolidate their position in Canaan. Before the end of the Century they were thus able to mount the first of their great offensives against Israel, with which event the history of the book of Judges comes to a close.

V.    Chronology

The over-all chronology of Jdg. is indicated by the Statement of Jephthah, near the conclusion of the period, that Israel had by his time been occupying Palestinian territory for some 300 years (Jdg. 11:26; cf. the similar figure drawn from 1 Kl 6:1). The calculation of a more precise chronology, however, depends upon two other facts that appear in the biblical record. First, since the lapse of time from the termination of the conquest to the com-mencement of the first (Mesopotamian) oppres-sion is not stated, one must count backward from the accession of Samuel, c. 1063 bc (reckoning, from the probable date of 930 for the division of the kingdom, with 113 years for Solomon, David (over all Israel), and Saul and his successors [1 Ki. 11:42; 2:11; Acts 13:21], plus 20 years for Samuel [1 Sa. 7:2; cf. HDB, I, p. 399], Second, since some of the judges overlapped each other (cf. Ehud and Shamgar, Jdg. 3:30—4:1), the chronology is best gathered from the dated oppressions and sub-sequent deliverances. Of particular significance is the fact that the 40-year Philistine oppression (13:1) in W. Palestine continued uninterruptedly from the deaths of Tola and Jair (10:7), through the judgeships of Jephthah, the three minor judges, Eli and Samson, down to the victorious advent of Samuel. (See the chart on p. 641.)

Confirmation of 1216 for Deborah’s victory now arises from pottery types found in the last Canaanite city at Hazor, so that ‘Barak is to be dated in the second half of the 13th Century’ (CAH, 1, 1:239). 319 years (1382-1063) would thus seem to elapse betweert the first oppression and Samuel’s rise, which siuggests a conquest dating 1406-1400 bc. An alternative date c. 1240 would require greater compression of the Judges’ data. (‘Chronology of the Old Testament.)

VI.    Teaching

From the principles stated in Jdg. 2:6-3:6 and the concrete historical examples furnished by the re-mainder of the book, its teaching may be summar-ized as follows.

a.    God's wrath eil sin (2:11, 14). Israel’s hope for survival was dependent upon their intertribal unity, yet such co-operative elfort arose only from a common dedication to their God (cf. 5:8-9, 16-18). Löss of faith meant extinction.

b.    God's nierey upon repentance (2:16). Even foreign oppression served as a medium of divine grace, for Israel’s edification (3:1 ^t).

c.    Mans total depravily. For after each deliver-ance, ‘whenever the judge died, they turned back and behaved worse than their fathers’ (2:19). Individualistin society had demonstrated its inherent inadequacy, for man on his own inevitably goes wrong (17:6). Israel needed a king, though indeed only such a king as should accomplish the ultimate will of God (cf. 8:23; 9:6, 56). The author of Jdg. was thus one of civilization’s first true historians, not simply recording events, but then interpreting the facts on the basis of an explicit philosophy of history. As to the permanent validity of his deuteronomic philosophy of retribution, one must grant that in those early days, when revelation was more limited, providence operated more obviously than at present. But his basic principles remain eternally sound: the sinning nation shall be pun-ished, the repentant shall be saved, and all man-created Systems must ultimately fail. The only valid hope of history lies in the Corning of Christ, the King.

Bibliography. G. L. Archer, Jr., A Survey of Old Testament Inlroduction, 1974, pp. 274-279; A. E. Cundall and L. Morris, Judges-Ruth, TOTC, 1968; G. Fohrer, (Sellin’s) IOT, 1968, pp. 196-215; R. K. Harrison, IOT, 1968, pp. 680-694; J. D. Martin, The Book of Judges, CBC, 1975; A. D. H. Mayes, Judges, 1985; J. B. Payne, ZPEB, 1, pp. 833-836; idem, An Outline of Hebrew History, 1954, pp. 78-91; J. A. Soggin, Judges, 1987; B. G. Webb, The Book of Judges: An Integraled Reading, 1987; M. Wilcock, The Message of Judges, BST, 1992; L. T. Wood, pp. 66-87 in J. B. Payne (ed.), New Perspectives on the Old Testament, 1970.
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JUDGMENT (Heb. säpar, Gk. krima, krisis).

I. Biblical teaching

God appears in the OT very commonly in the role of ‘Judge of all the earth’ (Gn. 18:25), or more generally as a ‘God of justice’ (Mal. 2:17; cf. Dt. 1:17; 32:4; Pss. 9:8; 94:2; 97:2; Is. 30:18; 41:1; 61:8; Je. 12:1; Ezk. 7:27; Mi. 6:1 f.; etc.). Judgment does not simply imply an impartial and detached weigh-ing up of good and evil but rather the thought of vigorous action against evil. It is on this under-standing that the people of God are summoned to exercise judgment in turn (Is. 1:17; Mi. 6:8; Zc. 8:16). The judgment of God is not impersonal, the Operation of some undeviating principle, it is a strongly personal notion. It is closely linked to the thought of God’s character of merey, lovingkind-ness, righteousness, truth, etc. (Ps. 36:5f.; Ezk. 39:21; Ho. 2:19). It is the working out of the merey and wrath of God in history and in human life and experience. Thus the judgment of God can bring deliverance for the righteous (Dt. 10:18; Ps. 25:9— 10) as well as doom for the wicked (Ex. 6:6; Nu. 33:4; Dt. 32:41; Is. 4:4; Je. 1:10; 4:12; Ezk. 5:10; 23:10; 28:22). Judgment is a particularly rieh idea in the OT and a variety of other terms are used with this meaning (cf. dtn, Gn. 30:6; Jb. 36:17\pll, 1 Sa. 2:25; Ps. 106:30; pqd, Je. 14:10; 51:47; ykh, Is. 1:18; Mi. 6:2; rib, Ex. 23:2f.; Ps. 43:1). As the OT draws towards its close the thought of God’s judgment becomes increasingly bound up with the eschatological expectation of the coming Day of the Lord (Joel 2:1 f.; Am. 5:18f; 8:9f; Ob. 15 and passim', Zp. 1:7, 14f; Mal. 4:1!'.).

The NT, as we should expect, continues the OT stress upon judgment as belonging to the nature of God and as part of his essential activity (Rom. 1:18: Heb. 12:23; 1 Pet. 1:17; 2:23: Rev. 16:51'.;). As in the OT, God’s judgments are not confined to the future bin are already at work in man’s life in the present age (Jn. 8:50; Rom. 1:18, 22, 24, 26, 28; Rev. 18:8). Judgment is associated even now with Christ who exercises the Father’s judgments (Mt. 3:1 lf; 10:34; Jn. 3:19; 5:30; 8:12, 16; 9:39). The light of God’s word is already shining into the world through his self-revelation in man’s moral experience, and supremely in the incarnate Word, Jesus Christ. The judgment of men is therefore already in Operation, for they show by their evil deeds that they ‘love darkness rather than light’ (Jn. 3:19).

The Spotlight in the NT, however, falls upon the ‘judgment to come’, a future and final judgment which will accompany the return of Christ (Mt. 25:31-46; Jn. 5:22, 27f; Rom. 3:5f.; 1 Cor. 4:3-5; Heb. 6:lf.). This is the coming Day of judgement (Jn. 6:39; Rom. 2:15f.; 1 Cor. 1:8; 5:5; Eph. 4:30; Phil. 2:16; 2 Thes. 1:10; 1 Pet. 2:12; 2 Pet. 3:12; 1 Jn. 4:17; Jude 6; Rev. 6:17; 16:14). Christ himself will judge (Jn. 5:22; 12:47f.; Acts 10:42; 17:31; 2 Tim. 4:8). All men will be judged; none will be absent (2 Tim. 4:1; Heb. 12:23; 1 Pet. 4:5). Even the angels will be passed under judgement (2 Pet 2:4; Jude 6). Every aspect of life will come into ac-count, including the ‘secrets of men’ (Rom. 2:16), ‘the purposes of the heart’ (1 Cor. 4:5; cf. Mk. 4:22; Lk. 12:2f.), and ‘every careless word’ (Mt. 12:36). The judgement will not be confined to un-believers. Christians too (see III, below) will face a judgment (Mt. 7:22f.; 25:14-30; Lk. 19:12-28; 1 Cor. 3:12-15; 2 Cor. 5:10; Heb. 10:30; Jas. 3:1; 1 Pet. 1:17; 4:17; Rev. 20:12f.). There can be no avoiding this coming judgment (Heb. 9:27); it is as certain as death (Rom. 2:3; Heb. 10:27). Nowhere is this fact more clearly asserted than in the teach-ing of the parables of Jesus (Mt. 13:24-30, 36-43, 47-50; 21:33-41; 22:1-14; 25:1-13, 31^16; etc.).

II. The basis of judgment

The basis of judgment will be man’s response to the revealed will of God. It will therefore include the entire ränge of human experience, thoughts, words and deeds, and will be such as to allow ac-count to be taken of different degrees of know-ledge of God’s will, and hence of different degrees of ability to fulfil it (Mt. 11:21—24; Rom. 2:12-16). It will be utterly just and completely convincing (Gn. 18:25; Rom. 3:19). The judge of all the earth will do right and every mouth will be stopped in acknowledgment of the justice of his judgments (cf. Jb. 40:1-5; 42:1-6). Like Job we can ding to the justice of God (Jb. 13:13f.; 16:18f.; 19:23f.; 23:1-17; 31:1^10). In face of the frequent injustices of life in the present age we can rest in the cerlainty that God knows all, that he is not mocked and that he has appointed a day in which he will judge the world in righteousness (Acts 17:31). We can trust him to act in his future work of judgment with the same perfection and triumph which he manifests in the present in his works of grace and sovereignty.

Sometimes a difficulty is aileged as far as the basis of judgment is concerned in that Scripture appears to speak with two voices at points. On the one hand our ‘justification before God is said to rest on faith alone apart from our good works (Rom. 5:1 f.; 3:28), and yet judgment is elsewhere declared to be on the basis of human works (Mt. 16:27; 25:31-46; Rom. 2:6; 1 Cor. 3:8; Rev. 22:12). The difficulty is more apparent than real. The fol-lowing points need to be borne in mind.

i.    Justification is an eschatological idea; i.e. it means that we are declared righteous before God at his judgment seat. It anticipates precisely the issue under discussion here, the final judgment of God. The man of faith who is trusting in the perfect merit and finished work of Christ has a guar-antee of acquittal at the last day (Rom. 5:1; 8:1; 1 Cor. 1:30). The meaning of faith in Christ is nothing less than the truth that Christ’s ‘good works’, i.e. his perfect obedience in life and death, are imputed to us here and now and will stand to our account on the judgment day. In this fundamental sense there can be no justification for anyone apart from ‘works’, i.e. the obedience of Christ in life and death which represents the only basis for human Standing before God.

ii.    This relationship to the perfect character and works of Christ is not merely judicial. We are not simply declared to be righteous. Our union with Christ implies a real incorporation into his death and resurrection (Rom. 6:lff; Gal. 2:20; Eph. 2:5f.; Col. 2:20; 3:1 f.). Hence the character of Christ will inevitably be reproduced in a measure in the lives of his people. This is the insistence of James (cf 2:18fr.). Faith without works is spurious because there is no such thing as a faith in Christ which does not incorporate us into union with him in his whole redeeming mission, including his death and resurrection, with all the radical implications of that for subsequent moral character. Putting this point more technically, justification which does not iead to sanctification is shown to have been no justification at all. In the words of a Puritan writer we must ‘prove our pedigree by daring to be holy’ (W. Gurnall). Cf. Rom. 6:1 f; Heb. 2:10f; 1 Jn. 3:5f Of course the Christian will remain a sinner to the end as far as his moral practice is concerned. Indeed it is only ‘in Christ’ that he begins to see sin in its true Proportion and discover the depth of his moral depravity (1 Jn. 1:8-2:lf.). Yet alongside this he is ‘being changed into his liiceness from one degree of glory to another’ (2 Cor. 3:18). Thus if a person is truly reborn by the Spirit (Jn. 3:1 ff.) the scrutiny of God will certainly uncover evidences of this in their ‘works’. But these works are the direct fruit of the Christian’s having been regenerated by the Holy Spirit. They are in no sense a human ground of self-justification, but are simply elements of God’s gift and grace towards us in Jesus Christ.

iii.    When Jesus was asked ‘What must we do, to be doing the works of God?’ he replied, ‘This is the work of God, that you believe in him whom he has sent’ (Jn. 6:28f). It is a mistake at this point to distinguish between Father and Son. God’s supreme work and claim upon man, and his perfect will for his creature are expressed in Jesus Christ. God’s will for us is therefore that we recognize and make response to the person and mission of Jesus. To believe in him is accordingly to work the works which God requires.

/». Particular difficulty has been found with re-spect to the parable in Mt. 25:31-46, and recent Interpreters have made all sorts of points on the basis of this parable, e.g. the idea of the so-called ‘anonymous Christian’ (J. A. T. Robinson, K. Rahner). This expresses the notion that some people, including atheists who have spurned God and his witness to them, agnostics who aspire to sit on the fence with respect to God’s witness to them, and men and women of other faiths who have repudiated to a greater or lesser degree Christian Claims for Christ, because they feed the hungry, visit the prisoners, minister to the needy, even fight in wars of liberation from political oppression, are unconsciously followers of Christ and will be ac-quitted at the end because in ministering to the needy in this way they have actually ministered to Christ. Such interpretations, however, suffer from a crucial weakness; they require us to interpret one parable (which is not a straightforward piece of Scripture teaching anyway since it is a parable) in a manner which yields conclusions at plain variance with many other clear sections of the Bible in general and the teaching of Jesus in particular. Con-versely, if we are able to interpret this parable in a manner which does not involve any basic contra-dictions but which enables it to be integrated har-moniously into Jesus’ other teaching, then clearly that ought to be the course to follow on any sound hermeneutic. This second course is entirely pos-sible if we keep before us Jesus’ Statement that the acts of mercy which are in question in the parable are done to his ‘brethren’ (25:40). Here is a reflec-tion of a truth which he States elsewhere that the church as the instrument of his mission to the world is so identified with him that men’s response to the disciples of Jesus and their testimony be-comes their response to him (Mt. 10:9-14, 40; 12:48-50; 18:18; Mk. 9:37; Jn. 20:21 ff.) ‘He who receives you receives me.’ ‘The deeds of the right-eous are not just casual acts of benevolence. They are acts by which the mission of Jesus and his followers was helped, and helped at some cost to the doers, even at some risk’ (T. W. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, 1949, p. 251; cf. G. E. Ladd, A Theology of the New Testament, 1974, pp. 116-119). All this is not to deny the fact that many non-Christians perform deeds of love and mercy, or even that Christians are sometimes put to shame by their ‘good works’. These works however need to be evaluated biblically. They are evidences of God’s ‘common grace’ operating within fallen society restraining evil and promotinggoodness. We ought to give thanks for this to God, and identify our Christian compassion where possible with all such efforts for the well-being of our human neigh-bours. Such action, however, even when carried to the limits of self-sacrifice, cannot Claim to be aton-ing or justifying. These people too are fallen sin-ners who at many points in their lives are resisting God’s will and Claim, and these too can have hope at the coming judgment only in the righteousness of Christ. There are no ‘anonymous Christians’. ‘There is Salvation in no one eise (than Jesus Christ), for there is no other name under heaven given among men by which we must be saved’ (Acts 4:12). The basis of judgment remains our response to God’s will as embodied in his general and special revelation focused in Jesus Christ.

There is one further view of the basis of judgment which requires comment. This is the notion that the only basis upon which a man or woman may be exposed to the final judgment and con-demnation of God is their explicit rejection of the gospel of Christ. In Support of this, scriptures such as Mk. 16:15f.; Jn. 3:18, 36; Rom. 10:9-12; Eph. 4:18; 2 Pet. 2:3f.; 1 Jn. 4:3 are cited which represent unbelief as the ground of condemnation. However, we note the following: (a) these passages only prove that faith in Christ is the one way of salvation, which is not the same as proving that conscious rejection of Christ is the only ground of condemnation. No doubt unbelief is a great and serious matter and the form in which sin expresses itself when men spurn the one hope of their redemption, but it is not the only form of man’s revolt against God, and hence it is certainly not the only possible ground on which man Stands condemned before God. (b) In fact the Bible represents men as already under condemnation before the gospel is preached to them, and it is precisely this prior condemnation which represents the need of man to which the gospel comes as God’s gracious answer. The effect of the gospel is not first to create and then to remove man’s condemnation, but to deal with the condemnation which already hangs over man’s head (cf Rom. 1:18; 2:12; 5:16, 18; Eph. 2:4; 5:3-6; Col. 3:5f.). (c) The view that the gospel creates the possibility of man’s condemnation as well as of his deliverance cannot but have a most debilitating effect upon evangelistic and missionary zeal, since, if it is only by rejecting the gospel men are finally condemned, and if, as statistics show, the majority of those who hear the gospel do not accept it, then on purely utilitarian grounds it is in the interests of the greatest happiness of the greatest number not to preach the gospel at all, and indeed to do all in our power to stop its being preached. This ludi-crous and patently unbiblical conclusion shows how mistaken is the original premise.

The germ of truth in this position is that in-creased knowledge and increased opportunity do imply increased responsibility. Scripture certainly does recognize that men are not equal as far as their opportunity to know God is concerned, and this factor will be taken into account when God exercises his judgment (Mt. 11:20-24; Rom. 2:1-24; 2 Pet. 2:21). The principle of Lk. 12:48, ‘to whom much is given, of him will much be re-quired’, is applicable at this point. Thus the general comment that those who have never heard the gospel will be judged by the light they have is cor-rect. However, we need to add that the light they have had has not been followed by them. Only in Jesus Christ is there hope of salvation (Jn. 14:6; Acts 4:12; Eph. 2:12).

Scripture witnesses to a division at the final judgment between the ‘righteous’ and the ‘wicked’, the ‘elect’ and the ‘non-elect’, i.e. ‘those whose names were found written in the book of life’ and those whose names were ‘not found written in the book of life’ (Dn. 12:1-3; Mal. 3:18; Mt. 13:30, 39-43, 49f; 25:32f„ 41, 46; Mk. 13:27; Jn. 5:28f.; I Cor. 1:18f.; 2 Cor. 2:15f.; Rev. 20:11-15). The future existence of those who are acquitted at the final judgment is referred to in the Bible as *heaven; that of those not acquitted as * hell.

III. The judgment of Christians

Scripture speaks also of a judgment of Christians. Christ at his coming will judge his people (Mt. 25:14-30, 3M6; Lk. 19:12-28; 1 Cor. 3:12-15; 2 Cor. 5:10; 1 Pet. 1:17; Rev. 20:12f.). Christians will be judged by their Lord in respect of their stewardship of the talents, gifts, opportunities and re-sponsibilities granted to them during the course of their lives. The reference to this judgment in 1 Pet. 1:17 is particularly significant in conveying its character. The divine judgment of the people of God will be a fatherly judgment. It will not be such as to place in peril the Christian’s Standing within the family of God; it will have all of a father’s understanding and compassion; and yet it is not therefore to be lightly or carelessly regarded. This fatherly judgment will be exercised by Christ at his coming.

IV.    Human judgment

Here as elsewhere man is called upon to imitate God. Just as God is a righteous judge, so men are called upon to judge righteously (Lk. 12:57; Jn. 7:24) in the constant recognition that ultimately the judgment is God’s (Dt. 1:17). The Christian is expected to show discrimination and judgment in moral matters, and the ability to do so is a sign of true maturity (Lk. 12:57; Jn. 7:24; Rom. 15:14; 1 Cor. 2:15; 6:1-6; 10:15; 2 Cor. 13:5; Phil. 1:91'.; Col. 1:9; 1 Jn. 4:1). However, the Christian is also given frequent warnings against the danger of passing judgment on others in a way which attempts to anticipate the final divine judgment (Mt. 7:1; Lk. 6:41 f.; Jn. 8:7; Rom. 2:1; 14:4; Jas. 4:1). All human judgments are provisional in the light of the coming judgment (1 Cor. 4:3-5). When the new age is fully manifest at the return of Christ, Christians, according to 1 Cor. 6:2f., will be called upon to exercise judgment with respect to the world (v. 2), and angels in particu-lar (v. 3).

V.    Present attitudes

There are few points at which the teaching of the Bible is more sharply in conflict with the assump-tions of our age than in its teaching concerning God’s future judgment of all men. It is corres-pondingly one of the most serious Contemporary expressions of Christian intellectual and spiritual capitulation that this particular truth should be so little reflected in current preaching and writing. The world has been permitted at this point only too clearly to squeeze the church into its own mould (Rom. 12:1 f., Phillips). Thus a theological commentator can complain with full justice that today the notion of final judgment ‘figures so little in the theology and preaching of the Church’ (T. Preiss, Life in Christ, 1954, p. 79). This theological neglect is the more inexcusable in that this Century has witnessed an unprecedented recovery of the biblical eschatological perspective. This particular aspect of eschatology, however, viz. future divine judgment, quite unwarrantedly, has been largely left on one side.

Man today rejects out of hand the idea that he must one day render account for his life and its decisions. His loss of conviction concerning an after-life, combined with the erosion of the notion of moral responsibility on the basis of populär understanding of psychological and psycho-analytical theories, has contributed to the moral indifference and pragmatism of our times. Moral issues, in so far as they matter at all, relate only to the present moment and to considerations of personal happiness. The thought that they might relate to some transcendent divine dimension, or that all men will one day be inescapably summoned to accept responsibility for these very moral decisions in the all-seeing presence of their Creator, is anathema. Unfortunately for modern man it hap-pens to be true. Judgment is inevitable and awaits us all. ln face of this modern tendency to dismiss future judgment there is the greater and more urgent responsibility placed upon the Christian church tenaciously to maintain the biblical perspective.

Bibliography. L. Morris, The Biblical Doctrine of Judgment, I960; F. Büchsei, V. Herntrich, TDNT 3, pp. 921-954; W. Schneider, H. Beck, T. McComiskey, NIDNTT 2, pp. 361-371; S. H. Travis, NDT, p. 358.    b.a.m.

JUDGMENT SEAT, ln Greek States the assembly met in front of a dais (bema) from which all official business was conducted. Thus Herod Agrippa I sits on the dais (rsv ‘throne’) to address the repub-lics of Tyre and Sidon (Acts 12:21). The Gk. term is otherwise used in the NT for the tribunal (Acts 18:12, etc.), the platform on which a Roman magis-trate sat, flanked by his counsellors, to administer justice. It was traditionally erected in some public place, as apparently in the case of Pilate (Jn. 19:13), or alternatively in an auditorium (Acts 25:23). That it was the solemn integrity of Roman justice that prompted the image of the judgment seat of God (Rom. 14:10) or Christ (2 Cor. 5:10) seems likely from the fact that Paul is in either case addressing an audience familiär with direct Roman government.

Bibliography. E. Weiss, RE, 6.A.2. 2428-30, s.v. tribunal.    e.a.j.

JULIUS. The family name of the Caesars, which must have become widespread since their rise to power due to the custom of conferring on new cit-izens the name of the magistrate under whose aus-pices they were enfranchised. The centurion who escorted Paul to Rome (Acts 27:1) presumably be-longs to this dass of Julii, since no aristocratic member of the house would serve in that rank. His unit (the ‘Augustan Cohort’, see *Army) has been thought (by Mommsen and Ramsay) to be the Caesar’s regulär staff of couriers. The term cor-responds exactly, however, to the cohors Augusta known from epigraphic evidence. That this was an auxiliary (i.e. non-citizen) force, and therefore not likely to supply the escort for a Roman, is not a serious objection, since the centurion himself is manifestly a Citizen. Whether enfranchised on promotion, or seconded to the auxilia from the legions, he belongs with Paul to the proud and growing body of new Citizen families that Roman statesmanship created in the East.

Bibliography. T. R. S. Broughton, BC, 1.5, pp 427—445.    e.a.j.

JUSTICE. The word ‘justice’ occurs 115 times in rsv OT, usually for mispät, ‘judgment’, the rule that should guide ’judges. In the av, however, it represents mispät only once (Jb. 36:17); elsewhere it translates sedeq or s'däqä. The more frequent ren-dering of these latter nouns is ‘righteousness’; but when mispät and s'däqä appear together av translates the whole phrase as ‘judgment and justice’ (e.g. 2 Sa. 8:15; cf. Gn. 18:19), though rsv renders the same combination as ‘justice and righteousness’. In av, therefore, ‘justice’ must be understood as being the same word as ‘‘righteousness’, and seldom as denoting the specialized concept of ‘fair play’, or legal equity, with which the term justice is presently associated. The expression, ‘to do (some-one) justice’, occurs twice, being taken from the corresponding Heb. verbal root, sädaq, causative, which means ‘to declare one right’ (2 Sa. 15:4; Ps. 82:3). Similarly, the adjective saddiq, ‘righteous’, is over 40 times rendered by the adjective ‘just’, in both vss. In rsv NT, the noun ‘justice’ represents both krisis, ‘judgment’, and dikaiosyne, ‘righteousness’. In av it does not appear; but at over 30 points the adjective dikaios, ‘righteous’, is likewise trans-lated by the English term ‘just’.

This biblical concept of justice exhibits development through nine, generally chronological stages.

1.    Etymologically, it appears that the root of s'däqa", like that of its kindred noun yöser, ‘up-rightness’ (Dt. 9:5), signifies ‘straightness’, in a physical sense (BDB, p. 841).

2.    But already in the patriarchal age s'däqa' has the abstract meaning of conformity, by a given object or action, to an accepted Standard of values, e.g. Jacob’s ‘honest’ living up to the terms of his sheep-contract with Laban (Gn. 30:33). Moses thus speaks of just balances, weights and measures (Lv. 19:36; Dt. 25:15) and insists that Israel’s •judges pronounce ‘just (av; righteous, rsv) judg-ment’ (Dt. 16:18, 20). Arguments that are actually questionable may seem, at first glance, to be ‘just’ (Pr. 18:17; rsv, ‘right’); and Christian masters are cautioned to treat their slaves ‘justly and fairly’ (Col. 4:1). Even inanimate objects may be de-scribed as sedeq, if they measure up to the ap-propriate Standards. The phrase, ‘paths of sedeq’ (Ps. 23:3), for example, designates walkable paths.

3.    Since life’s highest Standard is derived from the character of deity, ‘justice’, from the time of Moses and onwards (cf. Dt. 32:4), comes to dis-tinguish that which is God’s will and those activities which result from it. Heavenly choirs proclaim, ‘Just and true are thy ways’ (Rev. 15:3). Rec-ognizing the ultimacy of the will of the Lord, Job therefore asks, ‘How can a man be just before God?’ (Jb. 9:2; cf. 4:17; 33:12). But even though God Stands answerable to no man, still ‘to justice ... he doeth no violence’ (37:23, Rvmg.); for the actions of the God who acts in harmony with his own Standard are always perfect and right (Zp. 3:5; Ps. 89:14). s'däqä may thus describe Yahweh’s pre-servation of both human and animal life (Ps. 36:6) or his dissociation from vain enterprise (Is. 45:19). In both of the latter verses the evv translate s'däqä as ‘righteousness’; but it might with greater accuracy be rendered ‘regularity’ or ‘reliability’.

4.    By a natural transition, ‘justice’ then comes to identify that moral Standard by which God measures human conduct (Is. 26:7). Men too must ‘do justice’ (Gn. 18:19) as they walk with deity (Gn. 6:9; Mt. 5:48); for not the hearers, but the doers of the law, are ‘just (av; righteous, rsv) before God’ (Rom. 2:13). The attribute of justice is to be an-ticipated only in the hearts of those who fear God (Lk. 18:2), because justice in the biblical sense begins with holiness (Mi. 6:8; Mk. 6:20; 1 Thes. 2:10) and with sincere devotion (Lk. 2:25; Acts 10:22). Positively, however, the wholehearted par-ticipation of the Gadites in the divinely ordered conquest of Canaan is described as ‘executing the just decrees of the Lord’ (Dt. 33:21; cf. S. R. Driver, ICCj. The need for earnest conformity to the moral will of God lies especially incumbent upon kings (2 Sa. 8:15; Je. 22:15), princes (Pr. 8:15), and judges (Ec. 5:8); but every true believer is expected to‘do justice’(Ps. 119:121, av; Pr. 1:3; cf. its personification in Is. 59:14). Justice consti-tutes the opposite of sin (Ec. 7:20) and serves as a marked characteristic of Jesus the Messiah (Is. 9:7; Zc. 9:9; Mt. 27:19; Acts 3:14). In the poetry of the OT there do arise affirmations of self-righteousness by men like David (‘Judge me ac-cording to my righteousness, and establish the just’, Ps. 7:8-9, av; cf. 18:20-24) or Job (‘I am . . . just and blameless’ Jb. 12:4; cf 1:1), that might appear incongruous when considered in the light of their acknowledged iniquity(c/ Jb. 7:21; 13:26). The pocts’ aims, however, are either to exonerate themselves from particular crimes that enemies have laid to their Charge (cf. Ps. 7:4) or to profess a genuine purity of purpose and single-hearted devotion to God (Ps. 17:1). ‘They breathe the spirit of simple faith and childlike trust, which throws itself unreservedly on God . . . and they disclaim all fellowship with the wicked, from whom they may expect to be distinguished in the course of His Providence’ (A. F. Kirkpatrick, The Book of Psalms, 1906, 1, p. Ixxxvii). As Ezekiel described such a man, ‘He walks in my Statutes . . . he is righteous (av, just), he shall surely live, says the Lord God’ (Ezk. 18:9).

5.    In reference to divine government, justice be-comes descriptive in a particular way of punish-ment for moral infraction. Under the lash of heaven-sent plagues, Pharaoh confessed, ‘The Lord is saddiq, and I and my people are wicked’ (Ex. 9:27; cf. Ne. 9:33); and the one thief cried to the other as they were crucified, ‘We indeed justly . . .’ (Lk. 23:41). For God cannot remain indifferent to evil (Hab. 1:13; cf. Zp. 1:12), nor will the Almighty pervert justice (Jb. 8:3; cf. 8:4; 36:17). Even the pagans of Malta believed in a divine nemesis, so that when they saw Paul bitten by a viper they concluded, ‘This man is a murderer . . . justice has not allowed him to live’ (Acts 28:4). God’s punitive righteousness is as a consuming fire (Dt. 32:22; Heb. 12:29; *Wrath), and condemna-tion is just (Rom. 3:8).

6.    From the time of the judges and onward. however, s'däqä comes also to describe his deeds of vindication for the deserving, ‘the triumph of the Lord’ (Jdg. 5:11). Absalom thus promised a petitioner he ‘would give him justice’ (2 Sa. 15:4; cf. Ps. 82:3), and Solomon proclaimed that God ‘blesses the abode of the righteous (av, just)’ (Pr. 3:33; cf. Ps. 94:15). Divine vindication became also the plea of Isaiah’s contemporaries, ‘They ask of me the ordinances of justice’ (Is. 58:2-3, av); for though God’s intervention might have been de-layed (Ec. 7:15; 8:14; cf. Is. 40:27), he yet ‘became jealous for his land, and had pity on his people’ (Joel 2:18).

7.    Such words, however, introduce another aspect, in which divine justice ceases to constitute an expression of precise moral desert and partakes rather of divine pity, love and grace. This connota-tion appears first in David’s prayer for the for-giveness of his crimes over Bathsheba, when he implored, ‘Deliver me from bloodguiltiness, O God, thou God of my salvation, and my tongue will sing aloud of thy s'däqä' (deliverance)’ (Ps. 51:14). But what David sought was not vindication; for he had just acknowledged his heinous sin and, indeed, his depravity from birth (Ps. 51:5). His petition sought rather for undeserved pardon; and s'däqa' may be translated by simple repetition—O God of my salvation: my tongue shall sing of thy ‘salvation’. s'däqa", in other words, has become redemptive; it is God’s fulfilling of his own graciously promised salvation, irrespective of the merits of men (cf. David’s same usage in Pss. 31:1; 103:17; 143:1). David’s counsellor Ethan thus moves, in the space of two verses, from a reference to God’s ‘justice [sedeq, according to sense 4 above] and judgment’ (Ps. 89:14, av) to the joyful testimony, ‘In thy s'däqä [promised grace] shall Israel be exalted’ (Ps. 89:16, av; cf. a similar contrast within Is. 56:1). When Isaiah, therefore, speaks of ‘a just [av;

righteous, rsv; saddiq] God and a Saviour’ (Is. 45:21), his thought is not, ‘A just God, and yet at the same time a Saviour’, but rather, ‘A saddiq God, and therefore a Saviour’ (cf. the parallelism of *‘righteousness’ with Salvation in Is. 45:8; 46:13). Correspondingly, we read in the NT that ‘if we confess our sins, he is faithful and just [dikai-os = faithful to his gracious promise, not, demand-ing justice] and will forgive our sins’ (1 Jn. 1:9). Such concepts of non-judicial ‘justice’. however, must be limited to those passages in which this usage is specifically intended. In Rom. 3, on the contrary, with its contextual emphasis upon the wrath of God against sin and upon the propiti-atory sacrifice of Christ for the satisfaction of the Father’s justice, we must continue to understand dikaios (Rom. 3:26) in its traditional sense: ‘That he [God] might be just [exacting punishment, according to sense 5 above], and [yet at the same time] the justifier of him which believeth in Jesus’ (av; see Sanday and Headlam,    ICC;

"JUSTIFICATION).

8.    As a condition that arises out of God’s for-giving ‘justice’, there next appears in Scripture a humanly possessed s'däqä, which is simultaneously declared to have been God’s own moral attribute (s'däqä in sense 4 above), but which has now been imparted to those who believe on his grace. Moses thus describes how Abraham’s faith served as a medium for imputed righteousness (Gn. 15:6), though one must, of course, observe that his faith did not constitute in itself the meritorious righteousness but was merely ‘reckoned’ so. He was justified through faith, not because of it (cf. John Murray, Redemption. Accomplished and Applied, 1955, p. 155). Habakkuk likewise declared, ‘The just shall live by his faith’ (Hab. 2:4, av), though here too the justification derives, not from man’s own, rugged ‘faithfulness’ (Rsvmg.), but from his humble dependence upon God’s mercy (contrast the self-reliance of the Babylonians, which the same context condemns; and cf. Rom. 1:17; Gal. 3:11). It was God’s prophet Isaiah, however, who first spoke directly of ‘the heritage of the servants of the Lord . . . their s'däqä from me’ (Is. 54:17). Of this ‘righteousness’, Ä. B. Davidson accurately observed, ‘It is not a Divine attribute. It is a Divine efifect. . . produced in the world by God’ (The The-ology of the Old Testament, 1925, p. 143). That is to say, there exists within Yahweh a righteousness wbich, by his grace, becomes the possession of the believer (Is. 45:24). Our own righteousness is to-tally inadequate (Is. 64:6); but ‘in Yahweh’ we ‘are righteous’ (sädaq) (Is. 45:25), having been made just by the imputed merit of Christ (Phil. 3:9). A Century later, Jeremiah thus speaks both of Judah and of God himself as a ‘habitation of justice’ (Je. 31:23; 50:7, av), i.e. a source of justification for the faithful (cf. Je. 23:6; 33:16, ‘Yahweh our righteousness’, Theo. Laetsch, Biblical Commentary, Jeremiah, 1952, pp. 191-192,254).

9.    But even as God in his grace bestows righteousness upon the unworthy, so the people of God are called upon to ‘seek justice’ (Is. 1:17) in the sense of pleading for the widow and ‘judging the cause of the poor and needy’ (Je. 22:16). ‘Justice’ has thus come to connote goodness (Lk. 23:50) and loving consideration (Mt. 1:19). Further, from the days of the Exile onward, Aram. sidqä, ‘righteousness’, becomes specialized into a Resignation for alms or charity (Dn. 4:27), an equivalent ex-pression for ‘giving to the poor’ (Ps. 112:9; cf. Mt.

6:1) One might therefore be led to conceive of biblical ‘justice’, particularly in these last three, supra-judicial senses, as involving a certain tension or even contradiction: e.g. s'däqä in its 7th, gracious sense seems to forgive the very crimes that it condemns in its 5th, punitive sense. The ultimate solu-tion, however, appears in the person and work of the Lord Jesus Christ. The ethical example fur-nished by his sinless life (Heb. 4:15) constitutes the climax of biblical revelation on the moral will of God and far exceeds the perverted though seem-ingly lofty justice of the scribes and Pharisees (Mt. 5:20). Yet he who commanded men to be perfect, even as their heavenly Father is perfect (Mt. 5:48), exhibited at the same time that love which has no equal, as he laid down his life for his undeserving friends (Jn. 15:13). Here was revealed s'däqä, ‘justice’, in its ethical Stage 5, in its redemptive Stage 7, and in its imputed stage 8, all united in one. He came that God might be just and yet the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus (Rom. 3:26) and that we might be found in him, who is made our righteousness and sanctification and redemption (1 Cor. 1:30).
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JUDE, EPISTLE OF. One of the »‘Catholic Epistles’.

2

    Outline of contcnts

The Epistle falls into five parts:

a.    Salutation (vv. 1-2).

b.    Jude’s purpose in writing (vv. 3-4).

c.    False teachers denounced and their doom foretold (vv. 5-16).

d.    Exhortation to Christians (vv. 17-23).

e.    Doxology (vv. 24-25).

3

    Authorship, date and canonicity

The author of this little tract identifies himself as ‘Jude, a servant of Jesus Christ and brother of James’. In the early church there was only one James who could be referred to in this way without further specification—‘James the Lord’s brother’ (as he is called in Gal. 1:19). This points to an identification of the author with the Judas who is numbered among the brothers of Jesus in Mt. 13:55 and Mk. 6:3, the Judas whose two grand-sons, according to Hegesippus, were examined and dismissed by Domitian when he was informed that they belonged to the house of David (Eusebius, EH 3. 19—20). Its date cannot be fixed with cer-tainty; it may be tentatively assigned to the second half of the Ist Century ad, after the fall of Jerusalem (v. 17 refers to the apostles in the past). We have express references to it towards the end of the 2nd Century, in the Muratorian list and elsewhere; but there are probable allusions to it earlier in that Century, in the Didache and the Shepherd of Hermas. Although its canonicity was long dis-puted, we may be glad that it was finally estab-lished, for (as Origen says) ‘while it consists of but a few lines, yet it is full of mighty words of heavenly grace’.

4

JUDGES, BOOK OF. Judges follows chrono-logically upon the Pentateuch and Joshua and describes the history of Israel from Joshua’s death to the rise of Samuel. It takes its name from its leading characters, the söp'tim (Jdg. 2:16). These *‘judges’, however, were more than judicial ar-biters; they were ‘deliverers’ (av ‘saviours’) (3:9), charismatically empowered by God’s Holy Spirit for the delivcrance and preservation of Israel (6:34) up to the establishment of the kingdom (cf. the use of this same word for the chief magistrates of Carthage, and as a synonym for ‘king’ in ancient Canaanitish Ugarit, Anat 5. 40). Yahweh himself is the chief söpet (Jdg. 11:27).

5

 Outline of contents

a.    Events following the death of Joshua (1:1—2:5) With initial obedience the tribes of Judah and Simeon advanced S to the conquest of Bezek, Jerusalem (not held, 1:21), Hebron and Debir (re-occupied since their devastation in Jos. 10:36, 39), Hormah, and three of the Philistine cities (not held, Jdg. 1:19). The Joseph tribes likewise cap-tured Bethel (1:22-26), which had revolted (cf. Jos. 8:17; 12:9). But then came failure: Israel ceased to remove the Canaanites, no more cities were taken (Jdg. 1:27-36), and the tribe of Dan actually suffered eviction from its allotted territory (1:34). Such tolerance of evil necessitated the extended period of chastening that followed (2:1-5).

b.    Israeis history under the judges (2:6-16:31)

(i) The writer’s prophetic understanding of history (2:6-3:6). This book teaches divine retribution: that God in his providence recompenses a nation in direct correspondence to the faithfulness of its people. Israel at this time suffered under constant temptation to adopt the fertility rites of their Canaanitish neighbours, along with their confes-sedly superior agriculture. Many recognized that Yahweh had guided Israel in the wilderness, but Baal seemed better able to make the crops come out of the ground! Jdg. thus exhibits a repeated cycle of sin (Baal-worship), servitude (to foreign aggressors), supplication (to the merciful God, for relief) and salvation (through divinely raised up judges).

(ii) Six successive periods of oppression and the careers of twelve deliverer-judges (3:7-16:31).

1. Invasions of Cushan-rishathaim (3:7-11). After adopting the ways of Canaan, Israel suffered for 8 years under the depredations of Cushan-rishathaim, an invader who came from Hittite-controlled Mesopotamia (Jdg. 3:8). The cause, however, lay in Israel’s sin (3:7) (see below, part c).


JUSTIFICATION.

I. Meaning of the word

‘Justify’ (Heb. sädaq\ Gk. [lxx and nt], dikaioö) is a forensic term meaning ‘acquit’, ‘declare righteous’, the opposite of ‘condemn’ (cf. Dt. 25:1; Pr. 17:15; Rom. 8:33). Justifying is the judge’s act. From the litigant’s standpoint, therefore, ‘be justified’ means ‘get the verdict’ (Is. 43:9, 26).

In Scripture, God is ‘the Judge of all the earth’ (Gn. 18:25), and his dealings with men are con-stantly described in forensic terms. God’s Law is a complex of moral goals and Standards by which his rational creatures should live. Righteousness, i.e. conformity with his law, is what he requires of his human creatures, and he shows his own righteousness as Judge in taking vengeance, i.e. inflict-ing punitive retribution (‘wrath’) on those who fall short of it (cf. Ps. 7:11, rv; Is. 5:16; 10:22; Acts 17:31; Rom. 2:5; 3:5f). There is no hope for anyone if God’s verdict goes against him.

Because God is King, the thought of him as justifying may have an executive as well as a judicial aspect. Like the ideal royal judge in Israel, he will not only pass a verdict in favour of the accused, but actively implement it by showing favour to-wards him and publicly reinstating him. The verb ‘justify’ may focus on either aspect of God’s action. For instance, the justifying of Israel and the Servant, envisaged in Is. 45:25; 50:8, is a public vindication through a change in their fortunes. The juslification of sinners that Jesus illustrates by bis shock-ending story of the Pharisee and the pub-lican (Lk. 18:9-14) and that Paul expounds in Rom. 3—5, Gal. 2-4 and 2 Cor. 5:14-21 is, however, simply the passing and sustaining of a favourable verdict. Jesus and Paul certainly believe that God shows favour to those whom he has acquitted, but they use other terms to describe this (chiefly, the family language of adoption, inheritance, and paternal care).

‘Justify’ is also used for ascriptions of right-eousness in non-forensic contexts. Men are said to justify God by confessing him just (Lk. 7:29; cf. Rom. 3:4, quoting Ps. 51:4), and themselves by claiming to be just (Jb. 32:2; Lk. 10:29; 16:15). Jerusalem is ironically said to have ‘justified’ Sodom and Samaria by outdoing them in sin! (Ezk. 16:51). The passive can denote being vindicated by events against suspicion, criticism and mistrust (Mt. 11:19; Lk. 7:35; 1 Tim. 3:16; cf Jas. 2:21, 24f„ for which see below).

Lexical Support is wanting for the view of Chrysostom, Augustine and the Council of Trent that when Paul and James speak of present justi-fication they refer to God’s work of making righteous by inner renewal, as well as of coimling righteous through remission of sins. James seems to mean neither, Paul only the lauer. His Synonyms for ‘justify’ are ‘reckon righteousness’, ‘remit sins’, ‘not reckon sin’ (see Rom. 4:5-8, rv)—phrases ex-pressing the idea, not of inner transformation, but of conferring a legal Status and cancelling a legal liability. Justification, to Paul, is a judgment passed on man, not a work wrought within man. The two things go together, no doubt, but they are distinct.

II. Justification in Paul

Out of the 39 occurrences of the verb ‘justify’ in the NT, 29 come in the Epistles or recorded words of Paul; so do the two occurrences of the corres-ponding noun, dikaiösis (Rom. 4:25; 5:18). This reflects the fact that Paul alone of NT writers left us letters (Romans and Galatians in particular) that make the reality of justification by grace, bringing freedom from the dominion of sin and death, the focus for his exposition of Salvation in and through Christ.

Justification means to Paul God's act of remit-ting the sins of guilty men, and accounting them righteous. freely, by his grace. through faith in Christ, on the ground, not of their own works. but of the represenlative law-keeping and redemptive blood-shedding of the Lord Jesus Christ on their behalf. (For the parts of this definition, see Rom. 3:23-26; 4:5-8; 5:18f.) Paul’s doctrine of justification is his characteristic way of formulating the central gospel truth, that God forgives believing sinners. Theologically, it is the most highly de-veloped expression of this truth in the NT.

In Romans, Paul introduces the gospel as disclosing ‘the righteousness of God’ (1:17). The most natural of the many views canvassed is that this phrase expresses the single, complex, dynamic idea of God’s morally glorious and eternally worship-worthy display of mercy and justice in be-stowing on guilty transgressors the Status of perfect lawkeepers. Within this frame, the phrase has two points of reference. 1. It refers to this Status, which God through Christ freely confers upon believing sinners (‘the gift of righteousness’ as op-posed to condemnation and death, Rom. 5:17; cf.

3:2lf; 9:30; 10:3-10; 2 Cor. 5:21; Phil. 3:9). It has been argued that the essence of this gift is covenant Status in the new Israel that is constituted by faith-union with the risen Christ, and certainly the justified are henceforth in covenant with God in just this way. But justification, as such, for Paul is pardon and acceptance, not covenant involvement, and the hinge-question throughout Romans is not who is in covenant with God, but how may sinners find eternal life. 2. Also, and indeed primarily, the phrase refers to the way in which the gospel reveals God as doing what is right—not only judging transgressors as they deserve (2:5; 3:5f.) but also keeping his promise to send salvation to Israel (3:4f), and justifying sinners in such a way that his own judicial Claims upon them are met (3:25f.). ‘The righteousness of God’ is thus a predomin-antly forensic concept, denoting God’s gracious work of bestowing upon guilty sinners a justified justification, acquitting them in the court of heaven without prejudice to his justice as their Judge.

Many scholars today find the background of this phrase in a few passages from Is. 40ff. and the psalms in which God’s ‘righteousness’ and ‘salvation’ appear as equivalents (Is. 45:8, cf. vv. 19-25; 46:13; 51:3-6; Ps. 98:2; etc.). This may be right, but since Paul nowhere quotes these verses, it cannot be proved. It must also be remembered that the reason why these texts call God’s vindication of his oppressed people his ‘righteousness’ is that it is an act of faithfuiness to his covenant promise to them; whereas Romans deals principally with God’s justifying of Gentiles, who previously were not his people and to whom he had promised nothing (cf. 9:24f.; 10:19f.)—quite a different Situation.

E. Käsemann and others construe God’s righteousness in Paul as a gracious exertion of power whereby God keeps faith with both his covenant people (by fulfilling his promise to save them) and his captive creation (by rcstoring his dominion over it). Both thoughts are Pauline, but it is doubt-ful whether (as is argued) ‘righteousness’ in Rom. 3:25-26 and ‘just’ in v. 26 point only to gracious faithfuiness saving the needy and not to judicial retribution (cf. 2:5; 3:5) saving the guilty by being diverted upon the One set forth to be a * propiti-ation. The latter exegesis fits the flow of thought better; the former cannot explain why ‘and’ ap-pears in the phrase ‘just and the justifier’ (av), for it finds in these words only one thought, not two.

It has been questioned whether Paul’s doctrine of justification by faith without works is any more than a controversial device, developed simply as a weapon against the Judaizers. But the following facts indicate that it was more than this.

1.    The Epistle to the ‘Romans is evidently to be read as a full-dress Statement of Paul’s gospel, and the doctrine of justification is its backbone.

2.    In three plaees Paul writes in personal terms of the convictions that had made him the man and the missionary that he was, and all three are couched in terms of justification (Gal. 2:15-21; 2 Cor. 5:16-21; Phil. 3:4-14). In Rom. 7:7ff. Paul describes his personal need of Christ in terms of the law’s condemnation—a need which only God’s justifying sentence in Christ could relieve (cf. Rom. 8:1 f.; Gal. 3:19-4:7). Paul’s personal religion was evidently rooted in the knowledge of his justification.

3.    Justification is to Paul God’s fundamental act of blessing, for it both saves from the past and secures for the future. On the one hand, it means pardon, and the end of hostility between God and ourselves (Acts 13:39; Rom. 4:6f.; 5:9f.). On the other hand, it means acceptance and a title to all blessings promised to the just, a thought which Paul develops by linking justification with adop-tion and heirship (Gal. 4:4ff.; Rom. 8:14ff.). Both aspects appear in Rom. 5:1-2, where Paul says that justification brings both peace with God (because sins are remitted) and hope of God’s glory (because the sinner is accepted as righteous). This hope is a certainty; for justification has an eschato-logical significance. It is the judgment of the last day brought into the present, a final, irreversible verdict. The justified person can accordingly be sure that nothing will ever separate him from the love of his God (Rom. 8:33-39; cf. 5:9). His glorifi-cation is certain (Rom. 8:30). The coming inquisi-tion before Christ’s judgment-seat (Rom. 14:1 Off.; 2 Cor. 5:10) may deprive him of particular rewards (1 Cor. 3:15), but not of his justified Status.

4.    Paul’s doctrine of Salvation has justification as its basic reference-point. His belief about justification is the source from which flows his view of Christianity as a world-religion of grace and faith, in which Gentiles and Jews stand on an equal foot-ing (Rom. 1:16; 3:29ff.; Gal. 3:8-14, 28f„ etc.). It is in terms of justification that he explains grace (Rom. 3:24; 4:4f., 16), the saving significance of Christ’s obedience and death (Rom. 3:24f.; 5:16ff.), the revelation of God’s love at the cross (Rom. 5:5-

9), the meaning of redemption (Rom. 3:24; Gal. 3:13; Eph. 1:7) and reconciliation (2 Cor. 5:18f), the covenant relationship (Gal. 3:15f.), faith (Rom. 4:23fT; 10:8ff), Union with Christ (Rom. 8:1; Gal. 2:17, rv), adoption and the gift of the Spirit (Gal. 4:6-8; Rom. 8:10, cf. v. 15), and Christian assur-ance (Rom. 5:1-11; 8:33fif.). It is in terms of justification that Paul explains all hints, prophecies and instances of Salvation in the OT (Rom. 1:17; Gal. 3:11, quoting Hab. 2:4; Rom. 3:21; 4:3-8, quoting Gn. 15:6; Ps. 32:lf.; Rom. 9:22-10:21, quoting Ho. 2:23; 1:10; Is. 8:14; Joel 2:32; Is. 65:1, etc.; Rom. 11:26f., quoting Is. 59:201'.; Gal. 3:8, quoting Gn. 12:3; Gal. 4:21 ff., quoting Gn. 21:10; etc.).

5.    Justification is the key to Paul’s philosophy of history. He holds that God’s central overarching purpose in his ordering of world-history since the Fall has been to lead sinners to justifying faith.

God deals with mankind, Paul teils us, through two representative men: ‘the first man Adam’, and ‘the second man’, who is ‘the last Adam’, Jesus Christ (1 Cor. 15:45ff.; Rom. 5:12ff). The first man, by disobeying, brought condemnation and death upon the whole race; the second man, by his obedience, has become the author of justification and life for all who have faith (Rom. 5:16ff.).

From the time of Adam’s fall, death reigned universally, though sin was not yet clearly known (Rom. 5:12ff.). But God took Abraham and his family into covenant, justifying Abraham through his faith, and promising that in Abraham’s seed (i.e. through one of his descendants) all nations should be blessed (i.e. justified) (Gal. 3:6-9, 16; Rom. 4:3, 9-22). Then through Moses God re-vealed his law to Abraham’s family. The law was meant to give, not salvation, but knowledge of sin. By detecting and provoking transgressions, it was to teach Israelites their need of justification, thus acting as a paidagögos (the household slave who took children to school) to lead them to Christ (Gal. 3:19-24; Rom. 3:20; 5:20; 7:5, 7-13). This epoch of divine preparatory education lasted tili the coming of Christ (Gal. 3:23-25; 4:1-5).

The effect of Christ’s work was to abolish the barrier of exclusivism which Israel’s possession of the law and promise had erected between Jew and Gentile (Eph. 2:14ff ). Through Christ, justification by faith could now be preached to Jew and Gentile without distinction, for in Christ all be-lievers were made Abraham’s seed, and became sons of God and heirs of the covenant (Gal. 3:26— 29). Unhappily, in this Situation most Jews proved to be legalists; they sought to establish a right-eousness of their own by works of law, and would not believe that faith in Christ was the God-given way to righteousness (Rom. 9:30-10:21). So many ‘natural branches’ had been cut off from the olive-tree of the historic covenant Community (Rom. 11:16ff.), and the church was for the present pre-dominantly Gentile; but there was hope that an elect remnant from fallen Israel, provoked by the mercy shown to undeserving Gentiles, would itself come to faith and find remission of sins in the end (Rom. 11:23-32). Thus both Jew and Gentile would be saved, not through their own works and effort, but through the free grace of God justifying the disobedient and ungodly; and all the glory of salvation will be God’s alone (Rom. 11:30-36).

These considerations point to the fundamental place of justification in Paul’s apprehension and analysis of what was always his central theme, namely salvation in and through Jesus Christ.

III. The ground of justification

As stated by Paul in Romans, the doctrine of justification seems to raise a problem of theodicy. Its background, set out in 1:18-3:20, is the solidarity of humankind in sin, and the inevitability of judgment. In 2:5-16 Paul States his doctrine of the judgment day. The principle of judgment, he says, will be ‘to every man according to his works’ (v. 6, rsv). The Standard of judgment will be God’s law, in the highest form in which men know it (if not the Mosaic law, then the law of conscience, vv. 12-

15) . The evidence will be ‘the secrets of men’ (v.

16) . Only law-keepers can hope to be justified (vv. 7, 10, 12f.). And there are no law-keepers. None is righteous; all have sinned (3:9ff.). So the prospect is of universal condemnation, for Jew as well as Gentile, for a law-breaking Jew is no more acceptable to God than anyone eise (2:17-27). All, it seems, are doomed. ‘No human being will be justified in his sight by works of the law’ (3:20, echoing Ps. 143:2).

But now Paul proclaims the present justification of believing sinners (3:21 ff.). God reckons righteousness to the unrighteous and justifies the ungodly (3:23f.; 4:5f.). The (deliberately?) paradoxical quality of the last phrase is heightened by the fact that these very Greek words are used in the lxx of Ex. 23:7 (T will not justify the wicked') and Is. 5:22f. (‘Woe unto them . . . which justify the wicked . ..’). The question arises: on what grounds can God justify the ungodly without compromising his own justice as the Judge?

Paul maintains that God justifies sinners on a just ground: namely, that Jesus Christ, acting on their behalf, has satisfied the Claims of God’s law upon them. He was ‘born under the law’ (Gal. 4:4) in order to fulfil the precept and bear the penalty of the law in their stead. By his *‘blood’ (i.e. his death) he put away their sins (Rom. 3:25; 5:9). By his obedience to God he won for all his people the Status of law-keepers (Rom. 5:19). He became ‘obedient unto death’ (Phil. 12:8); his life of right-eousness culminated in his dying the death of the unrighteous, bearing the law’s penal curse (Gal. 3:13; cf. Is. 53:4-12). In his person on the cross, the sins of his people were judged and expiated. Through this ‘one act of righteousness’—his sin-less life and death—‘the free gift came unto all men to justification of life’ (Rom. 5:18, rv). Thus bc-lievers become ‘the righteousness of God’ in and through him who ‘knew no sin’ personally, but was representatively ‘made sin’ (treated as a sinner, and judged) in their place (2 Cor. 5:21). Thus Paul speaks of ‘Christ Jesus, whom God made . . . our righteousness’ (1 Cor. 1:30). This was the thought expressed in older Protestant theology by the phrase ‘the imputation of Christ’s righteousness’. The phrase is not in Paul, but its meaning is. The point that it makes is that believers are made righteous before God (Rom. 5:19) through his admitting them to share Christ’s Status of accept-ance. In other words, God treats them according to Christ’s desert. There is nothing arbitrary or artificial in this, for God recognizes the existence of a real Union of covenantal solidarity between them and Christ. For Paul, Union with Christ is not fiction, but fact—the basic fact, indeed, of Christianity; and his doctrine of justification is simply his first Step in analysing its meaning. So it is ‘in Christ’ (Gal. 2:17; 2 Cor. 5:21) that sinners are justified. God accounts them righteous, not because he accounts them to have kept his law personally (which would be a false judgment), but because he accounts them to be ‘in’ the One who kept God’s law representatively (which is a true judgment).

So, when God justifies sinners on the ground of Christ’s obedience and death, he acts justly. So far front compromising his judicial righteousness, this method of justification actually exhibits it. It is de-signed ‘to show God’s righteousness, because in his divine forbearance he had passed over former sins [i.e. in OT times]; it was to prove at the present time that he himself is righteous and that he justifies him who has faith in Jesus’ (Rom. 3:25f.). The key words are repeated for emphasis, for the point is crucial. The gospel which proclaims God’s ap-parent violation of his justice really reveals his just-ice. By his method of justifying sinners, God (in another sense) justified himself; for by setting forth Christ as a propitiation for sins, in whom human sin was actually judged and punished as it de-served, he revealed the just ground on which he was able to pardon and accept believing sinners in OT times (as in fact he did: cf. Ps. 130:3h), no less than in the Christian era.

IV. The nieans of justification

Faith in Christ, says Paul, is the means whereby righteousness is received and justification best owed. Sinners are justified ‘by’ or ‘through’ faith (Gk. pistei, dia or ekpisteös). Paul does not regard faith as the ground of justification. If it were, it would be a meritorious work, and Paul would not be able to term the believer, as such, ‘one who does not work’ (Rom. 4:5); nor could he go on to say that salvation by faith rests on grace (v. 16), for grace absolutely excludes works (Rom. 11:6). Paul quotes the case of Abraham, who ‘believed God, and it was reckoned to him as righteousness’, to prove that a person is justified through faith with-out works (Rom. 4:3ff.; Gal. 3:6; quoting Gn. 15:6). In Rom. 4:5, 9 (cf. vv. 22, 24) Paul refers to the Genesis text as teaching that Abraham’s faith was ‘reckoned . . . as righteousness’. All he means, however, as the context shows, is that Abraham’s faith—whole-hearted reliance on God’s promise (vv. 18ff.)—was the occasion and means of his being justified. The phrase ‘reckoned eis righteousness’ could either mean ‘as’ (by real equiva-lence, or some arbitrary method of calculation), or eise ‘with a view to’, ‘leading to’, ‘issuing in’. The latter alternative is clearly right. Paul is not sug-gesting that faith, viewed either as righteousness, actual or inchoate, or as a Substitute for righteousness, is the ground of justification; Rom. 4 does not deal with the ground of justification at all, only with the means of securing it.

V. Paul and James

On the assumption that Jas. 2:14-26 teaches that God accepts men on the double ground of faith and works, some have thought that James delib-erately contradicts Paul’s teaching of justification by faith without works, supposing it to be anti-nomian (cf. Rom. 3:8). But this seems to mis-conceive James’ point. It must be remembered that Paul is the only NT writer to use ‘justify’ as a tech-nical term for God’s act of accepting sinners when they believe. When James speaks of ‘being justified’, he appears to be using the word in its more general sense of being vindicated, or proved genuine and right before God and men, in face of possible doubt as to whether one was all that one professed, or was said, to be (cf. the usage in Mt. 11:19). For someone to be justified in this sense is for him to be shown a genuine believer, one who will demonstrate his faith by action. This justification is, in effect, a manifesting of the justification that concerns Paul. James quotes Gn. 15:6 for the same purpose as Paul does—to show that it was faith that secured Abraham’s acceptance. But now, he argues, this Statement was ‘fulfilled’ (confirmed, shown to be true, and brought to its appointed completion by events) 30 years later, when ‘Abraham (was) justified by works, when he oflered his son Isaac upon the altar’ (v. 21). By this his faith was ‘made perfect’, i.e. brought to due expression in appropriate actions; thus he was shown to be a true believer. The case of Rahab is parallel (v. 25). James’ point in this paragraph is simply that ‘faith’, i.e. a bare orthodoxy, such as the devils have (v. 19), unaccompanied by good works, provides no sufficient grounds for inferring that a man is saved. Paul would have agreed heartily (cf. 1 Cor. 6:9; Eph. 5:5f; Tit. 1:16).
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JUSTUS. A Latin name. Lightfoot (on Col. 4:11) notes its frequency among Jews and proselytes, often combined with a Jewish name (cf. 1 and 3 below, and see Deissmann, Bible Studies, pp. 315f.), and suggests that it was meant to denote obedience and devotion to the Law.

1.    A name of Joseph Barsabbas, one of the two conceived as the possible apostolic successor to Judas Iscariot (Acts 1:23). By the context he was thus a consistent disciple from John the Baptist’s time. Papias had a story of his survival of a hea-then ordeal by poison (Eusebius, EH 3. 39. 9; cf. Lightfoot, Apostolic Fathers, 1891, p. 531, for an-other authority). On the name ‘Barsabbas’ (‘son of—i.e. born on—a Sabbath’?), see H. J. Cadbury in Amicitiae Corolla, ed. H. G. Wood, 1933, pp. 48fif. If it is a true patronymic, Judas Barsabbas (Acts 15:22) could be a brother.

2.    Gentile adherent and neighbour of the syna-gogue in Corinth. When Christian preaching split the synagogue, the house of Justus became Paul’s centre (Acts 18:7). The mss variously render his other name as Titus pr Titius, or omit it altogether (accepted as the original reading by Ropes, BC, 3, p. 173). Following the hint of Rom. 16:23, Ramsay, and, more fully, E. J. Goodspeed (JBL 69, 1950, pp. 382flf.) identify him with * Gaius of Corinth, rendering his name ‘Gaius Titius Justus’. The guess that he was the Titus of Paul’s letters has nothing but its antiquity to commend it.

3. Alias Jesus, a valued Jewish co-worker of Paul (Col. 4:11). Nothing more is known of him. It has been conjectured that his name has accidently dropped out from Phm. 24 (cf. E. Amling, ZNW 10, 1909, p. 261).    a.f.w.

JUTTAH (Heb. yüttäh). A walled town on a hill 8 km due S of Hebron, 5 km SW of Ziph, assigned to the priests (Jos. 15:55; 21:16; cf. 1 Ch. 6:59, where Juttah appears in lxx as Atta, and is re-quired to make the count); modern Yatta. In Lk. 1:39 some commentators would read Juttah, in ap-position to polin, for ‘Judah’; F.-M. Abel em-phatically disagrees (Geographie de la Palestine 2, 1938, p. 367).    j.p.u.l.
K

KABZEEL. A town in S Judah; birthplace of Benaiah ben-Jehoiada (2 Sa. 23:20); resettled in Nehemiah’s time (called Jekabzeel in Ne. 11:25). Khirbet Hora, site of an Israelite fortress 13 km E of Beer-sheba, is a possible identification. See

F.-M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 2, 1938, pp. 89, 353; Y. Aharoni, IEJ 8, 1958, pp. 36-38.

R.P.G.

KADESH. 1. Kadesh Barne’a. The site has been identified with ‘Ain Qudeis, about 80 km SW of Beer Sheva, but this depends on the similarity of the ancient and modern names. The spring pro-duces an insignificant amount of water. ‘Ain Qud-eirat, roughly 8 km NW of ‘Ain Qudeis, has much more water and Vegetation and is a more suitable location for Kadesh Barne’a.

Chadarlaomer and his allies came to En Mish-pat (i.e. Kadesh) and subdued the Amalekites before returning to defeat the kings of the Cities of the (Dead Sea) Plain (Gn. 14:5-9). In the narrative of the fugitive Hagar’s experience of God, the well Be’er-le Hai-Ro’i is ‘between Kadesh and Bered’, on the way to Shur (Gn. 16:7, 14); Kadesh is also associated with the way to Shur in Gn. 20:1.

Journeying through the Sinai wilderness, the Is-raelites stayed in the region of Kadesh on the edges of the wilderness of Paran and Zin more than once (Nu. 13:26; 20:1; Dt. 1:19, 46); from here Moses sent his spies into Canaan. From Horeb or Sinai to Kadesh was 11 days’journey via Mt. Seir (Dt. 1:2). From the traditional Mt. Sinai to Dahab on the E coast of Sinai and up the coast and across to Kadesh (Qudeirat) is indeed 11 days’ travel. At Kadesh, after doubting God’s ability to give them the promised land, Israel was condemned to wander for 40 years until a new generation should arise(Nu. 14:32-35; cf. Dt. 2:14). After some time, Israel returned to Kadesh (Nu. 33:36-37), Miriam being buried there (Nu. 20:1). At this time, too, for failing to glorify God when striking water from the rock (Nu. 20:10-13; 27:14; Dt. 32:51), Moses was denied entry to the promised land; from there, too, he sent messengers in vain to the king of Edom, to grant Israel permission to pass through his territory (Nu. 20:14-21; Jdg. 11:16-17). Kadesh Barne’a was to be the S corner of the SW boundary of Judah, turning W then NW to reach the Medi-terranean along the ‘Brook of Egypt’ (Nu. 34:4; Jos. 15:3). It was also included as a boundary-point by Ezekiel (47:19; 48:28). The SE to SW limits of Joshua’s S Canaanite campaign were marked by Kadesh Barne’a and Gaza respectively (Jos. 10:41). Kedesh in Jos. 15:23, in the southernmost territory of Judah, may either be Kadesh Barne’a or an otherwise unknown site.

The site of Teil el-Qudeirat was first surveyed by Woolley and Lawrence in 1914. The fortress they identified was excavated by M. Dothan in 1956, and by Cohen in 1976-82. Cohen identified three superimposed fortresses, but Ussishkin has shown that there were only two. The lower fortlet was small and elliptical in shape, fortified by a casemate wall with a courtyard in the centre. To the W of it was a small unfortified Settlement. The fortlet is dated to the 10th Century bc and is one of many such fortlets known from the Negev. Today they are thought to have served as focal points for local desert clans. The daily Utensil pots were made of the local ‘Negbite’ wäre, whereas the storage jars had been imported with their contents from Judah. The later and larger fortress is rectangular with casemate walls and eight protruding towers, one in each corner, and one along each side. The fortress was constructed on a raised platform of earth with a shallow moat around it. On the inside were a number of buildings and a cistern. Around the fortress and the spring was a small unfortified Settlement. The fortress is one of a number known from the Negev from the end of the Judaean king-dom. Its construction was probably the initiative of the Assyrians, as pari of their efforts to control the trade routes to Arabia, but following Assyria’s collapse it came under the control of the Egyptians before finally being destroyed in 586 bc by Neb-uchadrezzar. It is from this final phase that a number of ostraca (potsherds with writing on them) were found. One ostracon contained three columns of Heb. script and hieratic numerals, and is thought to have been part of a student’s exercise.

2. Kadesh (on the Örontes). The site was excavated by M. Pezard and later P. Parr at Teil Nebi Merd and flourished in the late Bronze Age; re-nowned for the battle when Rameses II defeated the Hittites.

See also *Kedesh.    j.w.

KADMIEL (Heb. qadmi'el, ‘God/El is the first/ ancient one’). A Levite who returned with Zerub-babel (Ezr. 2:40; Ne. 7:43; 12:8, 24), and was concerned with the commencement of the Temple rebuilding (Ezr. 3:9), with the day of national repentance (Ne. 9:4-5) and with the sealing of the covenant (Ne. 10:9). L. H. Brockington (Ezra, Nehemiah and Esther, NCB, 1969) suggests that the name appears mainly, if not entirely, limited to the designation of a levitical family. j.g.g.n.

KADMONITES. A people whose name, qadrnöni, is identical in form with the adjective qadrnöni, ‘eastern’ (e.g. Ezk. 47:18), and for this reason may simply mean ‘Easterners’ and be another designation for the b'ne-qedem *‘(children of the) East’. The word occurs but once as a name however (Gn. 15:19, with the article), in the list of peoples to be

KADMONITES

given to Abraham’s seed. lt may therefore well be the name of a tribe.    t.c.m.

KAIN. A town to the S of Hebron (Jos. 15:57). Khirbet Yaqin has been suggested, but its an-tiquity is uncertain. lxx takes as one name with Zanoah, altering the count (1 2 Zanoah, 2).

J.D.D.

KAIWAN (Heb. kiyyün), av CHIUN (Am. 5:26). Earlier scholars thought it meant ‘pedestal’ or ‘image-stand’ (see W. R. Harper, Ainos, ICC, 1910, pp. 139f). Vulg. has imaginem, Rvmg. ‘shrine’. Most now believe that it represents Assyr. kaiwanu, a name of Ninurta, god of the planet Saturn, but that the Massoretes have changed the original vowel-pointsofJranrantothoseof siqqds(= ‘abomin-ation’). lxx Rhaiphan (‘Rephan, av Remphan) seems to support this view.    d.w.g.

KANAH (Heb. qänäh). 1. A wadi running W from the watershed at the head of the Michmethath valley, 8 km SW of Shechem; its lower course was the boundary of Ephraim with Manasseh (Jos. 16:8).

2. A town in the Lebanon foothills, assigned to Asher (Jos. 19:28); probably modern Qana, 10 km SE of Tyre.    j.p.u.l.

KEDAR (Heb. qedär, probably ‘black’, ‘swarthy’). 1. A son of Ishmael (Gn. 25:13; 1 Ch. 1:29), fore-bear of like-named tribe.

2. Nomadic tribesfolk of the Syro-Arabian desert from Palestine to Mesopotamia. In 8th Century bc, known in S Babylonia (I. Eph‘al, JAOS 94, 1974, p. 112), Isaiah prophesying their downfall (Is. 21:16—17). They developed ‘villages’ (Is. 42:11), possibly simple encampments (H. M. Orlinsky, JA OS 59, 1939, pp. 22ff.), living in black tents (Ct. 1:5). As keepers of large flocks (Is. 60:7), they traded over to Tyre (Ezk. 27:21). Geographically, Kittim (Cyprus) W in the Mediterranean and Kedar E into the desert were like opposite poles (Je. 2:10). Dwelling with the Kedarites was like a barbaric exile to one psalmist (Ps. 120:5).

Alongside Arabian tribes, Nebaioth, etc., Kedarites clashed with Ashurbanipal in the 7th Century bc (M. Weippert, Well des Orients 7, 1973-74, p. 67). Likewise they suffered attack by Nebuchad-rezzar II of Babylon in 599 bc (cf. D. J. Wiseman, Chronicles of Chaldaean Kings, 1956, p. 32), as an-nounced by Jeremiah (Je. 49:28). By the Persian period, a regulär succession of kings of Kedar con-trolled a realm astride the vital land-route from Palestine to Egypt, regarded as its guardians by the Persian emperors. Such was 2 Geshem (Gashmu)— Opponent of Nehemiah (Ne. 6:1-2, 6)—whose son Qaynu is entitled ‘King of Kedar’ on a silver bowl from a shrine in the Egyp. E Delta. On this and these kings, see I. Rabinowitz, JNES 15, 1956, pp. 1-9, pl. 7; W. J. Dumbrell, BASOR 203, 1971, pp. 33-44; A. Lemaire, RB 81, 1974, pp. 63-72.

J. D.D.

K. A.K.

KEDEMOTH. Probably present-day ez-Za‘ferän, c. 16 km N of the Arnon, just inside Sihon’s territory and near the Amorites’ E border. A levitical city (Jos. 21:37; 1 Ch. 6:79) from the inheritance of Reuben (Jos. 13:18), giving its name to a nearby desert area (Dt. 2:26).

Bibliography. F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Bible, 1938, p. 69; LOB, p. 186.    n.h.

KEDESH, KEDESH IN NAPHTALI. 1. A former Canaanite royal city (Jos. 12:22) which became a Principal town in Naphtali (Jos. 19:37). It was sometimes designated ‘of Naphtali’ (Jdg. 4:6) to distinguish it from 2. It was assigned to the Levites (Jos. 21:32) and made a city of refuge (20:7). Kedesh was also marked by its location in Galilee (Jos. 20:7; 1 Ch. 6:76).

This Kedesh may well be the home of Barak where he collected his forces from Naphtali and Zebulun for war against Sisera (Jdg. 4:9-11). When Tiglath-pileser III of Assyria invaded N Israel in 734-732 bc Kedesh, being on the route S from Hazor, was one of the first cities to fall to him (2 Ki. 15:29). It was the scene of the great battle fought between the Maccabees and Demetrius (I Macc. 11:63, 73). Kedesh is the modern Teil Kude-ish, NW of Lake Huleh, where soundings and sur-face finds show it to have been occupied during the early and late Bronze Ages.

2.    A town of Issachar given to Gershonite Levites (1 Ch. 6:72). Its place is taken by Kishion in the list of Jos. 21:28. It is identified with the modern Teil Abu Qedes, SSW of Megiddo. See NEAEHL,

p. 860.

3.    A town in S Judah near the Edomite border (Jos. 15:23), probably to be identified with Kadesh Barne’a, so 2 Kadesh.

Bibliography. Excavations and Researches, 1973 (Teil Aviv), pp. 93-122.    d.j.w.

KEILAH (Heb. qe'iläh). A town in the Shephelah (Jos. 15:43), probably Kelti of Amarna Letters 279-280. 290 (ANET, pp. 289, 487). In Saul’s time, David relieved it from a Philistine attack, but found Saul’s influence too strong for his safety (1 Sa. 23). At the Restoration its territory formed two districts (Ne. 3:17f.). Khirbet Qila, on a hill 10 km E of Beit Guvrin, commands the ascent to Hebron S from Socoh, in the valley between the Shephelah and the hills.    j.p.u.l.

KENATH (Heb. q'näl, ‘possession’). A city in N Transjordan taken from the Amorites by ’Nobah, who gave it his name (Nu. 32:42), and later taken by ‘Geshur and Aram (1 Ch. 2:23). The name ap-pears in several Egyp. texts of the 2nd millennium (cf. LOB, index). It is usually identified with the extensive ruins at Qanawät, some 25 km NE of Bozrah; but see F.-M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 2, p. 417, and M. Noth, Numbers, p. 241 (cf PJB 37, 1941, pp. 80-81), who prefers a location W or NW of modern Amman, comparing Jdg. 8:11.

J.D.D.

G.I.D.

15:17; Jdg. 1:13; 3:9, 11; 1 Ch. 4:13). 3. A grandson of Caleb (1 Ch. 4:15). Uknaz (Avmg.) results t'rom Heb. word Ibr ‘and’ being read as part of the name of Kenaz.    r.a.h.g.

KENITES. The Kenites were a Midianite tribe (Nu. 10:29; Jdg. 1:16; 4:11). The name means ‘smith’, and the presence of copper SE of the Gulf of Aqabah, the Kenite-Midianite region, confirms this Interpretation. The Kenites first appear as in-habitants of patriarchal Canaan (Gn. 15:19). Sub-sequently Moses becomes son-in-law of Reuel (Ex. 2:18), and invites Hobab his son to accompany the Israelites, coveting his nomadic skill (Nu. 10:29). Kenites accompanied Judah into their inheritance (Jdg. 1:16; 1 Sa. 27:10). They were spared by Saul in his Amalekite war (1 Sa. 15:6), and David culti-vated their friendship (1 Sa. 30:29). The Rechabites were of Kenite stock (1 Ch. 2:55), and were prominent in post-exilic times (Ne. 3:14).

The ‘Kenite hypothesis’ gives this Midianite clan importance in the religion of Israel. It purports to answer the question: Where did Moses learn the name Yahweh? Rejecting pre-Mosaic knowledge of the name in Israel, some reply that he learnt the name from Jethro, the Kenite-Midianite. The later Yahwistic zeal of the Rechabite-Kenites cannot support this theory: it is not unknown for converts to be more zealous than traditional believers! Nor does Jethro’s sacrifice (Ex. 18:12) bear the weight placed upon it, that Jethro was instructing Moses how Yahweh should be worshipped, for the chap-ter shows him as the learner, led to faith by Moses’ testimony (v. 11). Apart, therefore, from the un-convincing Observation that ‘the Kenites were the smiths of the ancient nomad tribes, ... and un-doubtedly Yahweh is a fire-god’ (Oesterley and Robinson, History of Israel, 1, p. 92), the sole Support of the Kenite hypothesis is that their ancestor Cain bore the mark of Yahweh (Gn. 4:15). This hypothesis is advocated, e.g., by L. Koehler, Old Testament Theology, p. 45; contested by M. Buber, Moses, p. 94. The testimony of Genesis is that the name Yahweh was known to the Patriarchs, and indeed from the earliest times (Gn. 4:1, 26). The hypothesis is a fruit of the application of docu-mentary analysis, and well merits being called ‘the acme of liberal inventiveness’ (U. E. Simon, A Theology of Salvation, 1953, p. 88).

Bibliography. H. H. Rowley, From Moses to Qumran, 1963, pp. 48ff.; Joseph to Joshua, 1950, pp. 149fT.; Y. Kaufmann, The Religion of Israel, 1961, pp. 242flF.    j.a.m.

The Kenizzites are mentioned in Gn. 15:19 with nine other nations as occupying the land promised to Abraham; this, apparently defined in terms of settlements made after his time, included the Negeb but no part of Edom proper (cf Dt. 2:5).

J.P.U.L.

KENOSIS. This Gk. term is formed from the verb heauton ekenösen, ‘he emptied himself’, which the av of Phil. 2:7 renders ‘he made himself of no reputation’. As a substantive it is used, in the tech-nical sense, of the Christological theory which sets out ‘to show how the Second Person of the Trinity could so enter into human life as that there resulted the genuinely human experience which is described by the evangelists’ (H. R. Mackintosh). In its classic form this Christology goes back no farther than the middle of the last Century, to Thomasius of Erlangen in Germany.

The essence of the original kenotic view is stated clearly by J. M. Creed. ‘The Divine Logos by His Incarnation divested Himself of His divine attrib-utes of omniscience and omnipotence, so that in His incarnate life the Divine Person is revealed and solely revealed through a human consciousness’ (art. ‘Recent Tendencies in English Christology’ in Mysterium Christi, ed. Bell and Deissmann, 1930, p. 133). This Christological Statement is open to damaging theological objections; and, on exe-getical grounds too, there is little support for it.

The verb kenoun means simply ‘to empty’. In the literal sense it is used, for example, of Rebekah’s emptying the water from her pitcher into the trough (Gn. 24:20, lxx: the verb is exekenösen). In Je. 14:2; 15:9 the lxx uses the verb kenoun to render the pu'al oCämal, which the rv translates as ‘lan-guish’; and this translation points to a meta-phorical usage which prepares the way for the Interpretation of the Philippians text. The use of kenoun there in the active voice is unique in the NT, and the whole phrase with the reflexive is not only un-Pauline but un-Greek too. This fact Supports the Suggestion that the phrase is a rendering into Gk. of a Sem. original, the linguistic solecism being explained by the literal translation from one language into another. Recent scholars (H. W. Robinson, J. Jeremias) have found this original in Is. 53:12: ‘He poured out his soul to death’. On this reading of Phil. 2:7, the ‘kenosis’ is not that of his incarnation but the final surrender of his life, in utter self-giving and sacrifice, on the cross. Even if this novel interpretation is regarded as somewhat forced (for a critique, see R. P. Martin, Carmen Christi, 1967, ch. 7) it puts us on the right track. The words ‘he emptied himself’ in the Pauline con-text say nothing about the abandonment of the divine attributes, and to that extent the kenotic theory is an entire misunderstanding of the scrip-tural words. Linguistically the self-emptying is to be interpreted in the light of the words which im-mediately follow. It refers to the ‘pre-incarnate re-nunciation coincident with the act of “taking the form of a servant”’ (V. Taylor, The Person of Christ in New Testament Teaching, 1958, p. 77). His taking of the servant’s form involved the necessary limitation of the glory which he laid aside that he might be born ‘in the likeness of men’. That glory of his pre-existent oneness with the Father (see Jn. 17:5, 24) was his because from all eternity he ex-isted ‘in the form of God’ (Phil. 2:6). It was con-cealed in the ‘form of a servant’ which he took when he assumed our nature and appeared in our likeness; and with the acceptance of our humanity he took also his destiny as the Servant of the Lord who humbled himself to the sacrifice of himself at Calvary. The ‘kenosis’ then began in his Father’s presence with his preincarnate choice to assume our nature; it led inevitably to the final obedience of the cross when he did, to the füllest extent, pour out his soul unto death (see Rom. 8:3; 2 Cor. 8:9; Gal. 4:4-5; Heb. 2:14-16; 10:5fif ).

Bibliography. The füllest modern treatment of the kenosis doctrine, both historically and theo-logically, is that by P. Henry, art. ‘Kenose’ in DBS, Fase. 24, 1950, cols. 7-161; D. G. Dawe, The Form of a Servant, 1964; T. A. Thomas, EQ 42, 1970, pp. 142-151. For a modern theological discussion, see R. S. Anderson, Historical Tran-scendence and the Reality of God, 1975.

R.P.M.

KERCHIEFS (av trans. of Heb. mispähöt, only in plur. Ezk. 13:18, 21, rsv ‘veils’). A word associated with the practice of divination, and found in this obscure passage. Some understand the word as de-noting long drapes or coverings put over the heads of those who consulted false prophetesses. These coverings for ‘persons of every stature’ reached down to the feet, and were connected with the introduction of the wearer into the magical circle. Others suggest that the word means a close-fitting cap (cf. Heb. säpah, ‘to join’), which also fulfuls the condition of certain forms of divination or sorcery that the head should be covered. See also *Amu-lets, * Magic and Sorcery,II. b; and, for full discussion of the context and possible interpretations,

G. A. Cooke, Ezekiel, ICC, 1936, pp. 144ff.

J.D.D.

KEREN-HAPPUCH (Heb. qeren happük ‘paint-horn’, i.e. ‘beautifier’; lxx Amaltheias keras). The name given to the third and youngest daughter of Job after his prosperity had been restored (Jb. 42:14). For discussion of the name, ’Cosmetics AND PERFUMERY, III.a.    J.D.D.

KERIOTH. 1. A town in the extreme S of Judah, known also as Kerioth-hezron or Hazor, possibly the modern Khirbet el-Qaryatein (Jos. 15:25). 2. A city of Moab (Je. 48:24), formerly fortified (Je. 48:41), and possessing palaces (Am. 2:2). Probably EI-Qereiyat, S of Ataroth. Some writers identify it with Ar, the ancient Capital of Moab, because when Ar is listed among Moabite towns Kerioth is omitted (Is. 15-16), and vice versa (Je. 48). There was a sanctuary there for Chemosh, to which Mesha dragged Arel the chief of Ataroth. (* Moabite Stone.)    j.a.t.

present, rsv translates as ‘piece of money’, but neb as ‘sheep’.    j.g.g.n.

KETURAH (Heb. q'türä, ‘perfumed one’). Abra-ham’s second wife after the death of Sarah who bore him Zimran, Jokshan, Medan, Midian, Ishbak and Shuah, who in their turn became the ancestors of a number of N Arabian peoples (Gn. 25:1-4; 1 Ch. 1:32-33). (*Arabia.)

Bibliography. J. A. Montgomery, Arabia and the Bible, 1934, pp. 42-45.    t.C.m.

KEY (Heb. mapteah, ‘opener’; Gk. kleis, ‘key’). In its literal sense the word is found only in Jdg. 3:25; the key was ‘a flat piece of wood furnished with pins corresponding to holes in a hollow bolt. The bolt was on the inside, shot into a socket in the doorpost and fastened by pins which feil into the holes in the bolt from an upright piece of wood (the lock) attached to the inside of the door. To unlock the door one put one’s hand in by a hole in the door (cf. Ct. 5:4) and raised the pins in the bolt by means of the corresponding pins in the key’ (F. F. Bruce in NBCR, p. 260). The more usual biblical sense of the word is a Symbol of power and authority (e.g. Mt. 16:19; Rev. 1:18; Is. 22:22).

See also * Power of the Keys.    j.d.d.

KIBROTH-HATTAAVAH (Heb. qibröt hatta"wä, ‘graves of craving’). A camp of the Israelites a day’s journey from the wilderness of Sinai. There the people, having craved flesh to eat and been sent quails by the Lord, were overtaken by plague, which caused many fatalities (Nu. 11:31-34; 33:16; Dt. 9:22; cf. Ps. 78:27-31). Some have suggested that the incident at Taberah (Nu. 11:1-3) had the same location as that at Kibroth-hattaavah, but Dt. 9:22 seems to argue against this. Grollenberg makes an identification with Ruweis el-Ebeirig, NE of Mt Sinai.    j.d.d.

KIDNEYS. In the rsv the Heb. word Idläyöt is translated by ‘kidneys’ when it refers to the phys-ical organ of sacrificial beasts, principally in Le-viticus (3:4; 4:9; 7:4, etc.). The practice was that the two kidneys, together with the fat and part of the liver, were burnt on the altar as Yahweh’s portion, while the worshippers no doubt consumed the rest. The kidneys along with the blood and other internal organs were held to contain the life, and the kidneys were regarded as a choice portion, perhaps because of their coating of fat; cf. Dt. 32:14, where the rsv translates heleb Idlayöt, lit. ‘fat of the kidneys of’, as ‘the finest of’ (the wheat).

The same Heb. word is translated variously where it refers, generally figuratively, to the human Organs, which were held to possess psychical func-tions. rsv renders it as ‘the heart’ which is ‘troubled’ (Jb. 19:27; Ps. 73:21), and ‘tried’ by God (Je. 11:20). In Pr. 23:16 rsv uses ‘soul’, which ‘re-joices’. In NT Gk. nephros (lit. kidneys) occurs once, but rsv renders ‘mind’ (Rev. 2:23).

The parallelism reveals how the heart and the other internal organs (* Bowels, * Heart) were held to be the centre of the personality and will, without clear distinction between them.

The reference to the Idlayöl (rsv ‘heart’) in-structing one (Ps. 16:7) (with a parallel in the Ras

Shamra texts, ‘his inwards instruct him’) is a fur-ther similar usage, with which compare the late Jewish concept that one kidney prompts a man to do good and the other prompts him to do evil (TJ, Berakhoth 61a).    b.o.b.

KIDRON. The brook Kidron, the modern Wadi en-Nar, is a torrent-bed, which begins to the N of Jerusalem, passes the Temple mount and the Mount of Olives en route to the Dead Sea, which it reaches by way of the wilderness of Judaea. Its modern name means ‘the Fire wadi’, and this bears witness to the fact that it is dry and sun-baked for most of the year. Only for short periods during the rainy seasons is it filled with water. It was also called ‘the Valiey of *Jehoshaphat’

On the W side of the Kidron there is a spring known as the Gihon (‘Gusher’) or ‘Virgin’s Foun-tain’, the flow of which was artificially diverted under Hezekiah’s Orders to serve the needs of Jerusalem and to protect its water-supply from the enemy. This was the latest of several tunnels and shafts connected with the spring.

As its name would suggest, the water does not come through in a steady flow, but accumulates Underground in a reservoir and breaks out from time to time. In 1880 a Heb. inscription was found in which information was recorded about the making of Hezekiah’s tunnel (* Siloam). For the archaeology, see K. M. Kenyon, Digging up Jerusalem, 1974, pp. 84-89, 151-159.

David passed over the brook Kidron on his way out of Jerusalem during Absalom’s revolt (2 Sa. 15:23). The reforming kings, such as Asa, Heze-kiah and Josiah, used the valiey as a place of de-struction where heathen idols, altars, etc., were burnt or ground to powder (1 Ki. 15:13, etc.). It seems to be taken as one of the boundaries of Jerusalem in 1 Ki. 2:37 and Je. 31:40.

Some suggest a reference to the Kidron in Ezk. 47, where the prophet sees a stream of water issu-ing from the threshold of the Temple and pursuing its way towards the Dead Sea, making the land fertile in the process. See especially G. Adam Smith, The Historical Geography of the Holy Land, 1931, pp. 51 Off".; W. R. Farmer, ‘The Geography of Ezekiel’s River of Life’, BA 19, 1956, pp. 17ff. That Ezekiel was thinking of the filling-up of the dry bed of the Kidron by the healing stream of water seems probable, but cannot be maintained with any degree of certainty.    g.w.g.

the father’s house (bei ’äb), and also the house of the fathers (bei ’öböt). Indeed, at times the whole of Israel was called a family.

A picture of tribal relationships which is more or less Contemporary with the patriarchs comes from the Middle Bronze Age society at *Mari on the Euphrates. Here semi-nomadic and urban peoples of the same general stock lived side by side in a dimorphic society. The village-pastoral group were not marauding peoples but sheep-breeders who moved their encampments periodically in search of water and pastures, living in tents but settling at times. These peoples were tribally organ-ized into ‘paternal houses’ or ‘families’ (bit abim\ cf. bei äb in Gn. 12:1, etc.). Recent studies provide several detailed comparisons between Mari and the patriarchal society. The texts from Mari provide literary evidence for such a comparison.

The word brother ('äh) also connoted various things. In its simplest meaning it referred to those who had common parents. In polygamous Israel there were many brothers who had only a common father. These too were brothers, though the brotherhood was not the same as that of men who had a common mother. Thus in Gn. 42:4 there are two kinds of brothers, full and half. The full brother was defined by the phrase ‘his brother, Benjamin, his mother’s son’ (Gn. 43:29). However, the term extended as far as the feeling of con-sanguinity extended. Wherever there was a family there were brothers, for all were bearers of kinship (Gn. 24:4, 27, 38; Jdg. 14:3). At times all Israelites were called brothers (Ex. 2:11; Lv. 10:6; 2 Sa. 19:41-42).

There were limits to the closeness of relationship permitted when a man came to seek a wife. Abraham would seek a wife for his son Isaac from his kindred (mispähä) and from his father’s house (bei ’äb), not from the daughters of Canaan (Gn. 24:38, 40). She had to be someone of the same flesh and blood. But she could not be of such close relationship as a sister, mother, child’s daughter, etc. The forbidden areas are defined in Lv. 18.

There were significant obligations laid on kins-men. Among the more important we may mention the following.

Since a woman, married to a man, would nor-mally have the privilege of bearing his son and heir, in the case of the untimely death of the husband without a son, the law of levirate (Lat. levir, ‘hus-band’s brother’) *marriage came into force, and progeny was raised up to the dead man who had died ‘without a name in Israel’ by his next of kin (Dt. 25:5-10). There is a good illustration of this in the book of Ruth.

Then in the matter of inheritance, a man’s prop-erty was normally passed on to his son or sons. Failing these, it went to his daughters, and then in Order to his brethren, to his father’s brethren, and finally to his kinsman who was nearest to him (Nu. 27:1-11).

Again it was obligatory on a kinsman to redeem the property of a fellow-kinsman who had fallen into the hands of creditors (Lv. 25:25fT).

In the special circumstances where a man’s life was taken by another, since this was part of the life of the family, an Obligation rested on the son, or the brother, or the next of kin in Order, to take vengeance (cf. Gn. 9:5-6). Where kinship ends, there is no longer any * avenger (gö’ei).
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Shiloh (1 Sa. 1:3; 4:13); Samuel was a non-hereditary leader (after the style of Moses and Joshua) who, after the destruction of Shiloh, judged Israel from several places which he visited in circuit (7:!5f). Finally, Samuel became the king-maker of Israel, though at the insistence of the people (1 Sa. 8:4ff.). This seems to have been regarded as a measure of apostasy from the the-ocracy (1 Sa. 8:7). The request was probably made largely in view of the continual Philistine threat, necessitating a sustained army (8:20), and Saui’s success as a warrior was his main qualification for the role as the first king of Israel. Under his reign, however, Samuel, while he lived, preserved the re-ligious leadership (1 Sa. 13:9ff.), and Saul never quite established his position, nor his dynasty.

III. Development under David

David, however, was eminently successful, and was ever afterwards regarded as the ideal king. He established a dynasty that lasted for over 400 years, until the break-up of the state in 587 bc. The Security of David’s dynasty seems to have been based largely on what has been called the Davidic coven-ant (Ps. 132:1 lf.). The Capital city, centrally situ-ated between what became later the N and S States, was Jerusalem (2 Sa. 5:5ff.). It may be that David assumed something of the role of priest-king after the style of the Jebusite kings, whose priesthood apparently dated back to the time of Abraham (Gn. 14:17ff.; Ps. 110), since he seems to have taken a lead in the cult (2 Sa. 6:13ff.; cf. also 1 Ki. 8:5).

The Davidic covenant may have been an exten-sion of the Mosaic covenant, particularly if G. E. Mendenhall is right in suggesting that the form of the Mosaic covenant was analogous to Hittite treaty patterns. Under these a Hittite overlord granted an enduring dynasty to his vassal, if the vassal king was a relation, but otherwise he was always personally responsible for the appointment of a successor. The reference to the king as the son of God (Ps. 2:6-7) and the promise to maintain the dynasty in terms of the covenant (1 Ki. 9:4-5) make the Suggestion easily credible.

The main responsibility of the king was the maintenance of righteousness (Is. 11:1^); Je. 33:15), possibly signified by the possession of the testimonies or law or törä (Dt. 17:18ff.; 1 Sa. 10:25; 1 Ki. 9:4ff.; 2 Ki. 11:12), with the duty not only to act asjudge (I Ki. 3:28) but to preserve justice and proclaim the law (2 Ki. 23:2; cf. 2 Ch. 17:7ff.; cf also Jdg. 17:6).

But many of the kings were wicked themselves and encouraged injustice and wickedness to flour-ish, not only in the schismatic N kingdom but in the S too (1 Ki. 14:16; 2 Ki. 21:16). The reform under Josaiah (2 Ki. 22-23) may have been an at-tempt to revive the Mosaic precepts in connection with the Davidic covenant, but it was above all the prophetic movement which povided a check upon the waywardness of the kings (2 Sa. 12:1 ff.; I Ki. 18:17-18; Je. 26:1 ff.) (*Prophecy; see also IV, below).

It will be noticed that several so-called Mes-sianic passages have been applied above to the Davidic dynasty (Pss. 2; 110; 132; Is. 11:1-4; Je. 33:15), and it is the considered view of many modern scholars that this is their primary reference, the psalms referred to being, among others, probably coronation psalms used in the Jerusalem Temple. The failure of the kings to live up to the ideal, however, tended to cast the hope for a righteous ruler more and more into the future. With the fall of the S kingdom, and later the failure of the Dav-idic prince, Zerubbabel (1 Ch. 3:19; Hg. 2:23; Mt. 1:12) to restore the dynasty on the throne of the post-exilic state, the expectation crystallized into what is technically known as the Messianic hope, though many scholars believe it began earlier. (♦Messiah.)

IV.    The king’s ministers

But it should be noted that the prophets were not apparently appointed by the king, though the priests were (1 Ki. 2:27). Both officiated in the installation of a king (1:34), but the prophet sometimes took the greater initiative, especially with a change of dynasty, as in the N kingdom (1 Ki. 19:16). Other servants of the king were the Commander of the army (2 Sa. 19:13); the sec-retary (2 Sa. 8:17; 2 Ki. 12:10), and the recorder, plus sundry others (1 Ki. 4:3ff.). The recorder (mazkir, literally one who causes to remember) was perhaps connected with the chronicling of state events (cf. 2 Ki. 21:25), or the term may signify the advisory and executive Position of a prime minister or grand vizier. Another possibil-ity is that it was a vocal office, parallel to the Egyp. whm.w, ‘court announcer’ or ‘king’s herald'.

V.    Later devclopments

Düring the period 104—37 bc certain of the Mac-cabean high priests assumed the title of king, and some were proclaimed as the fulfilment of the Messianic hope, but it is essentially the message of the NT that this hope was fulfilled only in Jesus Christ (Mt. 1:1-17; 21:5, with which compare Zc. 9:9 and the coronation procedure in the case of Solomon, 1 Ki. 1:33; also Jn. 1:49). Jesus’ message began with the proclamation, ‘The kingdom of God is at hand’ (Mk. 1:15), and announced to the Pharisees that the kingdom was in their midst (Lk. 17:21). He pointed out that it was not a kingdom of this world (Jn. 18:36), and so was not on the same plane as that of the Roman governor, Pilate, or of Herod, the Idumaean king of Judah and vassal of Rome (cf. Mt. 2:16).

Though the word tramslated ‘kingdom’ (basileia) is used in the sense of realm or domain (Mt. 12:25), the dominant sense is ‘sovereignty’ or ‘kingly rule’. The sovereignty of God is absolute, but not recognized by s inful man, who thus merits destruction. The ‘gospel of the kingdom of God’ means that men are given an opportunity to receive the kingdom by repentance and faith (Mk. 1:15). This is achieved through Christ the Messiah-King, to whom every knee must bow, whether in willing loyalty or under judgment (Rom. 14:10-11; Phil. 2:9-11).

The rule of earthly kings is limited, and Christ Claims the first allegiance (Mt. 6:33). His subjects are delivered from the power of darkness (Col. 1:13), and thus are set free to live righteously (Rom. 14:17). Christ’s kingdom is an everlasting kingdom (2 Pet. 1:11), but yet to be consummated (Lk. 22:16; 1 Cor. 15:24-28). (♦ Kingdom of God.)
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BOB.

KINGDOM OF GOD, KINGDOM OF HEAVEN. The kingdom of heaven or kingdom of God is the central theme of Jesus’ preaching, ac-cording to the Synoptic Gospels. While Matthew, who addresses himself to the Jews, speaks for the most part of the ‘kingdom of heaven’, Mark and Luke speak of the ‘kingdom of God’, which has the same meaning as the ‘kingdom of heaven’, but was more intelligible to non-Jews. The use of ‘kingdom of heaven’ in Matthew is certainly due to the tendency in Judaism to avoid the direct use of the name of God. In any case no distinction in sense is to be assumed between the two expressions (cf, e.g, Mt. 5:3 with Lk. 6:20).

I. In John the Baptist

John the Baptist first comes forward with the an-nouncement that the kingdom of heaven is at hand (Mt. 3:2) and Jesus takes this message over from him (Mt. 4:17). The expression ‘kingdom of heaven’ (Heb. mal'külsämayim) originales with the late-Jewish expectation of the future in which it denoted the decisive intervention of God, ardently expected by Israel, to restore his people’s fortunes and liberate them from the power of their enemies. The coming of the kingdom is the great perspective of the future, prepared by the coming of the * Messiah, which paves the way for the kingdom of God.

By the time of Jesus the development of this eschatological hope in Judaism had taken a great variety of forms, in which now the national elem-ent and now the cosmic and apocalyptic element is prominent. This hope goes back to the proclamation in OT prophecy concerning both the restor-ation of David’s throne and the coming of God to renew the world. Although the OT has nothing to say of the eschatological kingdom of heaven in so many words, yet in the Psalms and prophets the future manifestation of God’s royal sovereignty belongs to the most central concepts of OT faith and hope. Here too various elements achieve prominence, as may be clearly seen from a com-parison of the earlier prophets with the prophecies regarding universal world-sovereignty and the emergence of the Son of man in the book of * Daniel.

When John the Baptist and, after him, Jesus himself proclaimed that the kingdom was at hand, this proclamation involved an awakening cry of sensational and universal significance. The long-expected divine turning-point in history, the great restoration, however it was conceived at the time, is proclaimed as being at hand. It is therefore of all the greater importance to survey the content of the NT preaching with regard to the coming of the kingdom.

In the preaching of John the Baptist prominence is given to the announcement of divine judgment as a reality which is immediately at hand. The axe is already laid to the root of the trees. God’s coming as King is above all eise a coming to purify, to sift, to judge. No-one can evade it. No privilege can buy exemption from it, not even the ability to Claim Abraham as one’s father. At the same time John the Baptist points to the coming One who is to follow him, whose forerunner he himself is. The coming One comes with the winnowing-fan in his hand. In view of his coming the people must repent and submit to baptism for the washing away of sins, so as to escape the coming wrath and partici-pate in the Salvation of the kingdom and the baptism with the Holy Spirit which will be poured out when it comes (Mt. 3:1-12).

II. In the teaching of Jesus

a. Present aspect

Jesus’ proclamation of the kingdom follows word for word on John’s, yet it bears a much more com-prehensive character. After John the Baptist had watched Jesus’ appearance for a considerable time, he began to be in doubt whether Jesus was, after all, the coming One whom he had announced (Mt. 11:2f). Jesus’ proclamation of the kingdom differs in two respects from that of the Baptist. In the first place, while it retains without qualification the an-nouncement of judgment and the call to repent-ance, it is the saving significance of the kingdom that Stands in the foreground. In the second place—and here is the pith and core of the matter—he announced the kingdom not just as a reality which was at hand, something which would appear in the immediate future, but as a reality which was already present, manifested in his own person and ministry. Although the places where Jesus speaks explicitly of the kingdom as being present are not numerous (see especially Mt. 12:28 and parallels), his whole preaching and ministry are marked by this dominant reality. In him the great future has already become ‘present time’.

This present aspect of the kingdom manifests itself in all sorts of ways in the person and deeds of Christ. It appears palpably and visibly in the Casting out of demons (cf. Lk. 11:20) and generally in Jesus’ miraculous power. In the healing of those who are demon-possessed it becomes evident that Jesus has invaded the house of ‘the strong man’, has bound him fast and so is in a position to plun-der his goods (Mt. 12:29). The kingdom of heaven breaks into the domain of the evil one. The power of Satan is broken. Jesus sees him fall like lightning from heaven. He possesses and bestows power to trample on the dominion of the enemy. Nothing can be impossible for those who go forth into the world, invested with Jesus’ power, as witnesses of the kingdom (Lk. 10:18f). The whole of Jesus’ miraculous activity is the proof of the coming of the kingdom. What many prophets and righteous men desired in vain to see—the breaking in of the great epoch of salvation—the disciples can now see and hear (Mt. 13:16; Lk. 10:23). When John the Baptist sent his disciples to ask, ‘Are you he who is to come, or shall we look for another?’ they were shown the wonderful works done by Jesus, in which, according to the promise of prophecy, the kingdom was already being manifested: the blind were enabled to see, the lame to walk, the deaf to hear; lepers were being cleansed and dead people raised to life, and the gospel was being proclaimed to the poor (Mt. 11:2fF.; Lk. 7:18fT). Also in the last of these—the proclamation of the gospel—the breaking through of the kingdom is seen. Since salvation is announced and offered as a gift already available to the poor in spirit, the hungry and the mourners, the kingdom is theirs. So too the for-giveness of sins is proclaimed, not merely as a future reality to be accomplished in heaven, nor merely as a present possibility, but as a dispensa-tion offered today, on earth, through Jesus himself;

‘Son, daughter, your sins are forgiven; for the Son of man has power on earth to forgive sins’ (see Mk. 2:1-12, et passim).

As appears clearly from this last-quoted word of power, all this is founded on the fact that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God. The kingdom has come in him and with him; he is the auto-basileia. Jesus’ self-revelation as the Messiah, the Son of man and Servant of the Lord, constitutes both the mystery and the unfolding of the whole gospel.

It is impossible to explain these sayings of Jesus about himself in a future sense, as some have wished to do, as though he referred to himself only as the future * Messiah, the Son of man who was to be expected on a coming day on the clouds of heaven. For however much this future revelation of the kingdom remains an essential element in the content of the gospel, we cannot mistake the fact that in the Gospels Jesus’ Messiahship is present here and now. Not only is he proclaimed as such at his baptism and on the Mount of Transfiguration—as the beloved and elect One of God (plain Messianic designations)—but he is also en-dowed with the Holy Spirit (Mt. 3:16) and invested with full divine authority (Mt. 21:27); the Gospel is full of his declarations of absolute authority, he is presented as the One sent by the Father, the One who has come to fulfil what the prophets foretold. In his coming and teaching the Scripture is fulfilled in the ears of those who listen to him (Lk. 4:21). He came not to destroy but to fulfil (Mt. 5:17fT), to announce the kingdom (Mk. 1:38), to seek and to save the lost (Lk. 19:10), to serve others, and to give his life a ransom for many (Mk. 10:45). The secret of belonging to the kingdom lies in belong-ing to him (Mt. 7:23; 25:41). In brief, the person of Jesus as the Messiah is the centre of all that is announced in the gospel concerning the kingdom. The kingdom is concentrated in him in its present and future aspects alike.

b. Future aspect

There is a future aspect as well. For although it is clearly stated that the kingdom is manifested here and now in the gospel, so also is it shown that as yet it is manifested in this world only in a pro-visional manner. That is why the proclamation of its present activity in the words, The blind receive their sight; the dead are raised; the poor have good news preached to them’, is followed by the warn-ing: ‘Blessed is he who takes no oflfence at me’ (Mt. 11:6; Lk. 7:23). The ‘offence’ lies in the hidden character of the kingdom in this epoch. The mir-acles are still tokens of another order of reality than the present one; it is not yet the time when the demons will be delivered to eternal darkness (Mt. 8:29). The gospel of the kingdom is still revealed only as a seed which is being sown. ln the parables of the sower, the seed growing secretly, the tares among the wheat, the mustard seed, the leaven, it is about this hidden aspect of the kingdom that Jesus instructs his disciples. The Son of man himself, invested with all power by God, the One who is to come on the clouds of heaven, is the Sower who sows the Word of God. He is depicted as a man dependent upon others: the birds, the thorns, human beings, can partially frustrate his work. He has to wait and see what will come of his seed. Indeed, the hiddenness of the kingdom is deeper still: the King himself comes in the form of a slave. The birds of the air have nests, but the Son of man (Dn. 7:13) has no place to lay his head. In order to receive everything, he must first of all give up everything. He must give his life as a ransom; as the sufTering Servant of the Lord of Is. 53, he must be numbered with the transgressors. The kingdom has come; the kingdom will come. But it comes by the way of the cross, and before the Son of man exercises his authority over all the kingdoms of the earth (Mt. 4:8; 28:18) he must tread the path of obedience to his Father in Order thus to fulfil all righteousness (Mt. 3:15). The manifestation of the kingdom has therefore a history in this world. It must be proclaimed to every creature. Like the wonderful seed, it must sprout and grow, no man knows how (Mk. 4:27). It has an inward power by which it makes its way through all sorts of obs-tacles and advances over all; for the field in which the seed is sown is the world (Mt. 13:38). The gospel of the kingdom goes forth to all nations (Mt. 28:19), for the King of the kingdom is also Lord of the Spirit. His resurrection brings in a new aeon; the preaching of the kingdom and the King reaches out to the ends of the earth. The decision has already come to pass; but the fulfilment still recedes into the future. What at first appears to be one and the same coming of the kingdom, what is announced as one indivisible reality, at hand and at close quarters, extends itself to cover new periods of time and far distances. For the frontiers of this kingdom are not coterminous with Israel’s bound-aries or history: the kingdom embraces all nations and fills all ages until the end of the world comes.

III. Kingdom and church

The kingdom is thus related to the history of the church and of the world alike. A Connection exists between kingdom and church, but they are not identical, even in the present age. The kingdom is the whole of God’s redeeming activity in Christ in this world; the church is the assembly of those who belong to Jesus Christ. Perhaps one could speak in terms of two concentric circles, of which the church is the smaller and the kingdom the larger, while Christ is the centre of both. This relation of the church to the kingdom can be formulated in all kinds of ways. The church is the assembly of those who have accepted the gospel of the kingdom in faith, who participate in the Salvation of the kingdom, which includes the forgiveness of sins, adop-tion by God, the indwelling of the Holy Spirit, the possession of eternal life. They are also those in whose life the kingdom takes visible form, the light of the world, the salt of the earth; those who have taken on themselves the yoke of the kingdom, who live by their King’s commandments and learn from him (Mt. 11:28-30). The church, as the organ of the kingdom, is called to confess Jesus as the Christ, to the missionary task of preaching the gospel in the world; she is also the community of those who wait for the coming of the kingdom in glory, the servants who have received their Lord’s talents in prospect of his return. The church re-ceives her whole Constitution from the kingdom, on all sides she is beset and directed by the revela-tion, the progress, the future coming of the kingdom of God, without at any time being the kingdom herseif or even being identified with it.

Therefore the kingdom is not confined within the frontiers of the church. Christ’s Kingship is supreme above all. Where it prevails and is ac-knowdedged, not only is the individual human being set free, but the whole pattem of life is changed: the curse of the demons and fear of hos-tile powers disappears. The change which Christi-anity brings about among peoples dominated by nature-religions is a proof of the comprehensive, all-embracing significance of the kingdom. It works not only outwardly like a mustard seed but inwardly like leaven. It makes its way into the world with its redeeming power. The last book of the Bible, which portrays Christ’s Kingship in the history of the world and its advancing momentum right to the end, especially illuminates the antith-esis between the triumphant Christ-King (cf., e.g., Rev. 5:1 ff.) and the power of Satan and antichrist, which still survives on earth and contends against Christ and his church. However much the kingdom invades world-history with its blessing and deliver-ance, however much it presents itself as a saving power against the tyranny of gods and forces in-imical to mankind, it is only through a final and universal crisis that the kingdom, as a visible and all-conquering reign of peace and salvation, will bring to full fruition the new heaven and the new earth.

IV.    In the rest of the New Testament

The expression ‘kingdom of heaven’ or ‘kingdom of God’ does not appear so frequently in the NT outside the Synoptic Gospels. This is, however, simply a matter of terminology. As the indication of the great revolution in the history of salvation which has already been inaugurated by Christ’s coming, and as the expected consummation of all the acts of God, it is the central theme of the whole NT revelation of God.

V.    In theological thought

As regards the conception of the kingdom of heaven in theology, this has been powerfully sub-jected to all kinds of influences and viewpoints during the various periods and trends of theological thought. In Roman Catholic theology a dis-tinctive feature is the identification of the kingdom of God and the church in the earthly dispensation, an identification which is principally due to Augus-tine’s influence. Through the ecclesiastical hier-archy Christ is actualized as King of the kingdom of God. The area of the kingdom is coterminous with the frontiers of the church’s power and authority. The kingdom of heaven is extended by the mission and advance of the church in the world.

In their resistance to the Roman Catholic hier-archy, the Reformers laid chief emphasis on the spiritual and invisible significance of the kingdom and readily (and wrongly) invoked Lk. 17:20f. in Support of this. The kingdom of heaven, that is to say, is a spiritual sovereignty which Christ exercises through the preaching of his word and the Operation of the Holy Spirit. While the Reformation in its earliest days did not lose sight of the kingdom’s great dimensions of saving history, the kingdom of God, under the influence of the Enlightenment and pietism, came to be increasingly conceived in an individualistic sense; it is the sovereignty of grace and peace in the hearts of men. In later liberal theology this conception developed in a moral-istic direction (especially under the influence of Kant): the kingdom of God is the kingdom of peace, love and righteousness. At first, even in pietism and sectarian circles, the expectation of the coming kingdom of God was maintained, without, however, making allowance for a positive significance of the kingdom for life in this world. Over against this more or less dualistic understanding of the kingdom we must distinguish the social con-ception of the kingdom which lays all the stress on its visible and communal significance. This con-ception is distinguished in some writers by a social radicalism (the ‘Sermon on the Mount’ Christian-ity of Tolstoy and others, or the ‘religious-social’ Interpretation of, e.g., Kutter and Ragaz in Swit-zerland), in others by the evolutionary belief in progress (the ‘social gospel’ in America). The coming of the kingdom consists in the forward march of social righteousness and communal development.

In contrast to these spiritualizing, moralistic and evolutionary interpretations of the kingdom, NT scholarship is rightly laying stress again on the original significance of the kingdom in Jesus’ preaching—a significance bound up with the his-tory of salvation and eschatology. While the foun-ders of this newer eschatological direction gave an extreme interpretation to the idea of the kingdom of heaven, so that there was no room left for the kingdom’s penetration of the present world-order (Johannes Weiss, Albert Schweitzer, the so-called ‘thoroughgoing’ eschatology), more attention has been paid latterly to the unmistakable present significance of the kingdom, while this significance has been brought within the perspective of the his-tory of salvation, the perspective of the progress of God’s dynamic activity in history, which has the final consummation as its goal.
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1

KENAZ. 1. A grandson of 2Esau and an ‘Edomite chief (Gn. 36:11, 15, 42). Some commenta-tors consider these vv. indicate Kenaz was the ancestor of the 2 Kenizzites. 2. The brother of

2

Caleb and father of ‘Othniel and ‘Seraiah (Jos.

KENIZZITES (Heb. q'nizzi). A leading Edomite family, tracing descent from Eliphaz, Esau’s eldest son (Gn. 36:11, 15, 42; 1 Ch. 1:36, 53). Part of them joined the Judahites; their contribution to Israels history is indicated in 1 Ch. 4:13ff. V. 15 is difficult; perhaps it read originally ‘... (names lost>1; these were the sons of Kenaz’. Caleb’s Ken-izzite descent is always expressed through Jephun-neh (Nu. 32:12, Jos. 14:6, 14). ‘Othniel, son of Kenaz’ may simply mean ‘Othniel, the Kenizzite’; otherwise, this Kenaz would have been Caleb’s younger brother, and Othniel his nephew. Caleb’s history implies that his family was well established in Judah before the Exodus (cf. Nu. 13:6); so it may have been Jephunneh’s ancestors who first joined the tribe.

KESITAH (Heb. q'sitä, probably ‘that which is weighed’, ‘a fixed weight’, from an Arab. word meaning ‘to divide, fix’). A unit of unknown value, evidently uncoined money used by the Patriarchs. lxx, Onkelos and Jerome render as ‘lambs’, early weights often being modelled in animal-forms (♦Weights and Measures). Possibly it may repre-sent the value of a sheep in silver. It occurs only in Gn. 33:19 and Jos. 24:32 of Jacob’s land-purchase at Shechem, and in Jb. 42:11 of a congratulatory

KIN, KINSMAN. Israel was originally tribal in nature. The idea was never entirely lost, although as the centuries passed the distinctions became less well marked, until today they have all but disap-peared (cf. Scots’ clans). Many of Israel’s family relationships are to be understood in terms of tribal customs known all over the world. Kinship consisted basically in the possession of a common blood and was strongest nearest to its origin in the father’s house, but it was not lost in the further reaches of family relationship. At the head of the family (mispähä) stood the father (’äb), a Word which expressed kinship and authority. The father founded a father’s house (bei äb), which was the smallest unit of a tribe. But the strong cohesion of the family extended upwards from the father to the fathers, and downwards from the father to the sons and daughters. Hence the term family could mean

KING, KINGSHIP. Heb. melek\ Gk. basileus. Both words are of obscure origin; the former, common to all Semitic languages, is possibly connected either with an Arab. root meaning ‘possess’ or an Assyr. and Aram. word meaning ‘counsel’. The latter is probably taken over from an early Aegean language.

The office was common in the Middle East from the earliest times, the general pattern apparently being of a ruler who held sway over a settled region, often centred on a city (Gn. 14:1-2; 20:1 ff.). His authority seems to have been hereditary (but cf. Gn. 36:31 ff.), and to have derived from the divine-king or god of the land (see J. A. Soggin, Protestantismo 17, 1962, pp. 85-89), often spoken of as the ancestor or father of the ruling king (e.g. Ras Shamra—Legend of King Keret). In Egypt the tendency was for the king or pharaoh to be regarded as identical with the god; in Assyria, rather as representing the god.

In classical Greek basileus denotes the legal hereditary ruler, guiding the life of the people by his justice or injustice, but contrasted with the tyrant or usurper. The king’s power is traced back to Zeus. Later, under Plato, we find a movement to-wards the idea of the king as ‘benefactor’, whose will is law, leading up to the idea of ‘divine-king’ in Alexander and the Caesars.

I.    Early ideas in Israel

In the history of Israel the early nomadic tribes were ruled by the clan Patriarch. Düring the Exodus from Egypt rule was exercised by Moses, succeeded by Joshua, in what was a virtual the-ocracy, with the non-hereditary leader-elected by divine call and acknowledged by the people, though not without some protest (Ex. 4:29ff; Nu. 16:1 ff.). When Israel first settled in Palestine the tribes were ruled largely by village fathers (Jdg. 11:5), who would call on a certain man to lead the militia against an enemy. Jephthah (Jdg. 11:9) de-manded that he be made ‘head’ if he took the lead in this way, but his son did not succeed him. Gideon was asked to rule (mälak) over Israel (8:22) and refused, but his son Abimelech seized a tem-porary and local kingship after him (9:6ff.). The book of Judges ends on a note of social chaos (chs. 19-21), and this is attributed to the lack of a king (19:1; 21:25).

II.    From Eli and Samuel

The following period was one of improvement under the religio-judicial lead of Eli and Samuel. Eli was chief priest at the central sanctuary in


KINGS, BOOKS OF. The closing part of the narrative which begins in Genesis and focuses on the story of Israel from her origins in Egypt to the ending of her political independence by the Baby-lonians. The division of the books of Kings from the books of Samuel is an artificial one, as is the further division of Kings itself into two books, which was introduced by the lxx.

I. Outline of contents

Kings consists of an account of the Israelite monarchy written from a theological perspective and taking the history from its high point in the united monarchy to its low point in the Exile.

(a) The reign of Solomon (1 Ki. 1 -11): his acces-sion (1-2), his successes (3-10), his failures (11).

(b)    The divided kingdom (1 Ki. 12-2 Ki. 17): Judah under Rehoboam, and the majority N tribes under Jeroboam who retain the title Israel, separate from each other. Israel comes under con-siderable pagan influence from the beginning and experiences many bloody coups before finally being exiled. Judah is less paganized, though only preserved because of Yahweh’s faithfulness to his promise to David. The prophets Elijah and Elisha are heavily involved, especially in the story of Israel.

(c)    The kingdom of Judah (2 Ki. 18-25): despite the reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah, the pagan-izing policy of Manasseh finally bears fruit in the fall of Judah too. But the conclusion of the books sounds a possible note of hope (25:27-30).

II. Origin

The last event to which Kings refers is the exiled king Jehoiachin’s release from prison in Babylon in 561 (2 Ki. 25:27), and clearly the books in their final form must come from after this time. There may be elsewhere hints of even later situations: notably, the dating of the building of the Temple (1 Ki. 6:1) perhaps reflects a chronological scheme which places that event midway between the Exodus and the rebuilding of the Temple after the Exile.

The main composition of the work is to be dated earlier, however. This may have been in the early years of the Exile (P. R. Ackroyd, Exile and Res-toration, OTL, 1968, ch. 5). Alternatively, it may have been after the release of Jehoiachin in 561 (R

K. Harrison, lOT, 1970, pp. 730f„ following M Noth). Another view dates the ‘first edition’ of Kings in the reign of Josiah (J. Gray, 1 and II Kings2, OTL, 1970). But while much of the material in Kings dates from long before the Exile, and some reflects its pre-exilic perspective, the evi-dence for an actual ‘first edition’ of Kings in the reign of Josiah, or for a pre-Deuteronomistic earlier version of the history, is scant.

Any pre- or post-exilic work on the books must have taken place in Palestine. Work during the exilic period itself might have taken place in Babylon or Palestine (the arguments for each location are discussed by Ackroyd, pp. 65-68, and by E. W. Nicholson, Preaching to the Exiles: A Study of the Prose Tradition in the Book of Jeremiah, 1970, pp, 117-122).

We do not know the name of the author(s) of Kings, though the group which was responsible for the work is often described as the ‘Deuterono-mists’. This description reflects the view that Kings is not merely the last part of the story begun in Genesis; it is more specifically the last part of the ‘Deuteronomistic history’, which begins with the book of Deuteronomy. On this view, the story from Joshua to Kings, known in the Hebrew Bible as the ‘Former Prophets’, has been written or edited as a whole to show how principles declared in Deuteronomy worked out in Israel’s history from the conquest, via the period of the judges and the united monarchy, to the Exile. The view usually presupposes a belief that Deuteronomy itself was written in the late pre-exilic period, though it need not involve this. It is to be noted, however, that the emphases of the Deuteronomic law by no means coincide with those of Kings. On the one side, the humanitarian, social and moral concerns of Deuteronomy are not reflected in Kings. Conversely, while Deuteronomy stresses the central sanctuary
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Chronological table of the kings of Israel.
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Chronological table of the kings of Judah.


(though without referring explicitly to Jerusalem) and refers to the monarchy (though without ascrib-ing to it the theological significance it receives in Judah), these do not have the paramount import-ance they receive in Kings.

III. Literary characteristics

The formal structure of Kings is provided by a reign-by-reign treatment of the history. Düring the period of the divided monarchy, the accounts of N and S kings are allowed to intenveave in Order to preserve a broadly chronological treatment. Each king is summarily described and evaluated accord-ing to a fairly consistent pattem, which may be perceived by examining the short accounts of the reign of Jehoshaphat (1 Ki. 22:41-50) or Amon (2 Ki. 21:19-26). Usually, however, this summary de-scription and evaluation is the framework within which other material is enclosed, so that its open-ing and closing elements may be separated by sev-eral chapters (see, e.g., the account of the reign of Hezekiah, 2 Ki. 18-20). Thus the accounts of Solomon, Rehoboam, Ahab, Jehoram, Jehu and Joash, for instance, include considerable narrative material centring on royal and political matters. Other narratives centre on prophets, especially Elijah, Elisha and Isaiah. Sometimes these prophets are involved in royal and political matters (revealingly, however, the Israelite king is not even named in 2 Ki. 5-7: he is not the real centre of interest). Other narratives concern the prophets’ personal lives and ministries (e.g. 2 Ki. 4). The ‘Deuteronomistic’ perspective of the work as a whole is expounded most systematically in Kings in an extensive theological comment which closes off the history of the N kingdom (2 Ki. 17).

Various views are held as to the historical value of Kings. Clearly it is no attempt to write ‘object-ive’ or ‘critical’ history of a post-Enlightenment kind. It is history with a message, and the events it relates are chosen in accordance with their rele-vance to the message. It is thus not a political history, and some periods of great political significance (such as the reign of Omri) are passed over relatively briefly because they are of little significance in relation to the writer’s concern with the history of Israel’s relationship with Yahweh.

Within the Deuteronomistic framework, however, material of recognized historical value is in-cluded. The summary frameworks refer the reader to ‘the book of the acts of Solomon’ and to the annals of the kings of Judah and of Israel for fur-ther information on the various reigns, and it seems likely that these were the sources of many of the bare historical facts passed on by Kings (such as the name of a king’s mother and the brief refer-ences to specific events). Complex chronological Problems are raised by the dates provided for the kings (one basic solution for these is provided by E. Thiele, The Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings\ 1965; cf. * Chronology of the OT). Beyond these royal annals, it is widely accepted that 1 Ki. 1-2 forms the original ending of an account of how Solomon came to the throne, which extends back at least to 2 Sa. 9. As for the other narratives incorporated into Kings, Gray (for instance) accepts the fundamental historical value both of the material more concerned with political and military events and that concerned with the prophets, though he regards the more personal stories about Elijah and Elisha in 1 Ki. 17 and 2

Ki. 1-6 as folk-loristic, in part simply because of the miraculous element in them. But the precise nature of the author’s sources, beyond the royal annals to which they actually refer, is not clear (cf. Gray, pp. 14-35). Considerable archaeological material from the Iron Age in Israel and Judah is relevant to Kings (‘Archaeology).

The authors’ method of composition means that their work is not a smooth literary whole, but it both gives us access to the material they pass on from their sources in a largely unredacted form, and impresses a degree of unity on the whole by the distinctive framework in which they set this material. Sometimes the source material, or the collected form of a section of the material, may fruitfully be treated by a literary critical approach, and this is likely to be a subject of increasing study (Semeia 3, 1975; 8, 1977).

The text of Kings in MT presents relatively few Problems. But the Qumran discoveries (comhined with evidence from Chronicles and the lxx) have implications for the state of the prt-MT textual traditions of Kings, as of other books (*Texts and Versions).

IV. Fmphases

(u) We have noted that Kings begins at the high point of the period covered by the Deuteronomistic history, the united monarchy. The fact that this is the high point reflects the importance of the Davidic monarchy and the Temple of Solomon. Yahweh’s commitment to David (2 Sa. 7:11-16) is offen referred to by Yahweh and by the narrator as the explanation for Yahweh’s faithfulness to Judah and to David’s successors (1 Ki. 6:12; 11:12-13, 36; 2 Ki. 8:19; 19:34), and David’s loyalty to Yahweh is frequently (and slightly surprisingly) a Standard by which later kings are judged (e.g. 1 Ki. 9:4; 2 Ki. 22:2). But the repercussions of one king’s reign in later times can also be negative: the sins of Manasseh are ultimately the cause of the Exile (2 Ki. 24:3-4). Thus the well-being of the people as a whole is tied up with the behaviour of the king (2 Ki. 21:11-15).

The building of the Temple is the climax of the opening chapters of Kings. 1 Ki. 8 focuses the Kings’ theology of the Temple, which is the dwelling-place of Yahweh’s name. W. Eichrodt (Theology of the OT, 2, 1967, pp. 23-45) sees Yahweh’s name as the most sophisticated OT form of ‘the spiritualization of the theophany’—a way of talking of the real revelatory presence of God without compromising his transcendence. The importance of the Temple makes it a crucial touchstone for the evaluation of the kings. Jeroboam I is condemned for devising alternative places and forms of worship for the N kingdom (1 Ki. 12-13), and his successors are condemned for continuing to have recourse to these. Josiah, the antitype to Jeroboam, appearing near the end of the story as Jeroboam appears near its beginning, is com-mended for his reform of temple worship and for his destruction of high places generally and of the shrine at Bethel in particular (2 Ki. 22-23).

(b) Kings’ attitude to the monarchy and to the Temple, however, shows that these are not to be seen as absolutes. They are subject, first of all, to the Torah. ‘The Deuteronomist sees the main Problem of the history of Israel as lying in the question of the correct correlation of Moses and David’ (G. von Rad, Old Testament Theology, 1, 1968, p. 339).

The Davidic promise can be relied on on!y as long as the Mosaic covenant demand is accepted. Thus the great villain of the story of Judah in Kings is Manasseh; the list of his acts corresponds closely to what Deuteronomy says Israel should not do (cf. 2 Ki. 21:2-9 with Dt 17:2-4; 18:9-12). Conversely in the story of its great hero Josiah, Kings em-phasizes the significance of his discovery of the ‘book of the covenant’ by giving it first mention in its account of his reign (contrast the account in 2 Ch. 34), and the list of his acts corresponds closely to what Deuteronomy says Israel should do. Thus the requirements and the sanctions of the Torah (specifically of Deuteronomy) provide the prin-ciples for understanding Israel’s history. When kings obeyed the Torah (especially its demand for faithful worship at the central shrine), they gener-ally prospered. When they ignored it, they did not.

But the spoken Word of the prophet is thought of as succeeding and supporting the written word of Moses (cf. the role of Huldah after the discovery of the lawbook in 2 Ki. 22:13-20), and also demanding the attention of king and people. ‘What fascinated <the Deuteronomist) was, we might say, the functioning of the divine word in history’ (cf. 1 Ki. 8:24) (G. von Rad, ‘The Deuteronomistic theology of history in the books of Kings’, in ‘Studies in Deuteronomy’, SBT9, 1961, p. 91). Thus Kings pictures ‘a course of history which was shaped and led to a fulfilment by a word of judgment and salvation continually injected into it’ (von Rad, Old Testament Theology, 1, p. 344). This point is made by including lengthy Stories about various prophets, especially as regards their involvement in the nation’s political life. ‘In the decisive political events the initiative stems from prophets, who change the gears of history with a word of God’ (ibid., p. 342). It is also made by criss-crossing the story with prophecies and their fulfilment (e.g. 1 Ki. 11:29-39 and 12:15; 1 Ki. 13:1-10 and 2 Ki. 23:15-18; 2 Ki. 20:16-17 and 24:13). The stress on how true prophecies were ful-filled may reflect concern with the problem of false prophecy during the Exile. Thus a king’s attitude to the prophet’s word forms another index of his attitude to God (Hezekiah, Josiah).

(c) One of the characteristic emphases of the covenant as expounded in Deuteronomy is that God blesses those who are faithful to him but brings trouble to those who disobey him (Dt. 28-30). Thus in Kings the material concerning Solo-mon’s reign is arranged so that Solomon’s setbacks are seen as consequences of his association with foreign women (1 Ki. 11). On the other hand, Kings recognizes that God’s justice does not work out in this way in every reign. Manasseh enjoys a long reign, and his apostasy only brings its fruit decades later (2 Ki. 21; 24:3-4). Josiah is respon-sive to Yahweh’s word, but dies an early and tragic death (2 Ki. 23:29).

V. Message and purpose

The function of Kings’ review of the history which led up to the Exile is to explain why the Exile came about and to express an admission that there was ample cause for God to judge Israel. It is a form of confession, or ‘an act of praise at the justice of the judgment of God’; ‘this Statement with its apparent lack of hope for the future lays the only possible foundation for the future’ (Ackroyd, p. 78, following von Rad) because it throws the people of God totally back on the grace of God.

The possibility of hope for the future is hinted at in the way the theological emphases of Kings, de-scribed above, remain open to the future. Perhaps God’s commitment to David still holds: it may be that the release of Jehoiachin, related in the final Paragraph of Kings, makes this hope explicit. Al-though the Temple has been pillaged and burnt, prayer is still possible in the Temple, or towards it on the part of people who are cut off from it, and God has undertaken to hear such prayer (see 1 Ki. 8-9). Although judgment has come in accordance with the sanctions of the covenant, the same covenant allows for the possibility of repentance and restoration after judgment (see 1 Ki. 8:46-53; cf. Dt. 30). Although the prophetic words which Israel ignored form a further reason for her punishment, the fact that those prophetic words of judgment have come true may encourage the hope that the prophetic promises of restoration (e.g. those of Jeremiah) may come true, too.

Thus the aim of Kings is in part didactic, ‘to present the divine view of Israelite history’ (R. K. Harrison, p. 722). Beyond this, there are at least hints of the kerygmatic (cf. E. W. Nicholson, p. 75). Kings does open up the possibility of there being a future. On the basis of this possibility it further seeks to be paraenetic, in that it implicitly chal-lenges the generation of the Exile to turn back to Yahweh in repentance, faith and commitment to obedience (cf. 1 Ki. 8:46-50). For ‘the judgment of 587 did not mean the end of the people of God; nothing but refusal to turn would be the end’ (von Rad, Old Testament Theology, 1, p. 346).

VI. Context and implications

Kings is thus one of the several responses to the fall of Judah and the Exile. It bears comparison especially with * Lamentations (five psalms which express the feelings and tentative hopes of people in Judah after the fall of Jerusalem) and with the book of Jeremiah (whose material was collected and assembled in this same period and manifests many literary and theological points of contact with Kings; see E. W. Nicholson, op. cit.). Kings may also be studied in the light of parallel treat-ments of events it narrates as these appear in Chronicles, Isaiah and Jeremiah (see, e.g., B. S. Childs, Tsaiah and the Assyrian Crisis’, SBT2. 3, 1967).

In a volume of expositions of passages from 2 Kings, The Politics of God and the Politics of Man (1972, pp. 13-21), J. Ellul suggests that Kings makes a twofold distinctive contribution to the Canon of Scripture. First, it pictures God’s involvement in political life, and thus warns both against undervaluing the importance of politics, and against absolutizing this realm (since it shows how God brings judgment on politics). Secondly, it displays the interplay of the free determination of man (who in various political situations makes his decisions and puts his policies into effect) and the free decision of God (who nevertheless effects his will through or despite these deliberate human acts).

In reaction to an overstress in recent biblical study on the idea of God as the one who acts in history, the importance of this motif in the Bible is in danger of being understressed. Kings is a book which itself particularly emphasizes this motif (see J. E. Goldingay, “‘That you may know that Yahweh is God”: A study in the relationship between theology and historical truth in the Old

Testament’, TynB 23, 1972, pp 58-93; and on the application of this idea today, see D. N. Freed-man, ‘The biblical idea of history’, Int 21, 1967, pp. 32—49). God is one who works out a purposc in history, and his people may use the marks of his footsteps in past history to see what he may be doing in the present.

Bibliography. W. Brueggemann, I Kings and 2 Kings, 1982; G. H. Jones, I and 2 Kings, NCB, 2 vols., 1984; R. Nelson, First and Second Kings, 1987; D. J. Wiseman, I and 2 Kings, TOTC, 1993.

J.E.G.


KING’S GARDEN. An open space in Jerusalem near ‘the gate between the two walls’ (2 Ki. 25:4; Je. 39:4; 52:7) and close to the Pool of *Siloam (Ne. 3:15). The ‘two walls’ (cf. Is. 22:11) were probably those below the ‘Fountain Gate’, SE of Ophel, running along the W side of the E hill of Jerusalem, and along the E side of the W hill (S. R. Driver, Jeremiah, 1918, p. 239; N. Grollenberg, Atlas, Maps 24B & C).    J.D.D.


KING’S HIGHWAY. The name given to the direct road running from the Gulf of Aqabah to Damas-cus in Syria, E of the Dead Sea and Jordan valley. The route was in use between the 23rd and 20th centuries bc, being marked along its length by Early Bronze Age settlements and fortresses. It was, therefore, likely that Chedorlaomer and his allies approached Sodom and Gomorrah by this way and were pursued up it by Abraham (Gn. 14). Its further use in the 13th-6th centuries bc is also marked by datable ruins showing that the road was occupied at the time that the Edomites and the Ammonites prevented Moses and the Israelites from using it (Nu. 20:17; 21:22; cf. Dt. 2:27). In Solomon’s reign the highway played an important part as a trade-link between Ezion-geber, Judah and Syria. Roman milestones show that it was incorporated into Trajan’s road built in the 2nd Century ad and was used by the Nabataeans. The modern motorway follows part of the old track, which is still called TarTq es-Sultan.

Bibliography. N. Glueck, The Other Side of the Jordan, 1945, pp. 10-16; J. A. Thompson, Archae-ology and the Old Testament, 1957, pp. 57-58; Y. Aharoni, LOB, pp. 54-57.    d.j.w.
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KIR. In the Heb. text the name of the place of exile of the Syrians (2 Ki. 16:9; Am. 1:5), andacountry, not necessarily the same, from which Yahweh brought them (Am. 9:7). This is perhaps not their original home, but a land occupied at some earlier stage in their history, parallel to Israel in Egypt and the * Philistines in *Caphtor (*Aram). In Is. 22:6 Kir is parallel to Elam. No ancient place of this name is known; however, as it simply means ‘city’, it need not be specific. The lxx does not use a proper name in any of these passages, but trans-lates ‘from a pit’ (Am. 9:7, Gk. ek bothrou), ‘called as an ally’ (Am. 1:5, Gk. epikletos) and ‘congrega-tion’ (Is. 22:6, Gk. synagöge), feasible translations of an unpointed Heb. text. Vulg. follows the mis-taken identification with Cyrene made by Sym-machus. Kir has been altered to read Koa' (by Cheyne), and said to be Gutium in the Kurdish hills (cf. Ezk. 23:23; Is. 22:5-6). The problem is not yet solved.    a.r.m.


Map showing the route of the ancient ’King's Highway'.


KIRIATHAIM. The dual form of Heb. qiryä, ‘city, town’, and meaning therefore ‘double city’, a name applied to two cities in the Bible.

1. A place in the territory allotted to Reuben (Jos. 13:19) which had already been conquered and rebuilt by the Reubenites (Nu. 32:37). It is possible that Shaveh Kiriathaim, which is mentioned in the account of the invasion of Chedorlaomer in the time of Abraham (Gn. 14:5), refers to this locality, as the ‘plain’ of Kiriathaim (Rvmg.), though säweh


is a rare word of uncertain meaning. The city was later in the hands of the Moabites (Je. 48:1, 23; Ezk. 25:9), and is mentioned in the 9th-century in-scription of King Mesha of Moab (qrytn, line 10) as having been rebuilt by him, so it cannot have remained under Israelite control for more than about 3 centuries. The site is possibly near to modern El Quraiyät about 10 km NW of Dibon in Jordan, but the place has not yet been located (cf. H. Douner and W. Rollig, Kanaanäische und aramäische Inschriften, 1962-4, pp. 74-175).

2. A levitical city in Naphtali (1 Ch. 6:76), possibly to be identified with Kartan (qartän) of Jos. 21:32. The site is unknown, though various sugges-tions have been made (see GTT, §§ 298, 337, 357).    t.c.m.

KIRIATH-ARBA (Heb. qiryal 'arba', ‘city of four’, i.e. ‘tetrapolis’), an earlier name of * Hebron. Ac-cording to Jos. 14:15, it was ‘the metropolis of the Anakim’ (so lxx; MT makes the numeral 'arba', ‘four’, into a personal name). The name Kiriath-arba occurs once in the story of Abraham (Gn. 23:2) and a few times in the narrative of the Con-quest (Jos. 14:15; 15:54; 20:7; Jdg. 1:10); thereafter it evidently feil into disuse. Some attempt may have been made to revive it in the post-exilic age (Ne. 11:25), but with the Idumaean occupation of the place soon afterwards the old name was com-pletely discontinued.    f.f.b.

KIRIATH-JEARIM (Heb. qiryat-yr'ärim, ‘city of forests’). A chief city of the Gibeonites (Jos. 9:17), on the Judah-Benjamin border (Jos. 18:14-15; cf. Jdg. 18:12), assigned first to Judah (Jos. 15:60), then, assuming an Identification with ‘Kiriath’, to Benjamin (Jos. 18:28). It is called also Kiriath-baal (Jos. 15:60, suggesting that it was an old Canaanite high place), Baalah (Jos. 15:9-10), Baale-judah (2 Sa. 6:2) and Kiriath-arim (Ezr. 2:25).

Here the ark was brought from Beth-shemesh and entrusted to the keeping of Eleazar (1 Sa. 7:1), whence after 20 years David took it to Jerusalem (2 Sa. 6:2; 1 Ch. 13:5; 2 Ch. 1:4). The home of Uriah the prophet was in Kiriath-jearim (Je. 26:20).

Its precise location has not been determined, but the consensus of opinion favours Kuriet el-‘Enab (commonly known as Abu Ghosh), a flourishing little village 14 km W of Jerusalem on the Jaffa road. It is a well-wooded district (or has been in the past) and it meets other geographical require-ments.    j.d.d.

KIRIATH-SEPHER (Heb. qiryat-seper). The name used for *Debir in the story of Othniel and Achsah (Jos. 15:15ff., Jdg. 1:11 ff.). j.p.u.l.

KIR OF MOAB, KIR-HARESETH. A fortified city of S Moab, attacked but not taken by the kings of Israel, Judah and Edom (2 Ki. 3:25). Düring the siege, Mesha, king of Moab, offered up his eldest son ‘for a burnt offering upon the wall’.

The Hebrew name (qir h“resel) means ‘the wall of potsherds’. The lxx rendering of Is. 16:11 pre-supposes the Hebrew qir hadeset, ‘the new city’. Normally the town is called Kir of Moab (Is. 15:1). Some writers see in Je. 48:36-37 a play on words in which Kir Heres is parallel to ‘bald’ (Heb. qorhä).

It is suggested that the original Moabite name was QRHH, probably the town referred to in the * Moabite Stone (lines 22ff.), where Mesha estab-lished a sanctuary for Chemosh and carried out a building project. This would place it near Dibon.

Most writers, however, identify it with Kerak, following the Targum rendering, Kerak of Moab. If that is so, the place was built on a Strategie rocky hill 1,027 m above sea-level, surrounded by steep valleys, some 18 km E of the Dead Sea and 24 km S of the Arnon River. Today a mediaeval castle crowns the hill.

Bibliography. F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 2, 1933, pp. 418-419; Nelson Glueck, AASOR 14, 1934, p. 65.    j.a.t.

KISH (Heb. qis, ‘bow’, ‘power’). 1. A Benjaminite, the son of Abiel and father of King Saul (1 Sa. 9:1; 14:51; cf. Acts 13:21). 2. The son of Jehiel and Maacah (1 Ch. 8:30), perhaps the uncle of 1. 3. A Levite, grandson of Merari (1 Ch. 23:21). 4. An-other Levite and Merarite who assisted in the cleansing of the Temple in Hezekiah’s time (2 Ch. 29:12). 5. A Benjaminite, great-grandfather of Mordecai (Est. 2:5).    j.d.d.

6. Name of the Capital of a city-state c. 20 km SE of Babylon (mod. Teil el-Ukheimer) where, ac-cording to Sumerian tradition (King List), the first dynasty after the *Flood ruled. It flourished c. 3200-3000 bc as a rival of *Erech when it was linked with the legendary Etana and with King Agga who opposed Gilgamesh. Documents from the earlier occupation and from the 2nd millen-nium are extant. It was excavated by the French (1914) and by a joint Oxford (Ashmolean Museum) and Chicago (Field Museum) expedition (1922-33). Finds include early palaces, tablets and a major flood-deposit level dated c. 3300 bc.

Bibliography. L. C. Watelin, S. H. Langdon, Excavations at Kish, 1925-34; R R. S. Moorey, Oxford-Chicago Excavations al Kish, 1976.

D.J.W

KISHON. The river, modern Nähr el-Muqatta‘, which, rising in the hills of N Samaria, drains the plain of Esdraelon and debouches in the bay of Acre, E of Mt Carmel. Though it winds about, in a general sense it flows in a NW direction parallel with, and to the NE of, the mountain ränge which runs from Samaria to Carmel and in the NE passes of which lay Taanach, Megiddo and Jokneam. The name Kishon is not offen used, the river sometimes being indicated by reference to one of the towns overlooking it. Thus it is probably first mentioned in Jos. 19:11, where the ‘brook which is east of Jokneam’ is given as part of the boundary of Zebu-lun, though in this case it is only a small section of the river in the vicinity of Jokneam that is referred to.

The best-known reference to the river is that connected with the victory of the Israelites under Barak over the Syrians under Sisera (Jdg. 4-5; Ps. 83:9). The forces of Sisera, fully armed with cha-riots, were deployed in the plain, and the Israelites made their attack from the mountains SW of the river. The success of the Israelites was in large measure due to the river, which was running high, and must have made the surrounding plain too soft for Sisera’s chariots, which became bogged down and useless.

The river is referred to in the Song of Deborah as ‘the waters of Megiddo’ (Jdg. 5:19), and the fact that Megiddo is not otherwise referred to in this account has been taken by Albright to indicate that it was at this time lying in ruins, while Taanach was flourishing. The excavations of * Megiddo have shown a gap in occupation about 1125 bc between Levels VII and VI, and it may be that the Israelite victory occurred during that period of abandonment, or about 1125 bc,

The river is next mentioned as the scene of the slaughter by Elijah of the prophets of Baal, alter the contest on Mt Carmel (1 KT 18:40). It is referred to here as a brook (nahal), suggesting that the long drought preceding these events had re-duced the river to a low level. The rains which fol-lowed must have washed away the traces of the execution.

Bibliography. G. A. Smith, The Historical Geography of the Holy Land25, 1931, pp. 394-397; W, F. Albright, The Archaeology of Palestine, 1960, pp. 117-118; LOB, pp. 204f.    t.c.m.

KISS. A common salutation in the E, this word occurs in the OT as a sign of affection between relatives (e.g. Gn. 29:11; 33:4), an expression of love (Ct. 1:2), or lust (Pr. 7:13), and perhaps as a token of homage (1 Sa. 10:1). The last, kissing ‘God’s anointed’, possibly may be, as Ps. 2:10, a religious or cultic rite analogous to that found among idol cults: to kiss the hand (Jb. 31:27), or an image (1 Ki. 19:18; Ho. 13:2), is an act of religious worship. In the NT phileö is used as a sign of friendship or affection (e.g. Judas, Mt. 26:48), as is the stronger form kataphileö (e.g. Lk. 7:38; 15:20; Acts 20:37). The ‘holy kiss’ (Rom. 16:16; 1 Pet. 5:14), which later entered into the church’s liturgy, was an expression of Christian love and presumably was restricted to one’s own sex (cf. Apostolic Constitutions 2. 57, 12). See W. Günther, C. Brown, in NIDNTT 2, pp. 547-550.

E.E.E.

KITTIM. One of the sons of Javan (Gn. 10:4= 1 Ch. 1:7; Heb. kittim) whose descendants settled on the island of Cyprus where their name was given to the town of Kition, modern Larnaka, which is referred to in the Phoenician inscriptions as kt or kty. They engaged in sea trade (Nu. 24:24), and the name seems to have come to apply to the whole island of Cyprus (Is. 23:1, 12), and then in a more general way to the coastlands and islands of the E Mediterranean (’iyye kittiyyfm: Je. 2:10; Ezk. 27:6). The ostraca of c. 600 bc from Arad refer to ktym, probably mercenaries, principally perhaps Greeks, from the islands and coastlands. In Dan-iel’s fourth vision, which probably deals with the period from Cyrus to Antiochus Epiphanes, the latter’s failure to conquer Egypt, due to the Intervention of Rome, is probably referred to in 11:30, where ‘the ships of Kittim’ must be Rome. The author probably saw in Rome’s Intervention the fulfilment of Nu. 24:24, where Vulg. translates Kittim by Ttaly’ (so also in Dn. 11:30) and the Targum of Onkelos by ‘Romans’. The name occurs in the Dead Sea Scrolls, also probably with refer-ence to Rome, being used, for instance, in the commentary on Habakkuk as an interpretation of the ‘Chaldeans’ of that prophet (Hab. 1:6).

Bibliography. A. Lemaire, Inscriptions

hebratques, I, 1977, p. 156; Y. Yadin, The Scroll of the War of the Sons of Light Against the Sons of Darkness, 1962, pp. 22-26.    t.c.m.

KNEADING-TROUGH. A large shallow bowl, made of pottery or wood, in which dough was pre-pared. Modern Arab nomads often use wooden bowls for this purpose. Heb. mis'eret, Ex. 12:34; cf. Dt. 28:5, 17 (av ‘störe’). For a model, c. 700 bc, see AN EP, no. 152. (*Bread.)    a.r.m.

KNEE, KNEEL. The concrete imagery of the OT expresses weakness or fear as ‘feeble knees’ (Jb. 4:4; Is. 35:3) or as ‘the knees tremble’, ‘knock to-gether’ (Na. 2:10; Dn. 5:6).

The fifteen references in the NT are, with the exception of Heb. 12:12, always used in Connection with bowing. The action may indicate a sign of respect (Mk. 1:40; cf 2 Ki. 1:13; Mk. 15:19), or subjection (Rom. 11:4; 14:11; cf. I Clement 57:1, ‘bending the knees of your heart’), or of religious adoration or worship (Lk. 5:8). In the latter sense kneeling is sometimes the posture of prayer (Lk. 22:41; 1 Ki. 8:54, cf. 18:42). The universal recogni-tion of Christ’s Lordship is thus signified: ‘every knee should bow’ (Phil. 2:10; cf. Rom. 14: lOf.; 1 Cor. 15:25). Cf TDNT 1, pp. 738-740; 3, pp. 594-595; 6, pp. 758-766.    e.e.e.

KNIFE. The primitive flint knife was current until recent times beside metal forms in the Near East. In the OT it is specified for the “circumcision of Moses’ son and of Israel (Ex. 4:25; Jos. 5:2-3), perhaps for hygienic reasons, the once-used flint being discarded without cost. The Heb. hereb used in these passages, and for the self-mutilation of the frenzied priests of Baal (1 Ki. 18:28), usually de-notes a short sword. In Pr. 30:14 this is parallel to Heb. ma'“kelet, a knife used in eating. It was such a short sword that Abraham took to kill Isaac and the Levite used to dismember his concubine (Gn. 22:6, 10; Jdg. 19:29). Heb. sakkin (Pr. 23:2) is to be connected with Aram. sakkin, Arab. sikkin, ‘knife’.

av and rv follow Vulg. ciillri in rendering the unique Heb. mah“läpim, ‘knives’ (Ezr. 1:9; cf. Syr. hläßä). rsv ‘censers’ is taken from 1 Esdras 2:9 (Gk. thyiskai). The lxx ‘of a different sort’ (Gk. parellagmena) translates the Hebrew but does not throw light on the meaning.    a.r.m.

KNOWLEDGE. The Gk. ideal of knowledge was a contemplation of reality in its static and abid-ing being; the Heb. was primarily concerned with life in its dynamic process, and therefore con-ceived knowledge as an entry into relationship with the experienced world which makes demands not only on man’s understanding but also on man’s will.

I. In the Old Testament

Thus it is that the OT speaks of knowing (yäda) the loss of children (Is. 47:8), grief (Is. 53:3), sin (Je. 3:13), God’s hand and his might (Je. 16:21), his vengeance (Ezk. 25:14). The intimate sexual relationship is spoken of as knowing a man or a woman (e.g. Gn. 4:1; Jdg. 11:39). Above all, to know God is not simply to be aware of his exist-ence; for the most part this is taken for granted in

Heb. writings. To know him is to recognize him for what he is, the sovereign Lord who makes a demand on man’s obedience and especially upon the obedience of his people Israel, with whom he has made a covenant. He is the God whose holi-ness and loving-kindness are ‘known’ in the experi-ence of nation and individual. The criterion of this knowledge is obedience, and its opposite is not simply ignorance but rebellious, wilful turning away from God (cf. 1 Sa. 2:12; 3:7; 2 Ch. 33:13; Is. 1:3; Je. 8:7; 24:7; 31:34). Furthermore, the acknow-ledgment of the Lord’s Claims involves a rejection of the heathen gods, knowing that they are not gods (cf. Is. 41:23).

On God’s side of the relationship between himself and man there is also knowledge. Here especially there can be no question of theoretical observation; for man and all things are God’s creation. It is from this fact that God’s omniscience springs: he knows the world and man within it because it is at his command that they come to be (Jb. 28:20ff.; Ps. 139). In particular, God knows those whom he has chosen to be his agents: his knowledge is spoken of in terms of election (Je. 1:5; Ho. 13:5; Am. 3:2).

II. In the New Testament

To speak of knowledge in these ways is natural in addressing a people who all formally believe that God exists but fail to acknowledge his Claims. In Hellenistic Judaism and in the NT use of gin-öskein, eidenai, and their derivatives we find Heb. thought modified by the fact that the Gentiles were ignorant even of God’s existence (* Ignorance). In general, however, the Heb. conception is retained. All men ought to respond to the revelation in Christ which has made possible a full knowledge of God, no more intellectual apprehension but an obedience to his revealed purpose, an acceptance of his revealed love, and a fellowship with himself (cf. Jn. 17:3; Acts 2:36; 1 Cor. 2:8; Phil. 3:10). This knowledge of God is possible only because God in his love has called men to it (Gal. 4:9; 1 Cor. 13:12; 2 Tim. 2:19). The whole process of enlightenment and acceptance may be called coming to the knowledge of the truth (1 Tim. 2:4; 2 Tim. 2:25; 3:7; Tit. 1:1; cf. in. 8:32).

Both Paul and John write at times in conscious contrast with and Opposition to the Systems of al-leged esoteric knowledge purveyed by the mystery cults and syncretistic ‘philosophy’ of their day (cf. 1 Tim. 6:20; Col. 2:8). To these knowledge was the result of an initiation or illumination which put the initiate in possession of spiritual discernment beyond mere reason or faith. Against them Paul (particularly in 1 Cor. and Col.) and all the Johannine writings stress that knowledge of God springs from committal to the historic Christ; it is not opposed to faith but forms its completion. We need no revelation other than that in Christ. (* Gnosticism.)

Bibliography. E. Schütz, E. D. Schmitz, in NIDNTT2, pp. 390-409; M. Williams, The Psych-ology of Religious Knowing, 1988.    m.h.c.

KOA. Ezekiel (23:23) prophesies that this people, together with other dwellers in Mesopotamia, will attack Jerusalem. Koa has been identified by some with the people called in Assyr. texts Qulu, who lived E of the Tigris in the region of the upper ‘Adhaim and Diyala rivers. Assyr. records often couple them with another tribe hostile to Assyria, the Sutu, perhaps to be equated with Shoa in Ezk. 23:23. Some (e.g. O. Procksch) find Koa in Is. 22:5, but only by a doubtful emendation of the Word usually translated ‘walls’. Vulg. misinterpreted Koa as principes, ‘princes’, an Interpretation which was followed by Luther.

Bibliography. F. Delitzsch, Wo lag das Paradies?, 1881, pp. 233-237; G. A. Cooke in ICC, 1936, on Ezk. 23:23.    j.t.

KOHATH, KOHATHITES. Kohath, second son of Levi, was founder of one of the three great Levite families. His family was subdivided into the houses of Amram, Izhar, Hebron and Uzziel, and Moses and Aaron were Amramites (Ex. 6:20). In the wilderness the Kohathites carried the taber-nacle furniture and vessels. They camped on the S side of the tabernacle. Their males over a month old numbered 8,600; those who actually served (age-group 30-50), 2,750 (Nu. 3:27-32; 4:36). In the land the Kohathites who, being sons of Aaron, were priests, were allotted thirteen cities, the rest ten cities (Jos. 21:4-5). Under David’s reorganiza-tion the Kohathites held a wide variety of Offices, including a share in the Temple singing (1 Ch. 6:31-38; cf. 9:31-32; 26:23-31). Kohathites are mentioned again under Jehoshaphat, Hezekiah and Josiah (2 Ch. 20:19; 29:12; 34:12), and at the return from the Exile (cf. Ezr. 2:42 with 1 Ch. 9:19; Korahites were Kohathites). See also * Korah.

D.W.G.

KORAH (Heb. qörah = baldness?). 1. Chief (av ‘Duke’) of Edom, son of Esau (Gn. 36:5, 14, 18; I Ch. 1:35). 2. Chief of Edom, son of Eliphaz (Gn. 36:16). As the name is omitted from Gn. 36:11 and 1 Ch. 1:36, some think this to be a gloss. 3. A son of Hebron (1 Ch. 2:43). 4. A grandson of Kohath and ancestor of a group of sacred musicians (‘sons of Korah’) who are mentioned in the titles of Ps. 42 and 11 other psalms (1 Ch. 6:22).

5. A Levite (‘Core’ in Jude 11, av), a Kohathite of the house of Izhar, perhaps identical with 4. With Dathan, his brother Abiram and another Reubenite, On, Korah rebelled against Moses and Aaron. Three grounds of revolt are stated, and although these have led some commentators to assume composite authorship according to the documentary hypothesis, the narrative reads naturally as a harmonious unity. Nu. 16 records discontent on the grounds: first, that Moses and Aaron have set themselves above the rest of Israel (vv. 3, 13); secondly, that Moses has failed to bring Israel to the promised land (v. 14); and thirdly, that he and Aaron have arrogated the priesthood to themselves (vv. 7-11). That different grievances should be used unitedly is not unfamiliar in both ancient history and modern. As the rebels prepare to offer incense, the wrath of God is kindled, and after Moses has interceded for the congregation of Israel the rebels and their followers are destroyed by the earth opening to swallow them, and by fire. Cf Nu. 26:9; Dt. 11:6; Ps. 106:17. It has been argued that this narrative contains two differing versions which reflect variant traditions of the struggle for religious leadership among the Levites.

T.H.J.
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LABAN (Heb. laban, ‘white’). 1. A descendant of Abraham’s brother Nahor (Gn. 22:20-23), son of Bethuel (Gn. 28:5), Rebekah’s brother (Gn. 24:47fT.) and uncle and father-in-law of Jacob (Gn. 27:43; 28:2). Laban’s branch of the family had re-mained in Harran, but the close ethnic affinity was maintained by both Isaac and Jacob, who found their wives there. Nevertheless, notable differences existed between the Harran and Palestinian groups. Laban is described as an Aramean (Gn. 28:5; 31:20), he spoke Aramaic (Gn. 31:47), prac-tised marriage customs unknown to Jacob (Gn. 29:26) and worshipped other gods (Gn. 31:19fT., cf. v. 53), though he did acknowledge Yahweh’s activ-ity (Gn. 24:50—51). Though generous in his hospi-tality, Laban’s chief characteristics were duplicity
[image: ]


LABAN

and self-interest, as demonstrated in his dealings with Jacob. Taking advantage of Jacob’s love for Rachel, he made him work 14 years for his bride, though Jacob responded with his own brand of trickery (Gn. 29-30). When Jacob eventually left with his family for Palestine, Laban, being warned in a dream not to harm them, made a covenant or treaty with Jacob (Gn. 31:44-54). Laban was thwarted ultimately not by Jacob’s cunning, but by God’s overruling grace. Earlier, Laban rather than Bethuel had arranged Rebekah’s marriage (Gn. 24:50fr.), though no usurping of the father’s authority need be assumed here {cf. Gn. 31:18-28).

Bibliography. D. Daube and R. Yaron, JSS 1, 1956, pp. 60-62; M. Greenberg, JBL 81, 1962, pp. 239-248.

2. An unknown place (Dt. 1:1), probably in the plains of Moab, or perhaps to be identified with *Libnah, a stopping-place in the wilderness (Nu. 33:20-21).    m.j.s.

LACHISH (Heb. läkis, lxx Lachis, Arab. Teil ed-Duweir). A 31-acre teil in the Shephelah some 40 km SW of Jerusalem, surrounded on three sides by Nahal Lachish. Excavated by Starkey (1932— 38), Aharoni (1966-68), Ussishkin (1973-87).

The surrounding hills are known to have been settled by cave-dwellers from at least the 8th mil-lennium bc, but the hill, which today consists of the teil, was first settled c. 3,000 bc, but little is known of the Settlement until c. 1750, when the city was fortified by a steep rampart which sloped down to a ditch or fosse at the base of the teil. The city included a palace and a cult place. From now on the caves on the surrounding hills served as tombs.

From c. 1500 bc Lachish was an unfortified Canaanite city, although it is possible that the houses on the edge of the mound formed a defensive ring. A temple was in use in the previous fosse. Three phases were observed, containing a large square hall, whose ceiling was supported by four columns. Its walls were lined with benches on which offerings were placed, and an altar of unhewn stones {cf. Jos. 8:31) was constructed with steps ascending it {cf. Ex. 20:24ff.). It had at least two side rooms. It is from this city that letters from two rulers, Yabni-ilu and Zimrida (nos. 328-329) were found at *Amarna. In another letter (no. 288) from there, Abdi Heba, king of Jerusalem, accuses Zimrida of conspiring with the Hapiru, while a letter found at Teil el-Hesi says that he has made a treaty with another king, Sipti-Ba'alu. This city was destroyed c. 1200 bc.

The next city showed no evidence of the Philistines, but rather that it was directly under Egypt. The fosse temple was replaced by a temple on the acropolis which was Egyptian in character, with an entrance chamber, main hall and sanctuary. Japhia, king of Lachish, was a member of the Amorite coalition that fought Joshua at Gibeon (Jos. 10:3, 5) and was executed at Makkedah (Jos. 10:22-27) after Joshua’s victory. Lachish sub-sequently feil to Joshua (Jos. 10:31 f.). The city was destroyed in c. 1130 bc, possibly by the Israelites, although it could also have been by the Philistines or another Canaanite city.

Apart from a few possible finds on surrounding hills there is no evidence of Israelite Settlement during the period of the Judges. Düring the United Monarchy there appears to have been a large fortified tower surrounded by farmhouses. A small shrine contained a large number of religious ob-jectsincludingan altar, a.massebäh, incense burners, and figurine fragments, indicating Canaanite re-ligion in Israel. The prophet Micah (1:13) said that the city was ‘the beginning of sin to the daughter of Zion'.

A new city was constructed during the 9th Century bc, probably by Rehoboam (2 Ch. 11:5-10) on a new plan. The city was surrounded by two walls. An elaborate gate complex with an inner three-chambered gate led out to a fortified podium pro-truding from the teil which formed the outer gate. From here the road led down to the saddle con-necting the teil with the surrounding hills. From the gate a road led to a large administrative build-ing which now incorporated the earlier tower. This building had a large enclosed courtyard on its E side with storerooms and stables. The residential area of the city was in the S quadrant, and a water shaft is probably located in the NE corner. Amaziah took refuge at Lachish when fleeing from rebels in Jerusalem, who pursued and slew him there (2 Ki. 14:19; 2 Ch. 25:27). In the early 8th Century bc the city was damaged by an earthquake (Am. 1:1, Zc. 14:5), and subsequently rebuilt.

Hezekiah rebelled against Assyria, and in 701 bc Sennacherib invaded Judah. In the process he laid siege to, and captured Lachish. The siege is shown on relief sculpture from his palace at Nineveh (now in the British Museum). The excavation has identified the siege ramp in the SW corner and found evidence for the battle, including sling stones, hun-dreds of arrowheads and fragments of armour. Although the reliefs portray the battle accurately, ex-cavations show that the Judaeans put up stiflf re-sistance, in the construction of an inner ramp, with possibly a new city wall on top of it. The earth to construct it was taken from the ‘Great Shaft’. The city was, however, eventually razed. Mass burials involving some 1,500 individuals were found in several adjacent caves on the W slope and are related to the Assyrian siege. The Residency, thought to be an Assyrian governor’s residence, probably dates to the Persian period.

A new, although smaller, Judaean city was built. By this stage it, and Azeqa, were the only fortified outposts from Jerusalem (Je. 34:7). It was destroyed by the Babylonians in 586 bc.

Lachish was resettled by returning Israelites (Ne. 11:30) and although very little of the dwellings of this period have been found, two temples, notable for their similarity in plan to each other and with a much earlier example at *Arad, have come to light. The city was walled during the Persian and Hellenistic periods, after which the site was abandoned.

Inscription. The earliest inscription to date from Israel is a dagger from c. 1700 bc with pictographic signs. A few fragments were found from 1600 and 1250 bc with proto-Canaanite letters, as was a scarab of Rameses III and bowls with Egyptian hieratic script, probably documenting temple har-vest tax.

Numerous inscriptions of the Judaean monarchy have been found, but the most important are the seals. Many of these contain the names of offi-cials such as ‘Gedaliah, the royal Steward (Heb. ‘who is over the house’). The most important, however, are a group bearing the title lamelekh (Heb. ‘belonging to the king’). These contain an emblem of a disk with either two or four wings, and the name of one of four cities - Socoh, Ziph, Hebron, or mmst. The excavations at Lachish have shown that these belonged to an administrative Organization instituted by Hezekiah in anticipation of Sennacherib’s invasion.

A total of twenty-one ostraca (inscribed pot-sherds), which were written during the last few weeks before Nebuchadrezzar’s conquest in 586 bc, were found in the gate house. Although the language is biblical Heb., the cursive script has been almost obliterated on many of the ostraca, making reading impossible. The legible examples reveal that the collection is the correspondence of a subordinate, Hoshayahu, who is in Charge of an outpost, to his superior, Yaush, who is the com-manding officer of the garrison at Lachish. Hoshayahu commences the letters with the greet-ing ‘May YHWH cause my lord to hear tidings of peace this day’ before proceeding with the business, which in most of the letters is answering the Charge that he has read confidential letters from the king. In letter II, he replies (cf. 2 Sa. 9:8), ‘Who is your servant (but) a dog .. . May YHWH afflict those who re[port] an (evil) rumour about which you are not informed.’ It has been suggested that the ostraca were stored in the gate, pending a trial, but it is more likely that the military command to which the letters were sent was situated in the gate building.

Letter IV concludes, ‘we are watching for the Signals of Lachish, according to all the indications which my lord has given, for we cannot see Azeqah.’ This recalls the Situation mentioned by Jeremiah (34:7) when Azeqah, Lachish and Jerusalem were the only fortified Judaean cities left. Azeqah is 11 km NE of Lachish, and the fact that Hoshayahu could not see its Signals may indicate it had already fallen.

Letters III and XVI refer to ‘the prophet’. His identity has been much debated. Jeremiah is one possibility. Uriah who fled to Egypt (Je. 26:20-22) during Jehoiakim’s reign is another Suggestion which requires redating the letters. Others believe him to be an unnamed prophet. The letter testifies to the recognition of prophets in ancient Israel and their participation in afFairs of state. Letter III also mentions an expedition to Egypt by the Commander of the army, which may have been a last desperate attempt by Zedekiah to obtain Egyptian assistance to withstand the inevitable Babylonian attack.

Bibuography. E. Stern, NEAEHL, pp. 897-911; D. Ussikishkin, ABD 4, pp. 114-126. j.w.

G.J.D.

LAHMI. A personal name found only in 1 Ch. 20:5 and applied to the brother of ‘Goliath the Gittite, who is there stated to have been slain by Elhanan. There is no valid reason why this should not be accepted, but it is possible that the reading may be a copyist’s error for ‘Bethlehemite’ (cf. 2 Sa. 21:19), the last part of which is identical to ‘Lahmi’ in Hebrew. There is, however, no ms authority for this conjecture.    g.w.g.

LAMB OF GOD. This expression occurs twice only in the NT (Jn. 1:29, 36). The Word anmos is also found in Acts 8:32 and 1 Pet. 1:19, arnos occurs in Lk. 10:3, and arnion is found once in Jn.

21:15 and twenty-eight times in Revelation. The words ‘Behold the Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world’ (Jn. 1:29) are attributed to John the Baptist when acclaiming Jesus. Many possible interpretations of the Word ‘lamb’ have been canvassed.

Some suggest that it refers to the lamb of the sin-offering, and the phrase ‘who takes away the sin of the world’ lends support to this. The fact that propitiatory ideas do not seem to be found elsewhere in the Fourth Gospel is not a sufficient reason for rejecting this.

Others believe there is a reference to the paschal lamb. The Jewish festivals have great significance in John, and Jn. 19:36 may well be alluding to the lamb of the Passover. But this would not explain the whole phrase, as the paschal lamb did not take away sins.

Some maintain that we have here a reference to the suffering servant of Is. 53. The word anmos occurs in the lxx of Is. 53:7. The Baptist quoted from Is. 40 the day before and he may have been meditating on those chapters. The sin-bearing function is clear in Is. 53. The Suggestion that anmos is a mistranslation of the Aramaic talya meaning ‘servant’ is ingenious, but it has not been proved.

Another possible reference is to the horned ram who led the flock. The ‘lamb of God’ would thus be the same as the ‘king of Israel’. This view is acceptable only if it is claimed that ho airön len hamartian has no propitiatory meaning.

It seems likely that, whatever the Baptist in-tended, the Evangelist intended his readers to think of the lamb offered in the Temple, the paschal lamb, and the suffering servant. The ‘Lamb of God’ also reminds us of God’s Provision of a lamb for Abraham to sacrifice (Gn. 22:8, 13-14).

Bibuography. BAGD, J. Jeremias, TDNT 1, pp. 338-340; R. Tuente, NIDNTT 2, pp. 410-414; Standard commentaries on John’s Gospel; C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, 1953, pp. 230-238; L. Morris, The Apostolic Preaching of the Cross', 1965, pp. 129ff. r.e.n.

LAMECH (Heb. letnek, possibly from an Arabic word meaning ‘a strong young man’; so Dillmann, Holzinger). 1. A descendant of Cain (Gn. 4:18f), who introduced polygamy. One of his sons was Tubal-cain, the first worker in metals, and Lamech’s song in Gn. 4:23f. is sometimes thought to be a ‘sword-lay’ glorifying the weapons of war invented by his son. He boasts to his wives, Adah and Zillah, that he has killed men, and because of his superior strength due to his weapons, he has no need of God’s protection like Cain. Jesus may be referring to this in Mt. 18:22, substituting forgive-ness for revenge.

2. A descendant of Seth and father of Noah (Gn. 5:25-31; 1 Ch. 1:3; Lk. 3:36). From the fact that ‘Lantech’ and ‘Enoch’ occur in both Cainite (Kenite) and Sethite genealogies, and from other likenesses, it is held by many that they are variants of one original list according to J and P (e.g. G. von Rad, Genesis, 1961). But there are differences, notably in the character of this Lamech, who voiced the pious hope that Noah would reverse the curse of Adam (Gn. 5:29; cf. 3:17ff.). j.g.g.n.

LAMENTATIONS, BOOK OF. In the Heb. Bible

Lamentations (called ’ekä, the characteristic lament ‘how!’; cf 1:1; 2:1; 4:1) is included among the five scrolls, since it is read on the ninth of Ab, the day of mourning over the destruction of the Temple. The evv follow the lxx (threnoi, ‘wailings’ or ‘dirges’) and the Vulg. (whose sub-title Lamen-tationes supplied the English name) in placing Lamentations after the book of Jeremiah.

I.    Outline of contents and literary structure

The first four chapters are acrostic poems, each containing sixty-six lines, except ch. 4, which has forty-four. Ch. 3 is noteworthy because each of the twenty-two Heb. letters is used for three successive one-line verses. One purpose of an acrostic is to aid memorization. But in a collection of acrostics the alphabetic pattem would not help one remember which verse beginning with a given letter belongs in which chapter. This carefully wrought, highly artificial style seems to have a further purpose: ‘to encourage completeness in the expression of grief, the confession of sin and the instilling of hope’ (N.

K. Gottwald, Studies in the Book of Lamentations, 1954, p. 28). The acrostic speaks to the eye, not the ear, and conveys an idea not merely a feeling. Gottwald stresses the cathartic role of the acrostic: ‘to bring about a complete cleansing of the con-science through a total confession of sin’ (op. cit., p. 30). Though curbing spontaneity, the acrostic lends a restraint, a gentle dignity, to what could have become an unfettered display of grief.

The dirge-like rhythm of chs. 1-4 helps to convey the feeling of grief. Characteristic of Heb. elegies (e.g. 2 Sa. l:19ff.; Am. 5:2), this qinä rhythm drives home its message with short, sobbing lines. An important device in qinä poetry is dramatic con-trast in which the former state of the deceased or bereaved is described in glowing terms to sharpen the sense of tragedy (e.g. 1:1; 4:1-2; cf. 2 Sa. 1:19, 23).

Ch. 3, though written in qinä rhythm, is an individual lament rather than a funeral dirge (cf. Pss. 7; 22; etc.), containing elements typical of this cat-egory: a figurative description of suflfering (3:1-18) and an affirmation that God will answer the sup-pliant’s plea (3:19-06), the climax of the book. Though the form is individual the intent is national; the author speaks for the nation. Ch. 5, neither acrostic nor qinä, resembles closely in form the psalms of communal lament (e.g. Pss. 44; 80).

II.    Authorship and datc

Though anonymous, Lamentations has been at-tributed to Jeremiah by the lxx, Vulg., and Jewish tradition (Targum at Je. 1:1; Talmud, Baba Bathra 15a), probably on the basis of 2 Ch. 35:25.

The evidences for and against a Jeremianic authorship approach a stalemate. S. R. Driver and E. J. Young eite similar lines of evidence and reach diflfering conclusions, Young voting pro and Driver contra. The chief arguments for the traditional view are the similarity in temperament between Lamentations and Jeremiah, their unanimity in at-tributing Jerusalem’s destruction to God’s judg-ment, and certain stylistic parallels. Against these one must consider the Variation in alphabetic order of the acrostic poems (ch. 1, s, p\ chs. 2-4, s,p, '), which may hint at multiple authorship, alleged conflicts in viewpoint, such as the author’s appar-ent dependence on Egypt (cf. 4:17 with Je. 37:5-10) or his support of King Zedekiah (cf. 4:20 with Je. 24:8-10), and the contrast between Jeremiah’s spontaneity and the stylized acrostics of Lamentations (see S. R. Driver, LOT, pp. 462-464, for de-tails of the various arguments).

Attempts to attribute the first four poems to different times and authors have generally proved too subjective to gain wide acceptance. These chapters seem to be the work of an eye-witness of Jerusalem’s caiamity (c. 587 bc), who recorded his im-pressions while they were still fresh. Ch. 5 may date from a slightly later period when the intense an-guish of the catastrophe had given way to the pro-longed ache of captivity. No part of the book need be dated later than the return in 538 bc.

III. Message and significance

Lamentations is by no means barren theologically. Gottwald’s analysis is convincing in its main thrusts if not in all details (op. cit., pp. 47-110). Finding the central theme in the tragic reversal, the contrast between past glory and present degrad-ation, he discusses the theology in terms of doom and hope.

The prophets had heralded Judah’s doom, con-vinced that a righteous God would act in history to punish his people’s sin. Lamentations continues this prophetic emphasis by seeing in the ashes of Jerusalem the vindication of God’s righteousness (1:18). The city’s destruction is no capricious co-incidence; it is the logical and inevitable result of defying God’s law. Even where God is chided (e.g. ch. 2) for his severity, the deep-seated sense of guilt which permeates the book is evident (2:14; cf. 1:5, 8-9, 18, 22; 3:40^42; 4:13, 22; 5:7). The sense of tragedy is heightened by the recognition that it was avoidable. The manifold picture of the wrath of God (e.g. l:12fif.; 2:1-9, 20-22; 3:1-18; 4:6, 11) makes Lamentations a key source for any study of this aspect of God’s nature.

Judah’s plight is desperate but not hopeless. Though the aspects of her hope are not delineated, her reason for hope is cogently stated: the faithful-ness of a covenant-keeping God (3:19-39). It was one thing for the prophets to forecast a better day before the disaster struck; it is another thing for our prophet to appropriate this hope in the midst of appalling circumstances. His recognition of the disciplinary role of suffering and its relationship to God’s goodness (3:25-30) is cogent testimony to his prophetic insight.

Lamentations is a meeting-place of three great Strands of Heb. thought: prophecy, ritual and wisdom. The priestly influence is evident in the li-turgical forms of the poems. The wisdom emphasis is stressed in the willingness to contemplate the mysteries of God’s ways with men, especially in regard to the timeless problem of suffering.

Bibliocraphy. B. Albrektson, Studies in the Text and Theology of the Book of Lamentations, 1963; N. Gottwald, Studies in the Book of Lamentations, rev. edn., 1962; D. Hillers, Lamentations, rev. edn., 1992; I. Provan, Lamentations, 1991; S. P. Re’emi, God’s People in Crisis, pp. 73-134, 1984; W. Reyburn, A Handhook on Lamentations, 1992; C. Westermann, Lamentations: Issues and Interpretation, 1994.    d.h.

LAMP, LAMPSTAND, LANTERN.

I. Design and development

Small open pottery bowls with one or more slight lips, which can be identified as lamps (Heb. ner,


LANDMARK

Gk. lychnos, lampas), first appear in the Middle Bronze Age. This simple form continued in use throughout the Iron Age, the lip becoming more pronounced. The final development took place in the Hellenistic period when the Greek style of lamp with inward curving rim became completely enclosed, a small central hole alone remaining for feeding the oil (cf. Mt. 25:4). These lamps were mass-produced from moulds, one making the base, the other the lid. A very long spout for the wick characterizes Hellenistic lamps; this was shortened in the Roman period. Small handles were some-times added. The moulds for the lids were fre-quently impressed with floral and other patterns, and. in the Roman period when the lid became broad and concave, with pictures that appear in relief on the lamps. From the 3rd Century ad Christian symbols (cross, fishes, alpha and omega) form decorative motifs, while the seven-branched candlestick (menorah) marks Jewish lamps. The Standard Palestinian lamp of the Gospel period was plain, round, with a fairly wide flanged filling hole, and a flared nozzle for the wick, sloping downwards.

Lamps could be held in the hand, set on a shelf or placed on a stand (Heb. m'nörä, 2 Ki. 4:10; Aram. nebrastä, Dn. 5:5; Gk. lychnia, Mt. 5:15; cf. ANEP, no. 657, left edge). A simple wooden stand would serve most households, but some Iron Age lamps were provided with thick bases or separate hollow pedestals. Where brighter light was needed lamps with several spouts were employed, seven-spouted examples having been found in Palestine from this and earlier times, and many with Provision for multiple wicks are known from the Roman era.

Pottery forms were copied in metal, aithough few examples survive from the OT period. In the tabernacle stood the elaborate golden lampstand (Ex. 25:31 ff.). Three branches ending in flower-shaped lamp-holders protruded from either side of the main stem, which also supported a lamp-holder. Representations on certain Maccabean coins, a Herodian period drawing on stone found in Jerusalem and a relief on the arch of Titus Supplement Hebrew descriptions, and it may be as-sumed the pattem given in Exodus was followed closely throughout. Ten similar lampstands were made for Solomon’s Temple (1 Ki. 7:49).

The single lamps described burnt coarse olive oil or fat, and could stay alight for 2 to 4 hours, it seems, with an occasional trimming of the wick which was made of flax or other fibre (Heb. pistä, Is. 42:3; 43:17). It might be allowed to die away at night, or be kept alight (1 Sa. 3:3; Pr. 31:18).

Out-of-doors lamps could be carried in pottery vessels, aithough no examples are known earlier than the Roman era. These were dome-shaped with a flat base, a handle at the top and an opening at one side for the light. Such may have been the ‘lantern’ of Jn. 18:3 (Gk. phanos), or it may have been a more elaborate metal form. Gk. phanos can also mean ‘torch’, and that could be the sense here. Gideon’s men had torches at an earlier date (Heb. lappld, Jdg. 7:16).

II. Symbolic uses

Lamps were placed in tombs from the first, partly, no doubt, to illuminate the chamber, at the same time very likely serving as a Symbol of life. The expression ‘his lamp’ is so used metaphorically in the OT (Jb. 21:17; Pr. 20:20; 24:20; cf. 2 Sa. 21:17; 1

Ki. 11:36, etc.). From its purpose the lamp became a symbol of joy and prosperity, and of guidance: see Ps. 119:105; 2 Sa. 22:29; Pr. 6:20, 23, and personal names such as Neriyah, ‘The Lord is my light’.

Bibliography. D. M. Bailey, Greek and Roman Pottery Lamps, 1963; R. H. Smith, BA 27, 1964, pp. 1-31, 101-124; 29, 1966, pp. 2-27. a.r.m.

III. Symbolic and other uses in the New Testament

In the NT ‘lamp’ occurs 7 times in av, on each occasion rendering lampas. rv renders lampas as ‘torch’ in Jn. 18:3 (following av) and in Rev. 8:10, as ‘light’ in Acts 20:8 (following av), and as ‘lamp’ in Mt. 25:1, 3-4, 7-8; Rev. 4:5 (following av). rv renders lychnos (av ‘light’ 6 times, ‘candle’ 8 times) as ‘lamp’ on every occasion.

The rv rendering must be accepted apart from the translating of lampas by ‘lamp’ in Mt. 25 and Rev. 4:5. In the latter rsv has ‘torch’. In the parable of the virgins (Mt. 25:1-13) Rvmg. should be followed, where ‘torch’ is read. The conventional lamp was for indoor use, and what was needed (and what is still sometimes used) at a wedding was a * torch. The rags which formed its wick needed to be soaked in oil. It seems that the foolish virgins had no oil at all (v. 3), and therefore when they lit their torches they went out instantly (v. 8). The wise had taken oil in separate Containers ready for use at the appropriate moment. The difference be-tween them seems to have been not in the quantity of oil that they possessed but in the fact of their possessing or not possessing any at all. The foolish could have gone and bought some had they acted in time.

lychnos is used frequently in a symbolic sense. It is the lamp which must be put on a stand to give light to all in the house (Mt. 5:15). John the Baptist was ‘a burning and shining iamp’ (Jn. 5:35), who came ‘to bear witness to the light’ (Jn. 1:7). It is Christ who is the light (phös). In Mt. 6:22 the eye is called ‘the lamp of the body’ because it receives the light from outside.

lychnia is rendered ‘candlestick’ by av passim and ‘stand’ by rv in the Gospels, rv translates this ‘candlestick’ in Heb. 9:2 and also 7 times in Rev., but gives ‘lampstand’ in mg. rsv has ‘lampstand’ throughout. The seven churches (Rev. 1:12-13, 20; 2:1, 5) and the two witnesses (Rev. 11:4) are sym-bolized by lampstands, similar to those used in the tabernacle (Heb. 9:2).    r.e.n.

LANDMARK. Canaan was divided among the Is-raelite tribes, and to each family was given a plot of land to provide its livelihood. This was passed from father to son, or at least kept within the tribe (Nu. 27:1-11; 36), from which it was, theoretically, inalienable (see the story of Naboth, 1 Ki. 21). In-evitably many lost their land through debt, so that the Situation in which every man owned his own plot was looked upon as an ideal (Zc. 3:10). The boundaries were defined by stone pillars or cairns. (In Babylonia inscribed stones recorded the size of important estates, Bab. kudurru, ANEP, nos. 519-522, Contemporary with the Israelite Settlement of Canaan.) To remove these was tantamount to re-moving a man’s Claim, and was a lawless act (Dt. 19:14; 27:17; Pr. 22:28; 23:10). (For an Egyp. parallel, cf. ANET, p. 422, ch. 6.) It was a sign of evil times when men dared to do so (Jb. 24:2; Ho. 5:10).

A.R.M.

LANGUAGE OF THE APOCRYPHA. The so-

called *‘Apocrypha’ comprise a heterogeneous group of books, so that to talk of its language is in fact to talk of the individual books and the Problems of language which they pose. They have been preserved for us in mss of the lxx and so lie before us like that translation in Greek. Their Greek var-ies widely: e.g. an evident ‘translation Greek’ in Tobit, Judith, Ben-Sira, 1 Maccabees; a relatively idiomatic Greek in 1 Esdras and Wisdom of Solomon 1-9, in which nonetheless may be perceived traces of its original; the rest of Wisdom and 2 Maccabees in a Greek uninfluenced by any other tongue, although these two works diflfer widely in their literary merit. In this Greek dress, then, the Apocrypha present instances of a variety of populär Greek works current among Jewish people in the three centuries immediately before Christ. The writings pose textual problems which fall within the general pattem of the textual criticism of the LXX.

It has often been assumed that Hebrew is the original tongue of those works in this group which are evidently based on a Semitic original. C. C. Torrey, however, in this as in the NT field, opened the pertinent question whether Aramaic is not the original language, at least in certain cases. His knowledge of Aramaic was vast and his contribu-tions to biblical learning always challenging and stimulating, sometimes providing Solutions to Problems old and new, but not always convincing or even necessary (see the review by G. R. Driver of his posthumously published work on the Apoca-lypse: JTS n.s. 11, 1960, pp. 383-389). This must be borne in mind in evaluating his views on the language of the Apocrypha.

The Hebrew origin of a number of books is not controverted even by Torrey. 1 Maccabees has been translated from Hebrew by one better acquainted with Greek than Hebrew: signs of its origin are to be seen in, for instance, 1:28; 9:24; 14:28. Judith is plainly from Hebrew, as phrases such as apo prosöpou, eis prosöpon, and instrumentally used en show. The prologue to the Wisdom of Ben-Sira, or Ecclesiasticus, as it is often called, expressly States Hebrew to be the original, and a large part of this was discovered in the Cairo Geniza in 1896. The additions to Daniel are shown to be Hebrew in origin by passages such as the Prayer of Azariah 17 (3:40 in continuous Greek text) and Susanna 15. The Greek of the Prayer of Manasses is fluent, but the obscurities of vv. 4 and 7, for example, appear to derive from imperfectly expressed Hebrew locu-tions. Baruch displays in 4:5 evidence of a scribai error in the Hebrew (zikrön read instead of zikrü) translated into Greek. 1 Esdras is a rendering of a known original, part Hebrew, part Aramaic: it is idiomatically rendered. Finally, within this group, the first nine chapters of the Wisdom of Solomon are now widely acknowledged to be based on a Hebrew original; they are translated by the author of the rest of the book, to whose original additions we should perhaps also attribute 6:22-8:1.

Tobit is generally conceded to be translated from some Semitic language. Pfeiffer admits that both Hebrew and Aramaic can be proposed but that the case for Aramaic is the stronger. Torrey proposed to find evidence for this latter hypothesis in the meaningless Manasses of 14:10 (mss B and A), an original participle with objective suffix m'nasseh, ‘the one who exalted him’, ‘his benefactor’. (Fragments of Tobit in both Hebrew and Aramaic have been identified among the Qumran texts.) The Epistle of Jeremy admits of debate: some still maintain a Greek original. A crucial point is ‘the harlots on the rooF (v. 11). Torrey sees here evidence of a misrendering of ’al ’agrä, ‘for their hire’, as 'al ’iggärä. However, both readings in the Greek (slegousltegous) may be understood as ‘brothel’, so that mistranslation seems to be an un-necessary hypothesis in this case. In the case of 2 Esdras (not extant in Greek) variant hypotheses have been advanced for both Hebrew and Aramaic Originals. The question of the additions to Esther is larger than merely discussion of language: if the argument of Torrey that this represents the original form of the book be correct, then Aramaic
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may well have been its original. But this argument has not been accepted by most scholars.

Lastly, 2 Maccabees is a composition in Greek, a highly artificial attempt at the attainment of rhet-orical heights. The letters which are found in chs. 1 and 2 may be original, and appear to be from a Semitic source, perhaps in Aramaic.

ln these linguistic debates it may be well to bear in mind the remarks of G. R. Driver (op. eil.) to the effect that in the case of one author at least both Hebrew and Aramaic must be considered. As the one was spoken increasingly during the time of the composition of the Apocrypha and the other was still a literary medium and sometimes spoken, it may be that both have left their imprint upon the eventual Greek form of these books: and that this fact has led to the possibility of such different ar-guments upon a single matter.

Bibliography. R. H. Charles, The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament, 2 vols., 1913; C. C. Torrey, The Apocryphal Literature, 1945; R. H. Pfeiffer, History of New Testament Times with an Introduction to the Apocrypha, 1949; E. A. Speiser, JQR n.s. 14, 1924, pp. 455^182; C. E. Purinton, ‘Translation Greek in the Wisdom of Solomon’, JBL 47, 1928, pp. 276-304; C. C. Torrey, The Older Book of Esther’, HTR 37,1944, pp. 1—40; HJP, 3.1 and 3.2,passim. j.n.b.

LANGUAGE OF THE OLD TESTAMENT.

I. Hebrew

Hebrew belongs to the VV group of the Semitic languages (the Word Semitic is formed from the name of Shem, Noah’s eldest son). It is most close-ly related to the language of ancient Ugarit, and to Phoenician and Moabite. *Canaanite is known only from occasional words in the *Amarna letters. Probably it was the parent of Hebrew. In the OT it is called the ‘language (lit. “lip”) of Canaan’ (Is. 19:18), or Judaic (2 Ki. 18:26f.; cf. Is. 36:11 ff. and Ne. 13:24). The designation ‘Hebrew’ first occurs in the Prologue to Ecclesiasticus (Ben Sira, c. 180 BC).

Characteristic of the Semitic languages is the triconsonantal root acting as a kind of frame for a series of vowel-patterns. The insertion of the vowel-pattern into the frame gives it its specific meaning. In köhen, for instance, k-h-n would be the consonantal frame and o-e would be the vowel-pattern. The force of the o-e is roughly equivalent to that of the present participle in English, thus köhen, ‘ministering (one)’.

Hebrew script is a descendant of the N Semitic or Phoenician script (*Writing). It consists of 22 consonants (later s and s were distinguished, making 23). It is written from right to left. It con-tains various sounds not found in Indo-European languages; e.g. emphatic consonants (t. k [q], and s) and the laryngal 'ayin ('). The latter was offen transliterated into Greek by gamma, as for instance in ‘Gomorrah’. When Hebrew was no longer widely current, Systems of marks were inserted above, below and within the consonants to show the correct vowels (*Texts and Versions).

This vocalization represents an important syn-chronic Stage in Hebrew, and it is the product of a highly enlightened and reliable tradition, as is shown, for instance, by the care with which it observes the distinction that originally obtained between certain vowels of ‘substantival’ and ‘adjectival’ verbs, where modifications of the consonantal frame reveal their primitive forms. There are also a number of extra-alphabetical and punc-tuation or intonation signs. For biblical Hebrew the pronunciation most commonly adopted is the Sephardic (Judaeo-Spanish).

The scribes scrupulously avoided making any change in the consonantal text. Where they pre-sumed that there had been a transcriptional error, or where a word was no longer in polite use, they placed what they considered was the right or pref-erable word in the margin and the vowels of this word were added to the word in the text (over which a small circle was offen placed). The consonants in the text are referred to as K'tib (‘the written’), those in the margin as the Q're' (‘that which is to be read’).

Hebrew possesses no indefinite article. The definite article (ha-) is prefixed to the noun. Its use differs in many details from that of the definite article in English. For example, demonstrative pronouns and adjectives take it when used attribu-tively with a noun determinate in its reference (e.g. the book, the this; the man, the fat). It is also used with a member of a dass or with something previ-ously mentioned.

Nouns in Hebrew distinguish gender and number. Gender is grammatical: inanimate as well as animate things are assigned gender. The feminine has usually a specific termination (-ä). A number of feminine nouns, however, have no termination, but their gender is indicated by the agreement of adjectives and verbs. Hebrew also possesses a specific termination for the dual, large-ly confined to members of the body occurring in pairs; case-endings were discarded early, but a few traces remain.

There are two main classes of verbs: those with substantival cognates and those with adjectival cognates. Broadly speaking, the ‘substantival’ verb is dynamic, whereas the ‘adjectival’ (offen called ‘Stative’) is static. The verb primarily indicates the kind of the action, and distinguishes two main as-pects: completed action (perfective) and incom-pleted (imperfective). For the perfective, the pronominal element is suffixed: for the imperfective it is prefixed. In the perfective, gender is distinguished in the 3rd person singulär and in the 2nd person singulär and plural, and in the imperfective also in the 3rd person plural. Hebrew has a number of verb-forms for particular categories of action, such as iterative, causative, tolerative, etc.

Nouns are formed in many ways: by a variety of vowel-patterns, and with or without the addition of certain consonants. When consonants are used they are usually prefixed, m and t being the most common. Wide use is made of the singulär as a collective, with the result that the feminine termination is sometimes used as a kind of singulative ending, e.g. se'är, ‘hair’, sa“rä (fern.), ‘single hair’. Zero forms, that is forms in which a morphological element common to a dass is missing, are not un-common; sö'n (fern.), ‘flocks’, cf. sö'n 'öb'döl_, ‘lost sheep’, where öj indicates the element missing. The noun preceding a genitive has its vowels reduced to the minimum and omits the definite article. The group is treated virtually as an inseparable compound. Possessive pronouns appear as Suffixes to the noun.

Adjectives may be used either predicatively, when they do not take the definite article and usually precede the noun, or attributively, when they
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follow the noun and take the definite article if the noun has it. The adjective may also take the definite article and be used independently, having the value of a substantive. Comparison is rendered by the use of the preposition min, ‘from’, equivalent to the English ‘more . . . than’. The highest degree of a quantity is often left unexpressed, e.g. ‘the good’, namely ‘the best’, or the Superlative is ex-pressed by a phrase consisting of a singulär form ibllowed by a plural, e.g. ‘song of the songs’, i.e. the greatest or best song.

The use of the numerals shows several peculiar-ities. One and two agree in gender with their noun, but three to ten disagree. This may indicate a late introduction of grammatical gender.

The ‘verbless’ or nominal sentence in which the predicate consists of a noun, a pronoun, or adjective, is widely used. Usually we supply in transla-tion some part of the verb ‘to be’, e.g. ‘the servant of Abraham (am) T. In sentences with a finite verb the word-order usually follows the pattem—verb, subject, object. Often with the accusative the par-ticle 'er is used. If the object consists of a pronoun it can be appended to the accusative particle, or it can be added as an enclitic form to the verb. An indirect object consisting of a preposition and a pronominal suffix normally comes before the subject. If there is an adverbial extension it usually follows the object. Where English might use the impersonal ‘one’, e.g. in ‘one says’, Hebrew uses either the 2nd or 3rd singulär masculine or the 3rd plural.

The most distinctive feature of Hebrew style is its syndetic or co-ordinative character, that is, the prevalence of the simple conjunction ‘and’, and the infrequent use of subordinating conjunctions. Compared with English, it might seem to be less abstract. Hebrew, for instance, makes extensive use of terms for physical attitudes to describe psycho-logical States, or Organs of the body are associated with mental attitudes. It is most difficult for anyone inured to Indo-European procedure to dissociate his mind from the original meanings; this is par-ticularly so when a work is replete with them, as, for instance, in the Song of Songs.

The imagery of Hebrew is largely drawn from the things and activities of everyday life. It has, therefore, a universal quality and lends itself with-out difficulty to translation. Hebrew makes use of all the common figures of Speech, parables (eg. 2 Sa. 12), similes, metaphors, eg. ‘star’ or Mion’ for hero, ‘rock’ for refuge, Might’ for life and for the divine revelation, ‘darkness’ for sorrow and ignorance.

Hebrew, in common with general linguistic usage, makes wide use of anthropomorphic ex-pressions; that is, the transference or adaptation of terms for parts of the human body and for human activities to the inanimate world and other condi-tions to which they are not strictly attributable. These expressions have their origin in metaphor and come under the heading of ‘extension of meaning’, a device essential apparently to mechan-ism of languages in general. They occur as fre-quently in other Semitic languages as in Hebrew. Akkadian, for instance, refers to the keel of a ship as the ‘backbone’, to which the Tibs’ are attached. Hebrew speaks about the ‘head’ of a mountain, the ‘face’ of the earth, the Mip’ (shore) of the sea, the ‘mouth’ of a cave, the ‘going’ of water (a verb often used elsewhere with the meaning of ‘walking’). These and many other expressions had obviously become ‘fossilized’ metaphors. When such expressions are applied to the activities or attributes of God it would be indefensible on linguistic grounds to interpret them in a literal sense, or to base theories of beliefs on what are intrinsic modes of expres-sion dictated by the very nature of linguistic communication.

Elliptical expressions, by which the semantic content of a full phrase is vested in a single mem-ber of the group, are not uncommon, e.g. the omis-sion of ‘voice’ after Mo lift up’ (Is. 42:2). Although one of the earliest references to semantic change occurs in the OT (1 Sa. 9:9), there is little evidence of change in Hebrew in the course of the centuries. It is likely, however, that many parts have been revised to a Standard Hebrew, perhaps that of late pre-exilic Jerusalem. Traces of dialects may be found in some books, e.g Ruth, parts of 2 Kings. Later forms of the language can be traced in Esther, Chronicles and other passages. In the nature of the case, it would not be easy to detect loan-words from cognate languages. Examples are hekäl, Memple’, from Akkad. ekallu, ‘palace’, which in turn was borrowed from Sumerian e-gat, ‘great house’; 'argämän, ‘purple’, comes from Hittite.

Recovery of numerous ancient texts in cognate languages has brought a more precise understand-ing of some points. There is a danger that the excitement of new discoveries may give rise to ill-founded proposals that contravene in-built safe-guards of the language which prevent ambiguity. Frequent appeal to Arabic in this way mars neb (see J. Barr, Comparative Philology and the Text of the Old Testament, 1968). The great divergences be-tween Hebrew and the other cognate languages, largely due to the action of semantic change, make it extremely hazardous to attempt on etymological grounds to assign meanings to Hebrew words of infrequent occurrence.

The high literary style of much of the OT would seem to indicate the early existence of literary models or of a ‘grand style’. The ancient Near East offers examples of high styles continuing in use for many centuries. Much that has been written about divergences in Hebrew style is, in the absence of proper criteria, valueless.

While it is now clear that the influence of Hebrew on NT Greek is not as extensive as was formerly held by many scholars, nevertheless it has left its mark both on vocabulary and syntax. There are a number of loan-words and many loan-translations, e.g. hilaslerion for the covering of the ark which, on the Day of Atonement, was sprin-kled with blood, and an expression like ‘Blessed art thou among (lit. “in”) women’, where the Greek follows the Hebrew use of the preposition.

The influence of Hebrew on European literature is incalculable, even though much of it may have come indirectly through the Vulgate. Among the many Hebrew loan-words in English are: sabbath, sack, Satan, shekel, jubilee, hallelujah, aloes (fra-grant resin) and myrrh. The use of ‘heart’ as the seat of the emotions and will and of ‘soul’ for person are probably loan-translations.

Bibliography. A. B. Davidson, An Introductory Hebrew Grammar!\ 1962; G. Beer and R. Meyer, Hebräische Gram., 1, 1952; 2, 1955; 3-4, 1972; J. Weingreen, Practical Grammar for Classical Hebrew, 1959: T. O. Lambdin, Introduction to Bib-lical Hebrew, 1971; H. Bauer and P. Leander, Historische Gram, der Hebräischen Sprache, 1918-19;

P. Joüon, Grammaire de 1'Hebreu Biblique, 1923;

F. I. Andersen, The Hebrew Verbless Clause in tbe Pentateuch, 1970; idem, The Sentence in Bibiical Hebrew, 1974; Gesenius-Buhl, Handwörterbuch, 1921; L. Koehler, W. Baumgartner, Hebräisches und aramaisches Lexicon zum Allen Testament, 1967fl\; E. Y. Kutscher, A History of the Hebrew Language, 1982; B. Waltke and M. O’Connor, An Introduction to Bibiical Hebrew Syntax, 1990;

N. M. Waldman, The Recent Study of Hebrew, 1989; A. Säenz-Badillos, A History of the Hebrew Language, 1993; L. McFall, The Enigma of the Hebrew Verbal System, 1982.    b.d.b.

II. Aramaic

Aramaic, a close cognate, not a derivative, of Hebrew, is the language of Dn. 2:4-7:28; Ezr. 4:8-6:18^7:12-26; Je. 10:11; two words in Gn. 31:47; and of the Targums (Aramaic translations of parts of the OT). In the 9th and following centuries bc, Aramaic and its script (taken from alphabetic He-brew/Phoenician) rapidly became the international medium of commerce and diplomacy. Already in the 9th Century bc, Israel and Damascus had mer-chants in each other’s capitals (1 Ki. 20:34), and in 701 bc Hezekiah’s officers sought to be addressed in Aramaic—understood by rulers or merchants, but not by (Hebrew) ‘men in the Street’ (2 Ki. 18:26). In Assyria itself from c. 730 bc under Tiglath-pileser III, Aramaic steadily came into of-ficial use: Aramaic dockets on cuneiform tablets, Aramaic annotations by high Assyrian officials and Assyrian sculptures showing the recording of tribute by scribes who write (Aramaic) with pen on parchment as well as in cuneiform on clay tablets. (For full references, see R. A. Bowman, JNES 7, 1948, pp. 73-76, to which add the ostracon listing Hebrew exiles in Assyria found at Calah, J. B. Segal, Iraq 19, 1957, pp. 139-145, and Albright, BASOR 149, 1958, pp. 33—36.) Note here, too, the Aramaic letter of Adon of Ascalon to the pharaoh of Egypt in 604(?) bc (W. D. McHardy in DOTT, pp. 251-255 with bibliography). Unless it is a note to readers that Aramaic directly follows, the note in Dn. 2:4 ‘in Aramaic’ when the Chaldeans address Nebuchadrezzar would fit in perfectly with Assyro-Babylonian court use of Aramaic. Besides examples above, Aramaic epigraphs occur on the very bricks used in constructing the great buildings of Nebuchadrezzar’s Babylon and testify to the common use of that language there then (see R. Koldewey, The Excavations at Babylon, 1914, pp. 80-81, figs. 52-53). Aramaic (‘Reichsaramäisch’) became the official medium of communication throughout the polyglot Persian empire—Ezra is the classic bibiical example. This is vividly illus-trated by Aramaic papyri from Egypt (5th Century bc); for these see A. Cowley, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century bc, 1923; H. L. Ginsberg in ANET, pp. 222-223, 427-430, 491^492; E. G. Kraeling, The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri, 1953; G. R. Driver and others, Aramaic Documents of the Fifth Century bc, 1954 and abridged and revised, 1957.

The script is the same as Hebrew. and Aramaic has approximately the same phonological charac-teristics, including the position of the stress. The vowel-patterns are on the whole more attenuated and on occasions preserve more primitive forms. The consonantal shift between the two languages lacks the consistency of a law. Heb. z = Aram. d (d), Heb. s = Aram. t, Heb. s = Aram. t, etc., but the change of Heb. s to Aram. ' and q is phonetic-ally hard to explain.

The definite article is -ä and is suffixed to its noun. The genitive relation can be expressed as in Hebrew, the noun preceding the genitive is short-ened if possible and the group is treated as in-separable. The relationship is more often expressed by di, originally a demonstrative pronoun, thus hezwä di lelyä, ‘vision of the night’.

As in Hebrew, the noun has singulär, dual and plural. There are two genders: masculine and feminine. The feminine termination is -ä. but many feminine nouns are without any indication. Possessive pronouns are suffixed to the noun.

The verb possesses two tense-aspects: perfective (completed action) with pronominal elements suffixed, and imperfective (incompleted action) with the pronominal elements prefixed. The active par-ticiple is widely used to express present or future. There are some eight ‘verb-forms’ or conjugations: Primary Form, with modifications for active, passive and reflexive; Intensive; and the Causative, designated by either a prefixed h, ' or s. The verb ‘to be’, h“wä, comes to be used very much like an auxiliary verb.

The verbless sentence is common. In verbal sen-tences either the verb or the subject may come first, but the latter Order seems more common. Word-order is less rigid than in Hebrew.

The Aramaic of the OT is a subject of dispute. S. R. Driver (LOT, pp. 502ff.) affirmed that the Aramaic of Daniel was a Western Aramaic dialect and hence late. When he wrote, the only material avail-able was too late to be relevant. Subsequentiy R. D. Wilson, making use of earlier material that had come to light, was able to show that the distinction between E and W Aramaic did not exist in pre-Christian times. This was amply confirmed by H.

H. Schaeder. Schaeder also drew attention to the fact that the static nature of ‘Imperial Aramaic’, as it has come to be called, precludes the possibility of dating documents in it, including Daniel and Ezra. He showed that the criteria adduced to assign to Daniel and Ezra a late date are merely the result of a process of orthographical moderniza-tion going on in the 5th Century bc (see F. Rosenthal, Aramaistische Forschung, pp. 67ff). From what we know from Contemporary documents of the extent of trade and diplomatic con-tacts, we are not surprised to find loan-words in the most unexpected places.

Advancing knowledge based upon old and new discoveries shows arguments for dating the Aramaic of the OT after the Persian period are often groundless. Recent evidence on one matter must suffice here. In early Aramaic there was a sound d (dh) which by Persian times had become identical with ordinary ‘d’ in pronunciation. In the W (Syria) this consonant was written as ‘z’ (even in a non-Aramaic name, as Miliz for Milid(h), ‘Melitene’ in Zakir’s Stele), and this persisted as a ‘historical’ spelling in the Aramaic papyri of the Persian empire. But in the E, ‘dh’ was already rep-resented by the Assyrians as ‘d’ from the 9th Century bc (Adad-idri for (H)adad-ezer). The real pronunciation ‘d’ in Persian times is betrayed by various hints: a remarkable Aramaic text in Egyp-tian demotic script, 5th Century bc, writes ‘t7 ‘d’ (J. A. Bowman JNES 3, 1944, pp. 224-225 and n. 17), while in some of the normal Aramaic papyri there are cases of false archaism in writing ‘z’ for original ‘d’ (not ‘dh’), cf. E. Y. Kutscher, JAOS 74, 1954, p. 235 (zyn wzbb).

OT Aramaic writes a phonetically true ‘d’, not a

W historic ‘z’; this is no indicator of late date, but signifies one of two things. Either Daniel, Ezra, etc., simply put Aramaic as spoken in 6th/ 5th-century Babylonia into a directly phonetic spelling, or eise they used the historic spelling largely elim-inated by a subsequent spelling-revision of rather later date.

Bibliography. E. Y. Kutscher, in T. A. Seboek (ed.), Current Trends in Linguistics 6, 1970, pp. 347-412; R. D. Wilson, Studies in the Book of Daniel, 1917; F. Rosenthal, Aramaistische Forschung, 1939; H. H. Schaeder, Iranische Beiträge, 1, 1930; K. A. Kitchen, in D. J. Wiseman (ed ), Notes on Sonte Problems in the Book of Daniel, 1965, pp. 31-79; W. R. Garr, Dialect-Geography of Syria-Palestine, 1000-586 bce, 1985. Grammars—by H. Bauer and P. Leander, 1927; H. Strack, 1921; W. B. Stevenson, 1924; F. Rosenthal, 1961; K. Beyer, The Aramaic Language, 1986; Lexicons—those listed under Hebrew contain Aramaic Supplements.
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LANGUAGE OF THE NEW TESTAMENT.

I. General characteristics

0. The nature of' common Greek'

The language in which the NT documents have been preserved is the ‘common Greek’ (koine), which was the lingua franca of the Near Eastern and Mediterranean lands in Roman times. It had been established over this wide territory by the conquests and express cultural purpose of Alexander the Great, whose colonies provided foci for the continued use of the language. It exercised influ-ence in vocabulary upon Coptic, Jewish Aramaic, rabbinical Hebrew and Syriac, and was spoken as far W as the Rhone valley, colonized from the province of Asia. It represents, as its morphology and accidence show, a mingling of the Attic, Ionic and W Greek dialects, which in the course of Greek political history before and after Alexanders conquests became fused together into a fully unified language with little trace of dialectal differentiation, so far as our records go. It is the direct ancestor of Byzantine and modern Greek which have recently been much utilized to cast light on its development and normative forms.

A number of the writers of the Roman period strove to attain the Attic ideal, and thus the living dialect is largely obscured in their works (Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Dio Chrysostom, Lucian); and even those who wrote in the koine were inevit-ably influenced at times by their literary back-ground (Polybius, Diodorus Siculus, Plutarch, Josephus).

The language of the NT, however, belongs to a style which is not moulded by formal literary edu-cation, but Stands in a tradition of the presentation of technical materials and practical philosophy. The antecedents of this are in the scientific writings of Aristotle and Theophrastus, and in the medical writings of the Hippocratic school. Contemporary parallels to NT Greek are to be found in populär philosophical writings such as the discourses of Epictetus, in business and legal documents known to us from papyrus discoveries, and in various Hel-lenistic writers on medical and other technical mat-ters. This style provided a convenient medium for the presentation of the matters of general interest which the early church desired to convey, in a language which was likely to be that which the non-Greek Speaker learnt when he entered Graeco-Roman society. It had an intellectual tradition but was not the property of a sophisticated lettered dass: it was not the colloquial daily speech but had links with that, as the cultivated literary language did not. The language of the NT, from the sol-ecisms of the Apocalypse to the highly-wrought style of Luke or Hebrews, Stands within this common tradition. It is not a separate dialect but draws its peculiarities from its subject-matter, from the background of the lxx and from the imprint of the mother tongue of most of its writers.

The koine is characterized by the loss or attenu-ation of many subtleties of the classical period, and by a general weakening in force of particles, conjunctions and the Aktionsart of verbal conjuga-tions. The extent and particular instances of this tendency to simplification naturally vary even within the NT, and much more within the whole ränge of the linguistic monuments of the dialect. The dual number has totally disappeared. The Optative mood is little used and scarcely ever strict-ly according to the canons of classical Attic. The distinction of perfect and aorist is sometimes not observed, a feature often reflected in variant read-ings. Certain particles, e.g. te, hös, and even ge, are used as mere otiose Supplements to others. Distinc-tions between different prepositions, e.g. eis and en, hypo and apo, are blurred: and similarly, the use of the same preposition (e.g. epi) with diflering cases of the noun.

In vocabulary, compound verbs take the place of simple verbs, and thematic of non-thematic, while back-formations appear; in the noun there is a marked inclination to use diminutives without due implication of smallness. Similarly, the usage of such conjunctions as hina and me has been greatly extended; and the pattem of conditional sentences (whether with ei or with a relative) has lost its clearly-defined nuances. This is not to imply that the language was in this form totally weakened and bereft of all its powers and subtleties—it remained a keen and precise instrument of expression—but without cognizance of the attenuating processes which were at work the expositor Stands in danger of oversubtlety in exegesis.

Düring the period of our NT writings, under Roman domination, the koine was exposed to the influence of Latin, and this has left its mark upon the language. However, this impression is mainly upon vocabulary and is to be seen in two forms, transliterated words (e.g. kentyriön) and literally transposed phrases (e.g. to hikanon poiein = satis-facere). An attempt has been made to argue that the original tongue of Mark’s Gospel was Latin, as some Syr. colophons say, and a plausible case erected; but the thesis has not met with acceptance, since much of its evidence may be paralleled either in the papyri or in modern Greek. It is in fact an unchallenged axiom of present-day scholarship in this field that that which is at home in modern Greek is the development of a natural Hellenistic locution, and in its appearance in the NT cannot be the result of a foreign influence upon NT Greek. As regards the language of Mark, it should also be noted that Latinisms of both kinds are to be found in Matthew and John and even in Luke, while the African Latin text, claimed as the original text, is in fact extant for all four Gospels, and not only for Mark.

b.    Hebraisms in ihe New Testament

No local dialects are observable within the koine, and in extant records there seems to be little local Variation apart front pronunciation. A few ‘Phry-gianisms’ and ‘Egyptianisms’ have been isolated. But in the NT writings we meet the particular Problem of Semitisms, i.e. abnormal locutions which reveal an underlying or otherwise influ-encing Hebrew or Aramaic. We find that here we are dealing with an extremely subtle problem, in solving which a number of different types of infiu-ence and reflection may be discerned. Much that seemed curious to earlier scholars and was put down to Hebraism has, since the discoveries of the papyri, proved to be but the common Greek of the period. Yet certain features remain about which debate continues.

Hebraisms are mainly of Septuagintal origin. The Septuagint (lxx) was the Bible text chiefly known and used in the period of the formation of the NT. Its influence upon the NT writers varies. To trace this is again somewhat difficult, except in the case of explicit citation or phraseology, be-cause of different strata in the lxx itself, some parts of which are written in idiomatic koine, others in good literary koine, while the Pentateuch and some other portions, largely for reverential reasons, closely adhere to the Heb. text, even when this entaiis a certain wrestling of the grammatical usage of Greek. Heb. phrases are rendered word for word into Greek, e.g. pasa sarx, ‘all flesh’; akro-bystia, ‘uncircumcision’, enöpion tou kyriou, ‘before the Lord’; pronouns are much used, follow-ing Heb. usage; various verbal features of Hebrew, especially the infinitive absolute, are rendered as literally as possible into Greek, e.g. in this case by pleonastic participle or cognate noun in the dative case; various periphrastic prepositionai forms are used in imitation of Hebrew, e.g. en mesö, dia chei-ros. In some cases, for instance the last named, this represents simply an over-use of a development al-ready observable in populär Greek of the period.

The Greek of the NT, however, is not translated from Hebrew; and where (citations, etc., apart) Hebraism is observable, it is in works otherwise high in the scale of stylistic and literary elegance in the NT. These are Luke, whose Septuagintalism is probably the result of deliberate pastiche, and He-brews, whose author is steeped in the lxx while himself being capable of a highly complex and subtle Greek style. In Revelation the author’s Greek, basically koine, has been moulded by his Semitic mother-tongue. For instance, the verbal pattem of Hebrew and Aramaic has been imposed thoroughly upon his usage of the Greek verb, and Hebrew influence may be seen in the numerals. The resultant style is thoroughly Semitized but distinct from Septuagintal styles.

c.    The so-called 'Aramaic approach'

This approach is a method even more difficult to pursue than the tracing of Hebraism. This is due to many factors. First, there has been considerable debate over the appropriate dialect of the wide-spread Aramaic language, in which the sayings of Jesus may be presumed to have been uttered and preserved. In the upshot it would appear that the Palestinian Targum, the Aramaic portions of the Talmud Yerushalmi, and Samaritan Aramaic sources are probably the safest guide, with biblical Aramaic and Christian Palestinian Syriac as useful auxiliary aids. Secondly, whereas for Hebraisms we have a known translation from Hebrew to guide us, in the case of Aramaic there is no translated litera-ture apart from the versions of biblical books known to have been translated from Aramaic, and various pseudepigrapha presumably translated; and only in the first of these cases have we the Originals by which to control our understanding. Josephus’ Jewish War, originally composed in Aramaic, has been skilfully rendered into Greek in a version which shows little or no trace of its original language. Thirdly, a number of alleged signs of Aramaic origin (e.g. asyndeton, parataxis, an ex-tended use of hina said to be based on the Aramaic d') are also to be found in the koine, where sim-plicity of construction is offen found and finer shades of meaning are sometimes lost.

In view of these difficulties, one needs to proceed with care. The more ambitious hypotheses which find all the Gospels and parts of Acts to be transla-tions from Aramaic have failed to meet with general acceptance. More sober positions need to be taken up. We have to assess the probabilities largely by an ‘un-Greek’ preponderance of, or predilection for, certain locutions, or by means of patent ambi-guities directly attributable to errors of translation. We find, then, that, broadly speaking, sayings and discourse material prove to be that which displays the most unambiguous signs of translation out of Aramaic: vi'z. sayings, complexes of sayings, par-ables, in the Synoptics; peculiarly Johannine discourse material; speeches in Acts. In these sections a number of ambiguities have been resolved by re-course to the syntax and style of Aramaic: this is the most securely established conclusion of this method. The majority of attempts to find flagrant mistranslations, however, in the cruces interprelum of the Greek, have not met with general agree-ment; each scholar tends to put forward his own suggestions, to the detriment of others and in criti-cism of theirs. In the case of John not all would be willing to find Aramaic sources even behind the discourses: rather, the work of a bilingual author has been postulated, in which the more natural Aramaic has left its indelible imprint on the more mannered Greek. This is certainly so in the case of Paul, whose rugged and vigorous koine is marked throughout by his close acquaintance with the lxx and sometimes, perhaps, by his native Aramaic.

II. Individual stylistic features

Having thus summarized the general character-istics of NT Greek, we may give a brief character-ization of each individual author. Mark is written in the Greek of the common man; our increased knowledge of the papyri has done much to il-luminate his usage, though Aramaisms still remain, notably his impersonal use of the third person plural of the active verb to express a general action or thought. Matthew and Luke each utilize the Marcan text, but each corrects his sol-ecisms, and prunes his style, in accordance with principles which we may find illustrated in their extreme form in Phrynichus. Matthew’s own style is less distinguished than that of Luke—he writes a grammatical Greek, sober but cultivated, yet with some marked Septuagintalisms; Luke is capable of achieving momentarily great heights of style in the Attic tradition, but lacks the power to sustain these; he lapses at length back to the style of his sources or to a very humble koine. In both Evan-gelists, of course, the Aramaic background of the
[image: ]


material reveals itself again and again, especially in sayings. The first two chapters of Luke have led to some debate: it is common to describe them as a pastiche of the lxx, but it may be plausibly argued that they are translated directly from a Heb. source. John's Greek can be closely paralleled from Epicte-tus, but in the opinion of most scholars appears to be a koine written by one whose native thought and speech were Aramaic; there may even be passages translated from that language. Certain qualities of his style, notably the T AM’ type of theophanic declaration, are most closely to be paralleled from the Mandaean writings which have their roots in W Syria; this too underlines the description of the Gospel as markedly Semitic. Acts is clearly the work of Luke, whose style fluctuates here as in the Gospel, and in spite of his spasmodic achieve-ments remains at the mercy of his sources.

Paul writes a forceful Greek, with noticeable de-velopments in style between his earliest and his latest Epistles. The development in Ephesians and in the Pastorais is so striking as to have led to hy-potheses of pseudonymous composition; it is nat-urally patient of other explanations in the view of conservative scholars (1 2 Pseudonymity). Hebrews is written in very polished Greek of one ac-quainted with the philosophers, and with the type of thought and exegesis exemplified in Philo, yet the lxx has affected the language and style as it has not in Philo’s case. James and 1 Peter both show close acquaintance with classical style, although in the former some very ‘Jewish’ Greek may also be seen. The Johannine Epistles are closely similar to the Gospel in language, but are more uniform and, even, duller in style, though the wide differences of literary type and subject may well be the operative factor in this. Jude and 2 Peter both display a highly tortuous and involved Greek; the latter has in fact with some justification been accused of At-ticizing, and has been described as the one NT writing which gains by translation. The Apoca-lypse, as we have indicated, is sui generis in language and style; its vigour, power and success, though a tour de force, cannot be denied.

1

LAODICEA. A city of SW Phrygia, in the Roman province of Asia, in the W of what is now Asiatic Turkey. It was founded by the Seleucid Antiochus II in the 3rd Century bc, and called after his wife Laodice. It lay in the fertile valley of the Lycus (a tributary of the Maeander), close to ‘Hierapolis and 2Colossae, and was distinguished by the epi-thet ‘on Lycus’ from several other cities of the name. It was at a very important cross-road: the main road across Asia Minor ran W to the ports of

2

    Miletus and 2 Ephesus about 160 km away and E by an easy incline on to the central plateau and thence towards Syria; and another road ran N to

*    Pergamum and S to the coast at ‘Attalia.

Laodicea, one of the ’seven churches of Asia' (Rev. 1-3).

LASEA, presumably the same town as the Lasos mentioned by Pliny (NH 4. 59), has been identified with ruins some 8 km E of ‘Fair Hävens. If this identification is correct, one of the disadvantages


III. Conclusion

So NT Greek, while showing a markedly Semitic cast in places, remains in grammar, syntax and even style essentially Greek. Semantically, how-ever, it has come to be increasingly acknowledged that its terminology is as strongly moulded by the usage of the lxx as by its origins, etymology and usage in Greek. This realization has led to the TDNT founded by Kittel, and has made a major contribution towards the current investigations of biblical theology; readily accessible to the English reader, there is also the work of C. H. Dodd in this field, especially in The Bible and the Greeks and The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel. Behind ‘righteousness’ and ‘justification’, behind ‘faith’ and ‘to believe’, behind ‘knowledge’ and ‘grace’, stand Heb. concepts which quite transform the Gk. significance and which must be comprehended if the gospel is not to be misunderstood. The lack of this knowledge affects even the best of patristic and mediaeval exegesis, and later theologians too have suffered from lack of it. The realization of it is one of our greatest gains from modern biblical research: but note the criticism of J. Barr.

In summary, we may state that the Greek of the NT is known to us today as a language ‘under-standed of the people’, and that it was used with varying degrees of stylistic attainment, but with one impetus and vigour, to express in these docu-ments a message which at any rate for its preachers was continuous with that of the OT scriptures—a message of a living God, concerned for man’s right relation with himself, providing of himself the means of reconciliation. This gospel has moulded the language and its meaning so that even the lin-guistic disciplines of its analysis become ultimately parts of theology.

Bibliography. R. W. Funk, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament, 1961 (rev. of F. Blass and A. Debrunner, Grammatik der neuleslamenllichen Griechisch) 9/10 ed.; latest Ger. ed. = l7, 1990 (ed. F. Rehkopf); J. H. Moulton, Grammar of New Testament Greek, l3, 1908; 2 (ed. W. F. Howard), 1929; 3, 1963; 4, 1976; M. Black, An Aramaic Approach to the Four Gospels and Acts', 1967; L. Rydbeck, Fachprosa, vermeintliche Volkssprache u. Neues Testament, 1967; G. Mussies, The Morphology of Koine Greek, 1971; C. F. D. Moule, TDNT, Walter Bauer, Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen Testament und der früchristli-chen Literatur 6, völlig neu bearbeitete Auflage . . . von Kurt and Barbara Aland, 1988; BAGD, J. Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language, 1961; Biblical Wordsfor Time, 1962; J. A. Fitzmyer, A Wandering Aramean, 1979.    j.n.b.

This Strategie position made Laodicea an ex-tremely prosperous commercial centre, especially under Roman rule. When destroyed by a disastrous earthquake in ad 60 (Tacitus, Arm. 14. 27) it could afford to dispense with aid from Nero. It was an important centre of banking and exchange (cf. Cicero, ad Fam. 3. 5. 4, etc.). Its distinctive prod-ucts included garments of glossy black wool (Strabo, Geog. 12. 8. 16 [578], and it was a medical centre noted for ophthalmology. The site had one disadvantage: being determined by the road-system, it lacked a sufficient and permanent supply of good water. Water was piped to the city from hot springs some distance S, and probably arrived lukewarm. The deposits still encrusting the re-mains testify to its warmth. The site of Laodicea was eventually abandoned, and the modern town (Denizli) grew up near the springs.

The gospel must have reached Laodicea at an early date, probably while Paul was living at Ephesus (Acts 19:10), and perhaps through Epaphras (Col. 4:12-13). Although Paul mentions the church there (Col. 2:1; 4:13-16), there is no record that he visited it. It is evident that the church main-tained close Connections with the Christians in Hierapolis and Colossae. The ‘letter from Laodicea’ (Col. 4:16) is often thought to have been a copy of our Ephesians which had been received in Laodicea.

The last of the Letters to ‘the seven churches of Asia’ (Rev. 3:14-22) was addressed to Laodicea. Its imagery owes relatively little to the OT, but con-tains pointed allusions to the character and cir-cumstances of the city. For all its wealth, it could produce neither the healing power of hot water, like its neighbour Hierapolis, nor the refreshing power of cold water to be found at Colossae, but merely lukewarm water, useful only as an emetic. The church was charged with a similar uselessness: it was self-sufficient, rather than half-hearted. Like the city, it thought it had ‘need of nothing’. In fact it was spiritually poor, naked and blind, and needed ‘gold’, ‘white garments’ and ‘eyesalve’ more eflective than its bankers, clothiers and doc-tors could supply Like citizens inhospitable to a traveller who offers them priceless goods, the Laodiceans had closed their doors and left their real Provider outside. Christ turns in loving appeal to the individual (v. 20).

Bibliography. C. J. Hemer, NIDNTT 1, pp. 317-319; idem, Buried Hislory 11, 1975, pp. 175— 190; E. M. Yamauchi, New Testament Cilies in Western Asia Minor, 1980; C. J. Hemer, The Letters to the Seven Churches of Asia in their Local Setting, 1986.    m.j.s.r.
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LAPPIDOTH (Heb. lappidöl, ‘torches’). The hus-band of Deborah (Jdg. 4:4). Some Jewish com-mentators, taking it as a description of Deborah, would render the Hebrew as ‘a woman of lightning flashes’, but there is little evidence to support this view; other Jewish commentators (with equal lack of evidence) identified him with Barak (Jdg. 4:6), whose name means ‘lightning’.    j.d.d.

of Fair Hävens as a winter harbour would be the distance of the town from it.    K.L.McK.

LASHA. Probably lesa', but written läsä in the interests of prosody in its sole occurrence, which is at the end of a verse (Gn. 10:19). It figures in the designation of the limits of the territory of Canaan in a context which suggests that one travel-ling from the Mediterranean coast would en-counter it as the farthest inland of a group consist-ing of Sodom, Gomorrah, Admah and Zeboim This points to a locality somewhere near the SE shore of the Dead Sea, but no site of this name is known there. Ancient tradition equated it with the hot springs of Kallirrhoe, modern Zarqa Ma‘in SW of Madaba near the E coast of the Dead Sea. and some modern scholars prefer to identify it with layis of * Dan, but neither of these can be substan-tiated.    t.c.m.

LASHARON (rv ‘Lassharon’, Avmg. ‘Sharon’). A Canaanite royal city mentioned with Aphek as taken by Joshua (12:18). lxx (B) reads ‘the king of Aphek in Sharon’. However, Eusebius (Onomasti-con, s.v. ‘Saron’) mentions a district called Sarona, between Mt Tabor and the Sea of Tiberias, and this ancient site, 10 km SW of Tiberias, may be the biblical Lasharon.    j.d.d.

LATIN. The word is mentioned only twice in the NT (Lk. 23:38, RSvmg.; Jn. 19:20). An Indo-Euro-pean language, it was spoken first in Rome and the contiguous Latian plain by racial elements which entered Italy, probably from the N, before 900 bc Latin was confined to the Latian enclave by the alien Etruscan language to the N, and to the E and S by the allied languages, Oscan and Umbrian, which came with a later wave of immigrants, pos-sibly across the Adriatic. Latin expanded with Rome, became the second speech of the W Mediterranean, fathered the Romance languages, and contributed major elements to the vocabularies of the Teutonic and Slavonic languages. Latin words appearing in the NT are: as. Charta, census, centu-rio, colonia. custodia, denarius, forum, ßagellum. grabbatus, legio, lenteum, libertini, lolium. praetorium. quadrans, macellum, membrana. modius. raeda, semi-cinctium, sicarius, speculalor, sudarium, taberna. titulus. zizanium.    e.m.b.

LAW

I. In the Old Testament

Terminology

The OT has a variety of terms for law, the com-monest of which are: töräh, ‘law, instruction, teaching’; höq, ‘Statute, decree’; mispät, ‘judgment, legal decision’; däbär, ‘word’; miswäh, ‘com-mand(ment)’. Their number reflects the import-ance of law within the Bible. Indeed the first five books are called töräh, ‘law’, by Jews and the NT, even though they appear to be as much about his-tory as law. The specifically legal sections are embedded in narratives about Israel’s early history, and this context is important for the understanding of biblical law. This article will therefore begin by describing the main groups of law within the Pentateuch: next it will review the relationship of OT law to other collections of laws from the ancient Near East; then it will look at the relationship of the law to the covenant, and finally at its relationship to the narratives.

a.    The Ten Commandments

The Ten Commandments or Ten Words (Deca-logue) (Ex. 20:1-17; Dt. 5:6-21) are rightly re-garded as the quintessence of OT law. This is not merely the opinion of modern commentators, but is affirmed by Jesus and Paul and by the OT itself. They alone are said to have been written by ‘the finger of God’, a very emphatic Statement of their inspiration.

The Ten Commandments are not case or Statute law, or Tsrael’s crimina! law’ (so Philips). No human penalties are specified for breaking them, but dire warnings of punishment by God or prom-ises of his blessing are added to them. And the last commandment about coveting could never be en-forced by a human court. This shows that the commandments should not be classed as civil or criminal law, but as a Statement of basic religious and ethical principles.

These principles are illustrated and in the other legal collections of the Pentateuch are put into a form that judges could handle. Ex. 22:1-15 shows how theft should be punished, and Dt. 22:13-30, among other passages, gives directions about adul-tery and kindred offences. Indeed the Order of topics in Dt. 12-25 seems to be dictated by the Order of the commandments.

This Order is not haphazard: it gives an insight into the religious and ethical priorities of the OT. Though every commandment expresses the will of God, and to breach them is to invite his punishment, the most important come first. Other collections of law are put in a similar order. Flagrant breaches of the first six commandments are punished by death. Death is made optional for the sev-enth, i.e. adultery. It is never invoked for ordinary cases of false witness or theft, and covetousness is not brought to court. Thus the Decalogue makes love for God, his name and his day, the Israelite’s first duty, but almost as important is love for par-ents, human life and marriage. Then comes truth and property, and finally covetousness. Other soci-eties tend to rank these matters diflferently.

b.    The Book of the Covenant

Ex. 20:22-23:19 is often referred to as the Book or Code of the Covenant, a title suggested by Ex. 24:7. This was given at the same time as the Ten Commandments, and the context makes it plain that the writer of Exodus saw this Collection of laws as an elaboration of the Decalogue. Yet about half of them find good parallels in non-biblical collections of laws, so that scholars assume that there has often been large-scale borrowing from Canaanite sources or a drawing on common Near-Eastern legal tradition which explains these parallels. But the diflferences between non-biblical collections and the Book of the Covenant are just as striking as the affinities. There has been no mechanical borrowing, for the laws within the Book have been added to or reordered to reflect biblical priorities. For example, oriental collections of law rarely contain rules about worship or other religious matters, but in the Book of the Covenant and the other collections these come first (20:22— 26) and last (23:10-19). ln the Mesopotamian collections, laws about slaves usually come towards the end, but Ex. 21:1-11 puts them near the begin-ning. This reflects the OT’s insistence that slaves are human beings, not mere chattels, but it also recalls that as 20:2 puts it, T am the Lord . . . who brought you out . . . of slavery.' Israel must show kindness to slaves as God did to them (cf. Dt. 15:15). The primacy of human life over property is also reflected in these laws.

c.    Leviticus and the Holiness Code

Source criticism splits the book of Leviticus into two parts: 1-16 is ascribed to the Priestly source and 17-27 to the Holiness Code, an earlier docu-ment subsequently incorporated into the Priestly source. The theme of holiness runs through the book of Leviticus. Its motto is: ‘Be holy because I, the Lord your God, am holy.’ The narrative which encases the laws in Leviticus sets their promulga-tion in Sinai, like the Book of the Covenant. Like the Book of the Covenant, Leviticus shows the same sense of priorities. It begins with seven chap-ters on sacrifice, showing the acceptable way to worship God. After a short narrative interlude (chs. 8-10), it proceeds with a long section on im-pediments to worship, i.e. unclean conditions (chs.

11- 15), more laws on worship, before reaching its section on civil and criminal offences (chs. 18-25), with its acme ‘Love your neighbour as yourself’ (19:18). Once again, duties towards God precede duties to one’s neighbour.

d.    Deuteronomy

Deuteronomy is Gk. for ‘second law’. This is not the aptest description of this book, for although chap-ters 12-25 contain much legal material, the genre of the book as a whole is different from the preceding collections. Deuteronomy is a series of sermons by Moses about the law, urging Israel to keep the law if they want to prosper in the land they are about to enter. Much critical debate focuses on whether Moses, the implied author of Deuteronomy, is the actual author, but that is not the issue here. The laws in Exodus and Leviticus profess to have been given by God to Moses, but Deuteronomy is an extended reflection by Moses on the law and an attempt by him to persuade the nation of Israel to keep the laws, especially when they enter Canaan.

The structure of the book owes much to the Near Eastern legal document form exemplified in treaties, law codes and kudurru stones. But as al-ready mentioned the section of Deuteronomy that most closely corresponds to a law code, chapters

12- 25, appears to follow the Order of the Decalogue in its arrangement of laws. Some of the most obvious points are chs. 12—13//1 st commandment ‘no other gods’, chs. 15—16//4th commandment ‘sabbath’= 7th year and festivals, chs. 17—18//5th commandment ‘parents’ = authorities, chs. 19-21// 6th commandment ‘murder’, chs. 22—23//7th commandment ‘adultery’, chs. 23—24//8th commandment ‘theft, property’ ch. 25//9th commandment ‘false witness’. Once again the same sense of values emerges here as in the Decalogue itself.

e.    OT law and ancient oriental parallels

In discussing the Book of the Covenant we noted that many parts parallel laws from other Near Eastern texts, such as the laws of Lipit-Ishtar c. 2100 bc, the laws of Eshnunna and Hammurapi c. 1750 bc, the Hittite laws and the Middle Assyrian laws. There are also thousands of legal documents dealing with marriage, wills, sale, and disputes spanning nearly three millennia, from Sumer Io Egypt, which shed light on Israelite legal practice. Despite the multitude of documents now avail-able, it is difficult to know how much legal practice differed from place to place and in different periods. Though scholars tend to presuppose much evolutionary development, Westbrook argues that the ancient world was a very static society, with relatively little change happening from place to place. Certainly legal texts from very different times and places have contributed to elu-cidating biblical law.

It is generally agreed that the extrabiblical col-lections of law are not comprehensive codes trying to cover every legal eventuality. Offen the most obvious cases are not discussed, e.g. ordinary homicide or arson, but unusual cases are, e.g. loot-ing at a fire. This suggests we are dealing with col-lections of traditional case law, perhaps intro-ducing certain innovations or reforms. How far these collections were drawn up for the guidance of judges (they are hardly ever cited in legal cases), or how far they represent an academic exercise by learned scribes as Propaganda on behalf of the king, is still a matter of debate. The biblical collections are similar in not being comprehensive and in presupposing at many points the normal legal practices of the Near East. For example, Lv. 18 does not prohibit incest with one’s daughter, but presupposing it extends the incest boundaries con-siderably. The OT does not describe what consti-tuted a legal marriage or divorce, but by using extrabiblical materials, and remarks in biblical law about unusual cases, it is possible to reconstruct more typical procedures. So with the aid of Near Eastern texts, biblical law may be interpreted much more exactly.

However, though legal practice in Israel may at many points have been similar to that of its neigh-bours, the framework of understanding was somewhat different. In Mesopotamia, the king was the author of the law, but Israel saw God as the lawgiver. This had profound consequences. First, it meant that all offences were sins. They did not merely affect human relationships, but also the relationship between God and people. Non-observance of the law was a breach of the covenant between God and Israel that was liable to provoke divine judgment. Second, if law comes from God, all life is related to God, therefore it is natural for collections of law to contain reference to religious duties as well as social ones. We have already noted this feature in all the biblical collections of law. Third, the duty of keeping the law feil on every Israelite, not just the king. So every Israelite was expected to know and teach the law, espe-cially to members of his family (cf. Dt. 6:7).

The express purpose of the law was to create a ‘kingdom of priests and a holy nation’ (Ex. 19:6). But the prologue of Hammurapi’s laws dwells on the political and economic benefits that law brings —justice, peace, prosperity and good government. But though the OT recognizes these benefits as flowing from national obedience to the law (cf. Dt. 28:1-14), it also sees a much greater benefit in the law. The law itself is the divine means of creating a holy people. Obedience to the law renews the divine image in man, enabling him to fulfil the command to ‘Be holy, for I am holy’ and to enjoy the presence of God in the midst of his people (cf Lv. 11:44-45; 19:2; 20:7; 26).

f.    Biblical law and the Covenant

All the biblical collections of law are set within a covenant framework. The Ten Commandments and the Book of the Covenant form the centre-piece of the first Sinai covenant, the laws in Leviti-cus form part of the renewal of that covenant after the golden calf incident, and Deuteronomy renews the covenant some 40 years later in the plains of Moab. It is widely recognized that the Israelite covenant roughly follows the pattem of Near Eastern vassal treaties made between great kings and their underlings. In the OT setting, the Lord is the great king and Israel is his vassal, pledged to total loyalty.

The covenant framework of the law has several implications for its understanding. First, it shows that the law forms part of a personal relationship between God and Israel: they are not anonymous rules imposed by an unknown authority. They are given by the creator God who has chosen one nation out of all the nations to be his treasured possession (Ex. 19:5) and his laws are a gift to them that no other people enjoy and proof of God’s nearness to them (Dt. 4:7-8). Second, the law was given to Israel after she had experienced Salvation, after they had been brought out of Egypt, not before. Israel was saved by divine mercy, not by their own good works or efforts. The giving of the law was part of God’s ongoing grace towards Israel. Third, obedience to the law would lead to yet greater blessings for the nation: good harvests, numerous children, freedom from hunger and disease, victory over their enemies, and God’s presence in their land. But, conversely, breaking the laws would lead to all sorts of disasters: drought, hunger, disease and, ultimately, expulsion from the land (Lv. 26; Dt. 28). So though obedience to the law did not earn Israel Salvation, it was indispensable if they were to continue to enjoy its benefits.

g.    The law in its narrative contexl

The law-giving at Sinai is not an isolated event. As explained above, it was part of the covenant made there, and this in turn is viewed as fulfilment of the promises made to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob (Ex. 3:7-17; 6:2-8). God promised to make Abraham a great nation, give his descendants the land of Canaan and make an everlasting covenant with them (cf. Gn. 12:1-3; 17). The Sinai covenant was a partial fulfilment of these patriarchal promises.

But the Sinai covenant does not simply hark back to these promises to Abraham. It reflects God’s plan for mankind foreshadowed in Genesis 1-2. There God gave Adam the garden of Eden. He told him to ‘be fruitful and multiply’ and pro-vided him with a wife, walked with them in the garden, and gave them a law ‘not to eat of the tree’. It was transgression of this one law that led to Adam and Eve forfeiting the benefits of Eden. The story of the rest of Genesis is of God’s plan-ning and working to bring to pass his original plan for the human race. The call of Abraham was a first Step, the covenant at Sinai was another. Not only did the Lord come down on Sinai but he guided them with the pillar of fire, and eventually ‘walked’ in the tabernacle as he once walked in Eden. Admittedly, it was only the high priest who could enter the divine presence, whereas in Eden the whole human race enjoyed such intimacy with God. But it was a Step in the right direction.

Similarly, the laws given at Sinai, particularly the penal laws and those formulated negatively, e.g. most of the Ten Commandments, should not be regarded as God’s ideals for human behaviour. Rather they represent the floor below which no one should fall—if they do, society or God must step in to punish. God's ideals are set out in the opening chapters of Genesis, where man is created in God’s image and therefore expected to imitate him. In the exhortations and motive clauses scattered throughout the collections, similar lofty goals emerge: ‘Be holy, for I am holy’, ‘Love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your strength.’ Therefore the OT law fixes no ceiling on human ethical endeavour: it too encourages man to ‘be perfect, as your heavenly Father is perfect’ (Mt. 5:48).
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II. In the New Testament

a.    Jewish background

One of the most important features of OT religion was the law of Moses, which the Jews received when the Sinai covenant was ratified. Obedience to the law of Moses was not conceived as a way of earning God’s favour but as a response to his grace in delivering Israel from Egypt (Ex. 20:1-17). Nonetheless, the basic storyline of the OT reveals that Israel failed to keep the law and forsook the God of Israel. Yahweh responded by sending his people into exile for their disobedience of the Torah (Lv. 26; Dt. 28; Jos. 23:14-16; 2 Ki 17:7-23; Dn. 9). In Paul’s day the Jews believed that the promises of a glorious, national future were not yet fulfilled, since they were in subjection to Rome, and their servility continued to be ascribed to their failure to obey the Torah. The keeping of the law of Moses, therefore, was considered to be essential for the deliverance of the nation and the fulfilment of God’s promises. Most Jews in Second Temple Judaism believed that by exercising their free will they had the ability to keep the law (Ecclus. 15:11-22; Psalms of Solomon 9:4-5; 2 Apocalypse of Baruch 54:15, 19; 85:7; ’Aboth 3:16). What was required was commitment to carry out its pre scriptions.

b.    The meaning of the term ‘law’ and 'works of law' in the NT

Given the OT background, it is not surprising that the term ‘law’ (nomos) in the NT usually refers to the law of Moses. In most cases the focus is on Sinaitic legislation, Le. the commands and pre-scriptions of the law (e.g. Lk. 2:22-24,27, 39; Rom. 2:12-27; 1 Cor. 9:8-9). The phrase ‘the law and the prophets’ also occurs (e.g. Mt. 5:17; 7:12; 22:40: Lk. 16:16; Jn. 1:45; Acts 13:15; Rom. 3:21; cf. Lk! 24:44), denoting the OT scriptures as a whole. ‘Law’ in these cases refers to the Pentateuch, while ‘prophets’ designates the rest of the OT. The term ‘law’ also occasionally refers to the OT as Scripture and yet does not denote the Pentateuch, for Paul cites passages from Psalms, Proverbs and Isaiah and labels them as ‘law’ (cf Rom. 3:10-19; 1 Cor. 14:21). There are a few other instances in which the term ‘law’ may not refer to the law of Moses. The ‘law of Christ’ (Gal. 6:2; cf 1 Cor. 9:21) is undcr-stood by most scholars to be distinct from the law of Moses, although some see it as the fulfilment of the Mosaic law. It has often been said that the word ‘law’ means ’principle’, ‘order’, or ‘rule’ in Rom. 3:27; 7:21, 23 and 8:2, although this has been vig-orously contested in recent scholarship, with some insisting that the reference is to the law of Moses in every case.

The meaning of the term ‘works of law’ (erga nomou), which occurs eight times in Paul (Gal. 2:16 [three times]; 3:2, 5, 10; Rom. 3:20, 28), has also been the subject of considerable controversy. It has been suggested that the term is shorthand for legalism (Füller), or that it focuses on the require-ments which separate and distinguish Jews from Gentiles, Wz., circumcision, food laws, and obser-vance of days (Dünn). More likely, the term refers broadly to all the works or deeds required by the law (Westerholm). This latter view is suggested by the Qumran literature (Florilegium 1:7; Miqsat Ma'aseh Torah) where the term ‘works of the law’ denotes all that is required by the law. Even more germane is the context in which the term is found in Romans. Paul asserts in Rom. 3:20 that no one is right before God by ‘works of law’. This Statement functions as a conclusion to the sustained argu-ment of Rom. 1:18-3:18, where it is demonstrated that all people—both Jews and Gentiles—have sinned and fallen short of God’s Standard. Indeed, the Jews are indicted in Rom. 2:17-19 for failing to keep the law which they so avidly proclaim. The fundamental argument against the Jews in Rom. 2 is not that they are legalistic, nor that they exclude Gentiles. Rather, they are criticized for failing to observe the law which they treasure and teach. Thus, when Paul concludes his case in Rom. 3:20 by saying that no one is right before God by ‘works of law’, it follows from the preceding argument that the law, as a whole, is contemplated and that human beings failed to keep it perfectly. It is likely that a similar understanding should be applied in Gal. 2:16 and 3:10. A reference to the whole law is suggested particularly by Gal. 3:10, for Paul says that a curse rests upon those who do not ‘abide by all that is written in the book of the law’. The emphasis on ‘all’ (Paul uses the lxx text which con-tains the word ‘all’, not the mt where the word is lacking) intimates that the whole law is in view and that perfect obedience is demanded. If ‘works of law’ do not justify, then what is the means by which the curse of the law can be removed? Gal. 3:13 proclaims that the curse is removed through the cross of Christ by which he becomes a curse-bearer for believers. Rom. 3:21-26 contains a similar argument: righteousness does not come via the law, but is available through faith by virtue of the aton-ing death of Christ which turned away the Father’s wrath and wiped away our sins.

c. The law and human inability We have seen that in both the OT and Second Temple Judaism, Israel’s failure to realize the promises of national glory was ascribed to disobedience to the Torah. Paul (Rom. 1:18-3:20) also indicts both Gentiles and Jews for their failure to observe the law (cf. Gal. 2:17-18; 3:10; 5:3; 6:13). Other NT writers concur that disobedience was the fundamental problem with the Jews (cf.

Mt. 3:7-10 par.; Jn. 7:19; Acts 7:53; 15:10-11). Indeed, Jesus’ most stinging criticism of the Phari-sees is not that they are legalistic, but that they themselves do not keep the law (cf. Mt. 5:20; 23:3, 23, 25-26; Mk. 7:8, 13; Lk. 11:37-52).

NT writers do not depart front Second Temple Judaism in their conception that the promises have not yet been realized because of human sin. This would have been common ground between NT writers and their Jewish contemporaries. NT writers differed in their assertion that human beings are unable to keep the law (see Laato’s work below). Paul is particularly emphatic on this point. He says that those who are in the flesh, Le. un-regenerate, ‘cannot’ keep God’s law (Rom. 8:7). They are slaves to sin (Rom. 6:6, 17, 19, 20) and sold under the power of sin (Rom. 7:14) so that they are its captives (Rom. 7:23). Many Jews be-lieved that the law could counter the ‘evil impulse’ (yeser hära') in human beings. Paul countered that to be ‘under law’ was to be under the power of sin (Rom. 6:14-15; 7:14; Gal. 3:22). Those who are of ‘works of law’ are ‘under a curse’ (Gal. 3:10). They are enslaved to the elements of the world (Gal. 4:3-5), and can be freed from the tyranny of being ‘under law’ only when they yield to the leading of the Spirit (Gal. 5:18). This is not to say that the law is evil per se (Rom. 7:12), for the ‘under’ phrases denote an era of Salvation history in which the law was given and yet the Spirit was withheld from most of Israel. Thus, the law of Moses was given to increase sin (Rom. 5:20; 7:7-11; Gal. 3:19), and the law apart from the Spirit kills and condemns (2 Cor. 3:6, 9), for ‘the power of sin is the law’ (1 Cor. 15:56).

d. Is Jewish legalism criticized in the NT?

Ever since the Reformation, scholars have under-stood NT writers, and Paul in particular, to be op-posing Jewish legalism which taught that one could merit right Standing before God by doing the works of the law. A few dissenting voices have been raised along the way, but the Consensus basically held until 1977. The year 1977 marks a watershed in NT studies, for E. P. Sanders published in that year his massive and influential work Paul and Pal-eslinian Judaism. Sanders contends that scholarship has read Paul and Second Temple Judaism through the lenses of the Reformation struggle between Protestantism and Roman Catholicism in-stead of from a historical perspective. When the extant literary evidence of Judaism is examined, he Claims, no evidence of legalism can be supported from the Jewish texts themselves - with the excep-tion of 4 Ezra. Thus, the idea that Judaism was legalistic is a serious misreading of the evidence.

Sanders has convinced many scholars of the val-idity of his case, and he rightly strikes a balance against a caricature of Second Temple Judaism. Nonetheless, the Claim that Judaism was as free of legalism as he suggests is questionable. The failure of Second Temple Judaism to emphasize the cov-enant and the stress on the minutiae of the law are at least a recipe for legalism which could easily creep into the practice, if not the theology, of some Jews. Neither can NT evidence that points to legalism among the Jews be explained away. The par-able of the Pharisee and the tax collector (Lk. 18:9-14) demonstrates that the Pharisee believed he was righteous because of his morality and devo-tion to religious practices. His religion had become a mask for self-exaltation (v. 14). The Lukan inclusion of this parable can scarcely be accounted for if no one suflfered from the problem of legalism.

Several texts in Paul also take aim at merit theology. For instance, Paul explicitly contrasts some-one who works for a wage that is owed to him with someone who receives the gift of justification simply by believing (Rom. 4:4—5). This illustration occurs in a context in which all boasting is ex-cluded, since righteousness is obtained by faith in-stead of works (Rom. 3:27-28; 4:2-3). One must strain the text unduly not to see a critique of legalism here. Those who are convinced that they have done the requisite works (an illusion, of course, since no one keeps the law perfectly—Rom. 1:18-3:20) do not need righteousness as a gift. They be-lieve they have merited righteousness as a wage that is deserved, since they worked to attain it. And thus they believe (vainly!) they have grounds for boasting in their achievement. Rom. 9:30-10:8 should be understood similarly. The problem with the Jews is that they did not pursue the law with faith ‘but as from works’ (Rom. 9:32). Instead of submitting themselves to God’s saving righteousness, they tried to establish their own righteousness by works (Rom. 10:3). The assertion by some (e.g. Dünn) that Paul’s criticism of the Jews is limited to their nationalism and ethnocentrism can hardly be sustained here. Not a Word is breathed in this context about circumcision, food laws, or observance of days. The text refers to ‘works’ in general—not even ‘works of law’—and thus it would be il-legitimate to conclude that the Jews are criticized for excluding Gentiles. The term ‘works’ should be interpreted in a broad sense, denoting their works-orientation rather than faith-orientation. Paul’s critique of the Jews was not from an outsider’s perspective, for he had suflfered from the same tendency (Phil. 3:2-11). He attempted to obtain right-standing with God on the basis of ‘his own righteousness from the law’ instead of ‘the righteousness of God on the basis of faith’ (Phil. 3:9). The critique against legalism in the NT should not be understood as an attack against ‘Jews’ and an indication of anti-Semitism. Legalism is due to pride, and the desire for self-exaltation, which is a problem common to a//humanity, not just the Jews.

e. Abrogation andfulfilment of the law One of the perplexities in reading the NT is that it seems to say contradictory things about the law. In fact, Räisänen makes this his central plank in his book on Paul’s view of the law, contending that Paul’s theology of the law is inconsistent and contradictory. Räisänen’s Solution is unsatisfactory, and yet the difficulty is apparent to all careful readers of the NT, since the various Statements made about the law are difficult to reconcile. This comes to the forefront in the matter of the ab-rogation and fulfilment of the law. Some Statements imply that the law is still in force and ful-filled in Christ, while others teach that the law has come to an end. The solution to this vexing problem is paradoxical, for NT writers affirm that both are true, i.e. the law is abrogated and yet it is also fulfilled.

Matthew, for instance, emphasizes that Christ came to fulfil the law (5:17-20; cf. 5:21-48). What Matthew means by ‘fulfil’ is the subject of contro-versy, but it should be related to his christology, since he emphasizes that Christ fulfils OT proph-ecy (cf. 1:22; 2:15, 17, 23; 4:14; 8:17, etc.). Matthew hints (15:1-20) that the food laws of the OT are no longer binding. Mark, in the parallel text (Mk. 7:1 23), makes it explicit that all foods are now clean (Mk. 7:19). It is also possible that Matthew’s words about the Sabbath suggest some change re-garding Sabbath regulations (12:1-14). The fulfil-ment envisaged by Matthew, then, hints at some changes in the law. Food laws and perhaps the Sabbath laws are no longer binding in the same way (cf. also the texts on divorce in 5:31-32; 19:3—

12). Nonetheless, the moral norms of the law are not jettisoned, but can now become a reality with the coming of the kingdom (4:17; 5:17-48).

Luke also emphasizes that Jesus fulfils prophecy (1:32-33, 54-55, 68-79; 4:18-19; 24:25-27, 44-49; Acts 2:16-36, etc.), and that the law is eternally valid (16:17). This does not mean that there is no shift in terms of the law, for Acts 10:1-11:18 communicates in unmistakable terms that food laws are no longer required. Moreover, at the Jerusalem council in Acts 15, circumcision is not im-posed on the Gentiles. Luke’s perspective seems to be a salvation historical one in which the law no longer functions in the same way now that Messiah has come, the Spirit has been poured out, and the gospel goes to the Gentiles (cf Blomberg). The letter to the Hebrews depicts the covenantal shift in a beautiful argument which is unfolded in chapters 7-10. The law of the old covenant is no longer binding, since there has been a change of priesthood (Heb. 7:11-12). Indeed, the very fact that a Mel-chizedean priesthood was predicted in Ps. 110:4 Signals that the Levitical priesthood was destined to become obsolete. If the Levitical priesthood has been superseded, the same is true of Levitical sac-rifices. Ultimately, the blood of animals cannot atone for sin anyway, since they are brüte beasts and unwilling victims. OT sacrifices actually an-ticipated and pointed forward to the sacrifice of Christ which is the fulfilment of what they adum-brated. Thus, the author of Hebrews does not criticize the OT law per se. He places it in salvation historical perspective, arguing that it must be in-terpreted in light of the fulfilment accomplished by Jesus Christ. The OT itself, in promising a new covenant, envisaged a day when the old would be dissolved.

Paul’s theology follows the same basic para-digm. The gospel of Christ fulfils the OT scriptures (Rom. 1:2; 3:21). And now that Christ has come, circumcision, food laws and observance of days are not mandated for the people of God (Rom. 2:26-29; 4:9-12; 14:1-23; 1 Cor. 7:19; Gal. 4:10; 2:3-5; 5:2-6; 6:12-13; Col. 2:16-23). The Mosaic covenant has come to an end upon the arrival of Christ (Gal. 3:15-4:7; 2 Cor. 3:4-18), for the promises given to Abraham that all nations would be blessed have become a reality (Gal. 3:6-9, 14-18, 29; Rom. 4:9-17). Circumcision, food laws and Sabbath are not required, because the days of Separation be-tween Jews and Gentilies have ended. And yet the deeper reality to which these laws pointed has now been fulfilled. Curcumcision of the heart has become a reality through the work of the Holy Spirit (Rom. 2:28-29; Phil. 3:3) and the work of Christ on the cross (Col. 2:11-12). The purity laws of the OT are fulfilled in purity of life and in Separation from all evil (cf 2 Cor. 6:14; 7:1; cf Peter’s application of Lv. 11:44 in 1 Pet. 1:15-16). Paul himself does not enunciate how the Sabbath is fulfilled, but the author of Hebrews (Heb. 4:1-11) sees the Sabbath as coming to fruition in the Sabbath rest which believers now enjoy, and which will be consummated at the day of Christ’s return. The fulfilment of the law for Paul (cf also Jas. 2:8-12) also involves empowerment so that the moral norms of the law may be kept. Many scholars doubt that Paul operated with a distinction be-tween the moral and ceremonial law, but texts such as Rom. 2:25-29; 8:4; 13:8-10; Gal. 5:2-6, 14; I Cor. 7:19, suggest that he operated with such a distinction. Of course, Paul never conceived that the law could be fulfilled in one’s own strength. Fulfil-ling the law was due to the work of the Holy Spirit which enabled believers to obey God’s commandments.
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LAWGIVER (Heb. m'höqeq\ Gk. nomothetes). All six OT occurrences of the Heb. word are in poetry. In Gn. 49:10; Nu. 21:18; Ps. 60:7 (= Ps. 108:8) the rendering ‘stafF or ‘sceptre’ makes better sense in context and with parallels. Dt. 33:21; Jdg. 5:14; Is. 33:22 ascribe judicial leadership to Gad, Manasseh and the Lord. James (4:12) rebukes censoriousness among his readers by reminding them that God alone isjudge.

The idea of lawgiver in the NT, if not the word, is much more widespread. In particular, Christ is characterized as Lawgiver by his respect for the Mosaic Law (Mt. 5:17-18), and by comparison with Moses (Mt. 17:3; Jn. 1:17). The superiority of Christ is emphasized in his own pronouncements (Mt. 5:22fr.; 22:36-40) and elsewhere by stressing his Status (Gal. 3:19; Heb. 7:11), the scope of his law (Rom. 10:4; 13:8ff.), and its spiritual nature (Rom. 7-8; Jas. 1:25, etc.).    p.a.b.

LAWYER. The NT title nomikos was used of the scribes synonymously with grammateus (scribe) and nomodidaskalos (teacher of the law). All scribes were originally students of Scripture, but by the 2nd Century bc lay scribes had begun to expound the minutiae of the law without direct reference to Scripture. Lawyers had seats in the Sanhedrin (Mt. 16:21; Lk. 22:66; Acts4:5).
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7:32; 8:23, 25; Mt. 9:18; Lk. 4:40; 5:13; 13:13), as did the apostles (Acts 9:12, 17; 28:8; Mk. 16:[18]; cf. 1 Qap Gen 20. 21,28f. The action was symbolic of spiritual blessing flowing from one person to another (cf. Mk. 5:30).

I.    In thc Old Testament

On the Day of Atonement Aaron placed (sämak) his hands on the head of the goat which was to be sent into the wilderness and confessed the people’s sins over it, thus putting them upon the goat (Lv. 16:21). A similar rite accompanied the burnt, peace, sin and Ordination oflferings (e.g. Lv. 1:4; 3:2; 4:4; Nu. 8:12), indicating the ‘identification’ of the peoplc with their ofTering. (In Lv. 24:14 (cf. Susanna 34) the people who put their hands upon a blasphemer were probably ‘thrusting’ his guilt upon him.)

The Levites, who as priests represented the people before God, were ordained by the people placing their hands upon them (Nu 8:10). Moses ordained his successor Joshua by placing his hands upon him and thus investing him with some of his authority (Nu. 27:18-23). This passage describes Joshua as ‘a man in whom is the spirit’ before his ordination, but Dt. 34:9 States that he was full of the spirit of wisdom because Moses had laid his hands upon him. The implication would appear to be that a worthy person, possessed of the divine Spirit, received additional spiritual gifts when commissioned for Service by this rite. At the same time the rite indicated a transfer of authority.

II.    In thc New Testament

In the NT baptism and the reception of the Spirit were on occasion accompanied by the laying on of hands. In Acts 8:14-19 the gift of the Spirit was conferred only when baptism had been followed by apostolic laying on of hands. It is unlikely that the laying on of hands by Ananias in Acts 9:12, 17 (where it precedes baptism) is to be understood similarly. Acts 19:6 links laying on of hands with baptism and the gift of the Spirit expressed in tongues and prophecy, and Heb. 6:2 refers to teach-ing about baptisms and laying on of hands, probably as instruction given to new converts. Else-where, however, the gift of the Spirit was given without mention of laying on of hands, and once even before baptism (Acts 10:44-48), and it is unlikely that in the NT period baptism was always accompanied by laying on of hands.

Following the OT analogies and what may have been Contemporary rabbinic practice, laying on of hands was also the rite of ordination for Christian Service. After the congregation had chosen the seven helpers they (or possibly the apostles) prayed and laid hands on them (Acts 6:5f; cf. SB, 2, pp. 647-661); similarly, the church at Antioch prayed and laid hands on Barnabas and Saul for mission work (Acts 13:3). In 1 Tim. 5:22 Timothy is urged not to be hasty in laying on of hands; this may refer to the ordination of elders or to the restor-ation of backsliders to fellowship with an act of blessing. 2 Tim. 1:6 refers to Timothy’s own reception of the gift of God for the work of the ministry by the laying on of Paul’s hands. Cf. 1 Tim. 4:14, where, however, it is the ‘presbytery’ which laid hands on him. The simplest and best solution is that Paul and the local elders were associated in the act, but D. Daube thinks that the phrase in ques-tion means ‘ordination to the rank of presbyter’. Such ordination, carried out under divine guidance (Acts 13:3; cf 1 Tim. 1:18), was an outward sign that God gave to the person his gifts for some task of ministry, and by it the church acknowledged the divine Commission and enabling and associated itself with the Spirit in commissioning and author-izing the minister for his task.
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LAZARUS AND DIVES. In the story, which occurs in Lk. 16:19-31, Dives (Lat. ‘rieh man’) is nowhere named. He failed to take notice of the plight of Lazarus, the beggar at his gate. After death Lazarus went to 2Abraham’s bosom and Dives to Hades. It was impossible for any contact to be made between them. Nor was there any point in Abraham’s sending Lazarus to the brothers of Dives, as they had sufficient in Moses and the prophets to bring them to repentance.

The story teaches the dangers of wealth in blind-ing men to the need of their fellows and the ir-revocable decision of our eternal destiny in our life on earth. It does not suggest that poverty is a virtue and wealth a vice, for Abraham was a rieh man. Dives failed to learn the unjust steward’s lesson (Lk. 16:9). The reference to resurrection in 16:31 applies more naturally to that of Christ than to that of Lazarus of Bethany. (2Gulf.)

Bibliography. I. H. Marshall, The Gospel of Luke, NIGTC, 1978, pp. 632-639.    r.e.n.

LAZARUS. The name Lazarus is an abbreviation of the name Eleazar, which was the fourth most common male name among Palestinian Jews in the period 300 bc-ad 200. So it is not surprising that the name Lazarus is borne by two charactcrs in the NT: one a character in a parable (Lk. 16:19-31), the other a close friend of Jesus and brother of Martha and Mary of Bethany (Jn. 11:1-44; 12:1-2, 9-11). Scholars have often postulated a Connection between the two, supposing either that the parable in Luke was one of the sources out of which John created the story of the raising of Lazarus, or that the character in the parable was named after the man Jesus raised from the dead. But since the name was extremely common, such speculation is redundant. The fact that resurrection is mentioned in connection with both characters is an artificial similarity. In the parable, the rieh man proposes that Lazarus be sent back to the world of the living to warn his brothers of the fate that awaits them after death. The proposal probably envisages only a temporary visit by Lazarus to this world, and it is rejected. This is quite unlike the raising of Lazarus of Bethany, where the purpose of the miracle is not that Lazarus should provide information from his experience of the world of the dead, but that Jesus should demonstrate his power to give life to the dead.

The Lazarus of the parable in Lk. 16 is the only character in a gospel parable who has a name. The reason may be simply that the demands of story-telling required him to be named. The point of the narrative is that the conditions of the destitute beggar and the wealthy aristocrat are reversed at death. Therefore they cannot be called ‘the poor man' and ‘the rieh man’ after their deaths. The telling of the story is greatly facilitated by naming the poor man. Since Eleazar means ‘God has helped’, the name may have been chosen for its ap-propriateness. But the naming of Lazarus may also help to associate the parable with the many stories, populär in the ancient world, about people who died, returned to life and were able to reveal the late of people after death. Such stories usually named their characters. Jesus’ parable plays on the notion familiär from such stories, but subverts it. In Order to know that the rieh should not live in luxury while the poor starve, a revelation from beyond the grave is not necessary because the scriptures are sufficient.

The raising of Lazarus in Jn. 11 plays a key role in both the theological and the historical sequence of John’s narrative of Jesus. It is the greatest of the series of ‘signs’ which Jesus performs in the first half of the Gospel. John refers to the miracles of Jesus as ‘signs’, because they are acts of divine power whose purpose is to signify something even greater than the miracles themselves: Jesus’ power to communicate eternal life. The raising of Lazarus is the most remarkable of the miracles. John emphasizes this by pointing out that Lazarus had been dead and buried for 4 days. According to populär Jewish belief, the spirit of a dead person did not finally desert the body until 3 days after death. So Lazarus is unambiguously dead. As a miracle of resurrection, this is the ‘sign’ which indicates most clearly that Jesus’ mission is to give eternal life. Although Lazarus returns only to mor-tal life, Jesus’ conversation with Martha (11:21-27) shows that the ‘sign’ points to the eternal life Jesus gives to believers.

By stressing both Jesus’ love for Lazarus and his sisters (11:5, 36) and the fact that Jesus risks his own life by helping them (11:8, 16), the narrative foreshadows the way Jesus is soon to sacrifice his own life in Order to give eternal life to those he loves. The remarkable stress on Jesus’ emotions (11:33, 35, 38) may indicate not only his participa-tion in the sorrow of the family he loves, but also his awareness that his act of helping them is going to lead to his own death. In the sequel to the raising of Lazarus (11:45-53), it becomes the event which determines the decision of the Jewish au-thorities to put Jesus to death. It also leads to a plot against the life of Lazarus himself (12:10-11). If Lazarus represents all those whom Jesus loves and for whom he gives his life, then there is perhaps the implication that followers of Jesus also risk their lives for him.

Thus history and theological meaning are close-ly intertwined in this story, as elsewhere in John. This need not mean that the events are not historical. Many have doubted the historicity of the miracle on the grounds that the other three gospels do not record it. However, this should be put in the context of the contrast between John’s strong focus on events in and around Jerusalem and the Synoptic Gospels’ focus on Galilee. Only one syn-optic healing miracle (the healing of Bartimaeus in Jericho) occurs anywhere near Jerusalem. In this context, it is not surprising that the two synoptic resurrection miracles (Mk. 5:21-43; Lk. 7:11-17) occur in Galilee, while only John records one in the vicinity of Jerusalem. The synoptics are relatively vague about the historical causes of Jesus’ execu-tion, but John offers a detailed and plausible account of the political considerations that led to Jesus’ death.

Since Lazarus is said to be one whom Jesus loved (11:3, 5, 36), it has sometimes been proposed that he is the anonymous ‘disciple whom Jesus loved’ (13:23-26; 19:25-27; 20:2-10; 21:7, 20-24). However, John also says that Jesus loved all his disciples (13:1). If Lazarus were the ‘disciple Jesus loved’, it would be odd that he is named in some passages and anonymous in others.

Bibliography. R. Bauckham, ‘The Rieh Man and Lazarus: The Parable and the Parallels’, NTS 37, 1991, pp. 225-246; B. Byrne, Lazarus, 1991; M. W. G. Stibbe, John as Storyteller, 1992. r.j.b.

LEAH (Heb. le'ci, ‘wild cow’ ?). The elder daughter of the Aramaean, Laban. Through his deception she became the wife of Jacob, because of the local custom prohibiting the younger daughter from marrying before the elder (Gn. 29:21-30). She was, not unnaturally, jealous of her more attractive sister Rachel.

As the mother of Reuben, Simeon, Levi, Judah, Issachar, Zebulun and Dinah she was acclaimed with Rachel as one of the builders of the house of Israel (Ru. 4:11). Together they allied with Jacob against Laban, and when they went to meet Esau she was given a place in the middle of the procession.

Her burial took place at Machpelah, in Hebron, presumably before Jacob’s descent to Egypt (Gn. 49:31).    mb.

LEAVEN (Heb. r'ör, ‘leaven’, ‘leavened bread’ in Dt. 16:4; hämes, ‘anything leavened or fermented’; cf. ntassä, ‘without leaven’, Lv. 10:12; Gk. zyme, ‘leaven’; cf. Lat. levare, ‘to raise’).

In Heb. life leaven came to play an important part, not only in bread-making, but also in law, ritual and religious teaching. It was made origin-ally from fine white bran kneaded with must; from the meal of certain plants such as fitch or vetch; or from barley mixed with water and then allowed to stand tili it turned sour. As baking developed, leaven was produced from bread flour kneaded without salt and kept tili it passed into a state of fermentation.

a.    In bread-making

In bread-making the leaven was probably a piece of dough, retained from a former baking, which had fermented and turned acid. This was then either dissolved in water in the kneading-trough before the flour was added, or was ‘hid’ in the flour (Mt. 13:33) and kneaded along with it. The ‘bread thus made was known as ‘leavened’, as distinct from ‘unleavened’ bread (Ex. 12:15, etc.). There is no clear trace of the use of other sorts of leaven, although it has often been suggested that the Jews used also the lees of wine as yeast.

b.    In law and ritual

The earliest Mosaic legislation (Ex. 23:18; 34:25) prohibited the use of leaven during the * Passover and the ‘feast of unleavened bread’ (Gk. azymos) (Ex. 23:15; Mt. 26:17, etc.). This was to remind the Israelites of their hurried departure from Egypt, when without waiting to bake leavened bread they carried dough and kneading-troughs with them, baking as they wandered (Ex. 12:34ff.; Dt. 16:3, etc.), much as the bedouin still do.

The prohibition on leaven, as that on honey (Lv. 2:11), was possibly made because fermentation implied disintegration and corruption, and to the Hebrew anything in a decayed state suggested un-cleanness. Rabbinical writers often used leaven as a Symbol of evil and of man’s hereditary corruption (cf. also Ex. 12:8, 15-20). Plutarch echoes this andern view when he describes leaven as ‘itself the offspring of corruption, and corrupting the mass of dough with which it is mixed ’ .fermentuni is used in Persius (Sat. 1. 24) for ‘corruption’.

Doubtless for this reason it was excluded also from the oflerings placed upon the altar of Yahweh, only cakes made from flour without leaven (rnassö f, Lv. 10:12) being allowed. (* Showbread.)

Two exceptions to this rule should, however, be noted (Lv. 7:13; cf. Am. 4:5). ‘Leavened bread' was an accompaniment of the thank-offering, and leavened loaves were used also in the wave-offering—i.e. at the Feast of Pentecost.

c. In religious teaching

The figurative uses of leaven in the NT to a large extent reflect the former view of it as ‘corrupt and corrupting’. Jesus utters warnings against the leaven of the Pharisees, Sadducees and Herodians (Mt. 16:6; Mk. 8:15): the Pharisees’ hypocrisy and preoccupation with outward show (Mt. 23:14, 16; Lk. 12:1); the Sadducees’ scepticism and culpable ignorance (Mt. 22:23, 29); the Herodians’ malice and political guile (Mt. 22:16-21; Mk. 3:6).

The two Pauline passages in which the word occurs Support this view (1 Cor. 5:6fT; Gal. 5:9), with the former going on to contrast ‘the leaven of malice and evil’ with ‘the unleavened bread of sin-cerity and truth’, remembering the new signifi-cance of the old feast: that ‘Christ, our paschal lamb, has been sacrificed’.

No such meaning attaches, however, to Jesus’ brief but profoundly significant parable which (fol-lowing that of the slow-growing mustard seed) compares the kingdom of God with ‘leaven which a woman took and hid in three measures of flour, tili it was all leavened’ (Mt. 13:33; Lk. 13:21), clear-ly an allusion to ‘the hidden, silent, mysterious, but all-pervading and transforming action of the leaven in the . . . flour’ (ISBE, 3, p. 1862).

Bibliography. ISBE, J. Lightfoot, Horae Heb-raicae, 1659, 2, pp. 232-233; O. T. Allis, ‘The Parable of the Leaven’, EQ 19, 1947, pp. 254-273; R.

S. Wallace, Many Things in Parables, 1955, pp. 22-25; H. Windisch, TDNT 2, pp. 902-906; G. T. D. Angel, NIDNTT2, pp. 461-463.    j.d.d.

LEBANON. A mountain ränge in Syria. The name is also more loosely applied to the adjoining re-gions (Jos. 13:5), and is also that of a modern republic.

I. Name

Heb. fbänön is derived from the root Ibn, ‘white’. The ränge owes this name to two factors: the white limestone of the high ridge of Lebanon and espe-cially the glittering snows that cap its peaks for 6 months of the year; cf. Je. 18:14. Lebanon is at-tested in ancient records from at least the 18th Century bc onwards; see on history, below. The Assyr-ians called it Lab'an, then Labnanw, the Hittites, Niblani; the Egyptians, rmnn or rbrn\ and the Ca-naanites themselves, e.g. at Ugarit, Lbnn just as in Hebrew.

II. Topography

The S end of the Lebanon ränge is a direct con-tinuation of the hills of N Galilee, and is divided from them only by the deep E-W gorge of the lower reaches of the Litani river, which enters the sea a few km N of Tyre. The Lebanon ränge is a ridge almost 160 km long, following the SW to NE trend of the Phoenician coast from behind Sidon N to the E-W valley of the Nähr el-Kebir river (the river Eleutherus of antiquity), which divides Lebanon from the next N-S mountain ränge extending still farther N (Nuseiri or Ansariya Mts).

This ridge is marked by a series of peaks. From S to N, the principal ones are Gebel Rihan, Tomat and Gebel Niha (from over 1,630 m high to nearly 1,900 m) behind Sidon; Gebel Baruk, Gebel Ku-neiyiseh and Gebel Sunnin (c. 2,200 m, 2,100 m and 2,600 m high respectively) behind Beirut; Qurnet es-Sauda, the highest at about 3,000 m, ESE of Tripoli; N is Qurnet Aruba, c. 2,230 m high. These high mountains and the Coastal Strip have a good rainfall, but in the ‘rain-shadow’ area Damascus and the N half of the Biqä‘ plain have less than 25 cm a year and must depend on stream water.

The W flanks of this ränge sweep right down to the Mediterranean, leaving only a narrow Coastal plain for the Canaanite/Phoenician cities, and sometimes reach the sea, roads having had to be cut by man round such headlands. Typical of these is the headland of the Nähr el-Kelb just N of Beirut. The E flanks of Lebanon descend into the Biqä‘. This plain, or broad vale, is highest in the vicinity of Baalbek, and it is the ‘valley (biq'atf of Lebanon’ of Jos. 11:17. It descends N with the Orontes and S with the Litani and headwater streams of the Jordan. It is the classical *Coele-syria (‘Hollow Syria’) and is bounded along its E side by the corresponding mountain ränge of Anti-Lebanon. This latter ränge also runs from SW to NE and is broken in two by the plateau from which the Barada river descends E to water the incredibly rieh oasis of Damascus. The highest peak is Mt Hermon (over 2,800 m) in the S half of the ränge. The structure of the whole region is clearly ex-pressed in the diagram of D. Baly, Geography of the Bible, 1957, p. 11, fig. 3. For routes connecting the Biqä‘, AntiLebanon and Damascus, see ibid.,

pp. 110-111.

Mt Hermon in Anti-Lebanon was called Sirion by the Sidonians (i.e. Phoenicians), and Senir by the Amorites (Dt. 3:9). Both names are independ-ently attested in antiquity. Senir is mentioned as Saniru by Shalmaneser III of Assyria in 841 bc (ANET, p. 280b; DOTT, p. 48). Besides a Hittite mention of Sirion as Sariyana about 1320 bc (ANET, p. 205a), the use of the name Sirion for Hermon by the Canaanites/Phoenicians is con-firmed by the Ugaritic texts of the 14th/13th centuries bc that picture Lebanon and Sirion as yielding timber for Baal’s temple (ANET, p. 134a, § vi). Hermon is often thought to be the ‘many-peaked mountain, mountain of Bashan’ in Ps. 68:15; but Baly (op. eil., pp. 194, 220, 222) suggests that it could equally well be the impressive peaks of the Gebel Druze. (* Bashan, * Hermon, *Senir.

*    SlRION.)

The biblical writers sometimes define the prom-ised land in general terms as extending ‘from the wilderness and Lebanon and from the River . . . Euphrates to the Western sea’ (Dt. 11:24; Jos. 1:4), i.e. within these S-N and E-W limits. For the Phoenician Coastal cities, the Lebanon mountain ridge formed a natural barrier to invaders from inland. The Assyrian king Shamshi-Adad 1 reached Lab’an in the 18th Century bc (ANET, p. 274b) and the Hittite emperor Suppiluliuma made it his SW boundary in the 14th Century bc (Mt Niblani, ANET, p. 318b), without their disturbing the Coastal cities to any extent.

III.    Resources

Lebanon was above all famous for its former dense forest cover. The ample November and March rainfall and limestone ridges gave rise to many springs and streams flowing down to E and W (Ct. 4:15; Je. 18:14). The coastland, Biqä‘, and lower mountain-slopes Support garden-cultivation, olive-groves, vineyards, fruit-orchards (mulberries, figs, apples, apricots, walnuts) and small cornfields (Rawlinson, Phoenicia, p. 17). Higher still rises the forest-cover of myrtles and conifers, culminating in the groves of mighty cedars, of which, alas, only one or two isolated groves survive (because of ex-cessive deforestation), the main one being at Bsharreh SE of Tripoli (picture in L. H. Grollenberg, Shorter Atlas of the Bible, 1959, p. 13). The fertility and fruitfulness of the Lebanon region is reflected in scriptures such as Ps. 72:16; Ct. 4:11; Ho. 14:5-7, as well as in early inscriptions (Tuthmosis III, 5th and 7th campaigns, 15th Century bc, ANET, p. 239a, b). Wild beasts also lurked there (e.g. 2 Ki. 14:9; Ct. 4:8).

The mighty cedars were apt symbols of majesty and strength in biblical imagery; cf. Jdg. 9:15; 1 Ki. 4:33; 2 Ki. 14:9 (= 2 Ch. 25:18); Pss. 92:12; 104:16; Ct. 5:15; Is. 35:2; 60:13. They were also symbols of earthly pride subject to divine wrath; cf. Ps. 29:5-6; Is. 2:13; 10:34; Je. 22:6; Ezk. 31:3-14; Zc. 11:1-2. These forests afforded a refuge (Je. 22:23). But above all, Lebanon’s cedars and conifers (firs, cy-presses, etc.) furnished the finest building timber in the ancient East, sought by the rulers of Egypt, Mesopotamia and Syria-Palestine alike. The most celebrated of such deliveries of timber were those sent to Solomon by Hiram I of Tyre for the Temple at Jerusalem (1 Ki. 5:6, 9, 14 (= 2 Ch. 2:8, 16); 7:2; 10:17,21 (=2 Ch. 9:20)). For the price in foodstuflfs paid by Solomon for his timber, etc., see *Food (Solomon’s palace food-supplies). The firs of Lebanon and Anti-Lebanon (Sirion) provided ships for Tyre (Ezk. 27:5) and sacred barges for Egypt (ANET, pp. 25b, 27a; c. 1090 bc), as well as furni-ture (Ct. 3:9). Wood for the second Jerusalem Temple was also cut in Lebanon (Ezr. 3:7).

IV.    History

The history of Lebanon is essentially that of the Phoenician cities on its littoral and the Story of the exploitation of its splendid timber. From S to N, the Canaanite/Phoenician cities of Tyre, Ahlab, Zarephath, Sidon, Beirut, Byblos (Gebal, modern Jebail) and Simyra (N of Tripoli) all had the wealth of the Lebanon as their hinterland besides their maritime trade. For their detailed histories (except Beirut and Simyra), see separate articles; see also

*    Canaan and * Phoenicia.

The Lebanon timber-trade goes back to the earliest times. The 4th Dynasty pharaoh Snofru fetched forty shiploads of cedars as early as c. 2600 bc (ANET, p. 227a), and various of his successors followed suit in later centuries. Byblos in particular became virtually an Egyptian dependency and its princes thoroughly assimilated to Egyptian cul-ture, even writing their Semitic names in hiero-glyphs (cf ANET, p. 229a). In exchange for timber, they received handsome gold jewellery from the 12th Dynasty pharaohs (c. 1900-1800 bc).

When the New Kingdom pharaohs conquered Syria they exacted a regulär annual tribute of ‘genuine cedar of Lebanon’ (ANET, p. 240b: Tuthmosis III, c. 1460 bc), and a relief of Sethos I (c. 1300 bc) actually depicts the Syrian princes hewing down the timbers of Lebanon for the pharaoh (ANEP, p. 110, fig. 331, or Grollenberg, Shorter Atlas of the Bible, p. 14; cf. ANET, p. 254, § c, end). In later days (20th Dynasty) the pharaohs had to pay handsomely for such timber (cf. Solomon), as Wenamun, envoy of Rameses XI, found to his cost (ANET, p. 27a).

From Canaan itself in the 2nd millennium bc, the Ugaritic epics about Baal and Anath and Aqhat allude to ‘Lebanon and its trees; Sirion, its choice cedars’ providing timber for the house (i.e. temple) of Baal (ANET, p. 134a, § vi; C. H. Gordon, Ugaritic Lileralure, 1949, p. 34), and fur-nishing material for a bow (ANET, p. 151b, § vi; Gordon, op. cit., p. 90).

The Assyrians, too, exacted a tribute of timber from Lebanon for temple-building—so Tiglath-pileser I, c. 1100 BC (ANET, p. 275a) and Esarhad-don about 675 bc (ANET, p. 291b)—but also often drew upon the Amanus forests farther N (ANET, pp. 276b, 278a); cf. here, 2 Ki. 19:23; Is. 37:24. Nebuchadrezzar followed their example (ANET, p. 307; DOTT, p. 87). Habakkuk (2:17) refers to Ba-bylonian despoliation of Lebanon, which was also foreseen by Isaiah (14:8).

Bibliography. P. K. Hitti, History of Syria with Lebanon and Palest ine, 1951; Lebanon in History3, 1962; J. P. Brown, The Lebanon and Phoenicia, 1, 1969 (on ancient sources); Kamal Salibi, A House of Many Mansions, 1989.    k.a.k.

a.k.c.

LEB-KAMAI. An artificial word (Je. 51:1, rv), formed by the device known as Athbash (explained under * Sheshach). The Heb. consonants l-b-q-m-y really represent k-s-d-y-m, i.e. kasdim, ‘Chaldeans’; cf. Rsvmg. The vowels added by the Massoretes give the Word a quasi-meaning, ‘the heart of those that rise up against me’ (cf. Rvmg.). The verse men-tions Babylon openly, so the device is here word-play rather than cipher. neb with some scholars prefers to emend the text.    d.f.p.

LEES (Heb. s'ntärint, ‘preserves’, Is. 25:6; Je. 48:11; Zp. 1:12). The dregs at the bottom of wine-jars. See * Wine and Strong Drink, and an excel-lent comprehensive article under ‘Shemarim’ in Kitto, A Cyclopaedia of Biblical Literature. The expression is used only figuratively in the OT.

J.D.D.

Lv. 11:21 it describes ihe bending hind-legs of lo-custs permitted for food, and provides an Illustration of judgment in Am. 3:12.

2.    rege! normally means foot but is used of Go-liath’s legs in 1 Sa. 17:6.

3.    söq means the upper leg, and is synonymous with ‘thigh’. It is used of men in Dt. 28:35; Ps. 147:10; Pr. 26:7; Ct. 5:15; Is. 47:2; Dn. 2:33. In Jdg. 15:8 it is translated ‘hip’. It is also used with refer-ence to animals. In several ritual passages, e.g Ex. 29:22, 27; Lv. 7:32-34; 8:25-26; Nu. 6:20, etc., it is translated ‘thigh’ in rsv, while in 1 Sa. 9:24 rsv translates as ‘leg’. This was one of the choicest pieces of the animal, normally reserved for priests.

4.    söbel is incorrectly translated ‘leg’ in av of Is. 47:2 (rsv ‘robe’).

5.    Gk. skelos occurs only in Jn. 19:31 ff., when

the legs of those crucified with Jesus were broken to hasten death.    j.g.g.n.

LEGION. Gk. legeön (from Lat. legio), used four times in the NT, was the main division of the Roman army and comprised between 4,000 and 6,000 men. It was divided into ten cohorts and these in turn into six centuries each. Sometimes a small cavalry division (ala) of about 120 was at-tached. In the Ist Century ad three or four legions were normally on duty in Syria, but Palestine saw very few legionaries until the beginning of the first Jewish rebellion in ad 66; previously the policing had been done by auxiliary cohorts. The Word is used in the NT to suggest a very great number, as in Mt. 26:53 (of angels) and in Mk. 5:9, 15; Lk. 8:30 (of the demons possessing the Gerasene de-moniac).    r.p.g.

LEHABIM. The third son of Mizraim (Gn. 10:13; 1 Ch. 1:11). The name (Heb. Thäbim) is unknown apart from these references, but many scholars would equate it with lübim of 2 Ch. 12:3, etc. (* Lubim), which is generally identified as referring to the Libyans. In Support of this is the lxx read-ing Labieim and the fact that these people, who figure in the ancient Egyp. inscriptions as rbw, are not elsewhere mentioned in Gn. 10, unless lüdim (v.

13) is to be read for lübim, as some scholars hold (*Lud, Ludim). The matter therefore remains un-certain.    t.c.m.

LEHI (Heb. Thi, lebt, ‘jawbone’, Jdg. 15:9, 14, 19; ‘Ramath-lehi’ in Jdg. 15:17). The place in Judah where Samson slew 1,000 men with the jawbone of an ass. The site is unknown. but see F. F. Bruce, in NBCR. p. 271.    j.d.d.

LEMUEL. King of * Massa, whose mother’s in-structions concerning good government and the dangers of sensuality and over-indulgence in wine are recorded in Pr. 31:1-9. Modern scholars have not generally accepted the rabbinic tradition, which says that Lemuel and the names in Pr. 30:1 are attributes of Solomon, an attempt to credit Proverbs entirely to Solomon (cf. L. Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews, 6, 1946, p. 277). See W. McKane, Proverbs, 1970, pp. 407-412. d.a.h.

LEVI. The third son of Jacob and Leah (Gn.

29:34). The name (Heb. lewt) is here linked with the root läwä (to join), and a play upon this meaning is found in Nu. 18:2,4.

The only detail of his life known to us, apart from those events common to all Jacob’s sons, is his treacherous attack on Shechem in Company with Simeon (Gn. 34:25-26). It should in fairness be noted that the natural meaning of Gn. 34:13, 27 is that the two brothers were acting with the con-nivance of all. The two were specially concerned because Dinah was their full sister. The two lads could carry out the massacre with the help of their father’s slaves.

It has almost universally been taken for granted that Gn. 49:5-7 refers to this incident, but this is most doubtful. There is no validity in the versional Variation in the last clause of v. 6 represented by av, ‘they digged down a wall’; the Heb. ‘they houghed an ox’ (rv) is seemingly contradicted by Gn. 34:28. It is better to take the tenses in v. 6 as ‘perfects of experience’ and render, ‘For in their anger they slay men, and in their wantonness they hamstring oxen’ (rsv). They are cursed for a life of violence and cruelty in which Shechem was merely an early and outstanding example. Later history was to show that the loyalty of Levi’s descendants to Yahweh could turn the curse to a blessing, and their division and Scattering in Israel was as his representatives. None the less, the curse seems to have hit Levi very heavily. The total census figure in Nu. 3:22, 28, 34 of males from a month upward is strikingly below all the tribal figures in Nu. 1 of males from 20 years upwards. No indication is given how this happened. Levi seems to have had only three sons, Gershon, Kohath and Merari, all born before he went down with Jacob to Egypt.

Modern critical scholarship has questioned the biblical account of the origin of the tribe of Levi in various ways, but most of them have by now fallen into disfavour. We need mention only the con-jecture of Lagarde that the Levites were those Egyptians that ‘joined themselves’ to the Israelites at the Exodus, and that of Baudissin that they were those ‘joined to’, i.e. escorting, the ark—in other words priestly servants. Much more important is Hommel’s linking of lewi with lawi’a, meaning ‘priest’, in Minaean N Arabian inscriptions. The facts and a valuable discussion will be found in G. B. Gray, Sacrifice in the Old Testament, pp. 242-245. He points out that the Minaeans might have borrowed the term from Israel. In fact, an over-whelming majority of scholars agree that Gn. 49:5-7 is proof positive that Levi must have origin-ated as a secular tribe. The mention of Aaron as ‘the Levite’ in Ex. 4:14 is difficult, perhaps best explained as a later scribal addition.

For Levi the son of Alphaeus, one of the Twelve (Mk. 2:13), see * Matthew. The name also occurs twice in the genealogy of our Lord (Lk. 3:24, 29).

H.L.E.

LEVIATHAN is a transliteration of a Heb. word which occurs in only five passages in the OT. It is generally thought to be from a root läwä, cf. Arab. lawä, ‘bend’, ‘twist’. Its literal meaning would then be ‘wreathed’, i.e. ‘gathering itself in folds’. Some scholars have suggested that it may be a foreign loan-word, possibly of Bab. origin. The context of its use in the OT indicates some form of aquatic monster. In Ps. 104:26 it is clearly of the sea and is generally thought to be the whale, although the

dolphin has been suggested. It is used twice sytn-bolically in Is. 27:1, referring to the empires of As-syria (the ‘fleeing’ serpent is the swift-flowing Tigris) and Babylonia (the ‘twisting’ serpent is the Euphrates). In Ps. 74:14 it occurs in reference to Pharaoh and the Exodus in parallel with the Heb. tannin, ‘sea or river monster’. This Word occurs again in Ezk. 29:3-5 symbolically of Pharaoh and the Egyptians, where the description of its scales and jaws makes it clear that the crocodile is intended.

Leviathan is referred to twice in Job. In 3:8 it is generally held to be the dragon which, according to populär ancient mythology, was supposed to cause eclipses by wrapping its coils around the sun. The longest description of Leviathan occupies Jb. 41:1 — 34, and most scholars agree that here the creature is the crocodile (*Animals). Some have objected that the crocodile would not have been described as unapproachable and that there is no reference in the OT to crocodiles in Palestine. However, the author probably had in mind the crocodile of the Nile, and the description of the creature’s invinci-bility is rhetorical. The only alternative interpret-ation of any significance regards Leviathan as a mythical monster, perhaps to be identified with the Bab. mother goddess Tiamat (father Apsu) who, in the Creation Epic, even in battle against Marduk ‘recites charms and casts spells’. The Word is cog-nate with Ugaritic ltn, the seven-headed monster whose description as ‘the fleeing serpent, ... the tortuous serpent’ smitten by Baal is so reminiscent of the language of Is. 27:1.

Bibliography. C. F. Pfeiffer, ‘Lotan and Leviathan’, EQ 32, 1960, pp. 208IT.; J. N. Oswalt, The Myth of the Dragon and OT Faith’, EQ 49, 1977, pp. 163fT.    D.G.S.

1

LAYING ON OF HANDS. Actions with the

2

 hands were an important part of ancient religious ritual, e.g. in prayer (1 Ki. 8:54; 1 Tim. 2:8) and invocation of divine blessing (Lv. 9:22; Ecclus. 50:20; Lk. 24:50). Jacob blessed the sons of Joseph by laying (sit) his hands upon their heads (Gn. 48:8-20), and Jesus similarly blessed children brought to him (Mk. 10:16; Mt. 19:13-15; cf. SB, 1, pp. 807f.). Jesus also touched (e.g. Mk. 1:41; 7:33), or laid his hands on, the sick (Mk. 5:23; 6:5;

3

LEG. 1. Heb. Idraayim occurs chiefly in ritual pas-sages, e.g. Ex. 12:9; 29:17; Lv. 1:9. 13; 4:11, etc. In


LEVITICUS, BOOK OF. The third book of the Pentateuch is referred to in Jewish usage as way-yiqra (‘and he called’), this being the Word with which it begins in Hebrew. In the Mishnah the book is variously named törat köh“nim, ‘priests’ law’, seper köh“nim, ‘priests’ book’, törat_ haqqorb-änim, ‘law of the offerings’; these names refer to the contents of the book. ln the lxx it is called Leueilikon or Leuitikon (sc. biblion), ‘the Levitical (book)’. The Latin Vulg. entitles it Leviticus (sc. Uber), which similarly means ‘the Levitical (book)’; in some Latin mss the name appears as Leviticum. The Peshitta calls it ‘the book of the priests’.

It can be objected to the name Leviticus that the book has much less to do with Levites than with priests. But the priests in question are levitical priests (cf. Heb. 7:11, ‘the Levitical priesthood’). The name Leviticus indicates clearly enough that the book has to do with the cult; this name may indeed have been chosen because ‘Levitical’ was understood in the sense of ‘cultic’ or ‘ritual’.

I. Outline of contents

Leviticus consists mainly of laws. The historical framework in which these laws are set is Israel’s residence at Sinai. The book may be divided as follows:

a.    Laws concerning offerings (1:1-7:38).

b.    The tabernacle Service put into Operation (8:1-10:20).

c.    Laws concerning purity and impurity (11:1 — 15:33).

d.    The great Day of Atonement (16:1-34).

e.    Various laws (17:1 —25:55).

/. Promises and warnings (26:1-46).

g. Appendix: valuation and redemption (27:1-34).

As may be seen from this outline, the contents consist largely of ritual law. At the same time it must be noted that the intention is to continue the narrative of Israel’s experiences at Sinai. This is evident from the first words of the book, and from the repeated formula ‘And the Lord said to Moses’ (1:1; 4:1; 5:14, et passim), with which we should compare ‘And the Lord spoke to Aaron’ (10:8) and ‘And the Lord said to Moses and Aaron’ (11:1; cf. 13:1, etc.). The historical setting must not be for-gotten. As part of the complete Pentateuch, the book occupies its own place in the Pentateuchal narrative.

At Mt Sinai the nation of Israel is equipped for its task, a task stated in the words ‘And you shall be to me a kingdom of priests and a holy nation’ (Ex. 19:6). Israel had already had committed to it the Decalogue, the Book of the Covenant and the regulations with regard to the tabernacle. This dwelling-place for the Lord had already been set up in the midst of the camp (Ex. 40). It is possible that the laws concerning the offerings (Lv. 1-7) once existed as a separate unit (cf. 7:35—38). But they fit very well into the Pentateuchal context in which they now appear. The history of sacrificial offerings, about which the book of Leviticus provides such important information, and in which Christians ought to take a special interest because we know how perfectly their inmost significance was fulfilled by the obedience of Jesus Christ, begins as early in the Pentateuch as Gn. 4:3-5. There are also other passages in the Pentateuch before the book of Leviticus in which sacrifices and offerings are mentioned. But in Leviticus the Lord regulates the whole sacrificial Service and institutes a special form of it as a means of atonement for Israel. Lv. 17:11 States the reason for the ban upon eating blood (‘the life of the flesh is in the blood’); the ban has already been imposed in 3:17 and 7:26f., but in neither of these places is the reason for it explicitly stated. It is in the light of 17:11 that the shedding of blood and sprinkling with blood prescribed in chs.1-7 must be viewed. This is an indication of the unity of the book.

Another indication of its unity is the fact that 17:11 prepares us for the transition to the regulations regarding impurity, which come up for de-tailed treatment in chs. 11-15. Similarly, 10:10 looks forward to the transition to the detailed dis-tinctions between clean and unclean which we have in ch. 11. Viewed in the light of the whole book of Leviticus, the laws concerning purity and impurity point to the necessity laid upon Israel to keep sin at a distance. It is sin which brings about Separation between the Lord and his people, so that they have to approach him through the mediation of sacrifice (chs. 1-7) and priesthood (chs. 8-10). Lv. 16:1 follows close on 15:31 and refers back to 10:1 f. In 20:25 we have a clear allusion to the iaw concerning clean and unclean animals in ch. 11; and this verse provides a closer link between the com-mandments of chs. 18-20 and those of chs. 11-15. This does not support the view of those who accept the existence at one time of a separate Holi-ness Code, preserved for us in chs. 17-26. In 21:1 — 22:16 expressions like those of 11:44f; 19:2; 20:7 are repeated with reference to the priests (e.g. 21:8, ‘I the Lord, who sanctify you, am holy’). Lv. 25:1 slates that the words which follow were revealed to Moses on Mt Sinai, just as is stated of the laws summarized in 7:37f.

In the form in which we now possess Leviticus, it forms a well-knit and coherent whole. The histor-ical portion is larger than one might think at first sight (cf, 10:1-7; 24:10-23; chs. 8-10 and the for-mula ‘And the Lord said to Moses’).

Attention is also paid to marriage and chastity, the sanctification of daily life, and Israel’s attitude to the commandments of her God (cf. 18:3-5, 30; 19:1-3, 18, 37; 20:26; 22:31-33; 26, etc.).

In view of the character of its contents through-out, we can call Leviticus ‘the book of the holiness of Yahweh’, whose fundamental requirement is ‘You shall be holy to me: for I the Lord am holy’ (20:26).

II. Authorship and composition

The author of Leviticus is not named in the book. Yahweh does indeed speak repeatedly to Moses, to Moses and Aaron, or to Aaron; but no command is given to make a written record of what he says. We owe the contents of the book to divine revela-tion given at Sinai in the time of Moses (cf. 7:37f; 26:46; 27:34); but that does not settle the question of the authorship of Leviticus. Moses is not named as the author of any single part of the book, as he is named with regard to certain sections of Exodus (cf. Ex. 17:14; 24:4; 34:27). It may be that a later writer set in Order the Mosaic material of which Leviticus consists. It may equally well be that Moses himself set it in Order in the form which has been handed down to us.

The question of authorship is bound up with the whole problem of the composition of the Pentateuch. Leviticus is commonly assigned to P (the Priestly Code). The objections to this documentary hypothesis in general are equally valid as regards their application to Leviticus. The name ‘Holiness Code’, given to Lv. 17-26, is due to August Klostermann, who in 1877 wrote for the Zeitschrift für lutherische Theologie an article entitled ‘Ezechiel und das Heiligkeitsgesetz’ (‘Ezekiel and the Law of Holiness’), which was reprinted in his book Der Pentateuch: Beiträge zu seinem Verständnis und seiner Entstehungsgeschichte (The Pentateuch: Con-tributions to its understanding and the history of its composition), 1893, pp. 368-418. The name ‘Holiness Code’ came into wide vogue; many found it especially apt because of the explicit and repeated emphasis on holiness and sanctification in 19:2; 20:7-8, 26; 21:6-8, 15, 23; 22:9, 16, 32. It is not possible to debate the whole question here; refer-ence should be made to the case for the separate existence of H, based upon distinctive features of style and language, as presented, e.g, in S. R. Driver, LOT, pp. 47ff. A close relationship is point-ed out between H and Ezekiel; indeed, some have seen in Ezekiel himself the author or redactor of H, while others take the view that Ezekiel was ac-quainted with H. But the majority opinion is that H is earlier than Ezekiel.

None of the arguments for the view that Lv. 17-26 should be regarded as a separate law-code seems to be conclusive. We must not forget that here as elsewhere the investigator of the OT is greatly in-fluenced by the attitude which he adopts to Holy Scripture as the Word of God. For example, the argument that Lv. 26 must be dated in the time of the Exile, because this exile is foretold in that chap-ter, is far from doing justice to divine revelation. The absence of a special superscription at the head of Lv. 17 is best explained by the view that here the book of Leviticus continues quite ordinarily.

III. Significance

Leviticus is a book of great significance from many points of view.

First of all, it provides us with a background to all the other books of the Bible. If we wish to understand references to sacrificial offerings and ceremonies of purification, or institutions such as the sabbatical year or the year of jubilee, it is this book that we must consult.

In the second place, it is of interest from a general religious viewpoint. Thanks especially to archaeological excavation, we can compare the institutions dealt with in Leviticus with those of other people, e.g. the Phoenicians, Canaanites, Egyptians, Assyrians, Babylonians and Hittites.

In the third place, orthodox Jews have to this day found their binding regulations—e.g. with regard to food—in this book. Hoflfmann, a Jewish exegete of Leviticus, points out that other confessions which draw upon the OT chiefiy select Genesis as the subject of their study, while Jews pay special attention to Leviticus.

Fourthly, Leviticus proclaims to us who are Christians the way in which the God of Israel combats sin in Israel. He combats it by means of his institutions of sacrifice and purification—social sin by means of the sabbatical year and year of jubilee, sexual sins by means of the laws of chastity—and also by means of his promises and warnings. And in this combating of sin the book of Leviticus presents to us Christ as the means of atonement, the means of purification, the great Priest, Prophet and Teacher, the King who rules us through his ordinances. That is the abiding significance of Leviticus. It is the book of sanctification, of the consecration of life (the burnt-oftering Stands in the forefront of the book), the book of the avoidance and atonement of sin, the combating and removal of sin among the people of the Lord. The Day of Atonement occupies a central place in it (Lv. 16); the ceremony of the two goats pre-scribed for that day reminds us that ‘as far as the east is from the west, so far does he remove our transgressions from us’ (Ps. 103:12). (* Law.)

Bibuography. A. A. Bonar, Commentary on Leviticus4, 1861, reprinted 1959; S. R. Driverand H. A. White, The Book of Leviticus, 1898; A. T. Chapman and A. W. Streane, The Book of Leviticus, CBSC, 1914; W. H. Gispen, Hel Boek Leviticus, 1950; N. Micklem, Leviticus, IB, 2, 1955; H. Cazelles, Le Levitique, Bible de Jerusalem, 2, 1958;
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LIBERTY. The biblical idea of liberty (freedom) has as its background the thought of imprison-ment or slavery. Rulers would imprison those whom they regarded as wrongdoers (Gn. 39:20); a conquered nation might be enslaved by its con-queror, or a prisoner of war by his captor, or an individual might, like Joseph, be sold into slavery. When the Bible speaks of liberty, a prior bondage or incarceration is always implied. Liberty means the happy state of having been released from servi-tude for a life of enjoyment and satisfaction that was not possible before. The idea of liberty ap-pears in Scripture in its ordinary secular applica-tion (e.g. Ps. 105:20; Acts 26:32); but it also receives a significant theological development. This sprang from Israel’s realization that such freedom from subjugation by foreigners as she enjoyed was God’s gift to her. In the NT liberty becomes an important theological concept for describing salvation.

I. Israel’s liberty

At the Exodus God set Israel free from bondage in Egypt, in Order that henceforth the nation might serve him as his covenant people (Ex. 19:3fT.; 20:1 ff.; Lv. 25:55; cf. Is. 43:21). He brought them into the ‘land flowing with milk and honey’ (Ex. 3:8; cf. Nu. 14:7fif.; Dt. 8:7ff.), settled them there, and undertook to maintain them in political in-dependence and economic prosperity as long as they eschewed idolatry and kept his laws (Dt. 28:1—

14). This meant that Israel’s freedom would not depend upon her own efforts in either the military or the political realm, but on the quality of her obedience to God. Her freedom was a supernatural blessing, Yahweh’s gracious gift to his own covenant people; unmerited and, apart from him, unattainable in the first instance, and now main-tained only through his continued favour. Dis-obedience, whether in the form of religious impiety or social injustice, would result in the loss of freedom. God would judge his people by national dis-aster and enslavement (Dt. 28:25, 47ff.; cf. Jdg. 2:14ff.; 3:7ff, 12ff.; 4:1 fT.; 6:lff); he would raise up hostile powers against them, and would ultimately cause them to be deported into a land where no tokens of his favour could be expected (Dt. 28:64ff.; Am. 5; 2 Ki. 17:6-23; cf. Ps. 137:1^1).

The structure of the theological idea of liberty is here fully evident. Liberty, as the OT conceives it, means, on the one hand, deliverance from created forces that would keep men from serving and en-joying their Creator, and, on the other hand, the positive happiness of living in fellowship with God under his covenant in the place where he is pleased to manifest himself and to bless. Liberty is from slavery to powers that oppose God for the fulfil-ment of his Claims upon one’s life. Liberty is not man’s own achievement, but a free gift of grace, something which apart from God’s action man does not possess at all. In its continuance, liberty is a covenant blessing, something which God has promised to maintain as long as his people are faithful. Liberty does not mean independence of God; it is precisely in God’s Service that man finds his perfect freedom. Man can enjoy release from bondage to the created only through bondage to his Creator. Thus, the way that God sets men free from their captors and enemies is to make them his own slaves. He frees them by bringing them to himself (Ex. 19:4).

The Isaianic prophecies of the release from cap-tivity and the restoration of Jerusalem gave added religious content to the idea of liberty by stressing that these events would herald a new and un-precedented experience of joyful and satisfying fellowship with Israel’s gracious God (Is. 35:3-10; 43:14-44:5; 45:14-17; 49:8-50:3; 51:17-52:12; 54; 61:1 fT., etc.', cf. Ezk. 36:16-36; 37:15-28).

Since all members of the liberated nation were, as such, God’s servants (Lv. 25:42, 55), Israelites who through pressure of poverty sold themselves into household Service were not to be treated like foreign slaves, as mere property. in their master’s hereditary possession (Lv. 25:44ff.). Every 7th year they were to be released (unless they had voluntar-ily chosen to make their Service permanent) in memory of God’s release of Israel from Egyptian bondage (Dt. 15:12fT.). Every 50th year, in addition to a release of Israelite servants, alienated land was also to revert to its hereditary owner (Lv. 25:10). Jeremiah denounced the people because, having thus ‘proclaimed liberty’ for Hebrew servants, they went back on it (Je. 34:8-17).

II. The Christian’s liberty

The full development of the idea of liberty appears in the Gospels and Pauline Epistles, where the enemies from whom God through Christ liberates his people are revealed to be sin, Satan, the law and death.

Christ’s public ministry was one of liberation. He opened it by announcing himself as the fulfil-ment of Is. 61:1: ’. .. he has anointed me .. . to proclaim release to the captives’ (Lk. 4:16ff.). Ignoring Zealot hankerings after a national liberation from Rome, Christ declared that he had come to set Israelites free from the state of slavery to sin and Satan in which he found them (Jn. 8:34-36, 41 —44). He had come, he said, to overthrow ‘the prince of this world’, the ‘strong man’, and to release his prisoners (Jn. 12:31 f.; Mk. 3:27; Lk. 10:17f.). Exorcisms (Mk. 3:2211) and healings (Lk. 13:16) were part of this work of dispossession. Christ appealed to these (Lk. 11:20; cf. Mt. 12:28) as proof positive of the coming among men of the ‘kingdom of God (Le. the promised eschatological state in which men efifectively receive God’s for-giveness and salvation and are efifectively made subject to his will).

Paul makes much of the thought that Christ liberates believers, here and now, from destructive in-fluences to which they were previously in bondage: from sin, the tyrannical overlord whose wages for Services rendered is death (Rom. 6:18-23); from the law as a System of salvation, which stirred sin up and gave it its strength (Gal. 4:21 flf.; 5:1; Rom. 6:14; 7:5-13; 8:2; 1 Cor. 15:56); from the demonic ‘power of darkncss’ (Col. 1:13); from polytheistic Superstition (1 Cor. 10:29; Gal. 4:8); and from the bürden of Jewish ceremonialism (Gal. 2:4). To all this, Paul affirms, freedom from the remaining partial bondages to indwelling sin (Rom. 7:14, 23), and from physical corruption and death, will in due course be added (Rom. 8:18-21).

This freedom, in all its aspects, is the gift of Christ, who by death bought his people out of bondage (I Cor. 6:20; 7:22f). (There may be an allusion here to the legal fiction by which Greek deities ‘bought’ slaves for their manumission.) Present freedom from the law, sin and death is con-veyed to believers by the Spirit, who unites them to Christ through faith (Rom. 8:2; 2 Cor. 3:17). Liberation brings with it adoption (Gal. 4:5); those set free from guilt become sons of God, and receive the Spirit of Christ as a Spirit of adoption, assur-ing them that they are in truth God’s sons and heirs (Gal. 4:6f; Rom. 8:15f).

Man’s response to the divine gift of liberty (eleu-Iheria), and indeed the very means of his receiving it, is a free acceptance of bondservice (douleia) to

God (Rom. 6:17-22), to Christ (1 Cor 7:22), to righteousness (Rom. 6:18), and to all men for the sake of the gospel (1 Cor. 9:19-23) and of the sa-viour (2 Cor. 4:5). Christian liberty is neither an abolishing of responsibility nor a sanctioning of licence. The Christian is no longer ‘under law’ (Rom. 6:14) for salvation, but he is not therefore ‘without law toward God’ (1 Cor. 9:21). The divine law, as interpreted and exemplified by Christ him-self, remains a Standard expressing Christ’s will for his own freed bondservants (1 Cor. 7:22). Christians are thus ‘under the law of Christ’ (1 Cor. ■9:21). The ‘law of Christ’ (Gal. 6:2)—James’ ‘law of liberty’ (Jas. 1:25; 2:12)—is the law of love (Gal. 5:13f.; cf. Mk. 12:28fT; Jn. 13:34), the principle of voluntary and unstinting self-sacrifice for the good of men (1 Cor. 9:1-23; 10:23-33) and the glory of God (1 Cor. 10:31). This life of love is the response of gratitude which the liberating gospel both re-quires and evokes. Christian liberty is precisely freedom for love and Service to God and men, and it is therefore abused when it is made an excuse for unloving licence (Gal. 5:13; cf. 1 Pet. 2:16; 2 Pet. 2:19), or irresponsible inconsiderateness (1 Cor. 8:9-12).

Paul wrote the Epistle to the *Galatians to counter the threat to Christian liberty which Judaizing theology presented. The basic issue, as he saw it, was the sufficiency of Christ for salvation apart from works of law. The Judaizers held that Gentiles who had put faith in Christ still needed circumcision for salvation. Paul argued that if this were so, then by parity of reasoning they would need to keep the whole Mosaic law for salvation; but this would be seeking justification by the law, and such a quest would mean a falling away from grace and from Christ (Gal. 5:2-4). The Christian, Jew or Gentile, Paul maintained, is free from all need to perform works of law for acceptance, for as a believer in Christ he is fully accepted already (Gal. 3:28f.), as the gift of the Spirit to him proves (Gal. 3:2f, 14; 4:6; 5:18). There is no reason why a Gentile convert should bürden himself with Mosaic ceremonies (circumcision, the festal calen-dar [Gal. 4:10], etc.), which in any case belonged to the pre-Christian era. The redeeming work of Christ has freed him completely from the need to seek salvation through law (Gal. 3:13; 4:5; 5:1). His task now is, first, to guard his God-given liberty against any who would teil him that faith in Christ alone is not enough to save him (Gal. 5:1) and, second, to put his liberty to the best use by letting the Spirit lead him into responsible fulfilment of the law of love (Gal. 5:13fif.).

Paul makes a similar point elsewhere. The Christian is free from the need to work for his salvation, and he is bound neither by Jewish ceremonialism nor by pagan Superstition and taboos. There is a large realm of things indifferent in which ‘all things are lawful for me’ (1 Cor. 6:12; 10:23). In this realm the Christian must use his liberty responsibly, with an eye to what is expedient and edifying and with a tender regard for the weaker brother’s conscience (cf. 1 Cor. 8-10; Rom. 14:1-15:7).

III. ‘Free will’

The historic debate as to whether fallen men have ‘free will’ has only an indirect connection with the biblical concept of freedom. Distinctions must be made to indicate the issues involved.

1. If the phrase ‘free will’ be taken morally and psychologically, as meaning the power of un-constrained, spontaneous, voiuntary, and therefore responsible, choice, the Bible everywhere assumes that all men, as such, possess it, unregenerate and regenerate alike.

2.    If the phrase be taken metaphysically, as implying that men’s future actions are indeter-minate and therefore in principle unpredictable, the Bible seems neither to assert nor to deny an indeterminacy of future action relative to the agent’s own moral or physical Constitution, but it does seem to imply that no future event is indeter-minate relative to God, for he foreknows and in some sense fore-ordains all things. (* Providence,

*    Predfstination.)

3.    If the phrase be taken theologically, as denot-ing a natural ability on the part of unregenerate man to perform acts that are good without qualifi-cation in God’s sight, or to respond to the gospel invitation, such passages as Rom. 8:5-8; Eph. 2:1-10; Jn. 6:44 seem to indicate that no man is free for obedience and faith tili he is freed from sin’s dominion by prevenient grace. All his voluntary choices are in one way or another acts of serving *sin tili grace breaks sin’s power and moves him to obey the gospel. (Cf. Rom. 6:17-22;

*    Regeneration.)

Bibliography. BAGD, MM\ H. Schlier, TDNT 2, pp. 487-502; J. Blunck, NIDNTT1, pp. 715-720; LAE, pp. 326ff.; Calvin, Institutio, 3. 19. j.i.p.

LIBNAH (Heb. libnäh). 1. An important town in the Shephelah, taken by Joshua and assigned to the priests (Jos. 10:29f; 15:42; 21:13); revolted from Jehoram (2 Ki. 8:22); besieged by Sennacherib (2 Ki. 19:8, 35); the birthplace of Josiah’s wife Ham-utal. The identification by Bliss and Macalister with Teil es-Safi (the Crusader Blanchegarde), on a limestone outlier 7 km W of Azekah, is now widely contested; Sennacherib would hardly have passed it to attack Lachish first, and Jos. 15:42 suggests a site further SE. Alternatives are scarce. Teil Bornat (W. F. Albright, BASOR 15, p. 19) is too small; Teil Judeideh (Tel Goded), N of the Beit Guvrin basin, is attractive but unproved. See G. E. Wright, BA 34, 1971, pp. 81-85; A. F. Rainey, Tel Aviv!, 1980, pp. 195, 198.

2. An unidentified camping-place in the desert (Nu. 33:20; perhaps also Dt. 1:1). j.p.u.l.

LIBNI. A son of Gershon mentioned in Ex. 6:17; Nu. 3:18; 1 Ch. 6:17, 20. In 1 Ch. 6:29 Libni is listed as a son of Merari. The patronymic ‘Lib-nites’ is mentioned in Nu. 3:21; 26:58. Libni is ‘Ladan’ in 1 Ch. 23:7f.; 26:21.    r.a.h.g.

LIBYA (LUBIM, av). First occurs as Rbw (= Libu) in Egyp. texts of 13th—12th centuries bc, as a hos-tile Libyan tribe (Sir A. H. Gardiner, Andern Egyptian Onomaslica, 1, 1947, pp. 121*-122*). Libu as lübim became a Heb. term for Libya, Liby-ans, and as libys became the general Gk. term ‘Libyan’ for the land and people W of Egypt. Thus the Heb. and Gk. terms cover other Libyans be-sides the tribe Rbw. Düring the 12th—8th centuries bc, Libyans entered Egypt as raiders, settlers or soldiers in Egypt’s armies. Hence the prominence of Lubim in the forces of *Shishak (2 Ch. 12:3); of •Zerah (2 Ch. 14:9 with 16:8); and among the troops of the Ethiopian pharaohs that failed to

protect No-Amon (Thebes) from Assyr. devasta-tion (Na. 3:9). Lubbim, Dn. 11:43, may be the same word. (* Lehabim; * Put.)    k.a.k.

LIE, LYING (Heb. seqer, ‘falsehood’, ‘deception’; käzäb, ‘lie’ or ‘deceptive’ thing’; Gk. pseudos and cognates). Essentially, a lie is a Statement of what is known to be false with intent to deceive (Jdg. 16:10, 13). Biblical writers severely condemn ag-gravated forms of lying, e.g. those which perpetrate a fraud (Lv. 6:2-3) or secure wrongful condemna-tion (Dt. 19:15), and the testimony of false prophets (Je. 14:14). Lies may be expressed in words (Pr. 6:19), a way of life (Ps. 62:9), error (2 Thes. 2:11), or a false form of religion (Rom. 1:25). The prophets regarded lying as a specific expres-sion of the principle of evil (Ho. 12:1). Lying is prohibited as repugnant to the moral conscience of Israel (Pr. 19:22), because of its anti-social effects (Pr. 26:28), and, above all, as incompatible with the divine nature (Nu. 23:19). Jesus declares that Satan is the father of lies (Jn. 8:44). All falsehood is for-bidden in the Christian community (Col. 3:9).

Lying is characterized in various ways, e.g. Cain’s evasive answer (Gn. 4:9), Jacob’s deliberate falsehood (Gn. 27:19), Gehazi’s misrepresentation of his master (2 Ki. 5:21-27), and the deception practised by Ananias and Sapphira (Acts 5:1-10). Lying is the sin of Antichrist (1 Jn. 2:22) and all habitual liars forfeit eternal Salvation (Rev. 21:27).

1 Sa. 16:2 does not justify the expedient lie. God merely suggested an ostensible reason for Samuel’s visit to Bethlehem, and the prophet was under no Obligation to divulge his real purpose. Again, 1 Ki. 22:20-23 implies that God permitted a subterfuge that his righteous judgment should be enacted upon Ahab. In such passages as Gn. 12:10-20 it is clear that deception is not condoned nor recorded as an example to follow. (*Truth.)

Bibliography. John Murray, Principles of Con-duct, 1957, ch. 6; HDB, 3; H. Conzelmann, TDNT 9, pp. 594-603; U. Becker, H.-G. Link, NIDNTT2, pp. 467-474.    a.f.

LIFE.

I. In the Old Testament

a. Terms and concepts

I. Inherent in ‘life’ (Heb. hayyim) is the idea of activity. Life is ‘that which moves’ (Gn. 7:21 f.; Ps. 69:34; cf. Acts 17:28) in contrast to the relaxed, dormant or inert state of non-life (cf. Rom. 7:8; Jas. 2:17, 20). Running water is ‘living’ (Gn. 26:19), and rapid labour in childbirth indicates the mother’s ‘aliveness’ (Ex. 1:19). The word’s fre-quently plural form emphasizes the intensity of the concept. Life is associated with light, gladness, fullness, order and active being (Ps. 27:1; Jb. 33:25fT; Pr. 3:16; Gn. 1) and contrasted with the darkness, sorrow, emptiness, chaos and silence which are characteristic of death and inanimate being (Ec. 11:8; Ps. 115:17).

2. Soul (Heb. nepes), as ‘being’ or ‘seif, is common to man and beast, living and dead (Lv. 21:11; Jb. 12:10; Rev. 8:9; 16:3). But its meaningful state is ‘living soul’ (nepes hayyä, Gn. 2:7) and, therefore, may simply mean ‘life’. To die is to breathe out one’s soul, and to revive is to have it return (Je. 15:9; 1 Ki. 17:21; cf. Acts 20:10); or, seated in the blood, it is ‘poured out’ at death (Lv. 17:11; La. 2:12; Is. 53:12). While the soul may con-tinue in spilt blood (Rev. 6:9; Gn. 4:10) or, corpor-ately, in one’s name or descendants, ‘life’ and ‘seif’ are so closely parallel that to lose one’s life means virtually to lose one’s seif (Pedersen, pp. 151 ff.; Jb. 2:4; Ezk. 18).

3.    Similarly, spirit (Heb. ri'iah) or breath (n'säniä), as the principle which distinguishes the living from the dead, often may be rendered life (1 Sa. 30:12; Jb. 27:3f). To die is to lose one’s breath or spirit (Jb. 27:3; Ps. 104:29f; cf Mt. 27:50); to revive is to ‘have it come again’ (cf. Lk. 8:55; Rev. 11:11: 13:15).

4.    Life is given to man as a psychosomatic unity in which ‘our own distinctions between physical, intellectual and spiritual life do not exist’ (von Allmen, pp. 23 Ifi); and the OT view of man may be described as ‘animated body’ (Robinson, p. 27). Thus soul may be paralleled with flesh (Ps. 63:1; cf. Mt. 6:25; Acts 2:31), life (Jb. 33:28) or spirit (Ps. 77:2f; cf. Lk. l:46f.), and all terms viewed as the seif or T. It is the T which lives—and which dies (cf Gn. 7:21; Ezk. 18:4).

b. Life unto death

1. What will man give for his life (Jb. 2:4; cf. Mk. 8:37)? Man is not only a unified being, he is a being threatened by death—mortal (Jb. 4:17), barred from the tree of life (Gn. 3:24), existing like cut grass or a morning’s dew (Jb. 7:9; Pss. 39:4f; 90:5f.; cf. 1 Pet. 1:24; Jas. 4:14). Death is at work in the midst of life, and life, therefore, is a battle against the dissolution of death, an ebb and flow, pos-sessed in greater or less degree. The tired slave rests and is ‘ensouled’ (Ex. 23:12). Deliverance from sickness or an enemy or sorrow is deliverance from death, and to be sick or troubled is to be in Sheol (Nu.21:8f; Jos. 5:8; Ps. 30:2f; cf. Pss. 71:20; 86:13). It is not that these are equated with death, but that anything threatening life is viewed as an invasion of death upon the soul. Thus, Adam and Eve ‘died’ when they disobeyed (Gn. 2:17); Abimelech, incur-ring God’s displeasure, is a ‘dead man’ (Gn. 20:3); and Jonah (2:2) in the fish is in Sheol. Standing under threat of death, one may be viewed from that perspective (cf. Lk. 9:60).

2.    Likewise long life as the gift of Wisdom or God (Pr. 3:16; Dt. 5:16) has implicit in it the idea of the good life. T have set before you .. . life and good, death and evil’ (Dt. 30:15). ‘Long live the king’ (1 Sa. 10:24) does not mean merely length of life but a reign of peace, prosperity and victory. The death of the righteous at an old *age and full of years is a blessing in that life has been lived to the full and a progeny blessed by God carries on the name (Gn. 25:8; Nu. 23:10).

3.    Nevertheless, the present life is life unto death. ‘What man can live and never see death? Who can deliver his soul from the power of Sheol?’ (Ps. 89:48). Man is a thing moulded of clay; his breath goes back to God, man dies and returns to dust (Gn. 3:19; Jb 10:9; Ps. 144:4; Ec. 12:7). One may continue to ‘live’ in his name or progeny (Ps. 72:17; Is. 66:22), and in a very real way these are viewed as a corporate extension of one’s own soul (Pedersen, pp. 254ff.). But personal life ends and personal being belongs no more to the ‘land of the living’ (cf. Ps. 52:5; Je. 11:19). To live is to speak of my life; in death a man’s plans perish and he returns to the common earth, gathered to and sleeping with the fathers (Gn. 25:8; 37:35; Dt. 31:16). Man’s end is ‘like water spilt on the ground, which cannot be gathered up again’ (2 Sa. 14:14).

4. Death is not merely the momentary event of dying; it is the death state, i.e. Sheol. Sheol is ‘in the dust’ (Jb. 17:13ff.) and is probably best understood generically as ‘the grave’. As a synonym for death it is the common goal and final leveller of all life: man and beast, righteous and wicked, wise and foolish (Jb. 3:13ff.; Ps. 49; Ec. 2:14; 3:19). It is a state of sleep, rest, darkness, silence, without thought or memory (Jb. 3:16f; 17:13fT.; Ps. 6:5; Ec. 9:5, 10) in which one does not praise God and front which one does not return (2 Sa. 12:23; Jb. 7:9; Ps. 30:9; Is. 38:18). It is like an insatiable monster and its prospect, except in the most desperate straits, is one of foreboding (Hab. 2:5; cf. 2 Sa. 22:5h).

A few times Sheol is pictured as a massive grave in which, amid the maggots, an enfeebled ghost-life continues (Ezk. 31-32; Is. 14:4ff.) and from which one’s ‘shade’ may be called up (1 Sa. 28:8ff., av). While the first two passages are obviously poetic symbolism, the medium of Endor seance reflects a common—though forbidden—practice. It is not representative of the general OT view, which sees life and death in utter Opposition (contra Johnson,

р.    89).

Although not strictly non-being, Sheol is the end of meaningful existence and is ‘virtual annihila-tion’ (Johnson, p. 93). ‘The paths of glory lead but to the grave’, and this conclusion to human life gives rise to the Preacher’s refrain: ‘Vanity of van-ities, all is vanity’ (Ec. 12:8; Ps. 89:47). To this vic-tory of death the OT does öfter a hopeful answer; it lies not in the nature of man but in the power of the living God.

с.    The living God

1. The common formula for an oath, ‘as the Lord lives’ (cf. Nu. 14:21, 28; 1 Sa. 14:39), stresses that God is the God who speaks and acts because he is ‘the living God’. This quality distinguishes Yahweh from all idols and attests not only his own vitality but his Creative power and providential activity (Jos. 3:10; Je. 10:10; Is. 46:5ff.). He is the source and upholder of all life, the spring of living water (Je. 17:13; Ps. 36:9f), who gives man breath and who, delivering from Sheol, leads one in the path of life (Gn. 2:7; Ps. 16:11; Pr. 5:6). God is the God who makes alive and who kills (Gn. 6:17; Dt. 32:39; Jdg. 13:3, 23; 1 Sa. 2:6; 2 Ki. 5:7).

2.    Such is man’s dependence upon God for life that man’s breath or spirit may be called God’s breath and God’s spirit (Jb. 27:3f; 33:4; Gn. 6:3; Is. 42:5). God gave manna in the wilderness that Israel might learn that even physical life is maintained by ‘everything that proceeds out of the mouth of the Lord’ (Dt. 8:3; cf. Mt. 4:4; Lk. 12:15, 20). God imparts breath and man lives (Gn. 2:7; cf. Rev. 11:11); if God ‘should take back his spirit to him-self, and gather to himself his breath, all flesh would perish together, and man would turn to dust’ (Jb. 34:14f.; cf. Ec. 12:7; Pss. 90:3; 104:29f). Man’s life then is loaned to him at God’s good pleasure, and true life consists not in the transient, even though prosperous, life of the wicked, but in having God as ‘my portion for ever’ (Ps. 73:17, 26). One’s life is assured if he is ‘bound in the bündle of the living in the care of the Lord’ (1 Sa. 25:29).

3.    Because life is ‘life in relatedness to God’, life and death are moral alternatives. The fate of the individual and nation, whether blessing and life or misfortune and death, hangs upon one’s right-eousness or sinfulness, obedience or disobedience to Yahweh (Dt. 30:15ff.; Jdg. 2:18ff.; Ezk. 18). Universal death is viewed (when viewed at all) as a judgment upon sin; because of disobedience man is barred from the ‘tree of life’ (Gn. 3:17ff.; cf. Jb. 14:1 ff., 16f; contrast Ps. 89:47). Although not always apparent, righteousness tends to life and evil to death (cf. Ps. 73:17; Pr. 11:19); righteousness is a ‘way of life’, and by it one is delivered from the threats of Sheol (Am. 5:4, 14; Pr. 6:23; Hab. 2:4).

4.    God has no relationship to Sheol or to those in it. But this must not be confused with the mis-taken notion that God has no power in Sheol. It is basic to the OT faith—as expressed in all strata of the literature—that Yahweh, the living God, reigns over death and/or Sheol. To heal (2 Ki. 5:7, 14), to raise the dead (1 Ki. 17:20ff.; 2 Ki. 4:16, 33ff ), to deliver Israel from national death (Jdg. 7:2ff.; Ho. 13:14; Ezk. 37), to cause life to bud in a barren woman(Gn. 17:15ff.; Jdg. 13:2f.;2Sa. 1:19f.; 2:6)— all these reveal God’s power over Sheol. for the maladies are themselves invasions of death into which God interjects resurrection power.

While God’s power to deliver individuals from Sheol is implicit throughout the OT, his purpose to do so comes to explicit expression in comparatively few passages (cf. Is. 25:8; 26:19; Jb. 19:26; Pss. 16:8-11; 49:14f_; Dn. 12:2). When it does appear, however, the conviction is full-grown and seem-ingly is not an innovation (W. O. E. Oesterley, The Jews and Judaism during the Greek Period, 1941, p 183). The concept is related to and perhaps an in-ference from: (i) God’s expressed relationship to the righteous dead, and (ii) God’s redemption of Israel understood within the framework of a ‘corporate personality’ in which the reality of the individual is preserved in the reality of the whole. In a later day Jesus Christ, as well as other rabbis, urged the former as a key to the proper understanding of the OT at this point (Mt. 22:31 ff; Lk. 20:37f; cf. SB, 1, pp. 893ff.): (i) God says to Moses, T am the God of Abraham.’ (ii) Abraham is in Sheol. (iii) God is the God of the living and has no relationship with Sheol. (iv) Therefore, it is to be inferred that God will resurrect Abraham from Sheol.

5.    Resurrection-life is pictured (as in intertesta-mental Judaism) in materialistic terms. It is re-stored life in which ‘life’, i.e. prosperity, peace and fullness, is multiplied and Sheol threats are re-moved (Is. 27; cf. Rev. 21-22). Its realization (in Is. 26:19; Dn. 12:2) belongs to the coming Messianic deliverance and, as creation life, it is solely the result of God’s sovereign and gracious act. God, who by his Creative word called man into being, again calls dust into life through resurrection.

II. In the New Testament

a. Terms and concepts

1. Life (Gk. bios), means ‘course of life’ or ‘neces-sities of life maintenance’ (Mk. 12:44; 1 Tim. 2:2; 1 Jn. 3:17). While zöe characteristically (and always in the Johannine literature) describes resurrection-life, it also denotes ‘course of life’ (Lk. 16:25; Phil. 1:20; cf. Lk. 15:13; Rom. 6:2), soul-life or natural vitality (Acts 8:33; 17:25; Phil. 1:20; 1 Tim. 4:8; cf. Jn. 4:50), and life duration (Jas. 4:14). Soul (psyche) and spirit (pneuma) continue their am-biguous role of ‘seif’ and ‘life’. As life, soul is simply ‘being’, ‘natural-life’ (Lk. 9:25; Mk. 8:36). It may be preserved to resurrection-life (Jn. 12:25), but at present it exists as natural vitality, lost at death (Mt. 2:20; Jn. 15:13; Acts 20:10; 1 Jn. 3:16) or, more importantly, as Adamic life, life of the old age, life under divine judgment (Lk. 12:20; cf. 1 Cor. 2:14; 15:44fT.; Jas. 3:15). While spirit can mean, as in ancient Israel, the vitalizing principle of Adamic life (Jn. 19:30; Acts 7:59), it tends to be associated with resurrection-life and, as such, to stand in contrast to soul-life, i.e. life under judgment (cf. Jude 19; Jn. 6:63; 1 Cor. 15:45).

2. As in the OT, man’s life and being, although viewed from different aspects, is a psychosomatic unity (cf. Bultmann). The Gk. soul-body dualism is incidentally reflected in the parable of Lk. 16:19fT., but is not in accord with the general NT outlook or teaching.

b. Life under death

1. The OT view continues. (i) Life is borrowed, transitory, dependent upon and at the disposal of God (cf. Mt. 4:4). Man can neither prolong his soul-life nor destroy it (Mt. 6:25ff.; Lk. 12:25; Jas. 4:15); God can either forfeit it or redeem it to resurrection-life (Mt. 10:28; Lk. 12:20; 1 Cor. 15:44; 1 Jn. 5:16; cf. Jas. 5:20). (ii) Life is ebb and flow: to live is to live in health (Jn. 4:50).

2.    In radical development of OT thought the moral quality of life as relationship to God comes into sharp focus. One related to God, although dead, may be viewed as ‘living’ (Lk. 20:38). On the other hand, soul-life alienated from the life of God (Eph. 4:18) is no life at all. Anyone in it—not only those under immediate threat of Sheol (Mk. 5:23; cf. Mt. 9:18)—may be regarded as ‘dead’ (Lk. 9:60; Rom. 8:10; 1 Jn. 3:14; Rev. 3:1; cf. Lk. 15:24). Even when called life, ‘this life’ is contrasted to real life (1 Cor. 15:19; 1 Tim. 6:19) and has meaning only in conjunction with the life of the coming age (Gal. 2:20; Phil. 1:22; 1 Tim. 4:8).

3.    The cry of John the Baptist, ‘Repent’, sets the mood of the NT (Mt. 3:2; cf. Acts 11:18; 17:30f). All life Stands under imminent judgment, and deci-sion is demanded of all who would share the life of the new age. Criminals suffering ignominious exe-cution are not special sinners: ‘unless you repent you will all likewise perish’ (Lk. 13:3). Nor can prosperity be relied upon as a token of God’s favour: in the midst of man’s ease God speaks, 'Fool, this night your soul is required from you’ (Lk. 12:20). While this (OT) view of the judgment of the soul-life by physical death is present, more often the locus of judgment shifts to the eschato-logical consummation—the parousia (Mt. 24:36ff.; 25:31 fT_), the resurrection of judgment (Jn. 5:28f), the second death (Rev. 21:8—in which God des-troys ‘soul and body’ in hell (Mt. 10:28). Soul-life (psyche), in contrast to resurrection-life (zöe), is Adamic life, life under judgment, which without zöemust perish (Jn. 3:16). Indeed the ‘soulish’ man is one directing his life toward the perishing old age, the ‘soulish’ body one controlled by the Sheol-power dominating the old age (1 Cor. 2:14; 15:44; Jas. 3:15; Jude 19).

4.    The judgment of death is executed corpor-ately and representatively in Jesus Christ, the eschatological Adam (1 Cor. 15:45), who ‘becomes sin’ and voluntarily delivers his soul to Sheol as ‘a ransom’ (Mk. 10:45; Jn. 10:15; 2 Cor. 5:21; cf. Mk. 14:34; Is. 53:6, 10; Acts 8:32fT; 1 Pet. 2:24) to give resurrection-life to the world (Jn. 6:51). However, Christ’s soul is not left in Sheol; in resurrection victory he takes his soul again (Acts 2:31; Jn. 10:17). And by the power of an ‘indestructible life’ he becomes a ‘life-giving spirit’ who shares his victory and imparts resurrection-life to whom he will (Heb. 7:3; 1 Cor. 15:45; Eph. 4:8; Jn. 5:21; 17:2). Thereby, Christ removes for ever the Sheol threat to man’s soul.

5. Man’s soul-life, then, need not be forfeited. If he loves it or seeks to preserve it, he will lose it, but if he loses it or gives it up for Christ, the gospel, or the brethren, it will be preserved, caught up in resurrection-life (Mk. 8:35f; Jn. 12:25; 1 Jn. 3:16; 2 Cor. 12:15; Phil. 2:30; Rev. 12:11). To believe or to convert a sinner is to save a soul from death (Heb. 10:39; Jas. 1:21; 5:20; 1 Pet. 1:9). One who believes shall never taste real death (Jn. 8:51 f.; 11:26; cf. Jn. 10:28; Mk. 9:1), for in Christ death is transformed into a temporary ‘sleep in Jesus’ (1 Thes. 4:14; cf. Mk. 5:39; Jn. 11:11). Both soul-life and resurrection-life are the life of the seif, the whole man. The latter does not displace the former, but preserves it and transforms it.

c. Resurrection-life

1. The OT ideal of the good life has in the NT an eschatological fulfilment as resurrection-life (zöe). Since it is the only true life, it may be called simply ‘life’ (Acts 5:20; 11:18; Rom. 5:17; 2 Pet. 1:3; 1 Jn. 5:16). It is associated with light (Jn. 8:12), glory (1 Pet. 5:1,4; cf Jas. 1:12), honour (Rom. 2:7), abun-dance(Jn. 10:10), immortality (2Tim. 1:10), resurrection (Jn. 6:40; 11:25), eternal life, the kingdom of God (Col. 1:13; Mt. 25), holiness (Rom. 6:22f), joy (1 Thes. 2:19), spirit (Jn. 6:63; cf. 1 Cor. 15:45), the imperishable (Heb. 7:16; 1 Pet. 1:23); and is contrasted with darkness (Col. 1:13), dishonour (Rom. 2:7), death (1 Jn. 3:14), mortality (2 Cor. 5:4), destruction (Mt. 7:13f.), judgment (Jn. 5:28f), corruption (Gal. 6:8), wrath (Rom. 2:7f.; Jn. 3:36), eternal punishment (Mt. 25:46). To have life is to ‘abide’ (Jn. 6:27). To lack it is to wither and be burnt as a severed branch (Mt. 7:13, 19; Lk. 3:9; cf. Jn. 15:6) and to be destroyed in hell (Mt. 10:28; Mk. 9:43ff.; Rev. 20:14f.).

2.    As in the OT, life is properly the life of God, the Ever-Living One (Rom. 5:21; Rev. 4:9), who has life in himself and alone has immortality (Jn. 5:26; 1 Tim. 6:16). He can make alive and he can kill (Rom. 4:17; 2 Cor. 1:9; 1 Tim. 6:13; Mt. 10:281'.; Jas. 4:14f; Lk. 12:20).

3.    This life of God is manifest in Jesus Christ. In the Synoptic Gospels Jesus simply assures his fol-lowers of resurrection-life (Mk. 8:34ff.; 9:41ff.; 10:29f; Mt. 25:46) and evidences his power to bestow it: to heal is to ‘save souls’ (Lk. 6:9) and cause to ‘live’ (Mk. 5:23). Sheol itself is robbed by Christ’s Creative Word (Mk. 5:39fT; Lk. 7:14f.; cf. Jn. 11:43). The Fourth Gospel and the Epistlcs, written with Christ’s resurrection in more deliber-ate perspective, are more explicit and elaborate: Christ is ‘the true God, and eternal life’ (1 Jn. 5:20; Jn. 1:4; 14:6), the ‘Author of life’ (Acts 3:15), to whom the Father has granted ‘to have life in himself’ (Jn. 5:26). He is ‘the resurrection and the life’ (Jn. 11:25), ‘the bread of life’ (Jn. 6:35), and his words are ‘spirit and life’ (Jn. 6:63). By his resurrection he manifests himself Lord and Judge over the living and the dead (Mt. 25:31 fT.; Mk. 14:62; Jn. 5:27fT; Acts 10:42; 17:31; Rom. 10:9f; 14:9; 2 Tim. 4:1; cf. 1 Pet. 4:5; Rev. 11:18).

In Jesus Christ’s resurrection immortal life has been actualized on the plane of history. His resurrection becomes the basis for all resurrection, and all resurrection is to be understood in terms of his (cf. 1 Cor. 15; Col. 3:4; 1 Jn. 3:2). No longer does the hope of resurrection rest, as in the OT, merely upon prophetic vision or upon inferences from God’s covenant relationships. No longer is resurrection to be defined simply as renewed life out of Sheol. Resurrection-life now finds its meaning in the image of Jesus Christ (Rom. 8:29).

4.    For man, then, true life is grounded in Jesus Christ who ‘became a life-giving spirit’ (1 Cor. 15:45; cf. Jn. 6:63; 2 Cor. 3:17). The core of the gospel proclamation is that he who was dead is ‘alive for evermore’ (Acts 2:31 ff.; 1 Cor. 15:3ff.; Rev. 1:5, 18) and by the power of an indestructible life gives life to the world (Heb. 7:16; Jn. 6:33). If Christ has not been raised from death one must write over the Christian dead,finis (1 Cor. 15:18, 32). But Christ is risen and has the ‘keys to Sheol’; because Sheol could not conquer him, neither can it prevail against his church (Mt. 16:18; Rev. 1:18). His Life is mediated to the believer through re-pentance, faith and baptism (Acts 11:18; Jn. 3:16; 1 l:25f.; Rom. 6:4); by it one is ‘saved’ (Rom. 5:10). ln Christ’s death and resurrection God pierces rad-ically into the world of man to make him see the fatality of sin and the utter grace of the new life from God—an unfathomable, unexpected and freely-bestowed act of salvation.

5.    Resurrection-life, like Adamic soul-life, is im-parted and sustained by God’s Creative word. Man has no control over it. He may inherit, receive or enter it (Mk. 9:43fL; 10:17, 30; Tit. 3:7; 1 Pet. 3:7). By evil deeds or rejection of the gospel he may judge himself unworthy of it (Acts 13:46; cf. Rom. 1:32) or, conversely, by the Spirit he may perform deeds yielding eternal life (Mk. IO:17fT.; Jn. 5:28f; Rom. 2:7; 2 Cor. 5:10; Gal. 5:22; 6:8). Such deeds are possible only by a relationship to Christ through faith (Rom. 1:17; Jn. 20:31) which itself imparts life (Jn. 6:53f.; Rom. 6:23; Col. 3:3; 1 Jn. 3:14; 5:13). God gives life to those whom he wills (Jn. 1:13; 5:21), who are ordained for it, and who from the foundation of the world are written in the book of life (Acts 13:48; Rom. 9:11; Phil. 4:3; Rev. 17:8; 20:12ff.). The new life is a resurrection, a new birth, a sovereign and gracious act of the creator God (Jn. 5:24f.; Rom. 6:4; Col. 3:1 ff.; Eph. 2:1 ff.; Jn. 1:13).

6.    In the Synoptic Gospels life is always viewed as future and associated with the coming kingdom of God (Mk. 10:17, 23; 9:43, 47; Mt. 25:46). The way to it is blocked by sin and found by few; yet to attain life is the highest possible goal and worthy of any sacrifice (Mk. 9:42ff.; Mt. 7:14; 13:44ff.), for only in this way can one’s soul be preserved (Mk. 8:34ff.; cf. Jn. 12:25).

7.    In the Johannine and Pauline literature this parousia perspective continues (Jn. 5:24, 28f; 6:40; 11:24; 14:3, 6, 19; Rom. 5:10; 6:22; 2 Cor. 5:4; 13:4; Phil. 3:10f.; cf. 1 Cor. 15:52ff.), but resurrection-life is also viewed as a present possession of the believer. One passes ‘from death to life’ at conversion (1 Jn. 3:14; cf. Jn. 5:24; Eph. 2:1 ff), and one may even speak in the past tense of having been cruci-fied, raised to life, brought into Christ’s kingdom, glorified and made to sit in heaven (Gal. 2:20; Eph. 2:5f; Col. 1:13; Rom. 8:30). However, in Paul (and probably in John) this is always viewed as a corporate participation in Christ’s death and resurrection (Rom 6:4; 8:2; 2 Tim. 1:1; cf. Jn. 6:33, 51 ff.) vouchsafed by the Spirit, the ‘down-payment’ of the new-age life (cf. 2 Cor. 4:12; 5:5). Our life is hid with Christ (Col. 3:3), and to have life means simply to have Christ (1 Jn. 5:11 f.). Individually, resurrection-life is now being realized in ethical re-newal and psychological transformation (Rom. 8:10; 12:1; Gal. 5:22f; Col. 3:lff, 9f; Eph. 4:18ff); but the seif in its mortality remains under death. Only in the parousia is mortality ‘swallowed by life’ and Sheol’s power vanquished (1 Cor. 15:26, 52ff.; 2 Cor. 5:4; cf. Rev. 20:13). At present the victory is actualized personally only in Jesus Christ, ‘the first fruits of those who have fallen asleep’, ‘the first-born among many brethren’ (1 Cor. 15:20; Rom. 8:29).

8. As in ancient Israel, the problem of death finds its answer neither in philosophical specula-tion about immortality nor in the sub-life of Sheol, but in deliverance from Sheol; to be a son of God is to be a son of the resurrection (Lk. 20:36). And it is the resurrected Son of God who imparts this victory to his church; in Adam all die, so in Christ all shall be made alive (1 Cor. 15:22). Not Bach’s ‘come, sweet death’ but John’s ‘come, Lord Jesus’ expresses the NT attitude towards death.

Resurrection-life is bodily life—the life of the whole man (Lk. 24:39ff.; Jn. 5:28f; 1 Cor. 15; Phil. 3:21; Rev. 20:13). It is to be with Christ (Jn. 14:3; Col. 3:4; 1 Thes. 4:17), to have a full vision of God (1 Cor. 13:12; 2 Cor. 5:7; 1 Jn. 3:2; Rev. 22:4), to enter the kingdom (Mt. 25:34, 46), to enjoy the fulfilment of ‘righteousness and peace and joy in the Holy Spirit’ (Rom. 14:17; cf. Rev. 21-22) in which all Sheol-threats are removed.

Resurrection-life will be ‘my life’. One’s personal continuity does not rest, however, in the residual monad of Leibnitz nor in the escaping soul of Plato. It rests in God in whose mind ‘all live’ (Lk. 20:38) and ‘who can bring the dead to life and can call to himself the things that do not exist as though they did’ (Rom. 4:17, Williams).

Bibliography. R. Bultmann, The Theology of the New Testament, 1955, 1, pp. 191-227, 324-329;
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E.E.E.

LIGHT. The word is used in Connection with joy, blessing and *life in contrast to sorrow, adversity and death (cf. Gn. 1:3f; Jb. 10:22; 18:5f.). At an early time it came to signify God’s presence and favour (cf. Ps. 27:1; Is. 9:2; 2 Cor. 4:6) in contrast to God’s judgment (Am. 5:18). From this and other sources arises an ethical dualism between light and darkness, i.e. good and evil, which is quite marked in the NT (cf. Lk. 16:8; Jn. 3:19fT; 12:36; 2 Cor. 6:14; Col. 1:12f.; 1 Thes. 5:5; 1 Pet. 2:9). Some, e.g. C. H. Dodd, have regarded Hellenistic parallels to be significant in this regard, but the presence of this usage in Judaism, e.g. The War of the Sons of Light and the Sons of Darkness in dss, makes such an inference unnecessary and provides a more pertinent commentary on the NT concepts.

God’s ‘holiness is expressed in terms of light, e.g. in 1 Tim. 6:16, where he is said to dwell ‘in unapproachable light’; cf 1 Jn. 1:5, where it is said that ‘God is light’, and other passages in that Epis-tle where the implications of this for the believer are worked out. The same thought is seen in the typically Heb. expression ‘children of light’ which is twice used by Paul (Eph. 5:8; cf. 1 Thes. 5:5; Jn. 12:36).

In John’s Gospel the term light refers not so much to God’s holiness as to the revelation of his love in Christ and the penetration of that love into lives darkened by sin. So Christ refers to himself as ‘the light of the world’ (Jn. 8:12; 9:5; cf 12:46), and in the Sermon on the Mount applies this term to his disciples (Mt. 5:14-16). Similarly Paul can refer to ‘the light of the gospel of the glory of Christ’ and to God himself who ‘has shone in our hearts’ (2 Cor. 4:4-6).

Bibliography. BAGD; ISBE\ C. H. Dodd. The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, 1954, pp. 201 — 212; D. Flusser, ‘The Dead Sea Sect and Pre-Pauline Christianity’, Aspects of the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. C. Rabin and Y. Yadin, 1958, pp. 215— 266; H. Conzelmann, TDNT9, pp. 310-358; H.-C. Hahn et al„ NIDNTT2, pp. 484^196. e.e.e.

LIGHTNING. 1. Lightning which accompanies *thunder is a well-known phenomenon in Pales-tine, especially in the cool season, with a maximum in November or December. The Word is sometimes rendered ‘glitter’ or ‘glittering’ (Dt. 32:41; Jb. 20:25; Ezk. 21:15; Na. 3:3; Hab. 3:11). Lightning is a figure used for brightness of countenance (Dn. 10:6; Mt. 28:3) and of raiment (Lk. 24:4). In some passages the usage of ‘fire’ refers to lightning (e.g. Ex. 9:23; 1 Ki. 18:38; 2 Ki. 1:10, 12, 14; 1 Ch. 21:26; Jb. 1:16; Ps. 148:8). Lightning is poetically described with thunderstorms (2 Sa. 22:15; Pss. 18:14; 97:4; 135:7; Je. 10:13; 51:16).

2. Lightning is associated with theophanies as at Sinai (Ex. 19:16; 20:18), in Ezekiel’s vision (Ezk. 1:13-14) and several times in the Apocalypse (Rev. 4:5; 8:5; 11:19; 16:18). It is regarded as an instru-ment of God’s judgment (Ps. 144:6; Zc. 9:14; Lk. 10:18).    j.m.h.

LILITH (Heb. Tüll, Is. 34:14, Rvmg., jb; lxx ono-kentauros\ Symm., Vulg. lamia (Jerome, ‘avenging fury’); av ‘screech owP; Avmg., rv ‘night-monster’; rsv ‘night hag’; niv ‘night creatures’).

This name appears in a description of the ter-rible desolation of Edom, and presents great dif-ficulties of interpretation. At a time when Bab. and Persian infiuence was developing, Lilith appears evidently as a loan-word derived from the Assyr. female demon of the night, Lililu.

It may, however, be misleading to regard the creature as necessarily associated with the night: the darkness which some demons were said to love was that caused by desert storms (cf. Sumerian

LIL.LÄ, ‘storm-wind’; and also a possible con-clusion from Jerome’s translation cited above). Some scholars regard it as the equivalent of the English vampire.

Later Jewish literature speaks variously of Lilith as the first wife of Adam, but she flew away and became a demon; as a fabulous monster which stole and destroyed newly-born infants; and as a demon against which charms were used to keep it from the haunts of men, lest it enter and bring disease.

There is, however, no real evidence for insisting on a mythological interpretation of the word, and it is perhaps significant that most of the other creatures listed in Is. 34 are real animals or birds. If the lxx rendering is understood as something akin to a tail-less monkey (cf. G. R. Driver, loc. cit., p. 55), it seems an unlikely habitue of a desolate place. A similar objection applies also to both the tawny and the night owl, neither of which is a desert bird. Driver suggests a goat-sucker or nightjar (neb), several species of which are found in waste land.

Bibliography. JewE, G. R Driver, ‘Lilith’, PEQ 91, 1959, pp. 55-58.    j.d.d.

LIME, LIMESTONE. Chemically, lime is calcium oxide, made by heating limestone in a kiln, of which there must have been many in ancient Pales-tine. The Heb. Bible uses three words, sid, ‘plaster’, ‘lime’ or ‘whitewash’ (Dt. 27:2, 4; Is. 33:12; Am. 2:1), gir, ‘chalk’ or ‘lime’ (Dn. 5:5) and abne gir, ‘stones of lime’ (Is. 27:9, rsv ‘chalkstones’).

Limestone is abundant in Palestine. Geologically it was formed from the compacting together of Shells, etc., on the sea bed, which was then thrust up by earth movement. Palestine was under the sea more than once, at least in part. The bulk of the limestone visible today on both sides of the Jordan is from the Cretaceous period.

Bibliography. D. Baly, The Geography of Palestine1, 1974, pp. 17fT.    j.a.t.

LINE. The commonest OT word is qaw, qäw or qeweh, denoting a measuring-line such as was used to measure the circumference of the Temple laver (1 Ki. 7:23) or to mark out a city, or land for build-ing (Is. 34:17; Je. 31:39; Zc. 1:16). It is used for measuring distances of 1,000 cubits from Ezekiel’s Temple to test the water depth (Ezk. 47:3), and by an extension of meaning it is the plumbline used to check the integrity of a city or land (2 Ki. 21:13; Is. 28:17; 34:11; La. 2:8), or the lines of instruction of a teacher (Is. 28:10, 13, where the picture is one of children reciting the alphabet, qäw being an alternative way of naming the letter qöp).

The word hebet, ‘cord’ or ‘rope’, also refers to an instrument for dividing up land or an inheritance (Pss. 16:6, av; 78:55, av; Am. 7:17; Zc. 2:1). In 2 Sa. 8:2 it is used of the lines of Moabites drawn up by David, some destined for life and some for death.

The words Iwt (1 Ki. 7:15), pätjl (Ezk. 40:3) and sered(Is. 44:13) have special uses. Rahab’s red cord is tiqwä (Jos. 2:18, 21, av). (‘Weights and Meas-ures, *Arts and Crafts.)    j.a.t.

LINEN. The Heb. word ses (Egyp. ss) is rendered ‘fine linen’. The following Heb. words are rendered by Minen’: bad,pistä, büs and ’etün (cf Egyp. ’idmy, ‘yarn’ in rv). The word pistä means actually the flax of which linen was made. As early as the I4th Century bc the wordpSt, or pluralpstm, was used in Ugarit for linen (cf. Virolleaud, PRU, Mission Ras Shamra 7, II). büs is present only in later books (cf. Gk. byssos). rsv, av translate the following Gk. words by linen: sindön, othonion and linon.

Linen is made of flax (Linum usitaüssimum). After treatment the thread of the rind gives linen and the seed linseed-oil. After the flax was treated it was spun by women and made into material (Pr. 31:13, 24). Flax was never extensively grown in Palestine in biblical times. According to Ex. 9:31: Ho. 2:5 and probably Jos. 2:6, it was, howevcr, cul-tivated from early times. An extra-biblical witness is the Gezer calendar (c. 1000 bc), where we read in the fourth line: ‘His month is hoeing up of flax’ (Albright’s translation in Pritchard, ANET‘). The great cultivator and exporter of flax was Egypt. In Pr. 7:16 we read of Egyptian linen (cf. Heb. h“tuböl, 'many coloured’). Red linen was especially precious in ancient Egypt and was called ‘royal linen’ It is quite probable that linen (cf. Egyp. words ss and ’idmy as possible loan-words in Hebrew and Canaanite) was imported from Egypt by the inhabitants of Palestine from the earliest times. We know from Egyp. documents that linen was exported from Egypt to Phoenicia (cf. also Ezk. 27:7) and especially Byblos through many centuries.

The use of linen in OT times was prescribed for priests (Ex. 28:39). The coat, turban and girdle must be of fine linen. This is, according to Ezk. 44:17, prescribed for the coolness of the material. The high priest used a woollen overcoat, but was draped in linen on the great Day of Atonement (Lv. 16:4, 23). Linen the Israelites brought along from Egypt was used for the ten curtains of the tabernacle (Ex. 26:1), the veil (26:31) and the screen of the door of the tent (26:36). Samuel wore an ephod (’epöd) of linen (1 Sa. 2:18); David danced in front of the ark draped in a linen ephod (2 Sa. 6:14). It seems as if the use of linen was associated with special, holy persons, e.g. the man with the writing-case in Ezk. 9:2 and the man Daniel saw in Dn. 10:5 and 12:6-7. Linen and fine linen were regarded as precious gifts to the woman a man loved. In Ezk. 16:10, 13 the Lord speaks to Jerusalem as a husband to his wife and reminds her how he has decked her with linen and fine linen. It is obvious from Pr. 31:22 that the use of linen by women was highly esteemed (as in ‘embroidery). It was a luxury (Is. 3:23). The word büs, Minen’, is used in the later books as the material ibr the rieh and important people, e.g. Mordecai went to the Persian king draped with a mantle of fine linen (Est. 8:15). Linen was commonly used for fine fur-nishings, sails and for protection of precious carpets.

The word linen is sparingly used in the NT. In the parable of the rieh man and the beggar Lazarus the former is described as decked out in fine linen (Gk. byssos) and purple (Lk. 16:19). The young man who followed Jesus to Gethsemane lost his linen cloth (or sheet?) in his flight from the scene (Mk. 14:51). The body of Jesus was wrapped in linen according to Mt. 27:59 and parallel texts. According to Rev. 19:8, the Bride of the Lamb is clothed in fine linen, which is the righteous deeds of the saints. In Rev. 19:14 the eschatological armies are described as arrayed in fine white linen.

Bibliography. L. M. Wilson, Ancient Textiles frotn Egypt, 1933; A. Bellinger, BASOR 118, 1950,

pp. 9-11; G. M. Crowfoot, PEQ 83, 1951, pp. 5-31; * Dead Sea Scrolls.    f.c.f.

LINUS. A Rom. Christian who greeted Timothy, 2 Tim. 4:21; for his relation to others in loc., see ♦Claudia. The name (a son of Apollo) is not common. Succession lists show a Linus, identified by Irenaeus (Adv. Haer. 3. 3. 2) and subsequent writers with Timothy’s friend, as first bishop of Rome after the apostles. On the problems of such lists, cf. Lightfoot, Clement /, pp. 201-345; A. Ehrhardt, The Aposlolic Succession, 1953. Writers dominated by later practice (e.g. Rufinus, Preface to Clem. Recog.) labour to reconcile the apostolic appointment of both Linus and ‘Clement. Linus made little further mark on tradition or legend. (Cf. Liber Pontificalis, ed. Duchesne, 1, pp. 53, 121, for meagre notices; Tischendorf, Acta Apocrypha, pp. xixf., for martyrdoms of Peter and Paul.)

A.F.W.

LION OF JUDAH. An abbreviated form of one of Christ’s Messianic titles found in Rev. 5:5, ‘the Lion of the tribe of Judah’. An obvious allusion to Gn. 49:9, ‘Judah is a lion’s whelp’, this title depicts Christ as the culmination of the courage, might and ferocity of the tribe of Judah. Like a lion Satan stalks the saints (1 Pet. 5:8), but Christ is the conquering lion, worthy to open the seven seals of judgment. The use of the term Mion’ (*Animals) in Connection with judgment may reflect passages like Is. 38:13; La. 3:10; Ho. 5:14; 13:8, where God’s judgment is likened to a lion’s attack. Emperors of Ethiopia, convinced that they stemmed from Judah as descendants of Solomon and the Queen of Sheba, proudly appropriated this title (‘Conquering Lion of Judah’) until the overthrow of Haile Selassie’s regime in 1974.    d.a.h. 2 1

LIVER. Only in the OT does this Word occur. The Heb. käbed is from a root meaning ‘to be heavy’, or by extension of meaning ‘to be honoured’. So, it is the heavy organ. Of the 14 occurrences, 11 are in Ex. and Lv., referring to the liver of a sacrificial beast.

The ‘appendage (av ‘caul’) of the liver’ (Ex. 29:13, etc.), always associated with the kidneys, was burnt on the altar. Josephus lists the parts burnt on the altar (Am. 3. 228) ‘the kidneys, the caul, all the fat along with the lobe of the liver’.

1t is, however, unlikely that the ‘caul’, yötjret, refers to a lobe of the liver, but probably to fat upon it, or possibly the pancreas. The word liter-ally means ‘remainder’ or ‘appendage’ (rsv), so it is not stated specifically that the liver itself was burnt on the altar, but the internal fat and the kidneys.

From Ezekiel (21:21) it appears that the liver was the material for a form of divination, based on the internal markings of the liver. Many artificial livers of clay have been unearthed in the Middle East, and were made for this purpose. A similar practice was known among the Etruscans, from whom it passed to the Romans (Lat. haruspices = ‘liver diviners’).    b.o.b.

LO-DEBAR. Where Mephibosheth lived before David recalled him (2 Sa. 9:4); E of the Jordan (cf. 2 Sa. 2:29; 17:27); possibly * Debir, 3. j.d.d.

LOGOS. A common Gk. word used in a quasi-technical sense as a title of Christ in the Johannine writings. It carries a large number of different meanings: its basic translation is ‘word’, i.e. mean-ingful utterance, whence develop its many senses ‘Statement, declaration, discourse, subject-matter, doctrine, affair’ and, by another development, ‘reason, cause, sake, respect’. As a grammatical term it means a finite sentence, in logic a factual Statement, definition or judgment, in rhetoric a correctly constructed piece of oratory. As a term of psychology and metaphysics it was used by the Stoa, following Herakleitos, to signify the divine power of function by which the universe is given unity, cohercnce and flieaning (logos spermatikos, ‘seminal Word’, which, like seed, gives form to un-formed matter): man is made in accordance with the same principle, and is himself said to possess Logos, both inwardly (logos endiathelos, reason) and expressed in speech (logos prophorikos). The term is also used as the pattem or norm of man whereby he lives ‘according to Nature’.

In the lxx Logos is used to translate Heb. däbär. The root of this signifies ‘that which lies behind’, and so when translated as ‘word’ it, too, means meaningful sound; it may also mean ‘thing’. In accordance with a common feature of Heb. psychology a man’s däbär is regarded as in some sense an extension of his personality and further as possessing a substantive existence of its own. The Word of God, then, is his self-revelation through Moses and the prophets; it may be used to desig-nate both single visions and oracles and the whole content of the total revelation, and thus especially the Pentateuch. The Word possesses a like power to the God who speaks it (cf. Is. 55:11) and effects his will without hindrance. Hence the term may refer to the Creative word of God. In the Wisdom litera-ture the Creative power of God is referred to as his wisdom, and in a number of passages is spoken of as an hypostasis distinct from him (see especially Pr. 8:22-30: Wisdom of Solomon 7:21 ff.).

Influenced both by the OT and by Hellenic thought, Philo made frequent use of the term Logos, to which he gave a highly-developed signifi-cance and a central place to his theological scheme. He derived the term from Stoic sources and, in accordance with his discovery of Gk. thought in the Heb. Scriptures, made use of it on the basis of such passages as Ps. 33:6 to express the means whereby the transcendent God may be the Creator of the universe and the Revealer of himself to Moses and the Patriarchs. On the Gk. side he equates the Logos with the Platonic concept of the World of Ideas so that it becomes both God’s plan and God’s power of creation. On the side of bib-lical exegesis the Logos is identified with the Angel of the Lord and the Name of God, and is de-scribed by a variety of terms as High Priest, Cap-tain and Steersman, Advocate (Paraclete) and Son of God. It is termed a second God and, on the other hand, described as the Ideal Man, the Pattern of God’s earthly creation of man. In spite of all this terminology of personification, however, the term remains—inevitably, in view of Philo’s staunch Judaism (at least, in intention)—a philo-sophical and theological term and tool.

A further possible determining factor in the use of Logos in the passages which we need to review is the use of the term to signify the gospel message. The term is used absolutely (e.g. to preach the Word) and with a number of genitives (the Word of God, of Christ, of the cross, of reconciliation, of life, etc.). These show that the gospel story is seen in the NT as essentially a presentation of Jesus himself; he is the Word which is preached. But this is by no means always implicit in the phrase.

Three places are found at which the use of Logos in a technical sense has been concerned, viz. Jn. 1:1 and 14; 1 Jn. 1:1-3; Rev. 19:13.

Jn. 1:1 is the only unambiguous case. Here we have a highly metaphysical prologue to the Gospel in which the significance of the Christ is inter-preted theologically. Divergence is found among scholars in the identification of the primary source of these verses and the chief meaning of Logos here. Attempts have been made to link the prologue primarily with the OT use of däbär alone, or with the rabbinical teaching concerning the Torah. These fail because these concepts are not suf-ficiently differentiated from the supreme Godhead to stand without alteration in v. 14. The figure of Wisdom provides more parallels but lacks identification in our sources with the Word: the teaching about the Primal or Heavenly Man which others have invoked is too conjectural to command much confidence. Only the Philonic Logos-teaching provides a clear theological scheme in which the Word possesses a like unity with God and a like distinc-tion from him, and in which both Creative and sustaining activity in the universe and revelatory activity towards man is ascribed to it. Further, the necessarily unique concept of incarnation is nevertheless a proper development of the identification of Philo’s Logos with the Ideal Man. Either a direct use of Philo or a similar background in intellectual circles of Hellenistic Jewry may lie behind this.

In 1 Jn. 1:1 the phrase ‘Word of life’ is unlikely to bcar the meaning of Logos in its technical theo-logical sense; both context and construction are against this. Even if this be from the same pen as the Gospel (which some scholars regard as doubt-ful), the letter may date from a time prior to the adoption of a full-grown Logos-doctrine. The sense of ‘Christian gospel’ fits this context best.

In Rev. 19:13 the sense of ‘gospel’ may lie behind the ascription of the title Logos of God to the triumphant figure; compare 6:2, where in the view of some exegetes the mounted figure is the triumphant advancing gospel.

We may compare also the imagery of Wisdom of Solomon 18:15-16. But since in Revelation the figure is explicitly declared to be King of kings and Lord of lords, some more metaphysical meaning must be latent here. The literary genre of the book amply explains why this meaning is not developed here in the same fashion as in the Fourth Gospel.

All three places illustrate how the fullness of Christ consistently exhausts all preparatory imagery and thought; and how many places need an exegesis which draws on many sources for full ex-position. Jesus gives fresh meaning to terminology which prior to him was expressive of lesser mysteries.

Bibliography. Pauly-Wissowa, art. ‘Logos’; A. Debrunner et al., TDNT 4. pp. 69-143; H. Haarbeck et al., A7TW7T3, pp. 1078-1123; R. Mortley, From Word to Silence, 2 vols., 1986. j.n.b.

LOIS. Timothy’s grandmother, presumably the mother of 'Eunice (2 Tim. 1:5). Paul doubtless alludes to her Christian faith: had she been simply a godly Jewess, her devotion is less likely to have been known to him. The name is hard to parallel in the period.    a.f.w.

LORD’S DAY. The expression is found only once in Scripture. In Rev. 1:10 John discloses that the vision of the Apocalypse came to him while he was rapt ‘in the Spirit on the Lord’s day’. This is the first extant occurrence in Christian literature of he kyriake hemera. The adjectival construction sug-gests that it was a formal designation of the church’s worship day. As such it certainly appears early in the 2nd Century (Ignatius, Epistle to the Magnesians, 1.67).

Little support can be adduced for the theory that the term referred to Easter day, except, of course, in the sense that each Lord’s day is a paschal re-capitulation. But it must be noted that such reput-able scholars as J. J. Wettstein, G. A. Deissmann and F. J. A. Hort, among others, prefer to interpret the verse as indicating that John was transported in his spiritual ecstasy to the great day of judgment itself (cf. Rev. 6:17; 16:14). 1 B. Lightfoot believes that there are ‘very good, if not conclusive reasons’ for such a view (The Apostolic Fathers, 2, Section I, Part II, p. 129). The majority opinion, however, inclines to feel with H. B. Swete that such an Interpretation is foreign to the immediate context and contrary to linguistic usage (lxx always has he hemera lou kyriou for the prophetic ‘day of the Lord’: kyriakos does not appear). It would seem reasonably safe, therefore, to conclude that as the actual location of John’s vision is recorded in v. 9, so the actual occasion is recorded in v. 10.

1

 Sa. 19:4.

In the case of the lips we find clear examples of the Hebrew way of speaking whereby the Organs seem to feel and act themselves, which is partly synecdoche, and partly due to the lack of physio-logical understanding of the nervous System (‘ Body). However, the connection of the lips with the mind or heart is brought out in Pr. 16:23. For an explanation of this connotation, see * Heart.

The lips not only speak (Jb. 27:4) but shout for joy (Ps. 71:23), quiver (with fear) (Hab. 3:16), guard knowledge (Pr. 5:2), ofler praise (Ps. 63:3), plead (Jb. 13:6) and possess ethical qualities of truthfulness or righteousness, or, conversely, sin-ning or speaking lies (Jb. 2:10; Pr. 12:19; 16:13). The parailelism with ‘tongue or *mouth is natural, and these are used in much the same senses (Pss. 34:13; 51:15). Just as with these words, lip can be extended to mean speech, words (Jb. 12:20) or !anguage(Gn. 11:1; Is. 19:18).    b.o.b.

2

LIP. Both the Heb. word säpä, and (less frequently) the Gk. word cheilos, mean not only the human lip but also the brink or shore of the sea, or the bank of a river (Gn. 22:17; 41:3; Heb. 11:12) and, in the case of the Heb. word, edge of a garment (Ex. 28:26), though the primary application is to lips. Another Heb. word säpäm refers to the upper lip or moustache, usually in respect of covering it, with the hand or garment, as a sign of grief or shame (Lv. 13:45). Cf. the reference to covering the face in


Even if a late date for Revelation be accepted (c. ad 96), it is not necessary to assume with Harnack that he kyriake hemera was not in use betöre the close of the Ist Century. It may even have emerged as soon as ad 57 when Paul wrote 1 Corinthians. In 11:20 he speaks of kyriakon deipnon (‘the Lord's supper’). It is intcresting that Pesh. reads ‘Lord's day’ here. But it would hardly appear that the term was in current use, for later in the Epistle Paul has kata mian sabbatou (16:2).

Deissmann has thrown further light upon the title by showing that in Asia Minor and Egypt even before the Christian era the first day of each month was called Emperor’s Day or Sebaste. This may eventually have been transferred to a day of the week, probably Thursday (dies Iovis). Tf these con-clusions are valid,’ comments R. H. Charles, ‘we can understand how naturally the term “Lord’s Day” arose; for just as the first day of each month. or a certain day of each week, was called “Emperor’s Day”, so it would be natural for Christians to name the first day of each week, associated as it was with the Lord’s resurrection and the custom of Christians to meet together for worship, as “Lord’s Day”. It may have first arisen in apocalyptic circles when a hostile attitude to the Empire was adopted by Christianity’ (R. H. Charles, The Revelation of St. John, 1, 1920, p. 23; cf. Deissmann, Bible Studies, pp. 218fT).

‘Lord’ here clearly signifies Christ and not God the Father. It is Christ’s own day. It belongs to him because of his resurrection, when he was ‘desig-nated Son of God in power’ (Rom. 1:4). McArthur is surely right in claiming that the title ultimately derives from the Lordship of Jesus Christ which was made manifest in the resurrection on ‘the first day of the week’ (Mk. 16:2; see A. A. McArthur, The Evolution of the Christian Year, 1953, p. 21). Christian worship is essentially an anamnesis (re-membrance) of the Easter event which revealed the triumph of God’s redemptive purpose. Hence the prevailing note of joy and praise. The first day was also appropriate, as it recalled the initial day of creation, when God made light, and the fact that the Christian Pentecost feil on Sunday. Further-more, it may well have been the expectation of the primitive Christians that our Lord’s return would take place on his own day.

The earliest piece of evidence relating to the Christian observance of the first day of the week lies in 1 Cor. 16:1-2, but there is no explicit refer-ence to an actual assembly. Acts 20:7 is more specific and probably reflects the continued Christian use of the Jewish calendar under which the Lord’s day would begin at sunset on Saturday. Alford sees in the readiness of Gentiles to accept this Jewish reckoning ‘the greatest proof of all that this day was thus observed’ (Henry Alford, The New Testament for English Readerss, 1871, p. 788). On the other hand, there is no trace in the NT of any sabbatarian controversy. The Lord’s day, while ful-filling all the beneficent purposes of God in the Institution of the Sabbath for mankind, was kept ‘not under the old written code but in the new life of the Spirit’ (Rom. 7:6).

Bibliography: H. P. Porter, The Day of Light: the Biblical and Liturgical Meaning of Sunday, 1960; W. Rordorf, Sunday: the History of the Day of Rest and Worship in the Earliesl Cenluries of the Church, E.T. 1968; R. T. Beckwith and W. Stott, This is the Day, 1978 (reply to Rordorf); D. A. Carson (ed.), From Sabbath to Lord's Day: A Biblical, Historical and Theological Investigation, 1984.    a.s.w.

EORD’S PRAYER, THE. The praycr which our Lord taught his disciples as the model prayer for their regulär use. In Mt. 6:9-13 it is given as an integral part of the Sermon on the Mount. But in Lk. 11:2—4 it is given by our Lord in different cir-cumstances. It is probable that since he meant this prayer to serve as a pattem for all his disciples at all times, he would have repeated it on different occasions.

In Mt. 6:9-13 he gives it as an example which complies with all the requisites which he himself had laid down as essential for true prayer: ‘Pray then like this,’ he said (v. 9). He was thus continu-ing to teach his disciples how to pray. After having warned them not to pray as hypocrites (v. 5) nor to ‘heap up empty phrases’ as the heathen do (v. 7), he taught them what sort of prayer is acceptable before God. But in Lk. 11:1-4, in response to the request of a disciple, he gives the prayer this time, not only as an example of a prayer which complies with his teaching, but as a definite prayer which must be prayed by his followers: ‘When you pray, say . ..’ (v. 2).

In Lk. 11:2-4 the prayer is given in a shorter form than in Mt. 6:9-13, as follows: ‘Father, hal-lowed be thy name. Thy kingdom come. Give us each day our daily bread; and forgive us our sins, for we ourselves forgive every one who is indebted to us; and lead us not into temptation.’

The short form probably represents the compass of the prayer as Jesus originally phrased it: the simple address ‘Father’ corresponds to the form ‘Abba’ which he used himself (cf. Mk. 14:36) and which the early Christians followed his example in using (cf. Rom. 8:15; Gal. 4:6). The amplified Mat-thaean text has been adapted for Christian litur-gical use. the address ‘Our Father who art in heaven’ being taken over from synagogue usage. Here we shall consider the full Matthaean text.

It is obvious that our Lord gave the prayer originally in Aramaic. By the time Matthew and Luke wrote their Gospels, however, the prayer would naturally have been used by Christians in Greek also. This probably explains why Mt. 6 and Lk. 11 have general agreement in language and both use the unique term epiousios (rendered ‘daily’) in the prayer.

By the opening words of the prayer—‘Our Father who art in heaven’—we are taught the cor-rect attitude and spirit in which we should pray to God. Addressing him as ‘Our Father’, we look up to him in love and faith, as to the One who is near us in perfect love and grace. By the words ‘who art in heaven’ we give expression to our holy reverence for him who is the Almighty Ruler over all. The introductory words of the prayer also remind us of the fact that all Christian believers are one in him, for we are to pray to htm as ‘Our Father’. The be-liever’s heart being rightly attuned by the invoca-tion, the first petitions are those concerning the glory and divine purpose of our heavenly Father. ‘Hallowed be (hagiasthetö) thy name’ is a prayer asking God to enable us and all men to recognize and honour him. His name, i.e. he himself in his self-revelation, is to be acknowledged as holy; and he is to receive all the honour and glory due to the One who perfectly loves us, our holy and omnipotent Creator. (* God, Names of.) The Petition Thy kingdom come’ may, for general purposes, be used as a supplication that the divine dominion (6a-sileia) of God will be extended ‘here and now' (in this present age) in the heart of individuals as well as in the world as a whole. Primarily, however, this Petition has an eschatological connotation; it is a supplication that the kingly rule of God may be established ‘with power’ (Mk. 9:1) at the glorious appearing of the Son of man. (‘Kingdom of God.)

The third petition, ‘Thy will be done on earth as it is in heaven’, which is absent in the authentic text of Lk. 11:2, is practically an elaboration of the previous petition. In heaven, where the rule of God is gladly and unconditionally accepted by all, the will of God is continuously, spontaneously and joyfully obeyed by all. Believers should thus pray that God’s will shall in the same way be obeyed by all on earth, and especially in their own lives. This petition has a partial reference to the present age, but it opens up vistas to the time when every knee shall bow before the King of kings and the powers of darkness will be finally destroyed. God will then be all in all and his will shall reign supreme (1 Cor. 15:25-28). The three imperatives hagiasthetö (‘be hallowed’), elthatö (‘come’) and genethetö (‘be done’) are all aorist and point to the final consummation.

The first three petitions having centred upon the glorification of God, the next three petitions are concerned with the physical and spiritual well-being of believers.

Believers should thus pray expressly for the aid and blessing of God regarding all aspects of life in this world. The petition ‘Give us this day our daily bread’ asks God as our heavenly Father to grant us the physical neccssities of life. The Word ‘bread’ here sums up all that we really need for our earthly existence. In view of the foregoing petitions, this is a supplication asking God continually to supply us with the material necessities of life so that we may most effectively sanctify his name, labour for the coming of his kingdom and do his will on earth. Our prayer for daily sustenance is thus not meant to be a selfish prayer, or a prayer for material luxury, but a prayer in which we confess our utter dependence on God and look to him in faith and love to supply us with all things which we really need to enable us to live according to his will.

The Gk. word epiousios, translated ‘daily’, occurs only in Mt. 6:11 and Lk. 11:3, and (report-edly) in one papyrus document (unfortunately no longer extant), where the neuter plural form epiou-sia appears to have meant ‘daily rations’. Although finality has not yet been reached regarding its cor-rect etymological derivation, and some prefer to translate it by ‘for the coming day’ or ‘that is need-ful or suflicient’, the translation ‘daily’ seems to be quite in Order. The rendering ‘supersubstantial bread’ goes back to Jerome, as though the reference were to Jesus as the true bread of life. J. Jeremias relates this petition to the eschatological emphasis of its predecessors as though the reference were to ‘eating bread in the kingdom of God’ (cf. Lk. 14:15). But in the context, what is meant is the constant Provision of what is really needed and adequate for us day by day in the realm of our physical, material existence.

The next petition, ‘And forgive us our debts, as we also have forgiven our debtors’, is both a prayer and a confession. For he who prays for forgiveness at the same time admits that he has sinned and is guilty. In Lk. 11:4 this petition reads: ‘And forgive us our sins; for we ourselves forgive every one who is indebted to us.’ The Gk. word hamartias, here rer.dered ‘sins’, has the primary meaning of ‘miss-ing the mark’ and thus ‘acting wrongly’ and ‘break -ing the law of God’. ln Mt. 6:12 ophedemala (‘debts’) preserves the Aramaic idiom in which the word for ‘debt’ (höbä) is also used in the sense of ‘sin’. By sinning we have incurred a moral and spiritual debt to our Father and Creator, who has full authörity over our lives. In this petition we there-fore humbly ask him for a remission of our debts, seeing that we ourselves can never earn our forgiveness.

The words ‘as we also [hös kai hemeis, ‘in the same way also as we’] have forgiven [aorist] our debtors’ (Mt. 6:12) and ‘for we ourselves forgive [present indicative] every one who is indebted to us’ (Lk. 11:4) do not mean that we are to ask forgiveness on the ground of our forgiving those who sin against us. We can receive forgiveness through grace alone. But in Order to pray to God for forgiveness in sincerity and without hypocrisy, we must be free from all spirit of hatred and revenge. Only when God has given us the grace truly to forgive those who sin against us can we utter a true prayer for forgiveness. This was looked upon by our Lord as of such importance that he reiterated it in Mt. 6:14-15 {cf Mt. 18:23-35; Mk. 11:25).

The final petition in Lk. 11:4 reads: ‘And lead us not into temptation’. In Mt. 6:13, the words ‘but deliver us from evil’ (Rsvmg. ‘the evil one’) follow. These additional words help to make the petition one of general application. Those who sincerely pray for forgiveness of sins long to be enabled not to sin again. Thus it is fitting that this petition fol-lows the previous one. God never tempts anyone to do evil (Jas. 1:13), but he Controls the circum-stances of our lives. In this prayer we humbly con-fess that we are prone to sin and thus plead with him not to allow us to be brought into situations or conditions which involve grave temptation to sin. As a further elaboration of this there follows ‘but deliver us from the evil one’, i.e. shield, protect, guard (rhyesthaf) us against the onslaughts of the devil (tou ponerou). This final petition, although applicable to every day in our lives, points very clearly to the consummation when our Lord will put an end to all that is evil, and establish his eter-nal kingdom of righteousness and holiness.

This brings us to the consideration that in the setting of Jesus’ ministry this petition struck an eschatological note. The neb rendering (‘And do not bring us to the test’) indicates this, albeit too cryptically. The test is that crucial test of the dis-ciples’ faith which, without divine strength, would prove too intense for them to resist. The form taken by that test was shown in the setting of Gethsemane (the final test also for Jesus himself). The exhortation to the disciples, ‘Watch and pray that you may not enter into temptation’ (Mk. 14:38) probably means ‘Keep awake, and pray not to fail in the test’. This suggests that the petition in the Lord’s Prayer means, ‘Grant that we may not fail in the test’ (cf. C. C. Torrey, The Four Gospels, 1933, p. 292). And today, over and above the general plea to be delivered from temptation, Christians may use the petition as a prayer for grace and power to keep them from failing when their faith is challenged by a supreme test.

In some ancient and many later mss of Mt. 6:13 a doxology follows. In the av it reads, ‘For thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory, for ever. Amen.’ Although the most authoritative mss do not have the doxology, it has been used in the

Christian church from the earliest times (cf the Didache and the Western Text), and it is certainly a most suitable and worthy ending for the Lord’s Prayer. That it does not, however, belong to the original text of Matthew is apparent from the fact that vv. 14 and 15 follow naturally after vv. 12 and 13a.

Someone has rightly said that the Lord’s Prayer is Jesus’ message of the kingdom of God sumraar-ized in prayer form. It is the prayer which all Christians should regularly offer to God in Order to bt-enabled to live as his children ever more completely until the day when his sovereignty is perfectly established.

It should be noted that our Lord (when teaching his disciples this prayer) did not say, ‘we must pray’ but ‘you pray’. The Lord’s Prayer is the prayer which he taught, not one which he used. He does not appear ever to have used the expression ‘Our Father’ in such a way as to include his disciples with himself (cf. Jn. 20:17, ‘my Father and your Father’), nor is there any hint that he ever feit the need to ask forgiveness for himself.

While the individual petitions in the Lord’s Prayer are paralleled in various contexts in Jewish religious literature, nothing comparable to the prayer as a whole is found. The Lord’s Prayer is unique, and unsurpassed even to this day— gathering in a few words all the essentials of true prayer.

Bibliography. J. Jeremias, The Lord's Prayer, 1964 (reprinted in The Prayers of Jesus, 1967, pp. 82-107); E. Lohmeyer, The Lord's Prayer, 1965; T. W. Manson, BJRL 38, 1955-6, pp. 99-113, 436-448; B. M. Metzger, in Historical and Literary Studies, 1968, pp. 64ff; W. O. Walker, NTS 28, 1982, pp. 237-256; commentaries on Matthew and Luke.    j.n.g.

F.F.B.

LORD’S SUPPER, THE. It will be most conveni-ent to set out the NT evidence for the Christian ordinance under the headings of ‘The Last Supper’; ‘The breaking of bread’; ‘The Pauline Eucharist’; and ‘Other NT material’.

I. The Last Supper

a. Was it the Passover?

The precise nature of the meal which the Lord shared with his disciples on the night in which he was betrayed is one of the most warmly debated topics of NT history and interpretation. Various suggestions have been made.

1. The traditional explanation is that the meal was the customary Passover feast, and this can Claim the support of the Gospel records, both Synoptic (e.g. Mk. 14:1-2, 12-16) and Johannine (e.g. 13:21-30). There are features of the meal which students of Judaism (notably P. Billerbeck and G. H. Dalman) have noted as distinguishing features of the Paschal feast, e.g. reclining at the table (‘Abraham’s Bosom), the distribution of alms (cf. Jn. 13:29), and the use of the ‘sop’ which is dipped in the special harösel sauce as a memorial of the bitterness of the Egyp. bondage. See the full details in G. H. Dalman, Jesus-Jeshua, E.T. 1929, pp. lOöfT, and J. Jeremias, The Eucharistie Words of Jesus, E.T. 31966, pp. 41 ff. But the evidence is not so compelling as to exclude all other interpret-ations, although there is a tendency today, espe-cially since the first publication of Jeremias’ book in 1949, to give more respectful consideration to the Passover view than was formerly done. The earlier judgment was similar to that expressed by Hans Lietzmann, who dismissed the Paschal theory of the Supper as containing scarcely ‘the least vestige of probability’ (Mass and Lord’s Supper, E.T. 1953, p. 173). There has been a reac-tion from this extreme negativism.

2.    The data which caused some questioning of the traditional view are mainly derived from the Fourth Gospel, which apparently dates the events of the Supper evening and the passion a day earlier than the Synoptics. According to Jn. 13:1; 18:28; 19:14, 31,42, the crucifixion happened a day before Nisan 15, which is the Synoptic reckoning, and the Last Supper was, of course, eaten on the evening before that. Thus it cannot have been the regulär paschal meal, for the Lord died at the same time as the lambs for that meal were being immolated in the Temple ritual. Thus there is an apparent impasse, which is further complicated by the allega-tion that the Synoptic account is not consistent with itself; for instance, Lk. 22:15 may be read as an unfulfilled wish. For those scholars who prefer to Support the Johannine dating (e.g. J. H. Bernard in the ICC on John) and believe that the last meal could therefore not have been the Passover, the question arises, what type of meal, then, was it? They answer this question by postulating a sabbath Qiddüsh, i.e., according to this view, Jesus and his followers constituted a religious group which met on the eve of the sabbath and the Passover, and held a simple Service in which a prayer of sanctifi-cation (Qiddüsh) over a cup of wine was said.

3.    As a modification of this Suggestion Hans Lietzmann put forward the idea that the meal was an ordinary one, and the Lord and his disciples, who shared it, formed a religious association called a habüräh, similar to the groups in which the Phar-isees met. All these ideas have met with severe criti-cism, and there is apparent deadlock in the debate; though it is now being reopened through the in-vestigation of the new evidence of the Qumran scrolls.

4.    In the light of recent researches into the influ-ence of separate calendars which were used for cal-culating feast-days, it is now possible to consider again the older submissions of P. Billerbeck and J. Pickl that the two strata of Gospel evidence may be harmonized on the assumption that both are understandable, with each reflecting a different tradition. Billerbeck and Pick! distinguished be-tween the Pharisaic date of the Passover which Jesus used and the Sadducean dating a day earlier which lies behind the Fourth Gospel. This was dismissed by critics as lacking in supporting evidence, but the Dead Sea Scrolls show that there were divergent calendars in use in heterodox Jewry, and it is possible that separate traditions were, in fact, in vogue at the time of the passion. Mlle A. Jaubert has recently reconstructed the events on this basis so as to harmonize the data of the Gospels and early liturgical witnesses (in her book The Date of the Last Supper, E.T. 1965. See for an ac-ceptance of her thesis, E. E. Ellis, The Gospel of Luke\ NCB, 1974, pp. 249f. and Mlle Jaubert’s later contribution in NTS 14, 1967-8, pp. 145-164.

Whether the date of the Supper will ever be con-clusively determined is uncertain; but we may cer-tainly believe that, whatever the exact nature of the meal, there were Passover ideas in the Lord’s mind when he sat down with the disciples. The Jewish Passover, based on Ex. 12 and interpreted in the Haggädäh for Passover and the Mishnaic tractate Pesahim, provides the indispensable key to an understanding of the meal and also the meaning of the Lord’s Supper in the early church. This conclu-sion is reinforced by recent studies in typology which have shown the importance of the OT events in their ‘typological’ significance for the NT writers; and no complex of saving events comes more decisively to the foreground in the thinking of early Christianity than the Exodus and redemp-tion from Egypt (cf. H. Sahlin, ‘The New Exodus of Salvation according to St Paul’, in The Rool of the Vine, ed. A. Fridrichsen, 1953, pp. 81-95; J. Danielou, Sacramentum Futuri, 1950, Book IV, pp. 131 fT.). Reference may also be made to the important contribution of T. Preiss, Life in Christ, E.T. 1954, p. 90, who shows the place of ‘the totality of the events of the Exodus centring on the Passover’ in both Jewish and Christian traditions.

b. The words of institution

We turn now to examine more closely the last meal in the upper room. Two questions immediately arise. What was the form of the words of institution, spoken over the bread and wine? And what was their meaning?

1.    The original form of the words is not easily discoverable because there are several sets of vari-ants, represented chiefly in the Marcan and the Pauline traditions respectively. Lk. 22:15-20 has peculiarities of its own, both textual and hermen-eutical. There is a recent tendency to accept the longer recension of the Lucan text against the shorter readings of the Western ms D and certain Old Lat. and Syrian mss which omit verses 19b and 20. The value of the Lucan pericope lies in its place as independent evidence of the same tradition as that used by Paul with the unusual Order ‘cup— bread’ in Lk. 22:17-19 and I Cor. 10:16, 21 (cf Didache 9); and the preservation in both accounts of the command to repeat the rite (Lk. 22:19b; 1 Cor. 11:25). The originality of the ‘longer text’ has been virtually established by H. Schürmann, Bib 32, 1951, pp. 364-392, 522-541. Cf E. E. Ellis, Luke, pp. 254-256 (biblio.).

On the issue of Marcan versus Pauline form the arguments on both sides are inconclusive. Some scholars feel that Jesus could never have suggested that the disciples were to drink his blood, even symbolically, and the Pauline Version, ‘This cup is the new covenant in my blood’ (1 Cor. 11:25), is more likely to be original, especially as the Marcan formula is liturgically symmetrical with that about the bread, and is aligned to Ex. 24:8 (lxx). Against this it has been contended by A. J. B. Higgins that the Marcan form is more primitive because of its harsh Semitisms in the Greek and the obvious de-pendence on the Servant passages in Isaiah, al-though Higgins would wish to excise some of the Marcan phrases. At all events, we may consider the following to be somewhere near the original: ‘Jesus took a loaf, pronounced a blessing, broke it and said, This is my body. And he took a cup, blessed it and said, This cup is the new covenant in my blood (Paul), or, This is my blood of the covenant (Mark).’ Then followed the eschatological pro-nouncement, cf. Mk. 14:25; 1 Cor. 11:26. On the ‘vow of abstinence’, see J. Jeremias, New Testament Theology, 1, E.T. 1971, pp. 298f.

2.    If we begin with the eschatological utterance this will be explaincd as the hope of the early be-lievers, instructed by the Lord, that their fellowship with him will be fulfilled in the perfected kingdom of God; and this sets a terminus ad quem for the Pauline Eucharist, for when the Lord returns in glory to unite his people in fellowship the me-morial table-fellowship will cease (cf. M. Dibelius, From Tradition to Gospel, E.T. 1934, p. 208).

The interpretative words over the elements have been variously estimated. There is no ground for a literal equivalence as in the doctrine of tran-substantiation. The copula ‘is’ is the exegetical sig-nificat as in Gn. 41:26; Dn. 7:17; Lk. 8:11; Gal. 4:24; Rev. 1:20; and in the spoken Aramaic the copulative would be lacking, as in Gn. 40:12; Dn. 2:36; 4:22. The figurative, non-literal connotation ‘ought never to have been disputed’ (Lietzmann).

The words, ‘body, blood’, are sometimes taken in the sense that Jesus is referring to his impending death on the cross when his body was broken (but cf. Jn. 19:31-37) and his blood shed in violent death. The principal objection to this symbolic view is that the word over the bread was not spoken when it was broken but when it was dis-tributed, and the wine had been poured out at an earlier part of the paschal meal. Also there is nothing unusual or unique in the fact that bread was broken. ‘To break bread’ was a common Jewish expression for the sharing of a meal.

Another view takes the Gk. term söma (body) to denote the Aramaic güp, which means not only ‘body’ but ‘person’, as though Jesus said, ‘This is my person, my real seif’; and points to his continu-ing fellowship as risen Lord with his people as they repeat the table-fellowship. Jeremias, however, has objected to this Suggestion of Dalman (op. cit., p. 143) by remarking that the true counterpart to ‘blood’ is not ‘body’, söma, but ‘flesh’, sarx, for which the Aramaic is bisri, ‘my flesh’. But see E. Schweizer, The Lord's Supper according to the New Testament, E.T. 1967, pp. 14-17.

The most valuable clue to the meaning of the Lord’s instituting words is to be found in the part which food and drink play in the Passover ritual. Following Higgins’ interpretation, we may take the words of the Institution to be the Lord’s own add-ition to the Order of the paschal liturgy at two vital points, before and after the main meal. He teils his disciples, by his words and prophetic symbolism, that the original meaning of the paschal rite has now been transcended, inasmuch as he is the paschal Lamb fulfilling the OT prefigurement (1 Cor. 5:7). His words and action in taking the bread and the cup are parables which announce a new signifi-cance. The bread becomes under his Sovereign word the parable of his body yielded up in the Service of God’s redeeming purpose (cf. Heb. 10:5—

10); and his blood outpoured in death, recalling the sacrificial rites of the OT, is represented in the cup of blessing on the table. That cup is invested henceforward with a fresh significance as the me-morial of the new Exodus, accomplished at Jerusalem (Lk. 9:31).

The function of the elements is parallel, then, to that of the Passover dishes. At the annual feast the Israelite is linked, in a realistic and dynamic way, with his forebears whom the Lord redeemed from Egypt. The bread on the table is to be regarded as though it were ‘the bread of affliction’ which the Jews of old ate (Dt. 16:3 as interpreted in the Passover Haggädäh)-, he is to account himself as though he personally was set free from Egyp. tyr-anny in that first generation of his nation long ago (Mishnah, Pesahim 10. 5). At the Lord’s Table which is genetically related to the upper room the church of the new Israel is gathered as the people of the new covenant (Je. 31:31 fT.); is confronted afresh with the tokens of that once-oflered sacri-fice; and relives that experience by which it came out of the Egypt of sin and was ransomed to God by the precious death of God's paschal Victim. Further details of this‘dynamic’significance of the Lord’s supper elements are given in R. P. Martin, Worship in the Early Church, 1974 ed., pp. 114ff.

II.    The breaking of bread

In the early church of the Acts there are scattered references to table-fellowship, e.g. Acts 2:42, 46 where the phrase is ‘breaking of bread’. In Acts 20:7 (but not 27:35, which describes an ordinary, non-cultic meal) there is a reference to a fellowship meal, using the identical phrase. The fact that no mention of the cup is ever made in Acts leads H. Lietzmann (see ExpT 65, 1953-54, pp. 333ff. for a clear, yet critical, Statement of his theory) to the elaborate thesis that this Jerusalem communion in one kind is the earliest and most original form of the sacrament, though hardly deserving the name. It was, ex hypothesi, a fellowship meal beginning with the familiär Jewish custom of breaking of bread—a continuation, in fact, of the common meals of the Galilean ministry when the Lord fed the crowds and in which the Lord and his disciples formed a habüräh. The motif of the Jerusalem rite was not the death of Jesus, but the invisible pres-ence of the exalted Lord in their midst. The Lord’s Supper of 1 Cor. 11 with its emphasis on the aton-ing significance of the death of Christ was Paul’s own new contribution, received by special revela-tion from the Lord in glory. So Lietzmann suggests.

But this elaboration is unnecessary. There is little Suggestion that Paul was such an innovator. As A. M. Hunter remarks, ‘It staggers belief that he could have successfully foisted his innovation . . . on the church at large’ (Paul and His Predecessors1, 1961, p. 75). The non-mention of the cup may not be significant; the name ‘breaking of bread’ may be a quasi-technical expression for the whole meal. What is significant about the early form of the Eucharist is the note of joy which stems directly, not so much from the Galilean meals as from the post-resurrection appearances, many of which are associated with a meal between the victorious Lord and his own (Lk. 24:30-35, 36-48; Jn. 21:9ff.; Acts 1:4 (Rvmg.); 10:41; Rev. 3:20).

III.    The Pauline Eucharist

The common meals of the Galilean ministry are more likely to find their fulfilment in the agape or love feast of the Corinthian church (1 Cor. 11:20-34). At Corinth there were two parts of the cultic observance: a common meal, taken for the purpose of nourishment (cf. Didache 10. 1: ‘after you are filled’), followed by a solemn rite of the Eucharist. (* Love Feast.) There were serious excesses within the Corinthian assembly, such as greediness, self-ishness, drunkenness and gluttony. Paul issued a grave warning, and the impression we gather is that it was his desire to have the two parts kept separate, as happened in the later church. Let the hungry eat at home, and come with reverence and self-examination to the Table, is his caution (11:22, 30-34).

Paul’s distinctive eucharistic teaching serves to enhance the significance of the Supper by anchor-ing it firmly in God’s redeeming purpose; so that it proclaims the Lord’s death (1 Cor. 11:26) as the Passover ritual set forth (hence the title, Haggädäh, i.e. declaration, for which the Gk. equivalent would bc the Pauline katangellein of 1 Cor. 11:26) the redeeming mercy of God under the old coven-ant. He also expounds the inner meaning of the Table as a communion (koinönia) with the Lord in his death and risen life, signified in the bread and the wine (1 Cor. 10:16). Therein he discovers the unity of the church, for as the members share together the one loaf they sit down as the one body of Christ (cf. A. E. J. Rawlinson’s essay in Mysterium Christi, ed. Bell and Deissmann, 1930, pp. 225ff.). There are eschatological overtones likewise, as in the evangelic tradition, with the forward look to the advent in glory. Maränäthä in 1 Cor. 16:22 may very well be placed in a eucharistic setting so that the conclusion of the letter ends with the invocation ‘Our Lord, come!’ and prepares the scene for the celebration of the meal after the letter has been read to the congre-gation (cf. Lietzmann, op. cit., p. 229; J. A. T. Robinson, ‘The Earliest Christian Liturgical sequence?’, JTS n.s. 4, 1953, pp. 38-41; but see C. F. D. Moule, NTS 6, 1959-60, pp. 307ff.). See, too, G. Wainwright, Eucharisl and Eschalology, 1971. Further exposition of Paul’s teaching on the Supper is oflered in R. P. Martin, op. cit., ch.

II.

IV. Other New Testament material

It is surely significant that there is little other direct NT witness to the sacrament apart from the refer-ences we have already given. This fact is especially important when it comes to an assessment of Paul’s so-called ‘sacramentalism’. The writer of 1 Cor. 1:16-17 could never have been one who re-garded the sacraments as the last Word about the Christian faith and practice; yet we must equally admit that, in C. T. Craig’s words, ‘Paul would not have understood an expression of Christian faith apart from a Community in which the Lord’s Supper was celebrated’ (quoted by A. M. Hunter, Interpreling Pauls Gospel, 1954, p. 105). Adolf Schiatter, we believe, gives the truest estimate in his Observation on the apostle’s sacramental theology: Paul ‘can express the word of Jesus, not in half measure but completely, without mentioning the sacraments at all. But if they come into view he connects with them the entire riches of the grace of Christ, because he sees in them the will of Jesus, not partially but fully expressed and effective’ (Die Briefe an die Thessalonicher, Philippen Timotheus und Titus, 1950, p. 262).

What is true of Paul is true of the other NT writers. There may be allusions to the Lord’s Supper in such places as Heb. 6:4; 13:10; and John’s Gospel contains the notable synagogue dis-course which many scholars relate to the eucharistic tradition of the later church (Jn. 6:22-59); but we should not overpress these references, as O. Cullmann seems to have done in finding numerous subtle references to sacramental worship in the Fourth Gospel (see his Early Christian Worship, 1953, pp. 37ff., especially p. 106).

There is the witness of 2 Pet. 2:13 and Jude 12 to the agape meal. Apart from these somewhat exigu-ous data and meagre details, the NT is silent about the ordering and observance of eucharistic worship in the primitive communities, mainly owing to the fact that what is generally received and prac-tised is not usually the subject of extended com-ment. For the development of the rite, and, it must be confessed, a fruitful source of heresy and con-fused doctrine, we must await the correspondence, epistles and liturgies of the 2nd and subsequent centuries, from 1 Clem. 40. 2-4; Ignatius, Smyr-naeans. 8. 1; Didache 9-10, 14 onwards.

Bibliography. This article has mentioned some of the main works of importance. Of special value is A. J. B. Higgins, The Lord’s Supper in the New Testament, 1952; and for the later development, J H. Srawley, The Early Hislory of the Liturgy, 1947. Useful surveys of recent discussion of the NT evi-dence are books by E. Schweizer, The Lord’s Supper according to the New Testament, E.T., 1967 (bibliography); H. Patsch, Abendmahl und historisch Jesus, 1972; I. H. Marshall, Last Supper and Lord’s Supper, 1980. See, for a more populär treatment, R. P. Martin, Worship in the Early Church, 1974.    r.p.m.

LOT (Heb. löt, ‘covering’?). The son of Haran, Abraham’s youngest brother, and so Abraham’s nephew. Apart from the account of his life in Genesis, his name is absent from the OT (except for references to his descendants in Dt. 2:9, 19; Ps. 83:8), but he is mentioned by our Lord in Lk. 17:28-32 and also by Peter in 2 Pet. 2:7f.

He accompanied Terah, Abram and Sarai as they journeyed from Ur to Harran, and went on with Abram and Sarai into Canaan, down into Egypt and then out again into Canaan (Gn. 11:31; 12:4—5; 13:1). Flaws in his character first appear when he selfishly chose the well-watered Jordan valley (Gn. 13:8-13). This brought him into the midst of the wicked men of Sodom, and he had to be rescued from the results of his folly, first by Abraham (Gn. 14:11-16), and then by the two angels (Gn. 19). In the latter incident he revealed both his weakness and his inclination to compromise. His Salvation from Sodom is expressly linked with God’s remembrance of Abraham in Gn. 19:29.

Through his drunkenness his two daughters ob-tained children by him, and these became the an-cestors of the Moabites and the Ammonites (Gn. 19:30-38; cf. Dt. 2:9, 19; Ps. 83:8).

Our Lord illustrated his teaching on the subject of his return from the story of Lot and his wife (Lk. 17:28-32), thus setting his seal upon its historicity, and 2 Pet. 2:7f. emphatically asserts his righteousness. It is probable that Peter is here deliberately alluding to Abraham’s prayer for the ‘righteous’ in Sodom.    g.w.g. 2 1
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Lot'sfamily (see p. 699).

In the OT love, whether human or divine, is the deepest possible expression of the personality and of the closeness of personal relations. In the non-religious sense ’äheb is most commonly employed of the mutual urge of the sexes, in which there is no restraint or sense of uncleanness (see Ct. for its most sublime expression). It is also used of a multi-tude of personal (Gn. 22:2; 37:3) and sub-personal (Pr. 18:21) relations which have no connection with the sexual impulse. Fundamentally it is an inner force (Dt. 6:5, ‘might’) which impels to performing the action which gives pleasure (Pr. 20:13), obtain-ing the object which awakens desire (Gn. 27:4), or in the case of persons to self-sacrifice for the good of the loved one (Lv. 19:18, 34), and unswerving loyalty (1 Sa. 20:17-42).

b. God's love for men

(i) Its object. This is primarily a collective group (Dt. 4:37, ‘your fathers’; Pr. 8:17, ‘those who love me’; Is. 43:4, ‘Israel’), though the implication is clear that the individual shares in the divine regard for the group. Only in three places is God said in so many words to love an individual, and in each case it is a king (2 Sa. 12:24 and Ne. 13:26, Solomon; Is. 48:14, ?Cyrus). Here the special relationship may be because Israel’s king is in some sense regarded as a son of God (cf. 2 Sa. 7:14; Pss. 2:7; 89:26f), while Cyrus in the Isaianic passage may be a repre-sentative figure.

(ii)    Its personal nalure. Being rooted firmly in the personal character of God himself, it is deeper than that of a mother for her children (Is. 49:15; 66:13). This is most clear in Ho. 1-3, where (in whatever Order the chapters are to be read) the relation between the prophet and his unfaithful wife Gomer is illustrative of the ultimate basis of the divine covenant in a deeper than legal relationship, in a love that is willing to suffer. God’s love is part of his personality, and cannot be swayed by passion or diverted by disobedience (Ho. 11:1-4, 7-9; this passage is the nearest the OT approaches to a declaration that God is love). Israel’s unfaithfulness can have no effect upon it, for T have loved you with an everlasting love’ (Je. 31:3). The threat to ‘love them no more’ (Ho. 9:15) is best interpreted as one to be their God no more.

(iii)    Its selectiveness. Dt. in particular bases the covenant relationship between Israel and God on God’s prior love. Unlike the gods of other nations, who belong to them for natural and geographic reasons, Yahweh took the initiative and chose Israel because he loved her (Dt. 4:37; 7:6ff.; 10:15; Is. 43:4). This love is spontaneous, not evoked by any intrinsic worth in its object, but rather creating that worth (Dt. 7:7). The corollary is also true, that God hates those whom he does not love (Mal. l:2f). Although in various passages, notably Jon. and the Servant Songs of Is., a doctrine of universal love is foreshadowed, it nowhere finds con-crete expression.

c. Love as a religious duty

(i) Towards God. Love for God with the whole per-sonality (Dt. 6:5) is God’s demand; though this is not to be understood as meaning merely a punc-tilious observance of an impersonal divine law but rather as summoning to a relationship of personal devotion created and sustained by the work of God in the human heart (Dt. 30:6).

It consists in the simple joyful experience of communion with God (Je. 2:2; Pss. 18:1; 116:1), worked out in daily obedience to his command-ments (Dt. 10:12, ‘to love him, to serve the Lord your God’; Jos. 22:5, ‘to love the Lord your God and to walk in all his ways’). This obedience is more fundamental to the nature of love for God than any feeling. God alone will be the judge of its sincerity (Dt. 13:3).

(ii) Towards fellow men. Love is ordained by God to be the normal, ideal human relationship, and as such is given the sanction of the divine law (Lv. 19:18), though the parallel prohibition of hatred with its reference to the heart (Lv. 19:17) shows clearly that this too is deeper than a merely legal relationship. An enemy is never commanded to be loved, though he is to be helped (Ex. 23:4f.), even if for somewhat selfish motives (Pr. 25:21 f.).

II. In the New Testament

a. Etymology

The commonest Gk. Word in the NT for all forms of love is agape, agapaö. This is one of the least frequent words in classical Greek, where it ex-presses, on the few occasions it occurs, that highest and noblest form of love which sees something in-finitely precious in its object. Its use in the NT de-rives not directly from classical Greek so much as from the lxx, where it occurs in 95% of all cases where evv translate the Hebrew by ‘love’, and in every case of love from God to man, man to God and man to his neighbour. The dignity which the word possesses in the NT has been contributed by its use as a vehicle of the OT revelation. It is preg-nant with OT associations.

phileö is the alternative word to agapaö. It is more naturally used of intimate affection (Jn. 11:3, 36; Rev. 3:19), and of liking to do things which are pleasant (Mt. 6:5). though there is considerable overlapping of usage between the two words. Much exegesis of Jn. 21:15-17 has turned on Peter’s willingness to say philö se (T am your friend’, J. B. Phillips), and apparent reluctance to say agapö se. It is difficult to see why a writer of such simple Greek as John should have used the two words in this context unless he intended a dis-tinction to be drawn between their meanings. The existence of any clear distinction, here or else-where, is, however, seriously disputed by scholars, and is not noticed by ancient commentators, except perhaps by Ambrose (On Luke 10. 176) and in the Vulg., which in this passage employs diligo and amo to translate agapaö and phileö respect-ively. (B. B. Warfield, ‘The Terminology of Love in the New Testament’, PTR 16, 1918; J. H. Bernard, St John. ICC, 2, 1928, pp. 701 ff.)

b.    God's love

(i) For Christ. The relationship between the Father and the Son is one of love (Jn. 3:35; 15:9; Col. 1:13). The word ‘beloved’ (agapetos), carrying with it a strong sense of ‘only-beloved’, is employed in the Synoptics only of the Christ, either directly (Mt. 17:5; Mk. 1:11) or by inference (Mt. 12:18; Mk. 12:6) (B. W. Bacon, ‘Jesus’ Voice from Heaven’, AJT 9, 1905, pp. 451 ff ). This love is re-turned and mutual (Jn. 14:31; cf. Mt. 11:27). Since this love is historically prior to creation (Jn. 17:24), it follows that, though known by men only as re-vealed in Jesus Christ and in redemption (Rom. 5:8), it is of the very nature of the Godhead (1 Jn. 4:8, 16), and that Jesus Christ, who is love incar-nate and personified (1 Jn. 3:16), is God’s self-revelation.

(ii) Formen. Jesus is not recorded in the Synoptic Gospels as using agapaö or phileö to express God’s love for men. Rather he revealed it by his countless acts of compassionate healing (Mk. 1:41; Lk. 7:13), his teaching about God’s acceptance of the sinner(Lk. 15:1 KT.; 18:1 Off.), his grief-stricken atti-tude to human disobedience (Mt. 23:37; Lk. 19:41 f.), and by being himself a friend (philos) of tax-collectors and outcasts (Lk. 7:34). This saving activity is declared in Jn. to be a demonstration of the love of God, imparting an eternal reality of life to men (Jn. 3:16; 1 Jn. 4:9f). The whole drama of redemption, centring as it does on the death of Christ, is divine love in action (Gal. 2:20; Rom. 5:8; 2 Cor. 5:14).

As in the OT, God’s love is selective. Its object is no longer the old Israel, but the new, the church (Gal. 6:16; Eph. 5:25). God’s love and his choosing are closely connected, not only in Paul but clearly too by inference in certain sayings of Jesus himself (Mt. 10:5f; 15:24). Those whom God’s life-giving love does not reach are ‘children of wrath’ (Jn. 3:35f; Eph. 2:3ff.) and of ‘the devil’ (Jn. 8:44). God’s intention, however, is clearly the salvation of the whole world (Mt. 8:5; 28:19; Rom. 1 l:25f), which is ultimately the object of his love (Jn. 3:16; 6:51), through the preaching of the gospel (Acts 1:8; 2 Cor. 5:19). Individuals are loved by God under the new covenant (Gal. 2:20), though response to his love involves fellowship in the people of God (1 Pet. 2:9f., a passage generally regarded as having a baptismal context).

c.    Love as a religious duty

(i) Towards God. Man’s natural state is to be God’s enemy (Rom. 5:10; Col. 1:21), and to hate him (Lk. 19:14; Jn. 15:18ff.), this enmity being seen for what it is in the crucifixion. This attitude is transformed into one of love by the prior action of God in loving man (1 Jn. 4:11, 19). So closely related is God’s love for man and man’s for God that it is often difficult to decide whether the phrase ‘the love of God’ denotes a subjective or objective geni-tive (e.g. Jn. 5:42).

Jesus himself, though he accepted and under-lined the Shema with his own authority (Mk. 12:28ff.), and expected men to love God and himself when there was ample opportunity for them not to (Mt. 6:24; 10:37f.; Lk. 11:42; Jn. 3:19), preferred to speak of the ideal man-God relationship as one of faith (Mt. 9:22; Mk. 4:40). The word love appears not to have sufficiently emphasized for him the humble trust which he regarded as vital in man’s relationship to God. Accordingly, though love to God, worked out in Service to one’s fellows, is enjoined in the rest of the NT (I Cor. 2:9; Eph. 6:24; 1 Jn. 4:20; 5:2f.), the writers more commonly follow Jesus’ example and enjoin faith.

(ii) Towards fellow men. As in the OT, mutual love is to be the ideal human relationship. Jesus corrected Contemporary Jewish thought in two dir-ections. (a) He insisted that the commandment to love one’s neighbour is not a limiting ordinance (Lk. 10:29), as in much rabbinic exegesis of Lv. 19:18, but rather means that the neighbour is to be the first object, because the nearest, of the love which is the characteristic of the Christian heart (Lk. 10:25-37). (6) He extended this demand for love to include enemies and persecutors (Mt. 5:44; Lk. 6:27), though none but the new people of God can be expected to have this attitude, for the demand belongs to a new time (Mt. 5:38f.), in-volves supernatural grace (Teward’, Mt. 5:46; ‘credit’, Lk. 6:32ff.; ‘more’, Mt. 5:47), and is ad-dressed to a group of ‘hearers’ (Lk. 6:27), who are sharply differentiated from sinners (Lk. 6:32ff.) and tax-collectors (Mt. 5:46f).

This new attitude is far from a sentimental uto-pianism, for it must issue in practical help to those who need it (Lk. 10:33ff.), nor is it a superficial virtue, for it involves a fundamental response of the heart (1 Cor. 13 passim) to the prior love of God (1 Jn. 4:19), and an acceptance of the Spirit’s work in the depths of a man’s being (Gal. 5:22).

The characteristic form of this love in the NT is love for the fellow Christian (Jn. 15:12, 17; Gal. 6:10; 1 Pet. 3:8; 4:8; 1 Jn. 2:10; 3:14), love for the Outsider being expressed in the evangelistic out-reach (Acts 1:8; 10:45; Rom. l:15f.) and in the patient endurance of persecution (1 Pet. 2:20). The Christian loves his brother: (a) to imitate God’s love (Mt. 5:43,45; Eph. 5:2; 1 Jn. 4:11); (b) because he sees in him one for whom Christ died (Rom. 14:15; 1 Cor. 8:11); (c) because he sees in him Christ.himself (Mt. 25:40). The very existence of this mutual love, issuing as it does in the unity of Christian people (Eph. 4:2f; Phil. 2:1 ff.), is the sign par e.xcellence to the Outside world of the reality of Christian discipleship (Jn. 13:35).

Bibliography. J. Barr, in L. D. Hurst and N. T. Wright (eds.), The Glory of Christ in the New Testament, 1987; A Soble (ed.), Eros, Agape and Philia, 1990; W. Günther, C. Brown, NIDNTT 2, pp. 538-551.    f.h.p.

which continued tili midnight was delivered at a fellowship meal on the first day of the week which included the Eucharist (Acts 20:7fT).

Although the common custom of fellowship meals among the Jews may have been sufficient ground for the primitive Agape, some would trace the practice to the actual circumstances of the Last Supper. The sacrament was instituted at a Passover meal. Some scholars contend for another type of fellowship meal customary in the qiddäsh and habüräh gatherings. The early disciples probably reproduced the setting of the first Eucharist, pre-ceding it with such a fellowship meal. The Separation of the meal or Agape from the Eucharist lies outside the times of the NT. The theory of Lietz-mann that Eucharist and Agape can be traced to two different types of sacramental observance in the NT is generally rejected (* Lord’s Supper).

For later development of Agape and Eucharist, see Pliny’s letter to Trajan, Didache. Justin Martyr, Apol. 1.67, Tertullian, de Corona 3.

Bibliography. J. H. Srawley, Early History of the Liturgy, 1947; G. Dix, Shape of the Lilurgy, 1944; P. F. Bradshaw, The Search for the Origins of Christian Worship, 1992.    r.j.c.

LOVING-KINDNESS. One rcndering of the Heb. word hesed given prior to the 20th Century in all evv from the time of Coverdale. Most of its occur-rences are in the Pss., but it comes seven times elsewhcre in av, which has ten other renderings, the most frequent being ‘mercy’, ‘kindness’ and ‘good-ness’. There have been many suggestions as to how it should best be translated, including ‘leal-love’ (G. Adam Smith), ‘piety’ (C. H Dodd), ‘solidarity’ (KB) and ‘covenant-love’ (N. H. Snaith). rsv fre-quently, although not consistently, renders it ‘stead-fast love’. Its etymological origin is uncertain. An examination of the passages where it is found (e.g. Ps. 89, where it is rendered ‘mercy’ as well as ‘loving kindness’ in av) reveals its close connection with the two ideas of covenant and faithfulness. Its meaning may be summed up as ‘steadfast love on the basis of a covenant’. It is employed both of God’s attitude towards his people and of theirs to him, the latter especialiy in Hosea.

Bibliography. N. H. Snaith, The Distinctive Ideas of the Old Testament, 1944, pp. 94-130; K.-J. Dobel, TDOT 5, pp. 44-64.    g.w.g.

LOVE FEAST. The Christian duty to love one an-other has always been expressed in gatherings for fellowship. Such fellowship was realized from early times by participation in a common meal, and love feasts, agapai, are mentioned by Jude (v. 12; cf. 2 Pet. 2:13, rv). Amongthe Jews meals for fellowship and brotherhood were common, and similar con-vivial gatherings took place among the Gentiles. It was natural, therefore, that both Jewish and Gen-tile Christians should adopt such practices. The name agape was later given to the fellowship meal. It is an anachronism, however, to apply it in its later sense to the conditions described in Acts and 1 Corinthians. The breaking of bread’ referred to in Acts 2:42, 46 may describe a common meal which included both Agape and Eucharist (see F. F. Bruce, Acts of the Apostles, 1951). St Paul’s ac-count (in 1 Cor. 11:17-34) of the administration of the Eucharist shows it set in the context of a fellowship supper. His farewell discourse at Troas

LUCIFER (Lat. ‘light-bearer’). This was the Lat. name for the planet Venus, the brightest object in the sky apart from the sun and moon, appearing sometimes as the evening, sometimes as the morn-ing, star. In Is. 14:12 it is the translation of helel (‘shining one’: lxx heösphoros, ‘light-bearer’; cf. the Arabic for Venus, zuhratun, ‘the bright shining one’), and is applied tauntingly as a title for the king of Babylon, who in his glory and pomp had set himself among the gods. This name is ap-propriate, as the civilization of Babylon began in the grey dawn of history, and had strong astro-logical connections. Babylonians and Assyrians personified the morning star as Belit and Istar. Some have considered that the phrase ‘son of the morning’ might refer to the crescent moon; cf. Gray in ICC, ad loc.\ others (e.g. S. H. Langdon, ExpT 42, 1930-1, pp. 172fT.) argue for an Identification with the planet Jupiter. The similarity of the description here with that of such passages as Lk.

10:18 and Rev. 9:1 (cf. 12:9) has led to the application of the title to Satan. The true claimant to this title is shown in Rev. 22:16 to be the Lord Jesus Christ in his ascended glory.    d.h.w.

LUCIUS. Gk. Loukios, transcribing or imitating the Roman praenomen. Loukas (Luke) was a diminutive. (Cf. Ramsay, BRD, pp. 370-384, for inscriptions.)

1.    A Cyrenian prophet and teacher of Antioch (Acts 13:1), probably one of its first missionaries (cf. Acts 11:19-21). A stränge African quotation of Acts 13:1 noted by Zahn (cf. INT, 3, pp. 28f.) adds ‘who remains to this day’. Probably this writer, like Ephraem Syrus in loc., identifies Lucius with the traditionally Antiochene Luke.

2.    A companion of Paul in Corinth, sending greetings in Rom. 16:21. He is Paul’s ‘kinsman’, i.e. a Jew (cf. Rom. 9:3). Origen in loc. mentions an identification with Luke.

That either is Luke is improbable. They were undoubtedly Jews; Luke was almost certainly a Gentile (see Col. 4:11, 14).

Bibuography. H. J. Cadbury, BC, 1. 5, pp. 489-495.    a.f.w.

LUD, LUDIM. In Gn. 10:22 and 1 Ch. 1:17 Lud is one of the descendants of Shem, and Josephus (Am. 1. 144) refers to the Lydians (* Lydia) as his descendants. Herodotus’ account of the Lydians (50. 7) does not preclude a Semitic origin. In Is. 66:19 Lud is a Gentile nation characterized by the use of the bow (probably not true of Lydia); in Ezk. 27:10 and 30:5 they are allies of Tyre and of Egypt respectively, and as such Lydia (Lüdu) is mentioned in Neo-Babylonian annals.

Ludim appears in Gn. 10:13 and 1 Ch. 1:11 as a descendant of Ham, and in Je. 46:9 as a bow-bearing auxiliary of Egypt. This may be an un-known African nation, but some scholars emend to Lubirn (Libya), and even the singulär Lud to Lub in some passages.    k.l.McK.

LUHITH, ASCENT OF. A place in Moab where the people fled from the Babylonians (Is. 15:5; Je. 48:5). Eusebius places it between Areopolis and Zoar, but it has not yet been certainly identified.

J.D.D.

LUKE. Among the companions of Paul who send their greetings in his letter to Colossae there appears ‘Luke (Gk. Loukas) the beloved physician’ (Col. 4:14); the way in which he is described sug-gests that he had given medical care to Paul, no doubt during the latter’s imprisonment. In Phm. 24, probably written at the same time, he is described as a fellow-worker of Paul, which suggests that his help in the work of the gospel was not confined to his medical skill. There is a third refer-ence to him in what appears to have been one of Paul’s last messages: ‘Luke alone is with me’ (2 Tim. 4:11), and this confirms the close link between the two men. He is generally thought to have been a Gentile, but E. E. Ellis (pp. 51-53) has argued that Col. 4:11 refers to a particular group within the wider circle of Jewish Christians, and that consequently Luke may have been a Jewish Christian of the Dispersion.

Irenaeus (c. ad 180) is the first person to refer clearly to Luke and to name him as the author of the third Gospel and Acts. The same tradition is found in the Muratorian Canon and the so-called anti-Marcionite Prologue to the Gospel of Luke. The last of these documents speaks of Luke as coming from Antioch in Syria, and as serving the Lord without the distractions of a wife or family until he died at the age of 84 in Boeotia; the earli-ness and reliability of this tradition are uncertain.

The tradition that Luke was the author of Lk. and Acts can probably be traced back to earlier in the 2nd Century. The fact that Marcion, a fanatical follower of Paul’s theology, chose Lk. as the one Gospel which he recognized, probably implies that he regarded it as the work of a companion of Paul. Acts contains a number of passages written in the Ist person plural which describe events from the point of view of a companion of Paul (Acts 16:10— 17; 20:5-21:18; 27:1-28:16). The fact that the author of Acts made no attempt to rewrite these passages in the 3rd person is best explained by identifying him as their original author. Of the possible companions of Paul, known to us from his Epistles but not named in Acts, Luke Stands out as the probable composer of Acts and hence of Lk. This identification is found in a variant reading of Acts 20:13 (‘But I Luke, and those who were with me, went on board’) which may go back to early in the 2nd Century.

The argument from the internal evidence of Acts is strong. It is confirmed by the external evidence of 2nd-century tradition cited above, and espe-cially by the fact that no other candidate for the authorship of Acts was ever suggested. The Claim that the tradition rests on a deduction from the NT evidence and has no independent value is pure hy-pothesis. There is more force in the objection that the picture of the early church in Acts, and of Paul in particular, are not such as might be expected from a companion of Paul, but this objection can be answered (F. F. Bruce, NBCR, pp. 968-973).

The literary style of Lk. and Acts demonstrates that their author was a well-educated person with considerable gifts of expression. The traces of medical language and the interest in medical mat-ters displayed in them are consistent with authorship by the ‘beloved physician’. Luke’s gifts as a historian have been recognized by many scholars who have viewed his work against its classical background and compared him favourably with the best of ancient historians.

Luke’s admiration for Paul comes out clearly in the course of Acts. Through his close contact with him and with other Christian leaders, and as a con-sequence of his visits to Jerusalem and Caesarea (cf. Acts 21:17fT.), Luke had ample opportunities to gain first-hand knowledge about the life of Jesus and the history of the earliest Christian church. He could rightly Claim in the prologue to his Gospel that he was well qualified for his task, having care-fully and thoroughly investigated all the relevant facts, as they were handed down by responsible witnesses in the church (Lk. 1:1-4).

The picture which emerges is of a self-effacing man possessed of strong human sympathies who regarded himself as a servant of the Word. With his considerable literary, historical and theological gifts, he was well fitted to recount the story of the beginnings of Christianity in a new way, adapted to the needs of the second generation in the church.

Bibliography. F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles5, 1990, pp. 1-34; C. K. Barrett, Luke the Historian in Recent Study, 1961; E. E. Ellis, The Gospel of Luke1, NCB, 1974, pp. 2-62; E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles, 1971; C. J. Hemer, BJRL 60, 1977, pp. 28-51.    i.h.m.

LUKE, GOSPEL OF.

I.    Outline of contents

a.    Preface (1:1-4).

b.    The birth and childhood of Jesus (1:5-2:52).

c.    John the Baptist and Jesus (3:1^1:13).

d.    The ministry in Galilee (4:14-9:50).

e.    Progress towards Jerusalem (9:51-19:10).

f.    The ministry in Jerusalem (19:11-21:38).

g.    The passion and resurrection of Jesus (22:1 — 24:53).

II.    The sources of the Gospel

In its general pattem Lk. is similar to the other two *Synoptic Gospels. It shares with Mt. an interest in the birth of Jesus, although the two Gospels teil this Story from different angles. It follows the general outline of the ministry of Jesus found in Mk. (and also in Mt.), but has a considerably longer section on the progress of Jesus from Galilee to Jerusalem. Whether or not Mk. originally included some account of the resurrection appearances of Jesus, Lk. and Mt. each contain their own individual accounts of these appearances.

To a considerable extent the contents of Lk. are also shared with the other Gospels. It is generally agreed that one of Luke’s major sources was Mk., and that like Matthew he drew the most part of his account of the ministry and deeds of Jesus from the earlier Gospel. Nearly all of Mk. has been incorporated in Lk., but it has been rewritten in Luke’s more developed literary style. Luke also in-cludes a good deal of the teaching of Jesus which is found in Mt. (but not in Mk.), and it is generally assumed that the two Gospels were dependent on some common source (or a collection of sources), written or oral. It is much less likely that one Gospel was dependent on the other for this material. Although the relation between the sources of Jn. and the other Gospels continues to be un-certain, it is clear that Lk. and Jn. reflect some use of common traditions, especially in the story of the passion and resurrection. In addition, there is a good deal of information about Jesus peculiar to Lk., much of it to be found in the account of Jesus’ journey to Jerusalem. In some places where Luke is at first sight dependent on Mk., such as the account of the Last Supper, it is highly probable that he had access to other traditions also.

All this means that Luke was dependent upon a variety of sources of information for his Gospel and illustrates his own Statement (Lk. 1:1-4) that many other persons had made earlier attempts to draw up accounts of what had happened. The same Statement suggests that Luke was acquainted not only with written accounts of the ministry of Jesus but also with persons who had been eye-witnesses of it, and that he wrote his Gospel after careful research into his various sources of information.

III.    Authorship, date and place of composition

The question of the authorship of Lk. is closely bound up with that of Acts. The two books are parts of one work, and attempts to deny their common authorship have not been successful. The traditional ascription of both books to * Luke still remains the most probable view. The evidence is basically derived from *Acts. So far as the Gospel is concerned, it contains little concrete evidence for or against the traditional ascription of authorship. The claim that it breathes the atmosphere of the sub-apostolic period (i.e. the time after Luke’s death) is too subjective to carry any conviction.

What the modern discussion of authorship has brought out is that Luke was not a slavish imitator of Paul in his theological outlook. He had his own distinctive slant on the Christian faith. His Gospel, therefore, is in no way a Pauline reinterpretation of the story of Jesus, but represents his own, independent assessment of the significance of Jesus, based on traditions handed down from the early church. We do not know how Paul regarded the earthly life of Jesus, since he makes so little men-tion of him in his letters, and we have, therefore, no way of comparing his views with those of Luke. If we cannot ascertain the measure of their agree-ment, we are equally unable to posit any disagree-ment between them.

In one sense, identification of the author of the Gospel sheds little light on it, since we know scarcely anything about the author additional to what can be gleaned from Lk. and Acts. In another sense, however, the knowledge of the author’s identity is valuable because it confirms that he was a person well qualified (in accordance with his own explicit claim) to learn the contents of the Gospel tradition and to reformulate them. The historical credentials of the Gospel are greater than if it was the work of some unknown figure from a later date.

We do not know when or where the Gospel was written. There are two serious possibilities regard-ing the date, either in the early 60s or in the later decades of the Ist Century. A decision depends on the date to be assigned to Mk. and on whether Luke was writing after the fall of Jerusalem pro-phesied by Jesus. A date before ad 70 is certainly not to be ruled out for Mk. In the case of Lk. the comparatively frequent and more precise refer-ences to the fall of Jerusalem, while based on genuine prophecy by Jesus, may be thought to reflect interest in the fulfilment of the prophecy. On the other hand, the lack of interest in the fall of Jerusalem in Acts, and the way in which that book ends its story before the death of Paul, are strong indica-tions of a date before ad 70. It is possible that the composition of the books was largely complete before that date, although the date of completion may have been later.

Although there is a tradition of uncertain date connecting the composition of the Gospel with Achaia, there is nothing in the writing itself to sub-stantiate this view. It is more likely that we should connect the Gospel with Rome (where Mk. was available and where Luke was present with Paul) or with Antioch in Syria (with which Luke is also connected by what is probably a more reliable tradition, and where the ‘Q’ source which he shared with Matthew was probably compiled). Behind the Gospel, however, there ultimately lie traditions current in Palestine. Luke’s connection with the early church in Palestine and Syria is ultimately of more significance than where he adventitiously happened to produce his Gospel.

IV. Purpose and character

We are singularly fortunate in that Luke has given us his own Statement of intention at the beginning of the Gospel. At the same time we can draw cer-tain conclusions from the character of the work itself. His concern was to present the story of Jesus in such a way as to bring out its significance and its reliability for those who believed in him; and he did this in the context of a two-part work which went on to teil the story of the early church so as to demonstrate how the message of the gospel spread, in accordance with prophecy and God’s command, to the ends of the earth and brought Salvation to those who responded to it. Luke was writing for people at some remove from the ministry of Jesus, both in geography and in time. He addresses him-self to a certain * Theophilus, whose identity re-mains quite unknown, but clearly this is no more than a literary dedication to a friend of the author and the book was intended for a wider audience. The dedication suggests that it was meant for members of the church, and its contents reinforce this view, but at the same time it could be used both as a handbook and as a tool for evangelism; its outward form, conforming to that of historical and literary works of the time, strongly suggests that a wider audience was in view.

Luke wrote as a man of culture and education, and his work has much more of a Claim to being a deliberate literary production than the other Gospels have. It is clear that the author was a man of letters, well acquainted with the OT in Gk. and also with the style of Contemporary literature, who was able to produce a work that would commend the gospel by its literary quality. Even if E. Renan intended to damn rather than to praise when he described Lk. as ‘the most beautiful book that was ever written’, his comment is not without some truth. Here literary art is employed as a servant of the gospel.

At the same time, Luke writes specifically as a historian. The evidence for his historical interests and abilities is more obvious in Acts, but the Gospel too is meant as a historical work whose aim is to demonstrate the reliability of the traditions about Jesus. Where we can compare his story with its sources, Luke has faithfully reproduced them, although of course he does not follow them with slavish literalness.

Literary art and historical skill are, however, ser-vants of a conscious evangelistic and theological purpose. Two important groups of words take us to the centre of Luke’s interest. The first is the verb ‘to preach the gospel’ (euangelizomai), a Word which characterizes the Christmas message (Lk. 1:19; 2:10), the preaching of John (Lk. 3:18), the ministry of Jesus (Lk. 4:18, 43; 7:22; et al.) and the activity of the early church (Acts 5:42; 8:4; et al.). The fact that the verb, found frequently in Paul, is virtually absent from the other Gospels (Mt. 11:5; the corresponding noun, however, is used more often) is an indication of its significance for Luke in describing the nature of the work of Jesus and the early church. The other keyword is ‘salvation’ (with its cognates). Particularly in the birth stories the thought of God bringing a Saviour to his people is prominent (Lk. 1:47, 69, 71,77; 2:11, 30); although the word-group is not so conspicuous elsewhere in Lk. and Acts, the opening emphasis on it gives the key to the nature of the gospel message, just as John’s opening stress on the Word gives the key to his Gospel. By contrast with Mark, Luke brings out the nature of Jesus’ message of the kingdom of God as salvation for the lost; and where Matthew tends to present Jesus as the Teacher of true righteousness, Luke lays more stress on his action as Saviour; these contrasts, however, can be misleading if taken too far.

Luke shows how the ministry of Jesus represents the fulfilment of OT prophecy (Lk. 4:18-21; 10:23f; 24:26f., 44-47). The new era of salvation has dawned, characterized by the preaching of the good news of the kingdom (Lk. 16:16). Although the full realization of the reign of God belongs to the future (Lk. 19:11), nevertheless God has al-ready begun to deliver men and women from the power of Satan and the demons (Lk. 11:20; 13:16), and sinners can enjoy forgiveness and fellowship with Jesus. In Jesus the saving power of God him-self is manifested (Lk. 7:16; Acts 10:38).

The One through whom God acts in this way is clearly a prophet, anointed with the Spirit, but for Luke he is more than a prophet, more even than the unique prophet like Moses for whom the people were waiting (Lk. 24:19-21; Acts 3:22f.). He is the anointed King who will reign in the future kingdom (Lk. 22:29f.; 23:42), and already he can be described as the ‘Lord’, the title which indicates the role of Jesus confirmed by his resurrection and exaltation (Acts 2:36). Behind these roles fulfilled by Jesus there lies his unique nature as the Son of God (Lk. 1:32).

In his presentation of the ministry of Jesus Luke draws particular attention to the concern of Jesus for outcasts; all the Gospels bear witness to this undoubted historical fact, but it is Luke who takes most delight in drawing attention to it (Lk. 14:15— 24; 15; 19:1-10). He demonstrates how Jesus was concerned for women (Lk. 7:36-50; 8:1-3), for the Samaritans (Lk. 9:51-56; 10:30-37; 17:11-19) and for the Gentiles (Lk. 7:1-9); yet Luke respects the historical fact that Jesus’ ministry was almost ex-clusively to the Jews by confining himself to hints of the wider spread of the gospel in Acts (Lk. 2:32; 13:28f.; 24:47). Another concern of Jesus to which Luke draws attention is his care for the poor and his warnings that the rieh who have lived for them-selves thereby shut themselves out of the kingdom of God. In the kingdom human values are sub-jected to a radical reappraisal. There is no room for the self-sufficient who think that worldly wealth will shield them from judgment (Lk. 6:20-26; 12:13-21; 16:19-31) or for the self-righteous who see no need for repentance (Lk. 18:9-14). On the contrary, entry to the kingdom is reserved for the poor, /. e., those who know their poverty and there-fore trust in God, and the repentant who recognize their sin and cast themselves upon the merey of God. Such repentance means whole-hearted turn-ing from sin and readiness to follow Jesus, what-ever the cost (Lk. 9:23); and that cost may involve renunciation of one’s possessions (Lk. 14:33; 19:8).

The picture of Jesus in Lk. is no doubt meant as an example and a pattem for his disciples. This can be seen from a comparison of the life of Jesus in the Gospel with Luke’s description of the church and its members in Acts. Thus, just as the life of Jesus was governed by the plan of God, partly re-vealed in OT prophecy, so the life of the church is at every point guided and directed by God. As Jesus did his work in the power of the Spirit (Lk. 4:14, 18), so the early church was filled with the Spirit for its task of witness (Lk. 24:49). Similarly, just as Jesus was a man of prayer, drawing guid-ance and inspiration from his communion with God (Lk. 3:21; 6:12; 9:18, 28f.; 22:32), so the church is to be continuously in prayer to God (Acts 1:14).

Such—in broadest outline—is the characteristic Lucan picture of Jesus and his teaching. It has a number of significant features. First, it presents the story of Jesus in terms of fulfilment of prophecy. For Luke the category of promise and fulfilment is of great significance and it provides the structure of his historical thinking. Second, Luke strongly emphasizes the actual presence of Salvation in the ministry of Jesus. The accent falls on what Jesus accomplished rather than on the future, although the future dimension is by no means lacking. Third, Luke links the ministry of Jesus to the rise of the early church and shows how the latter fol-lows on from the formen He is aware that the be-ginning of Christianity included both of the areas covered in the Gospel and Acts.

The eflfect of these considerations is to show that for Luke the story of Jesus was a part of history. The most important modern discussion of Luke, that of H. Conzelmann, argues that Luke saw the ministry of Jesus as the mid-point of history (pre-ceded by the history of Israel and followed by the period of the church). Conzelmann Claims that this was a new understanding of Jesus and stood in contrast with earlier views. The earlier understanding of Jesus was as the proclaimer of the imminent kingdom of God. Luke wrote at a time when the church was beginning to enjoy a settled existence and the future consummation of the kingdom had proved to be a disappointing hope. In effect he re-moulded Christian theology to fit it for the second and subsequent generations by virtually abandon-ing hope of the imminent end of the world and regarding the ministry of Jesus as the midpoint in the history of God’s dealings with men rather than as the immediate prelude to the end. The Christian summons to repent before the imminent end was turned into a historical account of the coming of Jesus, and the period of the church, during which the Holy Spirit would lead its members in mission, replaced the hope of the future kingdom of God.

Like so many first Statements of a case, Conzel-mann’s understanding of Luke is one-sided and exaggerated, but it has had the merit of demon-strating that Luke was a careful theologian and of encouraging other scholars to oflfer a more bal-anced understanding of his theology. The truth is rather that the message of Jesus and the early church was not as one-sidedly futurist as Conzelmann suggests, and that Luke is simply drawing attention to the present features in that message. ‘Salvation history’ was by no means an invention of Luke. At the same time, Luke by no means gives up the hope of the coming of the end, and his work retains that element of tension between present realization and future hope which is typical of early Christianity. The effect of his work, however, is to lead the church away from looking for apoca-lyptic signs of the coming of the end to a concen-tration on the task of spreading the gospel.

We have to draw a distinction between the fac-tors which moulded Luke’s work and the con-scious purposes which governed his writing. Among the former we must number the need to re-present the story of Jesus in a way that brought it up-to-date for the church of his day. Among the latter the chief was the desire to present Jesus as the Saviour and to show how the Spirit of God had constituted the church as the witness to Jesus. In the combination of these factors and purposes we can find the key to the distinctive nature of this Gospel in which a historical record has become a means of equipping the church for evangelism.
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I.H.M.

LUST. The Eng. word was originally a neutral term describing any strong desire; hence its use in early translations of Gn. 3:16; Jn. 1:13; Nu. 14:8; Heb. 10:6. In its modern restricted sense of sexual passion it cannot adequately render many familiär contexts in av.

The Heb. nepes expresses craving or desire in Ex. 15:9 and Ps. 78:18, and carries the promise of satis-faction in Pr. 10:24. Gk. epithyntia expresses any strong desire, the context or a qualifying adjective determining its nature, whether good or evil. Hence it is used of the intensely pure desire of Christ, Lk. 22:15, and of Paul’s desire to be with Christ, Phil. 1:23, and of his longing to see his converts, 1 Thes. 2:17. Yet in 1 Pet. 4:3 it Stands among a list of Gentile vices, and the adjectives ‘worldly’, ‘evil’, ‘youthful’ and ‘deceitful’ are at-tached to it in Tit. 2:12; Col. 3:5; 2 Tim. 2:22; and Eph. 4:22 respectively. The restricted reference to sexual passion is found in Eph. 2:3; 1 Jn. 2:16; 1 Pet. 2:11 (cf. lxx and Jos., Ant ). The strong desire of the Spirit is set over against that of the flesh in Gal. 5:17. Other cognate words are pathos, ‘passion’ (1 Thes. 4:5); orexis, ‘strong desire’ (Rom. 1:27), and Itedone, ‘pleasure’ (Jas. 4:3). The word ‘lusty’ when used in Jdg. 3:29 (av); Is. 59:10 (rv); Ps. 73:4 (Prayer Book) carries no derogatory tone, and simply means able-bodied or vigorous.

1

 In the Old Testament

a. Etymology

Love is the translation in the evv primarily of the Heb. ’äheb, which is in every way as broad in its usage as the English word, and easily the most common word for every ränge of its meaning. Other Heb. words are död and ra'yä (respectively of passionate love and its female object, especially in Ct.), yädad(e.g. Ps. 127:2), häsaq (e.g. Ps. 91:14), häbab (only Dt. 33:3), ‘ägab (e.g. Je. 4:30, of paramours) and räham (Ps. 18:1).
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LOVE, BELOVED.


Bibliography. BAGD, HDB\ B. S. Easton, Pastorat Epistles, 1947, pp. 186(f.; MM, H. Schönweiss et ai, NIDNTT 1, pp. 456^461.    d.h.t.

LUZ. The ancient name of * Bethel, which was so named by Jacob after he had dreamed of the ladder from heaven to earth after spending the night near to the city (Gn. 28:19; 35:6; 48:3). It was the site of Jacob’s sojourn near to the city, rather than the city itself, that received the name Bethel (Jos. 16:2), but this site later became so important that the name was applied to the city as well (Jos. 18:13; Jdg. 1:23). The city was, however, still known to the Canaanite inhabitants as Luz, be-cause when the Israelites took the city at the time

LYDIA

of the conquest a Canaanite whom they pressed to show them the entrance to it in return for his life escaped to the ‘land of the Hittites’ and founded another city of that name (Jdg. 1:24-26).

Bibliography. F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palesline, 2, 1938, p. 371.    T.c.M.

LYCAONIA, a territory in S-central Asia Minor, so catled from the Lykaones who inhabited it, men-tioned by ancient writers from Xenophon (early 4th Century bc) onwards. In Pompey’s Settlement of W Asia Minor (64 bc) the W part of Lycaonia was added to Cilicia, the E part to Cappadocia, and the N part to ’Galatia, which became a Roman province in 25 bc. E Lycaonia later became independent of Cappadocia and from ad 37 onwards formed part of the dient kingdom of Antio-chus, king of Commagene, and was known as Lycaonia Antiochiana. In the NT ‘Lycaonia’ denotes that part of the territory which constituted a region of the province of Galatia, Lycaonia Ga-latica. Lystra and Derbe are designated ‘cities of Lycaonia’ in Acts 14:6, in a context which implies that Iconium lay on the Phrygian side of the fron-tier separating Lycaonia Galatica from Phrygia Galatica. W. M. Ramsay has put it on record that it was this geographical note that led to his ‘first change of judgment’ with regard to the historical value of Acts. Paul and Barnabas on their first 'missionary journey’ (ad 47-8) doubtless recog-nized that they had crossed a linguistic frontier between Iconium and Lystra, for in the latter place (near modern Hatunsaray) they heard the indigen-ous population speak ‘in Lycaonian’ (Acts 14:11, Gk. lykaonisti). Lycaonian personal names have been identified in inscriptions hereabout, e.g. in one at Sedasa which records the dedication to Zeus of a statue of Hermes (cf. Acts 14:12). When, after leav-ing Lystra, Paul and Barnabas came to Derbe (modern Kerti Hüyük) and planted a church there, they turned back; had they gone farther they would have crossed into the kingdom of Antiochus, but it was no part of their plan to evangelize non-Roman territory.

Bibliography. W. M. Ramsay, Historical Com-mentary on Galatians, 1899, pp. 185f., 215fT.; M. H. Bailance, AS1, 1957, pp. 147ff.; 14, 1964, pp. 139f.; B. Van Elderen, ‘Some Archaeological Observa-tions on Paul’s First Missionary Journey’, in Apos-tolic Hislory and the Gospel, ed. W. W. Gasque and R. P. Martin, 1970, pp. 156-161.    f.f.b.

LYCIA. A small district on the S coast of Asia Minor containing the broad valley of the river Xanthus, mountains rising to over 3,000 m, and the seaports * Patara and * Myra (Acts 21:1; 27:5). Although some sculptures and inscriptions have been preserved, the origin of the Lycian people is obscure. They alone of the peoples of W Asia Minor successfully resisted the Lydian kings, but they succumbed in 546 bc to the Persians.

Freed by Greeks in the following Century, they were greatly influenced by Gk. civilization and eventually submitted voluntarily to Alexander. They adopted the Gk. language and script, and were thoroughly Hellenized by the time they came under Roman protection in the 2nd Century bc. Claudius in ad 43 annexed Lycia to the province of Pamphylia, but apparently Nero restored their freedom, for Vespasian again reduced them to pro-vincial Status (Suetonius, Vespasian 8). Through these changes the federation of Lycian cities main-tained its general political framework.

K.L.McK.

LYDDA. A town some 18 km SE of the coast at Jaffa, in the Shephelah plain. It is almost certainly to be identified with the OT Lod, which is men-tioned in the Karnak list of Thothmes III. In Isra-elite times it was a Benjaminite town; reoccupied after the Bab. Exile, it later feil to the authority of the governor of Samaria, and was not reclaimed by the Jews tili 145 bc (1 Macc. 11:34). It was burnt down in Nero’s reign. After the fall of Jerusalem (ad 70) it became a rabbinical centre for a period. It had a bishop in the early Christian centuries. Since then it has borne the names Diospolis, Ludd and Lod again (today).    d.f.p.

LYDIA. A woman of Thyatira in Lydia, who at Philippi became Paul’s first European convert and gave him hospitality, with Silas and Luke (Acts 16:14—15, 40). Lydia may be an adjectival form, ‘the Lydian woman’ (such ethnic names were common), but it was also a personal name (e.g. Horace, Od. 1.8; 3. 9). Evidently a woman of rank (cf. Acts 17:4, 12), she was head of a household, and thus either widowed or unmarried. Lydian purple dye, in which she traded, was renowned (cf. Homer, II. 4. 141). She was a Jewish proselyte, en-gaging in prayers and ablutions at the riverside on the sabbath; her Connection with the Jewish faith probably went back to the colony in Thyatira. For the Christian church established there, cf. Rev. 1:11; 2:18-29. Lydia may be included in Paul’s ref-erence in Phil. 4:3, but since she is unmentioned by name she may have died or left the city. Her hospitality became traditional in the church there (cf. Phil. 1:5; 4:10).    b.f.h.

LYDIA, a district in the centre of the W slope of Asia Minor, included the Cayster and Hermus valleys, the most fertile and highly cultivated areas of the peninsula, and between them the mountains of Tmolus, rising to 2,000 m. Besides its natural wealth its position on the main routes from the coast to the interior of Asia Minor gave its cities (including ’Sardis, ’Thyatira and * Philadelphia) great commercial importance. Lydia was bordered by Mysia, Phrygia and Caria. Some of the Coastal cities (including Smyrna and Ephesus) were sometimes reckoned as Lydian, sometimes as Gk.

The origins of the Lydian race are obscure, but there may have been Semitic elements (*Lud). Croesus, the last king of Lydia, dominated the whole of Asia Minor betöre he was conquered by Cyrus the Persian in 546 bc. The region was sub-sequently ruled by Alexander and his successors, and became part of the Attalid kingdom of Per-gamum before becoming part of the Roman province of Asia in 133 bc. Some Lydian inscriptions of the 4th Century bc have been discovered, but by the beginning of the Christian era Gk. had become the common language and, according to Strabo, Lydian was little used.

Lydia was the first state to use coined money and was the home of some innovations in music.

K.L.McK.

LYSANIAS

LYSANIAS, listed in Lk. 3:1 as ‘tetrarch of •Abilene’, c. ad 27-8. So Josephus (Ant. 20. 138) speaks of ‘Abila, which had been the tetrarchy of Lysanias’. His name appears on an inscription of Abila, dated between ad 14 and 29, recording a temple dedication by a freedman of ‘Lysanias the tetrarch’ (C7G, 4521). It is uncertain whether coins superscribed ‘Lysanias tetrarch and high priest’ refer to him or to an earlier Lysanias, ‘king of the Ituraeans’ (so Dio Cassius), executed by Antony c. 36 bc (Jos., Ant. 15. 92; cf. 14. 330). Two members of this family called Lysanias, of different gener-ations, are named in CIG, 4523.

LYSTRA. An obscure town on the high plains of Lycaonia (near modern Hatunsaray), singled out by Augustus as the site of one of a number of Roman colonies that were intended to consolidate the new province of Galatia. Its advantages are not known. Its remote position and proximity to the unsettled S mountains suggest defensive motives, as also does the considerable Latin-speaking Settlement implied by surviving inscriptions. If it was the security of such a place that attracted Paul and Barnabas in their hasty retreat from Iconium (Acts 14:6) they were badly let down. Superstitious veneration, disabused by the apostles themselves, was converted by agitators into drastic hostility, which apparently secured official Support for the stoning that was inflicted upon Paul (v. 19). There is no Suggestion of Roman order or justice. Nor does the NT even disclose that it was a colony. There was plainly a substantial non-hellenic popu-lation (v. 11), as well as the usual Greeks and Jews (Acts 16:1). Nevertheless, a church was established (Acts 14:20-23) which provided in Timothy (unless, as is just possible, he came from the nearby Derbe, Acts 16:1-2) Paul’s most devoted ‘son’.

Bibuography. B. Levick, Roman Colonies in Southern Asia Minor, 1967.    e.a.j.
M

MAACAH, MAACHAH. 1. Maacah is used as a man’s name for the following: the father of Shep-hatiah, one of David’s henchmen (1 Ch. 27:16); the father of Hanun, one of David’s warriors (1 Ch. 11:43); the father of *Achish, king of Gath at the time of David and Solomon.

2.    It is also used as a woman’s name for the following: the concubine of Caleb, mother of Sheber and Tirhanah (1 Ch. 2:48); the wife of Machir, mother of Peresh (1 Ch. 7:16); the wife of Gibeon, or Jehiel, one of the ancestors of Saul (1 Ch. 8:29; 9:35); the daughter of Talmai, king of Geshur, who married David and was the mother of Absalom and Tamar (2 Sa. 3:3); the favourite wife of Rehoboam and the mother of Abijah and the daughter of Absalom (2 Ch. 11:20-22); the mother of Asa, the queenmother of Judah until she was removed because of her idolatry (2 Ch. 15:16). (* Queen.)

3.    The child of Nahor, the brother of Abraham, and his concubine Reumah, was called Maacah, but there is no indication as to sex (Gn. 22:24).

4.    It is also the name for a small state to the SW of Mt Hermon, on the edge of the territory of the half-tribe of Manasseh (Dt. 3:14; Jos. 13:8-13) and possibly extending across the Jordan to Abel-beth-Maacah. At the time of David, its Aramaean king provided 1,000 soldiers for the Ammonite and Aramaean attempt to crush Israel. Following the defeat at Helam, Maacah probably became tribu-tary to David (2 Sa. 10). Maacah was later ab-sorbed into the kingdom of Damascus, which had been reestablished during Solomon’s reign (1 Ki. 11:23-25).

Bibliography. B. Mazar, ‘Geshur and Maacah’, JBL 80, 1961, pp, 16fT    m.b.

a.r.m.

MAAREH-GEBA (Jdg. 20:33, rv; av ‘meadows of Gibeah’). Heb. tna'“reh means ‘open, bare place’, but lxx(a) dysmön and Vulg. occidenlali urbisparle suggest Heb. nia'“räb, ‘west’, which yields a better sense here. (* Geba.    a.r.m.

MACCABEES. Makkabaios was the Gk. form of the surname of the Jewish hero Judas ben Mat-tathias (1 Macc. 2:4): its application has been ex-tended to his family and his party. The derivation is quite obscure: ‘the hammerer’ or ‘the eradicator’ are perhaps the commonest modern interpret-ations. According to Josephus the family name seems to have been Hasmön: hence the title ‘Has-monaeans’ reflected in rabbinic literature.

I. The Maccabean revolt

Palestine was perennially a theatre for the power politics of the Seleucid and Ptolemaic heirs of Alexander the Great’s empire. One result was the growth of a pro-Syrian and a pro-Egyptian party in Judaea, and tension between these groups was inextricably bound up with Jewish internal politics and family jealousies, and with a movement among ‘liberal’ Jews to adopt the customs and Standards of the Gk. world. Resulting conflict brought about the decisive Intervention of Syria. The Seleucid king, Antiochus IV (Epiphanes), who was mad, bad and dangerous, sold the high-priesthood to the highest bidder, one Menelaus, who was quite unen-titled to it, and when, in 168 bc, his nominee was ejected, Antiochus sent his officer to sack Jerusalem and kill its inhabitants.

Soon afterwards, Antiochus instituted a re-ligious persecution of unprecedented bitterness. Sabbath-keeping and the practice of circumcision were forbidden under pain of death: pagan sacri-fices and Prostitution were established in the Temple; and law-loving Jews were subjected to every degradation and brutality (cf. Dn. 11:31 —33). Doubtless many succumbed, but many endured heroic suffering (1 Macc. 1:60fT.; 2:29ff.; 2 Macc. 6:18ff ), and Antiochus could not have estimated the sober resilience of the Hasidim (or men of the covenant), who ‘offered (themselves) willingly for thelaw’(l Macc.2:42). Moredrasticactionbeganin Modein, some 30 km from Jerusalem, where the aged Mattathias angrily killed a Jew who had come to sacrifice on the royal altar, and the Syrian officer who had come to supervise, and then called on everyone zealous for the Law to follow him and his five sons, John, Simon, Judas, Eleazar and Jonathan, to the mountains. The Maccabean revolt had begun.

II. Judas Maccabaeus

The Judaean hills were suited to guerrilla warfare. Mattathias and his sons were joined by many Hasidim, and at first were content with terrorizing apostates, destroying altars and enforcing the Law. Mattathias died, and his third son, Judas, proved a leader of Gideon’s type and stature. Perhaps no army has ever had higher morale than the force with which he won his brilliant victories against numerically Superior Syrian forces. Antiochus was occupied in larger wars with the Parthians, and his regent Lysias had no Option but to conclude peace with Judas and withdraw the abominable decrees in 165 bc. Amid great rejoicing, Judas marched to Jerusalem, the Temple was solemnly cleansed, and the worship of God restored (1 Macc. 4)—an event commemorated by the Feast of Hanukkah, or the Dedication (Jn. 10:22).

Maccabean success had led to furious persecution of Jewish minorities in cities of mixed popula-tion. Judas raised the cry, ‘Fight today for your brethren’ (1 Macc. 5:32) and, with his brother Jonathan, carried out effective punitive expeditions
[image: ]


The family of the Maccabees.

in Transjordan, while Simon dealt similarly with Galilee. On the death of Antiochus Epiphanes in 164/3 bc Judas tried to seize the Akra, the Syrian fortress in Jerusalem, the Symbol of Seleucid su-zerainty: he was trapped, and was on the brink of disaster when political upheaval in Syria caused a diversion, and the Syrians had to be content with a treaty virtually securing the Status quo.

Eventually Demetrius I (Soter) made good his claim to the throne, and he appointed a pro-Syrian high priest, Alcimus. Many Hasidim were prepared to support this man, since he was an Aaronite, but his outrageous actions played into Judas’ hands. Judas took revenge on deserters, and a large Syrian force had to be called in. The Syrians were defeated at Adasa, but, after an interval, scattered the Jewish army at Elasa, where Judas was killed in battle in 161 bc.

III. Jonathan

Jonathan, youngest of the brothers, now headed the Maccabean party. For a long time he was re-duced to guerrilla fighting in the hills, but internal faction had become endemic in the Seleucid empire, and he was more and more left to himself by the Syrians. In time he was the effective ruler of Judaea, and rival claimants to the Seleucid throne competed for his Support. One such, Alexander Balas, appointed him high priest in 153 bc, and military and civil governor in 150. He continued to exploit Seleucid weakness until treacherously mur-dered by a pretended ally in 143 bc.

IV.    Simon

Simon, the last survivor of the sons of Mattathias, showed a resolution not inferior to that of his brothers. He drove a hard bargain with Demetrius II whereby the latter virtually resigned the suzer-ainty of Judaea and ‘the yoke of the Gentiles was removed from Israel’ (1 Macc. 13:41). The Syrians were ejected from the Akra, Judaea was aggrand-ized at the expense of her neighbours at several points, and a period of relative peace and prosper-ity began, with Simon as high priest and unchal-lenged ruler.

V.    The later Hasmonaeans

Simon died at the hand of his son-in-law in 135 bc. His son John Hyrcanus was forced into temporary Submission to the disintegrating Seleucid empire, but at his death in 104 bc the Jewish realm was at its greatest extent since Solomon’s time. His son Aristobulus (104-103 bc) formally claimed the title of king, and with him begins the sorry story of murder and intrigue and family jealousy which left the Jewish state a prey to the rising power of Rome. Antigonus, the last of the Hasmonaean high-priestly kings, was executed in 37 bc, and the pro-Roman * Herod the Great began a new era. Several later members of the house of Herod had Hasmonaean biood by the maternal side.

VI.    The significance of the Maccabees

According to Dn. 11:34, the Maccabean revolt was to be only ‘a little help’ to God’s people, for Daniel depicts events on the huge canvas of God’s ultim-ate gracious purpose. Many Hasidim, looking for God to accomplish this, probably thought military action had gone far enough when the proscription of Judaism was abrogated and the Temple cleansed in 165 bc. At all events there are after that date increasing signs of Hasidim and Maccabees part-ing Company, The assumption of the high-priesthood by Jonathan, and then Simon and his family, who were all of priestly but not Aaronic stock, must have been bitter to the Hasidim, and the latter’s heirs, the Pharisees, were wholly alien-ated from the worldly and tyrannical Hasmonaean high-priest kings, who reached a grotesque climax in the drunken and unhinged Alexander Jannaeus (103-76 bc).

It would, nevertheless, be a mistake to divide Maccabean aims into the achievement first of re-ligious liberty, and then of political liberty. Judas and his brethren were fighting for Israel, and de-sired, in the name of the God of Israel, to take away the ‘yoke of the Gentiles’. The easy and natural process whereby the hereditary high-priesthood, which comprehended unquestioned civil leadership, assumed into itself the revived monarchy, is eloquent. John Hyrcanus and the Hasmonaean kings in their campaigns clearly have the ideal of the Davidic kingdom in mind, and there are records of some territories they con-quered being forcibly Judaized.

In some respects, the Maccabees set the pattem of Jewish nationalism and Messianic thought for the NT period. Judas and his successors were in-variably on good terms with the Romans, but in their day Rome was not yet ready to control Pales-tine. By NT times the Jews were firmly under ‘the yoke of the Gentiles’ once more, this time that of Rome. But the memory lingered of how Israel had once in the name of God defied another heathen empire, engaged her in single combat, and won; of how her borders had approached those of her Davidic glory. ‘The ministry of Jesus falls. . . when the Jews of Palestine had still the memory of the Maccabean triumphs and no foreknowledge of the hor-rors of the siege under Titus’ (T. W. Manson, The Servant-Messiah, 1953, p. 4).

W. R. Farmer has pointed to the preponderance of Maccabean names among anti-Roman agitators of NT times, and has associated the * Zealot party with Maccabean ideals, and the crowd’s reaction to our Lord’s triumphal entry with the deliberate recall of the triumphs of Judas and Simon.

The once fashionable habit of dating many Psalms in the Maccabean period has almost passed. For other literary questions, see *Apoc-rypha, * Daniel, Book of, *Pseudepigrapha, •Zechariah.

Bibliographv. 1 and 2 Maccabees (*Apoc-rypha); Josephus, Ant. 12-14; E. Schürer, HJP, 1, 1973, pp. 146-286; R. H. Pfeiffer, History of New Testament Times, 1949; E. Bickerman, the Maccabees, 1947; W. R. Farmer, Maccabees, Zealols and Josephus, 1956; B. Bar-Kochva, Judas Mac-cabaeus, 1988.    a.f.w.

MACEDONIA. A splendid tract of land, centred on the plains of the gulf of Thessalonica, and run-ning up the great river valleys into the Balkan mountains. It was famous for timber and precious metal. Anciently ruled by cavalry barons under a hellenized royal house, its kings dominated Greek affairs from the 4th Century bc, and after Alexander Macedonian dynasties ruled throughout the E Mediterranean until superseded by the Romans. The home monarchy was the first to go when in 167 bc Macedonia was constituted a series of four federations of republics (to which structure Acts 16:12 may refer), thus completing its hellenization. They were subsequently grouped under Roman provincial control, and, until the consolidation of Moesia and Thrace as provinces in NT times, were heavily garrisoned against the intractable N fron-tier. The province embraced the N part of modern Greece from the Adriatic to the Hebrus river, and was crossed by the Via Egnatia, the main land route from Italy to the E. After 44 bc the proconsul sat at Thessalonica, while the assembly of the Greek States met at Beroea, the seat of the imperial cult. The province included six Roman colonies, of which Philippi was one. There were also tribally organized communities. In spite of this diversity, the area is normally treated in the NT as a unit, following Roman usage.

Paul’s vision of ‘a man of Macedonia’ (Acts 16:9) marks a distinct development in his methods of evangelism. At Philippi (Acts 16:37) for the first time he took advantage of his high civil Station. He now enjoyed support in the cultivated circles to which he naturally belonged (Acts 16:15; 17:4, 12) in contrast to their hostility at earlier points on his route (Acts 13:50; 14:5). He looked back upon Macedonia with profound affection (1 Thes. 1:3;

Phil. 4:1), and was always cager to return (Acts 20:1; 2 Cor. 1:16). The Macedonians were willing donors to his Jerusalem fund (2 Cor. 8:1-4), and several of their number were added to his regulär retinue of assistants (Acts 19:29; 20:4). It was in Macedonia then, it seems, that Paul finally proved himself as an independent missionary leader.

Bibliography. D W J. Gill, in BAI CS 2, pp. 397-418; J. Keil, CAH, 9, pp. 566-570; J. A. O. Larsen, in T. Frank, An Economic Survey of Andern Rome, 5,1940, pp. 436-496.    e.a.j.

MACHAERUS. A fortress E of the Dead Sea (modern el-Mekawar), near the S frontier of the region of Peraea, built by Alexander Jannaeus (103—76 bc), destroyed by the Roman commander Gabinius (57 bc), rebuilt by Herod (37—4 bc), who appreciated the hot springs at Calirrhoe not far away (Wadi Zerka Ma'in). Here, according to Josephus (Ant. 18. 112, 119), Herod Antipas im-prisoned John the Baptist and later had him put to death; here too Antipas’ first wife, the daughter of the Nabataean king Aretas IV, broke her journey on her way home to her father’s Capital at Petra when Antipas divorced her for Herodias. When Peraea was added to the province of Judaea (ad 44), Machaerus was occupied by a Roman gar-rison, which evacuated the place on the outbreak of war in ad 66. It was then occupied by a force of Jewish insurgents, but surrendered to the governor Lucilius Bassus in ad 71.

Bibliography. Josephus, BJ7. 163-209; S. Lof-freda, Annual of the Department of Antiquilies of Jordan, 25, 1981, pp. 85-94.    f.f.b.

MACHIR (Heb. mäkir). 1. A grandson of Joseph and son of Manasseh was named Machir (Gn. 50:23). We later learn that he was the father of Gilead, ancestor of the Gileadites (Nu. 26:29). His children later took Gilead, dispossessing the Amorites (Nu. 32:39^t0). Gilead is later attributed to Machir (Jos. 17:1-3). For other references, cf. Dt. 3:15; Jos. 13:31; Jdg. 5:14; 1 Ch. 2:21-23; 7:14-17.

2. The son of Ammiel who protected Mephib-osheth in Lo-debar (2 Sa. 9:4-5). Later Machir was one of those who brought provisions to David (2 Sa. 17:27-29).    e.j.y.

MACHPELAH. The name applied to the field, cave and surrounding land purchased by Abraham as a burial-place for his wife Sarah (Gn. 23). It was purchased from Ephron, a Hittite, for 400 shekels of silver (vv. 8-16). It lay E of Mamre (v. 17) in the district of Hebron. Here were later buried Abraham (Gn. 25:9), Isaac and Rebekah (Gn. 49:31) and Jacob (Gn. 50:13).

The Heb. (hammakpelä) implies that the name is in some way descriptive and the Gk. (to diploun, ‘the double’) is taken to describe the form of the cave in Gn. 23:17 (lxx). The reading of Shechem for Hebron in Acts 7:16 may be due to the sum-mary nature of the record of this speech, which originally referred also to Joseph’s burial at Shechem.

The modern site of the burial-cave (60 m by 34 m), now incorporated in the S end of the Haram al-Halil at Hebron, is much venerated by Jews, Christians and Muslims. It is jealously guarded by massive stone walls, probably of Hcrodian work, though the antiquity of the cave itself and its fur-nishings has not been verified by archaeological re-search. The ‘cenotaph of Sarah' is still to be seen among others in the mosque above the cave (see Vincent, Mackay and Abel, Hebron, le Haram al Khalil, 1923).

The antiquity of the detalls of Abraham’s purchase of Machpelah (Gn. 23) had been thought to find Support in Middle Assyr. and Hittite laws prior to 1200 bc (BASOR 129, 1953, pp. 15-23), but this Claim has now been questioned (JBL 85, 1966, pp. 77-84).    d.j.w.

MADMANNAH (madmannah). A town in SW Judah. At one time Calibbite (1 Ch. 2:49), it may have passed to Simeon and become known as Beth-marcaboth (cf. Jos. 15:31 with 19:5; W. F. Albright, JPOS4, 1924, pp. 159f.). Khirbet umm De-imneh, 6 km SW of Dhahiriyah, and Kh. Tatrit, 214 km further S, have been suggested as possible locations.    j.p.u.l.

MADMEN. A town of Moab against which Jer-emiah prophesied (48:2).

Since this place is otherwise unknown, it has been suggested, either that the Heb. text read gm-dmm tdmm, ‘also thou (Moab) shalt be utterly si-lenced’ (lxx, Syr., Vulg.), or that it Stands for Dimon, a possible (but unlikely) rendering of the name of the Capital Dibön. Modern Khirbet Dimneh may be the site. Madmen is unlikely to be the same as * Madmannah, which lay in the Negeb (Jos. 15:31; 1 Ch. 2:49), or ‘Madmenah, N of Jerusalem (Is. 10:31).    D.J.W.

MADMENAH. A place mentioned only in Isaiah’s description of the route whereby an invading army approached Jerusalem from the N (Is. 10:31). ShuTat, 2 km N of Mt Scopus, is the supposed site.

A.R.M.

MADON (Heb. mädön). A city of N Canaan (Jos. 11:1; 12:19; lxx marrön,' as in 11:7 for *Merom). If the names are identical (so LOB, pp. 117f., 226, 231 f.), d is a transcription error for r. Mdn of Tuthmosis III list (no. 20) is not equiva-lent. For Kh. Madjan/Qarn Hattin see ‘Adamah.

J.P.U.L.

MAGBISH. Either a town in Judah (GTT, p. 380) or the name of a clan. Ezr. 2:30 records that 156 of its ‘sons’ (or ‘inhabitants’) returned after the exile. It is inexplicably omitted from the parallel list in

Ne. 7.    d.j.a.c.

MAGDALA, MAGDALENE. The name ‘Magdala’ occurs only once in the NT (Mt. 15:39, av), where the best mss (followed by rsv, neb) read ‘Magadan’. Some mss, however, also read ‘Magdala’ or ‘Magadan’ for ‘‘Dalmanutha’ (otherwise unknown) in Mk. 8:10. The town of Magdala (or Tarichaea) stood on the W shore of the Sea of Galilee, N of Tiberias and Hammath, and S of Capernaum. The name derives from the Heb. migdäl, ‘tower’. It is probable that the modern

Khirbet Mejdel Stands on the site today. Magadan was the locality on the W shore of the lake to which Jesus crossed after feeding the crowds, and it probably included the town of Magdala. Evidently Mary called Magdalene came from this town or area. (For ‘Mary Magdalene’, see "Mary, 3.)

s.s.s.

MAGI. The term is used in Herodotus (1. 101, 132) of a tribe of the Medes who had a priestly function in the Persian empire; in other classical writers it is synonymous with priest. Complementing this, Daniel (1:20; 2:27; 5:15) applies the word to a dass of ‘wise men’ or astrologers who interpret dreams and messages of the gods. In the NT the usage broadens to include all who practise magic arts (cf. Acts 8:9; 13:6, 8).

Both Daniel and Herodotus may contribute to the understanding of the Magi of Mt. 2:1-12. Apparently the Magi were non-Jewish religious astrologers who, from astronomical observations, inferred the birth of a great Jewish king. After inquiring of Jewish authorities, they came to Bethlehem to do homage. Whether ‘the East’ from which they came is Arabia, Babylon or elsewhere is uncertain.

The historicity of the visit of the Magi has been questioned on account of the silence of other sources concerning both the event and Herod’s subsequent slaughter of the infants, and also because of what is regarded as the legendary character of parts of the narrative. While full weight must be given to the poetic descriptions in the story (e.g. the star Standing over Bethlehem), descriptive symbolism neither affirms nor negates the historicity of the event involved. A literalist approach, either to dehistoricize the story or to exaggerate the miraculous, is out of keeping with the Evangelist’s meaning. For Matthew the Magi’s visit represents the Messiah’s relationship to the Gentile world and is also a fitting introduction to other prophetically significant events of Christ’s infancy. The story is in keeping with the ‘royal’ Messianic expectations of the Jews and with the character of Herod. Perhaps there is some astronomical confirmation of the *star in the conjunc-tion of Jupiter and Saturn in 7 bc and in the report of a later (4 bc) evanescent star in Chinese records. But such parallels must be applied with caution.

Later Christian traditions regard the Magi as kings (because of Ps. 72:10; Is. 49:7; 60:3?) and number them at three (because of the gifts) or twelve. In the Christian calendar Epiphany, origin-ally associated with Christ’s baptism, reflects the importance of the Magi’s visit for later Christendom. (*Annunc!ation; * Magnificat.) e.e.e.

MAGIC AND SORCERY.

1. The biblical view

Magic and sorcery attempt to influence people and events by supernatural or occult means. They may be associated with some form of ‘divination, though divination by itself is the attempt to use supernatural means to discover events without in-fluencing them.

Magic is universal, and may be ‘black’ or ‘white’. Black magic attempts to produce evil results through such methods as curses, spells, destruction of models of one’s enemy and alliance with evil spirits. It often takes the form of witchcraft. White magic tries to undo curses and spells, and to use occult forces for the good of oneself and others. The magician tries to compel a god, demon or spirit to work for him; or he follows a pattem of occult practices to bend psychic forces to his will. There is no doubt that magic and sorcery are not always mere superstitions, but have a reality behind them. They must be resisted and overcome through the power of God in the name of Jesus Christ.

I. Biblical terms

The following root words are used in Scripture to denote magical practices and practitioners.

a.    In ihe Old Testament

1. ksp. ‘Sorcerer’, ‘sorcery’, ‘witch-(craft)’. The root probably means ‘to cut’, and could refer to herbs cut for charms and spells (Ex. 22:18; Dt, 18:10; Is. 47:9, 12; Je. 27:9, etc.).

2.    hrtm. ‘Magician’. This term derives from Egyp. hry-tp, ‘chief (lector-priest)’, the title borne by Egypt’s most renowned magicians (Gn. 41:8; Ex. 7:11, etc.).

3.    hbr. ‘Enchantment’, ‘charmer’ (Dt. 18:11; Is. 47:9, 12, etc.). The root has the idea of binding, probably with amulets and charms.

4.    kasdtm. ‘Chaldeans’. In Dn. the term is used racially (e.g. Dn. 5:30; 9:1) and of a special dass linked with magicians (Dn. 2:2, 4, 10, etc.). The word is used in a similar sense by Herodotus (1. 181 f.), and may have been current earlier with this special meaning. See A. R. Millard, EQ 49, 1977, pp. 69-71.

5.    qsm. ‘Divination’, especially of future (Dt. 18:10; Ezk. 21:21). Of false prophets (Je. 14:14; Ezk. 13:6).

6.    It. ‘Secret arts’. Pharaoh’s magicians (Ex. 7:22).

7.    nhs. ‘Enchantment’ with spells (Nu. 23:23; 24:1). '

8.    Ihs. ‘Expert in charms’ (Is. 3:3). Snake charm-ing (Ps. 58:5; Ec. 10:11; Je. 8:17).

b.    In the New Testament

I.    magos (and cognates). ‘Magician’, ‘magic’; in Mt. 2, ‘wise men’. Originally a Magian, a racial group in Media, it came, like ‘Chaldean’, to have a technical use (e.g. Acts 8:9, 11; 13:6, 8; found only in Mt. and Acts; *Magi).

2.    pharmakos (and cognates). ‘Sorcerer’, ‘sorcery’, ‘witchcraft’. The root idea is that of drugs, potions (Rev. 9:21; 18:23; 21:8; 22:15; elsewhere only in Gal. 5:20).

3.    goes. Tmposter’ (av ‘seducer’) (2 Tim. 3:13), it may also signify a spell-binding magician. It has the magical sense in classical and hellenistic Greek.

4.    perierga. ‘Magic arts’, av ‘curious arts’ (Acts 19:19). The adjective has the root idea of being exceedingly occupied, then of being occupied with other people’s business, then of interfering with others by magical arts.

5.    baskatnö. In Gal. 3:1 metaphorically of Gala-tians bewitched into false beliefs.

II.    The biblical judgment on magic

The references given in the first part of this article show that magic and sorcery are always con-demned in Scripture. Magic is a rival to true re-ligion, though it can be practised in conjunction with false religious ideas. True religion centres in the persona] experience of the one God, with an attempt to live a life that is conformable to his will. The believer walks humbly with his God, prays to him, and is prepared to accept the circumstances of life as the sphere in which to glorify him. Magic, on the other hand, deals with lower supernatural beings, or attempts to force issues by using psychic forces, irrespective of whether the issues are for the glory of God. The following practices come under the specific condemnation of the Bible.

a.    The wearing of charms

Among the list of women’s Ornaments in Is. 3:18-23 the word translated ‘amulets’ in v. 20 is the root Ihs (I.a. 8, above); some consider that the word may originally have been nhs, ‘serpent’, in which case the charm would have been a serpent figure. In this same passage there is a reference in v. 18 to ‘crescents’. These are clearly moon-images, and the only other occurrence of the word (sah“rönim) is in Jdg. 8:21,26, where they are worn both by camels and by the kings of Midian. The previous word in Is. 3:18 (s'bisim), translated ‘headbands’ (av ‘cauls’) occurs only here in Scripture, but a similar word in the Ras Shamra tablets apparently denotes sun-pendants.

It is probable that there is a reference to charms in Gn. 35:2-4, where Jacob’s household put away their ‘foreign gods’ and their ‘earrings’. This is the normal word for ear-ring, but the association with idols here suggests that they were charms of some kind.

b.    Workers of magic; sorcerers; wilches

Genesis and Exodus speak of the magicians of Egypt, and 2 Tim. 3:8 names two of them as Jannes and Jambres. The Exodus record says that the Egyp. magicians copied Moses in turning their rods into serpents (7:11), in turning water into blood (7:22), and in producing frogs (8:7), but failed to produce the lice (8:18-19), and were themselves incapacitated by the boils (9:11). The account leaves us free to decide whether they were clever conjurors or used occult methods.

There is little direct allusion to sorcerers and witches in Israel. It is incorrect to speak of the ‘witch’ of Endor (1 Sa. 28) since the Bible describes her as a medium, and not as a worker of magic. It is significant that Jezebel practised sorcery (2 Ki. 9:22), and Mi. 5:12 suggests that it was by no means rare in Israel. Manasseh personally encour-aged it among other evils (2 Ki. 21:6).

There is an indication of magical practices in Is. 28:15, where people were initiated into some magical pact which they believed would give im-munity from death.

The most striking reference to Heb. witchcraft is Ezk. 13:17-23. Here Heb. prophetesses were also practising magic arts for the preservation and de-struction of individuals. In this they were going farther than the false prophets of Mi. 3:5, who gave messages of good or ill to individuals accord-ing to whether they were prepared to pay. The de-tails of the magical practices here are not easy to follow. The armbands and veils are worn both by victims (18) and witches (20-21). Witchcraft prac-tice suggests a psychic link between witch and dient through interchange of material charged with good or evil spells. Alternatively, the veils are made to size (18), and maybe the witch made a veil of a size to represent one’s enemy. The witch then wore it for a time and impregnated it with malevo-ient spells (cf. the use of doll figures). The wrist bands would bring luck to the wearers. J. G. Frazer, in his Folk-Lore in the Old Testament, suggests that the women professed to catch souls and bind them up in cloth bands. The imprisonment would cause the owner of the soul to waste away. The soul might be represented by some object from the victim, e.g. blood, hair or nails.

III. Does the Bible countenance magic?

We now deal with some of the passages where the Bible might seem to countenance magic and Superstition.

a.    The use of mandrakes

Down through the centuries E women have made use of mandrakes to ensure conception (cf. Gn. 30:14-18). Sincemodern investigations have shown that primitive medicines often contain some dement that is really effective, it would be foolish to dismiss this example as magic.

b.    Jacob and the peeled rods

In Gn. 30:37-41 Jacob was probably infiuenced by primitive ideas of the eflfect of seen objects upon the unborn young. But v. 40 indicates that the re-sults really came about through selective breeding (see D. M. Blair, A Doctor Looks at the Bible, 1959).

c.    Samuel and the water

This incident (1 Sa. 7:6) is often thought to denote sympathetic magic, the solemn pouring out of water to induce a storm. There is, however, not the slightest indication of this in the context. Water poured on the ground, according to 2 Sa. 14:14, is a Symbol of human frailty and impermanence, and Samuel’s action may best be interpreted as a sign of abasement and humiliation before God.

d.    Samson s hair

Frazer and others have produced stories from all parts of the world in which the soul or the strength of someone resided in his hair, or even in some external object. The biblical story, however (Jdg.

16), shows that Samson’s uncut hair denoted his faithfulness to the *Nazirite vow, and that the Spirit of God empowered him so long as he was faithful to this vow (e.g. Jdg. 13:25: 14:19). Those who wish to argue from a natural level may note that the loss of strength could be accounted for on psychological grounds when Samson realized his guilt. There are well-recognized cases of hysterical blindness, paralysis, etc.

e.    Rousing up leviathan

Job asks that the day of his birth should be cursed by those who curse the day, who are ready to rouse up leviathan (Jb. 3:8). Some find here a reference to magicians who were thought to rouse up a dragon to swallow the sun at an eclipse. If this is correct, it is part of the extravagant language of Job, who calls upon everyone, bogus or true, who might Claim to bring ill-luck on his birthday.

f.    The power of Messing and cursing

The OT lays great stress on this. The Patriarchs bless their children, and Isaac cannot reverse what he has promised to Jacob (Gn. 27:33, 37). Balaam is called upon to curse Israel (Nu. 22f.). Through-out the rest of the OT there are other incidental references. It should be noted that the Bible does

not visualize anyone’s pronouncing an effective blessing or curse contrary to God’s will. The Patri-archs believe that God is showing them the future of their descendants, and their blessing is declara-tory of this. Balaam cannot eflfectively curse those whom God has blessed (Nu. 23:8, 20). The psalmist knows that God can turn the undeserved curse mto a blessing (Ps. 109:28), while David’s re-luctance to interfere with Shimei is based on the fear that God may have inspired the curse for something that David had done (2 Sa. 16:10).

g. Miracles

The pagan world certainly regarded ‘private’ miracles as magic (Acts 8:9-11), but the Bible never treats divine miracles as superior magic, i.e. there is no use of incantations, invocation of spirits or spells. Moses did not silence Pharaoh’s magicians by being a better magician, but acted solely as the agent of God, behaving when and how God in-structed him. His rod was not a conjuror’s magic wand, but the Symbol of God’s designation. It was ‘the rod of God’ (Ex. 4:20).

As regards exorcisms and healings, one need not be surprised to find linguistic resemblances be-tween the Gospel records and pagan magic, since the vocabulary of demonology and illness is limited. But neither Christ nor the disciples are ever regarded as using the accompaniments of magical practice. For a full linguistic discussion see John M. Hüll, Hellenistic Magic and the Synoptic Tradition, 1974.    j.s.w.

2. Egyptian and Assyro-Babylonian

I.    Ancient magic

Where the ordinary relationships and processes of life could readily be regulated through Observation of obvious cause and eflfect, and by acting on an acquired modicum of knowledge and/or skill, this sufficed. But where mystery shrouded the causes of effects, and when ordinary means did not suffice to obtain desired results, then magic was appealed to. Magic was the exploitation of miraculous or occult powers by carefully specified methods to achieve ends otherwise unattainable.

Magic and religion were closely linked, in that whereas ‘society’ principally covers relationships between man and man, and ‘religion’ the relation-ship between deity and mankind, the powers of magic found application in both spheres. In general, cf. Sources Orientales 7: Le monde du sorcier, 1966.

II.    Egyptian magic in the Bible

Learned in sacred writings, rituals and spells, trained in the ‘House of Life’ (temple ‘schools’ where this and other literature was composed, copied and taught), Egypt’s greatest magicians were the chief lector-priests, in Egyp. hry-hbt hry-tp, later abbreviated by Moses’ time (13th cent. bc) to hry-tp. This very title gave the Heb. hartöm, ‘magician’. This essentially Egyp. term recurs in an Assyr. document (7th Century bc), as har-tibi, and ■dshrtbin 1 st-century ad tales of magicians. (See A. H. Gardiner, JEA 24, 1938, pp. 164-165; and, more fully, J. Vergote, Joseph en Egypte, 1959, pp. 66-94, 206, with full references.) Thus the associ-ation of ‘magicians’ with ‘wise men’ generally in Gn. 41:8 and Ex. 7:11 reflects authentic Egyp. trad-ition; see paragraphs a and c, below.

Bibliography. For a good formal analysis of Egyptian magic, see A. H. Gardiner in ERE, 8, pp.

262-269. Much material is collected (texts and pic-tures) in F. Lexa, La Magie dans TEgypte Antique, 3 vols., 1925.

a.    Magicians and dreams of Joseph 's pharaoh

In Gn. 41:8, Joseph’s pharaoh calls upon his magicians and wise men to interpret his dreams. This reflects the importance of dreams in ancient Egypt and the E; dreams and their interpretations were gathered into manuals, veritable handbooks of dream-interpretation. The original of one such ms, Papyrus Chester Beatty 3 (19th Dynasty, 13th Century bc) may date back to the Middle Kingdom age, while the Papyri Carlsberg 13 and 14 of the 2nd Century ad contain further collections from early sources. The common pattem is, that if a man sees himself in a dream doing or experiencing such-and-such, it is good or bad, and means that so-and-so will befall him. For this whole topic, see A. L. Oppenheim, The Interpretation of Dreams in the Ancient Near East, 1956; Sources Orientales 2: Les Songes et leurs Interpretations, 1959.

b.    Joseph and divination

In Gn. 44:4-5, 15, Joseph play-acts the learned Egyptian, master of the divinatory art, before his brothers. Two interpretations of this incident are possible.

(i)    Joseph had it said by his Steward, according to the usual translations of v. 5, that he divined by means of his silver cup; this would imply knowledge of cup-divination (lecanomancy) in Hyksos-period Egypt, c. 1700 bc. By this technique, omens for interpretation were obtained by observing the movement or configuration of drops of oil upon water in a cup. This technique is of Mesopotamian origin, apparently already used by the Sumerians (cf B Meissner, Babylonien und Assyrien, 2, 1925, p. 284). A handbook to this technique is preserved on two cuneiform tablets dating from the 19th— 17th centuries bc, i.e. within Joseph’s general period.

In Egypt, however, cup-divination is attested only twice, once doubtfully. Two small statuettes of apparently Middle Kingdom date (c. 1900-1700 bc) each show a figure kneeling with chin on a cup held in the hands, and it is just possible that these depict cup-divination (J. Capart, Chronique d'Egypte 19, 1944, p. 263). Egypt ofifers no further example until the technique recurs in papyri of the 2nd Century ad. But Bab. influence, including divination, was already feit in Palestine in the 2nd mil-lennium bc. Bab. divinatory practice is attested at Hazor: in Temple II of the 15th Century bc was found a clay model liver inscribed in cuneiform (see Y. Yadin, BA 22, 1959, p. 7 with fig. 5). Hence on this evidence there is no difficulty whatever in presupposing some knowledge of other forms of Mesopotamian divination such as lecanomancy in the Palestine of Joseph’s day or in the immediately adjacent Egyp. E Delta, then under Hyksos (Semitic) control.

(ii)    One may, on the other hand, render Joseph’s steward’s Speech as Ts it not from this cup that my lord drinks, and concerning which he will assuredly divine?’, i.e. to unmask the theft. On this rendering Joseph’s cup is solely a drinking-vessel, cup-divination would not be alluded to, and the form of his pretended divination remains wholly un-specified. This fits well with v. 15 when Joseph says to his brothers, ‘Do you not know that such a man as I can indeed divine?’, i.e. he pretends to have apprehended them in their theft by divination, to recqver his cup. For this view, see J. Vergüte, Joseph en Egypte, 1959, pp. 172-173.

c. Moses and the magicians In Ex. 7:8-13, when Aaron at Moses’ command casts down his rod as a serpent before Pharaoh, his magicians and sorcerers ‘did in like manner with their enchantments’ (v. 11). For this kind of con-juring, it would appear that the Egyp. cobra (Arab. naja haye) can be rendered immobile (catalepsy) if pressure be applied to the muscles at the nape of the neck; cf. L. Keimer, Histoires de Serpents dans !'Egypte ancienne et moderne (Memoires, Institut d'Egypte, 50), 1947, pp. 16-17. The serpent must first be charmed, then seized at the neck as shown on several ancient Egyptian scarab-amulets (Keimer, op. cit., figs. 14-21) and thus be temporar-ily immobilized (cf. H. S. Noerdlinger, Moses and Egypt, 1956, p. 26; EBr", 6, p. 613). Aaron’s serpent restored to a rod manifested the wholly-other omnipotence of God, however. On the plagues, see * Plagues of Egypt.

III. Assyro-Babylonian magic

a. Its role

Defensive and curative magic was mainly resorted to to obtain deliverance from affliction—illness, demon possession, etc.—which may originate with the sufferer. The exorcist might then often employ rites and spells from the ‘handbook’ Surpu, ‘Burn-ing’ (i.e. in purificatory rite), listing every conceiv-able fault the sufferer might have committed. Or affliction may have entered from without—some sorcerer’s evil spell. To counter such, there was the companion ‘handbook’ of tablets, Maqlu, also ‘Burning’ (of wax or wooden effigies of sorcerers). ‘As this image quivers, dissolves and melts away, even so may the sorcerer and sorceress quiver, dis-solve and melt away!’ (E. A. W. Budge, British Museum: A Guide to the Babylonian and Assyrian Antiquities, 1922, p. 201). Collections of prayers for release or absolution also exist. There is a full modern translation of Surpu in E. Reiner, Surpu, A Collection of Sumerian and Akkadian Incanla-tions, 1958; of Maqlu in G. Meier, Die Assyrische Beschwörungssammlung Maqlü, 1937.

Prognostic magic, i.e. divination, was based on the conviction that any event, good or ill, may be announced or accompanied by some portent ob-servable by men. Learned priests systematically compiled long series of omens with interpretations in veritable reference-manuals. Omens were either observed from signs in nature or sought by specific techniques.

1.    Natural portents were taken from the whole gamut of man’s Observation: haloes and eclipses of sun and moon, conjunctions of heavenly bodies, etc. (astrology); the flight of birds, actions and States of animals and insects; births of animals and humans, especially if abnormal—all in long series of omen-tablets. For a sick person, omens good or bad would determine their survival or decease (see R. Labat, Tratte Akkadien de Diagnostics et Prog-nostics Medicaux, 2 vols., 1951). Is. 47:9-13 criti-cizes such proceedings.

2.    Specific techniques of divination included Observation of configurations of and on a sheep’s liver (hepatoscopy, extispicy), and Observation of patterns of oil on water (or vice versa) in a cup (lecanomancy). For translations of reports of the liver, see A. Goetze, JCS 11, 1957, pp. 89-105. This most famous form of Bab. divinatory magic pene-trated among the Hittites of Asia Minor and the Canaanites in N Syria and Palestine alike (see Egyptian Magic, II.b, above). Cf. also Ezk. 21:21 — 22. Dream-interpretation was as important as in Egypt. Cf. also La divination en Mesopotamie ancienne (Rencontre, Strasbourg), 1966; A. Caquot, M. Leibovici, La divination, 1-2, 1968.

c. Its practitioners

As in Egypt, magic was practised by priestly scholars attached to the temples. Exorcisms were performed by the äsipu-prkst (cf. Heb. ’assäpim, ‘enchanters’, Dn. 1:20) by virtue of the gods Ea and Marduk, the master-magicians. The elaborate apparatus of divination was the province of the öäni-priest; he had to be physically perfect, under-take long studies and be initiated. Those attached to the royal court were called upon at any time to interpret all manner of things. See G. Contenau, Everyday Life in Babylon and Assyria, 1954, pp. 281-283, 286-295.

Bibliography. On Mesopotamian magic, see also briefly L. W. King, ERE, 4, 1911, pp. 783-786; 8, 1915, pp. 253-255. Useful notes can be found in E. Dhorme and R. Dussaud, Les Religions de Ba-bylonie et d'Assyrie ... des Hittites, etc., 1949, pp. 258-298. Fully detailed surveys of magic and divination respectively, with copious translations from texts, can be found in M. Jastrow, Die Religion Babyloniens und Assyriens, 1-2, 1912. Specific studies are by G. Contenau, La Magie chez les Assyriens et les Babyloniens, 1940; B. Meissner, Babylonien und Assyrien, 2, 1925, pp. 198-282.

IV. Assyro-Babylonian magic in the Bible

a.    Balaam

Balaam of Nu. 22-24 is apparently a diviner turned prophet under divine constraint. Thus Balak sent emissaries to hire Balaam ‘with the fees for divination in their hand’ (Nu. 22:7; cf. v. 18), and at first Balaam went ‘to meet with omens’, their nature unspecified (Nu. 24:1). Balak evidently required of Balaam evil omens wherewith to curse Israel. An astrological text was found at Qatna (Revue d’Assyriologie 44, 1950, pp. 105-112) and iärü-diviners in 18th- and 14th-century bc texts from Alalat) (D. J. Wiseman, The Alalakh Tablets, 1953, p. 158 sub ‘bärü’), both in N Syria. Further, an early 2nd millennium seal of one ‘Manum the bdnJ(-diviner)’ turned up at Beth-shan in Jezreel in levels of the 13th Century bc, Balaam’s own period, to which his oracles can be dated lin-guistically (W. F. Albright, JBL 63, 1944, pp. 207-233). It is therefore wholly in keeping with known facts that a Moabite ruler should hire a diviner from N Syria (Pethor by the River [Euphrates]), in the land of the sons of Amaw (Nu. 22:5; cf Albright, BASOR 1 18, 1950, pp. 15-16, n. 13).

b.    The law and magic in Canaan

The prohibitions in the Mosaic law against the magic and sorcery practised by other nations (e.g. Lv. 19:26; 20:27; Dt. 18:10-14) were very relevant to conditions in Contemporary Canaan. For Bab. influence there, see above. The N Canaanite epics from '* Ugarit/Ras Shamra (tablets of the 14th/ 13th Century bc) show Danil kissing the growing plants and grain, invoking an oracular blessing upon Aqhat (ANET, p. 153: 60fT); Pugat’s activ-ities are much less certainly connected with sorcery. That Ex. 22:18 expressly condemns sorceresses is also noteworthy.

c. Daniel

In Dn. 1:4 the procedure for educating the well-favoured Heb. youths in Bab. learning as laid down by Nebuchadrezzar accurately reflects that which was usual for the bärü scholar-magicians.

To ‘dissolve doubts’ (Dn. 5:12, 16, av), i.e. to dissipate anxiety caused by a (yet unexplained) dream or omen (cf. Dn. 4:5), was the purpose of interpreting or ‘resolving’ dreams. Then a good dream’s benefits could be accepted and the threat from a bad one averted magically. On this, see A. L. Oppenheim, The Interpretation of Dreams in the Ancient Near East, pp. 218-220, 300-307. This emphasis on dreams is characteristic of the neo-Bab. kings, particularly Nabonidus, father of Bels-hazzar. For his dreams, see Oppenheim, op. cit., pp. 202-206, 250, and, in part, T. Fish in DOTT, pp. 89f. New texts of, and new dreams by, Nabonidus and his venerable mother come from stelae of this king at Harran; see C. J. Gadd, AS 8, 1958, pp. 35-92 and pls. 1-16, especially pp. 49, 57, 63; ANET\ pp. 560-563. Closely parallel to Dn. 4 is the ‘Prayer of Nabonidus’ in the Dead Sea Scrolls in which an exiled Jewish sage (name not preserved) is granted to the king to explain the cause of the latter’s afflic-tion. E.T. in M. Burrows, More Light on the Dead Sea Scrolls, 1958, p. 400; text published by J.-T. Milik, RB 63, 1956, pp. 407^15; brief comments, D. N. Freedman, BASOR 145, 1957, pp. 31-32.

Bibliography. ‘Magic (Jewish)’ in ERE, E. Langton, Good and Evil Spirits, 1942; idem, ‘The Reality of Evil Powers Further Considered’, HJ 132, July 1935, pp. 605-615; M. F. Unger, Biblical Demonology, 1952, pp. 107-164; A. D. Duncan, The Christian, Psychotherapy and Magic, 1969; D. Basham, Deliver us from Evil, 1972. k.a.k.

MAGISTRATE. In Ezr. 7:25 ‘magistrate’ trans-lates the Heb. säßet, ‘judge’. In Jdg. 18:7, av ‘there was no magistrate in the land’ is a paraphrase of the Heb, idiom yäras 'eser, ‘to possess restraint’ (rsv ‘lacking nothing’). Dn. 3:2—3 lists magistrates (Aram. tiptäye', av ‘sheriffs’) among officials summoned by Nebuchadrezzar.

In the NT Luke uses in his Gospel (12:11,58) the words arche and archön (‘rule’ and ‘ruler’) to refer to civil authorities in general. Paul was beaten, im-prisoned and subsequently released by the magistrates at Philippi (Acts 16:20, 22, 35-36, 38). Here the Gk. word is strategoi, which literally means generals, or leaders of the host, but came to be used in a political context as an equivalent for Lat. praetores. This latter was the title found in some inscriptions as a populär designation for the lead-ing men of the colony, though their correct title was duoviri. Evidence for the titles of the Philip-pian magistrates is to be found in CIL. 3. 633, 654, 7339,14206'5. (“Sanhedrin, * Police.) d.h.w.

MAGNIFICAT. Like other hymns in Lk. 1-2, the prophecy of Mary (Lk. 1:46-55) takes its name from the Lat. Vulg. Believing ‘Mary’ (Lk. 1:46) to be the secondary reading, some commentators accept the less well-attested reading ‘Elizabeth’ (cf Creed). It may be that Luke originally wrote simply ‘she said’, and that both ‘Mary’ and ‘Elizabeth’ were attempts of copyists to assign the song to a particular person. The reading ‘Mary’ became universally accepted. Scholars are divided on the question of whether the contents of the hymn are more suitable to Mary or Elizabeth. The episode which forms the setting is, however, transitional from the annunciation to the birth stories; it Stands in close conjunction with the former and continues its Messianic theme. Most probably, therefore, Luke viewed it as Mary’s song regarding Christ.

This lyrical poem is modelled upon OT psalms and has also a special affinity to the Song of Hannah (1 Sa. 2:1-10). The sequence of the narrative is moulded by Luke’s theme; and the hymn need not be regarded as Mary’s spontaneous or exact reply. But neither should it be considered merely as an editorial reconstruction. Its signifi-cance for Luke lies in the fact that it is Mary’s prophecy, i.e. that its contents sprang from her lips and express her mind and heart.

As this lyric forms a climax to the section, so also within the Magnificat itself the mood rises to a crescendo. It is divided into four strophes, describ-ing (1) Mary’s joyous exaltation, gratitude and praise for her personal blessing; (2) the character and gracious disposition of God to all who rever-ence him; (3) his sovereignty and his special love for the lowly in the world of men; and (4) his pecu-liar mercy to Israel. The cause of Mary’s song is that God has deigned to choose her, a peasant maid of low estate, to fulfil the hope of every Jewish maiden. For it is probable that, in Judaism, that which gave deepest meaning and joy to motherhood was the possibility that this child might be the Deliverer.

The last part of the poem is a description of God’s Messianic deliverance and is a virtual paraphrase of OT passages. This redemption is proph-esied in terms of a national deliverance from human oppressors. This is a typical mode of ex-pression of pre-Christian Messianism. The NT does not contradict it, but does transfer it to Mes-siah’s parousia in the eschatological ‘age to come’ (cf. Acts 1:6ff.). As is often the case in OT oracles, these Messianic acts of God are viewed as though they were already accomplished: the promise of God has the efiicacy of the act itself (cf. Gn. 1:3); his word is the word of power. The specific object of God’s mercy is ‘Israel his servant’ (Lk. 1:54f; cf. Acts 3:13, 26; 4:27, 30). Whether there is reflected here the OT distinction between the whole nation and the righteous remnant is uncertain; the con-cept is often left in an undiflerentiated whole, and the contrast in vv. 51-53 may be only between the Jewish nation and the Gentile overlord. But in the mind of Luke—and in the mind of his first readers—certainly the distinctly Christian inter-pretation in such concepts as ‘Israel’ (cf. Lk. 24:21 — 26; Jn. 12:13; Acts 1:6; Rom. 9:6), ‘servant’, and ‘the seed’ (Jn. 8:39; Gal. 3:16, 29) is not absent, and it probably enters into his understanding and in-terpretation of Mary’s prophecy. (*Annunci-ation; * Benedictus.)

Bibliography. R. Laurentin, ‘Les Evangiles de l’enfance’, Lumiere et Vie 23, 1974, pp. 84-105; S. Farris, The Hymns of Luke's Infancy Narratives, 1985.    E.E.E.

MAGOR-MISSABIB (Heb. mägör missäbib, Terror on every side’). A symbolic name that

Jeremiah gave to Pashhur son of Immer (Je. 20:3, av; see * Pashhur, 1).    j.d.d

MAHANAIM (Heb. malfnayim, ‘two camps’). A place in Gilead where Jacob saw the angels of God before he reached Penuel and met Esau (Gn. 32:2). Appointed to be a levitical (Merarite) city from the territory of Gad (Jos. 21:38; 1 Ch. 6:80). Maha-naim was on the border of Gad with Gileadite Manasseh (Jos. 13:26, 30). It was briefly Capital of Ishbosheth, Saul’s son (2 Sa. 2:8, 12, 29), and later David’s refuge from Absalom (2 Sa. 17:24, 27; 19:32; 1 Ki. 2:8), and then became the seat of a district-officer of Solomon’s (1 Ki. 4:14). The loca-tion of Mahanaim is still uncertain; cf. J. R. Bar-tlett in POTT, p. 252, n. 47. It is usually placed in the middle of N Gilead at Khirbet Mahneh, 20 km N of the Jabbok river, but as the boundary of Gad is linked with the course of the Jabbok, Mahanaim is probably better located somewhere on (or over-looking) the N bank of the Jabbok. Mahanaim was at some distance from the Jordan, on the evi-dence of 2 Sa. 2:29, however ‘Bithron’ be inter-preted. If (as is commonly taken) Bithron means ‘cleft, ravine’, Abner went from Jordan up the vale of the Jabbok E and through its narrow part before reaching Mahanaim. If the rsv reading be adopted, then ‘the whole forenoon’ was needed in any case for Abner’s E flight. Hence perhaps Mahanaim was in the Jerash area, or up to 10-15 km SSW of Jerash, overlooking the N bank of the river Jabbok. See K.-D. Schunck, ZDMG 113, 1963, pp. 34-40. (*Gad, ‘Gilead.) k.a.k.

MAHANEH-DAN (Heb. mah“neh-dän, ‘camp of Dan’). Where Samson experienced the stirring of God’s Spirit (Jdg. 13:25), and the first staging-post of the Danites in their quest for an inheritance (Jdg. 18:12). The geographical references given, ‘be-tween Zorah and Eshtaol’ and ‘W of Kiriath-jearim’, cannot be reconciled, and the name itself suggests a temporary settlement. As the Danites had no secure inheritance (Jdg. 18:1), probably due to Philistine pressure, there is no problem in two places bearing the same name. It is not surprising that no trace of such temporary encampments has survived.    a.e.c.

MAHER-SHALAL-HASH-BAZ. A symbolical name (‘speed the spoil, hasten the prey’) given to one of the sons of ‘Isaiah to signify the speedy removal of Syria and Israel as enemies of Judah by the Assyrians. This removal was to take place before the child could lisp ‘my father and my mother’ (Is. 8:3-4).    e.j.y.

MAHLI (Heb. mahlt, ‘weak’, ‘sickly’). 1. Eldest son of Merari and grandson of Levi (Ex. 6:19, av ‘Mahali’; Nu. 3:20; 1 Ch. 6:19, 29; 23:21; 24:26, 28; Ezr. 8:18). His descendants are mentioned in Nu. 3:33; 26:58. 2. The son of Mushi, another son of Merari (1 Ch. 6:47; 23:23; 24:30); therefore nephew of 1, above.    j.d.d.

MAHOL (Heb. mähöl, ‘dance’). The father of cer-tain sages whom Solomon excelled in wisdom (1 Ki. 4:31). But in 1 Ch. 2:6 they are said to be ‘sons of Zerah’. ‘Sons’ may simply mean ‘descendants’ in either case. However, ‘sons of Mahol' may be an appellative expression meaning ‘sons of the dance' (cf. ‘daughters of music’ in Ec. 12:4). Such dancing would then be part of the ritual of worship, as in Pss. 149:3; 150:4 (cf. also the titles of Pss. 88-89).

J.G.G.N.

MAKKEDAH (Heb. maqqedäh). A town in the Shephelah captured by Joshua (Jos. 10:28; 12:16); in the district of Lachish (15:41). Adonizedek and his allies hid in a cave nearby after their defeat (10:16fT.). Eusebius (Onom. p. 126) put Makkedah 8 Roman miles from Beit Guvrin; Khirbet el-Kheishum, NE of Azekah. seems to be too far, while Teil Bornat (Kallai-Kleinmann, VT 8, 1958, p. 155) is only 3 km from Beit Guvrin. El-Mughar, SE of Yibna, was once favoured but is unlikely.

Bibliography. F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 2, 1937, p. 378; D. Dorsey, Tel Aviv 1, 1980, pp. 185-193.    j.p.u.l.

MAKTESH. A site in Jerusalem or near by (Zp. 1:11). The name means ‘mortar’ or ‘trough’. The oldest Suggestion is that it was the Kidron Valley; so says the Targum. But most scholars today be-lieve it to have been some part of the Tyropoeon Valley, within the walls of the city, where foreign merchants gathered; cf. neb ‘Lower Town’.

D.F.P.

MALACH1, BOOK OF.

I. Authorship, date and background

The lxx takes the word not as a proper name but as a common noun, and renders ‘my messenger’, which is the meaning of the Heb. word. Many scholars follow lxx, and believe that the name of the author is not given. But the analogy of the other prophetical books which give the author’s name would Support the view that the name is here intended to indicate the author. This is supported by the Targum, which adds the phrase ‘whose name is called Ezra the scribe’.

From internal evidence the approximate date of the prophecy may be determined. Sacrifices were being oflered in the Temple (1:7-10; 3:8). This implies that the Temple was Standing; indeed, that it had been Standing for some time, a fact which would point to the 5th Century bc. This is substan-tiated by the reference in 1:8 to the pehä or Persian governor. Mixed marriages seem to have been practised (2:10-12). The phrase ‘the daughter of a foreign god’ means ‘a woman of foreign religion’. Apparently this practice of marrying outside the covenant people was so widespread that the earlier prohibitions had long since been forgotten. Nor was great care exhibited in the oftering of the sacrifices (1:7). The priests had despised the Lord in oflfering polluted bread. When blemished oflerings are brought it is a sign of a lax attitude, and such an attitude would not well comport with the early zeal displayed by the returned exiles. This appears to have been accompanied by a neglect in paying the requisite tithes (3:8-10). The abuses which Malachi condemns are those which Nehemiah sought to correct.

It is impossible to date the book precisely, but it may be that it was composed during Nehemiah’s visit to Susa. At least it would seem to come t'rom approximately this time.

II. Outline of contents

The book falls into two main parts, and its purpose may best be ascertained through a study of its contents. The first part (chs. 1 and 2) deals with the sin of Israel, and the second part (chs. 3 and 4) with the judgment that will befall the guilty and the blessedness that will come upon those who repent.

We may analyse the book thus:

a. The superscription (1:1)

There is a connection between this heading and that found at the beginning of ch. 3. Whether or not Malachi is a proper name, it exemplifies the fact that he is a messenger of God.

h. The Lord's love for Israel (1:2-5)

God declares his love for the people in that he chose Jacob and rejected Esau. This fact is seen in that Edom is devastated and refugees from Edom will never be able to return and rebuild, whereas Israel is back in the promised land.

c. A delineation of Israels sin (1:6—2:9)

In bold fashion the prophet now begins to de-lineate the chief and characteristic sins of the nation which were again bringing the wrath of God upon the nation’s head. God is the Father of the people, for he has nourished and brought them up. A father deserves honour and love, but such have not been shown to God by Israel. This com-plaint is directed particularly to the priests who are the representatives of the people before God. These priests who should have set the example of godly fear in worship have, in fact, despised the name of the Lord. Unworthy worship had been characteristic of their predecessors in the 8th and 7th centuries until the Exile had been brought upon Judah. Now, however, the Exile is past, and its lessons have not yet been learnt. Restored to her land, able to worship in the Temple, Judah yet sins against the Lord in the same manner as before.

The accusation against Israel is carried on in the form of a dialogue. Against each Charge of the Lord a question or challenge is raised. For example, God charges that the priests have offered polluted food. They reply, ‘How have we polluted it?’ (1:7). It is thus brought out in clear-cut fashion that the priests have been bringing blemished sac-rifices. This was in direct contravention of the law, which required that the offerings should be perfect. Instead, they had brought what was blind and lame, and in so doing had exhibited contempt for the Lord.

When such sacrifices come from their hands, how can they expect to be accepted as individuals and to find favour with him? (1:9). It would be better that the gates of the Temple were closed en-tirely than for such offerings to be brought (1:10). Both the offerer and his offering are unacceptable to the Lord, and the priests are despised by the people.

Such sacrifices are not desired by God, for even among the Gentiles his name will prove itself to be great so that pure sacrifices are offered to him (1:11). This does not refer to the offerings which the heathen nations bring to their gods, but to the time when the true gospel will be spread throughout the world and the true God wor-shipped by all peoples. Israel, however, had pro-faned the Lord’s table, and found his Service bor-ing, resulting in a people who practised deception and were selfish.

If there is no repentance, then a curse will come upon the priests. In 2:5-7 the Lord makes clear the true duty of the priests, and thus there appears a great contrast between what the priest should be and what he actually was. Indeed, through his own poor example, he, instead of instructing others, has led them astray. He has been partial in instructing others (2:9b).

d.    Condemnation of mixed marriages and divorce (2:10-17)

Israel had a common Father: God had created the nation. Therefore, it should have manifested unity. Instead of that, however, it had dealt treacherously. It had profaned the holiness of the Lord in the practice of mixed marriages. Those who had thus acted, however, were to be cut off. Divorce was also common, and the Lord hates divorce. These sins had been glossed over and rationalized. The Lord declares that the people have wearied him with their words. They have ignored him and acted as though he did not exist.

e.    The Corning Day of the Lord (3:1-6)

Malachi now breaks into the exalted language of prophecy in declaring that the messenger of the Lord will truly come and prepare the day for the Lord whom the people seek. He will appear as a refiner, to purify and purge the nation, and who can face the day of his coming? As a result of his work, the offering of Judah and Jerusalem will be pleasing to the Lord (3:4). Yet the coming will bring judgment, and this will fall upon those in the nation who are oppressing others. Nevertheless, Jacob will not be entirely wiped out, for the Lord does not change; he remains faithful to his prom-ises (3:6).

f.    Repentance and tithing (3:7-12)

The nation’s apostasy is not new, but has con-tinued from of old. For one thing, it has shown itself in withholding from God the tithes which had been commanded. This amounted to robbing God. If the nation would bring the tithes as it should, God would respond to its worship and pour upon it an overflowing blessing which would call forth comment from other nations.

g.    A promise of deliverance for the godly (3:13-4:3) The nation had been saying resentful things against God. It would seem that the people con-sidered it did not pay them to serve God. But among them there were also those who ‘feared the Lord’, and they encouraged one another. These the Lord takes note of, and he will not only spare them but make them his own possession. The day of judgment will surely come, and it will consume the arrogant, but to those who fear the Lord’s name righteousness will rise like a sun, and in its wings there will be healing, joy and victory.

h.    Conclusion (4:4-6)

The prophecy closes with an exhortation to re-member the law of Moses, and with the an-nouncement that Elijah will come before there appears the great and terrible Day of the Lord.

Bibliography. J. G. Baldwin, Haggai, Zecha-riah, Malachi, TOTC, 1972; W. C. Kaiser, Malachi: God’s Unchanging Love, 1984; R. L. Smith,

Micah-Maiachi, WBC, 1984; P. A. Verhoef, The Booksof Haggai and Malachi, NIC, 1987. e.j.y.

JOB.

MALCAM. 1. A Benjaminite, son of Shaharaim by Hodesh (1 Ch. 8:9).

2. God of the Ammonites, possibly their chief deity (Am. 1:15, av, rsv ‘their king’), almost cer-tainly to be identified with * Milcom (1 Ki. 11:5, 33; 2 Ki. 23:13), and *Molech or Moloch (Lv. 18:21; I Ki. 11:7; Je. 32:35, etc.). All these terms have the basic root tnlk which conveys the idea of king, kingship. Both av and rv translate malkärn as ‘their king’ in Je. 49:1,3 (rsv ‘Milcom’). Cf. Zp. 1:5 (rsv ‘Milcom’).    j.a.t.


MALACH IJAH(‘Yah is King’). This is a common OT name, sometimes translated as Malchiah. It was the name of the following: 1. A descendant of Gershom and ancestor of Asaph (1 Ch. 6:40); 2. a priest, the father of Pashhur (1 Ch. 9:12; Je. 21:1);

3. the head of a priestly course (1 Ch. 24:9), per-haps the same as 2; 4, 5, 6. three Israelites who had taken foreign wives in post-exilic times (Ezr. 10:25, 31). In 1 Esdras 9:26, 32 they are called Melchias, Asibias and Melchias respectively; 7. ‘the son of Rechab’, who repaired the düng gate (Ne. 3:14); 8. ‘the goldsmith’s son’, possibly the same as 4,5,6 or 7, who helped to repair the wall (Ne. 3:31).

9. One who stood beside Ezra at the reading of the Law (Ne. 8:4); 10. one who sealed the covenant, perhaps the same as 9 (Ne. 10:3); 11. a priest who took part in the purification of the wall (Ne. 12:42), perhaps the same as 9 and/or 10.

12. The owner of the pit in which Jeremiah was imprisoned and probably a member of the royal family (Je. 38:6).    j.d.d.

be ‘babes in evil’ (1 Cor. 14:20), for Christian lib-erty is not lawlessness (1 Pet. 2:16).    p.e.

MALTA (Gk. Melite; Acts 28:1, av ‘Melita’). An island in the centre of the Mediterranean, 100 km S of Sicily and in area about 246 sq km (not to be confused with the island Mljet or Melitene off the Dalmatian coast; cf. O. F. A. Meinardus, ‘St Paul Shipwrecked in Dalmatia’, BA 39, 1976, pp. 145— 147.) Here Paul’sship was driven from Crete by the ENE wind Euraquilo (27:14, rsv ‘the northeaster’; *Wind). After being shipwrecked he spent 3 months on the island before continuing his journey to Rome via Syracuse, Rhegium and Puteoli (28:11-13). Paul performed acts of healing, and the party was treated with great respect.

Malta had been occupied from the 7th Century bc by Phoenicians. The name itself means ‘refuge’ in that language (J. R. Harris, ExpT2\, 1909-10, p. 18). Later, Sicilian Greeks also came; there are bilingual inscriptions of the Ist Century ad on the island. In 218 bc the island passed from Carthagin-ian to Roman control (Livy, 21. 51), later gaining the ‘civitas’. Its inhabitants were barbaroi (28:2, 4) only in the sense of not speaking Greek. Luke may refer to one of their gods in v. 4 as Dike (Justice). Publius, ‘the chief man’ (v. 7), probably served under the propraetor of Sicily. His title (Gk. prolos) is attested by inscriptions (CIG, 14. 601; CIL, 10. 7495).

The site of the shipwreck is thought to have been ‘St Paul’s Bay’, 13 km NW of modern Valletta (cf. W. M. Ramsay, SPT, pp. 314flf.).

Bibliography. J. Smith, Voyage and Shipwreck of Paul“, 1880; W. Burridge, Seeking the Site of St Paul's Shipwreck, 1952; J. D. Evans, Malta, 1959; C. J. Hemer, ‘Euraquilo and Melita’, JTS n.s. 26, 1975, pp. 100-111.    b.f.h.

MALCHUS (Gk. Malchos from Heb. melek, ‘king’). The high priest’s servant whose ear Peter cut off when Jesus was arrested in the Garden of Gethsemane (Mt. 26:51; Mk. 14:47; Lk. 22:50; Jn. 18:10). Only John mentions the man’s name, thus confirming his close acquaintance with the high priest Caiaphas and his household (cf. Jn. 18:15); and only Luke (22:51), with his interest in medical matters, mentions the healing of the ear. Malchus is a common Arab name in Nabatean and Palmyrene inscriptions.    j.d.d.

MALICE. In the NT this translates Gk. kakia, which has the following meanings: 1. ‘Wickedness’, ‘evil’ (1 Cor. 14:20; Jas. 1:21; 1 Pet. 2:1, 16; and also in Acts 8:22, of an individual sinful act). ‘Malice’ in 17th-century (av) English had primarily this meaning. 2. Tll-wil!’, ‘spitefulness’; i.e. ‘malice’ in the modern sense of the word. 3. ‘Trouble’, ‘harm’ (Mt. 6:34). In lists of sins (e.g. Rom. 1:29; Col. 3:8; Tit. 3:3), sense 2 is probably to be preferred, except, perhaps, in 1 Pet. 2:1 and Eph. 4:31, where ‘all kakia’ implies ‘all kinds of wickedness’.

Malice characterizes the life of men under the wrath of God (Rom. 1:29). It is not only a moral deficiency but destroys fellowship (W. Grundmann, TDNT 3, pp. 482-484). For believers it be-longs to the old life (Tit. 3:3); but there is still need for exhortation to ‘clean it out’ (1 Cor. 5:7f.) or ‘strip it ofT (Jas. 1:21; Col. 3:8). Christians are to

MAMMON. This word occurs in the Bible only in Mt. 6:24 and Lk. 16:9, 11, 13, and is a transliter-ation of Aramaic mämönä. It means simply wealth or profit, but Christ sees in it an egocentric covet-ousness which Claims man’s heart and thereby es-tranges him from God (Mt. 6:19fif): when a man ‘owns’ anything, in reality it owns him. (Cf. the view that mammon derives from Bab. mimma, ‘anything at all’.) ‘Unrighteous mammon’ (Lk. 16:9) is dishonest gain (F. Hauck, TDNT 4, pp. 388-390) or simply gain from self-centred motives (cf. Lk. 12:15flf.). The probable meaning is that such money, used for others, may be transformed thereby into true riches in the coming age (Lk. 16:12).

Bibliography. C. Brown, NIDNTT 2, pp. 836— 840; J. D. M. Derrett, Law in the New Testament, 1970.    E.E.E.

MAMRE (Heb. mamre'). 1. A place in the Hebron district.W from Machpelah (Gn. 23:17, 19; 49:30; 50:13), associated with Abraham (Gn. 13:18; 14:13; 18:1) and Isaac (Gn. 35:27). Abraham res-ided for considerable periods under the terebinth of Mamre; there he built an altar, there he learnt of the capture of Lot, there he received Yahweh’s promise of a son and pleaded for Sodom, and from there he saw the smoke of Sodom and its neighbour-cities ascend. The site has been identified at Rämet el-Khalil, 4 km N of Hebron. Here Constantine built a basilica beside an ancient tere-
[image: ]


Mamre, identified with modern Ramel el-KhalU.

binth which was pointed out in his day (as by Josephus 250 years earlier) as the tree beneath which Abraham ‘entertained angels unawares’ (Gn. 18:4, 8). There was a shrine there under the Monarchy, but it was a sacred place before Abra-ham’s time in the Early Bronze Age.

2. An Amorite chief at Mamre who with his brothers Eshcol and Aner joined Abraham’s ex-pedition against Chedorlaomer (Gn. 14:13, 24).

Bibliography. E. Mader, Mambre,    1957;

NEAEHL, pp. 939 -942.    f.f.b.

MAN. The Genesis account of creation accords to man a supreme place in the cosmos. Not only is his creation the final work of God, but in it the work of the other 5 days finds its fulfilment and its mean-ing. Man is to possess the earth, make it serve him, and to rule the other creatures (Gn. 1:27-2:3). The same witness to man’s dominion and centrality in creation is given elsewhere (Am. 4:13; Is. 42:5f; Pss. 8:51'.; 104:14f_), and is supremely given in the incarnation (cf. Heb. 2).

a Man in nature

It is emphasized throughout the Bible that man is part of nature. Being dust, and made from dust (Gn. 2:7), his biological and physical similarity to the animal creation is obvious in many aspects of his life (Gn. 18:27; Jb. 10:8-9; Ps. 103:14; Ec. 3:19-20; 12:5-7). Being ‘flesh’ he shares in the helpless dependence of the dumb creation on God’s mercy (Is. 2:22; 40:6; Pss. 103:15; 104:27-30). Even in making nature serve him he has to serve nature, tend it, and bring it to fruition (Gn. 2:15). He is subject to the same laws as the natural world, and can find himself overwhelmed in the midst of the grandeur of the world in which he lives (Jb. 38^t2).

Nature is not simply a neutral framework or background for man’s life. Between nature and man there are deep and mysterious bonds. The natural world falls under the curse of corruption through the Fall of man (Gn. 3:17-18), and now suffers pain and death, waiting for the final redemption of mankind before it can expect its own (Rom. 8:19-23). Nature is regarded in the Bible as rejoicing in the events that lead to man’s redemp-tion (Ps. 96:10-13; Is. 35; 55:12-13) when it, too, shall enjoy deliverance (Is. 11:6-9; 65:25). Man, on his side, has an instinctive sympathy with nature (Gn. 2:19) and must respect its ordinances (Lv. 19:19; Dt. 22:9-10; Jb. 31:38^10), realize his dependence on it, and toil to gain from his natural environment sustenance for his life and enrichment for his culture (Gn. 3:17; 9:1-7).

b.    Man’s destiny

Yet man cannot find the true meaning of his life within this context. The animals can provide no ‘helper fit for him’ (Gn. 2:18). He has a history and a destiny to fulfil, unique among the rest of creation. He is made ‘in the image of God’ (Gn. 1:27). While some have suggested that this image is ex-pressed in man’s dominion over the earth, or in his power of reasoning, or even in his physical charac-teristics, it seems better to find it neither in man’s relationship with the world nor in any static impress on man’s being, but in his responsibility to-wards his Creator. In the Genesis account of creation God, when he creates man, is regarded as taking up an attitude of deeper personal concern for him (Gn. 1:26; cf. 1:3,6, etc.), and an approach that involves himself in a closer relationship with man his creature (Gn. 2:7) than with the rest of creation. God approaches man and addresses him as a ‘thou’ (Gn. 3:9, av), and man is made to re-spond to God’s gracious word in personal love and trust. Only in this response can man be what he truly is. God’s word by which he lives (cf. Mt. 4:4) öfters him a relationship that lifts him above the rest of creation around him, and confers on him his dignity as a child of God, made in his image and reflecting his glory. This dignity, moreover, is not something he possesses as an isolated individual before God, but only as he also Stands in responsible and loving relationship to his fellowmen. It is as man within his family and social rela-tionships that he truly reflects the image of God (Gn. 1:27-28; 2:18).

c.    Man 's structure

Various words are used to describe man in his relationship to God and to his environment, and in the structure of his own being. These are: spirit (Heb. rüah, Gk. pneuma), soul (Heb. nepes, Gk. psyche), body (only in NT Gk., söma), flesh (Heb. bäsär, Gk. sar.x). These words are used according to the different aspects of man’s activity or being which it is intended to emphasize, but they must not be regarded as describing separate or separable parts which go to make up what man is. The use of the word ‘soul’ may emphasize his individuality and vitality with emphasis on his inner life and feeling and personal consciousness. The use of the word ‘body’ may emphasize the historical and outward associations that affect his life. But the soul is, and must be, the soul of his body, and vice versa. Man is also in such a relation to the Spirit of God that he has spirit, and yet not in such a way that he can be described as spirit, or that spirit can be regarded as a third aspect of his identity. Man as ‘flesh’ is man in his connection with the realm of nature and with humanity as a whole, not only in its weakness but also in its sinfulness and Opposition to God.

Other words are used to define the Seat of cer-tain particular aspects or functions of man. In the

OT emotional impulses and feelings are attributed, really and metaphorically, to Organs of the body such as the *heart (leb), *liver (käbed), ’kidneys (k'läyöt) and * bowds (me'im). The *blood is also regarded as being closely identified with the life or nepes. It is especially the heart (leb) that is the Seat of a wide ränge of volitional and intellectual as well as emotional activities, and tends to denote the soul, or man viewed from his inward and hidden side. In the NT the same use is made of the Gk. word kardia (= leb, heart). Two more words, nous, ‘mind’, and syneidesis, ‘conscience’, are brought into use, and a clearer distinction is made between the ‘inward’ and ‘outward’ man, but these two aspects of the one man cannot be separated, and the future holds not the mere ‘immortality of the soul’ but the ‘resurrection of the body’, which means the salvation and renewal of the whole man in the fullness of his being.

d.    Man 's sin

The Fall of man (Gn. 3) involves his refusal to respond to God’s word, and to enter the relation-ship in which he can fulfil the purpose for which he was created. Man seeks to find within himself the justification for his existence (Rom. 10:3). Instead of seeking to enter a true relationship with God and his fellow-men in which he can reflect God’s image and glory, he seeks to find the meaning of his destiny merely in his relationship with the created world in the context of his immediate en-vironment (Rom. 1:25). The result is that his life has become characterized by bondage (Heb. 2:14-

15), conflict with evil powers (Eph. 6:12), frailty and frustration (Is. 40:6; Jb. 14:1), and he is so perverted and evil in his mind and heart (Gn. 8:21; Jb. 14:4; Ps. 51:5; Mt. 12:39; 15:19-20) that he turns the truth of God into a lie (Rom. 1:25).

e.    Man in God’s image

Yet in spite of the Fall, man under the promise of Christ must still be regarded as in the image of God (Gn. 5:1 ff.; 9:1 ff.; Ps. 8; 1 Cor. 11:7; Jas. 3:9), not because of what he is in himself, but because of what Christ is for him, and because of what he is in Christ. In Christ is now to be seen the true meaning of the covenant which God sought to make with man in the Word, and the destiny which man was made to fulfil (cf. Gn. 1:27-30; 9:8-17; Ps. 8; Eph. 1:22; Heb. 2:6ff), for the unfaithfulness of man does not nullify the faithfulness of God (Rom. 3:3). Therefore in the sight of God, man, seen both in the individual (Mt. 18:12) and corporate (Mt. 9:36; 23:37) aspects of his life, is of more value than the whole realm of nature (Mt. 10:31; 12:12; Mk. 8:36-37), and the finding of the lost man is worth the most painful search and complete sacrifice on God’s part (Lk. 15).

Jesus Christ is the true image of God (Col. 1:15; 2 Cor. 4:4) and thus the true man (Jn. 19:5). He is both the unique individual and the inclusive repre-sentative of the whole race, and his achievement and victory mean freedom and life for all mankind (Rom. 5:12-21). He fulfils the covenant in which God bestows on man his true destiny. In Christ, by faith, man finds himself being changed into the likeness of God (2 Cor. 3:18) and can hope con-fidently for full conformity to his image (Rom. 8:29) at the final manifestation of his glory (1 Jn. 3:2). In ‘putting on’ this image by faith he must now ‘put off the old nature’ (Eph. 4:24; Col. 3:10), which seems to imply a further renunciation of the idea that the image of God can be thought of as something inherent in the natural man, though even the natural man must be regarded as being created in the image of God (cf. 2 Cor. 5:16-17).

In the development of the doctrine of man, the church came under the influence of Gk. thought with its dualistic contrast between matter and spirit. Emphasis was placed on the soul with its ‘divine spark’, and there was a tendency to regard man as a self-contained individual entity whose true nature could be understood by the examin-ation of the separate elements constituting his being. Emphasis was placed by some of the Fathers on the rationality, freedom and immortality of the soul as being the main element in man’s likeness to God, though others found the image of God also in his physical being. Irenaeus regarded the image of God as a destiny which man was created to grow into. Augustine dwelt on the similarity between the Trinity and the threefold structure in man’s memory, intellect and will.

An exaggerated distinction was also suggested between the meanings of the two words ‘image’ and ‘likeness’ (selem and d'müt) of God, in which man was said to be created (Gn. 1:26), and this gave rise to the scholastic doctrine that the ‘likeness’ (Lat. similitudo) of God was a supernatural gift given by God to man in his creation, i.e. an original righteousness (Justitia originalis) and perfect self-determination before God, which could be, and indeed was, lost in the Fall. The Image’ (imago), on the other hand, consisted of what be-longed to man by nature, i.e. his freewill, rational nature and dominion over the animal world, which could not be lost even in the Fall. This means that the Fall destroyed what was originally supernatural in man, but left his nature and the image of God in him wounded, and his will free.

At the Reformation Luther denied the distinction between imago and similitudo. The Fall radic-ally affected the imago, destroyed man’s freewill (in the sense of arbitrium, though not of volunlas), and corrupted man’s being in its most important aspects, only a tiny relic of his original image and relationship to God being left. Calvin, however, also stressed the fact that the true meaning of man’s creation is to be found in what is given to him in Christ, and that man comes to be in God’s image as he reflects back to him his glory, in grati-tude and faith.

In later Reformed dogmatics the concepts of imago and similitudo were again differentiated when theologians spoke of the essential image of God which could not be lost, and the accidental but natural endowments (including original righteousness) which might be lost without the loss of humanity itself. In more modern times Brunner has attempted to use the concept of the ‘formal’ imago consisting of the present structure of man’s being, based on law. This has not been lost in the Fall, and is a point of contact for the gospel. It is one aspect of a unified theological nature of man which even in its perversion reveals traces of the image of God. ‘Materially’, however, for Brunner, the imago has been completely lost. R. Niebuhr has returned to the scholastic distinction between, on the one hand, the essential nature of man which cannot be destroyed, and, on the other hand, an original righteousness, the virtue and perfection of which would represent the normal expression of that nature.

Karl Barth, in formulating his doctrine of man, has chosen a path different from that followed by church tradition. We cannot know real man tili we know him in and through Christ, therefore we must discover what man is only through what we find Jesus Christ to be in the gospel. We must not take sin more seriously than grace, therefore we must refuse to regard man as being no longer the one God made him. Sin creates the conditions under which God acts, but does not so change the structure of man’s being that when we look at Jesus Christ in relation to men and mankind, we cannot see within human life analogical relation-ships which show a basic form of humanity cor-responding to and similar to the divine determin-ation of man. Though man is not by nature God’s ‘covenant-partner’, nevertheless in the strength of the hope we have in Christ human existence is an existence which corresponds to God himself, and in this sense is in the image of God. Barth finds special significance in the fact that man and woman together are created in the image of God, and stresses the mutual communication and help-fulness of man to man as being of the essence of human nature. But only in the incarnate Son, Jesus Christ, and through his election in Christ, can man know God and be related to God in this divine image.
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MANAEN. The Gk. form of the Heb. name Me-nahem (‘comforter’). Brought up with (‘foster-brother of) Herod Antipas, Manaen’s life took a very different turn from that of the tetrarch, and he is found as one of the Christian leaders at Antioch along with Paul and Barnabas (Acts 13:1). He may have been related to an earlier Manaen or Mena-hem, an Essene who, according to Josephus (Ant. 15.373), was a friend of Herod the Great, j.d.d.

1Y1ANAHATH, MANAHATHITES. I. Son of

Shobal, son of Seir the Horite (Gn. 36:23; 1 Ch. 1:40), who was the eponymous ancestor of a clan of Mt Seir later absorbed by Edom.

2. The name of a city to which certain Ben-jaminites were carried captive (1 Ch. 8:6), and which seems to have been somewhere in the vicin-ity of Bethlehem (so GTT, p. 155). ISBE and Grollenberg suggest an identification with Manocho, a town in the hill-country of Judah listed in Jos. 15:59, lxx, and probably to be identified with the modern Maliha, SW of Jerusalem. Mahanath may also be the ‘Nohah’ of Jdg. 20:43, for both names mean ‘resting-place’. Amarna Letter 292 (ANET, p. 489) mentions a Manhatu in the realm of Gezer which is probably the same place.

Manahathites, inhabitants of Manahath, are mentioned in 1 Ch. 2:52, 54. They were the des-cendants of Caleb. Half of them were the progeny of * Shobal, and the others of Salma (*Salmon).

j.d.d.

MANASSEH (‘making to forget’). 1. Eider son of Joseph, born in Egypt of an Egyptian mother, ‘Asenath, daughter of *Potiphera, the priest of On (Gn. 41:51). Israel accepted Manasseh and Ephraim as co-equals with Reuben and Simeon, but Manasseh lost the right of firstborn (b'kör) in favour of his younger brother Ephraim (Gn. 48:5,

14). An interesting and early parallel is found in Ugaritic literature, Keret Legend (Tab. 128, 3. 15), ‘The youngest of them I will make firstborn (abrkn). ’

2. The tribe of Manasseh derived from seven families: one from Machir, and the remaining six from Gilead. They occupied land on both sides of Jordan; the E portion being granted by Moses, the W by Joshua (Jos. 22:7). After the Crossing of Jordan and the settlement in the land, Joshua per-mitted the half-tribe of Manasseh, together with Reuben and Gad, to return to the conquered territory of Sihon, king of Heshbon, and Og, king of Bashan (Nu. 32:33). The E lot of the half-tribe of Manasseh covered part of Gilead and all of Bashan (Dt. 3:13). The W half of the tribe was granted good land N of Ephraim, and S of Zebu-lun and Issachar (Jos. 17:1 — 12). This W part was divided into ten portions: five to those families having male descendants, and five to Manasseh’s sixth family, i.e. the posterity of Hepher, all fe-males and daughters of Zelophehad (Jos. 17:3). W Manasseh included a chain of Canaanite fortresses and strong cities, among which were * Megiddo, ’Taanach, *Ibleam and "Bethshan. These they failed to conquer but compelled their inhabitants eventually to pay tribute. Though the lot of Manasseh and Ephraim, the tribe of Joseph, was large, they lodged a complaint with Joshua for more land. ln reply he advised them to show their worth by Clearing the unclaimed forest areas (Jos. 17:14-18). Golan, a city of Bashan, in E Manasseh, was one of the six * ‘cities of refuge’ (Jos. 20:8; 21:27; 1 Ch. 6:71).

The tribe was renowned for its valour; among its heroes was Gideon in the W (Jdg. 6:15), and Jeph-thah in the E (Jdg. 11:1). Some of the tribe of Manasseh deserted to David at Ziklag (1 Ch. 12:19-20), and also rallied to his support at Hebron (v. 31). Manassites were among those de-ported to Assyria by Tiglath-pileser (1 Ch. 5:18-26).

Difficulties have been found in the genealogies of the tribe of Manasseh, given in Nu. 26:28-34; Jos. 17:1-3; 1 Ch. 2:21-23; 7:14-19 (see HDB on ‘Manasseh’). But if allowance is made for a cor-rupt text in 1 Ch. 7:14-15, then harmony can be restored. It is probable that the words ‘Huppim
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‘the passing of his sons through the fire’ in the valley of the son of Hinnom.

The name ‘Manasseh, king of Judah’ appears on the Prism of Esarhaddon (Me-na-si-i sar la-u-di), and on the Prism of Ashurbanipal (Mi-in-si-e sar Ia-u-di), among twenty-two tributaries of Assyria (ANET, pp. 291, 294). The Chronicler narrates Manasseh’s deportation to Babylon, his repent-ance and release (2 Ch. 33:10-13). A parallel to this is the capture and the subsequent release of Neco I, king of Egypt, by Ashurbanipal (Rassam Cylinder, ANET, p. 295). Since a revolt against Assyria occurred in Manasseh’s reign, in support of Shamash-shum-ukin, viceroy of Babylon, he may well have been involved in it (ANET, p. 298). His reformation appears to have been superficial and was swept away in the reign of his son. r.j.a.s.

MANGER. The feeding-trough for animals in a stall or stable, translated ‘crib’ in Jb. 39:9 (av, rsv); Pr. 14:4 (av); Is. 1:3 (av, rsv). Gk. phatne has an extended meaning of ‘stall’ (Lk. 13:15), and is used in lxx to translate various Heb. words, 'urwä, ‘stall’ (2 Ch. 32:28), repe[ (Hab. 3:17), ’ebüs (Jb.

39:9; Pr. 14:4; Is. 1:3). In the NT it occurs in Lk. 2:7, 12, 16; 13:15.

Mangers are known in other lands besides Pales-tine. In Palestine the stable or stall was attached to the owner’s house and was furnished with a manger. The stables at * Megiddo, now dated to the Omrid dynasty, had hollowed-out limestone blocks for feed boxes. Christian tradition holds that Jesus was born in a cave in the neighbourhood of Bethlehem. In that case the manger may have been cut out of the rock walls.    j.a.t.

MANNA. A substance which was the Israelites’ chief food during their 40 years’ sojourn in the wilderness (Ex. 16:35). When Israel grumbled at the lack of food in the wilderness of Sin, God gave them ‘bread from heaven’ (Ex. 16:4; Ps. 78:23-24), and his Provision did not cease until they crossed into Canaan and ate the food of that land (Jos. 5:12), despite their grumbling (Nu. 11:6; cf. Ne. 9:20). The Israelites were to collect an omer each for five days and double that amount on the sixth day to last them over the sabbath, as none would appear on that day. Usually it did not keep over-night but became maggoty and malodorous if left over, but the manna to be kept for sabbath use was preserved by being cooked or baked beforehand (Ex. 16:4-5, 16-30). Each morning after the dew had gone there was found on the ground a ‘small, round thing’ like hoar-frost, whitish, like coriander-seed and bdellium, with a honey taste; it could be ground and used in cooking and baking. The people said, ‘What (Heb. man) is it?’ and called it manna (man). Such are the data in Ex. 16:14-15, 31; Nu. 11:7-9. An omerful was preserved by Aaron at God’s command as a witness for future generations (Ex. 16:33-34; Heb. 9:4).

Many have speculated on the precise nature of this manna, and several partial parallels are known. To the present time in Sinai, certain insects produce honeydew excretions on tamarisk-twigs seasonally every June for some weeks. At night these drops fall from the trees to the ground, where they remain until the heat of the sun brings forth the ants which remove them. These drops are small, sticky, light-coloured, and sugary-sweet, quite strikingly like the biblical descriptions in Ex. 16 and Nu. 11. Other honeydew-producing insects are known in Sinai and elsewhere, e.g. certain cica-das. However, these products do not fit the biblical description in all particulars. On them, see F. S. Bodenheimer, BA 10, 1947, pp. 1-6; for a photo of tamarisk-twigs with drops, see W. Keller, The Bible as History, 1956, plate between pp. 112-113. In S Algeria in 1932 and also about 70 years before, after unusual weather ‘there were falls of a whitish, odourless, tasteless matter of a farinaceous kind which covered tents and Vegetation each morning’ (A. Rendle Short, Modern Discovery and the Bible’, 1952, p. 152). Also in 1932, a white substance like manna one morning covered an area of ground 640 x 18 m on a farm in Natal and was eaten by the natives (H. S. Gehman in WDB, p. 375a). None of these phenomena satisfies the biblical data, and the Provision of the manna remains ultimately in the realm of the miraculous, especially in its con-tinuity, quantity and 6-day periodicity. The partial parallels cited above may indicate, however, the kind of physical bases used by God in this Provision.

The manna was used by God to teach lessons for

spiritual instruction as well as physical sustenance. Israel was told that with the failure of other food (‘suffered thee to hunger’), his Provision of manna was to ‘make you know that man does not live by bread alone, but that man lives by everything that proceeds out of the mouth of the Lord’ (Dt. 8:3, cf. v. 16). God used the Provision of manna on 6 days and not the seventh to teach Israel obedience, and convicted them of disobedience (Ex. 16:19, cf. vv. 20, 25-30). Jesus Christ uses the manna, God-given ‘bread from heaven’, as a type of himself, the true bread of life, and contrasts the shadow with the substance: ‘your fathers ate the manna in the v/ilderness, and they died’ (Jn. 6:49), but he could say, ‘I am the bread of life . . . which came down from heaven; if any one eats of this bread, he will live for ever’ (Jn. 6:35, 51, and cf. vv. 26-59 passim). Eternal life was made available to man by the merits of Christ’s death (v. 51). In Rev. 2:17 the ‘hidden manna’ represents spiritual sustenance imparted by the Spirit of Christ.    k.a.k.

MANOAH. Samson’s father. The name is identical in form with a Word meaning ‘resting-place, state or condition of rest’ from the root nwh, ‘to rest’ (BDB), and with the Wadi el-Munäh, which runs into Wadi Sarär from Tibneh (= Timnah). Manoah was a Danite from Zorah (sor'ä) (Jdg. 13:2), and one name may be derived from the other. A connection with the Manahathites of 1 Ch. 2:54 is more dubious. These were a Calebite clan of Judah (1 Ch. 2:50ff.), and may have been among those Judahites who lived in Zorah in post-exilic times (Ne. 11:29). For a discussion of these coincidences, see C. F. Burney, Book of Judges, 1920, p. 341. Manoah is best known for the angelic annunciation of Samson’s birth. He appears as a man of prayer and godly fear, and he tried to dis-suade his son from marrying outside the covenant people (Jdg. 14:3). He predeceased his son (Jdg. 16:31).    a.g.

MANSIONS (av) (Gk. monai, Vulg. mansiones. Rvmg. ‘abiding-places’, rsv ‘rooms’). Various speculations have been made about this figure of speech used by our Lord in Jn. 14:2 (e.g. B. F. Westcott, The Gospel according to St John, 2, 1908, p. 167). Most scholars agree that what is intended is that the Father will provide room and to spare in the eternal abode. The Gk. word elsewhere in NT occurs only in v. 23 of this chapter. See F. Hauck, TDNT4, pp. 579-581.    j.d.d.

MAON, MAONITES. 1. Descendants of the Calebite branch of the tribe of Judah. Maon was the son of Shammai and the father of the inhabit-ants of Beth-zur (1 Ch. 2:45). The town Maon fea-tures in Judah in the list in Jos. 15:55. In this area David and his men sheltered from Saul (1 Sa. 23:24-25), and the churlish Nabal lived there (1 Sa. 25:2). The Maonites are mentioned in the official list of those who returned from Exile (Ezr. 2:50, av ‘Mehunim’, rsv ‘Meunim’; Ne. 7:52, ‘Meunim’). Khirbet-el-Ma‘In, 14 km S of Hebron and 65 km W of Gaza, marks the ancient site. Traces of Early Iron Age I pottery and a remarkable late 4th-6th Century ad synagogue with mosaics were found there. It is surrounded by pasture-lands, probably the ‘wilderness of Maon’ where David sought refuge from Saul (1 Sa. 23:24-25) and was saved by a Philistine raid (1 Sa. 23:27f.).

2. A hostile people in Transjordan, linked with Amalek and the Zidonians as oppressors of Israel (Jdg. 10:12); a pastoral people attacked by Heze-kiah (rsv ‘Meunim’, 1 Ch. 4:41), and Uzziah (2 Ch. 26:7). Their association with Arabs and Ara-monites (2 Ch. 20:1) suggests Ma'än, SE of Petra, as their home.    j.a.t.

MARAH (Heb. märä, ‘bitter’). This was the first named camp of the Israelites after the Red Sea Crossing, called Marah because only bitter water was found there (Ex. 15:23; Nu. 33:8—9), and per-haps also by comparison with the sweet water of the Nile Valley to which they had been accus-tomed. On the likely assumption that the route from the Crossing led to the mountains in the S of the Sinai peninsula, Marah is often identified with the modern Ain Hawarah, c. 75 km SSE of Suez. However, H. H. Rowley (From Joseph to Joshua, 1950, p. 104) and J. Gray (VT 4, 1954, pp. 149f.) identify Marah with * Kadesh, a view refuted by GTT, p. 252, n. 218; B. Rothenberg and Y. Aha-roni, God's Wildemess, 1961, pp. 11, 93f., 142fif., present both views. (* Wilderness of the Wandering.)

Bibliography. B. S. Childs, Exodus, 1974, pp. 265-270.    j.D.D.

G.I.D.

MARANATHA. An Aramaic formula used in transliteration without explanation at 1 Cor. 16:22, av. In the Didache (10. 6) it figures as part of the eucharistic liturgy. The phrase is probably to be resolved as märanä tä, ‘our Lord, comeP (see G. H. Dalman, Grammatik des jüdischpalästinisch Aramäisch, pp. 120, n. 2; 297, n. 2: also Jesus-Jeshua, 1929, p. 13, for the resolution märan ’Jä of identical meaning). The anticipation and longing expressed in this early Christian prayer may be seen reflected in I Cor. 11:26 (cf. the context in the Didache) and in Rev. 22:20. The occurrence of the phrase at 1 Cor. 16:22 derives from the idea of judgment implicit in v. 21, which is closely linked with the idea of the second Coming (cf. the Old Latin ms g and the Ethiopic Version, which render maranatha as ‘at the Corning of the Lord’).

In Gk. mss with accents and punctuation the phrase is often written as if it represented märan ’“t_ä, ‘our Lord has come’. This seems less likely in view of the ideas of the Eucharist and the judgment with which it is linked in the context, unless it be a reference to the Lord’s manifestation of him-self through the Eucharist.
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MARESHAH (Heb. märe’säh). A town in the Shephelah (Jos. 15:44), covering the road up the Wadi Zeita to Hebron; now Teil Sandahanna (Tel Maresha). The inhabitants claimed descent from Shelah (1 Ch. 4:21). Rehoboam fortified it, and in this area Zerah of Ethiopia was defeated by Asa;

Eliezer the prophet was born here(2Ch. 11:8; 14:9; 20:37). Later it was a Sidonian colony and an important stronghold of Idumaea (1 Macc. 5:66; 2 Macc. 12:35; Zeno, Cairo Museum pap. 59006; Josephus, Ant. 12. 353; 14. 75). The Parthians des-troyed it in 40 bc (Ant. 14. 364); in its place rose Eleutheropolis, now Beit Guvrin or Jibrin, 1 Vt km to the N; a village to the W is now Khirbet Mar‘ash. The name, probably derived from rös (head), was perhaps not unique (Rudolph on 1 Ch. 2:42). See NEAEHL, pp. 948-957. j.p.u.l.

MARI, mod. Teil Hariri, is a site located on the middle Euphrates river in mod. Syria. A. Parrot excavated the site from 1933. Since 1979 J. Mar-gueron has continued the excavations. Situated midway up the valley, 2 km from the Euphrates, it forms a mid-point on the river between Babylon to the SE and Emar to the NW. The site was first built near the end of the fourth millennium bc. Its central importance grew throughout the third millennium bc. In the early second millennium bc it emerged as a centre of Amorite culture under the leadership of Yahdun-Lim and his successors. However, Hammurabi conquered the last of the dynasty, Zimri-Lim. The king of Babylon des-troyed the city in the mid-18th Century bc. The city never again flourished. Excavation of the site has revealed a palace preserving many rooms and or-ganized around two large courtyards. The rooms contain frescoes. Although its foundations date earlier, Zimri-Lim made the structure a centre of international renown for its magnificence. It has been compared with other palaces of the mid-second millennium, especially that of the Minoan civilization found at Knossos on Crete.

Archaeologists have excavated more than 20,000 tablets and fragments. Although a few dozen date from the 23rd Century and a handful from the following centuries, most originate in the final two decades of the Amorite dynasty (c. 1780-1760 bc). Many record the administration of the palace. From the palace there are numerous letters, and a few treaties, literary and religious texts. The gaps in the letters and treaties, as well as the mutilated state of the latter, led Durand in 1992 to suggest that Hammurabi removed these documents when he conquered the city. Many thousands of personal names of the citizens of Mari have come to light from census lists. These attest to the dominance of a W Semitic popula-tion, called Amorite. The OT dates the patriarchs to this period. As W Semitic ancestors of Israel, they too would have been Amorites. Sharing a common culture, Mari practices parallel those of Israel. Thus the asakkum at Mari resembled Israel’s herem, i.e. the ‘ban’ imposed on Canaanite property and lives, as in the conquest of Jericho (Jos. 6; Malamat). Both terms can refer to the property of a deity. As with Joshua, at Mari a military commander could impose a ban on the spoils of war by public proclamation. In both cases, violation of the ban incurred serious pen-alty. Study of the Mari texts has illuminated the OT in many areas, including patriarchal customs, prophecy and proper names.

Texts describe the making of peace treaties through the slaughter of various animals (Held, Malamat). This resembles the covenant God makes with Abram in Gn. 15 which also involves the slaughter of animals. Genesis portrays the lifestyle of the patriarchs as (endosed) nomadic pastoralists, who move about with their herds while maintaining commerdal relations with cities. This parallels Mari, where various nomadic tribal groups (Mari gäyüm, cf. Heb. göy ‘people, nation’) sought water and pasture rights for their livestock (Mari nawüm, ‘people, livestock, camp’, cf. Heb. näweh, ‘pasture, abode’; Malamat). Both urban and tribal groups benefited. Nomads might settle in order to obtain a better life. The reverse also occurred. Jacob grew up in a nomadic family, set-tled at Haran, and then returned to a nomadic lifestyle. Nahälum, ‘to give or inherit property (espe-cially land)’ resembles Heb. nah“läh, ‘inheritance’ of land given to God’s people.

The Heb. m‘basser, ‘bringer of good news’ (Is. 40:9; 41:27; 52:7), underlies NT ‘evangelize’. At Mari, the mubassiru was a military messenger who brought good news of victory (Fisher). Heb. näbi’, ‘prophet’, resembles the Mari (and Emar) na-bi-i who work with diviners (bärüm) and whose role is to invoke deities in prayer, blessing or inquiry. Cf. Baal’s prophets (1 Ki. 18:26-29) and Naaman’s expectation (2 Ki. 5:11) which contrast with the Heb. näbi’ who responds to God’s initiative (Nu. 11:25-27; 1 Sa. 10; 19; Fleming). Cruder, but reminiscent of Ezekiel’s acts and Arnos’ wordplay, a muljhüm prophet devours a raw lamb and uses the same word to announce that the land will be devoured. Mari attests to a divine council (Ps. 82; Je. 23), to divine commis-sioning of a prophet (Is. 6:8), to prophets as mes-sengers, and to critical and ethical messages towards the king (Gordon).

Mari gentilics (Benjaminites, Canaanites) and personal names or their elements (Adam [but feminine], Seth, Mahalalel, Reu, Shem, Ham, Milcah, Arioch, Ab[a]ram, Jacob, David) corres-pond to biblical names but refer to different name-bearers. The relationship of the Habiru, 'socially disenfranchised people’, to Heb. is not established. Mari place names and divine names do refer to the same biblical sites (Haran, Nahor, Serug [but a personal name]) and deities (Hadad, Dagan, Baal, El). Hazor, a trading partner of Mari, is the only Israelite city mentioned.
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MARK, GOSPEL OF.

I.    Outline of contents

a.    Prologue (1:1-13)

The ministry of John (1:1 -8); baptism and tempta-tion of Jesus (1:9—13).

b.    The earlier Galilean ministry (1:14-6:44)

The kingdom of God in Galilee (1:14-45); the be-ginning of conflict (2:1—3:6); conflict increases (3:7-35); division caused (parables of the Kingdom) (4:1-34); Jesus, by-passing the synagogue, communicates himself to Israel (4:35-6:44).

c.    The later Galilean ministry (6:45-9:50)

Jesus, removing the barriers, communicates himself to Gentiles (6:45-8:10); the Pharisees are re-fused a sign and the disciples cannot see one when it is given (8:11-26); confession and transfiguration (8:27—9:10); the passion foretold (9:11-50).

d.    The road to Jerusalem (10:1-52)

Debates in Peraea (10:1-34); the test of greatness (10:35-45); the healing of Bartimaeus (10:46-52).

e.    The Jerusalem ministry (11:1-13:37)

Entry into Jerusalem (11:1-14); cleansing of the Temple (11:15-19); exhortation and debate (11:20-12:44); the *01ivet discourse (13:1-37).

f.    Passion and resurrection (14:1-16:8)

The Last Supper (14:1-25); agony in Gethsemane (14:26-42); the arrest (14:43—52); Jesus before the Sanhedrin (14:53-72); Jesus before Pilate (15:1-

15); the crucifixion (15:16-41); burial and resurrection (15:42-16:8).

(16:9—20 form a later addition to the Gospel.) The scope of Mark’s Gospel is thus identical with that of the primitive apostolic preaching, be-ginning with John the Baptist and ending with the resurrection (cf. Acts 10:36-43; 13:24-37). Those scholars who maintain that Mark originally ended at 13:37, at least in its ‘first edition’ (e.g. E. Trocme), would say that verses like 9:9 assume the resurrection witness, so that the scope of the Gospel is still the same.

II.    Authorship

This record of our Lord’s ministry, the shortest and simplest of all the Gospels, was traditionally compiled by John Mark of Jerusalem, who at different times was a younger companion of Paul, Barnabas and Peter (* Mark (John)). Other modern guesses have included Philip the evangelist.

a. Evidence of Papias

The earliest Statement about the origin of this Gospel is that given by Papias (preserved in Eusebius, EH 3. 39): ‘Mark, who was the interpreter of Peter, wrote down accurately all that he remem-bered, whether of sayings or doings of Christ, but not in order. For he was neither a hearer nor a companion of the Lord; but afterwards, as I have said, he accompanied Peter, who adapted his in-struction as necessity required, not as though he were making a Compilation of the Lord’s oracles. So then Mark made no mistake when he wrote down thus some things as he remembered them; for he concentrated on this alone—not to omit anything that he had heard, nor to include any false Statement among them.’

Papias’ information (c. ad 140) is amplified a generation or so later in the anti-Marcionite prologue to Mark and in Irenaeus. The anti-Marcionite prologue, only part of which has survived, says that Mark ‘was called “stumpy-fingered” (kolobodaktylos) because his fingers were short in relation to the rest of his body; he was Peter’s Interpreter, and after Peter’s departure he committed his Gospel to writing in the parts of Italy’. Irenaeus (Adv. Haer. 3. 1. 1), after referring to Mark as having been written ‘when Peter and Paul were preaching the gospel in Rome and founding the church there’, adds that ‘after their departure (exodos) Mark, Peter’s disciple, has him-self delivered to us in writing the substance of Peter’s preaching’. Both of these authorities there-fore suggest a date shortly after Peter’s death, though later Fathers Claim, perhaps tendentiously, that it was written in Peter’s lifetime.

b. Influence of Peter

Mark’s Gospel has sometimes been popularly called Peter’s Gospel (to be distinguished from later heretical works with this or similar titles), not only because of the evidence of these 2nd-century writers but also since, even if the hand be Mark’s, the voice is Peter’s voice, to judge from the nature of the incidents, choice of matter, and manner of treatment. It is, however, only fair to say that alternative explanations can be found for all of these (see Nineham and Trocme) taken individually: nevertheless, their cumulative evidence is strong. It may thus be no empty tradition that this is the written record of the preaching of Peter, origin-ally delivered to Christian catechumens, whether at Rome, or in the Gk. East, and reduced to writing either on the death of its oral source or when the death became imminent. This would put the date of the Gospel somewhere in the second half of the Ist Century, perhaps between the death of Peter in ad 65 and the fall of Jerusalem in ad 70, if ch. 13 was written before the fall, as seems most probable (unlike the parallel passages in Matthew and Luke). In any case, to allow use by Matthew and Luke, it could hardly be later than ad 75.

Others have chosen to describe it as the Gospel for the Romans (if it had the influence of the powerful Roman church behind it, then its rapid and apparently universal acceptance would be im-mediately explicable), or the Gospel for the Gen-tiles; but in the first of these identifications they may have been influenced more by the Lat. name borne by Mark, in addition to his Heb. name of John, and by the traditional place of origin of the Gospel, rather than by an examination of the Contents of the book. Luke has more Claim, in every way, to be regarded as the Gentile Gospel; and, while Peter was initially used by God for the con-version of the Gentile Cornelius (Acts 15:7), yet he was universally recognized in the early church as apostle to the circumcision (Gal. 2:8), not apostle to the Gentiles, as was Paul. Thus it is a priori unlikely that Peter’s teaching forms would be initially aimed at, and adapted to, Gentile audiences. In any case, modern scholarship shows increas-ingly the thoroughly Jewish nature of all the Gospels, although it is true that Mark is at pains to explain Jewish words and customs, as though to a Hellenistic Gentile public.


III. Relationship to Matthew and Luke

For over a Century, since Lachmann’s day, the question of the literary relationship of Mark to the other Gospels has attracted the attention of W scholars. Apart from the Gospel of John, which in many ways Stands by itself, it is obvious that some close link exists between the other three, usually called the Synoptic Gospels because, taken to-gether, they present a very similar picture of the ministry and teaching of Christ. Source criticism is the science of investigation of the assumed direct literary dependence of one Gospel upon another, or of both alike upon some third document, either present or hypothetical.

a.    Primacy of Mark's Gospel

Most subsequent Protestant scholars have held firmly, with Lachmann, to the primacy of Mark, considering it to be the earliest of the three Synoptic Gospels, if not in its present form, at least in what might be called an early edition, possibly con-taining only chs. 1-13. Indeed, most modern scholars consider that Mark was the originator of the form of the gospel, a form which became very populär later (Lk. 1:1-3), by his combination of various unconnected sayings and miracles of Jesus, setting them in a framework of his own making. How far this framework is chronological, and how far it is theological, is disputed: and nowadays, some scholars hold that even this framework was traditional within the church. If this were true, Mark would underlie both Matthew and Luke as a Principal source. A second presumed early written source was a mass of non-Marcan matter common to Matthew and Luke; this, when isolated, was de-noted by the Symbol ‘Q’, for German Quelle, ‘source’. Mark and Q were thus two of the earliest Strands in the Gospel tradition, although Matthew and Luke were acknowledged each to have their own peculiar material as well, for which suitable alphabetical Symbols were adopted. Mark, under this System, was considered as a product of the years immediately preceding the fall of Jerusalem in ad 70, and the first Gospel to be written; some of its peculiarities were thus explained, as arising from its ‘primitive’ nature. The danger was that, if Matthew and Luke seemed to deviate from Mark, they would be considered as less reliable, as having controlled their source for some end of their own. But it is more and more apparent that even Mark selected his material from a vastly larger störe (cf. Jn. 21:25) and arranged it with a theological pur-pose (even if it was that of the whole church) so that these strictures are unjustified. All the Evan-gelists stand or fall together, as far as the histor-icity of their material isconcerned.

b.    Primacy of Matthew's Gospel

Roman Catholic scholars for a long time would have none of this, although the Situation is very different nowadays; for them it was an article of faith to believe in the primacy of Matthew, and they argued their case with great ingenuity, although without producing much conviction out-side their own ranks. They could at least argue that the early church believed in the primacy of Matthew—eise why put Mark as the second Gospel? But the principle of arrangement of books within the various sections of the NT is still too little understood to make such a psychological argument valid. Their view, if true, would make

Mark only a secondary authority, and his words would tend to be treated as less weighty than those of Matthew. This is most unlikely: we can see reasons for Matthew’s ‘smoothing-out’ or ‘toning-down’ of Mark, for instance, but no reasons at all for the reverse process taking place. The battle raged; mathematical Symbols multiplied, and ul-timately the multiplication of assumed literary sources led to fragmentation. Instead of Gospels, there were bundles of documents, and scholars were left in a morass of literary agnosticism. Was there a way out? As in Contemporary OT scholarship, the literary hypothesis had broken down under its own weight.

c. Form criticism

Meanwhile, on the flank, a new force had arisen, which would in itself nullify and make meaningless the whole battle. This was form criticism, origin-ated about 1920 by M. Dibelius, followed closely by R. Bultmann. This might be described as the abandonment of the study of the whole in favour of the study of the part, and, in origin, was purely a descriptive and classificatory Science. The various incidents and sayings recorded in Mark (usually called ‘pericopes’, from the Gk. word for ‘Paragraph’) were now examined, and classified by nature and content. So far, so good. This Classification was made from a new angle, had the merit of freshness, and produced some positive and valu-able results. But the next Step was to examine the hypothetical circumstances and practical religious needs of the Community that led to the preserva-tion of each saying; and to make exegesis depend-ent upon hypothetical reconstruction is dangerous. In the case of extreme critics, this meant that the Story was either created or moulded by the needs of the infam church; less extreme scholars would simply say that the story was selected and told with these needs in view. Thus, what had begun as a purely neutral movement ended by passing judg-ments on the historicity of the text of Scripture. In a sense, such a Statement as the last phrase is meaningless to an adherent of this school, for docu-mentary hypotheses have been abandoned in favour of oral tradition, exactly as in Contemporary OT scholarship. It is doubtful, however, whether there is any ultimate difference between considering a particular mass of material as a writ-ten document or as a complex of oral tradition, especially in view of the fixity of oral tradition in the rabbinical world of the Ist Century.

Nevertheless, this stress on form criticism and oral tradition has outdated rather than solved much of the old discussion. Further, it has made the question of the date of Mark’s Gospel un-answerable, if not meaningless. The scholar may tentatively date the Compilation of the tradition in its present literary form, but the origins of Mark lie much farther back, in the oral traditions of the generation of the crucifixion and resurrection. This, of course, has its good side, in that the reader is confronted directly with the recollections of those who had themselves been eyewitnesses of the events (Lk. 1:2). Much work along these lines has been constructive and cautious; and valuable results have emerged. In particular, it appears that many of the traditions used by Mark were ‘church traditions’ rather than ‘individual traditions’: the Stories were already old when he used them, and represent the witness of a church (perhaps the Roman church?) to Christ.

d.    History of tradition

A still more recent study is the attempt to discover by what means the oral tradition reached its present form, by delving further into the pre-literary history of the text. This, by its nature, is even more hypothetical. We can teil what a particular Marcan saying or incident became in Matthew or Luke, and we can suggest tentative reasons: but we have at present no way of getting behind the text of Mark except by guesswork. Ultimately, we must deal with the text that we have: the only Christ that we know is the Christ of the Gospels. To say that this is the Christ of faith is true: to deny that this is the Christ of history is unwar-ranted assumption.

e.    Redaction criticism

Another recent movement concentrates on the contribution of the Evangelists themselves (redac-tion criticism). In the case of Mark’s Gospel, this leads to an examination of Mark as a theologian. There is no doubt that the Evangelist has been se-lective in his use of material, but caution is needed to avoid the impression that he has imposed on it his own type of theology.

f.    Liturgical approach

There has been an increasing tendency (probably representing the spirit of the times rather than any new discovery) to explain not only Matthew but also Mark as a ‘church Gospel’, and to see, for instance, his passion narrative as written around the ‘holy week’ observance of the primitive church. Sometimes this goes along with the belief that even the Order of the Gospel may be linked with a primitive liturgiccalendar. This, however, while not objectionable, seems too sophisticated for so early, especially outside Jerusalem: it sometimes goes along with the view that Mark was written by a 1 st-century ‘angry young man’ to combat certain ec-clesiological and un-missionary views in the early church. This again seems too modern a concept: young men did not act in that way in those days. In any case, Mark does not give the impression of being a brilliant individualist, but of a hum-drum church member, faithfully reproducing the common tradition, whether in a liturgical context or not.

g.    Recent discoveries

As against this swing towards oral tradition, a reaction in favour of early written documents as sources has been helped by the discovery in Egypt, during the last generation, of several early Gk. papyri containing portions of both canonical and uncanonical Gospels. By their early date, these have pushed back the emergence of written Gospels, in the modern sense of the word, to at least the end of the Ist Christian Century. These finds, important as they are, have been over-shadowed by the discovery in 1947 and the follow-ing years, in caves near Qumran, in the territory of Jordan, of Caches of manuscripts in Heb., Aram. and Gk. These *Dead Sea Scrolls are largely of pre-Christian date, apparently the property of a semi-monastic community of Jew-ish sectaries. The very existence of these manuscripts proves that there is no a priori evidence against the existence of lst-century Christian documents, Gk. or Aram., as sources of the Gospels, particularly collections of ‘Messianic proph-ecies’, or ‘testimonies’.

h. Aramaic influences

Further, the discovery of such Sem. documents has raised again the issue, already live for half a Century, as to whether Gk. or Aram. was the original language of the sources of the Gospels, and, in this instance, of Mark’s Gospel. In the light of form criticism, this may well be a ‘non-question’: it all depends on what stage of the tradition we desig-nate as ‘sources’ of the Gospel, since, the further back we go, the more likely they are to be in Aram., particularly in Galilee. This leads to the further question, as to how far the Gk. of Mark is not only koine Gk., the lingua franca of the lst-century Roman Mediterranean (* Language of the New Testament), but actually Translation Greek’. The many Semitisms in Mark would thus be due, not only to OT reminiscences, nor to influence by the Translation Greek’ of the Septuagint, the Gk. OT, nor even to Semitic speech-patterns persisting in the language of a Palestinian Jew (Mark’s local knowledge can hardly be explained otherwise) even if he habitually spoke Gk. in later years at least, but directly to Aram. Originals lying before the Evangelist. Indeed, to scholars pursuing this line, many difficult verses in Mark have appeared either as misunderstandings or mistranslations of a lost Aram. original, whether written or spoken. It ap-pears certain that Aram. was the mother-tongue of the Lord and his apostles, to judge from the fossil-ized Aram. words and phrases that appear even in Gk. dress (cf. Mk. 5:41; 7:34; 15:34). While C. C. Torrey’s theory of entirely translated Gospels has not generally commended itself to scholars, as being too extreme and involving too many forced arguments, yet few would deny the importance of the underlying Aram. substratum in every Gospel, and the value of considering Aram. vocabulary or idiom when the Gk. text presents difficulties. Recent and more cautious approaches in English have been made, especially by Matthew Black. There is traditional support for some such transla-tion process in the evidence of Papias, preserved in Eusebius; but when he says that Mark was the ‘interpreter’ of Peter, he can hardly mean simply that Mark turned Peter’s Aram. preaching into Gk. The Latinisms of Mark may support a Roman origin for the work: on the other hand, they may simpily show the vulgär Gk. of the E part of the empire. In any case, they are not as significant as his Semitisms.

IV. Special characteristics

Basically, Mark is the most blunt and clipped of the Gospels; Matthew contains much of specific-ally Jewish interest nowhere to be found in Mark, and Luke has much of a ‘medical’ or of a ‘human’ interest not found in Mark, as for example the three famous parables of Luke 15. The abrupt ending of Mark is a problem in itself, although it is probably to be seen as a textual rather than a theo-logical problem. The various alternatives put for-ward by the manuscripts suggest that the original ended abruptly at the same place, whether by acci-dent or by design: this last is hard to believe. It will be objected that the above is a purely negative def-inition of Mark’s nature and contents. Indeed, this was precisely why, in the heyday of source criticism, Mark was seen as the earliest and most primitive of the Gospels, and as a source for both the other Synoptists. But if all documentary sources alike disappear in a weiter of oral tradition, what then? The basic Observation as to the nature and style of Mark still holds good. Nor is this a purely subjective impression on the part of the 20th Century; Papias of Hierapolis shows that the problem was feit equally keenly in the 2nd Century. If Mark knew more facts about the Lord, why did he not recount them? Why does he omit so much that the other Evangelists record? Why, on the other hand, are his narratives commonly more detailed and more vivid than parallel accounts in the other Gospels? In addition, Mark appears on first sight to be constructed on a chronological framework of the Lord’s life and thus to approach a ‘biography’ in the Hellenistic and modern sense of the word (although Mark himself warns us that it is a ‘gospel’, not a ‘biography’, Mk. 1:1). But is Mark so constructed? and, if not, is there any dis-cernible principle of arrangement? In earlier days attempts were made to fit the other Gospels willy-nilly into Mark’s assumed chronological framework. But this proved impossible, although Matthew and Luke do, broadly speaking, follow the same outline, and weave their own material into it—perhaps for the sake of convenience, or perhaps because the framework was already generally known and accepted.

Perhaps the answer is to be found in the cautious use of the new understanding of the nature and importance of oral tradition as underlying the present Gospel of Mark. For it is a plain fact that constant oral repetition leads not to diversity but to uniformity, especially when such repetition is by unimaginative and elderly teachers, whose aim is not to entertain but to instruct catechumens within the context of the church. Stories are not ramified but simplified, if told with a purely didactic end in view; events are boiled down to their bare bones. Variant Stories do not grow from one original in such a tradition; if anything, the tendency is to assimilate original variants, all unconsciously. Scholars have not always recognized this, because they have too often considered the earliest Custodians of Christian tradition in the light of Professional story-tellers, Arabic, Celtic or Scandina-vian, according to the culture-pattern the scholars already knew. The aged Sunday-school teacher in a country church might be a closer parallel, for with his continual practice of ‘extempore prayer’ he tends to become in such circumstances quasi-liturgical, and fixed in form. Seen in this light, Mark is not the most primitive and least developed of the Gospels. The second Gospel is not a bare recital of facts, to which other writers have added flowery details, as imagination prompted them. Rather, Mark is the most developed of the Gospels in the sense that it is threadbare with use, pared of all but significant fact, the record of teaching forms that have stood the test of time. After all, that is exactly what Papias said.

This does not say anything about the actual date of the writing of Mark in its present form; it is merely the empirical Observation that it bears, more clearly than any other Gospel, the marks of being a virtual lst-century Teachers’ Handbook, a summary of facts, with all save what was deemed significant ruthlessly pruned. By contrast, Luke was specifically composed de novo as a written document, in the face of other existing written documents (Lk. 1:1-4), and in deliberate and pointed contrast to such disconnected instruction as Mark records. Luke, in fact, had Claims to be regarded as a work of literature, as had Acts (Acts 1:1); Mark had none. He was not, in all probability, a well-educated man like Luke or Paul, and this may well account for some of the honest uncouth-ness of his Gospel. But his hearers were not well-educated men either, and his purpose was not to attain to literary excellence, but to communicate the truth. Even Matthew and John bear marks of careful arrangement, although on varying prin-ciples; but, for such matters as Mark contains, the principle of arrangement seems to be largely mne-monic. Stories and sayings are linked by keywords or similarity of subject rather than by strict chronological sequence. Where the Order of inci-dent varies, as against that given in Matthew and Luke, it is sometimes demonstrably because a different keyword or link is used.

All this would fit perfectly with the above sketch of the origin and nature of Mark, and when it is found to accord exactly with the earliest traditions about the Gospel the case becomes even stronger. For Papias, our oldest witness, in the extract quoted above, appears to be defending Mark against exactly the charges which a modern scholar might bring against him—omission of significant detail and lack of chronological arrangement. The defence is seen to lie in the very nature of the Gospel, which, says Papias, is but a permanent record of the teaching of Peter, thus preserved for posterity at a time when its primary source was passing away. Careful chronological order and full cataloguing of fact, says Papias, are not to be found in Peter because they were not his aim, which was purely practical and instructional; it is unfair to blame any man for failure to achieve something foreign to his purpose. If all this be so, Mark is absolved, along with Peter, and the reasons for many other aspects of his Gospel become apparent at once. (* Gospels.)
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MARK (JOHN). Traditional author of the second Gospel, apparently a Jew and a native of Jerusalem. His Heb. name was the OT yöhänän, ‘Yahweh has shown grace’ (cf. 2 Ki. 25:23, etc.), shortened in English to the familiär ‘John’. The reason for his adopted Lat. name of ‘Marcus’ is uncertain; sometimes Jewish families that had been captured as slaves in war, and later freed, took, as ‘freedmen’, the name of the Roman family to which they had been enslaved; but this is unlikely in his case, the more so as Marcus is a praenomen, not a family name. It was not uncommon for lst-century Jews to bear a Gk. or Rom. name in addition to their Heb. name, ‘in religion’; see Acts 1:23 for another such ‘surname’, again Lat. and not Gk. in origin. The same phenomenon is common among Jews today. If his early nickname of kolobodaktylos, ‘stumpy-fingered’, is a genuine tradition (see the anti-Marcionite prologue to Mark, dating from the later 2nd Century, which is the earliest evidence for it), then it may refer either to a physical peculiarity on the part of the author or to some stränge styl-istic features of the Gospel which have puzzled critics of all ages. It may, however, be only a late conjecture, due to the confusion of ‘Marcus’ with the Lat. adjective mancus, ‘maimed’.

Scripture gives some very clear evidence about his family, and there are also several conjectures of varying degrees of probability. His mother, named Mary, was related to Barnabas (Col. 4:10), the wealthy Levite from Cyprus, who was a landowner (Acts 4:36) and, whatever his country of origin, was a resident of Jerusalem in the days of the opening chapters of Acts. Mary herseif appears to have been a woman of wealth and position, as well as a Christian; certainly her house was large enough to house a number of people, boasted at least one maidservant and was used as a meeting-place by the apostolic church even in time of per-secution (Acts 12:12). It is significant that Peter, released from prison, has no doubt as to where he will find the Christians gathered. John Mark’s father is nowhere mentioned in Scripture, and, from the fact that the house of Acts 12:12 is called Mary’s, it has been inferred, probably correctly, that he was dead by that date, and Mary a widow. To John Mark himself there is no certain early ref-erence, although the youngman of Mk. 14:51, who saved himself by ignominious flight, is usually taken to be Mark. (Was he sleeping in a hut on the family property, guarding the fruit?) It would be neither safe nor customary for an author to men-tion his own name in such circumstances (cf Jn. 21:24 for similar deliberate anonymity). Less likely, as partly dependent on the above tentative identifi-cation, is the theory that the Last Supper of Mk. 14 actually took place in John Mark’s house; the shadowy ‘goodman of the house’ of v. 14 would thus be John Mark’s father, still alive then, although dead before the date of Acts 12:12.

John Mark apparently remained at home until brought to Antioch by Barnabas and Paul, who were returning from a relief mission to Jerusalem (Acts 12:25). When the two departed to Cyprus on the first missionary journey some time later he ac-companied them, as travelling companion and at-tendant on the two older men (Acts 13:5). When, however, the party reached Perga, on the mainland of Asia Minor, John Mark left them, and returned to Jerusalem (Acts 13:13), while Barnabas and Paul continued alone. Paul apparently regarded this as desertion, and thus, when Barnabas sug-gested Mark as a travelling companion for the second journey, he refused point-blank (Acts 15:38). With both men, the attitude towards John Mark was no whim, but a point of principle (cf. Acts 9:27 and 11:25 for the character of Barnabas), so a Separation was inevitable, Barnabas taking Mark back to Cyprus with him, and Paul taking Silas instead.

After that, Mark is lost to view in Acts, but appears spasmodically in the Epistles. By the date of Col. 4:10 he is in the Company of Paul the prisoner, presumably at Rome; Paul is apparently intending to send him on a mission to Colossae, so that he must have forgiven and forgotten the past. Phm. 24 also mentions him among the same apostolic group, which includes Luke. By the time of writing 2 Tim. 4:11 Mark is now away with Timothy, but there has been no rift; presumably this means that Paul had sent Mark on the mission to Asia Minor envisaged above, if Timothy was indeed in Ephesus.

In the Petrine correspondence there is one sig-nificant mention, in 1 Pet. 5:13, where the wording shows the ‘paternal’ relationship existing between the older and younger disciples. If, as is probable, ‘Babylon’ in this verse Stands for ‘Rome’, then the tradition of the Roman origins of Mark’s Gospel may well be true. The tradition that Mark later founded the church of Alexandria (Eusebius, EH

2. 16) lacks support. As ‘Mark’ was the common-est of all Roman names, some have argued that the biblical references concern more than one person. But, in such cases, the Bible differentiates (e.g. Jn. 14:22), so we may reject the objection. For Bibli-ography, see * Mark, Gospel of.    a.c.

MARKET, MARKET-PLACE. In the OT this translates Heb. ma'“räb, ‘merchandise’, in Ezk. 27:13, 17, 19, 25. In Is. 23:3 the Word is sähär, ‘em-porium’ (of Tyre). Both describe the trading centre of an E town.

In the NT the word used is agora, ‘place of as-sembly’, the chief place not only of trade but of public resort, often ornamented with statues and colonnades. Here the sick were brought (Mk. 6:56), children played games (Mt. 11:16; Lk. 7:32) and idlers waited to hire out their Services (Mt. 20:3; cf. Acts 17:5, agoraioi, ‘of the rabble’). In the market-places greetings were exchanged, according to social rank, and this the Pharisees particularly loved (Mt. 23:7; Mk. 12:38; Lk. 11:43; 20:46), but they were careful to remove any defilement (Mk. 7:4). Here also in Gentile towns preliminary trial hearings were held (Acts 16:19; cf. 19:38ff.) and philosophical or religious discussions took place, e.g. Paul in Athens (Acts 17:17-18). For an ancient description of this agora, cf. Pausanias 1.2-17; for its modern excavation, Am. Sch. Class. Studs., The Athenian Agora, 1962.    b.f.h.

MARKS. The variety of ‘marks’ mentioned in the Bible is reflected in the number of different Heb. and Gk. words which are used to describe them.

1.    The various verbal forms which occur corres-pond to our Eng. verb ‘to mark’ in the sense of ‘to consider’ (Ps. 48:13), ‘pay attention to’ (Ps. 37:37), ‘scrutinize with fixed gaze’ (1 Sa. 1:12), ‘observe closely’ (Lk. 14:7), etc. With the meaning of ‘to make a mark’, Isaiah refers to the carpenter who draws a line with pencil and compasses (44:13), while Jeremiah speaks of Judah’s sins being indel-ibly marked like a stain on cloth which neither lye nor soap can eradicate (2:22).

2.    The first arresting use of ‘mark’ as a noun is found in Gn. 4:15. Here it is a translation of Heb. or, which describes the mark on Cain’s forehead. In the OT or usually means ‘sign’, but it signifies also ‘omens’ (1 Sa. 10:7, 9), ‘symbols’ (Is. 8:18), ‘miracles’ (Ex. 7:3). However, underlying many of these different uses is the common idea of ‘pledge’, as, e.g, of good (Ps. 86:17), of God’s presence (Ex. 4:8f), and of covenant (Gn. 9:12-13, 17). Hence Ör, when used with reference to the mark on Cain’s brow, should be understood in terms of a sign, a pledge or token, of the Lord’s protection which would shield him from retribution. If this is cor-rect, then or might signify a token of some kind of covenant by which God promises to protect Cain (Gn. 4:15).

3.    ‘Mark’ in the sense of ‘target’ is a rendering of the Heb. mattära (1 Sa. 20:20). Job complains that God has made him a target at which he shoots his arrows (16:12; cf. La 3:12).

4.    In Ezk. 9:4, 6, the Heb. word täw is rendered ‘mark’ in the sense of ‘sign’. This is the mark which is placed on the forehead of the righteous, and was an attestation that those who bore the sign were the Lord’s people (cf. Jb. 31:35, rv, where täw is rendered ‘signature’), were distinguished from idol-aters, and were therefore exempt from judgment because of the Lord’s protection (cf Ex. 12:22f). Here ‘mark’ might have the meaning ‘seal’ (cf. Rev 7:3; 14:1; 22:4).

5.    Another word which is rendered ‘mark’ occurs only once in the Bible: qa'aqa\ Its etymol-ogy is obscure, but in Lv. 19:28 it probably refers to tattoo marks which, along with ‘cuttings in your flesh’ (i.e. ‘incisions’ or ‘lacerations’), the Israelites were forbidden to make. The prohibition probably points to their having pagan and magical associations.

6.    In the well-known Pauline metaphor of ‘press-ing towards the mark’ (skopos) in order to win the prize (Phil. 3:14, av) ‘mark’ signifies the ‘goal’ (rsv). The apostle here uses the language of the chariot races to describe the intensity with which he concentrates on winning the crown—the honour of being called by God in Christ.

7.    The next Gk. word rendered ‘mark’ is one that has entered the Eng. language without undergoing any alteration, Stigma. Like skopos, it occurs only once (Gal. 6:17). The root means ‘to prick’, but probably Paul uses it in the sense of tattoo- or brand-marks with which slave-owners stamped their slaves for identification purposes. Paul was proud of being Christ’s bondslave (cf. Rom. 1:1, Rvmg ); for him no Stigma attached to Christ’s brand-marks with which he had been branded (Gal. 6:17) in the course of his Christian ministry (2 Cor. 11:23-27).

8.    The last word, charagma (Rev. 13:16), is rem-

iniscent of Heb. täw in Ezk. 9:4, 6, but the circum-stances are reversed. In Rev. 13:16 it is ‘the mark of the beast’, and is borne by the followers of Antichrist, who is the embodiment of apostasy. Whether a literal or a moral designation, this ‘mark’ may have stood for a travesty of God’s ‘seal’ upon the Christians.    j.g.s.s.t.

MARRIAGE. Marriage is the state in which men and women can live together in sexual relationship with the approval of their social group. Adultery and fornication are sexual relationships that soci-ety does not recognize as constituting marriage. This definition is necessary to show that in the OT polygamy is not sexually immoral, since it consti-tutes a recognized married state; though it is gen-erally shown to be inexpedient.

I. The Status of marriage

Marriage is regarded as normal, and there is no word for ‘bachelor’ in the OT. The record of the creation of Eve (Gn. 2:18-24) indicates the unique relationship of husband and wife, and serves as a picture of the relationship between God and his people (Je. 3; Ezk. 16; Ho. 1-3) and between Christ and his church (Eph. 5:22-33). Jeremiah’s call to remain unmarried (Je. 16:2) is a unique prophetic sign, but in the NT it is recognized that for specific purposes celibacy can be God’s call to Christians (Mt. 19:10-12; 1 Cor. 7:7-9), although marriage and family life are the normal calling (Jn. 2:1-11; Eph. 5:22-6:4; 1 Tim. 3:2; 4:3; 5:14).

Monogamy is implicit in the story of Adam and Eve, since God created only one wife for Adam. Yet polygamy is adopted from the time of Lamech (Gn. 4:19), and is not forbidden in Scripture. It would seem that God left it to man to discover by experience that his original Institution of monogamy was the proper relationship. It is shown that polygamy brings trouble, and often results in sin, e.g. Abraham (Gn. 21); Gideon (Jdg. 8:29-9:57); David (2 Sa. 11; 13); Solomon (1 Ki. 11:1-8). In view of oriental customs Heb. kings are warned against it (Dt. 17:17). Family jealousies arise from it, as with Elkanah’s two wives, one of whom is an adversary to the other (1 Sa. 1:6; cf. Lv. 18:18). It is difficult to know how far polygamy was practised, but on economic grounds it is probable that it was found more among the well-to-do than among the ordinary people. Herod the Great had nine wives at one time (Jos., Ant. 17. 19). Polygamy continues to the present day among Jews in Muslim countries.

When polygamy was practised the Status and relationship of the wives can be gathered both from the narratives and the law. It was natural that the husband would be drawn to one rather than an-other. Thus Jacob, who was tricked into polygamy, loved Rachel more than Leah (Gn. 29). Elkanah preferred Hannah in spite of her childlessness (1 Sa. 1:1-8). In Dt. 21:15-17 it is admitted that the husband may love one wife and hate the other.

Since children were important to carry on the family name, a childless wife might allow her husband to have children by her slave. This was legal in civilized Mesopotamia (e.g. the Code of Ham-murapi, §§ 144-147), and was practised by Sarah and Abraham (Gn. 16) and Rachel and Jacob (Gn. 30:1-8), though Jacob went farther and accepted Leah’s maid also, even though Leah had already borne him children (Gn. 30:9). In these cases the rights of the wife are safe-guarded; it is she who gives her maid to her husband for a specific occa-sion. It is difficult to give a name to the Status of the maid in such a relationship; she is a secondary, rather than a second, wife, though, if the husband continued to have relations with her, she would have the position of concubine. This is perhaps why Bilhah is called Jacob’s concubine in Gn. 35:22, while Hagar is not classed with Abraham’s concubines in Gn. 25:6.

Wives would normally be chosen from among the Hebrews (e.g. Ne. 13:23-28). Betrothal and marriage would then follow a normal pattem (see below). Sometimes they were bought as Heb. slaves (Ex. 21:7-11; Ne. 5:5). It is commonly asserted that the master of a household had sexual rights over all his female slaves. No doubt there were flagrant examples of such promiscuity, but the Bible says nothing about them. It is noteworthy that Ex. 21:7-11 and Dt. 15:12 distinguish between an ordinary female slave, who is to be released after 7 years, and one who has been deliberately taken as a wife, or concubine, and who cannot Claim her re-lease automatically. Since her rights are here estab-lished by law, the head of the house or his son must have gone through some ceremony, however simple, of which the law can take cognizance. In speaking of her rights this passage does not make them depend upon her word against the word of the head of the house, nor even upon her having borne him or his son a child. It is difficult to say what her Status was. No doubt it varied according to whether she was the first, second, or only ‘wife’ of the householder. Where she was given to the son of the house, she might well have full Status as his wife. The fact is that this law, as the context shows, deals with her rights as a slave and not primarily as a wife.

Wives might also be taken from among captives after a war, provided that they were not Palestin-ians (Dt. 20:14-18). Some writers regard these captives as concubines, but the regulations of Dt. 21:10-14 regard them as normal wives.

There is no law dealing with concubines, and we do net know what rights they had. Obviously they had an inferior position to the wives, but their children could inherit at their father’s discretion (Gn. 25:6). Judges records the rise to power of Abimelech, the son of Gideon’s concubine (Jdg. 8:31-9:57), and also teils the tragic story of the Levite and his concubine (Jdg. 19). The impression given by 19:2-4 is that this concubine was free to leave her ‘husband’, and that the man relied on persuasion to bring her home. David and Solomon copied oriental monarchs in taking many wives and concubines (2 Sa. 5:13; 1 Kl 11:3; Ct. 6:8-9). In the last two passages it seems that the concubines were drawn from a lower dass of the population.

In normal marriages the wife came to the hus-band’s home. There is, however, another form of marriage in Jdg. 14-15. This is practised among the Philistines, and there is no record of it among the Israelites. Here Samson’s wife remains at her father’s home, and Samson visits her. It might be argued that Samson had intended to take her home after the wedding, but went off alone in a rage after the trick that she had played on him. Yet she is still at her father’s house in 15:1, even though in the meantime she has been married to a Philistine.

II. Marriage customs

The marriage customs of the Bible centre in the two events of betrothal and wedding.

a. Betrothal

In the Near East betrothal (Talmudic 'entsin and qiddüsin) is almost as binding as marriage itself. In the Bible the betrothed woman was sometimes called ‘wife’ and was under the same Obligation of faithfulness (Gn. 29:21; Dt. 22:23-24; Mt. 1:18,

20), and the betrothed man was called ‘husband’ (Joel 1:8; Mt. 1:19). The Bible does not legislate for broken betrothals, but the Code of Hammurapi (§§ 159-160) stipulated that if the future husband broke the engagement the bride’s father retained the bride-gift; while if the father changed his mind he repaid double the amount of the gift (see also the Law Codes of Lipit-Ishtar, 29, and Eshnunna,

25), Presumably there was some formal declar-ation, but the amount of Publicity would depend on the bridegroom. Thus Joseph wished to dissolve the betrothal to Mary as quietly as possible (Mt. 1:19).

God’s love and faithfulness towards his people are pictured in terms of a betrothal in Ho. 2:19-20. The betrothal included the following Steps:

(i) Choice of a spouse. Usually the parents of a young man chose his wife and arranged for the marriage, as Hagar did for Ishmael (Gn. 21:21) and Judah for Er (Gn. 38:6). Sometimes the young man did the choosing, and his parents the negotiating, as in the case of Shechem (Gn. 34:4, 8) and Samson (Jdg. 14:2). Rarely did a man marry against the wish of his parents, as did Esau (Gn. 26:34-35). The girl was sometimes asked whether she consented, as in the case of Rebekah (Gn. 24:58). Occasionally the girl’s parents chose a likely man to be her husband, as did Naomi (Ru. 3:1-2) and Saul (1 Sa. 18:21).

(ii) Exchange of gifls. Three types of gifts are associated with betrothal in the Bible: 1. The möhar, translated ‘marriage present’ in rsv and ‘dowry’ in av (Gn. 34:12, for Dinah; Ex. 22:17, for a seduced maiden; 1 Sa. 18:25, for Michal). The möhar is implied but not so named in such pas-sages as Gn. 24:53, for Rebekah; 29:18, the 7 years’ Service performed by Jacob for Rachel. Moses’ keeping of the sheep for his father-in-law may be interpreted in the same way (Ex. 3:1). This was a compensation gift from the bridegroom to the family of the bride, and it sealed the covenant and bound the two families together. Some scholars have considered the möhar to be the price of the bride, but a wife was not bought like a slave. 2. The dowry. This was a gift to the bride or the groom from her father, sometimes consisting of servants (Gn. 24:59, 61, to Rebekah; 29:24, to Leah) or land (Jdg. 1:15, to Achsah; 1 Ki. 9:16, to Pharaoh’s daughter, the wife of Solomon), or other property (Tobit 8:21, to Tobias). 3. The bridegroom’s gift to the bride was sometimes jewellery and clothes, as those brought to Rebekah (Gn. 24:53). Biblical ex-amples of oral contracts are Jacob’s offer of 7 years’ Service to Laban (Gn. 29:18) and Shechem’s promise of gifts to the family of Dinah (Gn. 34:12). In TB a contract of betrothal is called s'tar qiddüsin (Moed Katan 18b) or s'tar ’erüsin (Kid-dushin 9a). In the Near East today the contribu-tions of each family are fixed in a written engage-ment contract.

h Wedding ceremonies

An important feature of many of these ceremonies was the public acknowledgment of the marital re-lationship. It is to be understood that not all of the following steps were taken at all weddings.

(i)    Garments of bride and groom. The bride sometimes wore embroidered garments (Ps. 45:13-14), jeweis (Is. 61:10), a special girdle or ‘attire’ (Je. 2:32) and a veil (Gn. 24:65). Among the adorn-ments of the groom might be a garland (Is. 61:10). Eph. 5:27; Rev. 19:8; 21:2 refer figuratively to the white garments of the church as the Bride of Christ.

(ii)    Bridesmaids and friends. Ps. 45:14 speaks of bridesmaids for a royal bride, and we assume that lesser brides had their bridesmaids also. Certainly the bridegroom had his group of companions (Jdg. 14:11). One of these corresponded to the best man at our weddings, and is called ‘companion’ in Jdg. 14:20; 15:2, and ‘the friend of the bridegroom’ in Jn. 3:29. He may be the same as ‘the Steward (av ‘governor’) of the feast’ in Jn. 2:8-9.

(iii)    The procession. In the evening of the day fixed for the marriage the bridegroom and his friends went in procession to the bride’s house. The wedding supper could be held there: sometimes circumstances compelled this (Gn. 29:22; Jdg. 14), but it may have been fairly common, since the par-able of the Ten Virgins in Mt. 25:1-13 is most easily interpreted of the bridegroom going to the bride’s house for the supper. One would, however, expect that more usually the bridegroom escorted the bride back to his own or his parents' home for the supper, though the only references to this in Scripture are in Ps. 45:141.; Mt. 22:1-14 (royal weddings), and probably in Jn. 2:9f.

The procession might be accompanied by sing-ing, music and dancing (Je. 7:34; 1 Macc. 9:39), and by lamps if at night (Mt. 25:7).

(iv)    The marriage feast. This was usually held at the house of the groom (Mt. 22:1-10; Jn. 2:9) and often at night (Mt. 22:13; 25:6). Many relatives and friends attended; so the wine might well run out (Jn. 2:3). A Steward or friend supervised the feast (Jn. 2:9-10). To refuse an invitation to the wedding feast was an insult (Mt. 22:7). The guests were ex-pected to wear festive clothes (Mt. 22:11-12). In special circumstances the feast could be held in the bride’s home (Gn. 29:22; Tobit 8:19) The glorious gathering of Christ and his saints in heaven is figuratively called ‘the marriage supper of the Lamb’ (Rev. 19:9).

(v)    Covering the bride. In two cases in the OT (Ru. 3:9; Ezk. 16:8) the man covers the woman with his skirt, perhaps a sign that he takes her under his protection. D. R. Mace follows J. L. Burckhardt (Notes on the Bedouin, 1830, p. 264) in saying that in Arab weddings this is done by one of the bridegroom’s relations. J. Eisler, in Weltenmantel und Himmelszelt, 1910, says that among the bedouin the bridegroom covers the bride with a special cloak, using the words, ‘From now on. nobody but myself shall cover thee.’ The Bible references suggest that the second custom was followed.

(vi)    Blessing. Parents and friends blessed the couple and wished them well (Gn. 24:60; Ru. 4:11; Tobit 7:13).

(vii)    Covenant. Another religious element was the covenant of faithfulness which is implied in Pr 2:17; Ezk. 16:8; Mal. 2:14. According to Tobit 7:14, the father of the bride drew up a written marriage contract, which in the Mishnah is called tdlüba.

(viii)    Bridechamber. A nuptial chamber was spe-cially prepared (Tobit 7:16). The Heb. name for this room is hitppä (Ps. 19:5; Joel 2:16), originally a canopy or tent, and the Gk. word is nymphön (Mk. 2:19). The word huppä is still used among Jews today of the canopy under which the bride and bridegroom sit or stand during the wedding ceremony.

(ix)    Consummation. The bride and groom were escorted to this room, often by the parents (Gn. 29:23; Tobit 7:16-17; 8:1). Before coming together, for which the Heb. uses the idiom ‘to know’, prayer was offered by husband and wife (Tobit 8:4).

(x)    Proof of virginity. A blood-stained cloth or chemise was exhibited as a proof of the bride’s virginity (Dt. 22:13-21). This custom continues in some places in the Near East.

(xi)    Feslivities. The wedding festivities continued for a week (Gn. 29:27, Jacob and Leah) or sometimes 2 weeks (Tobit 8:20, Tobias and Sarah). These celebrations were marked by music (Pss. 45; 78:63) and by joking like Samson’s riddles (Jdg. 14:12-18). Some interpret Canticles in the light of a custom among Syrian peasants of calling the groom and bride ‘king’ and ‘queen’ during the festivities after the wedding and of praising them with songs.

III. Forbidden degrees of marriage

These are listed in Lv. 18 in detail, and less fully in

Lv. 20:17-21; Dt. 27:20-23. They are analysed in detail by David Mace, Hebrew Marriage, pp. 152f. We presume that the ban held good both for a second wife during the first wife’s lifetime and for any subsequent marriage after the wife’s death, except for marriage with the wife’s sister: for Lv. 18:18, in saying that the wife’s sister may not be married during the wife’s lifetime, implies that she may be married after the wife is dead.

Abraham (Gn. 20:12) and Jacob (Gn. 29:21-30) married within degrees of relationship that were later forbidden. The scandal in the church at Cor-inth (1 Cor. 5:1) may have been marriage of a stepmother after the father’s death, but, since the woman is called ‘his father’s wife’ (not widow), and the act is called fornication, it is more likely to be a case of immoral relationship with the man’s young second wife.

IV. The levirate law

The name is derived from Lat. levir, meaning ‘hus-band’s brother’. When a married man died without a child his brother was expected to take his wife. Children of the marriage counted as children of the first husband. This custom is found among other peoples besides the Hebrews.

The custom is assumed in the story of Onan in Gn. 38:8-10. Onan took his brother’s wife, but refused to have a child by her, because ‘the seed should not be his’ (v. 9), and his own children would not have the primary inheritance. This verse does not pass any judgment on birth control as such.

Dt. 25:5-10 States the law as applying to breth-ren who dwell together, but allows the brother the Option of refusing.

The book of Ruth shows that the custom ex-tended farther than the husband’s brother. Here an unnamed kinsman has the primary duty, and only when he refuses does Boaz marry Ruth. A further extension of the custom here is that it is Ruth, and not Naomi, who marries Boaz, presumably because Naomi was too old to bear a child. The child is called ‘a son to Naomi’ (4:17).

The levirate law did not apply if daughters had been born, and regulations for the inheritance of daughters are given to the daughters of Zelophe-had in Nu. 27:1 — 11. It might seem stränge that vv. 9-11 seem to ignore, or even contradict, the levirate law. It could be argued that Dt. 25:5-10 had not yet been promulgated. On the other hand, when a law arises out of a specific occasion one must know the exact circumstances in Order to judge what the law professes to cover. There would be no contradiction of the levirate law if Zelophehad’s wife had died before he did, and the law here confines itself to similar cases. Nu. 27:8-11 would operate when there were daughters only, or when a childless wife had predeceased her husband, or when the late husband’s brother refused to take the childless widow, or when the wife remained childless after the brother had married her.

In Lv. 18:16; 20:21 a man is forbidden to marry his brother’s wife. In the light of the levirate law this clearly means that he may not take her as his own wife, whether she has been divorced during her husband’s lifetime or has been left with or without children at her husband’s death. John the Baptist rebuked Herod Antipas for marrying the wife of his brother Herod Philip (Mt. 14:3-4); Herod Philip was still alive.

In the NT the levirate law is used by the Sad-ducees to pose a problem about the resurrection (Mt. 22:23fr.).

V. Divorce

a.    In the Old Testament

In Mt. 19:8 Jesus says that Moses ‘allowed’ divorce because of the hardness of the people’s hearts. This means that Moses did not command divorce, but regulated an existing practice, and the form of the law in Dt. 24:1-4 is best understood in this sense. av and rv imply a command in the second half of v. 1, but the rsv follows Keil, Delitzsch, S. R. Driver and lxx, in making the ‘if of the prot-asis extend to the end of v. 3, so that v. 4 contains the actual regulation. On any translation we gather from this section that divorce was practised, that a form of contract was given to the wife, and that she was then free to remarry.

The grounds of divorce here are referred to in such general terms that no precise Interpretation can be given. The husband finds ‘some unclean-ness’ in his wife. The Heb. words, 'erwat_ däbär (lit-erally, ‘nakedness of a thing’), occur elsewhere only as a phrase in Dt. 23:14. Shortly before the time of Christ the school of Shammai interpreted it of un-faithfulness only, while the school of Hille! ex-tended it to anything unpleasing to the husband. We must remember that Moses is not here profess-ing to state the grounds of divorce, but accepting it as an existing fact.

There are two situations in which divorce is forbidden: when a man has falsely accused his wife of pre-marital unfaithfulness (Dt. 22:13-19); and when a man has had relations with a girl, and her father has compelled him to marry her (Dt. 22:28-29; Ex. 22:16-17).

On two exceptional occasions divorce was in-sisted on. These were when the returned exiles had married pagan wives (Ezr. 9-10 and probably Ne. 13:23ff., although divorce is implied here, rather than stated). In Mal. 2:10-16 some had put away their Jewish wives so as to marry pagans.

b.    In the New Testament

In comparing the words of Jesus in Mt. 5:32; 19:3-12; Mk. 10:2-12; Lk. 16:18, we find that he brands divorce and remarriage as adultery, but does not say that man cannot put asunder what God has joined together. In both passages in Matthew fornication (rsv ‘unchastity’) is given as the sole ground on which a man may put away his wife, whereas there is no such qualification in Mark and Luke. Fornication is commonly taken as here being equivalent to adultery, similarly, the conduct of the nation as Yahweh’s wife is branded both as adultery (Je. 3:8; Ezk. 23:45) and as fornication (Je. 3:2-3; Ezk. 23:43); in Ecclus. 23:23 an unfaithful wife is said to have committed adultery in fornication (cf. also 1 Cor. 7:2 where ‘immorality’ is Gk. ‘fornication’).

The reason for the omission of the exceptive clause in Mark and Luke could be that no Jew, Roman or Greek ever doubted that adultery con-stituted grounds for divorce, and the Evangelists took it for granted. Similarly, Paul in Rom. 7:1—3, referring to Jewish and Rom. law, ignores the pos-sibility of divorce for adultery which both these laws provided.

Other theories have been held about the meaning of Christ’s words. Some refer fornication to pre-marital unfaithfulness, which the husband discovers after marriage. Others have suggested that the parties discover that they have married within the prohibited degrees of relationship, a thing which must have happened too rarely for it to be the subject of a special exception in Christ’s words. Roman Catholics hold that the words sanc-tion Separation, but not remarriage. It is difficult to exclude permission to remarry from Mt. 19:9; and among the Jews there was no such custom as Separation without permission to remarry.

Some have doubted the authenticity of Mk. 10:12, since a Jewish wife could not normally di-vorce her husband. But a wife could appeal to the court against her husband’s treatment of her, and the court could compel the husband to divorce her. Moreover, Christ may have had Gk. and Rom. law in mind, and here the wife could divorce her husband, as Herodias had divorced her first husband.

There is a strong body of opinion both among Protestants and Roman Catholics that 1 Cor. 7:10-16 gives another ground for divorce. Here Paul re-peats the teaching that the Lord had given when on earth, and then, under the guidance of the Spirit, gives teaching beyond what the Lord had given, since a new Situation had arisen. When one party in a pagan marriage is converted to Christ he or she must not desert the other. But if the other in-sists on leaving the Christian ‘a brother or sister is not under bondage in such cases’. This latter clause cannot simply mean that they are free to be des-erted, but must mean that they are free to be re-married. This further ground, which on the face of it is of limited application, is known as the ‘Pauline Privilege’.

In the present modern tangle of marriage, divorce and remarriage the Christian church, in deal-ing with converts and repentant members, is often compelled to accept the Situation as it is. A convert who previously has been divorced, on sufficient or insufficient grounds, and who has remarried, cannot return to the original partner, and the present marriage cannot be branded as adulterous (1 Cor. 6:9, 11).

Bibliography. W. R. Smith, Kinship and Marriage in Early Arabia, 1903; E. A. Westermarck, The History of Human Marriage, 3 vols., 1922; H. Granquist, Marriage Conditions in a Paleslinian Village, 2 vols., 1931, 1935; M. Burrows, The Basis of Israelite Marriage, 1938; E. Neufeld, Ancient Hebrew Marriage Laws, 1944; D. R. Mace, Hebrew Marriage, 1953; J. Murray, Divorce, 1953; D. S. Bailey, The Man-Woman Relation in Christian Thought, 1959; R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel, 1961; E. Stauffer, TDNT 1, pp. 648-657; W. Günther et al„ NIDNTT2, pp. 575-590; M. J. Harris, C. Brown, NIDNTT 3, pp. 534-543.    j.s.w.

J.T.

MARSHAL. There are two Heb. words rendered ‘marshal’. 1. söper (Jdg. 5:14. ‘they who wield the marshal’s stafT’). The word söper usually means ‘writer’ (so av and Syr., Targ.; cf. lxx grammateus, ‘scribe’). 2. tipsär (Je. 51:27) or tapser (Na. 3:17). Probably from Akkad. tupsarru, ‘tablet writer’; hence ‘official’, ‘marshal’. For both these instances, cf 1 Macc. 5:42, where Gk. grammateus means ‘marshal’.

The seeming proper name ‘Tartan (Is. 20:1; 2 Ki. 18:17) is from the Akkad. turtanu, a title of high military rank which may be rendered ‘marshal’.    R.J.W.

MARTHA. The name derives from an Aram. form not found in Heb., meaning ‘lady’ or ‘mistress’. It occurs only in the NT, and is used of only one per-son (Lk. 10:38-41; Jn. 11:1,5, 19-39; 12:2). Martha was the sister of the Mary who anointed our Lord shortly before his death (Mt. 26:6fT, and parallels); and Lazarus, whom Jesus raised from the dead (Jn.

11), was their brother. According to Jn. 11:1 the family came from Bethany, a village probably about 4 km from Jerusalem on the road to Jericho. Luke seems to suggest by his placing of events that Mar-tha’s house was in Galilee (Lk. 10:38). This dif-ficulty is removed, however, if we either allow the possibility that the Lucan incident is chronologic-ally misplaced (so HDB, 3, p. 277) or, more reason-ably, assume that this was one of the several jour-neys undertaken by Jesus to Jerusalem during the last 6 months of his earthly life (cf. Jn. 10:22).

Matthew, Mark and John all agree that our Lord was anointed in Bethany, and Matthew and Mark specify (presuming the same occasion is referred to) that it took place in the house of Simon the leper. Since Jesus was received into Martha’s house in the Lucan record, and Martha served at the supper in Simon’s house at Bethany during which Mary anointed our Lord, it has been supposed that Martha was the wife (or even the widow) of Simon. The lead she takes on both occasions sug-gests that she was the elder sister.

In Luke’s narrative (10:38ff.) Martha is gently rebuked by Christ for her impatience with her sister, and her excessive concern for the practical details of the meal (v. 40). She was no less devoted to Jesus than Mary (cf. her faithful response to the Lord recorded at Jn. 11:27), but she failed to see the way of receiving him which would please him most—‘one thing is needful’. Some of the oldest mss read at this point, ‘few things are needful, or only one’ (so Rsvmg.). ‘Few’ refers presumabiy to material Provision, ‘one’ to spiritual apprehension

See J. N. Sanders, ‘Those whom Jesus loved’, NTS 1, 1954-5, pp. 29ff; and the comment on Lk. 10:3842 in E. E. Ellis, The Gospel of Luke, NCB\ 1974, pp. 161 f. (* Mary, 2.)    s.s.s.

MARY. The name appears as Maria or Mariam in the NT. Both are Graecized forms of the Heb. name Miriam, which appears in lxx as Mariam (used of the sister of Moses), and may just possibly be derived from the Egyp. Marye, ‘beloved’ (but see A. H. Gardiner, JAOS 56, 1936, pp. 194-197). In the NT the name is used to refer to the following:

1. Mary the mother of the Lord. Our informa-tion about the mother of Jesus is largely confined to the infancy narratives of Mt. and Lk. There we learn that when the angelic announcement of the birth of Jesus occurred, Mary was living at Nazareth, in Galilee, and was engaged to a carpenter named Joseph (Lk. 1:26f). Luke teils us that Joseph was of Davidic descent (ibid.), and al-though no mention of Mary’s lineage is made it is possible that she came from the same line, particu-larly if, as seems likely, the ‘genealogy of Christ in Lk. 3 is to be traced through his mother. The con-ception of Jesus is described as ‘of the Holy Spirit’ (Mt. 1:18; cf. Lk. 1:35), and his birth as taking place at Bethlehem towards the end of Herod the Great’s reign (Mt. 2:1; Lk. 1:5; 2:4). (‘Virgin Birth.)

It is recorded in both Mt. 2:23 and Lk. 2:39 that after the birth the holy family lived at Nazareth. Matthew alone mentions the flight into Egypt, where Joseph and Mary and the child Jesus took refuge front the jealous anger of Herod. Luke re-cords Mary’s visit to her cousin Elizabeth, who greeted her as ‘the mother of my Lord’ with the words ‘Blessed are you among women’ (l:42f.). Luke also has Mary’s song of praise (1:46-55, where a few ancient witnesses read ‘Elizabeth’ for ‘Mary’ as the name of the Speaker; * Magnificat). A single appealing glimpse of Christ’s childhood is given to us by Luke (2:41-51), who records the typ-ically anxious words of his mother at the discovery of the lost boy (v. 48), and the well-known reply, ‘Did you not know that I must be in my Father’s house?’ (v. 49).

The remaining references to Mary in the Gospels are few and relatively uninformative. Apparently she did not accompany our Lord on his missionary journeys, although she was present with him at the marriage in Cana (Jn. 2:1 ff.). The rebuke uttered by Jesus on this occasion, ‘O woman, what have you to do with me?’ (v. 4), reveals amaze-ment rather than harshness (cf. Lk. 2:49, and the tender use of the same word gynai, ‘woman’, in Jn. 19:26; see also Mk. 3:31 ff., where the Lord places spiritual fidelity above family relationship; with v. 35 cf. Lk. 11:27f.). Finally, we meet Mary at the foot of the cross (Jn. 19:25), when she and the beloved disciple are entrusted by him to each other’s care (vv. 26-27). The only other explicit NT reference to Mary is in Acts 1:14, where she and the disciples are described as ‘devoting themselves to prayer’.

The brief NT sketch of Mary and her relationship to our Lord leaves many gaps in the record which pious legend has not been slow to fill. But we are not able to press the Gospel records beyond their historical limit, and this means that we must be content at least to notice Mary’s humility, obedience and obvious devotion to Jesus. And as she was the mother of the Son of God, we cannot say less about her than did her cousin Elizabeth, that she is ‘blessed among women’.

Bibliography. J. de Satge, Mary and the Christian Gospel, 1976; R. E. Brown (ed.), Mary, 1977; J. McHugh, The Mother of Jesus in the New Testament, 1975.

2. Mary the sister of Martha. She appears by name only in Lk. and Jn. In Lk. 10:38-42 it is recorded that after the return of the Seventy Jesus came into ‘a village’ (identified subsequently in Jn. 11:1 as Bethany, about 2 km E of the summit of the Mount of Olives), where “Martha, who had a sister called Mary, received him into her house. In the account which follows Martha is rebuked by the Lord for complaining about her sister Mary, who listened to his ‘word’ rather than helping with the work.

Jn. 11 gives us the description of the meeting at Bethany between Jesus and the sisters Martha and Mary, on the occasion of the death of Lazarus their brother. Mary is now described (v. 2) as the one who ‘anointed the Lord with ointment, and wiped his feet with her hair’; and after the raising of Lazarus by Jesus (1 l:43f.) we are told almost immediately of this anointing (12:1 ff.).

All four Gospels contain an account of the anointing of Jesus by a woman (Mt. 26: 6-13; Mk. 14:3-9; Lk. 7:37-50;Jn. 12:1-8). The difficulty is to decide whether these four accounts report an iden-tical occasion, and if not whether more than one woman is involved. Matthew and Mark more or less agree in their versions; the Lucan account dif-fers widely (particularly in placing the event in Galilee while John the Baptist was in prison, rather than in Bethany shortly betöre the death of Christ); while the Johannine account is independent of all three. Only in John is the woman named, and there, as we have seen, she is clearly identified as Mary the sister of Martha. Luke alone adds that the woman was ‘a sinner’ (7:37); Matthew and Mark set the scene specifically ‘in the house of Simon the leper’; and Matthew and Mark agree against Luke and John that it was the head and not the feet of Jesus that the woman anointed.

There have been various attempts to resolve these differences. One is to suggest that Luke de-scribes a different occasion, but that it is the same woman who performs the anointing. The difficulty in this view (mostly held in the Latin church) is the earlier description ‘sinner’ for the saintly Mary of Bethany. It was this ascription indeed, together with the absence of further Information, which led mediaeval scholars to identify the sinful woman of Luke’s account with Mary Magdalene (for a dis-cussion of which see below under ‘Mary Magdalene’), and the Magdalene herseif, by the further confusion just noted, with Mary of Bethany. Yet John could not have been unaware of the real identity of the two Marys, or been content to confuse his readers. There is really no justification for identifying Mary of Bethany with Mary Magdalene, and certainly none for associating either with the sinful woman of Lk. 7.

The second main view is that two anointings of our Lord occurred during his earthly ministry, one administered by a penitent sinner of Galilee, and the other by Mary of Bethany. In this case the description of Mary in Jn. 11:2, as the one who ‘anointed the Lord’, has a prospective reference. The only difficulty in this view is the repetition of what is evidently regarded by Jesus as an otherwise unique action, the singulär character of which he clearly intends to underline by his commendation (Mt. 26:13; Mk. 14:9). This interpretation seems the most satisfactory one, however, and it solves more problems than it raises. Origen suggested that at least three anointings took place, involving either two or three different people.

The action of Mary is recognized as a spon-taneous expression of devotion to Jesus, which in its character as well as its timing anticipates his death and is therefore associated with it.

3. Mary Magdalene. The name probably derives from the Galilean town of * Magdala. Her appear-ance prior to the passion narratives is confined to Lk. 8:2, where we read that among the women cured of possession by evil spirits who accom-panied the Lord and his disciples during their evangelistic ministry was ‘Mary called Magdalene, from whom seven demons had gone out’ (cf. Mk. 16:9, in the longer ending).

It is not possible, at least from the biblical evi-dence, to limit the iliness from which Mary was healed to one sphere alone, the physical, the mental or the moral. This is a further reason for resisting any identification between Mary Magdalene and the ‘sinful woman’ of Lk. 7 (see above, under 2). If Luke had known that the Mary of ch. 8 was the same person as the sinner of ch. 7, would he not probably have made the Connection explicit?

Mary reappears at the crucifixion, in Company with the other women who had journeyed with our

Lord from Galilee (see below, under 4). In the Johannine account of the resurrection we have the description of the Lord’s appearance to Mary alone. Mark’s Version, in the longer ending, is brief and not placed chronologically. Slight differences occur in the reports of the arrival of the women at the tomb. Mary sets out with the others (Mt. 28:1; Mk. 16:1), but apparently runs ahead of them and arrives first at the tomb (Jn. 20:1). She then teils Peter and the beloved disciple what has happened (Jn. 20:2), and isjoined there by the other women (Lk. 24:10). She returns with Peter and the beloved disciple to the tomb, and lingers behind weeping alter they have gone (Jn. 20:11). It is then that she sees two angels (v. 12), and finally the risen Christ himself (v. 14), who addresses to her the famous noli längere injunction (v. 17). Clearly Mary’s rela-tionship to her Lord, following his resurrection, is to be of a different kind and to continue in another dimension.

4.    Mary the mother of James; ‘the other Mary’; Mary ‘of ‘Clopas’. It is very probable that these three names all refer to the same person. Mary the mother of James and Joses is listed with Mary Magdalene among the women who accompanied our Lord to Jerusalem and were present at the cru-cifixion (Mt. 27:55f). When Mary Magdalene and ‘the other Mary’ are described immediately after-wards (v. 61) as ‘sitting opposite the sepulchre’ after the burial it seems likely that the same Mary, the mother of James, is intended. ‘The other Mary’ again appears with Mary Magdalene on the resurrection morning (Mt. 28:1).

From the other Synoptists we learn further de-tails. Mark refers to her (15:40) as ‘Mary the mother of James the younger and of Joses’, who was present at the crucifixion in the Company of Mary Magdalene and Salome. In Mk. 15:47 she is called Maria he Iösetos, and in 16:1 she reappears (as ‘Mary the mother of James’) with Salome and Mary Magdalene as one who brought spices to the tomb on the morning of the resurrection to anoint the dead body of Jesus. Luke adds (24:10) that Joanna, as well as Mary Magdalene and Mary the mother of James, was among the women who had been onlookers at the passion of Christ, and who reported the events of the resurrection to the apostles.

John uses the descriptive term Klöpa (‘of Clopas’) for this Mary, when he records (19:25) that Standing by the cross of Jesus were his mother and his mother’s sister, Mary ‘the wife of Clopas’ and Mary Magdalene. It appears correct to trans-late the genitive Klöpa as ‘(wife) of Clopas’, rather than as ‘(daughter) of Clopas’. Judging, then, by the list given in Mk. 15:40, and noted above, it seems fairly clear that Mary of Clopas (pace Jerome) is the same person as Mary of James. He-gesippus teils us (see Eus., EH 3. 11) that * Clopas (av Cleophas) was the brother of Joseph, the hus-band of the Virgin Mary. (The ‘Cleopas’ of Lk. 24:18 is a different name.)

5.    Mary the mother of Mark. The sole NT refer-ence to this Mary occurs in Acts 12:12. After Peter’s escape from prison (12:6ff.) it is to her house in Jerusalem, evidently a meeting-place for Christians, that he goes first. Since ‘Mark is described as the cousin of Barnabas (Col. 4:10), Barnabas was evidently Mary’s nephew.

6.    Mary greeted by St Paul. Her name appears among the 24 people listed in Rom. 16 to whom Paul sent greetings (v. 6). There she is described as

one who ‘worked hard’ in (or for) the church. Otherwise nothing is known of her.    s.s.s.

MASSA. The seventh of the twelve princes of Ishmael according to Gn. 25:14 and 1 Ch. 1:30, who apparently settled in N Arabia. Probably this tribe is to be identified with the Mas’a who paid tribute with Tema to Tiglath-pileser III {ANET, p. 283) and with the Masanoi, located by Ptolemy (5. 19, 2) NE of Duma. Perhaps Meshech in Ps. 120:5 should be emended to Massa, which more closely parallels Kedar. In Pr. 30:1 and 31:1 hammassa (‘the prophecy’ in av) should possibly be read as a proper name. If Agur and * Lemuel are Massaites, their collections of proverbs are examples of the international character of Heb. ‘wisdom litera-ture, which on occasion was adopted and shaped by the Israelites to conform to their historic faith.

D.A.H.

MASSAH. According to Dt. 6:16 and 9:22, a place in the wilderness where Israel put God to the test: Massah (from nissä, ‘to test’) means ‘testing’. In Ex. 17:7 the name is coupled with Meribah (= ‘quarrel, complaint’, from rib = ‘strive, complain’) in a story from the older Pentateuchal sources which shows the Israelites protesting because of lack of water at * Rephidim, close to Mt Horeb (v. 6). The two names again appear together in Ps. 95:8, a warning to later generations which could refer to this episode.

The name Meribah also occurs (without Massah) in conjunction with ‘Kadesh, both in a boundary-list (Ezk. 47:19) and as the location of a similar episode (mainly drawn from P), which re-sults in both Moses and Aaron being denied the privilege of entering the promised land (Nu. 20:1 — 13 (cf. v. 24^1; 27:14; Dt. 32:51; Ps. 106:32).

Both narratives are aetiological, i.e. imply that the names were given as a result of these events of the Mosaic period. But because of the legal conno-tations of the verb rib it has offen been suggested that Meribah was first of all a place where legal disputes were settled (cf. En-mishpat, ‘well of judgment’, another name for Kadesh [Gn. 14:7]). This can only be a hypothesis, but there are other reasons for wondering whether the straightforward explanation of the names is historically correct.

The attempt has frequently been made to separate out a Massah-story and a Meribah-story in Ex. 17:1-7, but, although there is a little unexpected repetition (vv. 2-3), it is not sufficient to justify analysis into two separate stories, deriving from different sources. The same must be said for Nu. 20:1-13. What is more likely is that, in both cases, there has been some amplification of the original account by a later author. In Ex. 17:1-7 this amplification may be responsible for the introduction of the allusion to Meribah (and perhaps Massah also) in vv. 2 and 7.

Dt. 33:8 and Ps. 81:7, where these names also occur, can scarcely refer to the same episodes, since here there is no hint of criticism and it is God, not the people of Israel, who is doing the ‘testing’. The theme of God testing Israel is one that is en-countered several times in Exodus (15:25: 16:4; 20:20). It seems likely that other events, perhaps mentioned elsewhere in the Bible (Ex. 32?), perhaps not, were at one time connected with these places. To date, no fully satisfactory correlation of the various passages has been made, and it may be that the literary and historical Problems are insol-uble. For some ingenious, if speculative, sugges-tions see H. Seebass, Mose und Aaron, 1962, pp. 61 IT.

Bibuography. B. S. Childs, Exodus, 1974, pp. 305-309.    g.i.d.

MASTER. The translation of five Heb. and seven Gk. words. In the OT the most common term is ’ädön, Mord’, ‘sir’, found 96 times, particularly when the reference is to persons other than God— e.g. amaster of servants (Gn. 24:14, etc, TDOT\, pp. 59-72). ba'al, ‘owner’, ‘master’, appears five times, generally denoting the master of a house (Jdg. 19:22; cf. Mt. 10:25, Gk. oikodespotes-, TDNT 2, p. 49; TDOT2, pp. 181-200). (For the Phoeni-cian god, see *Baal.) rab, ‘great’, ‘elder’, occurs four times, notably in combination with another word—e.g. ‘chief of the magicians’(Dn. 4:9; 5:11), 'chief eunuch’ (Dn. 1:3). On two occasions the Heb. word is sar, ‘prince’, ‘chief’, ‘commander’ (Ex. 1:11; 1 Ch. 15:27), and once it is ‘er, Mo awake’, Mo stir up’ (Mal. 2:12), where rv and Avmg. render ‘him that waketh’ and rsv has ‘any to wit-ness’ (reading ’ed for ’er).

In the NT the most frequent term is didaskalos (TDNT 2, pp. 148-159), Meacher’, ‘instructor’, found 47 times, all in the Gospels except for Jas. 3:1. despotes (TDNT 2, pp. 44-49) generally de-notes a master over slaves, and is used five times (e.g. 1 Tim. 6:1-2). A word peculiar in this Connection to Luke’s Gospel and found there six times, always when the disciples are addressing Jesus, is epistates (TDNT2, pp. 622-623), ‘Superintendent’, ‘overseer’ (e.g. Lk. 5:5). kyrios (TDNT3, pp. 1039— 1095), Mord’, ‘sir’, is translated ‘master’ 14 times, ölten signifymg God or Christ (e.g. Mk. 13:35; Eph. 6:9). Another word translated as master is kathegetes, ‘a leader’, ‘a guide’ (in the scholastic sense) (Mt. 23:8, 10). Gk. rhabbi (TDNT 6, pp. 961-965), ‘‘Rabbi’, from Heb. rabbi, ‘my master’, is used of Jesus (e.g. Jn. 4:31) in 12 of its 15 NT occurrences. Finally, kybernetes (TDNT 3, pp. 1035-1037), ‘ship-master’, ‘pilot’, is found twice (Acts 27:11; Rev. 18:17).    j.d.d.

MATTHEW. Matthew appears in all the lists of the twelve apostles (Mt. 10:3; Mk. 3:18; Lk. 6:15; Acts 1:13). In Mt. 10:3 he is further described as Mhe tax-collector’. In Mt. 9:9 Jesus finds him ‘sit-ting at the tax-office’ and bids him follow him. In the parallel passages in Mark and Luke the tax-collector called from the tax-office is designated Levi, Mark adding that he was Mhe son of Al-phaeus’. The Gospel of Peter also speaks of Levi the son of Alphaeus as a disciple of Jesus. Sub-sequently, Jesus is a fellow-guest with many tax-collectors and sinners. Neither Mt. 9:10 nor Mk. 2:15 makes it clear at whose house the meal was held, but Lk. 5:29 States that ‘Levi made him a great feast in his house’. From the evidence it is usually supposed that Matthew and Levi were the same person.

The Statement of Papias that Matthew ‘com-piled the oracles’ (synegrapsato la logid) in Hebrew was taken by the early church as evidence that Matthew was the author of the Gospel which had been handed down as ‘according to Matthew’. Most modern scholars believe that Papias was re-

ferring to a Compilation by Matthew either of the sayings of Jesus or of Messianic proof-texts from the OT. It may be that the subsequent embodiment of some of these sayings or proof-texts in the Gospel was the reason why that document came to be styled ‘according to Matthew’ from the middle of the 2nd Century. For Bibliography, * Matthew, Gospel of.    r.v.g.t.

MATTHEW, GOSPEL OF.

I.    Outline of contents

a. Events associated with the birth of Jesus the Messiah (1:1-2:23).

b.    Jesus is baptized and tempted and begins his Galilean ministry (3:1-4:25).

c.    The ethics of the kingdom of God are taught by Jesus by injunctions and illustrations (5:1-7:29).

d.    Jesus demonstrates his power over disease, the devil and nature (8:1-9:34).

e.    Jesus commissions the Twelve and sends them out as preachers (9:35-10:42).

f.    Jesus commends John the Baptist, issues a gra-cious invitation to the heavy laden, Claims to be Lord of the sabbath day, argues that he cannot be Beelzebub and explains the qualifications for membership in his new family (11:1 — 12:50).

g.    Jesus gives seven parables about the kingdom of heaven (13:1-52).

/). Jesus is rejected by his fellow-townsmen of Nazareth, and John the Baptist ismartyred (13:53-14:12).

Further miracles are performed by Jesus, who is acknowledged to be the Christ by Peter. Later Jesus is transfigured before three disciples and pre-dicts his Corning death and resurrection (14:13— 17:27).

j.    Jesus teaches his disciples to be humble, care-ful in conduct, and very forgiving in practice (18:1 — 35).

k.    Jesus travels to Jerusalem. On the way he gives teaching on divorce, the position of children, the snare of riches and the wickedness of God’s people the Jews; he heals two blind men at Jericho (19:1 — 20:34).

/. After making a triumphal but humble entry into Jerusalem, Jesus shows his authority by cleansing the Temple, by cursing a fruitless fig-tree, and by attacking and counter-attacking the chief priests and Pharisees (21:1-23:35).

m.    Jesus predicts the fall of Jerusalem and his own glorious second coming (24:1-51).

n.    Jesus gives three parables on judgment (25:1 — 46).

o.    Jesus is betrayed, tried, denied, mocked, cru-cified and buried (26:1-27:66).

p.    Jesus is raised from the dead and is seen by his friends (28:1-10).

q.    Jesus gives his final Orders before returning to God in heaven (28:11-20).

II.    Characieristics and authorship

In this Gospel the incidents in the life of Jesus which constituted Mhe gospel' preached by the apostles are combined to a greater extent with the ethical teaching of Jesus than elsewhere in the NT; and it is this feature of the book, together with the orderly manner in which the material is pre-sented, which made it from the earliest days the most widely read and in some respects the most influential of the four Gospels. Modern scholars hesitate to accept the tradition that its author was the apostle * Matthew, for he seems to have been dependent upon a document composed by a non-apostolic writer, the Gospel of Mark, to a degree improbable in an original apostle. For a full dis-cussion of the question of authorship see the writer’s Introduction to the TNTC.

III.    The influence of Mark

It is clear that Matthew has included almost the whole of Mark, though he has greatly abbreviated the Marcan stories of the miracles to make space for the large amount of non-Marcan material he desires to insert (»Gospels; »Mark, Gospel of). Along with the stories from Mark, the Evangelist inserts numerous sayings of Jesus, taken, it would seem, from a source common to himself and Luke; and he conflates these sayings with others found only in his Gospel, the resultant groupings consti-tuting five blocks of teaching, chs. 5-7, 10, 13, 18 and 24-25, each block ending with the formula: ‘When Jesus had finished these sayings.’ The subject-matter of the Gospel is rendered complete by the addition of several narratives found no-where eise. These would appear for the most part to be elaborations of traditions used by Christians for apologetic purposes in defence against Jewish slanders. Evidence of style suggests that these par-ticular narratives were first put in writing by the Evangelist himself (see G. D. Kilpatrick, The Ori-gins of the Gospel according Io St. Matthew, 1946).

IV.    Differences from Mark’s Gospel

The fact that this Gospel originated in a Gk-speaking Jewish-Christian Community accounts largely for the particular emphasis which it places upon the different elements that composed the primitive Christian preaching, and also for the manner in which the teaching of Jesus is presented. The note of fulfilment finds stronger emphasis here than in the Gospel of Mark. The author is most concerned to establish the truth that the earthly history of Jesus, in its origin and its purpose, and in the actual manner of its unfolding, was the ac-tivity of God himself, who was therein fulfilling his own words spoken by the prophets. No Gospel so closely links together OT and NT; and no document in the NT sets forth the person of Jesus, and his life and teaching, so clearly as the fulfilment of ‘the law and the prophets’. Not only does the Evangelist add OT references to passages taken over from Mark, as, e.g., at 27:34 and 43; but at various points in the narrative he introduces with the impressive formula ‘this was to fulfil what was spoken by the prophet’ some eleven special quota-tions from the OT, the cumulative effect of which is remarkable (see 1:23; 2:18; 2:23; 4:15f.; 8:17; 12:18ff.; 13:35; 21:5, and 27:9f.). Events are re-corded as happening in the way they did because God had willed that it should be so. They were not freak events isolated and unexplained. They hap-pened ‘according to the scriptures’, in which God’s will had been expressed.

V.    The story of Jesus

The record of the events in the life and death of Jesus which were of special importance and signifi-cance for the Christian gospel that we find pre-sented in Matthew is for the most part Mark’s story. Our Evangelist collects in chs. 8 and 9, in three groups of three, many of the Marcan narratives of the miracles; and in chs. 11 and 12 he Combines from Mark and other sources stories about the relations of Jesus with prominent people of his day such as John the Baptist and the Pharisees. He makes no attempt to relate these incidents in chronological sequence. Such sequence is to be found only in the story of the passion, which, because it lay at the centre of the Christian gospel, was probably told in chronological form from very early days. Matthew, however, renders Mark’s story of the life of Jesus more complete by pref-acing it with a »genealogy and traditions about the infancy of Jesus and by following it with accounts of two of the appearances of the risen Jesus. The infancy narratives of Matthew do not contain an account of the birth of Jesus, which is mentioned only in passing in 2:1. The purpose of the Evangelist seems to be, by the genealogy, to show that Jesus, though born of a virgin-mother, was never-theless legally of Abraham’s seed and a son of the royal house of David; and, by the material con-tained in 1:18-25, to answer the calumny that Jesus was an illegitimate child of Mary, and to defend the action of Joseph. The subsequent story of the flight into Egypt is partly an answer to the Jewish cavil why, if Jesus, known as Jesus of Nazareth, was really born in Bethlehem, so much of his life was spent at Nazareth.

The two resurrection appearances peculiar to Matthew (28:9-10, 16-20) may be an attempt to round off the Marcan story. Certainly, the abrupt-ness of Mark’s ending is avoided by the Statement that the women, instead of saying nothing to any-body of what they had heard and seen, at once obeyed the angel’s command to report to the Lord’s brethren that they were to go to Galilee where they would see him, and that, as the women were setting out on their errand, they met the risen Jesus. The momentous disclosure by the risen Jesus in Galilee that by his victory over death universal sovereignty had been given him, and his Commission to the eleven disciples to embark upon a world-wide evangelistic mission with the assurance that he would be with them to the end of time, provide the climax of the Gospel of Matthew.

In these infancy and post-resurrection narratives Matthew is making definite additions to the story of Jesus as it had been set forth in Mark. Where he expands such Marcan stories as he embodies, it is usually by adding material which reflects interests that were of concern to the Christian church at the time he was writing. For example, the story of Peter walking over the waves to Jesus (14:28-31) and the famous Petrine passage in 16:18-19 were important at a time when that apostle was playing a leading part in the church; and the problem pre-sented by taxation, especially after ad 70, when, on the destruction of the Temple, the tax for its upkeep was transferred to the temple of Jupiter Capitolinus, would receive some elucidation from the narrative recorded in 17:24-27. Moreover, as time wem on, and biographical curiosity tended to increase, greater attention seems to have been paid to the secondary characters in the story of Jesus. Thus the Matthean account of the fate of Judas Iscariot (27:3-10) and the incident of Pilate’s wife (27:19) would help to answer the puzzling ques-tions, ‘Why did Judas betray his Master?’ and, ‘Why did Pilate condemn Jesus?’

In his account of the crucifixion and resurrection Matthew makes four main additions to the Marcan narrative which at this point he is follow-ing closely. He relates that at the moment of Jesus’ death an earthquake occurred accompanied by a resurrection of the saints, who had foretold the coming of the Messiah and who now rose to salute his death on Calvary (27:51-53). The three further additions of Matthew to Mark’s resurrection narrative, v/'z. the special guarding and sealing of the tomb (27:62-66); the failure of these precautions due partly to the semi-mortification of the guards after another earthquake and partly to the pres-ence of an angelic visitor who rolled the stone from the tomb (28:2—4); and the bribing of the guards to circulate the story, still current in the Evangelist’s day, that the disciples of Jesus had come during the night and stolen the body (28:11-15)—are all of an apologetic nature. Their purpose is to dismiss the possibility that the body of Jesus could have been removed from the grave except in a supernatural manner. In many respects the Gospel of Matthew might be called an early Christian apology.


VI.    The new Israel

The chief consequence of the life and death of Jesus emphasized in the Gospel of Matthew is the coming into being of the universal church of God, the new Israel, in which Gentiles as well as Jews find a place. The Gospel opens with the prophecy that Jesus is Emmanuel, God with us (1:23); and it closes with the promise that this same Jesus, now the risen Christ, will be with his disciples, drawn from all the nations, tili the end of time. The note of universality, sounded at the beginning in the story of the manifestation of Jesus to the Magi, is re-echoed in the command with which the Gospel closes to go into all the world and make disciples of all nations. The Evangelist finds significance in the fact that the ministry of Jesus was exercised partly in ‘Galilee of the Gentiles’ (4:15); and de-scribes him as God’s servant who would ‘proclaim justice to the Gentiles . . . and in his name will the Gentiles hope’ (12:18, 21). The Christian church, universal in its membership, is, however, no new church. It is the old Israel transformed and widened because of Jesus’ rejection by the majority of the Jews. It was to ‘the lost sheep of the house of Israel’ that Jesus confessed himself primarily to have been sent (15:24); and it was to the same lost sheep that he despatched his apostles to proclaim the arrival of the kingdom (10:6). But greater faith was found in a Roman centurion than in any in Israel (8:10); and in consequence the places at the Messianic banquet, unfilled by the Jew, would be thrown open to believers from E and W, while ‘the sons of the kingdom’ would remain outside (8:11-

12). Because the Messiahship of Jesus had become to the Jews ‘a stone of stumbling’, the kingdom would be taken away from them and given to a nation ‘producing the fruits of it’ (21:42-43). The patriarchs of the new Israel, the apostles, would share in the Messiah’s final victory, acting as his co-assessors in judgment, as Jesus makes clear in the words recorded by Matthew in 19:28, and as the Evangelist emphasizes by inserting the words ‘with you’ in the Marcan saying inserted at 26:29.

VII.    Jesus as Judge

The fourth element in the primitive preaching was the call to repentance in view of the return of Jesus as Judge of living and dead. This call is sounded loudly in Matthew. John the Baptist in this Gospel calls Israel to repent in the same words as Jesus because they stand on the threshold of the Messiah’s ministry (3:2); and at the close of the teach-ing of Jesus we read the parable of the great assize, found only in this Gospel (25:31-46). This parable concludes a group of sayings and parables con-cerned exclusively with the coming of the Messiah in judgment. By the time the Gospel was written, perhaps in the early 80s of the Ist Century, part of the divine judgment had already descended upon Israel in the fall of Jerusalem; and the words of 21:41 and 22:7 had indeed been fulfilled.

Many of the parables peculiar to Mt., such as the tares of the field, the unforgiving debtor, the guest without a wedding garment and the ten vir-gins, stress the inevitability and the serious nature of the divine judgment; and it is in them that we find constantly repeated the solemn phrases peculiar to this Gospel, ‘the outer darkness’, ‘the close of the age’ and ‘the weeping and gnashing of teeth’. In the perspective of this Gospel this final coming of the Christ, though absolutely certain, is not pictured as immediate, because, as we have seen, the closing pronouncement of the risen Christ implies a period of indefinite duration, during which he is present and exercises his reign in his church, before his final appearance as Judge. It is probable, therefore, that in the light of the teach-ing of the Gospel as a whole we ought to interpret the two very difficult sayings in 10:23 and 16:28 as referring to the exaltation of Jesus to the right hand of God after the triumph of his resurrection, when he entered upon a more extended reign in the hearts of his followers. Otherwise we are forced to the unsatisfactory conclusion that either they re-mained unfulfilled, and were therefore false proph-ecies, or that they are not genuine sayings of Jesus.

VIII. Ethical teaching

The Gospel of Matthew is also remarkable for the extent to which and the manner in which the ethical teaching of Jesus is presented. To this Evangelist, as to Jewish Christians generally, and also to Paul (for the very phrase is his), there is such a thing as ‘the law of Christ’. Some scholars have thought that the five groups of teaching in this Gospel were regarded by the author as comparable to the five books of the law. Be this as it may, it would seem clear that he presents Jesus as the great Teacher who proclaims a revised law for the new Israel from the mountain (5:1), even as Moses had spoken the divine law given to him on Mt Sinai. The Messiah calls Israel not only to repentance but to good works; and the desire to do them, and the willingness to suffer for doing them, render the doers blessed (5:6, 10). The righteousness of Christ’s disciples must exceed that of the Pharisees (5:20). It is true that by their traditions, by their slavery to isolated texts and their failure to grasp the wider implications of the law, the Pharisees had rendered much of it void; but the law remained an integral part of divine revelation. It is this law which finds its fulfilment in Christ, who came not to destroy it but to supply what it lacked and to correct scribal misinterpretations of it (5:17). Ac-cordingly, a large part of the Sermon on the Mount is taken up with an explanation of the De-calogue in which Jesus lays down the moral Standards by which the conduct of his disciples is to be judged.

One of the major difficulties of this Gospel is that it presents Jesus as upholding the validity of the Mosaic law and also claiming authority so to ‘fulfil’ it that sometimes he has been thought to be contradicting it. That he regarded the OT as poss-essing permanent validity as the Word of God is explicit in the uncompromising saying of 5:17-19. At the same time, so strongly is the binding author-ity of Christ’s own utterances stressed, that in cer-tain instances the abiding nature of the old law seems to be denied. In view, however, of the cat-egorical Statement about the law’s validity, the Evangelist cannot have meant his readers to infer that there was any real antithesis between the Statements contained in it and Jesus’ comments upon them. Six times in the Sermon on the Mount he appears to be setting his own pronouncements against what had been previously spoken, and in each instance what had been previously spoken consists of, or at least includes, a quotation front the Mosaic law.

It has, however, been well pointed out that the expressions in ch. 5, ‘You have heard that it was said’ or ‘It was said’, do not correspond exactly to ‘It is written’, which Jesus so often uses when he is appealing to the authority of Scripture. By them he is, in fact, drawing attention not only to what the law said but to what the people had been told by their teachers was its meaning. In Judaism the law occupied the supreme position. In Christianity that place is occupied by Christ himself. In the Jewish-Christian Gospel of Matthew Christ remains the dominant authority. It is significant that it is in this Gospel alone that we read his gracious but imperi-ous invitation, ‘Come to me, all who labour and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest. Take my yoke upon you, and learn from me; for I am gentle and lowly in heart, and you will find rest for your souls. For my yoke is easy, and my bürden is light’ (11:28-30).

Bibliography. Commentaries by D. Hill, NCB, 1972; E. Schweizer, 1976; D. A. Carson, EBC, 1984; R. T. France, TNTC, 1986; W. D. Davies and D. C. Allison, ICC, 1988, 1991. See also J. D Kingsbury, Matthew: Structure, Christology, Kingdom, 1975; R. T. France, Matthew: Evangelist and Teacher, 1989; G. N. Stanton, A Gospel for a New People: Studies in Matthew, 1991. r.v.g.t.

MATTHIAS. The successor of Judas Iscariot, fol-lowing the latter’s defection from the Twelve (Acts 1:15-26). The fact and manner of his elec-tion have sometimes been called in question as hasty and unspiritual, and supervening on the place intended for Paul (cf, e.g., G. Campbell Morgan, Acts, 1924, ad loc.), but Luke gives no hint of such a view: the basis of the lot-casting, with its OT precedent (cf. 1 Sa. 14:41; *Urim and Thummim), was that God had already chosen his apostle (v. 24), and it was fitting that the foun-dational apostolate should be complete at the outpouring of the Spirit on the church and its first preaching (‘Apostle). That Matthias ful-filled the qualifications of vv. 21-22 makes the Statement of Eusebius (EH 1.12) that he was one of the Seventy not unlikely.

Of his later career nothing is known. His name was often confounded with that of Matthew, a process doubtless encouraged by the Gnostic groups who claimed secret traditions from him (Hippolytus, Philos. 7. 8). A book of so-called tra-ditions was known to Clement of Alexandria (Strom. 2. 9; 3. 4; cf. 1. 17). Other apocryphal Iit-erature was fathered upon him.

The early identification of Matthias with Zac-chaeus (Clement, Strom. 4. 6) may also arise from conlusion with Matthew the tax-collector. The Substitution of ‘Tholomaeus’ in the Old Syriac of Acts 1 is harder to understand.

The name is probably a contraction of Mat-tathias.    a.f.w.

MATTOCK. Heb. mah“resä in 1 Sa. 13:20 (end), 21, and the similar form mah“reset (earlier in v. 20) represent cutting Instruments (root hrs, ‘to plough, engrave’), i.e. probably mattocks and hoes. Among other terms in these verses, the second one. Heb. 'et, is a metal head: of an axe in 2 Ki. 6:5 and so perhaps of a ploughshare or more strictly a metal cap for a wooden plough (rather than av’s ‘coulter’); cf. Is. 2:4 = Mi. 4:3: Joel 3:10, feasible adaptations as well as evocative. The third term in v. 20 (qardöm) is a pickaxe (av ‘axe’).

In av ‘mattock’ also translates Heb. ma'der in Is. 7:25, hoe, used in the vineyard terraces (cf. also Is. 5:6) and b'harbötehem in 2 Ch. 34:6, which should probably be rendered ‘in their ruins’ with rv, rsv (from horbä).

For an iron mattock of about 10th Century bc found at Teil Jemmeh in SW Palestine. see G. E. Wright, Biblical Archaeology, 1957, p. 92, fig. 57:3. (* Arts and Crafts.)    k.a.k.

MEADOW. 1. Heb. ’ähü: av ‘meadow’; rv, rsv ‘reed grass’. This Heb. word is a loan-word from Egyp. ’h(y) and, like it, means ‘papyrus thicket(s)’. The picture of cattle pasturing in the papyrus thickets and marshes (Gn. 41:2, 18) is typically Egyptian: cattle are shown thus in tomb-scenes, while texts mention bringing ‘best grass from the papyrus marshes’ for livestock. In Jb. 8:11 göme' and ’ähü are parallel: ‘papyrus’ or ‘reeds’ and ‘papyrus thicket’, which must have mud and water. In Ho. 13:15 it is possible to render ’ahim as ‘reed thickets’ rather than ‘brothers’ (cf. rsv). See J. Vergüte, Joseph en Egypte, 1959, pp. 59-66 (especially 62ff.) for full references; also cf. T. O. Lambdin, JAOS 73, 1953, p. 146, for other related Egyp. and Ugaritic terms.

2. In Jdg. 20:33 av renders ma'“reh-geba as ‘meadows of Geba’. This may be the ‘bare place’ by Geba, or perhaps a Maareh-geba close by, or even (with lxx) to be read as ma'“rab-geba', ‘(on) west of Geba’ (rsv).    k.a.k.

MEALS.

I. Non-biblical sourccs

What is probably the oldest banquet scene in the world has been preserved on a lapis-lazuli cylinder seal recovered from the mound at Ur in Mesopo-tamia. Now in the University of Philadelphia Museum, the artefact dates from the time of Queen Shub-ad (c. 2600 bc). It depicts a meal at which the royal guests are seated on low stools and are being served with beakers of wine by attendants who wear skirts of fleece. Musical entertainment is provided by a harpist, while other servants employ fans in an attempt to cool the guests in the hot Mesopotamian air.

Similar scenes have been preserved by Bab. art-ists from subsequent periods, one of the more interesting of which is a large bas-relief from As-syria. King Ashurbanipal is seen eating with his wife in the garden of the royal palace at Nineveh. As the king reclines on a pillowed dining-couch he raises a bowl of wine to his lips. His wife is also shown drinking from an elegant bowl, but she is seated upon a small chair which has a low shelf in the form of a foot-rest. As in the case of the Ur artefact, attendants stand ready with fans to cool the diners and dispel annoying insects. The relief shows a few musical instruments placed on the ground beside some vines and palm trees in readi-ness for the court musicians.

The earliest detailed menu of which we have any record relates to a feast given by Ashurnasirpal II at the dedication of his new palace at Nimrud. It was attended by 69,574 persons and lasted for 10 days. The details are given on a monument set up in 879 bc (see IBA, fig. 43).

II. Biblical references

a. Palace meals

The type of elegance mentioned above, which was characteristic of Mesopotamian antiquity, was far surpassed by the delicacy and expertise which sur-rounded the royal meals of ancient Egypt. Paint-ings on the walls of tombs and other buildings have furnished remarkable evidence of the splen-dour such a celebration as the palace birthday banquet of pharaoh in the time of Joseph (Gn. 40:20). On such occasions the guests, elegantly be-wigged and perfumed, were seated on couches near to low tables. Their food would include a variety of roast fowl, vegetables, roast beef, a wide ränge of pastries and numerous sweetmeats. Populär bever-ages included beer brewed from barley, and wine. Representations on tomb walls show servants bringing in large Containers of wine and handing the guests bent glass tubes which were then dipped into the jar. The guests drank until they were in-ebriated and feil to the floor near their dining-couches.

Banqueting customs in Persia in the 5th Century bc have been preserved by the book of Esther, which describes no fewer than five such festive occasions at Susa. The first was a marathon feast last-ing 180 days, given by the king in honour of the Persian and Median princes (Est. l:3ff.). This was followed by a 7-day banquet in the royal gardens, to which all the palace staff were invited. The guests were shielded from the sunlight by awnings of blue, green and white, the royal Persian colours, while the dining-couches were inlaid with gold and silver. The other feasts mentioned included one for the palace women (Est. 1:9), the wedding feast of Queen Esther (2:16-18), the wine-banquet given to Ahasuerus and Haman (5:4; 7:1-8) and the festival period known as Purim (9:1-32).

By contrast the Heb. palace meals were austere until the days of Solomon. Guests and retainers were numerous even in the time of Saul, and the royal displeasure could be incurred by refusing an invitation to dine with the king (1 Sa. 20:6). The generosity of David was shown in the Provision made at the royal board for Mephibosheth, the crippled son of Jonathan (2 Sa. 9:7). Solomon imi-tated the monarchs of surrounding nations in the elaborateness and splendour of his feasts. It has been suggested that Solomon would probably have his summer meals served in some such garden as that mentioned in Canticles. In the royal court at Samaria Queen Jezebel supported a retinue of 400 prophets of the Asherah and 450 Baal prophets (1

Ki. 18:19). The poverty of post-exilic Judaea con-trasted sharply with the fare provided by Nehe-miah the governor. He supported 150 Jews in add-ition to other guests, and the day’s food included six sheep, an ox, numerous fowls, fruit and wine (Ne. 5:17-19).

b.    Working-class meals

For the labouring classes in biblical times, however, the Situation was very different. The day began early, and instead of eating a formal breakfast, the workers carried in their girdles or in other Containers small loaves, goat’s-milk cheese, figs, olives and the like, which they ate as they journeyed to work. The Egyptians apparently had their main meal of the day at noon (Gn. 43:16), but Heb. workers generally contented themselves with a light repast and a rest period (Ru. 2:14). Abstin-ence from this meal constituted fasting (Jdg. 20:26;

1 Sa. 14:24). Supper, the most important meal of the day, took place after the work had been done (Ru. 3:7). Once the food had been prepared, the entire family dined together along with any guests who might be present. On festive occasions it was customary for entertainment to be provided, and this included riddles (Jdg. 14:12), music (Is. 5:12) and dancing (Mt. 14:6; Lk. 15:25). In the patriarchal period the diners sat in a group on the ground (Gn. 18:8; 37:25), but at a later time it became customary for them to sit at a table (1 Ki. 13:20; Ps. 23:5; Ezk. 23:41) after the Egyp. fashion, but perhaps in a semi-recumbent position (Est. 7:8).

c.    Seating arrangemenls

In NT times meals were often eaten on a floor above that normally occupied by animals and do-mestic pets (cf Mk. 7:28). Guests invariably re-clined on couches, which were arranged on three sides of a square around a low table. Normally not more than three persons reclined on each couch, though occasionally this number was increased to four or five. Each couch was provided with cush-ions on which the left elbow rested and the right arm remained free, following the Contemporary Graeco-Roman fashion. The guests so arranged themselves on the couches that each person could rest his head near the breast of the one who was reclining immediately behind him. He was thus re-clining ‘in the bosom’ of his neighbour (Jn. 13:23; cf. Lk. 16:22), the close proximity of whom furnished adequate opportunity for an exchange of confidential Communications. The place of greatest honour or ‘highest couch’ was the one immediately on the right of the servants as they entered the room to serve the meal. Conversely, the ‘lowest room’ was on the left of the servants, directly op-posite to the ‘highest couch’. The three guests on each couch were spoken of as highest, middle and lowest, a designation which was suggested by the fact that a guest who reclined on another’s bosom always appeared to be below him. The most cov-eted seat (Mt. 23:6) was therefore the ‘highest’ place on the ‘highest’ couch. No questions of phys-ical elevation were involved in such a usage of ‘high’ and ‘low’.

d.    The meal itself

The main meal of the day was generally a relaxed, happy occasion. Guests always washed their hands before partaking of food, since it was customary for all of them to eat from a communal dish. This was a large pottery Container filled with meat and vegetables, and placed on a table in the centre of the couches. Only one instance is recorded in the OT of a blessing being pronounced before food waseatenfl Sa. 9:13), but the NT mentions several occasions on which Christ pronounced grace before a meal commenced (Mt. 15:36; Lk. 9:16; Jn. 6:11).

While the general practice was for each guest to dip his hand into the common bowl (Mt. 26:23), there were occasions when separate portions were served to each guest (Gn. 43:34; Ru. 2:14; 1 Sa. 1:4-5). In the absence of knives and forks, small pieces of bread were held between the thumb and two fingers of the right hand to absorb the gravy from the dish (Jn. 13:26). They were also used after the fashion of spoons to scoop up a piece of meat, which was then conveyed to the mouth in the form of a Sandwich. If a guest acquired a particularly delectable morsel by such means it was deemed an act of great politeness for him to hand it over to a companion (Jn. 13:26). When the meal was at an end it was customary for grace to be pronounced once again in compliance with the injunction of Dt. 8:10, after which the guests washed their hands a second time.

It would appear from instances such as those of Ruth among the reapers (Ru. 2:14), Elkanah and his two wives (1 Sa. 1:4-5), and the sons and daughters of Job (Jb. 1:4) that the womenfolk commonly partook of their meals in Company with the men. But since it is probable that the task of preparing the food and waiting upon the guests normally devolved upon the women of the house-hold (Lk. 10:40), they would doubtless be forced to take a somewhat more irregulär and brief repast.

An ordinary family meal would not involve the preparation of more than one dish of food, so that when it had been served the member of the house-hold who had cooked the meal would have no fur-ther work to do. This thought probably underlies the rebuke to ‘Martha (Lk. 10:42), when Christ suggested that only one dish was really necessary. In OT times, when the meal had been brought in by the person who had prepared it (1 Sa. 9:23), the head of the household allotted the various servings (1 Sa. 1:4), the size of which might well vary with the preference which he exercised towards indi-viduals in the assembled group (Gn. 43:34; 1 Sa. 1:5).

e. Special meals

Special feasts celebrating birthdays, marriages or the presence of honoured guests were normally marked by an increased degree of ceremony. Vis-itors were received by the host with a kiss (Lk. 7:45) and provided with a refreshing footbath (Lk. 7:44). On certain occasions special clothing was furnished (Mt. 22:11) and the guests were decked out with floral wreaths (Is. 28:1). The head, beard, face and sometimes even the clothes were anointed with perfumes and ointments (Ps. 23:5; Am. 6:6; Lk. 7:38; Jn. 12:3) in celebration of an important festal occasion. The conduct of the banquet itself was under the direction of a special person known in NT times as the ‘steward’ of the feast (Jn. 2:8), to whom feil the task of sampling the various items of food and drink before they were placed on the table.

Guests were seated according to their respective rank (Gn. 43:33; 1 Sa. 9:22; Mk. 12:39; Lk. 14:8; Jn. 13:23), and were often served with individual portions of food (1 Sa. 1:4-5; 2 Sa. 6:19; I Ch. 16:3). Honoured guests were usually singled out by being offered either larger (Gn. 43:34) or more delectable (1 Sa. 9:24) portions than the others who were present at the banquet.

In the days of Paul the banquet was an elaborate meal which was generally followed by a Symposium or intellectual discussion. On such occasions the discourse would often last far into the night, and would treat of such subjects as politics and philosophy.

f. Jesus'presence at meals

The NT records a number of occasions on which Jesus was a guest at an evening meal. The wedding feast at Cana (Jn. 2:1-11) was a festal occasion for which formal invitations had been issued, as was also the case in the parable of the king who gave a feast when his son was married (Mt. 22:2-14). The occasion on which Matthew was host at a banquet (Mt. 9:10) followed the more formal pattem of lst-century ad Graeco-Roman meals. Jesus reclined at the table in Company with his disciples, the tax-collectors and other invited guests. It is probable that the dining-room opened on to the Street, with curtains placed near the entrance so that the guests would be shielded to some extern from the curious gaze of passers-by. The customs of the day, how-ever, permitted people to look in through the curtains and gossip about those present at the feast. It was this practice which prompted the Pharisees to question the propriety of Christ’s dining with pub-licans and sinners (Mt. 9:11).

On another occasion in a similar dining-room (Lk. 7:36-50) Jesus was noticed by a passing woman who returned with an alabaster flask from which she poured ointment on the feet of Christ. Her action was interpreted as supplying the trad-itional unguent of hospitality which the host had neglected to furnish in honour of his guest. It would also appear that he had failed to provide a Container of water in which the guest could wash his feet, an omission which constituted a grave breach of courtesy in those days. The meal served to Jesus in Jericho by Zacchaeus (Lk. 19:6) was probably of lavish proportions. More modest were the family gatherings in Bethany (Lk. 10:40; Jn. 12:2), and the interrupted meal at Emmaus (Lk. 24:30-33) on the first Easter day. Occasionally Christ omitted the traditional hand-washing as a preliminary to a meal in Order to teach an important spiritual principle (Lk. 11:37^42).

g Meals on journeys

Persons undertaking journeys to parts of the coun-try where hospitality was uncertain usually carried an earthen bottle of water (Gn .21:14) and items of food, such as cakes of figs or raisins, bread and parched com. The plight of those who ‘forgot to take bread’ (Mk. 8:1—9, 14) could be very serious under certain circumstances.

III. Religious significance of meals

a. Among the Semites

The communal aspect of a meal was carried over into the religious sphere by all Semitic peoples. Archaeological discoveries at Ras Shamra (Ugarit) have shown the prevalence of such meals in Ca-naanite religious life. Baal temples were frequently dedicated amidst prolonged feasting and revelry. At Shechem the remains of a Hyksos temple indi-cated the presence of rooms for banquets con-sequent upon the performance of sacrificial rites. The Hebrews sought both divine fellowship and pardon by means of meals (* Passover, * Sacrifice,

*    Feasts) at which the blood and fat were the divine perquisite, while the priests and people re-ceived their appointed portions (Lv. 2:10; 7:6). Such sacrifices were common in the kingdom period (1 Sa. 9:11-14, 25; 1 Ch. 29:21-22; 2 Ch. 7:8-10), but were devoid of the licentiousness and debauchery which characterized Canaanite re-ligious meals.

b. In Christianity

The principal sacred meal of Christianity was the

*    Lord’s Supper, instituted by Christ just prior to his crucifixion (Mk. 14:22-25; Mt. 26:26-29; Lk. 22:14-20). In the early church the Agape, a com-munal meal denoting brotherly love among be-lievers, frequently preceded celebrations of the Lord’s Supper. (* Love Feast; * Food.)

Bibliography. ISBE 2, pp. 327-331; E. W. Heaton, Everyday Life in Old Testament Times, 1956, pp. 81 ff.; A. C. Bouquet, Everyday Life in New Testament Times, 1954, pp. 69ff. r.k.h.

MEAT MARKET (Gk. makellon\ Lat. macellum). Jewish law forbade dealing in such pagan markets, which sold the fiesh of ritually unclean animals. In 1 Cor. 10:25 Paul counsels his readers to avoid what in a later age was known as scrupulosity. On the meat market in Corinth see JBL 80, 1934, pp. 134-141.    j.d.d.

MECONAH (av, MEKONAH). A town near Ziklag occupied by the Jews under Nehemiah (Ne. 11:28). Simons (GTT, p. 155) equates it with Madmannah, but Grollenberg with Machbena, named separately from Madmannah as a Calebite Settlement (1 Ch. 2:49). The site is unknown.

J.P.U.L.

MEDAN. A son of Abraham by ’Keturah (Gn. 25:2; 1 Ch. 1:32). The names of some of the other sons and descendants of Keturah, such as Midian and Dedan, were later known as those of N Ara-bian tribes (* Arabia), so it may be assumed that Medan likewise settled in this area, though the name is unknown outside the Bible. Medanites were associated with Midianites in the sale of Joseph, according to Gn. 37:36, MT. t.c.m.

MEDEBA (Heb. med'bä’, possibly ‘water of quiet’). A plain and city of Reuben (Jos. 13:9, 16) N of the Arnon. An old Moabite town taken from Moab by Sihon (Nu. 21:21-30), it was used by the Syrian allies of Ammon as a camping-site after their defeat at the hand of Joab (1 Ch. 19:6-15). Thereafter it seems to have changed hands several times. It is mentioned in the * Moabite Stone as having been taken by Omri, perhaps from Moab, and as recovered by Mesha and fortified. Re-captured from Moab by Jeroboam II, it is again Moabite in Is. 15:2.

It figured also in the history of the intertestamental era (1 Macc. 9:36ff. as ‘Medaba’; Jos., BJ 1. 63), before being captured by Hyrcanus after a long siege (Jos., Ant. 13. 11, 19).

The site, today called Mädabä, is 10 km S of Heshbon. There in 1896, during excavation of the site of a church, was discovered a 6th-century ad mosaic map showing part of Palestine from Beth-shan to the Nile. See M. Avi-Yonah, The Madaba Mosaic Map, 1954. ln addition, there are consider-able ruins, dating mainly from the Christian era, including a large temple and extensive cisterns. Tombs of Iron Age date have also been found. NEAEHL, pp. 992-1001.    j.d.d. 1 2

MEDIATOR. The term occurs infrequently in the Scriptures (Gal. 3:19-20; 1 Tim. 2:5; Heb. 8:6; 9:15; 12:24; Jb. 9:33, lxx). But the idea of mediation and therefore of persons acting in the capacity of me-diator permeates the Bible. The function of a me-diator is to intervene between two parties in order to promote relations between them which the parties themselves are not able to effect. The Situation requiring the Offices of a mediator is often one of estrangement and alienation, and the mediator effects reconciliation. In the sphere of human relations Joab acted the part of mediator between David and Absalom (2 Sa. 14:1-23). Job expresses the need in regard to his relations to God when he said, ‘There is no umpire (av ‘daysman’) between us, who might lay his hand upon us both’ (Jb. 9:33).

I.    In the Old Testament

In the OT the prophet and the priest fulfilled, most characteristically, the office of mediator in the in-stitution which God established in terms of coven-ant relations with his people. The prophet was God’s spokesman; he acted for God in the pres-ence of men (cf. Dt. 18:18-22). The priest acted on behalf of men in the presence of God (Ex. 28:1; Lv. 9:7; 16:6; Nu. 16:40; 2 Ch. 26:18; Heb. 5:1-4; cf Jb. 42:8). In the OT, however, Moses, of all human instruments, was the mediator par excellence (cf. Ex. 32:30-32; Nu. 12:6-8; Gal. 3:19; Heb. 3:2-5). He was the mediator of the old covenant, because it was through his instrumentality that the covenant at Sinai was dispensed and ratified (cf. Ex. 19:3-8, 24:3-8; Acts 7:37-39). It is with Moses that Jesus as Mediator of the new covenant is com-pared and contrasted.

II.    Christ as mediator

The designation ‘Mediator’ belongs pre-eminently to Christ, and even those men who executed medi-atory Offices in the OT institution were thus ap-pointed only because the institution in which they performed these functions was the shadow of the archetypal realities fulfilled in Christ (cf. Jn. 1:17; Heb. 7:27-28; 9:23-24; 10:1). Jesus is the Mediator of the new covenant (Heb. 9:15; 12:24). And it is a better covenant (Heb. 8:6) because it brings to con-summate fruition the grace which ‘covenant ad-ministration embodies. Christ is the ‘one mediator between God and men’ (1 Tim. 2:5). To invest any other with this prerogative is to assail the unique honour that belongs to him as well as to deny the express assertion of the text.

Though the title ‘Mediator’ is not often used, the Scripture abounds in references to the mediatory work of Christ.

a. Pre-incarnate mediation

As the eternal and pre-existent Son he was Mediator in the creation of the heavens and the earth (Jn. 1:3, 10; Col. 1:16; Heb. 1:2). This activity in the economy of creation is correlative with his mediatorship in the economy of redemption. The omnipotence evidenced in the former and the prerogatives that belong to him as Creator are indispensable to the execution of redemption. It is in redemption, however, that the extensiveness of his mediation appears. All along the line of the redemptive process from its inception to the con-summation his mediacy enters.

Election as the ultimate fount of salvation did not take place apart from Christ. The elect were chosen in him before the foundation of the world (Eph. 1:4) and they were predestinated to be con-formed to his image (Rom. 8:29).

b.    Mediation in salvation and redemption

It is particularly in the once-for-all accomplish-ment of salvation and redemption that his mediatory action is patent (cf. Jn. 3:17; Acts 15:11; 20:28; Rom. 3:24-25; 5:10-11; 7:4; 2 Cor. 5:18; Eph. 1:7; Col. 1:20; 1 Jn. 4:9). The accent falls upon the death, blood and cross of Christ as the action through which redemption has been wrought. In the Scriptures the death of Christ is always conceived of as an event in which Jesus is intensely active in obedience to the Father’s com-mandment and in fulfilment of his Commission (cf. Jn. 10:17-18; Phil. 2:8). It is Jesus' activity as Mediator in the shedding of his blood that accords to his death its saving efficacy. When salvation wrought is viewed as reconciliation and propiti-ation, it is here that the mediatory function is most clearly illustrated. Reconciliation presupposes alienation between God and men and consists in the removal of that alienation. The result is peace with God (cf. Rom. 5:1; Eph. 2:12-17). Propiti-ation is directed to the wrath of God and Jesus, as the propitiation, makes God propitious to us (cf. 1 Jn. 2:2).

c.    Continued mediation

Christ’s mediation is not confined to his finished work of redemption. His mediatory activity is never suspended. In our participation of the fruits of redemption we are dependent upon his continued intervention as Mediator. Our access to God and our introduction into the grace of God are through him; he conveys us into the Father’s presence (Jn. 14:6; Rom. 5:2; Eph. 2:18). It is through him that grace reigns through righteous-ness to eternal life, and grace and peace are multi-plied to the enjoyment of the fullness of Christ (cf. Rom. 1:5; 5:21; 2 Cor. 1:5; Phil. 1:11). The most characteristic exercises of devotion on the part of the believer are offered through Christ. Thanksgiv-ing and prayer are not only exercised in the grace which Christ imparts but are also presented to God through Christ (cf. Jn. 14:14; Rom. 1:8; 7:25; Col. 3:17; Heb. 13:15). The acceptableness of the believer’s worship and Service springs from the virtue and efficacy of Christ’s mediation, and nothing is a spiritual sacrifice except as rendered through him (1 Pet. 2:5). Even the pleas presented to others for the discharge of their obligations derive their most solemn sanction from the fact that they are urged through Christ and in his name (Rom. 15:30; 2 Cor. 10:1; cf Rom. 12:1).

The continued mediation of Christ is specially exemplified in his heavenly ministry at the right hand of God. This ministry concerns particularly his priestly and kingly Offices. He is a Priest for ever (Heb. 7:21,24). An important aspect of this priestly ministry in the heavens is intercession directed to the Father and drawing within its scope every need of the people of God. Jesus is exalted in his human nature, and it is out of the reservoir of lellow feel-ing forged in the trials and temptations of his hu-miliation (Heb. 2:17-18; 4:15) that he meets every exigency of the believer’s warfare. Every grace be-stowed flows through the channel of Christ’s intercession (Rom. 8:34; Heb. 7:25; cf. 1 Jn. 2:1) until the salvation which he has secured will reach its

fruition in conformity to his image. The priestly ministry of Christ, however, must not be restricted to intercession. He is High Priest over the house of God (Heb. 3:1-6), and this administration involves many other functions. In his kingly office he is exalted above all principality and power (Eph. 1:20-23), and he will reign to the end of bringing all enemies into subjection (1 Cor. 15:25). This is Christ’s mediatorial dominion, and it embraces all authority in heaven and in earth (Mt. 28:18; Jn. 3:35; 5:26-27; Acts 2:36; Phil. 2:9-11).

It is eschatology that will finally manifest and vindicate Christ’s mediatorship; the resurrection and judgment will be wrought by him. All the dead, just and unjust, will be raised by his sum-mons (Jn. 5:28—29). It is in him that the just will be raised to immortality and incorruption (1 Cor. 15:22, 52-54; 1 Thes. 4:16), and with him they will be glorified (Rom. 8:17; cf. Jn. 11:25; Rom. 14:9). The final judgment will be executed by him (Mt. 25:31 —46; Jn. 5:27; Acts 17:31).

d. Conclusion

Christ’s mediatorship is thus exercised in all the phases of redemption from election in God’s eter-nal counsel to the consummation of Salvation. He is Mediator in humiliation and exaltation. There is, therefore, multiformity attaching to his mediatorial activity, and it cannot be defined in terms of one idea or function. His mediatorship has as many facets as his person, office and work. And as there is diversity in the Offices and tasks discharged and in the relations he sustains to men as Mediator, so there is also diversity in the relations he sustains to the Father and the Holy Spirit in the economy of redemption. The faith and worship of him require that we recognize this diversity. And the unique glory that is his as Mediator demands that we accord to no other even the semblance of that pre-rogative that belongs to him as the one Mediator between God and man.

Bibliography. J. Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, 2. 12; G. Stevenson, Treatise on the Offices of Christ, 1845; R I. Wilberforce, The Doc-trine of the Incarnation of Our Lord Jesus Christ, 1875, pp. 166—211; P. G. Medd, The One Mediator, 1884; T. F. Torrance, The Mediation of Christ, 1983; W. L. Alexander, A System of Biblical The-ology, 1888, 1, p. 425, 2, p. 212; J. S. Candlish, The Christian Salvation, 1899, pp. 1-12; E. Brunner, The Mediator, 1934; H. B. Swete, The Ascended Christ, 1916, pp. 87-100; V. Taylor, The Names of Jesus, 1954, pp. 110-113; A. Oepke, TDNT 4, pp. 598-624; J. Guhrt, O. Becker, NIDNTT1, pp. 365-376.    j.m.

MEEKNESS. The high place accorded to meek-ness in the list of human virtues is due to the ex-ample and teaching of Jesus Christ. Pagan writers paid greater respect to the self-confident man. However, its roots lie in the OT. The adjective ’änäw is usually translated ‘meek’ in av but by a variety of words in rsv related to its basic mean-ing, ‘poor and afflicted’, from which the spiritual quality of patient Submission, humility, is derived,

e.g. Pss. 22:26; 25:9; Is. 29:19. Meekness is a quality of the Messianic King (Zc. 9:9) and the theme of Ps. 37:11, ‘the meek shall inherit the earth’ (av), is repeated by our Lord in the Beatitudes (Mt. 5:5). In meekness Moses, while maintaining strength of leadership, was ready to accept personal injury without resentment or recrimination (Nu. 12:1-3).

In the NT meekness (prautes and adjective praus) refers to an inward attitude, whereas ‘gentleness is expressed rather in outward action. It is part of the fruit of Christlike character pro-duced only by the Spirit (Gal. 5:23, av). The meek do not resent adversity because they accept every-thing as being the eflect of God’s wise and loving purpose for them, so that they accept injuries from men also (as Moses above), knowing that these are permitted by God for their ultimate good (cf. 2 Sa. 16:11). The meekness and gentle-ness of Christ was the source of Paul’s own plea to the disloyal Corinthians (2 Cor. 10:1). He enjoined meekness as the spirit in which to rebuke an erring brother (2 Tim. 2:25, av), and when bearing with one another (Eph. 4:2). Similarly, Peter exhorted that the inquiring or arguing hea-then should be answered in meekness (1 Pet. 3:15, av). Supremely meekness is revealed in the character of Jesus (Mt. 11:29, av; 21:5, av), demon-strated in Superlative degree when he stood before his unjust accusers without a word of retort or self-justification.

Bibliography. F. Hauck, S. Schulz, TDNT 6, pp. 645-651.    j.c.c.

MEGIDDO. An important OT city which lay in the Carmel ränge some 30 km SSE of the modern port of Haifa.

I.    Biblical evidence

The city of Megiddo (Heb. m'giddö) is first men-tioned among the cities which Joshua captured during his conquest of Palestine (Jos. 12:21) and was subsequently allotted to Manasseh in the territory of Issachar (Jos. 17:11; 1 Ch.7:29). Manasseh, however, did not destroy the Canaanites in the city, but put them to menial labour (Jdg. 1:28). A curi-ously indirect reference is made to Megiddo in the Song of Deborah, where ‘Taanach is described as ‘by the waters of Megiddo’ (’al-me m'giddö, Jdg. 5:19), but no mention of Megiddo as a city as op-posed to the name of a watercourse is made (’Kishon). The next reference to the city comes from the time of Solomon, when it was included in his fifth administrative district under Baana (the son of Ahilud) (1 Ki. 4:12) and was selected, with Hazor and Gezer, to be one of his main fortified cities outside Jerusalem, in which he had accom-modation for chariots and horses (1 Ki. 9:15-19). Megiddo is briefly mentioned as the place where Ahaziah of Judah died after being wounded in his flight from Jehu (2 Ki. 9:27), and it was later the scene of the death of Josiah when he tried to pre-vent *Neco of Egypt from going to the aid of As-syria (2 Ki. 23:29-30; 2 Ch. 35:22, 24). The name occurs in the form m'giddön in Zechariah (12:11), and it is this form which is used in the NT ‘Armageddon (Rev. 16:16), from harm'giddön, 'hill of Megiddo’.

II.    Extra-biblical sources

The site of ancient Megiddo has been identified with the modern deserted mound of Teil el-Mutesellim, which lies on the N side of the Carmel ridge and commands the most important pass from the Coastal plain to the valley of Esdraelon. The teil Stands nearly 21 m high, with an area on the summit of over 10 acres, and the earlier cities lower down in the mound were still larger than this.

The first excavations were carried out by a German expedition under G. Schumacher from 1903 to 1905. A trench was cut across the top of the mound, and a number of buildings were found, but owing to the limited knowledge of pottery at the time little was learnt. The site was not excav-ated again until 1925, when the Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago under the direction of J. H. Breasted selected it as the first major pro-ject in an ambitious scheme of excavations all over the Near East. The work was directed successiveiy by C. S. Fisher (1925-7), P. L. O. Guy (1927-35), and G. Loud (1935-9). The original intention was to clear the entire mound, level by level, to the base, and to this end an area at the foot of the slope was excavated at an early stage to release it for the subsequent dumping of earth from the teil. War brought the work to an end, and though the lay-out of the entire city in Iron Age times had been revealed, the earlier levels were known only in a relatively small area. Further excavations were carried out in 1960, 1966-7 and 1971 by Y. Yadin to elucidate some problems, notably those by Yadin in the 60s. Recently Finkeistein and Us-sishkin have renewed large-scale excavations.

Twenty main occupation levels were identified, dating back to Chalcolithic Settlements in the early 4th millennium (levels XX, XIX). An interesting feature of level XIX is a small shrine with an altar in it. Düring the Early Bronze Age (3rd millennium) there was a considerable city at Megiddo (levels XVIII-XVI), one interesting feature of which was a circular platform of boulders ap-proached by a flight of Steps, which was covered with animal bones and broken pottery. It may be that this was a bämä or * ‘high place’. This platform continued in use in the Middle Bronze Age (levels XV-X; first half of the 2nd millennium), a period of Egyp. influence the Start of which was marked by widespread rebuilding, in which the circular platform became the nucleus of three megaron-shaped temples with *altars. A fine triple-piered gateway, of a type which originated in Mesopotamia, was also found in these levels, and the necessity of such strong gates was shown by the evidence of a number of major destructions in the latter part of the period, culminating in a great devastation probably to be connected with the Egyp. reconquest of Palestine following the expul-sion of the Hyksos from Egypt.

The evidences of periodical violence are less frequent in the Late Bronze Age (levels VIII, VII), and though this was a period of Egyp. domination the culture of Palestine reflected the Canaanite civ-ilization of the N to a considerable extent. It was in this period that perhaps the most fully reported battle of antiquity was fought when Tuthmosis III routed an Asiatic coalition at Megiddo c. 1468 bc. Architectural remains of this period include a temple, a palace and a gate, and the N cultural influence is clearly seen in a great hoard of over 200 objects of carved ivory which was found in a subterranean treasury under the level VII palace. This is one of the earliest collections of a type of art which was well known in Iron Age times from ‘Samaria and from as far afield as Assyria, and though practically no examples have yet been dis-covered in Phoenicia it is probable that many of them were made either in Phoenician workshops or by expatriate Phoenician craftsmen. That there were contacts with Mesopotamia at this period is shown by the recent discovery on the edge of the mound of a fragment of the Bab. Epic of Gil-gamesh which can be dated by its cuneiform script to the 14th Century bc.

The final Canaanite city (VIIA) was destroyed in

c. 1150 bc and was replaced by a small short-lived village (VIB). It has been suggested that the Israel-ites destroyed VIIA and established the village of VIB. This was a period of great instability and both could be the result of a number of other forces, which is likely since Jdg. 1:27-28 indicates that the Canaanite inhabitants of Megiddo were not driven out in the Israelite conquest. Following the renewed strength of Egypt under Merenptah the flourishing city of VIA was established. As well as showing clear Egyptian influence it also con-tained pottery of the Philistines or one of the other Sea Peoples. Following the destruction of this city, a new town was established (VB) which was com-posed of houses along the perimeter of the site forming a defensive ring. This town has been dated to the reign of David. This was replaced by VA-IVB which has been attributed to Solomon. It is in this town that first major public buildings appear, including palaces and a six-chambered gate.

A fragment of a stela of Pharaoh Sheshonq (*Shishak) comes from the destruction of the Solomonic city (probably VA-IVB). The next city (IV) was built by Omri or Ahab and was a very substantial city with palaces, a four-chambered gate and a solid wall. In this city a large number of stables were found which clearly illustrate the large chariot force that the annals of Shalmaneser claim that Ahab had.

Another discovery, probably of this period, was the city water-supply Systems. An unbuilt zone of the mound was excavated by a pit 37 m deep, the bottom section of which consisted of a shaft with a staircase round its side, cut into the rock at the base. From the foot of the shaft, the staircase entered a tunnel which, finally levelling off, led, some 50 m father on, into a cave with a spring of water at the far end. It appeared that this spring had originally given on to a slope outside the city, but at a later period the tunnel had been cut from inside the city and the cave was blocked and masked from the outside for Strategie reasons.

Tiglath Pileaser III conquered N Israel, destroy-ing the city built by Ahab. This city was replaced by a new one (III) which became the Capital of the Assyrian province of Megiddo. The excavations uncovered a number of Assyrian palaces near the gate, and show that the city was built on an entirely new plan which was very different from any known in Israel. When the Egyptians took over the city from the Assyrians, they appear to have con-structed a very substantial fortress (II). There is little evidence to show that Megiddo continued to serve as a provincial Capital in the Babylonian and Persian periods.
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MELCHIZEDEK (Heb. malktsedeq, ‘Sedeq is (my) king’ or, as in Heb. 7:2, ‘king of righteous-ness’). He was the king of Salem (probably Jerusalem) and priest of ‘God Most High’ ('et ’elyön) who greeted Abram on his return from the rout of * Chedorlaomer and his allies, presented him with bread and wine, blessed him in the name of God Most High and received from him a tenth part of the booty which had been taken from the enemy (Gn. 14:18fT.). Abram thereupon declined the king of Sodom’s offer to let him keep all the booty apart from the recovered prisoners, swearing by God Most High that he would allow no man to have the honour of making him rieh (v. 22, where MT, but not Samaritan, lxx, or Pesh., adds Yahweh before el ’elyön, thus emphasizing that the two names denote one and the same God). The incident is probably to be dated in the Middle Bronze Age (* Abraham). Melchizedek’s name may be compared with that of a later king of Jerusalem, Adoni-zedek (Jos. 10:1 ff.).

ln Ps. 110:4 a Davidic king is acclaimed by divine oath as ‘a priest for ever after the Order of Melchizedek’. The background of this acclam-ation is provided by David’s conquest of Jerusalem

c. 1000 bc, by virtue of which David and his house became heirs to Melchizedek’s dynasty of priest-kings. The king so acclaimed was identified by Jesus and his contemporaries as the Davidic Messiah (Mk. 12:35fT). If Jesus is the Davidic Messiah, he must be the ‘priest for ever after the order of Melchizedek’. This inevitable conclusion is drawn by the writer to the Hebrews, who develops his theme of our Lord’s heavenly priesthood on the basis of Ps. 110:4, expounded in the light of Gn. 14:18fT., where Melchizedek appears and disap-pears suddenly, with nothing said about his birth or death, ancestry or descent, in a manner which declares his superiority to Abram and, by implica-tion, to the Aaronic priesthood descended from Abram. The superiority of Christ and his new order to the levitical order of OT times is thus es-tablished (Heb. 5:6-11; 6:20-7:28).

A fragmentary text from Cave 11 at Qumran (llQMelch.) envisages Melchizedek as divinely appointed judge in the heavenly court, expounding Pss. 7:7fif; 82:1 ff. in this sense (cf. A. S. van der Woude, ‘Melchisedech als himmlische Erlösergestalt’, OTS 14, 1965, pp. 354flf.).

Bibliography. Commentaries on Genesis, Psalms, Hebrews; F. F. Bruce, The Epistle to the Hebrews. NIC2, 1990, pp. 94ff, 133flf; H. H. Rowley, ‘Melchizedek and Zadok’, Festschrift für A. Berlholel (ed. W. Baumgartner el al), 1950, pp. 461 fF.; A. R. Johnson, Sacral Kingship in Ancient Israel, 1955; O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, 1959, pp. 83flf; J. A. Fitzmyer, Essays on the Semitic Background of the NT, 1971, pp. 221-269; F. L. Horton, The Melchizedek Tradition, 1976; B. A. Demarest, A History of Interpretation of Hebrews 7:1-10 from the Reformation to the Present, 1976.    f.f.b.

MELZAR. The subordinate official in Charge of Daniel and his companions, to whom Daniel ap-

pealed for a change of diet (Dn. 1:11-16). In av it is translated as a proper name, as in Theodotion, Lucian, and in Syr., Vulg. and Arab. vss. lxx gives ‘Abiesdri’, and identifies him with the chief of the eunuchs in v. 3. Most scholars now regard it as a title, probably a loan-word from the Assyr. massäru, ‘guardian’ (see BDB). Probably we should read ‘Steward’ (rsv), ‘overseer’ (Nowack), or ‘warden’ (J. A. Montgomery, Daniel, ICC, 1926).    J.G.G.N.

MEMPHIS (Egyp. Mn-nfr; Heb. Möp and Nöp). Situated on the Nile, at about 24 km from the apex of the Delta. It was a foundation of Menes (the White Walls), the pharaoh who united Upper and Lower Egypt. The name Mn-nfr is short for that of the temenos of the pyramid of Pepi (c. 2400 bc). It was the Capital of Egypt during the Old Kingdom. It remained an important city up to the conquest by Alexander the Great (332 bc). Principal gods were Ptah, the demiurge, Sekhmet, Nefertem and Sokaris. The name Hwt-k'-Pth, ‘mansion of the Ka of Ptah’, is the origin of the name Egypt. Very little remains of the city of the living (Mit-Rahina); the necropolis is better known with the important ruins of Djeser at Saqqara, the pyramid of Djedefre at Abu Rawash, the pyramids of Kheops, Khephren and Mykerinos at Giza, and those of the 5th Dynasty at Abuslr. Rameses II, Merenptah and Psammetichus pursued extensive building in the region. The temple is described by Herodotus (2. 153), and writers of old describe the place where the living Apis bull was kept. During the New Kingdom, as a consequence of Asiatic immigration, we find that foreign gods, such as Qadesh, Astarte and Baal, were worshipped at Memphis.

The city was taken by the Ethiopians (Pian-khy 730 bc), the Assyrians (Esarhaddon 671, Ashurbanipal 666) and the Persians (Cambyses 525).

From the 7th Century bc, colonies of foreigners established themselves in the place, and, after the destruction of Jerusalem, also Jews (Je. 44:1). The city is mentioned several times by the prophets (Ho. 9:6; Is. 19:13; Je. 2:16; 46:14, 19; Ezk. 30:13,

16).

Bibliography. F. Petrie, Memphis, 1, 2, 3, 1909— 10; Kees, in RE, s. v.; Porter and Moss, Topo-graphical Bibliography, 3, 1931.    c.d.w.'

MENAHEM. The son of Gadi, and military gov-ernor of Tirzah, became king of Israel (752-742, or 747-737 bc, 2 Ki. 15:17-22) after taking the throne as a usurper, having captured Samaria and ousted Shallum. He had to suppress opponents who were aware, as were the Assyrians, that he was not related to the ruling House of Omri. Menahem is named menihimme of Samaria in a list of States which paid tribute to the Assyrian king Tiglath-pileser III about 743 bc. The Assyrians were in-corporating neighbouring States as vassals, and made Samaria the centre of an Assyrian province. The cost to Israel was her independence since she had to pay a tribute of 1,000 talents of silver, re-couped by a tax of 50 shekels a head per wealthy male (i.e. total of 36,000 men); that was the equiva-lent of the current redemption price for each male slave. Menahem, the last Israelite king to be suc-ceeded by his son (Pekahiah), was a primary cause for anti-Assyrian Opposition which resulted in t'ne capture of Samaria in 722 bc and the exile of its inhabitants.

Bibuograhy. D. J. Wiseman, DOTT, pp. 53-58; idem. I & 2 Kings, TOTC, 1993, pp. 254-255; L. D. Levine, Iran, 1972, pp. 11-24.    d.j.w.

Monuments, 1895, pp. 530f; E. G. Kraeling. JBL 63, 1944, pp. 11 fT.; H. L. Ginsberg, Studies in Daniel, 1948, pp. 24ff.; O. Eissfeldt, ‘Die Menetekel-Inschrift’, ZAW62, 1951, pp. 105fif.; D.

N. Freedman, BASOR 145, February 1957, pp. 31 f.

F.F.B.

MENE, MENE, TEKEL, UPHARSIN. The writ-ing on the wall at Belshazzar’s feast (Dn. 5:25, rsv ‘mene, mene, tekel, and parsin’, since the u of u-pharsin is the conjunction ‘and’, after which p becomes the Spirant ph [(p)). In Daniel’s Interpretation (vv. 26-28) m'ne' is derived from Aram. m'na, ‘to number’, indicating that the days of the Chaldean empire have been numbered and brought to an end; l'qe! is derived from Aram. t'qal, ‘to weigh’ (cf. Heb. säqal, whence ‘shekel’), indicating that Belshazzar has been weighed in the divine scales and found wanting; and the plural parsin is replaced by the singulär p'res, which is derived from Aram. p'ras, ‘to divide’, indicating that his empire is to be divided between the Medes and the Persians (päräs, with a further play on the root prs (rsv, av, niv, ‘peres’).

The mystery lay not in the decipherment of the Aram. words, but in their significance. On the sur-face they denoted a series of weights or monetary units, ‘a mina, a mina, a shekel, and half-shekel’ (Bab. parisu)—or, if the first word were regarded as imperative of the verb m'nä', ‘number a mina, a shekel, and half-shekel’. But there was no context which could make these words seem relevant to the king or his wise men.

Various attempts have been made by several scholars to relate the specified units to successive rulers of Babylon, e.g. Nebuchadrezzar (a mina), Belshazzar (a shekel), Medes and Persians (divi-sions) (C. S. Clermont-Ganneau, A. H. Sayce); Evil-merodach and Neriglissar (two minas), Labashi-marduk (a shekel), Nabonidus and Belshazzar (two half-minas) (E. G. Kraeling); Nebuchadrezzar (a mina), Evil-merodach (a shekel), Belshazzar (one half-mina) (H. L. Ginsberg); Nebuchadrezzar (a mina), Nabonidus (a shekel), Belshazzar (one half-mina) (D. N. Freedman, who con-cludes from the Qumran Prayer of Nabonidus that the Daniel story originally knew these three Chaldean kings). These attempts are fascinating but inconclusive.

Bibliography. Commentaries on Daniel by J. A. Montgomery, 1927, E. W. Heaton, 1956, A. Jef-fery, IB, 6, 1956; J. G. Baldwin, TOTC, 1978; J. E. Goldingay, 1989; J. J. Collins, 1993, ad. loc.\ A. H. Sayce, The Higher Criticism and the Verdict of the

MEONENIM, OAK OF. The rv rendering of the phrase ’elön m''ön'nim in Jdg. 9:37, which is trans-lated ‘plain of Meonenim’ in av and ‘Diviners’ Oak’ in rsv. The word mr'ön'nim is the intensive participle of the verb 'änan, ‘to practise soothsay-ing’, used, for instance, in 2 Ki. 21:6= 2 Ch. 33:6 (rv ‘observed times’) and Lv. 19:26, where the practice is forbidden. The participial form, mean-ing ‘soothsayer’ or ‘diviner’ (* Divination), occurs also in Dt. 18:10, 14 and in Mi. 5:12 (13, Heb.) but is treated only as a proper name by av and rv in the passage in Judges. The reference is probably to a tree where Canaanite or apostate Israelite sooth-sayers carried out their business. The site is un-known.    t.c.m.

MEPHIBOSHETH. The original form of the name may have been Meribba'al, perhaps *‘Baal is advocate’ (1 Ch. 8:34; 9:40a), or Meribba'al, ‘hero of Baal’ (1 Ch. 9:40b). In the Lucianic recen-sion of the lxx (except at 2 Sa. 21:8) the form is Memphibaal, perhaps ‘one who cleaves Baal in pieces’ (cf. Dt. 32:26). This transitional form was perhaps further modified by the replacement of baal with bösel, ‘shame’ (cf. Ishbosheth, Jerub-besheth in 2 Sa. 11:21, and the lxx ‘prophets of shame’ for ‘prophets of Baal’ in 1 Ki. 18:19, 25). See BDB\ Smith, ICC, Samuel, 1899, pp. 284-285;

S. R. Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel2, 1913, pp. 253-255 with refer-ences. On the other hand, Mephibosheth and Meribba'al may have been alternative names (* Ishbosheth).

There were two men of this name. 1. The son of Jonathan, Saul’s son. When they were killed he was 5 years old and became lame owing to an injury sustained in flight with his nurse (2 Sa. 4:4). David spared his life, gave him an honourable place at court for Jonathan’s sake, and appointed Ziba, one of Saul’s slaves, to serve him (2 Sa. 9; 21:7). Ziba’s treachery and Mephibosheth’s reconciliation with David at the time of Absalom’s revolt are related in 2 Sa. 16:1-6; 19:24-30. 2. Saul’s son by his concu-bine Rizpah. He was among those executed by the Gibeonites to expiate Saul’s massacre (2 Sa. 21:8).

A.G.
[image: ]


V1ERAB. Saul's elder daughter (I Sa. 14:49). She was promised to David but given instead to Adriel, :he Meholathite (1 Sa. 18:17-20), an incident the .XX omits. Many scholars substitute Merab for Michal in 2 Sa. 21:8, regarding it as an ancient scribal error, saying that after her death her sons were hanged to atone for Saul’s slaughter of the Gibeonites, a breaking of Israel’s covenant (Jos. 9).

MB.

V1ERARI, MERARITES. Merari, third son of Levi, was founder of one of three great Levite fam-ilies. His family was subdivided into the houses of Mahli and Mushi. In the wilderness the Merarites :arried the tabernacle frames (boards), bars and sockets, and the court pillars, sockets, pins and :ords. Four wagons and eight oxen were given them to help in the task. They encamped on the N side of the tabernacle. Their males over a month old numbered 6,200; those who actually served [age-group 30-50), 3,200 (Nu. 3:33-39; 4:42-45; 7:8). In the land they were assigned twelve cities (Jos. 21:7).

Under David’s reorganization the Merarite family of Ethan (Jeduthun) shared in the Temple singing duties, while others were porters (1 Ch. 6:31-48; 25:3; 26:10-19). Merarites are mentioned as being present at the bringing up of the ark (1 Ch. 15:6), and again at the successive cleansings of the Temple under Hezekiah and Josiah (2 Ch. 29:12; 34:12). Some also are recorded as serving under Ezra (Ezr. 8:18-19) and Nehemiah (cf. Ne. 11:15 with 1 Ch. 9:14).    d.w.g.

MERATHA1M (Heb. m'rätayim). A term found in Je. 50:21, having the dual meaning of ‘double bit-terness’ or ‘double rebellion’. Some hold that the dual expresses merely intensity of rebellion against the Lord (cf. v. 24); other scholars now suggest an Identification of the word with Bab. när ntarrätu (Persian Gulf) = S Babylonia (so BDB, GTT), but this is questionable.    j.d.d.

MERCY, MERCIFUL. The tracing of the concept of mercy in the Eng. Bible is complicated by the fact that ‘mercy’, ‘merciful’ and ‘have mercy upon’ are translations of several different Heb. and Gk. roots, which are also variously rendered in other occurrences by other Synonyms, such as ‘kindness’, ‘grace’, ‘favour’ (and cognate verbs). To picture this concept we would require a group of overlap-ping linguistic circles.

1

MEDES, MEDIA (Heb. madai\ Assyr. (A)mada, Old Pers. Mada\ Gk. Medai).

Media was the name for NW Iran, SW of the Caspian Sea and N of the Zagros Mountains, covering the modern province of Azerbaijan and part of Persian Kurdistan. The inhabitants were called Medes or Medians and were Japhethites (Gn. 10:2), whose Aryan lineage is confirmed by Hero-dotus (7. 62), Strabo (15. 2. 8) and by the surviving traces of their language. The Medes were steppe-dwellers whose name is first mentioned by Shal-maneser III who raided their plains in 836 bc to obtain their famous, finely bred horses. Later Assyr. kings followed him and sought to keep the E passes open to the traders. Adad-nirari III (810— 781 bc) Claims to have conquered ‘the land of the Medes and Parsua (Persia)’, as did Tiglath-pileser

2

 (743 bc) and Sargon II (716 bc). The lauer transported Israelites to Media (2 Ki. 17:6; 18:11) after he had overrun the part of the land ruled by Dayaukku (Deioces), whom he exiled for a time to Hamath.

Esarhaddon bound his Median vassals by treaty (Iraq 20, 1958, pp. 1-91), but they soon rebelled and joined the Scythians (Ashguza) and Cimmerians against the declining power of Assyria after 631 bc. Under Phraortes there began the open attacks which culminated in the fall of Nineveh (612 bc) and Harran (610 bc) to Kyaxares of Media and his Bab. allies. The Medes controlled all lands to the N of Assyria and clashed with Lydia until peace was ratified in 585

BC.

In 550 bc *Cyrus of Anshan (*Elam) defeated Astyages and brought Media under control, cap-turing the Capital Ecbatana and adding ‘King of the Medes’ to his titles. Many Medes were given positions of responsibility and their customs and iaws were combined with those of the Persians (Dn. 6:8, 15). Media was sometimes used to denote Persia but more usually combined with it as a major part of the new confederation (Dn. 8:20; Est. 1:19). The Medes, as seen by the prophets Isaiah (13:17) and Jeremiah (51:11, 28), took part in the capture of Babylon (Dn. 5:28). The new ruler of Babylon, *Darius, was called ‘the Mede’ (Dn. 11:1), being the son of Ahasuerus of Median origin (Dn. 9:1).

The Medes later rebelled under Darius I and II (409 bc). The history of the Jews in Media is recounted in Esther (1:3, 14, 18-19) and the Medians under Syrians (Seleucids) and Parthians are referred to in 1 Macc. 14:1-3; Josephus, Ant.

10. 232. Media was organized as the 1 Ith and 18th Satrapies. The Medes are mentioned, with the Parthians and Elamites, in Acts 2:9. After the Sas-sanids Media was used only as a geographical term.

Bibliography. E. Yamauchi, Persia and the Bible, 1990.    d.j.vv.


I. In the Old Testament

1. hesed: the etymological origin of this root is pos-sibly ‘keenness, eagerness’ (Snaith). Its semantic core is best expressed by ‘devotion’. Used nearly 250 times, it is translated in av predominantly by ‘mercy’, but also by ‘kindness’, * ‘lovingkindness’, ‘goodness’ (lxx, eleos', Luther, Gnade). Its ränge of meaning is: ‘solidarity, kindness, grace’ (G. Lisowsky, Konkordanz, 1958). It denotes devotion to a covenant, and so, of God, his covenant-love (Ps. 89:28). But God’s faithfulness to a graciously established relationship with Israel or an individual, despite human unworthiness and defection, readily passes over into his mercy. ‘This steady, persistent refusal of God to wash his hands of wayward Israel is the essential meaning of the Heb. word which is translated loving-kindness’ (Snaith). rsv renders it often by ‘loyalty’, ‘deal loyally’, chiefly by ‘steadfast love’.

2.    hänan is translated in av chiefly as ‘have mercy upon’, be ‘gracious’, ‘merciful’; and hen by ‘grace’ and ‘favour’ (lxx mostly charis). ‘It is the gracious favour of the superior to the inferior, all un-deserved’ (Snaith).

3.    räham may share common origin with rehem, meaning ‘womb’, and hence denote ‘brotherly’ or ‘motherly feeling’ (BDB—cf. Is. 13:18; 49:15). av ‘have mercy’ or ‘compassion’, and once (Ps. 18:1) ‘love’. The plural rah‘‘mim is rendered ‘tender mer-cies’ (lxx splanchna, oiktirmoi, eleos). It expresses the affective aspect of love: its compassion and pity. ‘The personal God has a heart’ (Barth).

II. In the New Testament

In NT the meanings of hesed and hen are largely combined in charis, * ‘grace’. The specific notion of mercy—compassion to one in need or helpless distress, or in debt and without Claim to favourable treatment—is rendered by eleos, oiktirmos and splanchnon (and cognate verbs). Grace is con-cerned for man, as guilty; mercy, as he is miserable (R. C. Trench, Synonyms of the New Testament, pp.

166fr.).

God is ‘the Father of mercies’ (2 Cor. 1:3; Ex. 34:6; Ne. 9:17; Pss. 86:15; 103:8-14; Joel 2:13; Jon. 4:2). ‘His compassion is over all that he has made’ (Ps. 145:9), and it is because of his mercy that we are saved (Eph. 2:4; Tit. 3:5). Jesus was often ‘moved with compassion’ and he bids us to be ‘merciful, as your Father also is merciful’ (Lk. 6:36; Mt. 18:21 fT.). Christians are to put on ‘heartfelt compassion’ (Col. 3:12). The merciful are blessed, and will receive mercy (Mt. 5:7; also Jas. 2:13, on which see R. V. G. Tasker, TNTC, adloc.).

Bibliography. N. H. Snaith, The Distinctive Ideas of the Old Testament, 1944; TWBR, (‘Lovingkindness’, ‘Mercy’); Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics, 2, 1, 1957, section 30, pp. 368flf; H.-H. Esser, NIDNTT2, pp. 593-601. j.h.

MERODACH. The Heb. form of the Babylonian divine name Marduk. By the time of * Hammurapi (c. 1750 bc), on whose stela this god may be repre-sented (IBA, fig. 24), the god Marduk (Sumerian amar. utu) had taken over many of the attributes of the god Enlil. Marduk was the primary deity of * Babylon and was later called by his epithet Bel (Ba'al), so that his defeat was synonymous with that of his people (Je. 50:2) as was that of the earl-ier Canaanite * Ba'al’. The Babylonian epic of Creation (enuma eliS) commemorates the god’s victory over forces of evil and his honour as ‘king of the gods’. Merodach occurs as the divine element in the Heb. rendering of Babylonian names, *Evil-merodach, * Merodach-baladan and * Mordecai.

D.J.W.

MERODACH-BALADAN. Known from cunei-form texts as the name of Marduk-apla-iddina II, the king of Babylon who sent an embassy to Hezekiah (Is. 39:1). The Heb. writing reflects the con-sonants of the name according to the methods of transcription used in the 8th and 7th centuries bc (mrdkbldn, 2 Ki. 20:12, Berodach-baladan, has a phonetic variant), the vowels being added by later
[image: ]


The Babyloniern god Marduk (Heb. Merodach) wears a royal crown and holds the rod and ring. Symbols of authority. He is here depicted on bis Symbol, a composite creature (musrussu) whose body was a serpent. Drawn from a curved cylinder found at Babylon (see p. 751).

tradition. His father, not named in cuneiform sources, could have been called B 1-iddin, giving the same consonants as Baladan (bldn) when tran-scribed into Hebrew (Is. 39:1). See TynB 22, 1971, pp. 125-126.

He was a ruler of the Chaldean district of Bit-Yakin, N of the Persian Gulf, who claimed descent from Eriba-Marduk king of Babylon 782-762 bc. When Tiglath-pileser III entered Babylonia in 731 bc, Merodach-baladan brought presents to him at Sapia and supported the Assyrians against a rebel-lious sheikh UkTn-z r (Iraq 17, 1953, pp. 44-50). On the succession of Sargon in 721 bc Merodach-baladan entered babylon and claimed the throne. The assyrians reacted and attacked the elamite allies of babylon the following year.

The outcome of the battle is obscure except in that Merodach-baladan remained on the throne until 710 bc, when Sargon, having previously neu-tralized the Elamites, entered Babylon unopposed. When the Assyrians moved S into Bit-Yakin, Merodach-baladan was retained as local ruler and did not openly oppose his overlord during the rest of his reign.

On Sargon’s death in 705 bc, however, Merodach-baladan began to work for his in-dependence from Assyria. It was probably at this time that he sent an embassy to Hezekiah, which was shown the resources of Judah (2 Ki. 20:12-19; Is. 39), with the aim of encouraging action against Assyria by the W. Not only did Isaiah’s Opposition to this scheme thwart Merodach-baladan’s plan, but the Babylonians themselves forestalled him by setting up their own nominee, Marduk-zakir-sum, in 704 bc. He deposed the newly appointed king in Babylon and ruled from nearby friendly Borsippa Despite the aid of Elamite troops under Imbappa sent by Sutur-Nahundu, Sennacherib defeated the rebels in battles at Kutha and Kish and entered Babylon, where he set Bel-ibni on the throne. Bit-Yakin alone was despoiled, and Merodach-baladan fled to SW Elam, where he subsequently died.

Bibliography. J. A. Brinkman, in Studies pre-sented to A. L. Oppenheim, 1964, pp. 6-53; CAH 3/2, 1991, pp. 26-36.    d.j.w.

MEROM, WATERS OF (Heb. meröm). Rendezvous of the Hazor confederacy against Joshua, who surprised and routed them there (Jos. 11:5, 7). It is not clear whether Merom is (a) modern Meiron, a village 5 km WNW of Safed (Safat), near springs which feed the Wadi Leimun or W Meiron (M. Noth, Josua2, p. 67); or (b) Maroun er-Ras, 15 km to the N, above a valley leading to the Huleh basin N of Hazor (LOB, pp. 225f, propos-ing Teil el-Khirbeh, 3 km to the SSW). Whether or not it is the same as *Madon, Merom appears to have been an important site (Tuthmosis III list no. 85; ANET, p. 283); no such remains have been found at Meiron (E. Meyers, BASOR 214, 1974, pp. 2f).    J.P.U.L.

MERONOTHITE. Jehdeiah (1 Ch. 27:30) and Jadon (Ne. 3:7) were Meronothites. Ne. 3:7 seems to suggest that Meronoth was close to Gibeon and Mizpah, but Mizpah is a doubtful reading (GTT, p. 387). Grollenberg, Atlas, identifies it as Beitüni-yeh, NW of Gibeon, following earlier studies.

A.R.M.

MEROZ (Heb. meroz), in Jdg. 5:23 a Community (doubtfully identified with Khirbet Marus, 12 km S of Barak’s home at Kedesh-naphtali) on which Deborah pronounces a curse for its failure to take part in the campaign against Sisera. The bitterness of the curse suggests that Meroz was under a sacred Obligation to obey Barak’s summons.

F.F.B.

MESHA. 1. King of Moab, succeeding his father who had reigned for 30 years and worshipped ’Chemosh (Moabite Stone, 2-3). He rebelled after Ahab’s death (2 Ki. 1:1; 3:5). Since an invasion of his territory by Judah, Israel and Edom failed, his breakaway may have occurred c. 853 bc while Ahab and Israel were engaging the Assyrians. The details of his reign on the * Moabite Stone record his building of towns and regulating the water-supply. His rebellion may have been an attempt to gain direct control of his considerable wool trade with Tyre (2 Ki. 3:4-5; POTT, pp. 235, 275).

2.    Caleb’s first-born son (1 Ch. 2;42, Rsvmg.).

3.    A Benjaminite born in Moab, son of Shaha-

raim by Hodesh (1 Ch. 8:9).    d.j.w.

MESHA. A place mentioned as the limit of the territory of the descendants of Joktan (Gn. 10:30), the other limit being *Sephar. Some scholars would identify it with massa in N Arabia (* Massa), but the probable location of Sephar in S Arabia suggests a similar locality for Mesha, though no place of that name has been suggested in that region.    t.c.m.

MESHACH (Heb. mesak). The name given to Mishael (‘who is what God is’?), one of Daniel’s companions in captivity at Babylon, by Nebuchad-rezzar’s chief eunuch (Dn. 1:7; 2:49, etc.). The most plausible meaning of the name suggested is the Bab. mesäku (T have become weak’) perhaps given as similar to the Heb. name.    d.j.w.

MESHECH (MTmesek; lxx Mosoch). One of the sons of Japheth (Gn. 10:2 = 1 Ch. 1:5) here and elsewhere associated with Tubal. 1 Ch. 1:17 names him as a descendant of Shem by Aram, while the parallel passage (Gn. 10:23) gives the name as Mash. One of these is, presumably, an error, and lxx Mosoch in Gn. 10:23 suggests k has been lost there. The intermarriage implied by the presence of the same name among the children of Japheth and Shem, which such a view would involve, would not be impossible (* Nations, Table of).

The descendants of Meshech are later mentioned as exporting slaves and copper (Ezk. 27:13), as a warlike people threatening front the N (Ezk. 32:26; 38:2-3; 39:1), and as typical of a barbarous society (Ps. 120:5). The close association of the name with Tubal renders likely their Identification with the people often named together as Tabät and Musku or Musku in the Assyr. inscriptions and 77-barenoi and Moschoi in Herodotus. The mus-ka-a-ia are first mentioned in the annals of Tiglath-pileser I (c. 1100 bc) as mounting an army of 20,000 men in the N, and it may be that they were already in the region SE of the Black Sea a Century earlier when the Hittite texts mention one Mitas in that area, for this name is similar to that of the king of the Muski in the 8th Century. They are mentioned in the annals of Tukulti-Ninurta II and Ashurnasirpal II in the 9th Century and of Sargon in the 8th. This king gives their ruler’s name as mi-la-a, which some scholars suggest is to be equated with Midas of Phrygia, the kingdom which suc-ceeded the Hittites in Asia Minor, and that the Muski are therefore to be equated with the Phry-gians. The name Musku is not mentioned in the Achaemenian inscriptions, but Herodotus names the Moschoi as falling within the 19th Satrapy of Darius (3. 94) and as forming a contingent in the army of Xerxes (7. 78). This information leads to the conclusion that Meshech refers to a people perhaps speaking an Indo-European language who entered the Near East from the N steppe, and im-posed themselves as rulers upon the indigenous Population of an area in E Anatolia.

Bibliography. S. Parpola, Neo-Assyrian Top-onyms, 1970, pp. 252-253; R. D. Barnett, CAH\ 1975, pp. 417-442; J. N. Postgate, Iraq 35, 1973, pp. 21-34.    t.c.m.

MESOPOTAMIA. The Gk. Mesopotamia, ‘be-tween the two rivers’, is av borrowing from lxx to render the Heb. '“ram nah“rayim (except in the title of Ps. 60). This was the fertile land E of the river Orontes covering the upper and middle Euphrates and the lands watered by the rivers Habur and Tigris, i.e. modern E Syria-N Iraq. It includes Harran (to which Abraham moved after leaving Ur in Babylonia) and its surrounding townships, to which Eliezer was sent to find a wife for Isaac (Gn. 24:10). Mesopotamia was the original home of Balaam (Dt. 23:4; * Peor) and was the country ruled by Cushan-rishathaim when he oppressed Israel (Jdg. 3:8-10). In David’s time Mesopotamia provided charioteers and horsemen to Support his Ammonite opponents (1 Ch. 19:6). This accords with the evidence for the occupation of this whole area by horse-rearing Indo-Aryan Mitanni and Hurrians (*Horites) in the 2nd millennium.

Greek and Roman writers after the 4th Century bc extended the use of ‘Mesopotamia’ to describe the whole Tigris-Euphrates valley, that is, the modern state of Iraq. Thus Stephen referred to Abraham’s original home of Ur in Babylonia as in ‘Mesopotamia, before he lived in Haran’ (Acts 7:2). The inclusion of Mesopotamians with Parthians, Medes and Elamites may indicate that the Jews of the Diaspora in Babylonia were present in Jerusalem to hear Peter (Acts 2:9). Thus the NT follows the wider use of the geographical name which is still adopted by some modern scholars.

See also *Aram, *Syria, and for the history of the region, ‘Assyria and ‘Babylonia.

Bibliography. JNES 21, 1962, pp. 73-92; Aram 1, 1989, pp. 24-30.    d.j.w.

MESSIAH.

1. In the Old Testament

This word, used as the official title of the central fig-ure of expectation, is in the main a product of later Judaism. I ts use is, of course, validated by the NT, but theterm is found only twicein theOT (Dn. 9:25-26).

The idea of ‘anointing and of the anointed person is a well-established OT usage. One particu-lar example, which has sometimes caused difficulty to OT students, is in fact specially helpful in defin-ing the term. In Is. 45:1 the Persian, Cyrus, is ad-dressed as ‘his (i.e. Yahweh’s) anointed (m'Sihö)’. There are here five features which, in the light of the rest of Scripture, are clearly definitive of cer-tain main lines of OT Messianism. Cyrus is a man of God’s choice (Is. 41:25), appointed to accom-plish a redemptive purpose towards God’s people (45:11-13), and a judgment on his l'oes (47). He is given dominion over the nations (45:1-3); and in all his activities the real agent is Yahweh himself (45:1-7). The anointed Status of Cyrus, as such, simply shows that there is a ‘secular’ (so to speak) usage of the terminology of Messiahship (cf. the ‘anointing’ of Hazael, 1 Ki. 19:15; and the descrip-tion of Nebuchadrezzar as ‘my servant’, Is. 25:9). There could be no better summary of the OT view of the ‘anointed’ person; furthermore it is quite clear that these five points are pre-eminently true of the Lord Jesus Christ, who saw himself as the fulfilment of the OT Messianic expectations. In the light of this, the best and simplest plan for our study is to apply the word ‘Messianic’ to all those prophecies that place a person in the limelight as the figure of salvation (so Vriezen).

How old is the Messianic expectation? One major line of argument on this question (suggested by Mowinckel) is that the Messiah is an eschato-logical figure in the strict sense of the term: that is to say, not merely a figure of future hope. but em-phatically belonging to the ‘last days’. Con-sequently, since all properly defined eschatological passages look back upon the fall of the Davidic monarchy as a fact of past history, the Messiah must belong to post-exilic times, and is not found as a matter of prediction in pre-exilic docu-ments. Seemingly Messianic passages belonging to monarchic times must be interpreted as simple addresses to the reigning king, and of no Messianic, that is, eschatological, significance. Later editing, it is urged, may have adapted them Messianically, and later Messianic writers may have drawn from them some of their imagery, but in themselves, and properly considered, they are not Messianic.

Against this it is urged (e.g. by Knight), with great weight, that it is hardly credible that the monarchs known to us in the books of Kings could have been seriously addressed or thought of in the terms used, for example, in the royal Psalms. We shall demonstrate this contention presently, and for the moment must be content to say that such passages point to a conception of Israelite kingship as such, and to an expectation resident in the kingly office itself. Even if Mowinckel has cor-rectly insisted that Messiah must be an eschato-logica! figure, by no means all OT specialists would agree that eschatology must be post-exilic (cf., e.g., Vriezen), but it may certainly be asked if he has not defined the concept of eschatology too rigidly. If, for example, he denies the description ‘eschatological’ to any passage which depicts the survival and life of a remnant after the divine Intervention, the logical consequence of this is to deny that the Lord Jesus Christ is an eschatological figure, and thereby contradict the biblical view of the ‘last days’ (e.g. Heb. 1:2; 1 Jn. 2:18). It is much more satisfactory to define the Messiah as a ‘teleo-logical figure’. Ünique in Israel was their appre-hension of purpose in life. They possessed this awareness from the beginning (cf. Gn. 12:1-3), and this made them alone the true historians of the ancient world.

The specific attachment of this hope to a royal figure of the future is in no way dependent on the historical fall of the Monarchy, for the Davidic line was a failure from the Start, and the expectation, even longing, for the royal Messiah need not be later than the time of Solomon. Our plan therefore will be to seek in the OT for a ‘figure of Salvation’, and, by associating our search with Israelite tele-ology, rather than with a narrowly defined eschatology, we will find good reasons to hold that such a hope was early embraced by the chosen people, taking its rise from the famous ‘protevangelium’ of Gn. 3:15.

a. Messiah as the antitype of great historical figures Israel’s teleological view of life on earth, already mentioned, was rooted in the knowledge of the unique God who revealed himself to them. The faithfulness and self-consistency of their God pro-vided them with a key to the future, in so far as it was necessary for faith to discern things to come. God had acted ‘typically’ and characteristically in certain great persons and events of the past, and, because God does not change, he will so act again. Three such persons of the past were specially woven into the Messianic pattem: Adam, Moses and David.

1.    The Messiah and Adam. There are certain fea-tures of the Messianic future which are very clearly reminiscent of the Edenic state: for convenience we group them under the two headings of prosperity (Am. 9:13; Is. 4:2; 32:15, 20; 55:13; Ps. 72:16) and peace (the harmony of the world of living crea-tures: Is. 11:6-9; and of the world of human rela-tions: Is. 32:1-8). Viewing the Fall in its effects purely upon this world, these were the things lost as God’s curse took effect. When the curse is re-versed and God’s Man restores all things the Edenic scene reappears. This is not merely wishful thinking, but a logical and proper extension of the doctrine of creation by a holy God. All the passages cited above concern the Messianic King and the nature of his rule and kingdom. Here is the real recapitulation of the first man, who had ‘domin-ion’ over the rest of created things (Gn. 1:28; 2:19-20), but feil when he allowed his dominion to be usurped (cf. Gn. 3:13). Dominion will be restored in the Messiah. It may frankly be admitted that the notion of the Messiah as a new *Adam is neither lengthily nor specifically developed, ‘but it is not unlikely that we have evidence that the royal ideol-ogy was sometimes influenced by the conception of the king of paradise’ (Mowinckel). The NT doctrine of the ‘Second Adam’ has a clear OT root in the passages quoted.

2.    The Messiah and Moses. It is not surprising that the Exodus and its leader should have so im-pressed the mind of Israel that the future was seen in this mould. As it was recorded and presented to succeeding generations of the nation, the pattem of the first Exodus constituted an eternal revela-tion of God (Ex. 3:15). The conception of the second Exodus is not always in a specifically Messianic setting. Sometimes the fact is stressed that God will do again what he did at the Exodus, only in a surpassing way, but without mentioning any man by whom God will so work as formerly he wrought by Moses (eg. Ho. 2:14-23; Je. 31:31-34; Ezk. 20:33-44—note ‘king’ (rv, rsv) in v. 33: it may be that Moses is called ‘king’ in Dt. 33:5). Sometimes, however, the forecast of the second Exodus is Messianic, e.g. Is. 51:9-11; 52:12; Je 23:5-8. Once again, it is only fair to notice that the matter is, at best, inferentially expressed. However, in the case of Moses we can take the study a stage farther, for we have his own prophecy recorded in Dt. 18:15-19 that the Lord will raise up a prophet ‘like me’.

In general, the exegesis of this passage has tended to the exclusive advocacy of one or other point of view: either that the Messiah is here fore-told or that the reference is simply to the providen-tial Provision of a continuing line of prophets. In recent work the latter has the Support of the major-ity, although sometimes it has been allowed that the Messianic meaning may also, though secondar-ily, be admitted. However, the passage itself seems to require both interpretations, for some features in it can be satisfied only by the line of prophets, and others only by the Messiah.

Thus the context is very weighty for the former view. Moses insistently warning his hearers against Canaanite abomination stresses especially divin-atory practices for ascertaining the future. The warning is buttressed by this prophecy of the Mosaic Prophet. Here, says Moses, is the Israelite alternative to divination; the living are not to con-sult the dead, for the God of Israel will speak to his people through a man raised up for that purpose. This seems to be a promise of continuous revela-tion; a prediction of a far-off Messiah would not meet the need for guidance of which Moses is speaking.

Again, vv. 21-22, supplying a test for prophets, may be seen as anticipating the Situation which often arose in the days of the canonical prophets, and which caused such bitterness of soul to Jer-emiah (23:9flf ). However, this consideration is not of equal weight with the foregoing, for it would not be at all improper that some test for the Messiah should be provided. A false Messiah is as likely as a false prophet and, indeed, to take the matter no farther, Jesus himself rested his Claims on the co-incidence of his words and works, and his Jewish opponents were continually pressing for an un-equivocal Messianic sign.

If we take Moses’ words as prophetic of a line of prophets, they were, of course, amply fulfilled. Every true prophet was ‘like Moses’, for he existed to teach Moses’ doctrine. Both Jeremiah (23:9ff.) and Ezekiel (13:1-14:11) distinguish the true prophet from the false by the content of his mes-sage: the true prophet has a word to speak against sin, the false prophet has not. This is simply to say that the theology of true * prophecy derives from Sinai. This truth is taught also in Deuteronomy, for the question of false prophecy is raised in ch. 13, and it is precisely required that every prophet must be brought into comparison with the Exodus reve-lation (vv. 5, 10) and with the teaching of Moses (v. 18). Moses is the normative prophet; every true prophet, as such, is a prophet Mike Moses’.

But there is another side to the exegesis of this passage. According to Dt. 34:10, Moses is unique, and his like has not yet appeared. On any view of the date of Deuteronomy, this verse points to an understanding of Dt. 18:15fT. as Messianic: for if Deuteronomy is as late as some hold, or if 34:10 represents later editorial comment, then we are here being informed that no single prophet, nor yet the prophets collectively, fulfilled the prediction of 18:15fr.

Furthermore, when we come to the passage itself, special regard ought to be paid to the very precise terms of the comparison with Moses. The passage does not say, in a large and undefined way, that there will arise a prophet Mike Moses’, but spe-cifically a prophet who, in his person and work, may be compared with Moses at Horeb (v. 16). Now this comparison was not fulfilled by any of the OT prophets. Moses at Horeb was the mediator of the covenant; the prophets were preachers of the covenant and foretellers of its successor. Moses was an originator; the prophets were propagators. With Moses, Israel’s religion entered a new phase; the prophets fought for the establishment and maintenance of that phase, and prepared the way for the next, to which they looked forward. The strict requirement of vv. 15-16, therefore, can be met only by Messiah.

How, then, are these two interpretations to be reconciled? We remarked above, relative to Israel’s continuing need of the voice of God, that a far-off Messiah would not meet that need. In so saying, we spoke as if 20th-century information was at the disposal of the ancient Israelite. This passage cer-tainly foretells the prophet-Messiah, but it says nothing about his being ‘far ofF. Only the actual passage of time could show that. Here, then, is the reconciliation: in respect of prophets, Israel was in exactly the same Situation as in respect of kings (see further, below). The line of kings proceeded under the shadow of the promise of the coming great King, and each successive king was hailed in deliberately Messianic terms, both to remind him of his vocation to a certain type of kingship and to express the national longing that at last Messiah might have come. So too with the prophets. They likewise live under the shadow of the promise; they too have a pattem to fulfil. Each king must be, as best he can, like the king of the past (David) until the coming of the One who is able to reformulate the Davidic type and be the king of the future; so, too, each prophet must be, as best he can, like the prophet of the past (Moses) until the coming of the One who is able to reformulate the Mosaic type and be the prophet, lawgiver and mediator of the future, new covenant.

3. The Messiah and David. The dying Jacob is recorded (and there is no good reason for doubting the ascription) as prophesying about the future of his sons. The prophecy about Judah has deservedly attracted great attention (Gn. 49:9-10). Dispute has necessarily centred on the meaning of 'ad ki yäbö’ silöh. Ezk. 21:27 seems to suggest the Interpretation ‘until he come, whose right it is’, and this certainly is the most venerable approach to the Problem. More recently the view has been taken that we have here an Akkadian loan-word meaning ‘his (i.e. Judah’s) ruler’. At all events, tribal rule is vested in Judah, and some pre-eminent Judahite ruler is foreseen as the consummation of the sover-eignty. In an initial, and at the same time normative, sense, this came to pass in David of Judah, with whom all succeeding kings, for good or ill, were compared (e.g: 1 Ki. 11:4, 6; 14:8; 15:3,11-14; 2 Ki. 18:3; 22:2). However, it is one thing to see that David, as a matter of fact, was the normative king; it is another matter altogether to say just why he should be the type of the king to come. The prophecy of Nathan (2 Sa. 7:12-16) does not precisely require a single king as its fulfilment, but rather predicts a stable house, kingdom and throne for David. We must presume that, as from Solo-mon’s later years failure and declension set in, the days of David glowed brighter and brighter in Israel’s memory, and hope crystallized into the ‘David’ of the future (e.g. Ezk. 34:23). This expect-ation is shown particularly by two groups of passages.

(i) The Psalms. There are certain psalms which centre on the king, and they depict a very precise character and career. Summarizing, this king meets world-opposition (2:1-3; 110:1), but, as a victor (45:3-5; 89:22-23), and by the activity of Yahweh (2:6, 8; 18:46-50; 21:1-13; 110:1-2), he establishes world-rule (2:8-12; 18:43-^45; 45:17; 72:8-11; 89:25; 110:5-6), based on Zion (2:6) and marked by a primary concern for morality (45:4, 6-7; 72:2— 3, 7; 101:1-8). His rule is everlasting (21:4; 45:6; 72:5); his kingdom is peaceful (72:7), prosperous (72:16) and undeviating in reverence for Yahweh (72:5). Pre-eminent among men (45:2, 7), he is the friend of the poor and the enemy of the oppressor (12:2-4, 12-14). Under him the righteous flourish (72:7). He is remembered for ever (45:17), pos-sesses an everlasting name (72:17) and is the object of unending thanks (72:15). In relation to Yahweh, he is the recipient of his everlasting blessing (45:2). He is the heir of David’s covenant (89:28-37; 132:11-12) and of Melchizedek’s priesthood (110:4). He belongs to Yahweh (89:18) and is de-voted to him (21:1, 7; 63:1-8, 11). He is his son (2:7; 89:27), scated at his right hand (110:1), and is himself divine (45:6).

The Messianic pattem as deduced from Cyrus above is clearly here. It is inconceivable that such notions were entertained in any directly personal way concerning the line of monarchs who followed David in Judah. We have here, therefore, either the most blatant flattery the world has ever heard, or eise the expression of a great ideal. Some comment is necessary on the ascription of divinity in Ps. 45:6. Unquestionably there are ways in which the address to the king as ‘God’ may legitimately be avoided (see Johnson), but such interpretations are not necessary in the light of the fact so clearly taught elsewhere in the OT that a divine Messiah was expected. It is no argument against this that v. 7 of the psalm, still addressing the king, speaks of ‘God, your God’. Certainly we are intended to gather that there is some distinction between God and the king, even if the king can be spoken of as ‘God’, but this need occasion no surprise, because exactly the same thing occurs throughout Messianic expectation, as we shall see, and also in the case, for example, of the * Angel of the Lord, who is both himself divine and also distinct from God.

(ii) Isaiah 7-12, etc. The most sustained treat-ment of the Davidic-Messianic theme occurs in Isaiah 1-37 and in particular in the self-contained unit, chs. 7-12. From 745 bc onwards, pressure to-wards the W from the awakening imperialism of Assyria forced all the Palestinian States to look to their security. Aram and Israel (Ephraim) allied themselves for mutual defence and sought the additional strength of a United Palestinian front. When, as it seems, Judah stood aloof from this Syro-Ephraimite alliance, pressure was exerted to bring the S kingdom to a better mind. It is un-necessary to review the course of the events (cf. 2 Ki. 15:37-16:20; 2 Ch. 28); rather we must concen-trate on sharing Isaiah’s view of the matter. It is clear that he saw the threat as transitory (7:7, 16) but the moment as decisive for the future of the people of God. If in the face of this threat there should be a refusal to find security in Yahweh alone and a seeking of security in any sort of worldly pact, then in the prophet’s view not just the current king (Ahaz) but the Davidic dynasty itself would be exposed as faithless; it would have rejected the promises and pleadings of its God in a decisive and final way and doom would follow. For this reason he identifies Ahaz with the dynasty (7:2, 13, 17), calls for a policy of total reliance on Yahweh (7:4, ‘Take care that you do nothing’), warns that the issue of faith will settle the fortunes of the dynasty and nation (7:9), offers in Yahweh’s name the Provision of a sign of such magnitude as would virtually compel faith (7:10-11) and when this is rejected speaks of another sign, Immanuel, wherein the hope of the nation is seen as over-whelmed in the triumph of Assyria (7:14ff.).

There is a logic, therefore, about 7:1-25. There comes a moment when faith is decisively offered and beyond that offer lies only the doom which comes on unbelief. But for Isaiah this creates as many problems as it solves. It is one thing to say that the unbelieving Ahaz is doomed by his faith-lessness, and dooms the dynasty and nation with him. But what of the promises themselves? Does God go back on his word? Does the promise of a Davidic king itself fail simply because Ahaz faith-lessly refuses to enter into it? Is God’s Messianic plan to that extent dependent on the choice of man? It is to this problem that Isaiah addresses himself in this section of his book and his treat-ment of it centres on the figure of Immanuel.

Immanuel must be approached first in relation to what is said of his birth: it isdescribed as a ‘sign’ and as birth of an 'almä. On neither count is Isaiah’s meaning uncontroverted. ‘Sign’ is used in the OT of a present persuader (as in 7:11; cf. Dt. 13:1) and of a future confirmation (e.g. Ex. 3:12). In which sense is Immanuel a ‘sign’? Regarding Im-manuel’s mother, the majority opinion of special-ists insists that the word ’almä means a young woman of marriageable age who, in this case, in the light of her pregnant state, must be assumed to be married and that if Isaiah had meant virgo in-tacta he must needs use another word, b'tülä. The issue, however, is not as settled as some commenta-tors would suggest. ‘From a survey of non-biblical evidence we may safely conclude that the word 'almä, in so far as may be ascertained, was never used of a married woman,’ says E. J. Young (Stud-ies in Isaiah, 1954, p. 170); and of the eight other occasions on which the word is used in the Bible, there is no reason in any case to assume married state. The sequence of Gn. 24:14, 16,43 is specially notable: Abraham’s servant prays for a ‘girl’ (v. 14. na“rä)\ when Rebekah comes he notes that she is marriageable but unmarried (v. 16, a bUülä whom man had not known); with this knowledge at his disposal he summarizes the whole Story for Re-bekah’s family using ’almä (v. 43). In passing, it is important to ask why, if b'tülä is virtually a tech-nical term for ‘virgin’, it needs to be qualified on a number of significant occasions, as in Gn. 24:16 (cf. Lv. 21:3; Jdg. 11:39; 21:12). There is, in fact, strong ground for urging that Isaiah used ‘almä because it is the nearest word in Hebrew which expresses virgo intacta and that Matthew practised no sleight of hand in accepting the rendering par-thenos (1:23).

Secondly, Isaiah sets Immanuel in the context of the hope of Israel. Chs. 7-11 form an integrated unit of prophetic teaching in which 7:1-9:7 focuses on the S kingdom (Judah) and 9:8-11:16 on the N (Jacob, 9:8). Each section passes through the same four sub-sections: the moment of decision (7:1-17; 9:8-10:4), the judgment (7:18-8:8; 10:5-15), the remnant (8:9—22; 10:16-34) and the glorious hope (9:1-7; 11:1-16). As this sequence is followed through, the wonder-child, Immanuel (the posses-sor, 8:8, and security, 8:10, of his people) becomes, as the focus clarifies, the royal deliverer of 9:1-7 and the righteous king of 11:1 — 16. In each place he is a world-ruler (9:7; 11:10) and in each place the element of mystery regarding his person remains. In 9:6 he who sits on David’s throne (v. 7) is also ‘mighty God’—and in the light of the identical wording referring without equivocation to Yahweh in 10:21 it is exegetically unworthy to refuse either the translation or its clear implication here—and in 11:1, 10 he who springs out of the stock of Jesse is also the root of Jesse.

Thirdly, we must attempt to relate Immanuel and Maher-shalal-hash-baz (8:1-4). We noted above a problem whether, considered as a sign, Immanuel must be understood as a present persuader or a future confirmation. The implication of 7:15-17 that he would be born heir to the Assyr-ian devastations of Judah might appear to settle the point. Yet Isaiah seems, with a certain amount of emphasis and deliberation, to transfer the task of being an immediate sign to his own son (8:1—4) and in the rest of chs. 8-9 there is a plain contrast between this immediate child with a fourfold name of doom (8:1 -4) and one whose birth comes ‘in the latter time’ (9:1) and who has a fourfold name of glory (9:6). Did Isaiah then change his mind about Immanuel and the date of his birth? Or how are we to understand this odd tension in the evidence? We come nearest to a solution if we assume that from the Start Isaiah saw Immanuel’s birth as a coming confirmation of the divine rejection of Ahaz and the Davidic dynasty as represented by him: the great, expected king would be born in the line of Ahaz to inherit an empty title, a meaningless crown, and a subjugated people. Were Immanuel to have been born there and then, that would have been the case; when, as we know, Immanuel was born, it was still the case. Isaiah gently eases the birth of Immanuel out of the present and into the undated future by the Substitution of the birth of his own son and the open dating of ‘the latter time’ (9:1).

6. Other Messianic figures 1. The Servant. Isaiah 40-55 is dominated by the Messianic portrayal of the Servant (42:1—4; 49:1-6; 50:4-9; 52:13-53:12). The Servant is Yahweh’s anointed (42:1), exercises the royal functions of ‘judgment’ (mispät, 42:1, 3-4) and dominion (53:12), displays prominently the marks of a prophet (49:1-2; 50:4), extends a ministry to Gen-tiles (42:1, 4; 49:6b) and to Israel (49:5-6a), is the agent in a world-wide revelation (42:1, 3-4) and Salvation (49:6), and, not as priest but as victim, voluntarily submits to a death interpreted in the substitutionary terms of the levitical sacrifices (53:4-6,8, 10-12).

The link between the first Servant Song and its context may be seen in the double ‘behold’ of 41:29; 42:1. The former verse is theclimax of Isai-ah’s awareness of Gentile need; the latter is the introduction of one who will bring mispät to the Gentiles (‘The religion of Jehovah regarded as a System of practical ordinances’, Skinner, Isaiah, 1905, ad loc.). Both in relation to creation (40:12-31) and history (41:1-29) the God of Israel is the only God. This constitutes the ground for a Word of comfort to Israel (40;! - 11; 41:8-20) but it also exposes the plight of the larger part of the created and historical world (40:18-20, 25; 41:5-7, 21-24, 28-29). The Servant is divinely endowed (42:1) precisely to meet this need (42:1b, 3b-4).

Between the first and second Servant Songs a significant movement of thought develops. The first Song does not raise the question of the iden-tity of the Servant but concentrates on his task. No sooner, however, has Yahweh confirmed this task as his will for his Servant (42:5-9) and committed himself to its accomplishment (42:10-17) than the prophet turns to an exposure of the plight of Israel (42:18-25). This significant passage must be deeply pondered by all who would understand this central section of the Isaianic literature: the nation of Israel is blind, deaf (vv. 18-19), enslaved (v. 22), under judgment for sin (vv. 23-25a) and spiritually unperceptive (v. 25b). In the sequence of the chap-ters, we have thus been informed that the Servant cannot be the nation. But Isaiah has not our pre-occupation with the Servant’s identity and pro-ceeds (43:1-44:23) to indicate in promissory fash-ion that both the political (43:1-21) and spiritual (43:22-44:23) needs of Israel will be met by Yahweh. His Provision in the former category is Cyrus (44:24-48:22), before whom Babylon falls (46:1-47:15) and by whom Israel leaves captivity (48:20-22).

A major preoccupation in Is. 48 is the sinfulness of Israel (vv. 1,4-5, 7-8, 18, 22). Two things thus lie side by side: release from Babylon and continu-ance in sin. V. 22 is an apt climax and an equally apt introduction to the second Song. A change of address (from Babylon to home) is not a change of heart; the people may have come back to the land but they have yet to come back to Yahweh. That which has been promised of spiritual redemption (43:22-44:23) is to be fulfilled by the Servant who inhents the name they have forfeited (49:3; cf. 48:1) and, without loss of the task of bringing salvation to the Gentiles, adds the task of bringing Jacob to Yahweh (49:5-6).

The third Song in its content displays the Servant as the totally obedient one, suffering for obedience’ sake, and in its context sets the Servant apart from even the faithful among the people of God. In contrast to Zion, despondent (49:14-26), and unresponsive (50:1-3), the Servant responds to Yahweh (50:4-5) with buoyant, optimistic faith (50:6-9) and becomes the Exemplar of all who would fear Yahweh (50:10): indeed, apart from the Servant, man is left to his own powers of self-illumination and under divine disapproval (50:11).

The command to watch (‘Behold’, 52:13) is in effect the climax of a number of addresses to the faithful (51:1, 4, 7) seen in their own persons or typified as Jerusalem/Zion (51:17; 52:1). Thus Isaiah continues to distinguish the Servant from the remnant until he Stands out in terms ‘unmistak-ably individual’ (H. H. Rowley, The Servant of the Lord, 1965, p.52), internationally triumphant (52:13-15), rejected (53:1-3), sin-bearing (53:4-6), voluntarily the innocent suflerer of lawlessness, consigned to have ‘his grave with wicked men, but with a rieh man in his death’ (53:7-9), yet living to dispense the fruits of his dying, the worthy recipi-ent of the divine accolade, T will give him the many as his portion and he will take the strong as spoil’ (53:10-12). And in all this, the universality of the Servant’s redemptive work is not forgotten. The call goes first to the barren Zion (54:1-17) to enter peace (54:10) and to inherit righteousness (54:14,

17), and then to the whole world to enter a free salvation (55:1-2) and to enjoy the mercies promised to David (55:3).

The delineation of the Servant is thus straight-forward and unified, but the person of the Servant retains its proper element of mystery: a man among men (53:2-3) who is also ‘the arm of the Lord’ (53:1). Aptly, Mowinckel brings out the proper emphasis: ‘Who could have believed what we have heard? Who could have seen here the arm of Yahweh?’ (53:1). For the ‘arm of Yahweh’ is none other than Yahweh himself (52:10) acting again as he acted at the Exodus and the Red Sea to redeem and ransom (51:9-11).

2. The anointed Conqueror. The third section of the Isaianic literature completes the Messianic forecast. Isaiah has shown in chs. 1-37 a world-wide king but yet without indicating how the Gentiles will be gathered in. In his delineation of the Servant he has foretold a world-wide salvation, bringing all the redeemed under David’s rule. Both these sections have included but without emphasis the exacting of vengeance on Yahweh’s foes (e.g.

9:3-5; 42:13, 17; 45:16, 24; 49:24-26). This topic now predominates as one who, like the King (11:2, 4) and the Servant (42:1; 49:2), is anointed with the Spirit and the Word (59:21), Steps on to the scene.

The vision of the world-wide house of prayer (56:1-8) is in danger of perishing under the weight of self-seeking princes (56;9ff.), religious corrup-tion (57:3fr.), inability to rise to the heights of truly spiritual religion (58:1 ff.) and to find the way of peace (59:1 ff.). Under these circumstances, and in default of there being any other Saviour, Yahweh himself dons the garments of Salvation (59:16-20) bringing a Redeemer to Zion. Mysteriously, how-ever, the covenant which ensues is addressed to one endowed with Yahweh’s Spirit and speaking Yah-weh’s words (59:21), but plainly this Zion-orientated work is world-wide for at once the universal call is issued (60:1 ff.). In a manner remin-iscent of the literary method of chs. 40-55, the af-firmation that Yahweh will hasten the great vision to its fulfilment (60:22) merges into the testimony of one endowed with Yahweh’s Spirit and Word to comfort (61:1 —2a) and avenge (v. 2b). The work of comfort occupies the prophet until the end of ch. 62 and it is now the endowed One who dons the garments of Salvation (61:10-11) as formerly (59:16f.) did Yahweh himself. The mighty 63:1-6 relates the work of redemption to its counterpart in vengeance wherein one working alone (as Yahweh was alone, 59:16) treads the winepress and exacts a full penalty.

In his person, this Messianic Conqueror hardly diflfers from the king and the Servant. He has the same spiritual endowment; he is a man among men. But two other sidelights are given. First, he is described as the conqueror of Edom, a task ac-complished by no other Israelite king but David (cf. Nu. 24:17-19). May we not see here the iden-tity of the anointed Conqueror with the Davidic Messiah? Secondly, in the development of the theme it is he who at the last wears the garments of salvation and vengeance which Yahweh himself was seen to don (59:16ff). Once more the prophet introduces the Messianic motif: the identity and the distinction of Yahweh and his Anointed.

3. The Branch. Under this Messianic label there is a beautifully unified series of predictions. Je. 23:5ff. and 33:14ff. are virtually identical. Yahweh will raise a Branch ‘for David’. He is a king in whose days Israel will be saved. His rule is marked by judgment and righteousness. His name is ‘Yahweh our Righteousness’.

The second of these passages associates the Branch prophecy with the assertion that the priests shall never want a man to offer sacrifice. This might seem somewhat extraneous were it not for the sub-sequent use made by Zechariah of the same Messianic figure. In Zc. 3:8 Joshua and his fellow-priests are declared to be a sign of Yahweh’s purpose to bring forth ‘my servant the Branch’, who will accomplish the priestly work of removing the ini-quity of the land in one day. Again, in 6:12ff., Zechariah returns to the Branch, who shall grow up in his place, build the Temple of Yahweh, be a priest upon his throne, and enjoy perfect, covenanted peace with Yahweh. The Branch is clearly, there-fore, the Messiah in his kingly and priestly Offices. He is the fulfilment of Ps. 110, with its designation of the king as an eternal Melchizedek-priest.

Having reached this point, it is now fair to refer to Is. 4:2-6. The Messianic reference of v. 2 is a matter of dispute, and is often denied, but, seeing that the following verses agree exactly with the use of the Branch in the passages already cited, the inference need not be resisted that the Messiah is found here too. He is the Branch of Yahweh, and he is associated with the priestly work of washing away the filth of the daughters of Zion (v. 4) and with the kingly reign of Yahweh in Jerusalem (vv. 5-6). The picture of the Branch summarizes in one figure what Isaiah elsewhere extended and ana-lysed into the work of King, Servant and Conqueror. The Messianic motifs of humanity and div-inity, and of identity and distinction in Deity, are present, for the Branch ‘belongs to David' and yet is ‘Yahweh’s’—the very imagery speaking of origin and nature; he is ‘my servant’, and yet his name is ‘Yahweh our righteousness'.

4. The seed of the woman. We have noticed throughout this study that the humanity of the Messiah is stressed. ln particular, it is often through the mother that the human origin is described. It is easy to over-emphasize small details, but nevertheless it should be noted that both Immanuel (Is. 7:14) and the Servant (Is. 49:1) are cases in point. Likewise, Mi. 5:3 speaks of ‘she who is in travail’, and very likely the difficult Je. 31:22 refers to the conception and birth of a remarkable child. The most notable prophecy of the seed of the woman, and the one from which the whole notion may well have arisen, is given in Gn. 3:15. It has become almost an accepted thing to refuse any Messianic reference here, and to regard the verse as ‘a quite general Statement about mankind and ser-pents, and the struggle between them’ (Mow-inckel). But as a direct matter of the exegesis of these chs. in Genesis, it is unfair to isolate this verse from its context and to treat it aetiologically. In order to see the force of the promise made in 3:15, we must pay heed to the part played by the serpent in the tragedy of the Fall. Gn. 2:19 shows man’s superiority over the animal creation. The Creator graciously instructs the man as to his difference from the mere animals: he can impose his order upon them, but among them is not found any ‘help meet for him’. His like is not there.

But now, in Gn. 3, another phenomenon meets us: a talking animal, an animal which somehow has risen above its Station, and presents itself as man’s equal, able to engage him in intelligent con-versation, and even as his superior, able to instruct him in matters wherein he was formerly misguided, to give him what purports to be a correct under-standing of God’s law and God’s person. The serpent speaks as one well able to weigh God in the balances and find him wanting, to discern the inner thoughts of the Almighty and to expose his under-hand motives! Even more, he displays open hostil-ity to God; a hatred of God’s character, a readiness to destroy his creation-plan, a sneering mockery of the Most High. It is simply not good enough to see in the serpent the spirit of man’s irrepressible curi-osity (Williams) or any such thing. The Bible knows only one who displays this ungodly arro-gance, this hatred of God, and it is no wonder that the serpent in Eden becomes ‘that ancient serpent, who is the Devil and Satan’ (Rev. 20:2). But where sin abounds, grace superabounds, and so it is that at the very moment when Satan seems to have scored a signal triumph it is declared that the seed of the woman will crush and destroy Satan. He will be himself bruised in the process, but will be vic-torious. The seed of the woman will reverse the whole calamity of the Fall.

5.    The Son of man. On Dn 7, a passage which has aroused so much discussion and diflference of opinion, it is only possible here, as throughout this article, to state one point of view. The essence of the vision is the judgment scene, wherein the Andern of Days disposes of the worldly and hostile powers—we note in passing the reappearance of the kingly motif of Ps. 2—and there is brought to him ‘with the clouds of heaven . . . one like a son of man’ who receives a universal and everlasting do-minion. It is clear that the general reference here must be associated in some way with the universal dominion already generally observed in the Mes-sianic passages, but the question whether the ‘one like a son of man’ is the Messianic individual or is intended to be a personification of the people of God must not be thus summarily settled. It is urged that vv. 18 and 22 speak of judgment and the kingdom being given to the ‘saints of the Most High’, and that therefore reason demands that the same redpients must be intended by the single figure of vv. 13-14.

However, we may also notice that there is a double description of the beasts who are the en-emies of the saints. V. 17 says ‘these four great beasts ... are four kings’ and v. 23 says the fourth beast ‘shall be a fourth kingdom’. The figures are both individual (kings) and corporate (kingdoms). We must adopt the same preliminary reference for the ‘one like a son of man’. Next, we must view the king-kingdom relationship in its OT context. The king is prior, and the kingdom is derivative. It is not the kingdom which fashions the king, but the reverse. As for the beast-kings, they are the personal enemies of the kingdom of the saints, and they involve their kingdoms with them; equally the ‘one like a son of man’ receives universal dominion, and in this is implicated the dominion of his people (cf. the dominion of Israel in the dominion of the conqueror, Is. 60, etc.). On this ground it is urged that the ‘one like a son of man’ is the Messianic individual. As such, he fits into the general pattem found throughout the whole series of ex-pectations: he is a king, opposed by the world, but achieving universal dominion by the zeal of the Lord, i.e. from the Ancient of Days, in Daniel’s imagery; he is man, by the terms of his title, and yet he does not originate among men but comes ‘with the clouds of heaven’, a position character-istic of God (see, e.g., Ps. 104:3; Na. 1:3; Is. 19:1). Here is the same polarity of human and divine which is found almost without exception in OT Messianism, and which ought by now to occasion us no surprise.

6.    The anointed Prince. It is something to say of any passage of the OT that it has attracted more interpretative enquiry and Suggestion than any other, yet this is probably the case with Dn. 9:24-27. There is, however, a measure of appropriate-ness in attempting to urge one or two generalities in connection with it for, having begun our review with a secular ‘anointed prince’, Cyrus, it has at least the virtue of neatness to end it with the anointed Messiah himself.

The verses themselves fall into two unequal parts: clearly vv. 25-27 indicate a Programme to be worked out in history. It Starts with a command to rebuild Jerusalem (v. 25), from which a period of 62 weeks Stretches until the coming of ‘an anointed one, a prince’. V. 26 looks to what happens ‘after the sixty-two weeks’, and v. 27 brings matters to a ‘decreed end’. V. 24, however, Stands apart as offer-ing a total Statement of the purposes which are thus to be accomplished: three are negative, to finish transgression, put an end to sin and to atone for (kipper, to pay the atonement price) iniquity; three are positive, to introduce everlasting right-eousness, to attest the veracity of vision and prophet and to anoint a most holy place (lit., a ‘holiness of holinesses’, elsewhere referring to the innermost shrine of the tabernacle, Ex. 26:33, the altar of burnt oflering, Ex. 29:37, the tabernacle and all its furnishings, Ex. 30:29, the incense, Ex. 30:36, the priestly portions of the cereal-offerings, sin-offering, guilt-ofiering, Lv. 2:3, 10; 6:17, 25; 7:1,6, the bread of the Presence, Lv. 24:9 (Nu. 4:7), and every ‘devoted thing’ including persons, Lv. 27:28). While there are in this Statement of purpose a few difficulties with individual words and some unique expressions, the meaning of the whole cannot be in doubt: ‘that the messianic age is to be marked by the abolition and forgiveness of sin, and by perpetual righteousness’ (S. R. Driver, Daniel, 1900, p. 136).

It is very difficult to see how any such exalted purpose is explicable in terms of those interpret-ations which focus the prophecy on Antiochus Epiphanes: 7 ‘weeks’ elapse between Jeremiah’s prophecy (cf. Dn. 9:2) and the anointed prince, Cyrus; 62 weeks cover the history of Jerusalem to the high-priesthood of Onias III in 175 bc who was ‘cut ofF, anointed one though he was, being assas-sinated and replaced by his brother. The ‘prince’ of v. 26 is Antiochus himself. But where, one might reasonably ask, is the finishing of transgression, the paying of the atoning price, the bringing in of everlasting righteousness?

To base the passage on the Lord Jesus Christ involves no greater exercise of hindsight than does the Antiochus-theory and, on the contrary, pro-vides a more persuasive use of individual expressions and a complete satisfaction of the purposes stated in v. 24. The period between the decree and the anointed prince is in total 69 weeks (v. 25, lit. as nasb, ‘From the issuing of a decree . . . [there will be] seven weeks and sixty-two weeks.’) The div-ision into two may well mark the period between Cyrus and Ezra-Nehemiah (a noteworthy point in the city’s history) and between then and the coming of ‘an anointed one, a prince’. Düring his ‘week’ the anointed one ‘empowers a covenant with many’ (v. 27) and causes sacrifice to cease— though, as we know, the meaningless, post-Calvary ritual slaughter of animals continued tili the deso-lator brought the old Temple itself to an end.

It is one thing to wrest words into unnatural shapes to make them fit later knowledge. It is an-other altogether to refuse the aid of later light in trying to elucidate obscurities. That Daniel was in-structed to expect one who would mean the end of sin’s long reign, the eternal establishment of righteousness, and the inauguration of true religion, cannot be controverted, nor can it be controverted even remotely, that not until Jesus, nor with any necessity after him, has such been accomplished, nor in any other has the whole ränge of OT Messianism found its goal, the attestation of both vision and prophet.
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II. In the New Testament

Christos, ‘anointed’, is the Gk. equivalent of Heb. mäsiah, Aram. m'sihä' (transliterated as messias in Jn. 1:41; 4:25, in both cases glossed by christos). In the vast majority of NT uses, either alone or in the combination Iesous Christos, it is apparently used as a name for Jesus without necessary reference to its original sense, as ‘Christ’ is in modern usage. Such uses (largely found in the NT letters, though some also in Acts and Rev., and a few in the Gospels) are not discussed in this article.

a. The Gospels

Particularly in the Gospel of John (1:20, 25, 41; 4:25,29; 7:261'., 31,41f.; 9:22; 10:24; 11:27) but also in the Synoptic Gospels (Mk. 8:29; 14:61; Lk. 2:11, 26; 3:15; 4:41) christos usually denotes the expected deliverer in a quite general sense. Such uses convey the impression of a widespread and eager expect-ation, without implying any specific figure or theme of OT hope. Sometimes, however, a nation-alistic note is present when christos is used in Connection with Jesus in the Gospels, particularly, when it is linked with the title ‘king of the Jews’ (Mt. 2:4; 26:68; 27:17, 22: Mk. 12:35; 15:32; Lk. 23:2). While there were many Strands to Messianic expectation in lst-century Palestine, some of which find an echo in the NT (especially the prophet like Moses (above, \.a. 2) expected by Jews and Samaritans: see Jn. 6:14; cf. Mt. 21:11; Lk. 7:16; this expectation is the background also to Jn. 4:25), the dominant populär hope was of a king like David, with a role of political liberation and conquest, and it seems clear that this would be the populär under-standing of christos.

It is against this background that we must understand Jesus’ remarkable reluctance to apply the title christos to himself. The only time when he is recorded as doing so (apart from two passages where it seems to mean no more than T, and is probably an editorial addition, Mk. 9:41; Mt. 23:10) is with the Samaritan woman, to whom it would convey the idea of a prophet like Moses, not of a Jewish king (Jn. 4:25f). His discussion of the Status of the Messiah in Mark 12:35-37 does not explicitly claim the title for himself, and is aimed at dissociating it from the political connotations of ‘son of David’.

Not that he denied that he was the Messiah. His constant stress on the fulfilment of OT hopes in his ministry (*Jesus Christ, VII. b, c) must carry this implication. John the Baptist, hearing of the works of the christos, asked if he was the ‘coming one’, and Jesus replied by pointing to his literal fulfilment of Isaiah 35:5f. and 61:1, the iatter an un-ambiguously Messianic passage (Mt. 11:2-5). He declared at Nazareth that the same passage was fulfilled ‘today’ (Lk. 4:18ff.).

Yet when Peter acclaimed him as the christos, Jesus swore his disciples to secrecy, and went on to teach that his role was to suffer and be rejected, a role which Peter found quite incompatible with his idea of Messiahship; and the title he used to teach this was not christos but ‘Son of man’ (Mk. 8:29-33). When the high priest challenged Jesus to say whether he was the christos, he replied affirma-tively (though the wording in Matthew and Luke suggests hesitation over the term used), but went on to speak of his role (as ‘Son of man’ not christos) as one of future vindication and authority, not present political power (Mk. 14:61 f. and parallels).

All this indicates that Jesus’ conception of his Messianic role was so much at variance with the populär connotations of christos that he preferred to avoid the title. His mission had been launched by God’s declaration at his baptism (Mk. 1:11; ♦Jesus Christ, IV. b) whose words alluded to two key OT passages, the one (Ps. 2:7) marking out his role as Messianic king of the line of David, but the other (Is. 42:1) indicating that this role was to be accomplished through the obedience, suffering and death of the ’Servant of the Lord. This declaration clearly moulded Jesus’ understanding of his Messianic vocation, as may be seen from his care-ful selection of OT passages in explaining his mission, among w’hich Is. 53, with its explicit portrayal of a Servant who would suffer and die to redeem his people, took pride of place (* Jesus Christ, VII. g). But he did not apply to himself the many pre-dictions of a Davidic king (except by implication in Mk. 12:35-37, and there his intention was to play down this aspect of Messiahship), and avoided such titles as ‘son of David’ and ‘king of Israel’ which others used of him (e.g. Mk. 10:47f; 15:2; Mt. 12:23; 21:9, 15; Jn. 12:13; 18:33ff.) as consist-ently as he did christos. The openly Messianic demonstration of the entry to Jerusalem (Mk. 11:1-10) was deliberately staged to call to mind Zechariah’s prophecy of a humble king, bringer of peace not war (25c. 9:9f). But when the excited crowd wanted to make him a king of the more traditional nationalistic type he ran away (Jn. 6:15). It was only after his death and resurrection, when a misunderstanding of his mission as one of political liberation was no longer possible, that he referred to his mission of suffering explicitly as that of the christos (Lk. 24:26, 46).

On two significant occasions, as we have seen, while Jesus did not reject the Suggestion that he was the christos, he quickly dropped the title in favour of ‘Son of man’. That this was his chosen title for himself is indisputable in the light of its use in the NT (41 times, not counting parallels, in the Synoptic Gospels and 12 in John, all on the lips of Jesus; with no clear use as a title in the rest of the NT except in Acts 7:56), and is denied by radical scholarship only on the basis of large-scale exci-sion of the relevant sayings as unauthentic. It is also clear that he applied this title to himself not only in his future glory (as its origin in Dn. 7:13f. would suggest), but in his earthly humiliation and particularly in his suffering and death. It was thus apparently his chosen term to convey the whole scope of his Messianic vocation as he conceived it, as distinct from the populär notion of the christos. This was because, apart from the special use of ‘Son of man’ in the Similitudes of Enoch (probably an isolated work, and possibly later than the time of Jesus; * Pseudepigrapha, I), it was not in current use as a Messianic title. (For this point see R.

T. France, Jesus and the Old Teslament, 1971, pp. 187f.; Dn. 7:13f. was understood as a Messianic prophecy, but without turning the common Aram. phrase ‘son of man’ into a title.) Jesus could thus use it to carry his own unique conception of Mes-siahship without importing alien ideas already inherent in the title, as would have been the case with chrislos or ‘son of David’. See further 'Jesus Christ, Titles of.

b. Acts and Epistles

At the centre of the earliest Christian preaching as recorded in Acts is the declaration that Jesus, re-jected and crucified by the Jewish leaders, is in fact the Messiah. This certainty is based on the resur-rection, which has finally vindicated his Claim: ‘Let all the house of Israel therefore know assuredly that God has made him both Lord and Christ, this Jesus whom you crucified’ (Acts 2:36).

This assertion was so improbable in the light of the populär conception of Messiahship that much attention was given to the scriptural ground for the rejection, death and resurrection of the Messiah (e.g. Acts 2:25-36; 3:20-26; 13:27-37; 18:28). In this apologetic and preaching activity among Jews the early Christians apparently had no inhibitions about using the actual term christos, and fre-quently in Acts it occurs in this context, not as a name of Jesus but as a title in its original sense of the expected deliverer (e.g. Acts 2:31, 36; 3:18, 20; 5:42; 9:22; 17:3; 18:5, 28). What had been during Jesus’ ministry a misleading term was now, since his death and resurrection, no longer open to a political construction, and was taken up enthusi-astically by his followers in presenting his Claims to the Jews.

Their message was not only, or even mainly, that Jesus had been the Messiah whiie on earth, but that now, exalted to the right hand of God, he was enthroned as the Messianic King. Ps. 110:1, which Jesus had alluded to in this connection (Mk. 14:62), is taken up by Peter at Pentecost (Acts 2:34-36), and becomes perhaps the most quoted OT verse in the NT. Jesus is not a king on David’s throne in Jerusalem, but, as David’s lord, the ruler of an eternal and heavenly kingdom, waiting at God’s right hand until all his enemies will be placed under his feet. The Messiah whose earthly humiliation was in such striking contrast with the political power of populär Messianic expectation now far transcends that populär hope of a merely national kingdom.

The triumphant proclamation of the first Christians that despite all appearances Jesus was indeed the christos seems quickly to have given way to such an unchallenged assumption of this truth within Christian circles that Christos, either alone or in combination with Iesous, came to be used as a name of Jesus, and Jesus’ followers could be known as Christianoi (Acts 11:26). Already by the time of the earliest letters of Paul Christos has ceased to be a technical term and has become a name. No doubt it was a name which continued to be full of deep meaning for a Jewish Christian, but it is remarkable that in the nearly 400 uses of christos in the letters of Paul (most of them written, of course, to predominantly Gentile churches) there is only one clear case of its use in its original technical sense (Rom. 9:5, significantly in a passage discussing the question of the Jews). The same is true. if less strikingly, of the other NT letters, though 1 Pet. 1:11 uses christos of the Messiah of

OT prophecy, and 1 Jn. 2:22; 5:1 shows that the issue of whether Jesus was the christos was still a live one (though now in a different sense, probably, confronting Gnostic rather than Jewish Opposition).

But if the technical sense of christos was quickly eclipsed by its use as a personal name, this does not mean that the church lost interest in the question of Jesus’ fulfilment of OT hopes. Paul stressed that the basic elements of Jesus’ work were ‘according to the scriptures’(1 Cor. 15:3f). This emphasis was not only necessary for effective preaching to Jews, but was clearly of absorbing interest to the Christians themselves; building on Jesus’ expounding to them ‘in all the scriptures the things concerning himself’ (Lk. 24:27), they searched further in the OT for passages to throw light on his Messianic role. Beginning with the sermons in Acts 2, 7 and 13, they continued to draw together collections of relevant texts (e.g. Rom. 10:5-21; 15:9-12; Heb. 1:5-13; 2:6-13, etc.), and to explore OT themes which pointed forward to the ministry of Jesus (e.g. the recurring theme of the *‘stone’, or the 'Mel-chizedek priesthood of Ps. 110:4 which provides such rieh material for the author of Hebrews, 5:5-10; 7:1-28). See further 'Quotations.

Hebrews in particular, whiie it makes very sparing use of the title christos, consists largely of extended exposition of OT themes and their fulfilment in Jesus, who has come to bring in the new covenant and to provide the true reality of which the features of the OT dispensation were only shadows.

So if the term christos tended increasingly to be used simply as a name of Jesus, the fact that Jesus was the one through whom God was now working out his long-promised purpose of Salvation re-mained of central importance in early Christian thought, as the NT writers went beyond the simple assertion of the fact of Jesus’ Messiahship to explore more and more deeply the content and the meaning of that saving work.

Bibliography. O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, 1959 (esp. ch. 5); R. H. Füller, The Foundations of New Testament Christology, 1965; F. F. Bruce, This is That, 1968; F. Hahn, The Titles of Jesus in Christology, 1969; R. N. Longenecker, The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity, 1970; M. Hengel, The Charismatic Leader and His Followers, 1981; A. E. Harvey, Jesus and the Constrainls of History, 1982, ch. 6; R. Leivestad, Jesus in His Own Perspective, 1987; L. Grollenberg, Unexpected Messiah, 1988; D. Juel, Messianic Exegesis, 1988.    r.t.f.

METHEG-AMMAH. Apparent textual corrup-tion in 2 Sa. 8:1 makes this name difficult to under-stand. No certainty seems possible, and at least three alternative interpretations present themselves. 1. That it is a place-name, evidently near Gath in the Philistine plain (cf. ‘hill of Ammah’, 2 Sa. 2:24). 2. That the rv translation, ‘the bridle of the mother city’, be preferred—i.e. regarding it as a figurative name for Gath, a chief city of the Philistines (cf. I Ch. 18:1). 3. That lxx be followed and the verse rendered as ‘and David took the tribute out of the hand of the Philistines’.    j.d.d.

METHUSELAH (Heb. m'tüs'lah, meaning apparently ‘man of [the deity] Lach’). The eighth Patriarch listed in the genealogy of Gn. 5. He was the

son of Enoch and grandfathcr of Noah. He lived to the great age of 969 years according to the Heb. and the lxx (the Samaritan gives 720 years). Though they are both rendered in the lxx by Mathousala, there is no reason to assume that m'tüselah and m'tüsael (Methushael, Gn. 4:18) were the same person.    t.c.m.

MEZAHAB. The grandfather of Mehetabel who was the wife of Hadar, king of Edom (Gn. 36:39 = 1 Ch. 1:50). The form is that of a place- rather than personal-name (me zähäb, ‘waters of gold’), but a man may sometimes be named after a place with which he is associated.    t.c.m.

MICAH, MICAIAH (‘who is like Yah?’). A common Hebrew name, variously speit in both evv and MT. Of the many men named with one of these forms, three are better known than the rest. 1. Micah of Moresheth the prophet. (See next art-icle.) 2. Micah of Mt Ephraim, whose stränge story is told in Jdg. 17-18, presumably to explain the origin of the sanctuary at Dan and incidentally relating the migration of the Danites to their new territory. 3. Micaiah the son of Imlah, a prophet in Israel in the days of Ahab (1 Ki. 22:8-28; 2 Ch. 18:3-27). Nothing is known of him except for this single interview he had with Ahab, but we may infer that he had prophesied before and that Ahab was aware of his unfavourable messages. Probably he was brought out of prison to appear before Ahab, and there may be some truth in Josephus’ tradition that he was the unknown prophet of 1 Ki. 20:35-43.    j.B.Tr. 1 2 3

book, require them to be assigned to a time later than the 8th Century bc. In particular, 7:7-20 is held to be definitely post-exilic.

Other scholars have claimed that the forceful, descriptive style which is evident in each chapter of the prophecy, and the consistent revelation of divine judgment, compassion and hope. are powerful arguments for the unity of authorship of the prophecy. Arguments from style are never par-ticularly strong at the best, since style can be altered so easily with a change of subject-matter. Furthermore, it is not easy to see why 7:7-20 should be assigned to a post-exilic period, since there is nothing in the content which is in the slightest degree at variance with the language or theology of the 8th-century bc prophets. The closing verses of the book are read each year by Jewish worshippers in the afternoon Service on the Day of Atonement.

III. Background and message Although he lived in rural surroundings, Micah was familiär with the corruptions of city life in Israel and Judah. His denunciations were directed particularly at Jerusalem (4:10), and like Arnos and Isaiah he noted how the wealthy landowners took every advantage of the poor (2:1 f). He condemned the corruption rampant among the religious lead-ers of his day (2:11) and the gross miscarriages of justice perpetrated by those dedicated to the up-holding of the law (3:10). The fact that all this was carried on in an atmosphere of false religiosity (3:11) proved for Micah to be the crowning insult.

Like his 8th-century bc contemporaries Amos, Hosea and Isaiah, Micah stressed the essential righteousness and morality of the divine nature. He was concerned also to point out that these qual-ities had pressing ethical implications for the life of the individual and the Community alike. If the people of Israel and Judah were to take their cov-enant obligations at all seriously the justice which characterized the nature of God must be reflected in a similar state of affairs among the people of God.

Whereas Amos and Hosea had a good deal to say about the idolatry and immorality which were rampant in Israel and Judah as a result of the in-fluence of pagan Canaanite religion, Micah con-fined his utterances to the problems arising from the social injustices perpetrated upon the small landowners, farmers and peasants. He warned those who wrongfully deprived others of their pos-sessions that God was devising a drastic punish-ment for them. His denunciation of the rulers of Israel (3:1-4) and the false prophets (3:5-8) envis-aged the ultimate destruction of Jerusalem because the corruption which they represented had perme-ated to the very core of national life.

Micah was in general accord with Amos, Hosea and Isaiah in his belief that God would use a pagan nation to punish his own guilty people. As a result he foretold the depredations of Shalmaneser V in the N kingdom, and the ultimate destruction of Samaria, Capital of Israel (1:6-9). He did not view the collapse of the N kingdom in quite the same broad terms as did Isaiah, however. To Micah it brought the threat of invasion to the very doors of ‘this family’ (2:3), making the Assyr. in-vader Sennacherib the herald of a larger doom (5:5fT).

There is a striking resemblance between the prophecies of devastation proclaimed for Samaria (1:6) and Jerusalem (3:12). A Century after his death the words of Micah concerning the downfall of Zion were still remembered (Je. 26:18f.). On that occasion the prophet Jeremiah might well have been put to death for prophesying destruction for the Temple and the Holy City had not certain elders of the land recalled that Micah of More-sheth had said precisely the same thing a hundred years earlier. For Micah there could be no question as to the ultimate fate of the house of Judah. So pervasive and influential was the depraved religion of Canaan, and so widespread was the resultant corruption of society that nothing short of the ex-ercise of divine judgment upon the S kingdom could avail for the ultimate Salvation of the people of God. But before the remnant of Jacob could experience this saving grace it would be necessary for all idolatry and social corruption to be rooted out (5:10-15).

This experience would be one of tribulation and sorrow, during which the voice of prophecy would cease (3:6-7), and the sin of the nation would become evident (3:8). Consequent upon this would come the destruction of Jerusalem and the shame of captivity in the midst of other peoples (5:7-8). Restoration would be marked by a new universal-istic religion in a restored Jerusalem. Under divine judgment swords would be beaten into plough-shares and spears into pruning-hooks (4:3), and the people of God would honour his name only (4:5). Prominent in the thought of Micah was the expectation of a Messiah to be born in Bethlehem (5:2). This personage would come forth from the common people, delivering them from oppression and injustice and restoring the remainder of the Israelite family to fellowship with the remnant in Zion.

Micah was at pains to point out that the saving grace of God could not be earned (6:6-8), either by pretentious sacrificial offerings or by indulgence in elaborate ritual forms of worship. Humility, mercy and justice must be an everyday experience in the life of the person who was to be well-pleasing to God.

Bibliography. J. M. P. Smith, ICC, 1911, pp. 5-156; G. A. Smith, The Book of the Twelve Prophets, 1, 1928, pp. 381 ff.; R. K. Harrison, IOT, 1969, pp. 919-925; L. C. Allen, The Books of Joel, Obadiah, Jonah and Micah, NIC, 1976; T. E. McComiskey, ISBE 3, pp. 343-346.    r.k.h.

MICHAL (Heb. ntikal) was Saul’s younger daugh-ter (I Sa. 14:49). Instead of her sister * Merab she was married to David, for a dowry of a hundred Philistine foreskins (1 Sa. 18:20ff.). Her prompt action and resourcefulness saved him from Saul (1 Sa. 19:11-17). During his exile she was given in marriage to Palti(el), son of Laish, of Gallim (1 Sa. 25:44). After Saul’s death, when Abner wanted to treat with him, David demanded her restitution—a political move to strengthen his Claim to the throne (2 Sa. 3:14-16). Having brought the ark to Jerusalem, he danced before it with such abandon that Michal despised him (2 Sa. 6:12ff.). For this reason she remained childless for ever (2 Sa. 6:23). Five sons are mentioned (2 Sa. 21:8), but tradition holds that they were Merab’s (so lxx and two Heb. mss), and that Michal Teared them’.

On one view David married Michal at Hebron ‘to unite the tribes of Israel and the clans of Judah’ (EBi)\ but the idea that she had one son, Ithream, her name being corrupted to Eglah (2 Sa.3:5), is without foundation.    m.b.

MICHMASH, MICHMAS. A city of Benjamin E of Bethel and 12 km N of Jerusalem, 600 m above sea-level, on the pass from Bethel to Jericho. In Geba, just S of this pass, Jonathan made a success-ful foray against the Philistine garrison (1 Sa. 13:3), whereupon the Philistines gathered a large well-equipped army and occupied Michmash, causing the scattered flight of the Hebrews (13:5ff.). There-after Saul’s army camped at Geba (or Gibeah) with the Philistines on the other side of the pass (13:23).

Unknown to Saul, Jonathan and his armour-bearer descended from Geba and, ascending the S slope, surprised the Philistines and caused confu-sion in the enemy camp (for a description of this feat, see S. R. Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel2, 1913, p. 106). Aided by Hebrew prisoners who had been in Philistine hands, by refugees from the previous defeat and by Saul’s army, they put the Philistines to rout (1 Sa. 14:1 ff.).

In his prophetic description of the coming attack on Jerusalem Isaiah (10:24, 28) represents the taking of Michmash by the Assyrians. After
[image: ]


the Exile members of the Jewish community lived in Michmash (Ezr. 2:27; Ne. 7:31; 11:31), and it was later the residence of Jonathan Maccabeus (1 Macc. 9:73).

It is the present Mukhmäs, a ruined village on the N ridge of the Wadi Suweinit.    j.d.d.

MID1AN1TES. They consisted of five families, linked to Abraham through Midian, son of the concubine Keturah. Abraham sent them away, with all his other sons by concubines, into the E (Gn. 25:1-6). Thus the Midianites are found in-habiting desert borders in Transjordan from Moab down past Edom.
[image: ]

They were desert-dwellers associated with Ish-maelites and Medanites (Gn. 37:28, 36) when * Joseph was sold into Egypt; for the partial over-lap of these three terms, cf. Jdg. 8:24, where the Midianites defeated by Gideon are said to have been Ishmaelites because of their use of gold ear-or nose-rings.
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MICAH, BOOK OF (Heb. mikä, abbreviated form of mikäy'hü, ‘who is like Yahweh?’).

2

    Outline of contents

a. The coming judgment upon Israel (1:1-16).

b.    Israel to be punished, then restored (2:1-13).

c.    Condemnation of the princes and prophets (3:1-12).

d.    The coming glory and peace of Jerusalem (4:1-13).

e.    The suffering and restoration of Zion (5:1— 15).

f.    Prophetie and populär religion contrasted (6:1-16).

g.    Corruption of society; concluding Statement of trust in God (7:1-20).

3

    Authorship and date

Authorship is usually attributed to Micah of Moresheth (1:1), whose home, identified with * Moresheth-gath in the Shephelah or lowlands of Judah, was the general locale of his prophetic ac-tivity (1:14). A younger Contemporary of Isaiah, he uttered his sayings during the reigns of Jotham (c. 742-735 bc), Ahaz (c. 735-715 bc) and Heze-kiah of Judah (c. 715-687 bc).

Some modern scholars have maintained that only Mi. 1:2-2:10 and parts of chs. 4 and 5 are the work of the prophet himself. While the last two chapters of the book have much in them that is akin to the work of Micah, critics have urged that the difference in background and style from earlier portions of the prophecy, and the comparatively subordinate position which they occupy in the

MICHAEL (Heb. mikä'el, ‘who is like God?’— synonymous with Micaiah and Micah). The name of eleven biblical characters, only one of whom gets more than a passing reference. The exception is the *angel Michael, who in pseudepigraphic lit-erature is regarded as the patron of, and intercessor for, Israel (7 Enoch 20:5; 89:76). In the book of Daniel he is more particularly the guardian of the Jews from the menace of the godless power of Greece and Persia (12:1), and is styled as ‘one of the chief princes’ and as ‘your prince’ (10:13, 21). In this capacity it is peculiarly fitting that he should be the archangel represented (Jude 9) as ‘contend-ing with the devil . . . about the body of Moses’, that great leader of God’s people to whom an angel (perhaps Michael) spoke in Mt Sinai (Acts 7:38). Michael further appears in Rev. 12:7 as waging war in heaven against the dragon. See R. H. Charles, Sludies in the Apocalypse, 1913, pp. 158— 161.    J.D.D.


Moses had a Midianite wife, Zipporah, father-in-law, Jethro/Reuel (Ex. 2:21; 3:1, etc.), and brother-in-law, Hobab (Nu. 10:29; Jdg. 4:11) As a man of the desert, Hobab was asked by Moses to guide Israel in travelling through the steppe (or 'wilderness’) (Nu. 10:29-32).

Later, in the plains of Moab, the chiefs of Midian and Moab combined in hiring Balaam to curse Israel (Nu. 22ff.) and their people led Israel into idolatry and immorality (Nu. 25), and so had to be vanquished (Nu. 25:16-18; 31). The five princes of Midian were confederates of the Amorite king Sihon (Jos. 13:21). In the time of the judges, through Gideon and his puny band (Jdg. 6-8; 9:17), God delivered Israel from the scourge of camel-riding Midianites, Amalekites and other ‘children of the east’, an event remembered by psalmist and prophet (Ps. 83:9; Is. 9:4; 10:26). This is at present the earliest-known reference to full-scale use of camels in warfare (W. F. Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel, 1953, pp. 132-133), but by no means the first occurrence of domesticated camels (*Animals, Camel; and W. G. Lambert, BASOR 160, 1960, pp. 42-43, for in-direct Old Babylonian evidence). The dromedaries of Midian recur in Is. 60:6. In Hab. 3:7 Midian is put in parallel with Cushan, an ancient term that probably goes back to Kushu mentioned in Egyp. texts of c. 1800 bc (see W. F. Albright, BASOR 83, 1941, p. 34, n. 8; cf. G. Posener, Princes et Pays d'Asie et de Nubie, 1940, p. 88, and B. Maisler, Revue d'Histoire Juive en Egypte 1, 1947, pp. 37-38; *Ethiopian Woman.    k.a.k. 1

MIGDOL. The name is used of a Canaanite fort. Mentioned as a place-name in Ex. 14:2; Nu. 33:7; Je. 44:1; 46:14; Ezk. 29:10; 30:6. Several Migdols were built in the neighbourhood of the Egyptian border, but none of them can be accurately lo-cated. The Migdol of the Prophets, in the N of Egypt (possibly at Teil el-Her), is different from that in the S (P. Anastasi V), which is probably the Migdol of Succoth (Old Egyp. ikw). The Migdol in the N may be the Magdolum of Itinerarium An-tonini, 12 Roman miles from Pelusium. See NEAEHL, pp. 1392-1393. (‘Encampment by the Sea.)    c.d.w.

was the home of the first Gk. philosophers Thaies, Anaximander and Anaximenes, and of Hecataeus the chronicler. Its woollen goods were world famous.

After its Persian destruction the city had many vicissitudes, and when Paul called there (Acts 20:15; 2 Tim. 4:20) it was largely living on its past glories. At this time it was part of the Roman prov-ince of Asia, and due to the silting up of its har-bour (nowadays an inland lake) by deposits from the river Maeander it was declining commercially. An inscription in the ruins shows the place re-served in the stone theatre for Jews and ‘god-fearing’ people.    k.l.mck.

MICRON. 1. A place mentioned in 1 Sa. 14:2 situ-ated on the outskirts of Saul’s home at Gibeah, where he remained during the first Stage of the Philistine invasion after his election as king. It is possibly identical with 2, a locality mentioned in the march of the Assyr. army in Is. 10:28, the modern Teil Miryam, N of Michmash. j.d.d.

MILCAH (Heb. milkä, ‘counsel’). 1. The daughter of Haran (Abraham’s brother) and wife of Nahor (Gn. 11:29). Her children are named in Gn. 22:20fr. Rebekah was her granddaughter (Gn. 24:15, 24, 47). 2. One of the five daughters of *Zelophehad of the tribe of Manasseh. Because they had no brothers, they were given an inherit-ance when the land was divided (Nu. 26:33; 27:1; 36:11; Jos. 17:3).    j.d.d.

MILCOM. In this form of spelling we have a dis-tortion (or alternative form) of the name of the national deity of the * Ammonites. The basic root mlk enables an Identification of the three biblical forms of the name (milköm, malkäm, mölek). Solomon is described in 1 Ki. 11:5 as marrying an Ammonite princess and going ‘after Milcom the abomination of the Ammonites’. Josiah broke down the high place which Solomon had erected for this god (2 Ki. 23:13).

In some passages in the OT, however, the term mölek may refer to a sacrifice as in some Phoeni-cian (Punic) inscriptions from N Africa. Certain OT passages may be read as saying that men caused children to go through fire for (or, as) a mölek sacrifice. However in other passages the ref-erence is to a deity. (* Malcam, * Molech.)

Bibliography. W. F. Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel, 1953, pp. 162-164; D. R. Ap-Thomas in POTT, p. 271; R. de Vaux, Studies in Old Testament Sacrifice, 1964, pp. 52-90; A. R. W. Green, The Role of Human Sacrifice in the Andern Near East, 1976.    j.a.t.

MILK (Heb. häläb; Gk. gala). Milk was part of the staple diet of the Hebrews from patriarchal times, and where there was abundance of milk (Is. 7:22) it was possible to enjoy the added delicacy of cream or curdled milk (Heb. hem'ä, ‘butter’). Hence the attraction of the land of Canaan as a land flowing with milk and honey (Ex. 3:8), for the rieh supply of milk was an indication of the pasturage avail-able. häläb might be the milk of cows or sheep (Dt. 32:14; Is. 7:22), goats (Pr. 27:27), or possibly in patriarchal times of camels also (Gn. 32:15). It was contained in buckets, if Rvmg. is the correct render-ing of the hapax legomenon in Jb. 21:24, and in skin-bottles (Jdg. 4:19), from which it could con-veniently be poured out for the refreshment of strangers (Gn. 18:8) or as a drink with meals (Ezk. 25:4). It is frequently coupled with honey, and with wine (Gn. 49:12; Is. 55:1; Joel 3:18), with which it may sometimes have been mingled as a rieh delicacy (Ct. 5:1). The phrase ‘honey and milk are under thy tongue’ (Ct. 4:11) refers to the sweet conversation of the loved one.

Its metaphorical use to describe the land of Canaan has been mentioned; Egypt was also so described by the embittered Israelites during the years of wandering (Nu. 16:13). Elsewhere it Stands alone as a Symbol of prosperity and abundance (Is. 60:16; Joel 3:18), and it is therefore not surprising that later Judaism compared it with the Torah. Kimchi says of Is. 55:1, ‘As milk feeds and nourishes a child, so the law feeds and nourishes the soul.’ This is a similar figure to that used in the NT of young converts imbibing the ‘pure spiritual milk’ (1 Pet. 2:2), though Paul carries the meta-phor further and considers milk unworthy of mature disciples (1 Cor. 3:2; cf. Heb. 5:12f.).

The stränge Mosaic prohibition of seething a kid in its mother’s milk (Ex. 23:19; 34:26; Dt. 14:21) probably referred originally to a Canaanite ritual. On this verse, however, has been built the entire Jewish dietary law forbidding milk to be consumed at any meal at which meat is eaten, the cleavage between the two foods being so great that among orthodox Jews separate kitchen equipment has to be provided for the preparation and cooking of milk and meat dishes.    j.B.Tr.

MILL, MILLSTONE. The oldest and most common method of grinding corn was to spread it on a flat stone slab and rub it with a round stone muller. Such stone querns have been found in the early Neolithic town at Jericho, together with stone ‘mortars (PEQ 85, 1953, pl. 38. 2; for an Egyptian model, see ANEP, no. 149). The rotary quern came into general use in the Iron Age. This consisted of two circular stone slabs, each about 50 cm across, the upper one (Heb. rekeb, ‘rider’) pierced through to revolve on a pivot fixed to the lower (cf. the illustration of a potter’s wheel). A wooden stick projecting from a hole near the outer edge of the upper stone was the handle. The grain was poured through the pivot-hole in the upper stone and crushed as this turned, so that the flour spilled from between the two stones (Heb. rehayim) on to the ground. 1t was the woman’s task to grind the com (Ex. 11:5; Mt. 24:4i), but it was also imposed upon prisoners as a menial Service (1s. 47:2; La. 5:13). Larger types of rotary quem were turned by animals, or by prisoners (Samson, Jdg. 16:21) and were kept in a mill-house (Mt. 24:41, Gk. tnylön).

Since the Israelite depended on the hand-mill for his daily bread, he was forbidden to give it in pledge (Dt. 24:6). Cessation of the steady, constant sound of grinding was a sign of desolation and death (Je. 25:10; Rev. 18:22, a simile for the old man’s teeth; Ec. 12:4). The upper stone was used on occasion as a missile in war (Jdg. 9:53; 2 Sa. 11:21) and as a weight (Mt. 18:6, Gk. mylos onikos, the largest sort of millstone, turned by an ass; Rev. 18:21).    A.R.M.

MILLO. A place-name derived from the verb male’, ‘to be full’, ‘to fill’. It is used in Jdg. 9:6, 20 of a place near Shechem, the ‘house of Millo’, per-haps a fortress; but its principal use is in Connection with “Jerusalem, where it evidently formed part of the Jebusite city, for it was already in exist-ence in the time of David (2 Sa. 5:9 = 1 Ch. 11:8). It was rebuilt by Solomon (1 Ki. 9:15, 24; 11:27; the ‘breach’ here referred to was probably a different thing) as part of his Programme of strengthen-ing the kingdom, and was again strengthened some VA centuries later when Hezekiah was preparing for the Assyrian invasion (2 Ch. 32:5). This verse is taken by some to indicate that Millo was another name for the whole city of David, but it can very plausibly be connected with a System of terraces, consisting of retaining walls with levelled filling, which have been discovered by Kathleen Kenyon on the E slope of Ophel Hill at Jerusalem. These terraces provided space for the construction of buildings on the slope.

Millo is otherwise mentioned as the place where Joash was murdered (2 Ki. 12:20). The lxx usually translates Millo by the name Akra, but this was a Maccabean structure. For a Suggestion as to the type of construction indicated by the term millö’, see * Architecture.

Bibliography. J. Simons, Jerusalem in the Old Testament, 1952, pp. 131-144; K. M. Kenyon, Dig-ging up Jerusalem, 1974, pp. 100-103. t.c.m.

though some scholars would see it in Jdg. 10:12 (Maonites); 1 Ch.4:41 (av‘habitation’); 2 Ch. 20:1 (altering Ammonites); 2 Ch. 26:7 (Mehunims); or Ezr. 2:50 = Ne. 7:52 (Mehunim). (*Maon; * Arabia.)

Bibliography. J. A. Montgomery, Arabia and the Bible, 1934, pp. 60-61, 133-138, 182-184; S. Moscati, Andern Semitic Civilizations, 1957, pp. 184-194.    t.c.m.

MINING AND METALS. The theatre of OT his-tory is the so-called ‘Fertile Crescent’ (i.e. Mesopo-tamia, Syria, Palestine and the Nile Delta). The alluvial plains of the Tigris-Euphrates and Nile valleys provide but little stone. Much of Assyria’s gypsum, indeed, comes from stone quarries near Mosul; and there is a worked vein of stone near Ur. But for the most part in those valleys clay bricks were used for building purposes in ancient times (Gn. 11:3; Ex. 1:11-14; 5:7-19).

The ‘Crescent’ is bounded on the N and E by high folded mountain chains consisting of rocks of many types and ages. The ranges are well mineral-ized and provide ores of gold, silver, copper, tin. lead and iron. On the S a complex of ancient rocks appears in which such types as granite, diorite and porphyry occur. This group extends along the E desert between the river Nile and the Red Sea, across the S half of the Sinai peninsula and E into the Arabian plateau. In some of these rocks occur gold, silver, iron, turquoise and other semi-precious stones, together with building stones of many kinds.

N of Sinai and the Arabian plateau lie the desert, Transjordan and Palestine. These are com-posed mainly of Cretaceous rocks (limestone, chalk and sandstone), but N and E of the upper Jordan are areas of newer volcanic basalts.

I. Non-metallic materials

a.    Flint

Flint occurs abundantly in the chalk of the area and in gravels derived from the chalk. Flint is a close-grained hard rock which a Steel blade will not scratch. It may be worked by percussion or pressure to produce a sharp cutting-edge. The earliest cutting tools available to man were made from flint. Stone-Age man made arrow-heads, chisels, scrapers and knives of it, and it continued to be used well into the Bronze period. Zipporah, wife of Moses, circumcised her son with a flint knife (Ex. 4:25). Flint is referred to in Scripture to denote hardness, inflexibility, steadfastness (Dt. 8:15; Ps. 114:8; Is. 50:7; Ezk. 3:9).

b.    Stone

Away from the alluvial plains of Mesopotamia and Lower Egypt supplies were plentiful. In Egypt limestone and sandstone were at hand in the river clifTs, and granite, diorite and other igneous rocks are found in outcrops. In Palestine limestone and sandstone occur throughout the hill country, and basalt is found E of the upper Jordan valley. The quarrying and erection of huge Standing stones in Neolithic times gave experience for future quarrying and mining. Limestone is easily worked, being fairly soft, and was used for the excavation of cisterns and tombs, and the making of such things as water-pots (Je. 2:13; Mt.

27:60; .In. 2:6). The term ‘alabaster’ as used in Mt. 26:7 properly refers to calcite (calcium carbonate), a much harder stone than English alabaster (calcium sulphate).

c. Marble

This is a close-grained crystalline limestone, usu-ally white or cream in colour. It may be pink or veined in red or green. The best statuary marble in the Near East came from Paros (Minoa), but it also occurs on the W coast of the Gull' of Suez, in S Greece and in Assyria E of the river Tigris. ‘Great quantities of marble’ are mentioned in 1 Ch. 29:2, and may have been polished local limestone, but, considering that trade was vigorous and far-flung in David and Solomon’s time, it may have been brought by sea or from the NE.

II. Metals and mining

The Order in which the principal metals came into use was gold, copper (bronze) and iron. Gold is the first metal mentioned in Scripture (Gn. 2:11), and is thereafter closely associated with silver, the other noble metal of antiquity. All the above can occur in the native state, and as such they were first used. Silver is often found alloyed with gold. After the period when native metals were used, mainly for Ornament (* Arts and Crafts), copper ores were won from outcrops at the surface, but mining began at a very early date and an advanced stage of the working of the metal (not mining) had been reached at Ur more than 1,000 years before Abra-ham’s time. According to R. J. Forbes (Metallurgy in Antiquity, 1950, p. 297), ‘it is certain that every form of mining from open-cut mining to the driv-ing of galleries into the mountainside to follow up the copper-bearing strata was practised in Antiquity. But the details given on ancient mines are few.’

Mining for turquoise and for copper probably began in the time of the Ist Dynasty of Egypt c. 3000 bc at Magharah and Serabit el-Khadim in W Sinai, and evidence for large-scale copper working by Egyptians in the Ramesside period (13th Century bc) has been found in the Arabah at Timna. Shafts more than 35 m in depth have been found in mines in Egypt. Tunnels, ventilated by shafts, were driven into hillsides, pillars being left in broad ex-cavations to Support the roof.

At first stone tools were used, but later bronze and stone continued to be used together. Wedges and fire were used to split the rock, and the ore was separated by crushing, washing and hand-picking. Smelting was usually done by feeding a Charge of finely-ground copper ores and fluxes (iron oxides, limestone or sea Shells) mixed with charcoal through the open top of the furnace on to the charcoal fire. As the ore was reduced the copper globules sank to the bowl-shaped bottom of the furnace. The slag which formed above the copper was drawn off into a slag-pit while still liquid and the copper ingot removed as soon as it had solidi-fied. The ingot would need remelting in a crucible before it could be used for casting in a mould. Cru-cibles and slag-heaps are found at many old sites. Baskets were used for carrying the ore, and drain-age tunnels constructed to get rid of surplus water. Moffatt’s translation of Jb. 28:1-11 gives a vivid picture of mining in ancient times.

a. Gold

This occurs native, usually alloyed with silver in varying amounts. It is extremely malleable and ductile and does not tarnish. This property made it a very acceptable material for Ornaments, such as beads and rings, even to Stone-Age man. Gold was prescribed for use in the most important furnish-ings in the Mosaic tabernacle (Ex. 25) and in
[image: ]


Reconstruction of a copper-smelting furnace found at Timnah. Air is supplied by bellows: the removal of a plug allows the slag to run off, leaving the copper ore in the bottom of the furnace. This was relrieved by breaking open the furnace. Ramesside. c. 1250 bc.


Solomon’s Temple (1 Ki. 6). The metal was espe-cially abundant in the alluvium of the E desert of Egypt, and the Israehtes must have removed large quantities of it at the Exodus. Other sources known to the ancient world were the W coast of Arabia, the mountains of Armenia and Persia, W Asia Minor, and the Aegean islands. Gold early became a valuable article of currency.

b.    Silver

This is ranked next to gold as a noble metal, with which it is often linked in Scripture. It does not tarnish in a pure atmosphere and will take a mirror-like polish. It is usually extracted from the sulphide ore of lead (galena), but may occur native. Silver was so plentiful in biblical times that the ex-traction and refining processes must have been known from an early date. Jeremiah (6:29-30) uses the failure of the refining process of lead and silver as an illustration of the refusal of the people to become obedient to God. Sources of the metal are the same as those for lead, namely, Asia Minor, the islands of the Aegean, Laurion in S Greece, Armenia and Persia, and 3 or 4 localities occur in the E desert of Egypt.

c.    Lead

This occurs in Scripture in a few lists of metals. It was used occasionally as tablets for inscriptions (Jb. 19:24).

d.    Copper (Bronze, Brass)

Heb. n'höset is translated ‘copper’ in Ezr. 8:27, av, but elsewhere in av is called ‘brass’. Bronze is not mentioned in Scripture, but it was in common use from before patriarchal times (Abraham lived in the Middle Bronze Age). The ‘brass’ of Scripture may therefore be any of the three, except that true brass, an alloy of copper and zinc, came into use only at a late stage. Heb. hasmal in Ezk. 1:4 (av, rv ‘amber’; rsv ‘gleaming bronze’) may denote true brass. The first metal in general use was more or less pure copper, although the methods of produc-tion meant that some impurities were usually present, and eventually the alloy of copper and tin (bronze) was developed and produced deliberately Some examples of brass (copper and zinc) are also known, but they were probably produced acci-dentally until the Romans began the production of brass for coinage and other uses about 20 bc. The ores of copper which appear at the surface are brightly coloured green and blue carbonates, and were used as eye paint or to produce a blue colour in glaze. Accidental heating of these ores could have led to the production of copper. There is no evidence in Egypt of the common use of native copper, although it was used at an early stage in the Palestinian copper industry. The ores were wide-spread around the ‘Fertile Crescent’ in Sinai, Midian, E Egypt, Armenia, Syria and Persia, and of course in Cyprus, which takes its name from the metal. The metal was used for a host of purposes. In addition to its use in the tabernacle and Temple, household articles, such as basins, ewers, idols, musical instruments, as well as armour, mirrors, etc., were all made of it.

e.    Tin

Tin is mentioned in Scripture only in lists of metals. It was often confused with lead in ancient times. A small percentage mixed with copper produces bronze. As tin often occurs in association with copper, the first bronze was probably made by accident. The dark heavy oxide ore, cassiterite, was taken mainly from stream-sands and was not mined, as were the other metals, until about Roman times.

f Iron

Rare and occasional uses of iron are known in very ancient times, but only in the native form, which has its origin in fragments of ‘shooting Stars’ or meteors. This is probably the explanation of its early mention in Gn. 4:22, which belongs to a time long before the true Iron Age begins. Experiments with iron went on for a long time before tools could be made of it, since this depends for succcss on producing a metal with the properties of Steel. The Hittites were the first people known to have used iron consistently, although on a limited scale, and when their kingdom came to an end the know-ledge spread farther. The Philistines brought the art to Palestine, and the Israelites found themselves at a disadvantage in this respect (Jdg. 1:19; 1 Sa. 13:19-22). The balance was restored in the reigns of David and Solomon (1 Ch. 29:7). Iron was abundant along with copper in the Wadi Arabah between the Dead Sea and the Gulf of Aqabah. Iron ores were plentiful around Palestine and were to be found near Mt Carmel, Mt Hermon, SW Midian and the E Egyptian desert, in Syria, Cyprus, the Pontus coast of Asia Minor and in the Aegean Islands. The fact that both copper and iron could be mined within Solomon’s realm near Ezion-geber was a literal fulfilment of Dt. 8:9.

Steel is mentioned in the av of 2 Sa. 22:35 (= Ps. 18:34); Jb. 20:24; Je. 15:12, but the Heb. word is that for copper or bronze (nehösety, accordingly, rv renders ‘brass’ and rsv, more accurately, ‘bronze’.
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MINISTER. The Heb. term m'säre[ (lxx leitour-gos) and its correlates normally refer to temple Service, or eise to the ministration of angels (Ps. 104:4); but in a more general sense Joshua is the m'säret or ‘minister’ of Moses (Ex. 24:13; Jos. 1:1), and Solomon’s ministers (1 Ki. 10:5) are his do-mestic servants. In the NT the characteristic word is diakonos, at first in a non-technical sense, and then in Phil. 1:1 and in the Pastorais as the title of a subordinate church-officer. It refers to Service in general, temporary or permanent, either by bond or free; but it has the special connotation of wait-ing at table (the corresponding verb is used in this sense, Lk. 12:37; 17:8, and Martha’s trouble was excess of diakonia, Lk. 10:40). Christ appears among the disciples as ho diakonön, ‘one who serves’ (Lk. 22:27), and he can be described as a diakonos of the circumcision (Rom. 15:8); follow-ing the example of this lowly Service, the greatest of Christians should be a minister to the rest (Mt. 20:26; Mk. 10:43).

Thus we find the apostles and their helpers des-ignated as ministers of God (2 Cor. 6:4; 1 Thes. 3:2), of Christ (2 Cor. 11:23; Col. 1:7; 1 Tim. 4:6), of the gospel (Eph. 3:7; Col. 1:23), of the new cov-enant (2 Cor. 3:6), of the church (Col. 1:25), or absolutely (I Cor. 3:5; Eph. 6:21; Col. 4:7). But it is to be noted that Satan can also have his ministers (2 Cor. 11:15), and that there might be a minister of sin (Gal. 2:17); further, the secular power can be regarded as a minister of God (Rom. 13:4). The Seven were appointed to serve tables (diakonein (rapezais, Acts 6:2); it is unlikely that the Word is here used to denote a technical office, since it is immediately afterwards (v. 4) contrasted with the apostles’ diakonia of the word, and in fact Stephen and Philip did the work of evangelists rather than of deacons; moreover, poor-relief at Jerusalem seems to have been managed by elders, not deacons (Acts 11:30). However, the Seven may in some sense have provided a prototype for the later assist-ants to the bishops, mentioned in Phil. 1:1, and characterized in 1 Tim. 3:8fT. as men of serious, honest, sober and faithful disposition. Their pri-mary work seems to have been, not that of teach-ing, but visiting from house to house and relieving the poor and sick; deacons were thus the chief agents through which the church expressed its mutual fellowship of Service. They seem also to have assisted at corporate worship.

It is uncertain whether 1 Tim. 3:11 refers to dea-cons’ wives or to deaconesses; Phoebe is described (Rom. 16:1) as a diakonos (common gender) of the church at Cenchrea, but this perhaps means that she was a helper rather than that she held an of-ficial Position; the two ministrae mentioned by Pliny in his letter to Trajan may have been deaconesses, but this office was not really developed until the 3rd Century.

The lowliness of Christian Service is emphasized even more strongly by the use of the word doulos or slave; it was the form of such a bond-servant that Christ assumed (Phil. 2:7), and, following his example, the apostles and their fellow-labourers are designated as the slaves of God or Christ (Rom. 1:1; Gal. 1:10; Col. 4:12; Tit. 1:1; Jas. 1:1; 2 Pet. 1:1).

Another term is hyperetes, properly meaning an under-rower in a galley, and then anyone in a sub-ordinate Position. This word is used for the hazzän, a sort of verger in the Jewish synagogue, who had custody of the sacred books (Lk. 4:20); it also de-scribes John Mark (Acts 13:5) when he acted in the capacity of batman to Paul and Barnabas. But Paul himself was proud to Claim a similar position in relationship to Christ (Acts 26:16; 1 Cor. 4:1), and Luke (1:2) employs it äs a generic term for the servants of the word.

Finally, the term leitourgos is taken over by the NT in a Christian sense. Originally it referred to public Service, such as might be offered by wealthy citizens to the State; then it acquired a distinctively religious connotation, as in the lxx usage. Thus Christ appears as a leitourgos of the heavenly temple (Heb. 8:2), and the angels are ‘liturgical’,

i.e. ministering spirits (Heb. 1:14). The correspond-ing verb is used when prophets and teachers minister to the Lord at Antioch (Acts 13:2); similarly, Paul describes himself as the leitourgos of Christ Jesus, ministering (hierourgön) in the priestly Service of the gospel of God (Rom. 15:16). But the NT terminology remains sufficiently fluid for the same word to be used of Epaphroditus as a minister to Paul’s wants (Phil. 2:25), of Gentile assist-ance to Jews in material things (Rom. 15:27), and of the civil power as the servant of God (Rom. 13:6). In the Christian understanding of "ministry, whether official or otherwise, the minister renders a lowly but loving Service to God or man.

Bibliography. See under * Ministry.
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MINISTRY. To express the idea of Professional or priestly ministration, the OT normally employs the verb säral and its correlates (lxx leitourgein), while ’äbad (latreuein) refers rather to the religious Service of the whole congregation or of an individual. In the NT the characteristic term is diakonia, which appears only in Esther among OT books, but is not there used of any priestly function; and the change in language implies a change also in doctrine, since ministry in the NT sense is not the exclusive privilege of a priestly caste. leitourgia is retained to describe the work of the Jewish priest-hood (Lk. 1:23, rsv ‘service’; Heb. 9:21, rsv ‘used in worship’), and it is applied also to the more ex-cellent ministry of Christ (Heb. 8:6); further, it can be applied, in a metaphorical sense, to the spiritual Service rendered by prophets and preachers of the gospel (Acts 13:2; Rom. 15:16). But it remains true in general that the NT uses priestly language only in reference to the body of believers as a whole (Phil. 2:17; 1 Pet. 2:9).

I. Christ the pattem

The pattem of Christian ministry is provided by the life of Christ, who came not to receive Service but to give it (Mt. 20:28; Mk. 10:45); the verb used in these texts is diakonein, which suggests some-thing like waiting at table, and recalls the occasion when he washed the disciples’ feet (Jn. 13:4ff.). It is significant that in the first recorded instance of Ordination to the Christian ministry, the purpose of the office is stated to be that of ‘serving tables’ (Acts 6:2); and the same word is used in the same chapter (v. 4) to describe the Service of the word exercised prior to this by the twelve apostles. The "minister of Christ, following the example of his Master, renders a humble but loving service to the needs of humanity at large, in the same spirit as that in which angels (Mt. 4:11; Mk. 1:13) and women (Mt. 27:55; Lk. 8:3) had ministered to the Lord on earth. Such service is reckoned as being done to Christ in the persons of the needy (Mt. 25:44); it is most frequently rendered to the saints (Rom. 15:25; 1 Cor. 16:15; 2 Cor. 8:4; 9:1; Heb. 6:10); but it is a mutual service within the fellowship of Christ’s body (1 Pet. 4:10); and, as the ministry of the gospel (1 Pet. 1:12), it is in fact a ministry of reconciliation (2 Cor. 5:18) for the world.

The ability to perform such work is a gift of God (Acts 20:24; Col. 4:17; 1 Tim. 1:12; 1 Pet. 4:11); already in Rom. 12:7 it is being classified in a list of other spiritual gifts; and in 1 Tim. 3:8fT. the dia-conate has become a recognized church office, probably open to women as well as men {cf. Rom. 16:1). But even so, the term is still being used in a wider sense; Timothy is to fulfil his ministry by doing the work of an evangelist (2 Tim. 4:5); and this work of service has as its great object the edifi-cation of the body of Christ (Eph. 4:12). ln the words of Hort, Christ lifted ‘every grade and pattem of service into a higher sphere . . . ministration thus became one of the primary aims of all Christian actions’; and the generic term is applied to all forms of ministry within the church.

II.    Pastoral ministry

Christ is not only the pattem of the diaconate, but also, as the good Shepherd (Jn. 10:11), he is the great * Bishop of men’s souls (1 Pet. 2:25, av). In a sense, both of these Offices originate from the ex-ample of Christ himself, while that of the ‘presby-ter is a reflection of the ministry instituted by him in the apostolate (cf. 1 Pet. 5:1). But it would be wrong to stress these distinctions, since the terms bishop and presbyter are virtually synonymous, and the diaconate embraces many forms of assist-ant ministry. Pastoral care of the flock is an out-standing part of ministerial duty (Jn. 21:15-17; Acts 20:28; 1 Pet. 5:2), and is closely associated with the preaching of the word (1 Cor. 3:1-2) as the bread of life (Jn. 6:35), or pure nourishing milk (1 Pet. 2:2). The parable in Lk. 12:41-48 implies that some ministry of this character is to continue in the church until Christ’s return.

III.    Sacramental duties

The NT has comparatively little to say on the sub-ject of sacramental duties; Paul regarded the ad-ministration of baptism as a subordinate activity, which he was accustomed to delegate to his assist-ants (1 Cor. 1:17; cf. Jn. 4:1 f.; Acts 10:48); and although it is natural for an apostle, if present, to preside at the breaking of bread (Acts 20:7), the celebration of the Lord’s Supper is nevertheless regarded as an activity of the entire congregation (1 Cor. 10:16f.; 11:25). However, a President must have been needed from the first; and in the absence of an apostle, prophet or evangelist, this duty would naturally fall to one of the local presbyters or bishops.

IV.    Spiritual gifts

In its earliest form the Christian ministry is char-ismatic, i.e. it is a spiritual gift or supernatural en-dowment, whose exercise witnesses to the presence of the Holy Spirit in the church. Thus prophecy and glossolalia occur when Paul lays his hands on some ordinary believers after baptism (Acts 19:6); and the words there used imply that the occurrence was to some extern a repetition of the Pentecostal experience (Acts 2).

Three lists are provided in the Pauline Epistles of the various forms which such ministry may take, and it is notable that in each list administrative functions are included along with others more ob-viously spiritual (‘Church Government). In Rom. 12:6-8 we have prophecy, ‘service (diako-nia), teaching, exhortation, contributing (almsgiv-ing), aiding and doing acts of mercy (?visitation of the sick and poor). 1 Cor. 12:28 lists apostles, prophets, teachers, together with those endowed with power to work miracles, heal the sick, help, administer, or speak with tongues. The more of-ficial catalogue in Eph. 4:11 mentions apostles, prophets, evangelists, pastors-cum-teachers, who all labour to perfect the saints in their Christian Service, so that the whole church grows up in or-ganic connection with her divine Head. Here, em-phasis is laid on the ministration of the word, but the fruit of such ministry is mutual Service in love. The various gifts listed in these passages are functions or ways of serving, rather than regulär and stereotyped Offices; one man might act in several capacities, but his ability to fulfil any depended on the prompting of the Spirit. All Christians are in fact called to minister, in their various capacities (Rom. 15:27; Phil. 2:17; Phm. 13; 1 Pet. 2:16), and it is for this ministry that the ministers of the word equip them (Eph. 4:11 f.).

Not only the Twelve were included in the apostolate, but also Paul, James the Lord’s brother (Gal. 1:19), who had also seen the risen Lord, Barnabas (Acts 14:14; 1 Cor. 9:5f.), who was Paul’s fellow-evangelist, and Andronicus and Junias (Rom. 16:7). The primary qualification of an ‘‘apostle’ was that he had been an eye-witness of Christ’s earthly ministry, particularly of the resurrection (Acts 1:21-22), and his authority depended on the fact that he had been in some way commissioned by Christ either in the days of his flesh (Mt. 10:5; 28:19) or after he was risen from the dead (Acts 1:24; 9:15). Apostles and elders might meet in council to decide a common policy for the church (Acts 15:6ff.), and apostles could be sent as dele-gates from the original congregation to super-intend some new development in another locality (Acts 8:14flf.). But the picture of an apostolic College in permanent session at Jerusalem is quite un-historical, and the great work of an apostle was to act as a missionary for the propagation of the gospel, in which capacity his labours should be confirmed by signs of divine approval (2 Cor. 12:12). Thus the apostolic ministry was not con-fined by local ties, though a division of labour might be made, as for example between Peter and Paul (Gal. 2:7-8).

The ‘evangelist’ exercised a similar ministry of unrestricted mission, and his work seems to have been identical with that of the apostle, except in so far as he lacked the special qualifications for the higher function; Philip, one of the original Seven, became an evangelist (Acts 21:8), and Timothy is called by the same title (2 Tim. 4:5), though he is by implication excluded (2 Cor. 1:1) from the rank of apostle.

Prophecy was by its very nature a gift of inter-mittent occurrence, but some individuals were so regularly endowed with it that they formed a special dass of ‘prophets’. Such men were found at Jerusalem (Acts 11:27), Antioch (Acts 13:1), and Corinth (1 Cor. 14:29); those mentioned by name include Judas and Silas (Acts 15:32), and Agabus (Acts 21:10), together with Anna (Lk. 2:36) and the pretended prophetess Jezebel (Rev. 2:20). Prophecy provided edification, exhortation and comfort (1 Cor. 14:3; cf. Acts 15:32), and might therefore be described as inspired preaching. The prophet could issue a specific direction (Acts 13:1 — 2) or on occasion foretell the future (Acts 11:28). Being delivered in a known tongue, his messages were more profitable than mere glossolalia (1 Cor. 14:23-25). But the gift was particularly liable to the danger of imposture, and although it should be controlled only by those possessing it (1 Cor. 14:32; 1 Thes. 5:19f), its content must agree with the fundamental teaching of the gospel (1 Cor. 12:1-3; 1 Thes. 5:20; 1 Jn. 4:1-3), or eise the prophet must be dismissed as one of the false pretenders whose coming had been foretold by Christ (Mt. 7:15).

‘Pastors and teachers’ (Eph. 4:11) are presum-ably to be identified with the local ministers instituted by the apostles (Acts 14:23) or their assist-ants (Tit. 1:5) to serve the needs of a particular congregation, and described indiflerently as presbyters or bishops. ‘Administrators’ (av ‘governors’) seems to be a generic name for those who administered the affairs of local congrega-tions, while ‘helpers’ were engaged in works of charity, especially in attending to the sick and poor. Miraculous powers of healing and speaking with tongues were a marked feature of the apos-tolic age, and their renewal has been claimed at various periods from the Montanist revival onwards.

V. The origin of the ministry

There has been much debate over the precise rela-tionship between the original and unrestricted mis-sion of apostles and evangelists, on the one hand, and the permanent and local ministry of pastors, teachers, administrators and helpers, on the other. The latter dass appears usually to have been ap-pointed by the former; but if Acts 6 may be taken as describing a typical ordination, populär election played a part in the choice of candidates. Rom. 12 and 1 Cor. 12 might seem to imply that the church, as the Spirit-filled community, produces its own organs of ministration; on the other hand, Eph 4:11 asserts that the ministry is given to the church by Christ. 1t may be suggested that, while Christ is the source of all authority and the pattem of every type of Service, the church as a whole is the recipi-ent of his divine Commission. At all events, the NT is not concerned to indicate possible channels of transmission; its main preoccupation in this regard is to provide a doctrinal test for the orthodoxy of ministerial teaching.
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MINNE A people summoned by Jeremiah, with Ararat (Armenia) and Ashkenaz, to make war on Babylonia (Je. 51:27). The Mannai, whose territory lay SE of Lake Urmia, are frequently named in texts of the 9th-7th centuries bc. The Assyrians dominated them until 673 bc, when they were con-trolled by the Medes (v. 28). In the light of Jeremiah, it is interesting to note that the Mannai were allied with the Assyrians, their former en-emies, against the Babylonians in 616 bc (Bab. Chronicle). They were probably present with the Guti and other hill-folk at the capture of Babylon in 539 bc.    d.j.w.

MIRACLES. A number of Heb., Aram. and Gk. words are used in the Bible to refer to the activity in nature and history of the living God. They are variously translated in the evv by ‘miracles’, ‘won-ders’, ‘signs’, ‘mighty acts’, ‘powers’. Thus, for ex-ample, the Heb. word mäßet, which is of uncertain etymology, is translated in rsv by ‘miracle’ (Ex. 7:9; Ps. 78:43), ‘wonder’ (e.g. Ex. 7:3; Dt. 4:34) and ‘sign’ (e.g. 1 Ki. 13:3,5).

The words used by the English translators pre-serve in general, though not always in particular instances, the three distinctive emphases of the Originals. These characterize God’s activity as being:

1.    Distinctive, wonderful; expressed by Heb. derivatives of the root pT, ‘be different’, particularly the participle niplaöl (e.g. Ex. 15:11; Jos. 3:5), by Aramaic tfmäh (Dn. 4:2-3; 6:27), and by Gk. teras (e.g Acts 4:30; Rom. 15:19).

2.    Mighty, powerful; expressed by Heb. g'bürä (Pss. 106:2; 145:4) and Gk. dynamis (e.g. Mt. 11:20;

1 Cor. 12:10; Gal. 3:5).

3.    Meaningful, significant; expressed by Heb. of (e.g. Nu. 14:11; Ne. 9:10), by Aramaic ’ät (Dn. 4:2-3; 6:27), and by Gk. semeion (e.g. Jn. 2:1 f; 3:2; Acts 8:6).

I. Miracles and the natural Order

A great deal of confusion on the subject of miracles has been caused by a failure to observe that Scripture does not sharply distinguish between God’s constant sovereign providence and his particular acts. Belief in miracles is set in the context of a world-view which regards the whole of Creation as continually dependent upon the sustaining activity of God and subject to his sovereign will (cf. Col. 1:16-17). All three aspects of divine activity—wonder, power, significance—are present not only in special acts but also in the whole cre-ated Order (Rom. 1:20). When the psalmist cele-brates the mighty acts of God he moves readily from the creation to the deliverance from Egypt (Ps. 135:6-12). In Jb 5:9-10; 9:9-10 the word niplaöt refers to what we would call ‘natural events’ (cf. Is. 8:18; Ezk. 12:6).

Thus when the biblical writers refer to the mighty acts of God they cannot be supposed to distinguish them from ‘the course of nature’ by their peculiar causation, since they think of all events as caused by God’s sovereign power. The particular acts of God highlight the distinctive character of God’s activity, different from and Superior to that of men and more particularly that of false gods, almighty in power, revealing him in nature and history.

The discovery of, say, causal Connections between the different plagues of Egypt, a repetition of the blocking of the Jordan, or increased know-ledge of psychosomatic medicine could not of themselves contradict the biblical assertion that the deliverance from Egypt, the entry to Canaan and the healing works of Christ were mighty acts of God. ‘Natural laws’ are descriptions of that universe in which God is ever at work. It is only by an unwarranted philosophical twist that they are construed as the self-sustaining working of a closed System or the rigid decrees of a God who set the universe to work like some piece of machinery.

It has been argued by some philosophers and theologians that the working of miracles is incon-sistent with God’s nature and purpose. He is the

Alpha and Omega, he knows the end from the be-ginning; he is the Creator who fashioned all things unhampered by any limitation imposed by pre-existent matter; he is the unchanging One. Why, then, should he need to ‘interfere’ with the working of the natural order?

This objection based on the character of God arises from a failure to grasp the biblical under-standing of God as living and personal. His changelessness is not that of an impersonal force but the faithfulness of a person: his Creative act brought into being responsible creatures with whom he deals, not as puppets but as other persons over against himself. Miracles are events which dramatically reveal this living, personal nature of God, active in history not as mere Destiny but as a Redeemer who saves and guides his people.

A fuller knowledge of the ways of God’s working may show that some supposedly unique events were part of a regulär pattem. It can, however, never logically exclude the exceptional and extra-ordinary. While there is no such radical discontinu-ity between miracles and the ‘natural order’ as has been assumed by those who have most keenly feit the modern doubts on the subject, it is clear that Scripture speaks of many events which are extra-ordinary or even unique so far as our general ex-perience of nature goes.

II. Miracles and revelation

If it be granted that a priori objections to miracle Stories are invalid, it still remains to ask what pre-cise function these extraordinary events perform in the total self-revelation of God in history. Orthodox theologians have been accustomed to regard them primarily as the authenticating marks of God’s prophets and apostles and supremely of his Son. More recently it has been argued by liberal critics that the miracle stories of OT and NT are of the same character as the wonder-stories told of pagan deities and their prophets. Both these views fail to do justice to the integral relationship between the miracle stories and the whole self-revelation of God. Miracles are not simply an external authentication of the revelation but an essential part of it, of which the true purpose was and is to nourish faith in the saving Intervention of God towards those who believe.

a. False miracles

Jesus consistently refused to give a ’sign from heaven, to work useless and spectacular wonders, simply to guarantee his teaching. In any case the simple ability to work miracles would have been no such guarantee. There is frequent reference both in Scripture and elsewhere to wonder-working by those who were opposed to the purposes of God (cf Dt. 13:2-3; Mt. 7:22; 24:24; 2 Thes. 2:9; Rev. 13:13fT.; 16:14; 19:20). The refusal to do wonders for their own sake sharply marks off the biblical miracle stories from the general run of Wundergesch ich len.

It is noteworthy that the word teras, which of all the biblical terms has most nearly the overtones of the English ‘portent’, is always used in the NT in conjunction with semeion to stress that only sig-nificant portents are meant. The only exception is the OT quotation in Acts 2:19 (but cf. Acts 2:22).

The mere portent or the false miracle is dis-tinguished from the true by the fact that the true miracle is congruous with the rest of the revelation. It harmonizes with the knowledge which be-lievers already possess concerning God, even where it also carries that knowledge farther and deeper. Thus Israel is to reject any miracle-worker who denies the Lord (Dt. 13:2—3) and thus also we may rightly discern between the miracle stories of the canonical Gospels and the romantic tales or ludi-crous stupidities of the apocryphal writings and mediaeval hagiography.

b.    Miracles and faith

The working of miracles is directed to a deepening of men’s understanding of God. It is God’s way of speaking dramatically to those who have ears to hear. The miracle stories are intimately concerned with the faith of observers or participants (cf. Ex. 14:31; 1 Ki. 18:39) and with the faith of those who will hear or read them later (Jn. 20:30-31). Jesus looked for faith as the right response to his saving presence and deeds; it was faith which ‘made whole’, which made the difference between the mere creation of an impression and a saving com-munication of his revelation of God.

It is important to observe that faith on the part of human participants is not a necessary condition of a miracle in the sense that God is of himself unable to act without human faith. Mk. 6:5 is often quoted to support such a view, but Jesus could do no mighty work in Nazareth, not because the people’s unbelief limited his power—Mark teils us that he healed a few sick people there—but rather because he could not proceed with his preaching or with the deeds which proclaimed his gospel in action where men were unready to accept his good news and his own person. Wonder-working for the crowds or the sceptics was inconsistent with his mission: it is in this sense that he could not do it in Nazareth.

c.    Miracles and the Word

It is a notable feature—in some cases the chief feature—of miracles that even where the matter of the event is such that it can be assimilated to the ordinary pattem of natural events (e.g. some of the plagues of Egypt), its occurrence is predicted by God to or through his agent (cf. Jos. 3:7-13; 1 Ki. 13:1-5) or takes place at an agent’s command or prayer (cf. Ex. 4:17; Nu. 20:8; 1 Ki. 18:37-38); sometimes both prediction and command are re-corded (cf. Ex. 14). This feature emphasizes yet again the connection between miracles and revelation, and between miracles and the divine Creative Word.

d.    The crises of the sacred history

Another connection between miracles and revelation is that they duster about the crises of sacred history. The pre-eminently mighty acts of God are the deliverance at the Red Sea and the resurrection of Christ, the first the climax of the conflict with Pharaoh and the gods of Egypt (Ex. 12:12; Nu. 33:4), the second the climax of God’s redeeming work in Christ and the conflict with all the power of evil. Miracles are also frequently noted in the time of Elijah and Elisha, when Israel seemed most likely to sink into complete apostasy (cf. 1 Ki. 19:14); in the time of the siege of Jerusalem under Hezekiah (2 Ki. 20:11); during the Exile (Dn. passim); and in the early days of the Christian mission.

III. Miracles in the New Testament

Some liberal treatments of the question of mir-acles draw a tnarked distinction between the mir-acles of the NT, particularly those of our Lord himself, and those of the OT. Both more radical and more conservative critics have pointed out that in principle the narratives stand or fall together.

The contention that the NT miracles are more credible in the light of modern psychology or psy-chosomatic medicine leaves out of account the nature miracles, such as that at the wedding-feast in Cana and the calming of the storm, the instant-aneous eures of organic disease and malformation, and the raising of the dead. There is no a priori reason to suppose that Jesus did not make use of those resources of the human mind and spirit which today are employed by the psychotherapist; but other narratives take us into realms where psy-chotherapy makes no assertions and where the Claims of spiritual healers find least support from qualified medical observers.

There is, however, evidence for regarding the miracles of Christ and those done in his name as different from those of the OT. Where before God had done mighty works in his transcendent power and revealed them to his servants or used his ser-vants as the occasional agents of such deeds, in Jesus there confronts us God himself incarnate, freely active in sovereign authority in that world which is ‘his own’. When the apostles did similar works in his name they acted in the power of the risen Lord with whom they were in intimate con-tact, so that Acts continues the story of the same things which Jesus began to do and teach in his earthly ministry (cf. Acts 1:1).

ln stressing and direct presence and action of God in Christ we do not deny the continuity of his work with the previous course of God’s dealing with the world. Of the list of works given by our Lord in answering the Baptist’s inquiry (Mt. 11:5) it is the most wonderful, the healing of lepers and the raising of the dead, which have OT parallels, notably in the ministry of Elisha. What is remark-able is the intergral relationship between the works and words of Jesus. The blind receive their sight, the lame walk, the deaf hear, and at the same time that the gospel is preached to the poor by which spiritual sight and hearing and a power to walk in God’s way are given tp the spiritually needy.

Again, the frequency of healing miracles is far greater in the time of the NT than at any period of the OT. The OT records its miracles one by one and gives no indication that there were others un-recorded. The Gospels and the NT in general re-peatedly Claim that the miracles described in detail were but a fraction of those wrought.

Jesus’ works are clearly marked off from others by their manner or mode. There is in Jesus’ dealing with the sick and demon-possessed a note of inherent authority. Where prophets did their works in the name of God or after prayer to God, Jesus casts out demons and heals with that same air of rightful power as informs his pronouncement of forgiveness to the sinner; indeed, he deliberately linked the two authorities (Mk. 2:9-11). At the same time Jesus stressed that his works were done in constant dependence on the Father (e.g. Jn. 5:19). The balance between inherent authority and humble dependence is the very mark of the perfect unity of deity and humanity.

NT teaching on the virgin birth, the resurrection and the ascension emphasizes the newness of what God did in Christ. He was born of a woman in the genealogy of Abraham and David, but of a virgin;

others had been raised from death, only to die again; he ‘always lives’ and has ascended to the right hand of power. It is, moreover, true of the resurrection as of no other individual miracle that on it the NT rests the whole structure of faith (cf. 1 Cor. 15:17). This event was unique as the decisive triumph over sin and death.

The miracles of the apostles and other leaders of the NT church spring from the solidarity of Christ with his people. They are works done in his name, in continuation of all that Jesus began to do and teach, in the power of the Spirit he sent from the Father. There is a close link between these miracles and the work of the apostles in testifying to the person and work of their Lord; they are part of the proclamation of the kingdom of God, not an end in themselves.

The debate continues over the contention that this function of miracle was of necessity confined to the apostolic age. But we may at least say that the NT miracles were distinct from any subsequent ones by virtue of their immediate Connection with the full manifestation of the incarnate Son of God, with a revelation then given in its fullness. They do not, therefore, afford grounds in themselves for ex-pecting miracles to accompany the subsequent dis-semination of the revelation of which they formed an integral part.

Bibliography. D. S. Cairns, The Faith that Rebels, 1927; A. Richardson, The Miracle Stories of the Gospels, 1941; C. S. Lewis, Miracles, A Pre-liminary Study, 1947; E. and M.-L. Keller, Miracles in Dispute, 1969; C. F. D. Moule (ed.), Miracles: Cambridge Sludies in their Philosophy and History, 1965; C. Brown, Miracles and the Critical Mind, 19S4; Thal You May Believe, 19S5. m.h.c.

MIRIAM. (For derivation, see *Mary.) I. The daughter of Amram and Jochebed, and the sister of Aaron and Moses (Nu. 26:59). It is generally agreed that it was she who watched the baby Moses in the bulrushes and suggested her mother as his nurse. The term ‘the prophetess’ was used to de-scribe her as she led the women in music, dancing and singing a paean of praise to celebrate the Crossing of the Red Sea (Ex. 15:20f.).

Miriam and Aaron rebelled against Moses, sup-posedly because of his marriage to the Cushite woman, but in reality because they were jealous of his position. Divine judgment descended upon Miriam and she became leprous, whereupon Moses interceded for her and she was cleansed, but she was excluded from the camp for 7 days (Nu.

12). She died at Kadesh and was buried there (Nu. 20:1). There is no record of her marriage in the Bible, but rabbinical tradition makes her the wife of Caleb and mother of Hur.

2. In his genealogy the Chronicler lists a Miriam as one of the children of Ezrah, of the tribe of Judah (1 Ch. 4:17).    m.b.

MIRROR. Düring the OT period mirrors were made of metal, cast and highly polished (Jb. 37:18). Several bronze examples dating from the Middle Bronze Age onwards have been found in Palestine. These are of a form common throughout the Near East; cf. those used by the Israelite women in Ex. 38:8 (see ANEP, No. 71). The mean-ing of Heb. gilläyön in Isaiah’s list of finery (3:23, rendered ‘tablet’ in Is. 8:1) is uncertain; it

may mean mirrors (Targ., av, rv); others suggest garments of gauze (lxx. rsv). dass mirrors were probably introduced in the Ist Century ad. Whether of metal or glass, these mirrors never gave a perfect reflection (1 Cor. 13:12). It is probable that in 2 Cor. 3:18 (Gk. hemeis . . . katoptrizoine-noi) Paul’s idea is that we see merely a reflection (av); but it may be that we reflect (rv; see Arndt, pp. 425-426: R. V. G. Tasker, 2 Corimhians, TNTC, 1958, pp. 67-68). James gives a simple illustration from the use of a mirror (1:23).    a.r.m.

MISHAEL (Heb. misä'el, ‘who is what God is’?). I. A son of * Uzziel, a Levite (Ex. 6:22) who, with his brother * Elzaphan, carried the bodies of Nadab and Abihu outside the camp after they had been killed for desecrating the altar (Lv. 10:1-5). 2. A colleague of Daniel (Dn. 1:6, 11, etc.', 1 Macc. 2:59) whose name was changed to Meshach by the Babylonians(Dn. 1:7).    d.w.b.

jeopardy, until under the pax Romana it settled down as an honoured subordinate, highly favoured by the Romans as a holiday resort. A capacious harbour facing the mainland of Asia Minor across the straits made it a natural over-night stop for Paul’s vessel on the S run to Pales-tine (Acts 20:14).

Bibliography. R. Herbst, RE. 16.2. 1411.

E.A.J.

MIZAR. A hill mentioned in Ps. 42:6, in Connection with Mt Hermon. It may be presumed that Hermon was visible from it; in which case it would have been in the Galilee region—note the reference to the Jordan. The word in Heb. (mis'är) means ‘smallness’. Some scholars emend the text of Ps. 42:6 slightly, making mis'är an adjective, ‘small’, referring to Mt Zion, ln this case the psalmist would be stating his preference for Zion rather than Hermon’s great bulk.    d.f.p.

MISREPHOTH-MAIM (Heb. misr'pöt-mayim). A limit of pursuit from * Merom (Jos. 11:8); the S border of Sidon (Jos. 13:6). If it was the rocky headland of Rosh Haniqra, Khirbet el-Mushreifeh (at the N end of the Acre plain) preserved the name; the gap in Late Bronze and Early Iron occu-pation would not be relevant. However, there were Israelite Settlements to the N, and the river Litani is a possible identification (LOB, p. 238). See NEAEHL, p. 1288.    j.p.u.L.

M1THREDATH (‘given by Mithra’, the Persian god of light. Cf. Gk.-Lat. ‘Mithridates’). 1. The treasurer of Cyrus king of Persia, who in 536 bc restored to Sheshbazzar the sacred vessels confis-cated by Nebuchadrezzar from Jerusalem (Ezr. 1:8). 2. A Persian officer in Samaria, one of those who wrote in Aram. to Artaxerxes (‘Longimanus’) protesting against the rebuilding of the walls of Jerusalem (Ezr. 4:7).    b.f.h.

MITRE (av; Heb. misnepet). One of the high priest’s holy garments. From the use of the Heb. verb in Is. 22:18 it is thought to have been a kind of turban (rsv) wound round the head. It is described in Ex. 28:4, 36-39. On it was worn ‘the plate of the holy crown’ engraved ‘Holy to the Lord’ (Ex. 39:28, 30f.). Aaron wore it for his anointing (Lv. 8:9) and on the Day of Atonement (Lv. 16:4). To be uncovered was a sign of mourning (Ezk. 24:17) and uncleanness (Lv. 13:45; cf. 10:6) and was spe-cifically forbidden to the high priest (Lv. 21:10— 12)—cf. the ‘bonnets’ (av) or ‘caps’ (Ex. 28:40; 29:9) (migbaöt) of inferior priests—so that Ezekiel (21:26) prophesies of the removal of the mitre be-cause of the profanity of Israel, and Zechariah (3:5) sees Joshua invested with it (säntp) as a sign of his cleansing and acceptance by God. IsraeT’s ultimate renewal is symbolized by calling her a royal mitre (diadem) in the hand of God (Is. 62:3).

P.A.B.

MITYLENE. An ancient republic of the Aeolian Greeks and the principal state of the island of Lesbos. Its Situation at the cross-roads of Europe and Asia frequently placed its political fortunes in

MIZPAH, MIZPEH. The basic meaning of the word is ‘watchtower’, ‘place for watching’. It is vo-calized as mispä and mispeh, and is found usually with the article. It is natural to look for places so named on high vantage-points. The following may be distinguished:

1.    The place where * Jacob and Laban made a covenant and set up a cairn of stones as a witness (Galeed, gal’ed in Hebrew, or y’gar säh“dütä' in Aramaic). God was the watclier between them (Gn. 31:44-49).

2.    Either the same place as 1 or a town in Gilead, E of the Jordan. The article is used both in Gn. 3149 (hammispä), and in Jdg. 10:17; 11:11,34. The place features in the Story of Jephthah. When Ammon encroached on Gilead the Israelites as-sembled at Mizpah (Jdg. 10:17), the homeof Jephthah, from which he commenced his attack and to which he returned to carry out his rash vow (Jdg. 11:11, 29, 34). Its identification with Ramoth-gilead is urged by some writers (J. D. Davis, WDB, p. 401), but is rejected by F. M. Abel and du Buit, who identify it with Jal'üd. It is possibly the same as Ramath-mizpeh or height of Mizpeh (Jos. 13:26).

3.    A place in Moab to which David took his par-ents for safety (1 Sa. 22:3), possibly the modern Rujm el-Meshrefeh, WSW of Madaba. 4. A place at the foot of Mt Hermon (Jos. 11:3), referred to as ‘the land of Mizpeh’ or ‘the vailey of Mizpeh’ (v. 8), the home of the Hivites. Opinions differ as to its identification, but Qal‘at es-Subeibeh on a hill 3 km NE of Banias has much support. 5. A town in the Shephelah (lowlands) of Judah named along with Joktheel, Lachish and Eglon (Jos. 15:38-39). The sites of Khirbet Säfiyeh, 4 km NE of Beit Jibrin, and $ufiyeh, 10 km N, are possible choices for this Mizpeh.

6. A town of Benjamin (Jos. 18:26), in the neighbourhood of Gibeon and Ramah (1 Ki. 15:22). In the days of the Judges, when the Ben-jaminites of Gibeah outraged the Levite’s concu-bine, the men of Israel assembled here (Jdg. 20:1, 3; 21:1, 5, 8). Here Samuel assembled Israel for prayer after the ark had been restored to Kiriath-jearim (1 Sa. 7:5-6). The Philistines attacked them, but were driven back (vv. 7, 11), and Samuel erect-ed a stone of remembrance near by at Ebenezer (v. 12). Here also Saul was presented to the people as their king (1 Sa. 10:17). Mizpeh was one of the places visited by Samuel annually to judge Israel (1 Sa. 7:16).

King Asa fortified Mizpeh against Baasha of Israel, using materials his men took from Baasha’s fort at Ramah, after Asa had asked the Syrian Ben-hadad to attack Israel (1 Ki. 15:22; 2 Ch. 16:6). After the destruction of Jerusalem by Nebuchad-rezzar in 587 bc, Gedaliah was appointed governor of the remainder of the people, the governor’s residence being fixed at Mizpeh (2 Ki. 25:23, 25). The prophet Jeremiah, released by Nebuzaradan, the captain of the guard, joined Gedaliah at Mizpeh (Je. 40:6), and refugee Jews soon returned (Je. 40:8, 10, 12-13, 15), Soon after, Ishmael of the royal seed slew Gedaliah and the garrison at the instigation of Baalis, king of Ammon. Two days later he murdered a Company of pilgrims and threw their bodies into the great cistern Asa had built. He imprisoned others and sought to carry them to Ammon, but was frustrated by Johanan (Je. 41:1,3, 6, 10, 14, 16).

Two references to a Mizpah in post-exilic times occur in Ne. 3:15, 19. It is possible that one or both of these refer to Mizpah of Benjamin, though they may represent different places.

Mizpah was the scene of an important assembly in the days when Judas Maccabaeus called the men of Judah together for counsel and prayer (1 Macc. 3:46), ‘because Israel formerly had a place of prayer in Mizpah’.

Two identifications are offered today—Nebi Samwil 7 km NW of Jerusalem, 895 m above sea-level and 150 m above the surrounding country, and Teil en-Nasbeh on the top of an isolated hill about 13 km N of Jerusalem. The evidence in favour of Teil en-Nasbeh is stronger than for Nebi Samwil, because it can be seen how the con-sonants mzph could become nzbh phonetically and the archaeological evidence supports the identi-fication.

The site itself is ancient and was occupied in the Early Bronze Age, to judge from tombs in the area. It seems to have been deserted in the Middle and Late Bronze periods but was re-occupied in the Iron I period and continued during the years c. 1100-400 bc, so that it belongs to the period of Israelite settlement. In the days of the kings and during the Persian period the town was prosper-ous, as the relatively rieh tombs suggest. Prosperity is also suggested by architectural remains, the massive gate, a large number of cisterns and silos, some dye-plants, numerous spinning-whorls, loom-weights, wine and oil presses, pottery, beads of semi-precious stones, pins, bangles and metal jew-ellery. The city expanded beyond its walls during the Iron II period, but began to decline in the 5th Century bc. Fragments of Gk. pottery in the later city suggest trade with the Aegean areas. Numerous epigraphic discoveries, scarabs, stamped jar handles bearing the letters MSH and MSP (i.e. Mispah), a cuneiform inscription bearing the words sar kissati, ‘king of the universe’, dating to the period c. 800-650 bc, and a beautifui seal bearing the inscription ly'znyhw ’bdhmlk, ‘belonging to Jaazaniah, slave of the king’, all attest the import-ance of the town.

Bibliography. LOB, passim', D. Diringer, ‘Mizpah’, in AOTS, pp. 329-342; C. C. McCowan, Excavations at Teil En-Nasbeh, 2 vols., 1947; J. F. Muilenburg, IDB 3, pp. 407-409; M. Broshi, NEAEHL, pp. 1098-1102.    j.a.t.

MIZRAIM. 1. Second son of Ham and progenitor of Ludim, Anamim, Lehabim, Naphtuhim, Cas-luhim and Caphtorim (Gn. 10:6, 13; 1 Ch. 1:8, 11). See ‘Nations, Tableof, and individual articles.

2.    misrayim is also the regulär Heb. (and common Semitic) term for Egypt. For details on this name, see * Egypt (Name).

3.    In 1 Ki. 10:28-29, it is possible to argue that the first misrayim is not Egypt but a land Musur in SE Asia Minor, and to render (modifying rsv) ‘Solomon’s import of horses was from Musur and from Que’ (Cilicia), but this would require the misrayim of 2 Ch. 9:28 to be taken also as Musur and not Egypt. It is perhaps better to render misrayim as Egypt in these two passages as in all other OT references. See also P. Garelli, Musur, in DBS, 5, fase. 29, 1957, cols. 1468-1474; H. Tadmor, ‘Que and Musri’, IEJ 11, 1961, pp. 143-150. k.a.k.

MNASON. ‘An early (original) disciple’—i.e. at least from Pentecost—and Paul’s host (Acts 21:16). Like Barnabas, he was a Jewish Cypriot. The name is Greek, and common.

Vulg., av, rv, neb understand the passage ‘Cae-sarean disciples brought Mnason’ (but why should they bring the prospective host?); rsv, tev translate ‘bringing us to the house of Mnason’. Neither is easy; probably Mnasöni has been attracted into the case of its relative (cf. A. T. Robertson, Gram., p. 719). One would infer Mnason’s residence in Jerusalem: a Hellenist host might not embarrass Paul’s Gentile friends. The Western reading, valueless in itself, has ‘reaching a village, we were with Mnason’: perhaps a guess—the journey would require a night-stop—but perhaps correctly inter-preting Luke. Mnason’s house would then lie be-tween Caesarea and Jerusalem: hence the escort, and the reference to Jerusalem in v. 17.

Luke’s allusion may indicate Mnason provided source-material (cf. Ramsay, BRD, p. 309n.).

Bibliography. F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles, 1951, ad !oc\ The Pauline Circle, 1985.

A.F.W.

MOAB, MOABITES. Moab (Heb. mö'äb) was the son of Lot by incestuous union with his eldest daughter (Gn. 19:37). Both the descendants and the land were known as Moab, and the people also as Moabites (mö'äbi). The core of Moab was the plateau E of the Dead Sea between the wadis Arnon and Zered, though for considerable periods Moab extended well to the N of the Arnon. The average height of the plateau is 100 m, but it is cut by deep gorges. The Arnon itself divides about 21 km from the Dead Sea and several times more far-ther E into valleys of diminishing depth, the ‘val-leys of the Arnon’ (Nu. 21:14). The Bible has pre-served the names of many Moabite towns (Nu. 21:15, 20; 32:3; Jos. 13:17-20; Is. 15-16; Je. 48:20fr.).

In pre-Exodus times Moab was occupied and had settled villages until about 1850 bc. Lot’s descendants found a population already there, and must have intermarried with them to emerge at length as the dominant group who gave their name to the whole population. The four kings from the E invaded Moab and overthrew the people of Shaveh-kiriathaim (Gn. 14:5). Either as a result of this campaign, or due to some cause unknown,
[image: ]

Transjordan entered on a period of non-sedentary occupation tili just before 1300 bc, when several of the Iran Age kingdoms appeared simultaneously. Moab, like the others, was a highly organized kingdom with good agricultural and pastoral pur-suits, splendid buildings, distinctive pottery, and strong fortifications in the shape of small fortresses strategically placed around her boundaries. The Moabites overflowed their main plateau and occu-pied areas N of the Arnon, destroying the former inhabitants (Dt. 2:10-11, 19-21; cf. Gn. 14:5). These lands were shared with the closely related Ammonites.

Just prior to the Exodus, these lands N of the

Arnon were wrested front Moab by Sihon, king of the Amorites. When Israel sought permission to travel along ‘the King’s Highway’ which crossed the plateau, Moab refused (Jdg. 11:17). They may have had commercial contact (Dt. 2:28-29). Moses was forbidden to attack Moab despite their un-friendliness (Dt. 2:9), although Moabites were henceforth to be excluded front Israel (Dt. 23:3-6; Ne. 13:1).

Balak, king of Moab, distressed by the Israelite successes, called for the prophet Balaam to curse Israel now settled across the Arnon (Nu. 22-24; Jos. 24:9).

As Israel prepared to cross the Jordan, they camped in the ‘plains of Moab’ (Nu. 22:1; Jos. 3:1) and were seduced by Moabite and Midianite women to participate in idolatrous practices (Nu. 25; Ho. 9:10).

In the days of the Judges, Eglon, king of Moab, invaded Israelite lands as far as Jericho and op-pressed Israel for 18 years. Ehud the Benjaminite assassinated him (Jdg. 3:12-30). Elimelech of Bethlehem migrated to Moab and his sons married Moabite women, Orpah and Ruth. Ruth later married Boaz and became the ancestress of David (Ru. 4:18-22; Mt. 1:5-16). Saul warred with the Moabites (1 Sa. 14:47) and David lodged his parents there while he was a fugitive (1 Sa. 22:3-4). Later David subdued Moab and set apart many Moabites for death (2 Sa. 8:2, 12; 1 Ch. 18:2, 11). After Solomon’s death, Moab broke free, but was subdued by Omri of Israel. ("Mesha, "Moabite Stone.) Towards the close of Ahab’s lil'e Moab began to break free again. Jehoram of Israel sought the help of Jehoshaphat, king of Judah, and the king of Edom to regain Moab, but the campaign was abortive (2 Ki. 1:1;    3:4-27). Later,

Jehoshaphat’s own land was invaded by a confeder-acy of Moabites, Ammonites and Edomites, but confusion broke out and the allies attacked one anotherso that Judah wasdelivered (2Ch. 20:1-30).

In the year of Elisha’s death, bands of Moabites raided Israel (2 Ki. 13:20). Düring the latter part of the 8th Century bc Moab was subdued by As-syria and compelled to pay tribute (Is. 15-16), but after Assyria feil Moab was free again. Moabites entered Judah in the days of Jehoiakim (2 Ki. 24:2). At the fall of Jerusalem in 587 bc some Jews found refuge in Moab, but returned when Ge-daliah became governor (Je. 40:11 ff.). Moab was finally subdued by Nebuchadrezzar (Jos., Am. 10. 181) and feil successively under the control of the Persians and various Arab groups. The Moabites ceased to have independent existence as a nation, though in post-exilic times they were known as a race (Ezr. 9:1; Ne. 13:1, 23). Alexander Jannaeus subdued them in the 2nd Century bc (Jos., Am. 13. 374).

In the prophets they are often mentioned and divine judgment pronounced on them (see Is. 15-16; 25:10; Je. 9:26; 25:21; 27:3; Ezk. 25:8-11; Am. 2:1-3; Zp. 2:8-11).

The archaeological story of Moab is slowly being unravelled. Excavation in Jordan has not proceeded as rapidly as it has in areas to the W of the Jordan, although in recent decades the Programme has been increased. Important sites which have yielded significant results are Dibon, Aroer, Bab edh-Dhra and several sites in the area of the Lisan.

Our knowledge of Moab in early archaeological periods has been greatly expanded with new information about the transition between the Chal-colitic and the Early Bronze Age and the later transition between the Early and Middle Bronze Ages. At Bab edh-Dhra a vast cemetery of the Early Bronze Age has provided material from EB I to EB

IV. The excavations at Aroer have given Support to the theory that much of Moab was unoccupied during the greater part of the 2nd millennium. This site and the site of Dibon were typical of important Iron Age walled Settlements Contemporary with the period of the kings of Israel. At Dibon the important ‘Moabite (or Mesha) Stone was discovered. Sedentary life in these sites declined from the end of the 6th Century bc down to the end of the 4th Century.

Bibliography F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palesline, 1, 1933, pp. 278-281; N. Glueck, The Oiher Side of Jordan, 1940, pp. 150ff.; idem, AASOR 14-15, 18-19; A. D. Tushingham, The Excavations at Dibon (Dhiban) in Moab, AASOR 40, 1972; A. H. van Zyl, The Moabites, 1960; J. R. Bartlett, in POTT, pp. 229-258; E. D. Grohman, IDB 3, pp. 409-419; J. A. F. Sawyer and D. J. A. Clines, Midian. Moab and Edom, JSOT Sappl. 24, 1983; R Bienkowski (ed.), Early Edom and Moab, 1992.    j.a.t.

MOABITE STONE. A black basalt inscription left by * Mesha, king of ‘Moab, at Dhiban (bib-lical * Dibon) to commemorate his revolt against Israel and his subsequent rebuilding of many important towns (2 Ki. 3:4-5).

The stone was found on 19 August 1868, by the Rev. F. Klein, a German missionary working with the Church Missionary Society. An Arab sheikh named Zattam showed him an inscribed slab some 120 cm high, 60 cm broad and 6 cm thick, rounded at the top and containing thirty-four lines of writ-ing. Klein copied a few words and reported his find to Dr Petermann the German consul, who began negotiations to obtain the inscription for the Berlin Museum. Unfortunately, C. S. Clermont-Ganneau of the French Consulate sought to obtain it for the Paris Museum. He sent independent messengers to obtain a squeeze of the inscription, but a dispute arose and the messengers fled with the squeeze in several pieces. The Arabs, sensing the value of the stone, had forced the price up. When Turkish officials interfered the local Arabs kindled a fire under the stone and poured water over it to break it into fragments, which were carried away as charms to bless their grain. Clermont-Ganneau subsequently recovered several fragments, made fresh squeezes, and finally reconstructed the stone in the Louvre in Paris (see IBA, p. 54). Out of an estimated 1,100 letters, 669 were recovered, rather less than two-thirds, but the original squeeze, though somewhat marred, preserved the greater part of the story.

The inscription refers to the triumph of ‘Mesha, ben ‘Chemosh, king of Moab’, whose father reigned over Moab 30 years. He teils how he threw off the yoke of Israel and honoured his god Chemosh by building a high place at Qarhoh (QRHH) in gratitude. The account continues as follows—‘As for Omri king of Israel, he humbled Moab many years [lit. days] for Chemosh was angry at his land. And his son followed him and he also said “I will humble Moab”. In my time he spoke (thus) but I have triumphed over him and over his house, while Israel hath perished for ever!

(Now) Omri had occupied the land of Medeba and (Israel) had dwelt there in his time and half the time of his son (Ahab), forty years; but Chemosh dwelt there in my time.’

This account seems to imply that Mesha broke free from Israel before Ahab’s death and thus ap-pears to clash with 2 Ki. 1:1. There need not be any contradiction, however, for during the last years of Ahab’s life he was sore pressed by the Syrian wars and probably lost his control over Moab. From Mesha’s angle, his freedom dated from then, but from Israel’s viewpoint Moab could not be re-garded as free tili after the abortive campaign con-ducted by Ahab’s son Joram (2 Ki. 3).

The stone continues with an account of the building of Baal-meon, Qaryaten, Qarhoh, Aroer, Beth-bamoth, Bezer, Medeba, Beth-diblathen, Beth-baal-meon. Ataroth, built by the king of Israel for the men of Gad, was captured, its people slain and its chieftain Arel (or Oriel) dragged before Chemosh in Kerioth. Nebo was taken and 7,000 devoted to Ashtar-Chemosh. Yahaz, built by the king of Israel, and his centre during the fighting, was taken and attached to Dibon.

Mesha referred to the reservoirs and cisterns, the walls, gates, towers and the king’s palace he con-structed in Qarhoh with Israelite slave labour. He also made a highway in the Arnon valley.

The great importance of this inscription lin-guistically, religiously and historically lies in its close relation to the OT. The language is closely akin to Hebrew. Both Chemosh the god of Moab and Yahweh the God of Israel are mentioned, and we have an interesting insight into Moabite beliefs, akin in some ways to those of Israel. Chemosh may be angry with his people, forsake them, deliver them to their enemies and finally save them. He might command Mesha in words like those that Yahweh used for his servants. The rite of herein and the existence of sanctuaries in high places occur here as well as in the OT. Although the authenticity of the stone has been disputed, there are no adequate grounds for this. It must be dated towards the end of Mesha’s reign, c. 830 bc.

1

MILETUS. The most S of the great Ionian (Gk.) cities on the W coast of Asia Minor. It flourished as a commercial centre, and in the 8th, 7th and 6th centuries bc established many colonies in the Black Sea area and also had contact with Egypt. Pharaoh Neco dedicated an offering in a Milesian temple after his victory at Megiddo in 608 bc (2 Ki. 23:29; 2 Ch. 35:20flf.). The Milesians resisted the expan-sion of Lydia, and in 499 bc initiated the Ionian revolt against Persia, but their city was destroyed in 494 bc. In its period of great prosperity Miletus

MINAEANS. The people of the kingdom of Ma‘Tn which flourished in SW Arabia (in the N of modern Yemen) in the Ist millennium bc. The name is that of a tribe which became dominant in a state known from inscriptions to have been established with Qarnäwu as its Capital by about 400 bc. It was active in establishing trade links with the N, having colonies along the Red Sea Coastal route to Pales-tine, the best known being * Dedan. Late in the Ist Century bc Ma‘Tn was absorbed by the expansion of its S neighbour Saba (“Sheba, 7) and its N colonies lost their Minaean identity. The name does not occur with certainty anywhere in the Bible,

2

MINNTTH (Heb. minnit). Mentioned in Jdg. 11:33 as the limit of Jephthah’s invasion of Ammon. Eusebius (Onorn. p. 132) indicates that it lay at the head of a natural route from the Jordan to the uplands between Rabbath-Ammon (Amman) and Heshbon. The exact site is unknown.

Ezk. 27:17 may refer to the same; but see W. Zimmevli, Ezekiel, 1983, adloc.    j.p.u.l.


Bibliography. W. F. Albright, ANET, pp. 320f; BASOR 89, 1943, p. 16; F. I. Andersen, ‘Moabite Syntax’, Orientalia 35, 1966, pp. 81-120; A. Dearman (ed.), Studies in the Mesha Inscription and Moab, 1989; H. Donner and W. Rollig, Kanaa-näische and aramäische Inschriften, I, 1962; R. Dussaud, Les monumenls palestiniens et judaique, 1912, pp. 4-22; E. Ullendorfifin DOTT, A. H. van Zyl, The Moabites, 1960; J. R. Bartlett in POTT, pp. 229-258; J. C. L. Gibson, Te.xtbook of Syrian Semetic Inscriptions, I, 1971, pp. 71-83. j.a.t.

MOLADAH. A town of Simeon in the Negeb near Beersheba (Jos. 15:26; 19:2; 1 Ch. 4:28). Occupied by returning Judahite exiles (Ne. 11:26), it was later turned into an Idumean fortress. The site is not clearly identified. Teil el-Milh, SE of Beersheba, has reguiarly been identified with Moladah, but this mound is now thought to be Canaanite Arad. The more likely location is Khereibet el-Waten, E of Beersheba, which is possibly the Arabic equiva-lent of the Hebrew name.

Bibliography. LOB, pp. 110, 298; GTT, p. 144.

w.o.

MOLECH. The name of a deity, usually written

in


Molech (Heb mölek, 2 Ki. 23:10; Je. 32:35), Melech (‘king’, melek, Is. 57:9), Malcham (‘their king’, Je. 49:1, 3) or once Moloch (Am. 5:26 quoted Acts 7:43, Gk. nioloch, av).

Molech was worshipped in the ancient Near East in the second millennium bc (Mari and Ugarit) and associated with death and the under-world. He may be attested in the element malik

found in personal names. His cult was practised by the Ammonites (1 Ki. 11:7, 33) and probably by the Canaanites (Dt. 12:31). It was considered the equivalent of Baal worship, hence the definite art-icle before the name in Lv. 18:21; 20:2-5; 2 Ki. 23:10; Je. 22:35. Weinfeld links it especially with death and the worship of the god Baal-Hadad as ‘king’. Solomon built a high place for Molech on
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77ie Moabite Slone commemorates the revolt of Mesha. king of Moab. against Israel (see 2 Ki. 3:5ff.) and his rebuilding of several towns. e.g. Aroer. Medeba, Qarhoh, using Israelite slave labour. Black basalt. Height 10 m, breadth 0-60 m. c. 830 BC [see p. 777).


the Mount of Olives, probably to please his foreign wives (I Ki. 11:7).

The type and extern of the ritual associated with this deity is the subject of debate. The phrase ‘to pass (h'br) the son/daughter through the fire to Molech’ (2 Ki. 16:3; 17:17; 23:10) could refer to a dedication or votive ceremony, possibly fire-walking. King Ahaz was condemned for this (2 Ch. 28:3) as were Manasseh (2 Ki. 21:6) and Samaria (2 Ki. 17:17). Eissfeldt compared this with molk, a dedicatory offering found from the 6th Century onwards. However, no extant Phoenician inscription has mlk in Connection with child-sacrifice (except later Sanchuniathon). Nor is child sacrifice common in OT or surroundingcultures. It was a rare and detested practice to the true Israel-ite, as shown in 2 Ki. 3:27; Ps. 106:37-38. This is also shown by the use of ‘sacrifice’ (zbh) or immol-ation (srp) on occasions (Lv. 21:9; Dt. 12:31; 18:10). The majority of scholars, however, inter-pret all references to Molech as child sacrifice and compare it with later Phoenician-Carthaginian (Punic) practice in N Africa where mlk denotes the sacrifice. Whether death by child sacrifice or dedication through fire, both are abhorrent to God. They are associated with Topheth (2 Ki. 23:10; Je. 7:31-32; 19:11-12) and the smouldering rubbish dumps in the Hinnom valley outside Jerusalem. The reforms of Josiah in Judah were marked by the destruction of the high places dedicated to Molech (2 Ki. 23:10, 13) yet the ritual did not die out until after Ezekiel (16:20ff.; 20:26, 31; 23:27).

Bibliography. M. Weinfeld, ‘The Worship of Molech and the Queen of Heaven’, UF 4, 1972, pp. 133-154; G. C. Heider, The Cult of Molek: A Reassessment, 1985; D. Edelman, ‘Biblical Molek Reassessed’, JAOS 107, 1987, pp. 727-731; J. Day, Molech, a God of Human Sacrifice in the Old Testament, 1989; S. Brown, Late Carthaginian Child Sacrifice and Sacrificial Monuments in their Medi-terranean Context, 1991.    D.J.w.

MOLID. A name found in the genealogy of Jer-ahmeel (1 Ch. 2:29). Moladah may be connected, but evidence is lacking (GTT, pp. 48, 144).

J.D.D.

MONEY.

I. In the Old Testament

Before the introduction of coinage in the late 8th Century bc (see c, below) the medium of exchange in commercial transactions was a modified form of harter. Throughout the ancient Near East staple Commodities, both those which were perishable, such as wool, barley, wheat and dates, and those which were non-perishable, including metals, timber, wine, honey and livestock, served as ‘ex-changeable goods’. The texts show that from the earliest times periodic attempts were made to sta-bilize the values of these Commodities with respect to each other. Thus wealth was measured by pos-session of cattle (Jb. 1:3) and precious metals. Abraham was ‘very rieh in cattle, in silver, and in gold’ (Gn. 13:2).

a. Metal as an exchange commodity Since silver (Heb. kesep) was the commonest precious metal available in Palestine (as in Assyria and Babylonia), it appears as the most frequently used

(av, rsv often translate kesep as ‘money’, e.g. Gn. 17:13). Thus in ordinary transactions the term silver is often omitted, as understood; Solomon purchased chariots at 600 (shekels weight of silver) and horses at 150 (1 Ki. 10:29; cf. Lv. 5:15). His revenue was reckoned in silver by talents (1 Ki. 10:14; * Weights and Measures), for silver was as common in Jerusalem asstones(l Ki. 10:27). Until post-exilic times the ‘shekel’ bears its literal mean-mg of a certain * weight rather than denoting a coin.

Silver was used for the purchase of real estate, such as the field purchased by Jeremiah at Anath-oth for 17 shekels of silver (Je. 32:9), the cave at Machpelah bought by Abraham for 400 shekels of silver (Gn. 23:15-16), the village and hill of Samaria by Omri for 2 talents of silver (1 Ki. 16:24), or the threshing-floor of Araunah by David for 50 shekels (2 Sa. 24:24). Silver was also the basis of a dowry (Ex. 22:17) or a bride purchase-price (Ho. 3:2).

Gold, being more rarely obtained, often figures after silver in the payment of tribute. Thus Heze-kiah paid Sennacherib in 701 bc 300 talents of silver and 30 talents of gold (2 Ki. 18:14), while Menahem had bought off the Assyrians for 1,000 talents of silver (2 Ki. 15:19). Gold played a prominent part in inter-state border transactions, and Hiram paid 120 talents of gold to Solomon for the villages ceded to him (1 Ki. 9:10-14).

In many transactions payment in goods might be agreed as a Supplement or Substitute for precious metal. Mesha of Moab offered sheep and wool (2 Ki. 3:4); Sennacherib was given precious stones, in addition to gold and silver, by Hezekiah according to the Assyr. annals, and the tribute of *Jehu to Shalmaneser III included blocks of an-timony, lead, golden vessels and rare fruits. Barley (Ho. 3:2), spices (2 Ki. 20:13) or clothing might be part of the agreed price or gift (2 Ki. 5:23). Copper (av ‘brass’) was another metal in use as currency (Ex. 35:5; 2 Sa. 21:16) of less value than gold (Is. 60:17).

To control the use of metals as currency they had to be weighed out (Heb. sql, hence ‘shekel’) by the purchaser and checked by the vendor in the presence of witnesses (Gn. 23:16; Je. 32:9-10). The Standard of weight agreed was that in force by local Standards called the ‘silver of city X’ or ‘the silver (current with) the merchant’ (Gn. 23:16; Bab. kaspum Sa tamqarim). This agreed Standard is also implied by payment ‘in full weight’ (Gn. 43:21). Thus merchants were ‘weighers of silver’. Another check was made on the quality of the metal by marking it with its place of origin. Gold of Ophir (1 Ki. 10:11) or Parvaim (2 Ch. 3:6) was highly prized, while gold and silver were sometimes clas-sified as ‘refined’ (av ‘pure, purified’).

b. Forms of currency

To enable metal used as currency to be transportable it was kept either in the form of jewellery (often as arm-rings), of objects in daily use or in characteristic shapes. Thus Abraham gave Re-bekah a gold ring (weighing) half a shekel and bracelets of 10 shekels (Gn. 24:22). Gold was often carried as thin bars or wedges (Heb. ‘tongue’), like that weighing 50 shekels found by Achan at Jericho (Jos. 7:21) or the ‘golden wedge of Ophir’ (Is. 13:12). Gold and silver were also held as ingots, vessels, dust (Jb. 28:6) or small fragments, and could be melted and used immediately for many purposes. In these forms Joseph increased the rev-enue of Egypt (Gn. 47:14).

On a journey the small pieces of metal were car-ried in a pouch or bag of leather or cloth (‘bundles of money’, Gn. 42:35; Pr. 7:20) which, if holed, would easily lead to loss (Hg. 1:6). A talent of silver seemed to require two bags (2 Ki. 5:23). To guard against loss the money bags were offen placed inside other sacks or receptacles (Gn. 42:35). Silver was also moulded into small drops or beads (1 Sa. 2:36, ’agörä) or lumps. It is probable that the half-shekel used for payment into the sanc-tuary was an unminted lump of silver (Ex. 30:13; 2 Ki. 12:9-16), though normally such temple dues as taxes could be paid either in silver or in kind (Dt. 26; Ne. 5:10).

Copper, being of less value than gold and silver, was transported as flat circular discs, hence the term kikkär (‘a round’, ‘flat round of bread’, Assyr. kakkäru) was used for the ‘talent’, the heaviest weight.

c. The introduction of coinage Coinage, a piece of metal struck with a seal au-thenticating its title and weight so that it would be accepted on sight, first appears in Asia Minor in the mid-7th Century bc. Though Sennacherib (c. 701 bc) refers to the ‘minting of half-shekel pieces’, there is no evidence that this refers to anything more than a bronze-casting technique, for no coins of this early period have been found as yet in As-syria, Syria or Palestine. The first known coins were struck in electrum (a natural alloy of gold and silver) in Lydia. Herodotus (1. 94) attributes the introduction of coinage to Croesus of Lydia (561-546 bc), his gold coins being called ‘Croe-sides’. It would seem that coinage was introduced into Persia by Darius I (521-486 bc), whose name was used to denote the thick gold coin, or daric, which portrays the king, half-length or kneeling, with bow and arrow; with the die-punch mark in reverse (see Herodotus 4. 166). This daric weighed 130 gr., the silver siglos or shekel 86V2 gr. It has been suggested (PEQ 87, 1955, p. 141) that Hg. 1:6 (520 bc) is the earliest biblical allusion to coined money.

The daric (av ‘dram’) was known to the Jews in exile (Ezr. 2:69; 8:27; Ne. 7:70-71) and the refer-ence to a daric in the time of David (1 Ch. 29:7) shows that the text at this point was giving the equivalent term at the time of Compilation of this history. The change to payment of workmen in coin instead of in kind is attested by the Persepolis Treasury texts (c. 450 bc), confirming a ratio of 13:1 gold to silver. The spread of coinage to Judah seems to have been slow, perhaps because of the images they bore. It is therefore uncertain whether the silver shekels of Ne. 5:15; 10:32 were weights, as in the earlier period, or money in coin.

Phoenician traders quickly took up the use of coins, and mints were active by the 5th-4th centur-ies bc at Aradus, Byblos, Tyre and Sidon. The coinage of cities in Asia Minor and Greece, and of the kings of Ptolemaic Egypt and Seleucid Syria entered Judah and circulated there alongside coins of Persian kings. The Persian-approved Jewish governors were evidently allowed to issue small silver coins from about 400 bc. The designs of the half-dozen or so found follow Athenian patterns, but include the word yhd, ‘Judah’. One a|so bears the name Hezekiah, perhaps the High Priest at the time of Alexander the Great.

After the independent Jewish state was estab-lished, Simon Maccabaeus was given the right to strike coins (1 Macc. 15:6), but does not seem to have used it (coins once attributed to him have been shown to belong to the First and Second Re-volts, ad 67-70, 132-5). Alexander Jannaeus (103— 76 bc) was probably the first Jewish ruler to strike coins. They are small bronze pieces bearing various designs, his name in Greek and Hebrew, and some-times the words ‘Yehonathan the high priest and the Community of the Jews’. Following kings con-tinued to strike small bronze coins, the Roman overlords retaining the prerogative to strike silver ones. Only in the Jewish Revolts were local silver coins issued.

Bibliography. E. S. G. Robinson, ‘The Begin-nings of Achaemenid Coinage’ in Numismatic Chronicle (6th Series) 18, 1958, pp. 187-193; Y. Meshorer, Ancient Jewish Coinage, 1983; ABI) 1, pp. 1076-1089.    d.j.w.

II. In the New Testament

Düring NT times money from three different sources was in circulation in Palestine. There was the official imperial money coined on the Roman Standard; provincial coins minted at Antioch and Tyre, which held mainly to the old Gk. Standard, and circulated chiefly among the inhabitants of Asia Minor; and the local Jewish money, coined perhaps at Caesarea. Certain cities and client-kings were also granted the right to strike their own bronze coins. With coins of so many different scales in circulation it is obvious that there was need of money-changers at Jerusalem, especially at feasts when Jews came from all parts to pay their poll-tax to the Temple treasury. On these occasions the money-changers moved their Stalls into the Court of the Gentiles, whence Jesus expelled them (Jn. 2:15; Mt. 21:12; Mk. 11:15; Lk. 19:45f.) because of their avaricious practices.

Mt. 10:9 serves as a useful reminder that in those days, as now, money was coined in three principal metals, gold, silver and copper, bronze or brass. Bronze (Gk. chalkos) is used as a general word for money in Mk. 6:8 and 12:41, but as only the coins of smaller value, the Roman as (Gk. assarion) and Jewish lepton were minted in bronze, the more common general term for money in the NT is silver (Gk. argyrion-, see Lk. 9:3; Acts 8:20; etc.). The most common silver coins mentioned in the NT are the Attic tetradrachm and the Roman denarius. Gk. chrysos, gold, is most frequently used to refer to the metal itself, except in Mt. 10:9; Acts 3:6, possibly also Acts 20:33; 1 Pet. 1:18; Jas. 5:3; Mt. 23:16f., though these instances might equally well refer to gold vessels and Ornaments.

Other general terms used for money in the NT are the common Gk. word chrema, meaning prop-erty or wealth, as well as money (Acts 4:37; 8:18, 20; 24:26); kerma, or small change (from Gk. keirö, T cut up’), used in Jn. 2:15, and nearly always de-noting copper coins; and nomistna, or money introduced into common use by law (nomos). This last is found only in Mt. 22:19, where the phrase nomistna ton kensou means the legal coin for paying the tax.

a. Jewish coins

In 141-140 bc Antiochus VII granted permission to Simon Maccabaeus ‘priest and ethnarch of the Jews . .. to mint your own coinage as money for your country’ (1 Macc. 15:6), and from that time

Jewish coins were minted, mainly in bronze, as neighbouring cities produced an abundance of silver coins. Early Jewish coins heeded the second commandment, and so their devices adhered strict-ly to horticultural designs and inanimate objects. Coins minted under the Herods show one or two breaches of this rule, as they displayed sometimes the reigning emperor’s head, sometimes their own, on the obverse (see Wiseman, IBA, p. 86). Düring the time of the First Revolt (ad 66-70) the Jews proudly coined their own silver for the first time, issuing silver shekels and quarter- and half-shekel pieces as well as their own bronzes. Following this revolt, the Temple treasures were seized, and so the Jews had no further supplies of metal to coin their own silver during the Second Revolt (ad 132-135). They therefore celebrated their independence by overstriking old foreign coins with Jewish dies con-taining the inscription ‘deliverance of Jerusalem’.

The only Jewish coin mentioned in the NT is the bronze lepton (from Gk. leptos—‘small, fine’). This is the widow’s ‘mite’ (av) of Mk. 12:42; Lk. 21:2, also called a ‘farthing’ in Lk. 12:59 (av), where it Stands for the smallest coin imaginable. It was equivalent to half the Roman quadrans, and so one-eighth of the assarion (see below). Such coins were minted locally by the procurator or tetrarch, and * Pilate appears to have introduced designs on his coins calculated to affront the Jews.

b. Greek coins

The basic Greek coin was the silver drachme, of which there were 100 to the mna, or mina, and 6,000 to the talent. About 300 bc the drachm was the price of a sheep: an ox cost 5 drachmai (Demetrius Phalereus).

The drachme is mentioned only in Lk. 15:8f, rsv ‘silver coins’, av ‘pieces of silver’, which the woman in the parable may have worn as an Ornament. It was regarded as approximately equivalent to the Roman denarius (see below).

The didrachmon or 2-drachm piece was used among the Jews for the half-shekel required for the annual Temple tax (Mt. 17:24). This regulation de-rived from the atonement-money prescribed in Ex. 30:11-16, which, according to Maimonides, later developed into a regulär annual poll-tax (see Jos., Am. 16. 160). After the fall of Jerusalem and the destruction of the Temple this tax had to be paid into the Roman treasury (Jos., BJ1. 217). It seems most likely that the coins used for this tax would be those of Tyre, for the Talmudic law forbade the use of Antiochene money for the Temple treasury, not for any religious reasons, but because it did not contain enough silver.

The stater, tetradrachmon, or 4-drachm piece, is found only in Mt. 17:27, where it is the coin which would pay the Temple tax for Jesus and Peter. As it was a more common coin than the didrachm, it would appear that Jews frequently united to pay the Temple tax in pairs by means of the tet-radrachm. It was minted at Antioch, Caesarea in Cappadocia and in Tyre. Pompey fixed the rate of exchange of tetradrachms from Antioch and Tyre at 4 denarii (c. 65 bc), and Josephus refers to the same rate for the Tyrian tetradrachm in his day (BJ

2. 592). Antiochene tetradrachms were, however, tariffed by the imperial government at 3 denarii only. Most numismatists agree that this was the coin in which Judas received his thirty pieces of silver (Mt. 26:15). The use of the term argyria hikana, ‘large silver-money’, in Mt. 28:12-13 has been thought by some to suggest that the coins with which the Sanhedrin bribed the guards of the tomb were the large silver staters and not the smaller drachmai or denarii, though it is possible that the adjective here refers to quantity rather than size.

The mna, translated ‘pound’, occurs in the parable of Lk. 19:11-27.

The ‘talent’ was not a coin, but a unit of monetary reckoning. Its value was always high, though it varied with the different metals involved and the different monetary Standards. The Roman-Attic was equivalent to 240 aurei (see below). It was mentioned by Jesus in two parables: in Mt. 18:24 ‘ten thousand talents’ is figurative for a very large sum of money, and in the parable of the talents in Mt. 25:15-28 it is referred to in v. 18 as argyrion, which may suggest that our Lord had the silver talent in mind.

c. Roman coins

The basic Roman coin, mentioned above, was the silver denarius. There were 25 denarii to the golden aureus, the weight of which was fixed by Julius Caesar in 49 bc at 126-3 grs., though sub-sequent debasing of the coinage under Augustus and his successors brought the weight down to 115 grs. by Nero’s time.

The quadrans (Gk. kodrantes) was one-quarter of the copper as (see below). It is referred to by both Horace (Satires 2. 3. 93) and Juvenal (7. 8) as the smallest Roman coin: Mk. 12:42 States that the widow’s 2 lepla (see a, above) were equivalent to a quadrans. Mt. 5:26 uses quadrans for the smallest coin, which must be paid to clear a debt in full, while the Lucan parallel (12:59) has lepton, except in the Western Text, which agrees with Matthew.

The copper as (Gk. assarion) was a quarter of the bronze sestertius and one-sixteenth of the silver denarius. It occurs in Mt. 10:29 and Lk. 12:6, where it is translated by the av as ‘farthing’ and rv, rsv as ‘penny’, the price at which two sparrows are sold (Lk. has five sparrows for 2 farthings).

The denarius (Gk. denarion) gained its name (deni = ten at a time) from the fact that at first it was the equivalent in silver of 10 copper asses. From 217 bc it was worth 16 asses, when the weight of the latter coin was fixed at 28 gr. It was rendered consistently as ‘penny’ by the translators of the av and rv (but see the note on Mt. 18:28 in the Rvmg.), owing to the fact that British currency, modelled on that of Rome, used d. for denarius as the abbreviation for penny.

It would appear from the parable of Mt. 20:1-16 to have been the daily wage of a labourer, and 2 denarii was the sum paid by the good Samaritan to the innkeeper (Lk. 10:35): that should give some idea of its purchasing power. In Rev. 6:6 ‘a quart of wheat for a denarius, and three quarts of barley for a denarius’ is an indication of famine prices (* Weights and Measures).

From Mt. 22:19; Mk. 12:15; Lk. 20:24 we learn that it was the coin used to trick Jesus in the ques-tion concerning the payment of tribute-money. Silver denarii of the time have been discovered which carry the laureate head of the emperor Ti-berius on the obverse, with his mother, Livia, in the role of Pax, holding a branch and sceptre, on the reverse (see IBA, p. 87, fig. 90).

The aureus, or denarius aureus (golden denarius), was a gold coin introduced by Julius Caesar in his financial reforms of 49 bc. It finds no mention in the Bible, but is referred to in Jos., Am.

14. 147: it may be the ‘gold’ of Mt. 10:9.

Bibliography. K. A. Jacob, Coins and Christi-anity, 1959; R. G. Bratcher, ‘Weights, Money, Measures and Time’, The Bible Translator 10, No. 4, Oct. 1959, pp. 165fT.; Garnet R. Halliday, Money Talks aboul the Bible, 1948; E. Rodgers, A Handy Guide to Jewish Coins, 1914; Paul Romanoff, Jewish Symbols on Ancient Jewish Coins, 1944; F. A. Banks, Coins of Bible Days, 1955; A. Reifenberg, Israel’s History in Coins front the Maccabees to the Roman Conquest, 1953; D. Kanael, BA 26, 1965, pp. 38-62; E. W. Klenowsky, On Ancient Pal-estinian and Other Coins, 1974; Y. Meshorer, Jewish Coins of the Second Temple Period, 1967; R. Gower, The New Manners and Customs of Bible Times, 1987.    d.h.w.

MONEY-CHANGERS. The ‘exchangers’ of Mt. 25:27 (av) were regulär bankers (trapezitai); cf. the saying commonly ascribed to our Lord, ‘Be expert bankers’—i.e. trustworthy and skilled in detecting counterfeits. A specialized dass of money-changers officiated in the Temple precincts, prob-ably in the Court of the Gentiles—kollybistai (Mt. 21:12; Mk. 11:15; Jn. 2:15) or kermalislai (Jn. 2:14). The former title derived from a Word of Semitic origin denoting exchange-rate or Commission; the latter would, strictly speaking, relate to a deaier in small change. The trade arose from the fact that money for the Temple, including the ob-ligatory half-shekel (Ex. 30:13; cf. Mt. 17:24, and see E. Schürer, HJP, 2, 1978) had to be in Tyrian Standard coin, with its high level of silver purity, and not in the current Roman Standard. A sur-charge was made (Mishnah tractate Sheqalim, passim) and the way opened for various mal-practices (add passages in HHT on Mt. 21:12 to those in SB). The Lord’s cleansing of the Temple included the overthrow of the counters of these dealers at the Passover season.    a.f.w.

MOON. The Creation of the moon is recorded in Gn. 1:16, where it is referred to as ‘the lesser light’ in contrast to the sun. It was placed in the heavens to rule the night, and with the other luminaries to be ‘for signs and for seasons and for days and years’ (1:14). Its appearance in regulär phases in the night sky afforded a basis for early ‘calendars, and the word most commonly used for it (yäreah) is closely related to yerah, ‘month’. The same word occurs in Akkad. ([w])ar#w), Ugaritic (yrlj), Phoen. (yrh) and other Semitic languages. Another word, used less often for it, is l'bänä, ‘white one’ (0.6:10; Is. 24:23; 30:26).

The first day of each new month was considered holy. Hence the association in the OT of the monthly ‘new moon’ with the weekly sabbath (e.g. Is. 1:13). This fresh beginning was marked by special sacrifices (Nu. 28:11-15) over which the trum-pets were blown (Nu. 10:10; Ps. 81:3). Arnos de-picts the merchants of his day anxiously awaiting the end of the new moon and of the sabbath so that they could resume their fraudulent trading. It seems therefore to have been regarded, like the sabbath, as a day on which normal work was not done. The reference may be, however, to the new moon of the 7th month, regarding which the law stated specifically that no servile work was to be done on it (Lv. 23:24-25; Nu. 29:1-6). 2 Ki. 4:23 suggests that both new moon and sabbath were regarded as providing opportunity for Consulting the prophets, and Ezekiel marks out the new moon as a special day for worship (Ezk. 46:1,3).

The moon is mentioned with the sun as a symbol of permanence (Ps. 72:5). It is quoted as a wonder of creation (Ps. 8:3), and as marking by its be-haviour the coming of the Messiah (Mk. 13:24: Lk. 21:25). Ps. 121:6 suggests that it was recognized as capable of afiecting the mind, and in the NT Gk. words meaning literally ’moon-struck’ are used in Mt. 4:24 and 17:15.

The moon is named as an object of idolatrous worship in Jb. 31:26, and archaeology has shown that it was deified in ancient W Asia from early Sumerian to Islamic times. In Mesopotamia the Sumerian god Nanna, named ‘Sin by the Akkadi-ans, was worshipped in particular at Ur, where he was the chief god of the city, and also in the city of Harran in Syria, which had close religious links with Ur. The Ugaritic texts have shown that there a moon deity was worshipped under the name yrh. On the monuments the god is represented by the symbol of a crescent moon (’Amulets). At Hazor in Palestine a small Canaanite shrine of the late Bronze Age was discovered which contained a basalt stela depicting two hands lifted as if in prayer to a crescent moon, perhaps indicating that the shrine was dedicated to the moon god (see IBA. fig. 112).    T.C.M.

MORDECAI (Heb. mord'kay, mord’kay, Ezr. 2:2).

1.    A leader of the exiles who returned with Zerubbabel (Ezr. 2:2; Ne. 7:7; 1 Esdras 5:8).

2.    A Jewish exile who had moved to the Persian Capital *Susa, where he was employed in the palace. He was a Benjaminite son of Jair and des-cendant of Kish, taken prisoner to Babylon by Nebuchadrezzar (Est. 2:5-6). He brought up his orphaned cousin Hadassah (* Esther) and was rewarded, by being mentioned in the royal chron-icles, for revealing a plot against King Xerxes (Est 2:7,21-23). (Mordecai has been identified by some with a finance officer at Susa under Xerxes.)

He opposed the vizier Haman who plotted to kill all Jews (Est. 3). When this evil deed was turned against Haman, Mordecai succeeded him in office, being then next in rank to the king (chs. 5-6; 10). He used this Position to encourage the Jews to defend themselves against the massacre inspired by Haman. In respect for Mordecai the Persian pro-vincial officials to whom he wrote assisted in pro-tecting the Jews. The celebration of this event by the annual feast of ‘Purim was later connected with the ‘day of Mordecai’ (2 Macc. 15:36).

Mordecai is probably the Heb. rendering of a common Bab. personal name Mardukaya. This is found in texts, including one c. 485 bc (AfO 19, 1959-60, pp. 79—81) and another concerning an official of Ushtannu, Satrap of Babylon.

Bibliography. E. Yamauchi, Persia and the Bible, 1990, pp. 234-236.    dj.w.

MOREH (Heb. möreh, ‘teacher’, ‘diviner’) 1. The name of a place near Shechem mentioned in Gn. 12:6, where ’elön möreh may be translated ‘the teacher’s oak’ (or ‘terebinth’). Dt. 11:30 makes reference to the ‘oak of Moreh’ in the district of Gilgal (i.e. the Shechemite Gilgal). It is recorded that Abraham pitched his camp there on arriving in Canaan from Harran, and it was there that God revealed himself to Abraham, promising to give the land of Canaan to his descendants (1 2 Mamre). This tree may also be the one mentioned in Gn. 35:4 where Jacob hid foreign gods, and a reference to the place also occurs in the story of Abimelech (Jdg. 9:37).

2.    The hill of Moreh at the head of the N side ot the valley of Jezreel, S of Mt Tabor, 2 km S of Nain, and c. 13 km NW of Mt Gilboa, is the modern Jebel Dahi; it features in Jdg. 7:1, where, in the encounter between Gideon and the Midianites, the Midianites encamped in the valley, by the hill of Moreh, to the N of Gideon’s camp by the spring of Harod.

3.    Moreh has a quasi-technical sense in the Qumran phrase möreh sedeq, commonly translated ‘teacher of righteousness’ and used as a designa-tion of the first organizer of the Qumran Community and possibly of each succeeding leader. There may be an allusion to Joel 2:23, where möreh lis'däqäh is rendered ‘(he hath given you) a teacher of righteousness’ in Avmg., or to Ho. 10:12, where yöreh sedeq is rendered ‘(he will) teach (you) right-eousness’ in Rvmg., as though the coming of the Qumran teacher were greeted as a fulfilment of these promises. Cf. F. F. Bruce, The Teacher of Righteousness in the Qumran Texts, 1957; J. Wein-green, From Bible to Mishna, 1976, pp. lOOff.

R.A.H.G.

F.F.B.

MORESHETH-GATH. Home-town of the prophet Micah (Mi. 1:1; Je. 26:18) near the Philistine territory of Gath (Mi. 1:14); probably the modern Teil ej-Judeieh, 32 km SW of Jerusalem and 10 km NE of Lachish. Moresheth-gath (Mi. 1:14) is one of twelve cities listed by the prophet Micah, whose names are by word-play associated with the form of their imminent judgment through invasion. Lachish, so to speak, will have to give a parting bridal-gift or dowry (cf. 1 Ki. 9:16) to Mo-resheth (möresel, which soiunds like mr'öresei, be-trothed), as that city is kost to the enemy. See NEAEHL, pp. 837-838.    n.h.

Jerusalem is c. 80 km, which might well have required 3 days to traverse, and in Genesis the place in question is not a ‘mount Moriah’ but one of several mountains in a land of that name, and the hills on which Jerusalem Stands are visible at a distance. There is no need to doubt therefore that Ab-raham’s sacrifice took place on the site of later Jerusalem, if not on the Temple hill.

Bibliography. F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 1, 1933, pp. 374-375.    t.c.m.

MORTAR AND PESTLE. This formed an alternative to the stone 2mill. While in the wilderness the Israelites ground the 2manna either in mills or in a mortar (Nu. 11:8; Heb. m'dökä), and olive oil was produced in the same way (‘beaten oil’, Ex. 27:20). Pr. 27:22 shows that evil cannot be removed from a wicked man even if he were to be crushed small (Heb. maktes, ‘mortar’; ‘Ui, ‘pestle’). For Egyptians using mortar and pestle, see ANEP, no. 153, upper right, and 154, lower part. The mortar was either a hollowed stone or a deep wooden bowl, the pestle a stout wooden pole. A small hollow in the land could also be called ‘mortar’ from its form, so Jdg. 15:19; Zp. 1:11. (•Maktesh.)    a.r.m.

MOSERAH, MOSEROTH. A camp-site of the Israelites in the wilderness (Nu. 33:30f.), where Aaron died (Dt. 10:6). The name could mean ‘chas-tisement(s)’, with reference to the trespass at Meribah (cf. Nu. 20:24; Dt. 32:51). The site is un-identified, but may have been close to Mt 2Hor, which also figures as the place of Aaron’s death and burial. See J. A. Thompson, Deuteronomy, TOTC, 1974, p. 145.    d.f.p.

MOSES. The great leader and lawgiver through whom God brought the Hebrews out of Egypt, constituted them a nation for his Service, and brought them within reach of the land promised to their forefathers.

I. Name

In Ex. 2:10 it is said that ‘she called his name Möseh: and she said, Because I drew him (m'sUT-hü) out of the water’. Most Interpreters identify the ‘she’ as Pharaoh’s daughter, and this has led many to assume an Egyp. origin for the name MöSeh, Egyp. ms, ‘child’ or ‘(one) born’ being the best pos-sibility. However, the antecedent of ‘she’ could as easily be ‘the woman’, Le. Moses’ own mother and nurse, who ‘had called his name . . .’ (so W J. Martin). Ex. 2:10 clearly links the name of Möseh with his being taken from the waterside (mäsä, ‘to draw forth’). This pun would come naturally to a Hebrew Speaker but not to an Egyptian: which fact would favour the view just mentioned that it was Moses’ own mother who first named him, rather than Pharaoh’s daughter.

Möseh as it Stands is an active participle mean-ing ‘one who draws forth’, and may be an ellipsis for some longer phrase. In the 14th/13th centuries bc Egyp. ms, ‘child’ (and the related grammatical form in such names as Ramose, ‘Re, is born’) was pronounced approximately mäse, and there is no philological or other reason why Moses’ Egyp. adoptive mother should not have assimilated a

Semitic mäsi or Möseh to the common name-word Möse, Möseh in her own tongue. Compare assimi-lations such as German Löwe to English Lowe in our own day. Hence Moses’ name may simply be Semitic assimilated to Egyp. while in Egypt. The majority view, however, is that the daughter of Pharaoh called him Möse, ‘child’ (or—less suitably—a theophoric name in -mose), which passed into Heb. speech as Möseh. This view, however, fails to account adequately for the Semitic pun, which there is no objective reason to reject as unhistorical, as it is a common practice in Egypt and elsewhere (induding the OT) long before Moses; such a view, moreover, runs into real phon-etic difficulties over Egyp. s appearing as s in Möseh but as s in Ra'amses and Phinehas in Hebrew, as was pointed out long ago by A. H. Gardiner, JAOS 56, 1936, pp. 192-194—a problem in no way solved by J. G. Griffiths, JNES 12, 1953, pp. 225-231, the best Statement of this view.

II. Life and background

a. Ancestry

Moses belonged to the tribe of Levi, to the clan of Kohath, and to the house or family of Amram (Ex. 6:16ff.). That he was the distant descendant, not the son, of Amram by Jochebed is hinted at inas-much as his parents are not named in the detailed account of his infancy (Ex. 2), and is made almost certain by the fact that Amram and his three brothers had numerous descendants within a year of the Exodus (Nu. 3:27f). (* Chronology of the OT, III. b.)

b. Egyptian upbringing

To save her baby son from the pharaonic edict or-dering the destruction of Hebrew male infants, Moses’ mother put him into a little basket of pitch-caulked reeds or papyrus among the rushes by the stream bank and bade his sister Miriam keep watch. Soon a daughter of Pharaoh came with her maidservants to bathe in the river, found the child. and took pity on him. Miriam discreetly offered to find a nurse for the child (in fact, his mother), and so Moses’ life was saved. When weaned, he was handed over to his adoptive ‘mother’, the Egyptian princess (Ex. 2:1-10). Of Moses’ growth to adult maturity in Egyptian Court Society no detail is given, but a boy in his position in New Kingdom period court circles could not avoid undergoing a substantial basic training in that ‘wisdom of the Egyptians’ with which Stephen credits him (Acts 7:22).

Modern knowledge of ancient Egypt yields a rieh background for the early life of Moses in Egypt. The pharaohs of the New Kingdom period (c. 1550-1070 bc) maintained residences and harims not only in the great capitals of Thebes, Memphis and Pi-Ramesse (Ra'amses) but also in other parts of Egypt. Typical is the long-established harim in the Fayum, where the royal ladies supervised a hive of domestic industry (A. H. Gardiner, JNES 12, 1953, pp. 145-149, espe-cially p. 149). One such harim must have been Moses’ first Egyptian home.

Anciently, children of harim-women could be educated by the Overseer of the harim (’a teacher of the children of the king’, F. LI. Griffith and P. E.
[image: ]


Newberry, El Bersheh, 2, 1894, p. 40). In duc course princes were given a tutor, usually a high official at court or a retired military officer close to the king (H. Brunner, Allägyptische Erziehung, 1957, pp. 32-33); Moses doubtless fared similarly.

Moreover, as a Semite in Egypt, Moses would have had no difficulty whatever in learning and using the twenty or so letters of the proto-Canaanite linear alphabet, especially if he had been submitted to the much more exacting discip-line of a training in the scores of characters and sign-groups of the Egyptian Scripts (though even these require only application, not genius, to learn them). The fact that Egypt, not Palestine, was his home would be no barrier to familiarity with this simple linear script. The ‘proto-Sinaitic’ inscrip-tions of the early 15th Century bc are certainly just informal dedications, work-notes and brief epi-taphs (for offerings) by Semitic captives from the Egyp. E Delta (or Memphis Settlements) employed in the turquoise-mines (cf. W F. Albright, BASOR 110, 1948, pp. 12-13, 22), and illustrate free use of that script by Semites under Egyptian rule nearly two centuries before Moses. Still more eloquent of the ready use of the linear script by Semites in Egypt is an ostracon from the Valley of the Queens at Thebes, some 560 km S of Palestine, Sinai, or the Delta (J. Leibovitch, Annales du Service des An-tiquites de TEgypte 40, 1940, p. 119, fig. 26, and pl. 16, 19:50); the one Word fully preserved can be rea-sonably read 'mht, ‘maid-servants’ (Albright, op. cit., p. 12, n. 33).

c. Foreigners at the Egyptian court Semites and other Asiatics could be found at every level of Egyptian society in the New Kingdom. Be-sides thousands of prisoners brought from Canaan to be slaves (cf. ANET, pp. 246b, 247b), foreign artisans, Syrian warriors in Egyptian Service (e.g. ANEP, fig. 157), Asian youths as attendants, fan-bearers, etc., at court (R. A. Caminos, Late-Egyptian Miscellanies, 1954, pp. 117, 200-201), Semites in Egypt could rise to the highest levels of the social pyramid. They were couriers between Egypt and Syria (ANET, p. 258b), charioteers who themselves owned servants (J. Cerny, JEA 23, 1937, p. 186), and merchants (Caminos, op. cit., p. 26: ‘Aper-Ba‘al); the daughter of a Syrian sea-captain Ben-‘Anath could marry a royal prince (W. Spiegelberg, Recueil de Travaux, 16, 1894, p. 64).

Under the Ramesside kings Asiatics were still more prominent. Thus, one of King Merenptah’s trusted cupbearers was the Syrian Ben-’Ozen of Sür-Bashan (‘Rock-of-Bashan’), who accom-panied the vizier in overseeing work on that phar-aoh’s tomb in the Valley of the Kings (JEA 34, 1948, p. 74). Further, at the very end of the 19th Dynasty, a Syrian very briefiy took over control of Egypt itself: he was very possibly the immensely powerful Chancellor Bay (Cerny in Gardiner, JEA 44, 1958, pp. 21-22).

In New Kingdom Egypt, Canaanite and other Asiatic deities were accepted (Baal, Resheph, ‘Ash-taroth, ‘Anath, etc.; cf. ANET, pp. 249-250); and as well as innumerable loan-words, Canaanite lit-erary themes were current, either borrowed or as-similated to Egyp. ones (W. F. Albright, Archae-ology and the Religion of Israel, 1953, pp. 197-198 (rape of ‘Anath); T. H. Gaster, BO 9, 1952, pp. 82-85, 232; and G. Posener, Melanges Isidore Levy, 1955, pp. 461—478 (the greed of the Sea); and refer-ence to a story of Qazardi, ANET, p. 477b). Some

Egyp. officials prided themselves on being able to speak the lip of Canaan as well as know its geog-raphy (ANET, p. 477b), not to mention those who had to learn Babylonian cuneiform for diplomatic purposes (cf. Albright, Vocalization of the Egyptian Syllabic Orthography, 1934, p. 13, n. 50, and JEA 23, 1937, pp. 191, 196-202).

d.    In Midian and Sinai

Moses feit for his labouring brethren (cf. Acts 7:24) and slew an Egyp. overseer whom he found beating a Hebrew (Ex. 2:1 If.); but the deed reached Phar-aoh’s ears, so Moses fled E over the border to Midian for safety (Ex. 2:15ff). Flight over the E border was the escape chosen also by Sinuhe 600 years earlier (ANET, p. 19) and by runaway slaves later in the 13th Century bc (ANET, p. 259b). Moses helped the daughters of a Midianite shepherd-priest Reuel/Jethro to water their fiocks, and married one of them, Zipporah, who bore him a son, Gershom (Ex. 2:16—22).

Through the wonder of the burning bush that was not consumed came Moses’ call from God, the God of ancestral Abraham, Isaac and Jacob (Ex. 3:6) and not just of his Midianite/Kenite in-laws, except in so far as they too were descendants of Abraham (cf. Gn. 25:1-6) and may have retained the worship of Abraham’s God. After some pro-crastination, Moses obeyed the call (Ex. 3-4). Ap-parently Moses had omitted to circumcise one of his sons, perhaps under Zipporah’s influence. At any rate, under threat of Moses’ death by God’s agency, she circumcised the boy, calling her hus-band ‘a bridegroom of blood’ (Ex. 4:24-26) be-cause circumcision was binding on him and his people (but perhaps not on her people?). Moses may have gone on alone from this point, as later on Zipporah returns to Moses from Jethro’s care (Ex. 18:1-6).

e.    On the eve of the Exodus

After meeting his brother and the elders of Israel (Ex. 4:27-31), Moses with Aaron went before the pharaoh to request that he release the people to hold a feast to the Lord in the wilderness. But Pharaoh contemptuously dismissed them—there were already enough religious holidays and Festivals on which no work was done, and this was just an excuse to be idle (Ex. 5:8, 17).

That Moses should be able to gain ready access to the pharaoh is not very surprising, especially if the pharaoh of the Exodus was Rameses II. P. Montet (L'Egypte et la Bible, 1959, p. 71) appo-sitely refers to Papyrus Anastasi III, which de-scribes how the ‘young people of (Pi-Ramesse) Great of Victories .. . stand by their doors . . . on the day of the entry of Wosermaetre‘-Setepenre‘ (i.e. Rameses II) .. ., every man being like his feilow in voicing his petitions’ (i.e. to the king), cf. ANET, p. 471b. For the brickmaking of the Israel-ites and use of straw, see * Brick. The Organization of labour into gangs of workmen under foremen responsible to taskmasters is at once authentic and natural.

As for absence from work, Egyp. ostraca (* Papyri) include journals of work that give a day-to-day record of absenteeism, names of absentees and reasons. One ostracon shows that the workmen of the royal tomb were idle at one period for 30 days out of 48. One journal of absences takes note of several workmen, ‘ofifering to his god’ (A. Erman, Life in Andern Egypt, 1894, pp. 124-125), and the laconic entry wsf ‘idle', is not infrequent in such Journals. That the Hebrews should go 3 days’ journey into the wilderness to celebrate their feast and not arouse Egyp. religious antagonism (Ex. 8:26f.; 10:9, 25f.) is, again, thoroughly realistic, as is pointed out by Montet (op. eil., pp. 99-101 with references), in connection with sacred animals, es-pecially the bull-cults in the Egyp. Delta provinces (‘Calf, Golden).

After the rebufT from Pharaoh, Moses was re-assured by God that he would fulfil his covenant to their descendants, bringing them from Egypt to Palestine (Ex. 6:2-9). It should be noted that Ex. 6:3 does not deny knowledge of the name of yhwh to the Patriarchs, though it may possibly deny real knowledge of the significance of the name: see on this, W. J. Martin, Stylistic Criteria and the Analysis of the Pentateuch, 1955, pp. 16-19, and J. A. Motyer, The Revelation of the Divine Name, 1959, pp. 11-17. Successive ‘plagues demonstrated the God of Israel’s power to Pharaoh in judgment (Ex. 7:14-12:36). On the eve of the last plague, the smit-ing of the first-born, the families of Israel had to kill a spotless lamb and mark the jambs and lintels of their house-doors with the blood, so that God should not destroy their first-born: ‘the sacrifice of the Lord’s passover’ (Ex. 12:27). It has been sug-gested by B. Couroyer (RB 62, 1955, pp. 481-496) that the Hebrew psh is derived from the Egyptian p(')-sh, ‘the stroke, blow’ (Le. of God), but this meaning does not fit all the Hebrew evidence, and so remains doubtful.

f From Succoth to Sinai

On the date of the Exodus, see * Chronology of the OT; also J. J. Bimson, Redating the Exodus and Conquesl, 1978; for its route from Ra‘amses and Succoth out of Egypt, see ‘Encampment by the Sea, ‘Pithom; for travels in Sinai, see * Wilderness of Wandering. When Israel encamped by the yam süß, ‘sea of reeds’, the pharaoh and his people im-agined that the Hebrews were trapped (Ex. 14:1-9). For the figure of over 600 chariots (Ex. 14:7), com-pare the figures of 730 and 1,092 (i.e. 60 [+] 1032) Syr. chariots captured in Canaan on two cam-paigns by Amenophis II (ANET, pp. 246-247); on the role of chariots in the Egyptian army, cf. R. O. Faulkner, JEA 39,1953, p. 43. But God divided the waters, led his people to safety and turned the waters upon the Egyp. forces. Then Moses and the Hebrews raised their song of God’s triumph (Ex. 15).

Israel encamped at the foot of Mt Sinai and Moses went up to commune with God and receive the terms of the covenant (the ‘ten command-ments' of Ex. 20), which were the foundation of Israel’s subsequent role as the people of God (he being their great King), and also the series of Statutes carrying the commandments into effect (Ex. 21-23).

After the idolatrous lapse over the golden *calf and the restoration of the covenant so quickly vio-lated (Ex. 32:1-35:3), the tabernacle, ark and fur-nishings were duly made and inaugurated for the worship of God (Ex. 35:4-40:33). The techniques used for the portable tabernacle reflect Moses’ Egyp. training in so far as such techniques had been used in Egypt for portable structures (religious and otherwise) for over 1,000 years before his time (cf. K. A. Kitchen, THB 5/6, 1960, pp. 7-

13). However, the representational and didactic nature of the tabernacle sacrifices Stands out in marked contrast to Egyp. ritual. The Heb. sacrifices speak in picture-language of the offensiveness of sin in God’s sight, and of the need of atonement for its cancellation, and were not merely a magic-ally efficacious re-enactment of daily life needed to keep the god fed and flourishing as in Egyp. ritual.

At Sinai a census was taken, the manner of Is-rael’s camp and marching order laid down. Leviti-cal care for the tabernacle and its Contents was ar-ranged (Nu. 1-4) among other things on the eve of leaving Sinai (Nu. 5:1—10:10). The arrangement of the tribes by their Standards in a ‘hollow rectangle’ round the tabernacle is also probably a mark of God’s use of Moses’ Egyp. training (cf. Kitchen, op. cit., p. 11). The long, silver trumpets and their use for civil assembly and military and religious purposes (Nu. 10:1-10) is illustrated by Contemporary Egyp. use of such trumpets (cf. H. Hicfcmann, La Trompelle dans TEgypte Ancienne, 1946, especially pp. 46-50). Ox-wagons were regu-larly used on campaigns in Syria by the pharaohs from Tuthmosis III (c. 1470 bc) onwards (ANET, p. 204a, ‘chariot’), e.g. by Rameses II, c. 1270 bc, at Qadesh (C. Kuentz, La Bataille de Qadech, 1928/34, pl. 39, left centre). With Moses’ wagons each drawn by a span of (two) oxen in Sinai, com-pare the ten wagons (Egyp. ’grl from Heb. 'glt, same word, in Nu. 7:3, 6-7) each drawn by six spans of oxen that carried supplies for 8,000 quar-rymen of Rameses IV (c. 1160 bc) from the Nile valley into the deserts of Wadi Hammamat be-tween the Nile and the Red Sea, in very similar conditions to Sinai (ARE, 4, § 467).

g. From Sinai to Jordan

In their 2nd year out from Egypt (Nu. 10:11), Israel left Sinai and reached Kadesh-barnea. Moses thence sent spies into Canaan. The land was a goodly one, but its inhabitants were powerful (Nu. 13:17-33). At this report, faithless Israel re-belled, but Moses pleaded with God to spare Israel (Nu. 14:5-19). Therefore the Lord decreed instead that Israel’s travels in the wilderness should last 40 years until the rebellious generation had died and given place to a new one (Nu. 14:20-35).

It is very easy to forget that, prior to this tragic episode, Israel was intended to have crossed from Egypt—via Sinai—directly to the Promised Land within a few years; the 40 years in the wilderness was purely a commuted sentence (Nu. 14:12, 20-30, 33) and not part of God’s ‘first and best’ plan for Israel. This should be remembered when read-ing the laws in Ex. 22-23, relating to agriculture, vineyards, etc.', Israel at Sinai had had 4 centuries living in Egypt amid a pastoral and agricultural environment (cf. Dt. 11:10), neither they nor their patriarchal forefathers were ever true desert nomads (cf Gn. 26:12 and 37:6-8), and at Sinai they might well count themselves within striking distance of the land where these laws would find a speedy application. Israel had no need to settie in Canaan before such laws could be given, as is so often asserted (cf. Kitchen, op. eil., pp. 13-14).

On the twin rebellion of Korah against the ecclesiastical role (Nu. 16:3), and Dathan and Abiram against the civil authority (Nu. 16:13), of Moses and Aaron, see ‘Wilderness of Wandering. This double revolt was followed by the threat of general revolt (Nu. 16:41-50). Back at Kadesh-barnea, where Miriam died, Moses himself and Aaron sinned blasphemously casting themselves in God’s role: ‘Hear now, you rebels: shall we [not

Godj bring forth water for you out of this rock?’ (Nu. 20:10); their punishment was that neither should enter the Promised Land, and was one which Moses later feit very keenly (Dt. 3:24-27). The Edomites (Nu. 20:14-21; also Moab, cf. Jdg. 11:17) refused Israel passage through their territor-ies so that Israel must go round their borders. At this time Aaron died and was buried in Mt Hör (Nu. 20:22-29). Yet again Israel rebelled. God pun-ished them by sending serpents among them, and again Moses interceded for them. God com-manded him to set up a bronze * serpent on a pole (Nu. 21:4—9), to which those bitten might look and live, through faith in the Healer. Thereafter Israel reached the Amorite kingdom of Sihon. Sihon marched—unprovoked—to attack Israel, into whose hand God then delivered him and his land; Og of Bashan, likewise hostile, met a similar fate (Nu. 21:21-35).

At last, Israel encamped in the plains of Moab (Nu. 22:1; 25:1). A second census was carried out, and preparations for apportioning the Promised Land were begun. A punitive war was conducted against Midian, and the tribes of Reuben, Gad and half-Manasseh were allowed to take Transjordan as their portion on condition that they would help their brethren beyond Jordan after Moses’ death.

* Deuteronomy gives Moses’ farewell addresses to his people; the covenant between God and Israel was renewed and placed under sanctions of Messing and cursing in a manner calculated to be widely understood in the 14th/13th centuries bc (as shown by *covenants or treaties from the Contemporary Hittite state archives, cf. G. E. Mendenhall, BA 17, 1954, pp. 53-60 and passim). Finally, Moses saw to it that Israel had her covenant-law in written form, appropriately placed alongside the ark of the covenant (Dt. 31:24), left them a song to enjoin on them obedience to that law (Dt. 32, especially vv. 44—47), and laid upon them his dying Messing (Dt. 33) before ascending Mt Nebo to view the land he was not destined to enter, and being laid to rest in the land of Moab (Dt. 32:48-52; 34:1-8).

III. The work of Moses

a Leader

As a leader of his people, Moses was not only equipped technically through his Egyp. upbringing and training (Acts 7:22), but was also, on a much more fundamental level, a supreme leader by being a close follower of his God by faith (Heb. 11:23-29; cf. Acts 7:23-37). Israel repeatedly failed to have faith in their God in all circumstances, broke the commandments, and rejected God’s leadership in rebelling against Moses (sometimes Moses and Aaron) through whom that leadership was mani-fested (e.g. Nu. 14:4, 10; 16:41 f.). Moses’ own family let him down (Ex. 32:1 ff., 21; Nu. 12:1 f.). Great indeed was Moses’ forbearance (Nu. 12:3); he was constantly interceding with God for sinning Israel (e.g. Nu. 14:13IT.; 16:46, elc.) and pleading with Israel to be faithful to their delivering God (e.g. Nu. 14:5-9). That he was a man of enduring faith in the invisible God (Heb. 11:27b) and so jealous for God’s name (cf. Nu. 14:13ff.) can alone explain his achievement (cf. Phil. 4:13).

b. Prophet and lawgiver

As one especially prominent in declaring and teaching the will, commandments and nature of God, Moses was characteristically the model of all later true prophets until the coming of that One of whom he was forerunner (Dt. 18:18; Acts 3:22f), to whom all the prophets bear witness (Acts 10:43). He was called by God (Ex. 3:1-4:17) not only to lead the people out of bondage but to make known God’s will. Typical is Ex. 19:3, 7: God speaks to Moses, and he to the people.

Moses communed with God long (Ex. 24:18) and often (e.g. Ex. 33:7-11), as did later prophets (cf. Samuel’s life of prayer, 1 Sa. 7:5; 8:6; 12:23; 15:11). Just as the covenant was declared and renewed (Dt. 29:1) through Moses, so the later prophets in turn repeatedly reproved Israel for breaking the covenant and its conditions (e.g. 1 Ki. 18:18; 2 Ki. 17:15, 35-40; 2 Ch. 15:lf„ 12; Je. 6:16, 19; 8:7f, 11:1-5, 6-10; Ho. 6:7; Am. 2:4; Hg. 2:5; Mal. 2:4ff), though Jeremiah (31:31 —34) could also look forward to a new covenant.

The term ‘code’ often given to various parts of the Pentateuch is misleading: Moses was not simply the promulgator of some kind of ideal, civil ‘code Napoleon' for Israel. Contemporary Near Eastern treaty-documents of the !3th Century bc show that Moses was moved by God to express Israel’s relationship to God in the form of a ‘suzerainty’ treaty or * covenant, by which a great king (in this case, God, the King of kings) bound to himself a vassal-people (here, Israel), the form in question being uniquely transmuted to the religious and spiritual plane. This was a kind of formulation that would be universally understood at the time. For Israel, the basic stipulations of their covenant were the Ten Commandments, in effect moral law as the expression of God’s will; and the detailed covenant-obligations took the form of ‘civil’ Statute rooted in the moral law of the Ten Commandments (e.g. Ex. 21-23; Dt. 12-26, etc.), and even of prescriptions governing the forms of permissible and authorized religious practice (e.g. Ex. 25:1 fT.; 35:10fT.; Lv.); Israel’s life in every way was to be marked by righteousness and holiness as issuing from obedience to the covenant, or, in other words, fulfilling the law. Attainment, however, waited upon further divine Provision; cf. Gal. 3:23flf. (also 15-22, especially 21 f.).

Because Israel’s covenant was not merely a treaty of political obligations but regulated their daily life before God, its ordinances served also as a minimum basis of ‘civil’ law for the people. The existence of long series of laws promoted by individual heads of state from the end of the 3rd mil-lennium bc onwards makes it superfluous to date the giving of the pentateuchal laws any later than Moses (13th Century bc).

The number or quantity of ‘civil’ laws in the Pentateuch is in no way excessive or exceptional when compared with other collections. In Ex. 21-23 may be discerned about 40 ‘paragraphs’, in Lv. 18-20 more than 20 ‘paragraphs’, and in Dt. 12-26 nearly 90 ‘paragraphs’, of very variable length from a chapter or half-chapter of the present-day text-divisions down to one short sentence; say, about 150 ‘paragraphs’ in these sections altogether, leaving aside the more obviously religious prescriptions. This figure compares very reasonably with the 282 paragraphs of Hammurapi’s laws, the 115 surviving paragraphs of the Middle Assyrian laws (many more being lost) or the 200 paragraphs of the Hittite laws.

c.    Author

In modern times estimates of Moses’ role as an author have varied over the whole ränge of con-ceivable opinion between the two extremes of either attributing to him every syllable of the present Pentateuch, or denying his very existence.

That Moses’ name was attached to parts of the Pentateuch right from the Start is clearly shown by the biblical text itself. Thus, at an utter minimum, Moses as a writer is undeniably credited with the following: a brief document on God’s judgment against Amalek (Ex. 17:14); the ‘book of the cov-enant’ (Ex. 24:4—8; on the external parallels, this must include Ex. 20 and 21-23, the command-ments and attendant laws); the restoration of the covenant (Ex. 34:27, referring to 34:10-26); an it-inerary (Nu. 33: lf, referring to the document that furnished 33:3-40); the major part of Dt. to 31 (Dt. 31:9— 13, 24ff., referring to renewal of the covenant and re-enforcement of its laws that precede ch. 31); and two poems (Dt. 32; cf. 31:22; and Ps. 90 by title, which there is no objective evidence to doubt). Later OT and NT references to Moses in this Connection are collected by various scholars, e.g. by E. J. Young, IOT, 1949, pp. 50f.

The ability to write historical narrative, record laws and compose poetry in one man is not unique. An Egyp. example of this kind of ability 7 centur-ies before Moses is probably furnished by Khety (or Akhtoy), son of Duauf, a writer under the pharaoh Amenemhat I (c. 1991-1962 bc), who was apparently educator, political Propagandist and poet. He wrote the Satire of the Trades for use in scribal schools, was probably commissioned to give literary form to the ‘Teaching of Amenemhat I’, a political pamphlet, and may have been author of a well-known Hymn to the Nile often copied out by scribes along with the other two works (cf. Gardiner, Hieratic Papyri in the British Museum, Third Series, 1935, 1, pp. 40, 43,-44, and Posener, Lil-terature et Politique dans l'Egyple de la Xlle Dynastie, 1956, pp. 4-7, 19, n. 7, 72-73). However, beyond the ‘utter minimum’ already mentioned above, there is no objective reason why Moses should not have written, or have caused to be writ-ten (at dictation—hence third person pronouns), considerably more of the contents of the present Pentateuch, though just how much more must remain a matter of opinion.

d.    Later farne

From Joshua (8:31; cf. 1 Ki. 2:3; 2 Ki. 14:6; Ezr. 6:18, etc.) to NT times (Mk. 12:26; Lk. 2:22; Jn. 7:23), the name of Moses was associated with the OT, especially the Pentateuch; note 2 Cor. 3:15, where ‘Moses’ Stands pars pro tolo for the OT. And it was Moses and Elijah, the representatives of OT law and prophecy, who stood with Christ on the Mount of Transfiguration (Mt. 17:3f.).

Bibuography. O. T. Allis, God Spake by Moses, 1951; G. von Rad, Moses, 1960; H. H. Rowley, Men of God, 1963, pp. 1-36; idem, From Moses to Qumran, 1963, pp. 35-63; R. Smend, Das Mosebild von Heinrich Ewald bis Martin Noth, 1959; H. Schmid, Mose. Überlieferung und Geschichte, 1968.    K.A.K.

MOUNT, MOUNTAIN. The topographical terms gib'ä and hör in Heb., and bounos and oros in Gk., are best translated by the Eng. ‘hill’ and ‘moun-tain’ respectively. The term gib'ä, ‘hill’, is specific, referring to an elevated site, slope or ascent. Its root meaning, ‘bowl’ or ‘hump-backed’, refers ac-curately to the rounded hills which form the back-bone of central Palestine, carved out of the hard and folded arches of Cenomanian limestone. Their eroded form is distinct from the deep dissection of the soft Senonian limestones which flank the Ju-daean highlands, which are graphically described in av as ‘slippery places’ (Dt. 32:35; Pr. 3:23; Je. 23:12; 31:9). Specific sites of the hills and moun-tains are personified in Scripture with descriptive titles. Such are: head (Gn. 8:5; Ex. 19:20; Dt. 34:1;

1 Ki. 18:42), ears (Jos. 19:34), shoulder (Jos. 15:8; 18:16), side (1 Sa. 23: 26; 2 Sa. 13:34), loins (Jos. 19:12), rib (2 Sa. 16:13), back—possible derivation of Shechem, backed by Mt Gerizim—and thigh (Jdg. 19:1, 18; 2 Ki. 19:23; Is. 37:24).

The term här, generally translated ‘mountain’ in modern vss, is more general, used indiscriminately of a single mount, a mountain ränge, or a tract of mountainous terrain. In Eng. mountain and hill are relative terms associated with altitudinal differ-ences, but av regards the Heb. OT terms gib'ä and här as almost interchangeable. Similarly, in NT, Jesus, e.g, is described as coming down the ‘hill’ (Lk. 9:37) which he ascended the previous day as the ‘Mount’ of Transfiguration. In the following passages av would be better rendered ‘mountain’, as rsv: Gn. 7:19; Ex. 24:4; Nu. 14:44-45; Dt. 1:41, 43; 8:7; 11:11; Jos. 15:9; 18:13-14; Jdg. 2:9; 16:3; 1 Sa. 25:20; 26:13; 2 Sa. 13:34; 16:13; 21:9; 1 Ki. 11:7; 16:24; 20:23; 22:17; 2 Ki. 1:9; 4:27; Pss. 18:7; 68:15 16; 80:10; 95:4; 97:5; 98:8; 104:10, 13, 18,32; 121:1; Lk. 9:37. On the other hand, Heb. här is correctly termed ‘hill country’ (Jos. 13:6; 21:11; cf Gk. oreine, Lk. 1:39, 65, when applied to a regional tract of land such as Ephraim and Judah . It is also used of the land of the Amorites (Dt. 1:7, 19-20), of Naphtali (Jos. 20:7), of the Ammonites (Dt. 2:37) and Gilead (Dt. 3:12).

The identification of specific sites is therefore not always possible, as in the cases of the high mountain of temptation (Lk. 4:5), the mount of the Beatitudes (Mt. 5:1), and the Mount of Transfiguration (Mt. 17:1; Mk. 9:2; Lk. 9:28). Mt ‘Sinai cannot be identified if, as some have suggested, it was a previously active volcano (Ex. 19:16; Pss. 104:32; 144:5). The traditional location in the Sinai Peninsula (Jebel Müsa) would in that case be im-possible geologically, as the ancient rocks of the district show no evidence of recent volcanicity. Two pleistocene volcanic cones, perhaps active in historic times, occur on the E side of the Gulf of Aqabah, but some authorities cannot see how this fits with the route of the * Exodus described.

The mount of assembly mentioned in Is. 14:13 occurs in the boast of the king of Babylon, and may be an allusion to a probable Bab. legend relat-ing to the dwelling of the gods (cf. Jb. 37:22; Ezk. 28:13f.).

Armageddon, Hebraicized Har-magedon in av (Rev. 16:16), may refer to the mountain district of ‘Megiddo, i.e. Mt Gerizim, which overlooks the plain of Megiddo, the location of other apoca-lyptic scenes (cf. Zc. 12:11).

Mountains have great significance in the geog-raphy and history of ‘Palestine. Consequently they are frequently referred to in the Scriptures. They provide vistas—‘go up to the top of Pisgah and lift up your eyes’ (Dt. 3:27; cf. Lk. 4:5). Their influence on higher rainfall makes them a Symbol of fertility (Dt. 33:15; Je. 50:19; Mi. 7:14), grazing-places (Ps. 50:10) and hunting-grounds (1 Sa. 26:20). They are associated with pagan sanctuaries (1 Kl 18:17-46; Is. 14:13; 65:7; Ezk. 6:13). Their inaccessibility makes them places of refuge (Jdg. 6:2: 1 Sa. 14:21-22; Ps. 68:15, 22; Mt. 24:16).

Mountains are a symbol of eternal continuance (Dt. 33:15; Hab. 3:6) and stability (Is. 54:10). They are considered as the earliest created things (Jb. 15:7; Pr. 8:25), of ancient origin (Ps. 90:2) and Objects of the Creator’s might (Ps. 65:6) and majesty (Ps. 68:16). They are the scenes of theophanies, melting at Yahweh’s presence (Jdg. 5:5; Ps. 97:5; Is. 64:1; Mi. 1:4) and shuddering at his judgments (Ps. 18:7; Mi. 6:1 f.). They are called to cover the guilty from his face (Ho. 10:8; Lk. 23:30). When God touches them they bring forth smoke (Pss. 104:32; 144:5). They also rejoice at the advent of Israel’s redemption (Ps. 98:8; Is. 44:23; 49:13; 55:12), leap at the praise of the Lord (Ps. 114:4, 6) and are called to witness his dealings with his people (Mi. 6:2).

Mountains are also Symbols of difficult paths in life (Je. 13:16), obstacles (Mt. 21:21), and other difficulties (Zc. 4:7), the removal of which is pos-sible to those of strong faith (Mt. 17:20).

J.M.H.

MOUTH. Heb. peh with several other words oc-casionally translated mouth, and Gk. stotna. Both are used not only of the mouth of man or beast, or anthropomorphically of God, but are often translated ‘edge’, in the phrase ‘edge of the sword’. peh is used also of the mouth of a well (Gn. 29:2), a sack (Gn. 42:27), or a cave (Jos. 10:22).

The general usage is very close to and almost interchangeable with *lip or *tongue. The hand laid upon the mouth, like the lip, was a sign of shame (Mi. 7:16). The mouth can sin (Ps. 59:12) or utter good. The tendency to speak of the mouth as acting independently, by synecdoche or ignorance of physiology, is not as marked as in the case of lip. This may be because the Heb. did not distinguish clearly between the supposed functions of the internal Organs, and the mouth, being partly internal, was obviously connected with them (see * Heart and cf. Pr. 16:23 where peh is translated in rsv as ‘speech’).

Frequently the mouth is said to be filled with words of one kind or another, or a spirit which causes certain words to be spoken (1 Kl. 22:22; Ps. 40:3). By extension the word peh came to mean words or commandments (Ex. 17:1). b.o.b.

MUSIC AND MUSICAL INSTRUMENTS.

I. Music

It is evident from the frequent references in the OT that music played an important part in Heb. cul-ture. According to tradition Jubal, the son of Lamech, who ‘was the father of all those who play the lyre and pipe’ (Gn. 4:21), was the inventor of music. The close relation between the pastoral and the musical arts is shown in that Jubal had an elder brother Jabal who was ‘father of those who dwell in tents, and have cattle’ (Gn. 4:20).

At a later stage music was consecrated to the Service of the Temple worship, but found secular use also, from early times. Thus Laban reproached Jacob for stealing away without allowing him to cheer his departure ‘with mirth and songs, with tambourine (av tabret) and lyre’ (Gn. 31:27). 1t was frequently used on occasions of rejoicing, when it was regularly linked with the ’dance. There were songs of triumph after victory in battle (Ex. 15:1 ff.; Jdg. 5:1 ff.). Miriam and the women celebrated the downfall of Pharaoh and his horse-men ‘with timbrels and dancing’ (Ex. 15:20ff.), and Jehoshaphat returned victorious to Jerusalem ‘with harps (av psalteries) and lyres and trumpets’ (2 Ch. 20:28). Music, sihging and dancing were common at feasts (Is. 5:12; Am. 6:5). In particular, they were features of the vintage festivals (Is. 16:10) and of marriage celebrations (1 Macc. 9:37, 39). Kings had their singers and instrumentalists (2 Sa. 19:35; Ec. 2:8). The shepherd boy also had his lyre (1 Sa. 16:18). The young men at the gates en-joyed their music (La. 5:14). Even the harlot in-creased her seductive powers with song (Is. 23:16).

1

MORIAH. ln Gn. 22:2 God commanded Abraham to take Isaac to ‘the land of Moriah’ ('eres hammöriyyä] and there to öfter him as a burnt ofler-ing upon one of the mountains (har). The moun-tain chosen was 3 days’ journey (22:4) from the land of the Philistines (21:34; the region of

2

 Gerar), and was visible from a distance (22:4).

The only other mention of the name occurs in 2 Ch. 3:1, where the site of Solomon’s Temple is said to be ‘on mount Moriah (b'har hammöriyyä), on the threshing-floor of Oman the Jebusite where God appeared to David (3:2). It should be noted that no reference is made here to Abraham in Connection with this site. It has been objected that Jerusalem is not sufficiently distant from S Philistia to have required a 3 days’ journey to get there, and that one of the characteristics of Jerusalem is that the Temple hill is not visible until the traveller is quite close, so that the correctness of the biblical identification is called in question. The Samaritan tradition identifies the site with Mt Gerizim (as though Moriah = Moreh; cf. Gn. 12:6), and this is claimed to fulfil the conditions of Gn. 22:4 ad-equately. However, the distance from S Philistia to


Music was used at times of mourning as well as at times of gladness. The dirge (qinä) which consti-tutes the Book of Lamentations and David’s lament over Saul and Jonathan (2 Sa. 1:18-27) are notable examples. It became the custom to hire Professional mourners to assist at funerals. These regularly included flautists (Mt. 9:23). According to Maimonides, the poorest husband was expected to provide at least two flautists and one mourning woman for the funeral of his wife (Misnäyöt 4).

As music formed an integral part of Heb. social life, so it had its place in their religious life. 1 Ch. 15:16-24 contains a detailed account of the Organization by David of the levitical choir and Orchestra. Apart from this passage there are only scat-tered and indirect references to the use of music in religious worship, and there is little evidence on which to form any clear impression of the char-acter of the musical Service of the Temple.

Of the nature of the music performed by the Heb. musicians we have no knowledge whatever. It is uncertain whether they had any System of nota-tion. No identifiable System hassurvived. Attempts have been made to interpret the accents of the Heb. text as a form of notation, but without success. These accents were a guide to recitation rather than music and were, in any case, of late origin. Although we have no evidence regarding the instrumental music of the Temple, we can discover from the form of the psalms that they were in-tended to be sung antiphonally either by two choirs (Pss. 13; 20; 38), or by a choir and the con-gregation (Pss. 136; 118:1-4). It appears that after the captivity the choirs were formed of an equal number of male and female voices (Ezr. 2:65). But it is not clear whether each choir was of mixed voices or whether one was of male and the other of female voices. They probably chanted rather than sang, although the manner of their chanting is ob-scure and was certainly very different from modern ecclesiastical chanting.

From Mesopotamia comes written evidence (early 2nd millennium bc) on the stringing and tuning of harps, and musical instruments with a litany (6th Century bc); cf. D. Wulstan, O. R. Gurney, Iraq 30, 1968, pp. 215-233; W. G. Lambert, in H. Goedicke (ed.), Near Eastern Studies . . . W. F. Albright, 1971, pp. 335-353. At Ugarit (from c. 1400 bc) was found a group of cuneiform tablets bearing hymns in the Hurrian language, accompanied by a form of musical notation; cf. A. D. Kilmer, RA 68, 1974, pp. 69-82; ibid. (with D. Wulstan), pp. 125-128, with earlier references.
[image: ]
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An attempt has been made to reproduce the harp-tuning and hymnology in musical form on a gramophone record; cf. A D. Kilmer, R. L. Crock-er, R. R. Brown, Sounds of Silence, 1977.

II. Musical instrumcnts

We have a little more knowledge of the musical instruments of the Bible, although there is no definite information regarding their form or construc-tion. Instruments have, however, been found be-longing to other ancient nations of the Middle East, notably the Egyptians. The etymology of the Heb. words helps a little, and also the ancient vss, but still our knowledge is very slight. The instruments mentioned in the Bible can be divided into the three main groups: strings, wind and percussion.

a. Strings

(i) Lyre. The kinnör, which is regularly rendered ‘harp’ by av, is the first musical instrument mentioned in the Bible (Gn. 4:21) and is the only stringed instrument referred to in the Pentateuch. It is one of the instruments with which Laban the Syrian would have wished to send Jacob on his way, had he not departed so suddenly (Gn. 31:27). This allusion suggests that the instrument may have been of Syrian origin. There has been dififer-ence of opinion whether it was truly a harp or a lyre. The balance of opinion is in favour of the lyre, which word is used in rsv. That it was portable and therefore small is evidenced by the fact that it was one of the four musical instruments borne before the young prophets (1 Sa. 10:5). Ancient Egyp. tomb-paintings represent foreigners, Semites from Shutu (Transjordan), bearing Tyres played with a plectrum in their hands. Nor is it clear whether the kinnör was played with a plectrum or by hand. In 1 Sa. 16:23 ‘David took the lyre and played it with his hand’; but the absence of mention of a plectrum is no proof that the strings were plucked by the fingers alone. There is no certainty about the number of strings on the kinnör. Josephus thought it had ten. Another Suggestion, based on the as-sociation of the instrument with Heb. s'minit (‘eighth’, lxx hyper les ogdoes) in 1 Ch. 15:21, is that it had eight strings; but the allusion in the passage is far from certain.

The kinnör was a wooden instrument, David’s being made probably of cypress (2 Sa. 6:5). Those which Solomon had made for the Temple were constructed of almug (1 Ki. 10:12), and were evi-dently very valuable. Josephus (Ant. 8. 94) records that their framework was fitted with electrum, i.e. either a mixed metal or amber.

The word ‘harp’ is used also by av in translating Aram. qilrös (rsv ‘lyre’), which occurs only among the instruments of Nebuchadrezzar’s Orchestra in Dn. 3. It is the same root from which the European word ‘guitar’ has Sprung.

(ii) Psaltery. This word is derived from Gk. psalterion, which denotes an instrument plucked with the fingers instead of with a plectrum. The Gk. verb psallö means to touch sharply or pluck. It is the word most often used to translate Heb. nebel, although occasionally the rendering ‘viol’ is found, and in the Prayer Book Version of the Psalms the word ‘lute’ is used. In lxx nebel is variously rendered (psalterion, psalmos, kithara, nablion, nabla, nable, naula and nablas). It is generally accepted that it was a kind of harp, as it is rendered in rsv, although its exact description is uncertain. It is first mentioned in I Sa. 10:5, and this seems to confirm the opinion that it was of Phoenician origin, since there was little close contact between Israel and Phoenicia before this date. Attempts have been made to reconstruct the shape of the nebel by iden-tifying it with a root meaning a skin-bottle, jar or pitcher. It has been suggested that it had a bulging resonant body at its lower end. This identification of the root has even led to the supposition that the instrument was a form of bagpipe. But these sug-gestions are mere conjecture.

Like the kinnör, the nebel was made of cypress wood, and later of almug. It is clear that David was able to play the nebel as well as the kinnör. As it is commonly linked in the Bible with other musical instruments, it is generally thought to have sup-plied the bass.

Heb. 'äsör is frequently linked with nebel. This word is from the root meaning ‘ten’, and is generally thought to indicate that the instrument had ten strings. This interpretation is found also in lxx and Vulg. (psalterion decachordon and psalterium decem chordarum). In all probability the nebel 'äsör was simply a variety of nebel.

The word ‘psaltery’ appears also in av as a trans-lation of Aram. psanterin (Dn. 3:5flf.), another of the instruments in Nebuchadrezzar’s orchestra. The Aram. word appears to be a rendering of Gk. psalterion, and is translated in rsv ‘harp’. J. Stainer (The Music of the Bible, pp. 40-55) argues at some length that the instrument referred to is in fact the dulcimer. It is, however, impossible to say more with confidence than that it was a stringed instrument.

(iii)    Sackbut. This word occurs in av only in Dn. 3 as a translation of Aram. sabb'kä. It was one of the instruments of Nebuchadrezzar’s orchestra, and was therefore not a Heb. instrument. The av translation is clearly wrong, as the sackbut was a wind instrument, being in fact a kind of bass trumpet with a slide rather like a modern trom-bone. The sabb'kä is usually identified with Gk. sambyke, by which it is translated in Dn. 3, lxx. This has been described as either a small triangulär harp of four or more strings and high pitch, or a large, many-stringed harp. Whichever description is correct, it was a stringed and not a wind instrument. According to Strabo (10. 471) it was of bar-baric origin. rsv more correctly renders ‘trigon’.

(iv)    Dulcimer. This is the av translation of Aram. sümpönyä, which is generally regarded as a Gk. loan-word. It occurs in the Bible only in the orchestra of Dn. 3. The av rendering is incorrect, as it is not a stringed instrument. It is now generally supposed to have been a form of bagpipe (as rendered in rv, rsv). The modern Italian rendering of the word is sampogna, a kind of bagpipe in current use in that country. Alternatively, it may derive from Gk. ly(m)panon, a kind of drum.

b. Wind instruments

(i) Pipe. This is Heb. hälil, rendered ‘pipe’ in av, ‘flute’ in rsv. The word occurs only six times in the OT. In the NT the pipe is Gk. aulos, used in lxx for the hälil. Vulg. uses tibia. Both aulos and tibia are general terms covering both reed instruments, such as the oboe and the clarinet, and instruments played by blowing across or through a hole, such as with the flute.

The word hälil derives from a root meaning to bore or pierce. The word aulos is from a root meaning to blow. But neither the derivation of hälil, nor its rendering in lxx, gives any indication of the nature of the instrument. The balance of opinion seems to be in favour of the oboe rather than the flute, but there is no certainty on the matter. Just as today, it was apparently customary in ancient times for the player of a reed instrument to carry with him a supply of reeds in a box (Gk. glössokomon). lt was in fact a reed-box and not a ‘bag’, as av renders it, which Judas used as a money-box (Jn. 12:6; 13:29).

The pipe was used in festival processions (1s. 30:29), at times of national rejoicing (1 Ki. 1:40), and also in mourning at funerals (Mt. 9:23). That it could produce a plaintive note is evidenced by the allusion to it in Je. 48:36.

(ii)    Flute. This is the av translation of Aram. masröqitä. It occurs only in Dn. 3, and is derived from the root säraq, an onomatopoeic Word mean-ing ‘to whistle’ or ‘hiss’. The playing of most types of pipe or flute is usually accompanied by a hissing sound. It is therefore a reasonable supposition that the instrument referred to is of that dass.

(iii)    Organ. This word (Heb. ’ügäb) occurs only four times in the OT. In Gn. 4:21 it is evidently a generic term covering all wind instruments, just as the parallel word in the verse, kinnör, is the general term for all stringed instruments. In Jb. 30:31 it again occurs in association with the kinnör, and in Jb. 21:12 it represents the wind section in parallel with members of the stringed and percussion fam-ilies. We find it again in Ps. 150:4 among numerous other instruments. lxx gives no guide as to the nature of the instrument, for it uses three different words. (In Gn. 4:21 kithara, ‘guitar’; in the two passages in Jobpsalmos, ‘psaltery’; and in Ps. 150:4 organon, ‘organ’.) The derivation of the Heb. word is uncertain. Some have linked it with a root mean-ing ‘to lust’, ‘have inordinate affection’, thus allud-ing to its sensuous or appealing tones; but this is no more than conjecture. The instrument must be some form of pipe or possibly a group of pipes.

(iv)    Horn. This word (Heb. qeren) occurs l're-quently in the OT. Cognate with it are Gk. keras and Lat. cornu. It appears to have been used in biblical times for two purposes: as a flask for carry-ing oil and as a kind of trumpet. In this latter sense it occurs in only three passages. In Jos. 6 it is used synonymously with Söpär (‘trumpet’, see (v) below) in the account of the capture of Jericho. In 1 Ch. 25:5 are listed those who were appointed by David to play it, and in Dn. 3 it is one of the instruments of Nebuchadrezzar’s orchestra. The earliest trum-pets were evidently made out of the horns of ani-mals and later imitated in metal.

(v)    Trumpet. There is frequent mention of the trumpet in the Bible. In av it is used chiefly as a translation of two different Heb. words, söpär and h“sös'rä. It is used once also for Heb. yöbel, which means literally a ram’s horn. lxx renders uni-formly salpinx, which is used also in the NT.

The söpär, a long horn with a turned-up end, was the national trumpet of the Israelites. It was used on military and religious occasions to summon the people. The söpär is still used in Jewish synagogues today.

The h“sös'rä was a trumpet made of beaten silver. Moses was commanded by God to make two of them for summoning the congregation and for breaking camp. Nu. 10:1-10 contains God’s in-structions to Moses regarding the occasions for the blowing of the trumpet. It was principally a sacred and not a martial instrument.

(vi) Cornet. The word appears in av as the translation of three different words. In Dn. 3 it is used for qeren, elsewhere translated ‘horn’ (see (iv) above). In four passages the Heb. word is söpär, which occurs frequently in the OT and is in all other instances translated ‘trumpet’ (see (v) above).

In 2 Sa. 6:5 the Heb. word is m'na'an'im, which occurs only in this passage. It is used in conjunc-tion with the cymbals (see c (ii) below) among other instruments on which David and the children of Israel played before the Lord. The root from which it is derived means ‘to quiver’, ‘vibrate’, and it is probable that the instrument was a kind of rattie. lxx renders kymbala, ‘cymbals’, and is therefore less accurate than Vulg. sistra, ‘rattles’ (Gk. seistron from seid, ‘shake’, ‘move to and fro’). rsv renders ‘castanets’. Illustrations have been pre-served of ancient Egyp. rattles consisting of an oval hoop on a handle, to which were affixed rods carrying loose rings which jangled together when shaken.

c. Percussion

(i) Beils. Two Heb. words are rendered ‘bells’ in av: pa'“mön, from a root meaning ‘strike’, occurs four times in Exodus, referring to the bells of gold on Aaron’s high-priestly robes; the other word, m'sillä, is found only in Zc. 14:20. Avmg. follows lxx (chalinoi), reading ‘bridles’. The Heb. word is from the same root as that rendered ‘cymbals’ in av, and probably refers to the metal discs or cups fixed to the bridles of horses either as an Ornament or in Order to produce a jingling sound of bells.

(ii)    Cymbals. This word comes from Gk. kymba-lon, which occurs once in the NT (1 Cor. 13:1) and also in lxx as a translation of Heb. m'siltayim and s eis'lim. kymbalon is derived from kymbe, which means a bowl or hollowed plate. The two Heb. words are derived from the same root, an onomatopoeic word meaning to whirr or quiver. m'siltayim seems to be a later form of the word occurring about twelve times in the books of Chronicles and once each in Ezra and Nehemiah. The earlier form sels'lim is found in the Psalms and once in 2 Samuel. In Ps. 150 the word is used twice in one verse with different adjectives. Two kinds of cymbals are known to have existed in ancient times. One kind consisted of two shallow metal plates held one in each hand and struck together. The others were cup-like in shape, one being held stationary while the other was brought down sharply against it. It has been suggested that in Ps. 150 these two kinds of cymbals are alluded to, but this is merely conjecture.

In all the passages where cymbals are mentioned they are used in religious ceremonies. Gk. kymbalon is used in 1 Sa. 18:6 lxx to translate Heb. sälis, which is from the root meaning ‘three’. The Vulg. renders sislrum, ‘rattie’. Suggestions have been made that it was a triangle or a three-stringed instrument, but there is no certainty as to what is denoted.

(iii)    Timbrel and tabret. These are each used eight times in av, translating Heb. töp (lxx tym-panori). The instrument was a kind of tambourine held and struck with the hand. It was used as an accompaniment to singing and dancing (Ex. 15:20). It is always associated in the OT with joy and gladness, and is found accompanying the mer-riment of feasts (Is. 5:12) and the rejoicing of triumphal processions (1 Sa. 18:6).
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MYRA. With its port, about 4 km away, Myra was one of the chief cities of Lycia, a province on the SW tip of Asia Minor. There Paul and his centur-ion escort boarded an Alexandrian com ship bound for Italy (Acts 27:5-6). Called Dembre by the Turks, Myra displays some impressive ruins, including a well-preserved theatre.    j.d.d.

MYSIA. The homeland of one of the pre-hellenic peoples of Asia Minor, never a political unit in classical times, and therefore never precisely de-fined. It centred on the heavily forested hill country on either side of the main N road from Pergamum to Cyzicus on the Sea of Marmora, a tract which stretched from the border of Phrygia W to the promontory of the Troad. Troas itself, together with Assos and a number of other Gk. Coastal States, and even Pergamum may be regarded as part of Mysia. It was the N portion of the Rom. province of Asia. Paul had reached its E limits on his way through Phrygia to Bithynia (Acts 16:7) when he was diverted through Mysia (v. 8) to Troas, probably following a route through the S of theregion.    e.a.j.

MYSTERY.

I.    In the Old Testament

The only OT appearance of the word is in the Aram. section of Dn. (2:18-19, 27-30, 47; 4:9), where lxx renders Aram. räz by mysterion (av, neb ‘secret’; rsv ‘mystery’). In this context the word carries a specialized reference, and, as in the phrase ‘there is a God in heaven who reveals mysteries’ (2:28), it means primarily that which is hidden and still needs to be made known. Yet even here the meaning of the term is not unrelated to its NT use and significance, since the mysteries of which Daniel speaks in this chapter are contained within the eternal plan of God, and also made known by him in advance to his servants (‘thoughts of what would be hereafter’, 2:29).

Daniel’s use of räz, ‘mystery’, with the correla-tive p'Sar, ‘solution’, ‘interpretation’, was taken over by the Qumran sect, whose use of this ter-minology has provided an illuminating back-ground for understanding the NT occurrences of the term mysterion.

II.    In the New Testament

a. Meaning

The meaning of the term mysterion in classical Gk. is ‘anything hidden or secret’ (HDB, 3, p. 465), and it was used in the plural particularly (la mysteria) to refer to the sacred rites of the Gk. mystery reli-gions in which only the initiated shared. The root verb is myö, which means primarily ‘to dose the lips (or eyes)' (Lat. mutus). But whereas ‘mystery’ may mean, and in Contemporary usage oftcn does mean, a secret for which no answer can be l'ound, this is not the connotation of the term mysterion in classical and biblical Gk. In the NT mysterion sig-nifies a secret which is being, or even has been, revealed, which is also divine in scope, and needs to be made known by God to men through his Spirit. In this way the term comes very close to the NT word apokalypsis, ‘revelation’. mysterion is a tem-porary secret, which once revealed is known and understood—a secret no longer; apokalypsis is a temporarily hidden eventuality, which simply awaits its revelation to make it actual and appre-hended [cf. 1 Cor. 1:7, for example, where apokalypsis is used, as so often, in reference to Christ himself; and Rom. 8:19, where Paul describes the creation as waiting with eager longing for its apokatastasis in the coming age of glory, which is to be revealed (apokalyphthenai) at the apokalypsis of the sons of God themselves).

b. Usage

(i) In the Gospels. The single occurrence of the word mysterion in the Gospels is in Mk. 4:11 = Mt. 13:11 (plural) = Lk. 8:10 (av ‘mystery’, rsv, neb ‘secret’). Here the term is used to refer to the king-dom of God, the knowledge of which, just because it is Gods kingdom, is reserved for those to whom it is ‘given’. As a result the unrevealed mystery is, for those ‘outside’ (exö), hidden in *‘parables’.

(ii) In the Pauline Letters. Paul uses the word frequently, and indeed, apart from four occurrences of the word in Rev. and the three just noted in the Synoptic Gospels, the appearance of mysterion in the NT is confined to the Pauline Letters (21 times). The character of to mysterion in Paul’s theology is fourfold.

1.    It is eternal in its scope, in so far as it relates to the divine plan of Salvation, the Heilsgeschichte itself. The ‘mystery’ is the good news which forms the content of God’s revelation (cf. Eph. 6:19); it is the mystery of God himself, the focus of which is in Christ (Col. 2:2, reading tou mysteriou tou theou. Christou, with P46, B, et als, cf 1 Cor. 2:1, where B, D, and other mss read martyrion for mysterion). As such it is contained within God’s everlasting coun-sels and hidden in him (Eph. 3:9), decreed ‘before the ages’ (1 Cor. 2:7) and declared as God’s sophia, and veiled to human understanding, but awaiting its disclosure, throughout the ages (I Cor. 2:8; Rom. 16:25, where the adjectival participle is sesigemenon).

2.    It is historical in its announcement. This mystery is also the ‘mystery of Christ’, announced his-torically and definitively by God in Christ himself (Eph. 1:9; 3:3f, where the mysterion is described as revealed to Paul kata apokalypsin-, cf. Col. 4:3) when ‘the time had fully come’ (Gal. 4:4). It is precisely this mystery, centred and declared in the person of the Lord Jesus Christ, through whose death God reconciles us to himself (2 Cor. 5:18f; cf. 1 Cor. 2:2), that Paul was commissioned to pro-claim (Eph. 3:8f; cf. 1 Cor. 4:1). In his letter to the Ephesians Paul considers particularly, against the background of a general and gradual movement towards a Christ-centred inclusiveness (see J. A. Robinson, Ephesians, 1903, pp. 238f), the dominant and related notions of ‘hope’ and ‘mystery’. Christ is the hope of men (1:12) and of the uni-verse (1:10), and we possess as a result a hope which is both glorious (1:18) and real; already the

Christian is saved, and raised with him (2:4-6, where the verbs are in the aorist). Not only so, but also—and this is the particular character of the mysterion which Paul has been sent to preach, and which in Eph. he is chiefly concerned to outline— the new hope, and thus also the new life in Christ, are available for Jew and Gentile alike (3:8; cf. Col.

1:27, where the Content of the mystery is qualified as ‘Christ in you, the hope of glory’).

3.    It is spiritual in its perception. We have seen already front the Synoptic Gospels that the mystery of the kingdom is spiritually perceived. Paul retains this idea when he regards the mystery of Christ (the focus of which is particularly ‘the Gen-tiles as fellow-heirs’) as revealed to apostles and prophets by the Spirit (en pneumati, Eph. 3:5; cf. also 1 Cor. 13:2; 14:2). In line with this must be understood the term as it is used derivatively by Paul in connection with Christian marriage (Eph. 5:32), and the ‘man of lawlessness (or sin)’ (2 Thes. 2:7). The divine significance of these ‘mysteries’ is apprehended by a conjunction of revelation and spiritual understanding (cf. also Rev. 17:3-7).

4.    It is eschatological in its outcome. The mystery which has been revealed in time still awaits its divine consummation and fulfilment in eternity. This is the sense in which the term must be understood in Rev. 10:7: the ‘mystery of God’ already announced will be corporately fulfilled without delay, ‘in the days of the trumpet call to be sound-ed by the seventh angel’. And this is equally true in terms of personal Salvation—the ‘mystery’ of ‘being changed’ when the trumpet sounds, of mor-tality’s being finally replaced by immortality (1 Cor. 15:51 fT.). Such a mystery, even when it is made known, overwhelms us still with the depth of nothing less than the wisdom and the knowledge of God himself (Col. 2:2).

The use of the word ‘mystery’ with reference to the sacraments (Vulg. translates mysterion as sac-ramentum) is entirely post-biblical.

Bibliography. E. Hatch, Essays in Biblical Greek, 1889, pp. 57-62; G. Bornkamm, TDNT 4, pp. 802-828; G. Finkenrath, NIDNTT 3, pp. 501-506.    s.s.s.

MYTH, MYTHOLOGY. Gk. mythos, ‘story’; my-thologia, ‘story-telling’. In lxx the word-group ap-pears rarely, and never in books translated from the Hebrew Bible. In Ecclus. 20:19 an ungracious man is compared to ‘a story told at the wrong time (mythos akairos)'\ in Baruch 3:23 the ‘story-tellers (mythologoi) . . . have not learned the way to wisdom’. In NT mythos occurs only in the Pastoral Epistles and 2 Peter, and always in a disparaging sense. Timothy is told to discourage interest in ‘myths and endless genealogies which promote speculations’ (1 Tim. 1:4). There are similar refer-ences to ‘godless and silly myths’ (1 Tim. 4:7), ‘myths’ into which false teachers beguile hearers who have ‘itching ears’ (2 Tim. 4:4), and ‘Jewish myths’ to which Christians must lend no credence (Tit. 1:14). A mixture of judaizing and gnosticizing speculation is perhaps implied. Such ‘myths’ are set in contrast to gospel truth: ‘we did not follow cleverly devised myths when we made known to you the power and coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, but we were eyewitnesses’ (2 Pet. 1:16).

In modern usage the word-group has a wide var-iety of meaning.

1.    The 'myth and ritual' school. The ‘myth’ is the story of which the ritual is the dramatic enactment. T. H. Gaster (Thespis, 1950) interprets the Ugaritic religious texts as ‘myths’ of seasonal rites of emptying and filling which he tries to reconstruct. The Akitu or New Year festival of Babylon has been thought to be an instance of a Near Eastern ritual pattem in which the king played the part of the dying and rising god, being.regarded as his em-bodiment or as his mediatorial representative with the people. In this sense a historical event, or series of historical events, could serve as the ‘myth’, as when the narrative of Ex. 1-15 is regarded as the mythos of the annually re-enacted Passover meal, or the passion narrative as the mythos of the even more frequently repeated Lord’s Supper (cf. 1 Cor.

11:26).

2.    The ‘demythologizing’ Programme. This Programme was launched in an essay by R. Bultmann (New Testament and Mythology, 1941) which maintained that, if the genuine ‘offence’ of the cross is to be presented effectively today, the gospel must be relieved (‘de-mythologized’) of features belonging to the world-view of those to whom it was first preached—not only the ‘three-decker’ universe but the concept of this world as being open to invasion by transcendent powers. Part of this mythological apparatus detected in the NT has been thought (on inadequate grounds) to belong to a redeemer-myth of Iranian origin developed in various gnostic schools, especially in Mandaism.

3. 'Myth' in Theology. This is the title of an essay by M. F. Wiles (BJRL 59, 1976-7, pp. 226ff.) which refers to another modern usage—that implied, e.g. in the title of the Symposium The Myth of God Incarnate, 1977 (to which Wiles is a contributor), in which a myth seems to be the pictorial and imaginative presentation of an ontological reality (such as the Union of the divine and human at the heart of the human personality). The theological use of the word-group goes back to D. F. Strauss (Life of Jesus, 1835) but in wider parlance remains unacceptable because the dominant populär understanding of myth is something that is not simply factually untrue but positively misleading, like a mirage.

Quite different and much more adequate is the approach of C. S. Lewis and others, according to whom ‘Myth became Fact’ when God became man, so that the aspirations and insights of the human soul which formerly found mythological expression have been given a satisfying response in the historical events of the gospel, not least in the incarnation and redemption which it announces.

Bibliography. H. W. Bartsch (ed.), Kerygma and Myth, 1, 1953; 2, 1962; F. F. Bruce, in C. Brown (ed.), History, Criticism and Faith, 1976, pp. 79ff.; NIDNTT 2, pp. 643-647, with bibliography; D. Cairns, A Gospel without Myth, 1960; A. Dundes, Sacred Narrative, Readings in the Theory of Myth, 1984; S. H. Hooke (ed.), Myth, Ritual and Kingship, 1958; G. V. Jones, Chrislology and Myth in the New Testament, 1956; C. S. Lewis, Till we have Faces, 1956; W. Pannenberg, Basic Questions in Theology, 3, 1972, pp. 1 ff.; J. W. Rogerson, Myth in Old Testament Interpretation. 1974. f.f.b.
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NAAMAH (‘pleasant’). 1. A daughter of Zillah and sisler of Tubal-cain (GN. 4:22). 2. ‘The Ammonitess’, the mother of Rehoboam (1 Ki. 14:21). 3. A city in lowland Judah (Jos. 15:41), probably identical to modern Nä'neh, 10 km S of Lydda. Zophar, one of Job’s ‘comforters’, was a Naamathite, but it is unlikely that he originated from the same Naamah.    g.w.g.

NAAMAN (Heb. na'“man, ‘pleasant’). A common N Syrian name during the mid-2nd millennium as shown by texts from * Ugarit.

1.    A dependant of Benjamin; forefather of the Naamite clan (Gn. 46:21; Nu. 26:40; 1 Ch. 8:4, 7).

2.    A military commander of the Syrian army during the reign of *Ben-hadad I (2 Ki. 5). Although afflicted with leprosy, he still held his high position (v. 1). At the Suggestion of an Isra-elite prisoner of war, he took a letter from his king, along with gifts, to the king of Israel, probably “Jehoram. He was referred to ’Elisha who offered him a eure by bathing in the River Jordan, which Naaman indignantly refused until prevailed upon by his servants (vv. 8-14). Upon being cleansed, he took two mule-loads of earth, which he saw as a necessity for worshipping Yahweh, the one true god (vv. 15-17). Although a Yahwist, Naaman still needed to worship at the temple of "Rimrnon, probably because of social Obligation.

Jewish legend, recorded in Josephus (Am. 8.414) but unsubstantiated, identifies Naaman as the one who killed *Ahab by drawing ‘his bow at a venture’ (1 Ki. 22:34). He is also briefly mentioned in Lk. 4:27.    d.w.b.

NABAL (Tool’). A wealthy inhabitant of Maon, SE of Hebron, of the tribe of Caleb, who pastured sheep and goats on adjacent *Carmel (2). During his exile in the reign of Saul, David heard that Nabal was shearing his sheep, a traditional time of hospitality, and sent ten of his men with the re-quest that Nabal should provide David’s force with hospitality on a feast-day in return for the protection from brigands David had given his flocks.

Nabal, whose aggressive * folly matched his name (1 Sa. 25:25), replied with insults, whereupon David with 400 men marched up. When Abigail, the beautiful and intelligent wife of Nabal, heard of the messengers’ visit she arranged for food and wine to be sent on ahead and went to meet David. This prevented David from committing the crime of blood guilt upon Nabal.

On her return Abigail found her husband drunk. The following day Nabal suffered a paralytic stroke on hearing of his wife’s action, and he died about 10 days later (1 Sa. 25).    r.a.h.g.

NABATAEANS. Nebaioth, son of Ishmael and brother-in-law of Edom (Gn. 25:13; 28:9), is pos-sibly to be considered the ancestor of the Nabatae-ans, who may also be the Nabaiate of inscriptions of Ashurbanipal of Assyria (c. 650 bc, ANET, pp. 298-299). A difference in spelling between these two names (with täw) and the native nbtw (with telh) precludes certain identification. Diodorus Siculus (c. 50 bc) brings the Nabataeans into recorded history in his account of the end of the Persian empire and the career of Alexander. Quot-ing from an earlier source, he describes them as a nomadic Arab tribe who neither built houses nor tilled the soil. Their territory, the area S and E of the river Jordan, straddled the trade routes from the Orient to the Mediterranean, and their Capital, Petra, 80 km S of the Dead Sea, formed a base from which caravans could be attacked. Antigonus, who gained power in Syria after Alexander’s death, sent two expeditions to Petra to subdue the Nabataeans and gain control of the trade (312 bc). Both were unsuccessful. It is clear that at this time Petra was at least a stronghold, and Gk. potsherds of

c. 300 bc found there suggest a permanent settlement.

Contact with the settled communities of Pales-tine during the 2nd and 3rd centuries bc resulted in the development of Nabataean villages and towns and in intensive cultivation of formerly barren desert areas. This was aided by well-organized lines of frontier posts to guard against Arab marauders and by the skill of Nabataean engineers in con-structing irrigation Systems to conserve the scanty rainfall. Many of their dams and reservoirs are still usable. Petra is surrounded by high clifTs, pierced by narrow ravines, which form an almost impreg-nable defence.

When a Nabataean ruler arose (the earliest known king is Aretas I, c. 170 bc, 2 Macc. 5:8) who was able to safeguard the caravans, Nabataean merchants led trade from S Arabia and from the Persian Gulf to Petra, whence it was forwarded to the coast, particularly Gaza. Increased demands by the Rom. world for spices, silks and other luxur-ies from India and China swelled enormously the revenues of a power which could ievy tolls on all goods passing through its territory. The redirection of the trade routes across the Red Sea to Egypt after Augustus’ failure to conquer Arabia (25 bc) was an important factor in the decline of Nabataean prosperity.

Native records (coins and dedicatory inscriptions) are written in Aram. in a curiously height-ened form of the ‘square’ script (*Writing). Papyri from the Judaean desert and ostraca from Petra exhibit a cursive form of this writing from which the Arab. Scripts are derived. Use of Aram. indicates a wide assimilation to the culture of
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Caravan routes of Nabataean times.

neighbouring settled peoples. This is evidenced by Nabataean sculptures which contain features found in Syrian work and traceable in early Islamic ornamentation. It may be seen also in the acceptance of Syrian deities, Hadad and Atargatis (Astarte-Anat) into the Nabataean pantheon. These two may have been identified with Dushara and his consort Allat, the national deities. Many open-air shrines (e.g. the high place at Petra) and temples (e.g. Khirbet et-Tannur) have been dis-covered on isolated hill-tops. The gods wor-shipped were especially associated with weather and fertility. Nabataean ’potters developed a dis-tinctive wäre of their own unsurpassed in Palestine.

Nabataean history, as reconstructed from inci-dental references by Jewish and Gk. authors, con-sists mainly of struggles to gain control of the Negeb in the S and of Damascus in the N. Aretas III (c. 70 bc) and Aretas IV (c. 9 bc-ad 40) suc-ceeded in holding both these areas for a few years, so obtaining complete control of E-W trade. It was an officer (Gk. elhnarches) of Aretas IV who attempted to detain Paul in Damascus (2 Cor. 11:32). Malichus III and Rabbel II, the last Nabataean kings, moved the Capital from Petra to Bos-tra, 112 km E of Galilee. This became the Capital of the Rom. province of Arabia following Trajan’s conquests in ad 106. Petra enjoyed considerable prosperity during the 2nd Century ad when many of the rock-cut fa?ades were made. The rise of Palmyra diverted the trade which formerly went to

Petra from the E, and that city gradually declined. The Nabataean people, subject to Arab raids, became absorbed in the surrounding population, although the script continued in use into the 4th Century.

Bibliography. J. Starcky, ‘The Nabataeans: A Historical Sketch’, BA 18, 1955, pp. 84-106; G. L. Harding, The Antiquities of Jordan, 1959; N. Glueck, Deilies and Dolphins, 1966; Y. Meshorer, Nabataean Coins, 1975; S. Moscati, The Semites in Ancient History, 1959, pp. 117-119. a.r.m.

NABOTH. This Israelite commoner had the mis-fortune of owning a vineyard close to the palace of King Ahab in Jezreel, who wanted to extend his gardens (1 Ki. 21). Though the king offered fair terms for the land, Naboth exercised his right to keep intact his ancestral inheritance. Ahab feit ag-grieved and sulked, but Queen Jezebel, who owed no allegiance to Israel’s ideals of kingship (Dt. 17:14-20), plotted Naboth’s murder. In the king’s name she ordered the proclamation of a fast, im-plying some calamity. This would be seen as God’s punishment for some crime. Naboth was accused by fellow members of the judiciary of cursing both God and the king (Ex. 22:28); for this the sentence was death by stoning (cf. Dt. 13:10). Elijah pro-nounced the Lord’s judgment on Ahab and his dynasty for the crime of murder. Jezebel’s punishment would be a gory death and no burial.

This incident demonstrates that, in Israel at least, the king was subject to God’s laws, and could not ride roughshod over the rights of his citizens with impunity. Ahab died in battle (1 Ki. 22:34-38) as did his sons (1 Ki. 9:24; 10:11). Jezebel died by treachery in Jezreel, where she had conspired against Naboth (2 Ki. 9:30-37).

Bibliography. D. J Wiseman. 1-2 Kings, TOTC, 1993, pp. 180-183.    j.g.b.

NADAB (Heb. nädäb, 'generous’, 'noble’). 1. Aaron’s eldest son (Nu. 3:2). Intimately present at Sinai (Ex. 24:1) and later a priest (Ex. 28:1), he transgressed the law (Ex. 30:9) with his brother Abihu in offering ‘unholy fire’ to God, for which they both died (Lv. 10:1-7; cf. Nu. 26:61). ‘Unholy fire’ may mean either fire or incense kindled else-where than at the altar (Lv. 16:12) or incense oflered at the wrong time (‘such as he had not commanded them’). Lv. 10:8-9 hints at the possi-bility that drunkenness was an element in the sin.

2. A son of Shammai, of the house of Jerah-meel, of the tribe of Judah (1 Ch. 2:28). 3. A son of Gibeon, of the tribe of Benjamin (1 Ch. 8:30). 4. A king of Israel, successor to his father, Jeroboam I. He reigned c. 915-914 bc, being assassinated and succeeded by Baasha while besieging Gibbethon (1 Ki. 14:20; 15:25-28).    t.h.j.

NAHALAL, NAHALOL (Heb. nah“lol). A town in Zebulun, but held by Canaanites (Jos. 19:15; 21:35; Jdg. 1:30). Probably not far from modern Nahalal, 9 km W of Nazareth. Simons (GTT, p. 182) fa-vours Teil el-Beida to the S; Ma'lul to the NE (‘Mahalul’, Talmud Megillah 1. 1) is not old enough to be the actual site. Albright (AASOR 2-3, 1923, p. 26) suggested Teil en-Nahl near Haifa (cf Gn. 49:13), but this is outside the tribal area.

J.P.U.L.

NAHALIEL (Heb. naf'li'el, ‘valley of God’). N of the Arnon (Nu. 21:19); now Wadi Zerka Ma'in; famous in Rom. times for its warm springs, which flow into the Dead Sea 16 km from the Jordan (Josephus, BJ 1.657; 7. 185).    j.p.u.L.

NAHASH (Heb. nähäs). 1. An Ammonite king who attacked Jabesh-gilead in Saul’s reign (1 Sa. 11-12). His relations with David were friendly (2 Sa. 10:2; I Ch. 19:1). 2. Father of Abigail and Zeruiah, David’s sisters (2 Sa. 17:25). lxx(b) and Origen Support this reading against other Gk. mss which give ‘Jesse’ (Driver, Samuel), perhaps assimi-lating to 1 Ch. 2:13-16. The Chronicler may mean that Abigail and Zeruiah were Jesse’s step-daughters; their sons appear to have been of about David’s age.    j.p.u.L.

NAHOR. 1. Son of Serug, and grandfather of Abraham (Gn. 11:22-25; 1 Ch. 1:26).

2. Son of Terah, and brother of Abraham and Haran. He married his niece Milcah, Haran’s daughter (Gn. 11:26-27, 29). Nahor probably journeyed to Harran with Terah, Abram and Lot despite the silence of Gn. 11:31 to this effect, for Harran became known as ‘the city of Nahor’ (Gn. 24:10; cf 27:43). He was the progenitor of twelve Aramaean tribes which are listed in Gn. 22:20-24. This reflects the close relationship of the Hebrews and the Aramaeans. A place Nahur in the vicinity of Harran is named in the Mari tablets (18th Century bc).

The two other passages where Nahor is men-tioned need to be compared to reveal that Nahor was a devotee of the false god of his father Terah (Gn. 31:53; cf. Jos. 24:2). This implies that the con-secration at Mizpah (Gn. 31:43fT.) took place in the presence of Yahweh and Terah’s god.

See BASOR 67, 1937, p. 27.    r.j.w.

NAHSHON (Heb. nahsön, possibly from nähäs. ‘serpent’; Gk. Naassön). Aaron’s brother-in-law (Ex. 6:23; av gives ‘Naashon’), son of Amminadab and prince of Judah (Nu. 1:7; 2:3; 7:12, 17; 10:14; 1 Ch. 2:10). He is mentioned as an ancestor of David in Ru. 4:20, and of our Lord in Mt. 1:4 and Lk. 3:32.    j.g.g.n.

NAHUM, BOOK OK.

I.    Authorship and date

Nahum was a prophet from Elkosh, possibly in Judah. It is difficult to date his prophecy precisely, but we may note that the capture of Thebes (i.e. No-ammon) is regarded as already having taken place. This event occurred under Ashurbanipal in the years 664-663 bc. At the same time, Nineveh, the object of Nahum’s preaching, is still Standing. Nineveh feil in 612 bc, and so we may place the prophecy roughly between these two dates. More precise than this, however, it is impossible to be.

II.    Summary of contents

Each of the three chapters is a unit in itself, and we may best understand the prophecy by considering these chapters one after another.

a. An acrostic poem and dedaration of judgmenl, 1:1-15

Chapter 1 falls into three principal sections: the superscription (v. 1), the description of God’s maj-esty (vv. 2-8), and the dedaration of judgment to come (vv. 9-15). The superscription describes the message as a massa, i.e. ‘bürden’, a Word which often denotes a message involving threatening. It also declares that the work is a ‘book of the vision of Nahum’, i.e. a book in which the vision received by Nahum is written down. The supernatural character of the message is thus early acknowledged.

The prophet immediately plunges into a Statement of the jealousy of God. The zeal of the Lord is his determination to carry out his pur-poses both in the bringing in of his own kingdom and in the punishment of his adversaries. It is this latter aspect of God’s jealousy which is here prominent. God is slow to anger, says the prophet (v. 3); nevertheless, he will take vengeance on his enemies. When these terms are applied to God we must understand that they are used anthropo-morphically; they do not contain the sinister con-notations that adhere to them when they are used of men. That God is able so to carry out his pur-poses is a matter that admits of no doubt. He can control the forces of nature, the storm, the rivers, the sea, Bashan, etc. For those who trust in him he is a stronghold, but for the wicked he is darkness.

The enemies of the Lord refuse to believe that he will smite them. Hence, God announces that in a time when they expect it not the enemy will be de-voured as stubble that is wholly dry. Yet there is also to be an announcement of salvation, and Judah is commanded to keep her solemn feasts and to perform her vows.

b.    The siege and sack of Nineveh, 2:1-13

In 2:1-6 Nahum describes the enemy who lay siege to Nineveh. These are the Medes who came from the plain of Persia and were turning their attention against the Assyrians of the Mesopotamian plain. They are described as those that dash in pieces (v. 1). In attacking the city they open the sluices so that the waters of the river may overflow and then they enter the city to destroy her palace.

Huzzab, a word which possibly designates the queen (cf. rsv ‘its mistress’), is taken away into cap-tivity, and her female attendants follow her. (neb renders the word ‘train of captives’; J. D. W. Watts suggests the pedestal of a temple image.) Nineveh, the object of attack, has become like a pool of water. Into her much trade has poured and many goods have been brought, so that she is now filled. Nevertheless, men will flee from her, and those who cry ‘Stand!’ will not be able to stay those who would take refuge in flight. Plunder then begins in earnest, and the few survivors who remain behind look on in grief and terror as the city is despoiled.

Nineveh had once been a lion, a veritable den of lions. She had engaged in search for prey. Now, however, she is herseif the object of such search and herseif becomes a prey. What has become of Nineveh? The answer is that the Lord of hosts is against her, and he has determined to act in such a way as to remove her strength and power from her.

c.    A description of the city and a comparison with Thebes, 3:1-19

Chapter 3 consists of a description of the wicked character of the city of Nineveh. She was a bloody city and full of cruelty. She was a warring city, and there were many that were slain. Through her whoredoms she sold nations and dealt in witch-crafts. Hence, the Lord had set himself against her and would expose her so that she would become a laughing-stock to all who looked upon her.

Nahum then makes a brief comparison with Thebes (3:8-15). Thebes, as the capital of Upper Egypt, had become strong, had revelled in her strength and acted as had Nineveh, yet her ruin had surely come. So also would it be with Nineveh. There could be no escape. Thus the prophet works up to a mighty climax, and announces that there is no healing for the bruise of Assyria, ‘Your wound is grievous’ (3:19a).

In this small prophecy of doom we learn that the God of Israel, the nation whom Assyria had des-pised, is truly the God who Controls the destinies and the actions of all nations.

Bibuography. J. H. Eaton, Obadiah, Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, TBC, 1961; J. D. W. Watts, Joel, Obadiah, Jonah, Nahum, etc., CBC, 1975; R. L. Smith, Micah-Malachi, 1984; D. W. Baker, Nahum, Habakkuk and Zephaniah, TOTC, 1988.

E.J.Y.

NAIL. 1. Finger-nail (Heb. sippörem, Aram. tfpar). Captive women were commanded to shave the head and pare the nails(Dt. 21:12). Nebuchadrez-zar had ‘nails like birds’ claws’ (Dn. 4:33; cf. 7:19). 2. A wooden tent peg (Jdg. 4:21, Heb. yä[ed), used by Jael to slay Sisera. It was sometimes used for suspending objects as in Ezk. 15:3. Isaiah (22:25 av; rsv ‘peg’) likened Eliakim to ‘a nail in a sure place’ on which the ‘whole weight of his father’s house’ might hang. Such a nail was driven into a wall.

3.    A metal nail or pin (yätjd) for driving into wood or other material to hold objects together, or left projecting to suspend objects. In the tabernacle the nails were of bronze (Ex. 27:19; 35:18; 38:20, 31; 39:40; Nu. 3:37; 4:32). Delilah used such a nail (pin) to bind Samson (Jdg. 16:14). The word masmer refers to nails of iron (1 Ch. 22:3) or of gold (2 Ch. 3:9), driven into a wall (Ec. 12:11), or used to secure idols in their place (Is. 41:7; Je. 10:4). Nails have been found at many Palestinian sites including Teil Abu Hawam, an andern harbour city near Mt Carmel.

4.    In NT times victims were affixed to a * cross

by nails driven through hands and feet (Gk. helos, Jn. 20:25).    j.a.t.

NAIN. Mentioned only in Lk. 7:11. There is a small village still bearing this name in the Plain of Jezreel, a few miles S of Nazareth, at the edge of Little Hermon, and it is generally accepted as the scene of the Gospel narrative. It is certainly to be distinguished from the Nain of Jos., BJ 4. 511, which was E of the Jordan. The name is perhaps a corruption of the Heb. word na im, ‘pleasant’, which adjective well describes the area and the views, if not the village itself. A problem is raised, however, by the reference to the city gate (Lk. 7:12); for the village today called Nain was never fortified, and so would never have had a gate in the proper sense of the word. But the word ‘gate’ may be used loosely, to indicate the place where the road entered between the houses of Nain. An in-genious Suggestion solves the difficulty by propos-ing that the site was Shunem (as in the similar story of 2 Kl 4), an original synem becoming acci-dentally reduced to nem, and then confused with Nain. Shunem, in any case, is in the same general area.    d.f.p.

NAIOTH. A place or quarter in Ramah where Samuel supervised a community of prophets and to which David fled from Saul (1 Sa. 19:18-19, 22-23). When Saul sent messengers there to seek David, each in turn ‘prophesied’. Later, when Saul came in person he too ‘prophesied’ (v. 24), giving rise to a proverb: Ts Saul also among the prophets?’ The Heb. word näyöt is related to näweh, ‘pasture ground’ or ‘abode’, and is com-monly translated ‘habitation’.    j.a.t.

NAME. The Bible is no stranger to the custom, now virtually normative, of giving a name simply because it appeals to the parents. What eise is likely to lie behind calling a little girl Deborah (meaning ‘bee’, Jdg. 4:4) or Esther (Heb. h“dassä, ‘myrtle’)? Even in cases where it offers some high-sounding, moralistic or religious sentiment, it would run beyond the evidence to assume without question that the name was conferred with that thought in mind rather than that the parents were indulging a preference for that rather than any other label. One can, for example, weave sad fancies round a name like Ahikam (‘my brother has risen’) as indicating a tragie earlier bereavement in the family which the subsequent birth of another son was seen to rect-ify, but Ahikam is a pleasant-sounding name and in default of evidence to the contrary may well have been chosen for no better reason.

Nevertheless, while we can be too high-minded in our approach to names and naming in the Bible, there is no question but that there is, throughout, a conceptual background which was often given full play in the conferring of a name and which, even if it seemed to have no part (or none that we know) in the original naming yet in later life asserted its claim on the person concerned. Thus, for example, whereas Isaiah named his two sons with deliber-ation so that they would embody certain aspects of the word of God to his people (Is. 7:4; 8:1-4) his own name (‘Yahweh saves’), as we should have to say, ‘by coincidence’, could not have been bettered as the name for this prophet above all. The Bible’s view of names and naming would be ofifended by the idea of a mere coincidence or accident of parental choice: the link it sees between name and person is both too close and also too dynamic for that.

I. Signifkant naming

The general evidence dispersed throughout the Bible would insist that it is no coincidence that the great prophet of salvation is called by a theophoric name on the salvation theme. It would see the dir-ective providence of God determining beforehand the whole course of the life; it would probably more typically see the name as embodying a word of God which would henceforth mould its recipi-ent into the man whose life would express what the word declared. This, at any rate, is the dynamic view of names and naming which runs throughout Scripture and which differs so dramatically from our static view of a name as a differentiating label.

The following seven categories cover most of the dynamic name-giving situations:

a.    The status-name. Of his new-found wife, the man said that she would be called ‘Woman’, thus ac-cording to her a co-equal (or, better, counterpart) Status with her husband: he is 'is; she is ’issä. In general in the Bible name-giving is an authority Function: the imposition of the name ‘Man’ on the couple by their Creator (Gn. 5:2), the giving of animal names by the man, in his capacity as cre-ation’s lord (Gn. 2:19f.), the naming of children by parents (by the mother on 28 and by the father on 18 occasions), the naming of a conquered king (2 Ki. 23:34), etc. But in Gn. 2:23 the ‘man’ acknow-ledges his complementary equal, the one who, with him, shares the God-given dominion of the world (Gn. 1: 28fT.).

b.    The occasion-name. The birth of her first-born is to Eve the significant moment of the fulfilling of the promise of a victorious seed; therefore ‘along with Yahweh’ as she said (Gn. 4:1)—he, fulfilling his promise, she bringing forth a child—she ‘gained possession’ (verb qänä) of a child whom she therefore called ‘Cain’ (qayin).

c.    The event-name. Sometimes names encapsulate a whole Situation: e.g. Babel (Gn. 11:9) or Peleg (Gn. 10:25). Both these namings have the same quality, but we can see what was afoot more clearly in the fully-documented case of Babel: the name was in effect a word of God. Men had already discerned in themselves a tendency to separate or scatter (11:4) and they purposed by their technological advance (v. 3) to be their own saviours in this regard. The divine edict goes forth against man’s confidence that his own cleverness can save him, and the word which imposes judicially on the human race the disability which it feared (v. 8) is succinctly built into the fabric of earthly things by the place-name ‘Babel’ (‘confusion’) which is to be henceforth the evil genius of the Bible story until theend (c/, eg , Is. 13:1; 21:1-10; 24:10; Rev. 18:2; etc.; * Babylon).

d.    The circumstance-name. Isaac was named be-cause of the attendant laughter of his parents (Gn. 17:17; 18:12; 21:3-7); Samuel, because of the prayer of his mother (1 Sa. 1:20); Moses, because his princess-mother drew him from the water (Ex. 2:10); Ichabod, because of the loss of the ark, seen as significant of the withdrawal of divine favour (1 Sa. 4:21); Jacob, because of the position of the twins at birth (Gn. 25:26), In many of such cases the Bible provides the evidence to show that such ‘accidents’ were truly symbolic: the victory at the Red Sea makes Moses pre-eminently the man who came up out of the water; the story of Samuel is precisely the story of the man who knew that prayer is answered, and so on. In other words, there is a continuing link between the idea of giving a name and the dynamism of the ever-potent word of God effecting that which it declares.

e.    The Iransfortnation- or alteration-name. Names were bestowed in Order to show that something new had entered the life of the person concerned, one chapter was complete and a new chapter was opening. Though this giving of a new name is usu-ally hopeful and promissory, the category opens with the sad re-naming of ’issä (Gn. 2:23) as Eve (Gn. 3:20), the name expressive of co-equality of Status and complementariness of relationship be-coming the name of function; the former name ex-pressed what her husband saw in her (and was glad), the latter expressed what he would use her For, giving her domination in return for her longing (Gn. 3:16). But to the same category belongs the re-naming of Abram as Abraham, signifying the beginning of the new man with new powers: the childless Abram (whose name ‘high father’ was only a sour joke) becoming Abraham, which, though it does not grammatically mean ‘father of many nations’, has sufficient assonance with the words which would (at greater length) express that thought. Many significant names operate on just such a basis of assonance. Thus also on one and the same day Benoni became Benjamin (Gn. 35:18), the circumstance-name of pain and loss becoming the status-name of ‘right-hand man’. The dominical bestowal of the name Peter (Jn. 1:42) has the same significance, cf. Mt. 16:18; as indeed does the (presumably) self-chosen change from Saul to Paul (Acts 13:9).

f.    The predictiveladmonitory-name. Isaiah’s two sons are pre-eminent in this dass. It is significant of the prophet’s certainty of the word of God through him that he was willing to embody it in his sons who thus were, within their own time, ‘the word become flesh’, the greatest of the acted or-acles (* Prophecy) of the OT. Cf. Is. 7:3; 8:1-4, 18. See also 2 Ki. 24:17, where the name Zedekiah em-bodies the righteousness element (sedeq, ‘right-eousness’) which Pharaoh thus wams the new Icing to practise. The Lord’s naming of James and John as ‘Boanerges’ was equally a warning against the unacceptable element of fire in their zeal (Mk. 3:17; cf. Lk. 9:54) and once again the name proved itself to be an effective word of God.

g. Precative- and theophoric-names. A name like Nabal (näbäl, Tool’) (1 Sa. 25:25) can only have been given on the basis of a mother’s prayer—‘Let him not grow up to be a fool’—a prayer for which a cogent background could be provided without too much Stretch of the imagination. It is likely that many theophoric names had this same element of prayer in them—or at the very least, most of those which are based on an imperfect tense of the verb: thus Ezekiel (‘May God strengthen!’); Isaiah (‘May Yah[weh] save!’). Even those which in direct translation make an affirmation (e.g. Jehoa-haz, ‘Yahweh has grasped’) are most likely the product of pious parental aspirations—not always realized, as the sad case of Nabal (1 Sa. 25) may show, or the case of King Ahaz whose name is probably an abbreviation of ‘Jehoahaz’: it is fully in accord with the Story of that politically astute, spiritually inept king to think that he deliberately dropped the theophoric element in his name.

The naming of the Lord Jesus Christ does not fit any single one of the foregoing categories. In its relation to OT prophecies (Mt. 1:23 with Is. 7:14; Lk. 1:31-33 with Is. 9:6f.) the name Jesus is a status-name, declaring the recipient to be God, born of a virgin and the promised king of David’s line. It is a significant thing that the first person named in the NT receives (not a prediction-name but) a fulfilment-name: the purposes of God are being rounded out to completion. The name Jesus itself is a prediction-name looking forward to what he will himself do, and this is itself significant, for the prediction-names of the OT looked forward to what Yahweh would do and stood in relation to that act as external heralds or pointers. But Jesus is himself the fulfilment of what his name declares.

II. The name of God

Any and all evidence which helps to show that on the human level a name is a significant and indeed potent thing, not only labelling but moulding its recipient, finds its focus in the concept of the ‘name of God’ (* God, Names of) which lies at the centre of the Bible. A ‘divine name’ is not, of course, a distinctively biblical notion. Amongst the ancient Greeks, for instance, Hesiod tried to enter more deeply into an understanding of the gods by a study of their names, an exercise which, mutalis mutandis, might well be seen as central to biblical theology.

There is a real sense in which the Bible is poised upon the revelation of the divine name. In the OT, the Patriarchs knew their God by titles (e.g Gn. 14:22; 16:13; 17:1), among which was the so far unexplained ‘Yahweh’. The significance of Moses and the Exodus is that at that point what had hith-erto been no more than a label was revealed to be not a title, however exalted, but a personal name. The revelation enshrined in the name was opened up and confirmed in the Exodus events, the re-demption of the people of God, the Passover and the Red Sea. In the NT the balancing event was the ministry and redemptive work of Jesus: the definitive ‘name’ of God as the Holy Trinity, Father, Son and Holy Spirit, coinciding with the public com-mencement of Jesus’ ministry when at his baptism he began deliberately to be numbered with the transgressors (cf. Mk. 1:9-11). John sees the significance of this in his deliberate association of Jesus at his baptism with the Lamb of God (Jn. l:29fif.). This comparison should warn against identifying the God of the OT (‘Yahweh’) with the NT revelation of God the Father. Yahweh is rather the Holy Trinity incognito.

In form the divine name Yahweh is either a simple indicative or a causative indicative of the verb ‘to be’, meaning ‘he is (alive, present, active)’ or ‘he brings into being’, and the formula in which the name is disclosed (Ex. 3:14, I am who I am) means either T reveal my active presence as and when I will’ or T bring to pass what I choose to bring to pass’. In the setting of Ex. 3-20 this refers both to the events of the Exodus as those in which Yahweh is actively present (and which indeed he has deliberately brought to pass) and also to the preceding theological interpretation (Ex. 3:1-4:17; 5:22-6:8) of those events vouchsafed to Moses. Yahweh is thus the God of revelation and history and in particular reveals himself as the God who saves his people (according to covenant promise) and overthrows those who oppose his word.

Abundant though this revealed knowledge of God is, yet in the divine name there is a clear element of secrecy. The formula I am who I am in itself expresses no more than that God knows his own nature: it is a formula of the sovereignty of God in the revelation of himself. If anything is to be told, he must teil it; he will teil only what he pleases. Cf. Gn. 32:29; Jdg. 13:17. This is not in any way to be related to the concepts of magic. In the surround-ing pagan world to know a god’s name was sup-posed to confer some power over that god—a logical extension (as so much false religion is a logical embroidering upon a truth) of the idea that ‘naming’ is the act of a superior. Yahweh did not withhold any revelation of himself in fear lest man should gain power over him. Rather the revelation of himself belongs in a Programme of privilege which he has designed for his people, whereby the somewhat ‘external’ relationship expressed in titles becomes the highly personal relationship to a God who has given his people the liberty to call him by name, and what is at that point held back is con-cealed only because the moment of supreme revelation is yet to come. Nevertheless what is already known is not a falsehood later to be set aside nor a partial truth (for this is my name for ever, Ex. 3:15) awaiting completion, but one way of expressing the whole truth which will yet achieve greater and fuller expression. The ‘name’ of God lies at the heart of progressive revelation.

But though the name does not confer ‘power’ in any magical sense (cf. Acts 19:13ff.), the knowledge of the name brings people into a wholly new relationship with God. They are his intimates, for this is the significance of ‘knowing by name’ (cf. Ex. 33:12, 18—19; Jn. 17:6). The initiation of the relationship thus described lies on the divine side: col-lectively and individually the people of God are ‘called by his name’ (cf. 2 Ch. 7:14; Is. 43:7; Je. 14:9; 15:16; Am. 9:12). Furthermore the motive which lies behind this divine outreach is often described as the Lord acting ‘for the sake of his name’ (cf. especially Ezk. 20:9, 14, 22, 44) by means of works through which he ‘made for himself a name’ (e.g. 2 Sa. 7:23; Ne. 9:10). The name is thus a summary way of stating what God is in himself (his name is all that is known to be true about him and his motives of action) and also what God is to others, allowing them to know his name (letting them into his truth) and sharing his name with them (letting them into his fellowship).

There are five aspects of this basic Situation strongly enough attested in Scripture to warrant a brief Statement of each, even though not all are evenly spread through the Bible.

a.    It is a particularly Johannine emphasis to express the human side of the experience of God as ‘believing in the name’ (e.g. Jn. 3:18; 1 Jn. 3:23), Le. personal commitment to the Lord Jesus as thus revealed in the essence of his Person and work.

b.    Those who are of the people of God are ‘kept’ in his name (e.g. Jn. 17:11), taking up the distinct-ive OT picture of the name as a strong tower (e.g. Pr. 18:10) to which they may run for safety, and also the name given as a husband’s name to a wife whereby Provision and protection are guaranteed (cf. ‘called by the name’ above). When Christians are said to be ‘ justified in the name’ (1 Cor. 6:11) the implication is the same: the name, as the un-changeable nature of Jesus and as the summary of all that he is and has done, is the ground of secure possession of all the implied blessings.

c.    God’s presence among his people is secured by ‘making his name dwell’among them. Cf. Dt. 12:5, 11,21; 14:23f; 16:2, 6; 2 Sa. 7:13; etc. It has some-times been foolishly pressed that there is a distinc-tion if not a rift between a ‘name-theology’ and a ‘glory-theology’ in the OT, but these are two ways of expressing the same thing: e.g. when Moses sought to see Yahweh’s glory, he found that the glory had to be verbalized by means of the name (Ex. 33:18-34:8). There is no sense in which the Deuteronomist is replacing a crude notion of indwelling glory by a refined notion of the indwell-ing name: it is rather that the ‘glory’ tends to express the ‘sense’ of God’s real presence, includ-ing much that is rightly unapproachable and ineffable; ‘name’ explains why this is so, verbalizes the numinous, for nowhere does the God of the Bible deal in dumb sacraments but always with intelligible declarations.

d.    The name of God is described as his ‘holy name’ more often than all other adjectival qualifi-cations taken together. It was this sense of the sac-redness of the name that finally led to the obtuse refusal to use ‘Yahweh’, leading as it has done to a deep loss of the sense of the divine name in evv (with the notable exception of jb). The ‘holiness’ of the name, however, does not remove it from use but from abuse: this is the reason why the revela-tion of the divine name must never be confused with any thought of magical ‘power with the divine’. Far from man being able to use the name to control God, it is the name which Controls man, both in worship Godward (e.g. Lv. 18:21) and in Service manward (e.g. Rom. 1:5). The ‘name’ is thus the motive of Service; it is also the message (e.g. Acts 9:15) and the means of power (e.g. Acts 3:16; 4:12).

e.    Throughout the Bible the name of God is the ground of prayer: e.g. Ps. 25:11; Jn. 16:23-24.

Distinctiveiy the NT associates baptism with the name, either of the Holy Trinity (Mt. 28:19) or of the Lord Jesus (e.g. Acts 2:38): the distinction is that the former stresses the total reality of the divine nature and purpose and the totality of blessedness designed for the recipient, whereas the latter stresses the effective means of entry into these things through the sole mediation of Jesus.

Bibliography. s. v. ‘Name’ in J.-J. von Allmen, The Vocabulary of the Bible, 1958; IDB, 1962, and Supp. Vol., 1976; see also, J. Pedersen, Israel 1 and 2, 1926, pp. 245-259; J. Barr, ‘The Symbolism of Names in the OT’, BJRL 52, 1969-70, pp. 11-29; L Hartman, into the Name of Jesus’, NTS 20, 1973-4, pp. 432-440; J. A. Motyer, The Revelation of the Divine Name, 1959; R. de Vaux, ‘The Revelation of the Divine Name YHWIT, in J. I. Durham and J. R. Porter, Proclamalion and Presence, 1970, pp. 44,48-75; G. von Rad, Studies in Deuteronomy, 1953, pp. 37-44; G. T. Manley, The Book of the baw, 1957, pp. 33, 122ff.; H. Bietenhard, F. F. Bruce, NIDNTT2, pp. 648-656.    j.a.m.

NAOMI (Heb. no'"mi, ‘my delight’). Düring the period of the Judges there was a famine in Bethlehem of Judah, which caused Elimelech, a Citizen of that place, to take his wife Naomi, and their two sons, Mahlon and Chilion, to Moab. There she was widowed, and her sons married Moabite girls, Orpah and *Ruth, who were widowed in their turn.

Naomi decided to return to her own people alone, while her daughters-in-law remarried, but Ruth insisted on accompanying her. She told them that her name was now Mara (Heb. mära, ‘bitter’) (Ru. !:20f). At Bethlehem she planned a levirate marriage for Ruth with her near kinsman, Boaz. Their first child, Obed, was reckoned as hers, and he was the grandfather of David (Ru. 4:16f).

MB.

NAPHISH. The eleventh son of Ishmael (Gn. 25:15; 1 Ch. 1:31). His descendants have not been definitely identified, but may be the ‘Naphish’ of 1 Ch. 5:19; ‘the sons of Nephisim’ of Ezr. 2:50; and the ‘Nephushesim’ of Ne. 7:52.    j.d.d.

NAPHTALI (Heb. naptäll, ‘wrestler’). The sixth son of Jacob, and the second son of Bilhah, Ra-chel’s maidservant; the younger brother of Dan, with whom he is usually associated (Gn. 30:5-8). In the Blessing of Jacob he is described as ‘a hind iet loose’ which may allude to either his agility or his impetuosity.

In most of the administrative lists the tribe of Naphtali comes last (e.g. Nu. 1:15, 42f; 2:29ff.; 7:78; 10:27). The Blessing of Moses commands Naphtali to ‘possess the lake and the south’ (Dt. 33:23) and following the Settlement its tribal por-tion comprised a broad Strip W of the Sea of Gali-lee and the upper Jordan, including the greater portion of E and central Galilee. This territory is roughly delineated in Jos. 19:32-39, including nine-teen fortified cities. But the N boundary is un-defined and since two of the cities mentioned, Beth-anath and Beth-shemesh, parts of a chain of Canaanite fortresses extending from the coast across upper Galilee, are noted in Jdg. 1:33 as not completely subjugated, it is probable that it varied considerably in the earlier period. Naphtali in-cluded also the largest Canaanite city, Hazor, covering about 80 hectares and dominating a vital trade route. Hazor, although destroyed by the Isra-elites under Joshua (Jos. 11:10f.), reasserted itself and, whilst never regaining its former prestige, it was not finally vanquished until well into the Judges’ period (Jdg. 4:2, 23f.). Another important city was Kedesh, a levitical city and one of the cities of refuge (Jos. 20:7; 21:32).


The strong Canaanite element is reflected in Jdg. 1:33, ‘Naphtali . . . dwelt among the Canaanites’. This would encourage syncretism and partly ac-counts for the relative insignificance, historically, of this tribe. But there were moments of glory. Barak, Deborah’s partner in delivering Israel from Canaanite domination, was a Naphtalite (Jdg. 4:6) and his tribe was conspicuous in the same cam-paign (Jdg. 5:18). A later generation served vali-antly under Gideon (Jdg. 6:35; 7:23), and the Chronicler records their Support for David (1 Ch. 12:34, 40). Thereafter, Naphtali, vulnerable be-cause of its frontier Situation, suffered from at-tacks from the N. Düring the reign of Baasha its territory was ravaged by Ben-hadad I of Syria (1 Ki. 15:20). Approximately 150 years later (734 bc) the tribe of Naphtali was the first W of the Jordan to be deported (2 Ki. 15:29). A probable re-construction of Tiglath-pileser III’s account of this campaign notes his annexation of the region, '. . . the wide land of Naphtali, in its entire extent, I United with Assyria’. Is. 9:1 alludes to the same event.

The territory of Naphtali included some of the most fertile areas of the entire land. Düring David’s reign its ‘chief officer’ was Jeremoth (1 Ch. 27:19). It was one of the districts from which Solomon provisioned his court; at this time its gov-ernor was one of Solomon’s sons-in-law, Ahimaaz (1 Ki. 4:15). Hiram, the principal architect of Solomon’s Temple, was the son of ‘a widow of the tribe of Naphtali’ (1 Ki. 7:14). In Ezekiel’s re-distribution of the tribal allotments, Dan, Asher and Naphtali are assigned portions in the N, but the other N tribes, Issachar and Zebulun, are in-cluded further S (Ezk. 48:1-7, 23-29).

Jesus spent the greatest part of his public life in this area which, because of its chequered history of deportations and infusion of new settlers, was greatly despised by the Jews of Jerusalem, an atti-tude which partly explains why Galilee became the headquarters of the reactionary Zealots, bitterly opposed to Roman rule.

Bibliography. Y. Aharoni, The Settlement of the Israelite Tribes in Upper Galilee, 1947; idem, LOB, pp. 201 f., 238f.    a.e.c.

NAPHTUHIM. Classed with Mizraim (Egypt), Gn. 10:13; 1 Ch. 1:11. Its identity is uncertain, but Lower Egypt, specifically the Nile Delta, would be appropriate alongside Pathrusim (*Pathros) for Upper Egypt. Hence Brugsch and Erman emended the Heb. to fit Egyp.p' t'-mhw, ‘Lower Egypt’. Another Egyp. equivalent, without emendation, might be a n'(-n-)ln’(yw-) p' idhw, ‘they of the Delta (lit. marshland)’, Lower Egypt(ians). Alternatively, naptuhim may be an Egyp. n'(-n-)ln'(yw-) p' t’ wh'(t), ‘they of the Oasis-land’, i.e. the oases (and inhabitants) W of the Nile valley.    k.a.k.

NARCISSUS. Paul salutes those ‘who belong to the family of Narcissus’ (Rom. 16:11). The phrase suggests the slaves of a prominent household. The rieh freedman Narcissus, who brought about the fall of Messalina (Tacitus, Annals 11, passim), had committed suicide some little time before Rom.

was written (ibid., 13. 1); but his slaves (‘Narcis-siani’ are mentioned in CIL, 3, 3973; 6, 15640) would pass to Nero and still be a recognizable entity. Though the name is also common outside Rome, it is tempting to see in Rom. 16:11 a Christian group within this body.    a.f.w.

NATHAN (Heb. nätän, ‘he [i.e. God] has given’). Of some eleven men of this name in the OT the following at least can be identified as separate individuals:

1.    A prophet (Heb. näbT) involved in the story of King David. He appears without introduction when David expresses his wish to build a temple (2 Sa. 7 = 1 Ch. 17). Nathan approves at first, but after speaking with God informs David that this task is for David’s descendant, though David ap-parently arranges, at Nathan’s instigation, the music for Temple worship (2 Ch. 29:25). When Adonijah plans to seize his father’s throne, Nathan advises Bathsheba to remind David of his promise to name Solomon his successor. Supporting this reminder, Nathan is instructed to proclaim Solomon (1 Ki. 1:11-45). Nathan is best known for his fearless denunciation of David’s double sin against Uriah the Hittite, and the parable in which it was couched (2 Sa. 12).

2.    Relative of two of David’s warriors (2 Sa.

23:36; 1 Ch. 11:38). 3. Son of David, born in Jerusalem (2 Sa. 5:14). This line of descent is cited in Zc. 12:12 and in our Lord’s genealogy in Lk. 3:31. Either this Nathan or the prophet is referred to in 1 Ki. 4:5. 4. A man of Judah (1 Ch. 2:36). 5. One of Ezra’s companions to Jerusalem (Ezr. 8:16). 6. Son of Bani, who put away his foreign wife at Ezra’s instigation (Ezr. 10:39).    t.h.j.

NATHANAEL. The name means ‘gift of God’, and it occurs only in Jn. 1:45—51; 21:2. He seems to be one of the Twelve and he has been variously identified, especially with Bartholomew. The name Bartholomew is a patronymic, and its bearer would have another name too. Bartholomew is next to Philip in the lists of the Twelve in the Synoptics (Mt. 10:3; Mk. 3:18; Lk. 6:14). Some, with but little justification, have identified Nathanael with Matthew, Matthias, John, Simon the Cananaean or Stephen. Others, with even less justification, have denied his real existence.

He was from Cana in Galilee and he was brought by Philip to Jesus, sceptical about the pos-sibility of a Messiah from Nazareth. He was aston-ished that Jesus knew him already, having seen him under the fig tree. (This means a display of supernatural power, though the ‘fig tree’ may be sym-bolic of the study of the Law or of prosperity.) He confessed that Jesus was Son of God and King of Israel. This was the confession of an ‘Israelite indeed, in whom is no guile’, but it seems to limit the Messiahship to Israel. Christ promised him a greater vision, that of the Son of man as the link between heaven and all mankind (Jn. 1:45-51). He was one of those who saw Christ on his resurrec-tion appearance by the Sea of Tiberias (Jn. 21:2).

Bibliography. C. F. D. Moule, JTS N.S. 5, 1954, pp. 210f.    r.e.n.

NATIONS, TABLE OF. An account, recorded in Gn. 10, and with a few minor variations in 1 Ch.

1:5-23, of the deseendants of Noah by his three sons, *Shem, *Ham and ‘Japheth

I.    The Table

The table on p. 816 represents the relationships by placing the names of the deseendants of an individual below and to the right of the ancestor’s name.

II.    Position in Genesis

If Genesis is divided into sections by means of the recurring formula ‘these are the ‘generations (Heb. töl'döt) of . . the Table of Nations falls within the section Gn. 10:2-11:9, the formula oc-curring in Gn. 10:1 and 11:10. Different views are held as to whether these formulae constitute head-ings or colophons, but it does not affect the issue in the present case whether the Table of the Nations, together with the account of the tower of Babel, be regarded as part of the töl'döt, of the sons of Noah (if 10:1 is the heading) or of Shem (if 11:10 is the colophon).

III.    Arrangement

V. 32 summarizes the Table, stating that it gives the families (misp'höv, * Family, OT) of the sons or deseendants (b'ni) of Noah, according to their ge-

ncalogies (l'töl'döt; ‘Generation) in their nations (b'göyim), and from these (me'elleh, i.e. either the ‘families’ or the ‘nations’ making these up) the nations (göyim) spread abroad on the earth (’eres) after the Flood. While this verse forms a colophon to the Table as a whole, vv. 5, 20 and 31 form colophons to the subsections vv. 2-4, 6-19 and 21-30 which give the deseendants of Japheth, Ham and Shem respectively. Their general tendency is the same as v. 32, but they further state that their lists give the names ‘with reference to’ their families (misp'höt) and their languages (av ‘longues’, l'sönöt; Japheth’s colophon varies with ‘each with his own language’), and in their lands and their nations (göyim). In Japheth’s colophon these are presented in a different Order, and it is further stated that ‘from these the coastland peoples spread’. Many commentators consider that this phrase applies to the deseendants of Javan alone, since the designation ‘coastland peoples’ (av ‘isles’) is not appropriate to the other members of the group. It is further suggested on the basis of the analogous Statements in vv. 20 and 31 that the phrase ‘these are the sons of Japheth’ originally stood before ‘in their lands ...’ in v. 5, and in-advertently dropped out in transmission. This view is adopted in the rsv and may be correct.
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The Table of Nations, according to Gn 10. showing the deseendants of Noah’s sons. Shem, Ham and Japheth.


Within the three lineages the names are related to each other, either by the formula ‘these are the sons of (b'ne) . . .’ or . became the father of (av ‘begat’) (yälad) . . (‘Genealogy). The latter is not found in the list of Japheth’s descendants, but under Ham is used of Nimrod, and the descendants of Mizraim and of Canaan, and under Shem is used of the section from Shelah to Jobab, that is, all the descendants of Arpachshad. One exception to these two formulae is found in the Philistines who ‘came’ or ‘were begotten’ (yäsa) from Cas-luhim (v. 14). The regulär arrangement into three lists of names is modified by the insertion of other verses which give additional information, either in relating the names to each other, or in giving fur-ther information about individuals. The arrangement of the chapter may be summarized as follows: Heading (or colophon to previous section) (1) Japheth’s descendants (2-4)

Details concerning Javan (5a)

Colophon (5b)

Ham’s descendants (6-7, 13—18a)

Details concerning Nimrod (8-12) and Canaan (18b—19)

Colophon (20)

Shem’s descendants (22—29a)

Details concerning Shem (21), and Joktan (29b—30)

Colophon (31)

Colophon to whole (32)

The Order, in which Shem is given last, follows the usage of Genesis whereby the chosen line is treated after the collateral lines have been dis-cussed. The genealogy in Gn. 11 carries on the line through Peleg to Abraham.

IV. Contents

Many of the names in the Table have been connected with names of peoples or regions known in the ancient inscriptions, and there is sufficient agreement on a number of these to make possible a general idea of the scope of the three lists.

a. Preliminary consideration The names in the Table were probably the names of individuals, which came to be applied to the people descended from them, and in some cases to the territory inhabited by these people. It is important to note that such names could have different meanings at different points in history, so that the morphological identification of a name in Gn. 10 with one in the extra-biblical sources can be completely valid only if the two occurrences are exactly Contemporary. The changes in significance of names of this kind are due largely to movements of peoples, in drift, infiltration, conquest or migration.

There are three principal characteristics of a people which are sufficiently distinctive to form some nuance of their name. These are race or phys-ical type; language, which is one constituent of cul-ture; and the geographical area in which they live or the political unit in which they are organized. Racial features cannot change, but they can become so mixed or dominated through intermar-riage as to be indistinguishable. Language can change completely, that of a subordinate group being replaced by that of its rulers, in many cases permanently. Geographical habitat can be completely changed by migration. Since at times one, and at other times another, of these characteristics is uppermost in the significance of a name, lists in Gn. 10 are unlikely to have been drawn up on one System alone. Thus, for instance, the descendants of Shem cannot be expected all to have spoken one language, or even to have lived all in one area, or even to have belonged to one racial type, since intermarriage may have obscured this. That this could have taken place may be indicated by the presence of apparently duplicate names in more than one list, Asshur "(‘Assyria), Sheba, Havilah and Lud(im) under both Shem and Ham, and probably Meshek (Mash in Shem’s list; ‘Meshech) under Shem and Japheth. Though these may indicate names that are entirely distinct, it is possible that they represent points where a strong people has absorbed a weaker.

It is necessary to observe that names have been adopted from this chapter for certain specific uses in modern times. Thus in language study the terms ‘Semitic’ and ‘Hamitic’ are applied, the former to the group of languages including Heb., Aram., Akkad., Arab., etc., and the latter to the group of which (ancient) Egyp. is the chief. This is a usage of convenience, however, and does not mean that all the descendants of Shem spoke Semitic languages or all those of Ham Hamitic. Thus the entry of Elam under Shem, and Canaan under Ham, is not necessarily erroneous, even though Elamite was a non-Semitic and Canaanite was a Semitic tongue. In short, the names in Gn. 10 probably indicate now geographical, now lin-guistic, and now political entities, but not consist-ently any one alone.

b.    Japheth

In this list the following identifications receive general, though not universal, agreement: Gomer = Cimmerians; Ashkenaz = Scythians; Madai = Medes; Meshek .= Muski, peoples who entered the ancient Near East from the N steppe. Javan = Ioni-ans, and his descendants, including Elishah = Alasia (in Cyprus) and Dodanim [probably a cor-ruption for Rodanim; cf. 1. Ch. 1:7, rsv] = Rhodes, were probably a W group of the N peoples who passed through Ionia to the islands and coast-lands (’iyye, v. 5) of the Aegean and Mediter-ranean. Thus it appears that the descendants of Japheth were people who in the 2nd millennium were found in the regions to the N and NW of the Near East.

c.    Ham

Here the following identifications are accepted in general:    Cush = Ethiopia; Sheba = Saba

(in S Arabia); Dedan = Dedan (in N Arabia); Mizraim = Egypt; Ludim = Lydia (?); Philistines = Philistines; Caphtorim = Cretans; Put = Libya; Canaan = Canaan; Zidon = Sidon; Heth = Hittites; Amorite = Amorites; * Hivites = Hurrians; Hamathites = Hamathites.

Under * Nimrod an additional note is provided to the effect that the beginning of his kingdom was in *Shinar = Babylonia where he ruled in Babel = Babylon, Erech= Uruk, Accad = Agade, and * Calneh (possibly to be vocalized kullänä, ‘all of them’), the first three being important cities in S Mesopotamia, though the site of Agade is as yet unknown. From there he went to Asshur = Assyria (or ‘Asshur went forth’; cf. av) and built Nineveh, Rebohoth-ir, Calah = Kalfou, and Resen. Nineveh and Kalbu were Assyrian royal cities, but the other two names are unknown.

According to the Situation revealed in the extra-biblical inscriptions, the Statements that the in-habitants of Mesopotamia (Nimrod) came from Ethiopia, and that the Phiiistines and Cretans came from Egypt might appear to be erroneous, but the nature and origins of all the elements in the early population of Mesopotamia are still obscure, and Egypt’s early Connections with Crete and the Aegean area show the possibility of earlier un-recorded contacts. In general, the peoples to the S of the Near East are indicated in this list.

d. Sheni

In Shem’s list a few identifications are generally accepted: Elam = Elam (the SE part of the Meso-potamian plain); Asshur = Assur (or Assyria); Hazarmaveth = Hadramaut (in S Arabia); Sheba = Saba; Lud = Lydia (?); Aram = Aramaeans. These names suggest that the general area settled by the group stretched from Syria in the N, through Mesopotamia to Arabia.

V. Sources

The study of the ancient Near East gives some idea of the horizons of geographical knowledge of the 2nd millennium bc and earlier.

a.    Mesopotamia

In the 4th millennium bc the evidence of pre-historic archaeology shows that at times a common culture flourished over an area Stretching from the Persian Gulf to the Mediterranean. By about 3000 bc contacts through trade are attested with the Arabian peninsula, Anatolia, Iran and India. The cuneiform records take up the tale in the late 3rd and the 2nd millennia. Early rulers had business relations and other contacts with Iran, the Leba-non (‘Cedar Forest’), the Mediterranean (‘Upper Sea’), the Taurus (‘Silver Mountain’) and Anatolia (Burusfoatum) in the N, and in the S with Bahrain (Dilmun), where excavations have revealed a centre trading with Arabia and India. In the 18th Century bc a colony of Assyr. merchants maintained them-selves in Cappadocia (Kültepe), and from about this period a merchant’s itinerary from S Mesopotamia to this Station is known (JCS 7, 1953, pp. 51-72).

Movements in the 3rd millennium on the N steppe resulted in the arrival in the Near East during the early 2nd millennium of such peoples as the Kassites and later the rulers of Mitanni, who probably brought with them a knowledge of the N lands.

b.    Egypt

In pre-historic times the inhabitants of the lower Nile had trading contacts with the Red Sea, Nubia, Libya and perhaps other places in the Sahara, and during the early Dynasties in the 3rd millennium regulär expeditions were made to Sinai, and to Byblos on the Syrian coast. In the early 2nd millennium trade contacts with Cyprus, Cilicia and particularly Crete are attested by finds of objects at both ends. The Egyptians were given to listing names, and the Execration Texts of the 18th Century and the lists of ‘subject’ cities and peoples of the pharaohs of the 15th show a geographical knowledge of Palestine and Syria. In the 14th Century the archive of cuneiform tablets found at el-Amarna shows that one language (Akkadian) was used for diplomacy over the whole Near East and that a good knowledge of other areas was possible.

c. Literary criticism

It is believed by many scholars that the distinction between the b'ne and yälad formulae in the ar-rangement of the Table betrays composite author-ship. According to this, the main framework, making use of the bcne formula, is to be ascribed to the Priestly Code (P), and the parts introduced by yälad, together with other matter which gives additional Information on some names in the lists, is derived from the earlier less scientific Yahwistic document (J) which was woven into their framework by the more methodical Priestly writers. The resulting division is: P = la, 2-7, 20, 22-23, 31-32; J = lb, 8—19, 21, 24-30. This Variation can be just as well understood, however, as the licence of style, and in the light of the geographical knowledge of the 2nd millennium bc it is no longer necessary to assume a date of composition as late as the early monarchy (J) and the post-exilic period (P). Indeed, the absence of Persia from the list would be difficult to explain if the Table was largely com-piled and put into its final form by priests who owed their very return from exile to the tolerant policy of the Persians.

VI.    Scope

Apart from those theories which would set the Table down as late and unreliable, there are two main views as to its scope. Some maintain that this Table names the peoples of the whole world, others that it mentions only those peoples of the Near East with whom the Israelites were likely to come in contact. This depends largely upon the Word 'eres in v. 32. This is taken in evv in the sense of ‘‘earth’, but it is a term whose significance could vary from ‘the whole earth’ through ‘the known world’ to a limited ‘country’ according to the con-text. The general view which can be obtained from the commonly accepted identifications of names in the Table Supports the opinion that 'eres here means ‘the known world’; but the fact that many of the names in the Table are as yet unidentified shows that the other view cannot be completely ruled out. To accept the former view does not imply that others besides Noah survived the flood, for, while the implication of Gn. 9:19 is that the earth was peopled by the descendants of Noah’s three sons (‘Noah, d), the Table does not claim to name all of them.

VII.    Authorship and datc

The facts mentioned above show that the contents of the Table would not necessarily have been beyond the knowledge of a person educated in the Egyp. schools of the 15th or 14th Century. Those who argue for a post-Mosaic date do so largely on the basis of the fact that such peoples as the Cim-merians, Scythians, Medes and perhaps Muski do not appear in the written documents until the Ist millennium and on the basis of this a date in the early Ist millennium is postulated. These peoples must, however, have existed as tribes or larger groups before they are mentioned in the extant records, and it is possible that such earlier invaders as the Kassites and the rulers of Mitanni, who had had contacts with the more N tribes, might have preserved a knowledge of them. It is also commonly held that the * Phiiistines (v. 14) did not appear in the biblical world until the 12th Century, but various considerations point to the possibility of earlier contacts with these people. Likewise the

S Arabian peoples mentioned in the Table, who do not appear in the written records until the Ist mil-lennium, must have existed as tribes before then.

In brief, therefore, though there are some dif-ficulties in the view, it is not impossible that the Table of Nations could have been compiled in the 13th Century bc, perhaps by Moses.

Bibliography. W. F. Albright, Recenl Discover-ies in Bible Lands, 1955, pp. 70-72; W. Brandenstein. ‘Bemerkungen zur Völkertafel der Genesis’, Festschrift. . . Debrunner, 1954, pp. 57-83; G. Hölscher, Drei Erdkarten . . . ., 1949, ch. 5; J. Simons, The Table of Nations (Gen. 10): Its General Struc-ture and Meaning’, OTS 10, 1954, pp. 155-184; D. J. Wiseman, ‘Genesis 10: Some Archaeological Considerations’, JTVI 87, 1955, pp. 14-24, 113-118 and POTT, pp. xv-xxi; E. A. Speiser, Genesis, 1964, pp. 64-73; most of the earlier views are dis-cussed in S. R. Driver, The Book of Genesis'1, 1926, pp. xxvi-xxvii, 112-132; G. R. Driver, ibid., pp. 444^147; J. Skinner, Genesis1930, pp. 196-207.

T.c.M.

tween physis, the normal growth of a plant, and the results of grafting. Every Order of beings has its own physis, Jas. 3:7 (cf. rv mg.); it is even pos-sible to speak of the distinctive physis of God (2 Pet. 1:4), though no process of growth is conceiv-able within the divine Being itself.

The precise meaning of physis, physikos, is often determined by that with which physis is con-trasted. Thus it may be regarded as characteristic of brüte beasts as opposed to humanity (2 Pet. 2:12; Jude 10) or to be contrasted with that which is commonly but falsely believed (Gal. 4:8, Moffatt—‘gods who are teaWy', physei, ‘no gods at all’; cf 1 Cor. 8:5).

Of special importance are the Pauline uses of physis in contrast with (i) the perversions of Gen-tile society, (ii) the free grace of God in Christ and its consequences in man’s life.

The former use is found in Rom. 1:26-27; sexual perversion is there viewed as a departure from the norm recognized by ‘natural’ man. The same idea is probably present in 1 Cor. 11:14, though here physis could have a reference to its primary sense ‘the process of growth’ and physiological facts about the length of uncut hair.

physis as distinguished from grace gives the Jew a place of comparative privilege (Gal. 2:15); it marks him off from the Gentile outside the coven-ant (Rom. 11:21, 24), though it does not of itself save. On the other hand, the Gentile, despiite his not having the sign of the covenant and being, ek physeös, uncircumcised, is sometimes able physei to do the works demanded by the law (Rom. 2:14,27). Over against all privilege or good works, however, Stands the fact that all men are physei children of wrath (Eph. 2:3). Thus physis, physikos, in these passages refer to all that belongs to the state of the world, Jewish and Gentile, apart from God’s gracious act in Christ.    m.h.c.

NAZARENE. According to Mk., the designation Nazarenos was applied to our Lord by demons (1:24), the crowd (10:47), a domestic (14:67), and the messenger of the resurrection (16:6). It is used also in Lk. 4:34 (= Mk. 1:24) and Lk. 24:19 (the Emmaus disciples). But Mt., Lk. and Jn. normally employ Nazöraios (Mt. 26:71; Lk. 18:37; Jn. 18:5fT.; 19:19; Acts 2:22; 3:6; 4:10; 6:14; 22:8; 26:9). Both terms are translated in av and rsv as ‘of Nazareth’. Nazöraios, ‘Nazarene’, is applied also to Jesus in Mt. 2:23, and occurs as a populär designation of the Christian ‘sect’ in Acts 24:5. This is maintained in Jewish use (cf. the oldest Palestinian form of the Shemoneh 'Esreh, where at about ad 100 execration is pronounced on the nosrim) and in Arabic, apparently as a general designation for Christians (cf. R. Bell, The Origin of Islam in its Christian Environment, 1926, pp. 147ff). The Christian Fathers knew of Jewish-Christian groups who called themselves ‘Nazarenes’ (Jerome, De vir. ill. 2-3, Ep ist. 20. 2) or ‘Nazorenes’ (Epiphanius, Haer. 29. 7, 9), and Epiphanius—never too reliable on such matters—mentions an aberrant Jewish sect, the Nasarenes (Haer. 1. 18).

In the NT the title is never applied to our Lord without the name ‘Jesus’, and to identify a man by his place of origin (e.g. John of Gischala) was a common Jewish practice. Linguistic objections have been raised, however, against deriving Nazarenos, still more Nazöraios, from ‘Nazareth’, even issuing in a Suggestion that Nazareth was created out of a misunderstanding of the title Nazorean (cf. E. Nestle, ExpT 19, 1907-8, pp. 523f.). These objections have been faithlully dealt with by G. F. Moore, but are still sometimes raised.

The allusion to Nazöraios as a title given to the Messiah in prophecy (Mt. 2:23) has been fre-quently taken as a reference to the ‘Branch’ (neser) of Is. 11:1 and similar passages, or to the Nazirite (näzir, cf. Jdg. 13:7) in his character as God’s holy one (näzir is used non-technically, and was perhaps interpreted Messianically, in Gn. 49:26; Dt. 33:16; see H. Smith, JTS 28, 1926, p. 60). Another andern Suggestion (Jerome, in loc.) is that Mt. alludes to the passages which speak of the Messiah as des-pised (cf. Jn. 1:46). At all events the different quotation formula in Mt. 2:23 from that in, e.g., Mt. 1:22; 2:15, 17, suggests that a prophetic theme, not a specific prediction, is in mind.

The fact that the Mandaean Manichaean-Gnostic sect call themselves Nasorayya has at-tracted attention. Moore has sufficiently disposed of the ‘evidence’ for a pre-Christian ‘Nazarene’ cult adapted to a Jewish milieu, but M. Black ac-cepts Lidzbarski’s derivation of Nasorayya from näsar, ‘to guard’ (sc. the tradition), and points to the Mandaean claim to preserve the rites of John the Baptist. Rejecting on linguistic grounds any Connection of Nazöraios with either neser or näzir, he suggests the suitability of ‘Nazarenes’ as a title for the followers of John, that it is preserved by the Mandaeans and perhaps Epiphanius, and became applied to the ‘Jesus-movement’ which arose in the wake of John’s. Ingenious as this is, it is perhaps over-subtle. It may be that word-play between neser or näzir or both and the name ‘Nazareth’ is all that is involved; and it is noteworthy that the Syriac versions, doubtless reflecting Aram. speech, spell Nazareth with s not z. A different parono-masia is used in the Qur’an (Sura 3. 45; 11. 14), and yet another derivation has appeared in the Cheno-boskion Gospel of Philip, Log. 47.
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NAZARETH. A town of Galilee where Joseph and Mary lived, and the home of Jesus for about 30 years until he was rejected (Lk. 2:39; 4:16, 28-31). He was therefore called Jesus of Nazareth. It is not mentioned in the OT, the Apocrypha, by Josephus, or in the Talmud. (The earliest Jewish reference to it is in a Hebrew inscription excavated at Caesarea in 1962, which mentions it as one of the places in Galilee to which members of the twenty-four priestly courses emigrated after the foundation of Aelia Capitolina in ad 135.) The reason for this was first geographical and later theological. Lower Galilee remained outside the main stream of Israelite life until NT times, when Rom. rule first brought security. Even then Sepphoris was the chief town of the area, a little to the N of Nazareth. But Nazareth lay close enough to sev-eral main trade-routes for easy contact with the outside world, while at the same time her Position as a frontier-town on the S border of Zebu-lun overlooking the Esdraelon plain produced a certain aloofness. It was this independence of Outlook in Lower Galilee which led to the scorn in which Nazareth was held by strict Jews (Jn. 1:46).

Nazareth is situated in a high valley among the most S limestone hills of the Lebanon ränge; it runs approximately from SSW to NNE. To the S there is a sharp drop down to the plain of Esdraelon. The base of the valley is 370 m above sea-level. Steep hills rise up on the N and E sides, while on the W side they reach up to 500 m and com-mand an impressive view. Major roads from Jerusalem and Egypt debouched into the Esdraelon plain in the S; Caravans from Gilead crossed the Jordan fords and passed below; the main road from Ptolemais to the Decapolis and the N, along which the Rom. legions travelled, passed a few kms above Nazareth. Such a location may have given rise to the name, which is possibly derived from the Aramaic näfrat, ‘watch-tower’. Another sug-gested derivation is from the Heb. neser, ‘shoot’, advocated in Eusebius’ Onomasticon and by Jerome (Epist. 46, Ad Marcellam). The mild cli-mate in the valley causes wild flowers and fruit to flourish.

To judge by the rock-tombs, the early town was higher up the W hill than the present Nazareth. There are two possible water-supplies. The first, which is the larger, lies in the valley and has been called ‘Mary’s Well’ since ad 1100, but there is no trace of early dwellings near by. The second is a very small fountain, called ‘the New Well’, in an angle formed by a projection of the W hill; the Byzantine church and town lay closer to this. The steep scarp of Jebel Qafsa, overlooking the plain, is traditionally but erroneously called ‘the Mount of Precipitation’, since this was not the hill ‘on which their city was built’ (Lk. 4:29).
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NAZIRITE (Heb. näzir, from näzar, ‘to separate, consecrate, abstain’; cf. nezer, ‘a diadem’, the ‘crown of God’, sometimes identified with the Na-zirite’s uncut hair). In Israel the Nazirite was one who separated himself from others by consecration to Yahweh with a special vow.

The origin of the practice is pre-Mosaic and ob-scure. Semites and other primitive peoples often left the hair uncut during some undertaking calling for divine help, and thereafter consecrated the hair (cf. modern echoes of this among Arab tribes in A. Lods, Israel, 1932, p. 305; see also Jdg. 5:2).

I. Legislation in Numbers 6

Although chronologically not the first biblical reference to the subject, the rules for the Nazirite outlined in Nu. 6 provide the füllest and most convenient basis for discussion. The legislation has three sections.

a. Prohibitions

(i) The Nazirite had to abstain from wine and in-toxicating drinks, vinegar and raisins. This may have been aimed at safeguarding the integrity and holiness of the Nazirite from possession by a spirit other than that of Yahweh (cf. Pr. 20:1). Like an officiating priest, the Nazirite renounced wine so as the more worthily to approach God. R. Kittel, however, sees in the abstention a protest against Canaanite culture, and a desire to return to nomadic customs (Geschichte des Volkes Israel6, 2, 1925. p. 250).

(ii)    He must not cut his hair during the time of consecration (cf näzir = ‘unpruned vine’, Lv. 25:5, 11). The hair was regarded as the seat of life, ‘the favourite abode of spirits and magical influences’, to be kept in its natural state until its burning ensured its disappearance without fear of profanation.

(iii)    He must not go near a dead body, even that of his nearest relation, a prohibition which applied also in the case of the high priest.

b Violation

If the last-named rule were inadvertently broken, the Nazirite had to undergo closely-detailed purifi-catory rites, and to begin all over again. 1t is notable, however, that the terms of the Nazirite vow did not preclude the carrying out of other do-mestic and social duties.

c. Completion

At the end of his vow the Nazirite had to offer various prescribed sacrifices, and thereafter cut his hair and burn it on the altar. After certain ritual acts by the priest, the Nazirite was freed from his

vow.

The distinctive features of the original Nazirate were a complete consecration to Yahweh, in which the body, not regarded merely as something to be restrained, was enlisted into holy Service; an exten-sion to the layman of a holiness usually associated only with the priest; and an individualistic char-acter in conlrast to groups such as * Rechabites.

II.    Problems concerning the Nazirate

lt is clear from the provisions in c. above that the Nazirate was for a fixed term only. But against that, and pre-dating the above legislation (for the dating of which, “Numbers, Book of), there are instances during the pre-exilic era of parents dedi-cating children to be Nazirites all their lives. There is, for example, the consecration of Samuel (I Sa. 1:11), who is not called a Nazirite in MT (but in a Qumran text, 4Q Sam“, 1 Sa. 1:22 ends with the words, ‘a Nazirite for ever all the days of his life’). There is also the express Nazirate of Samson (Jdg.

13), elementsof whose story maydate from the 10th Century bc. That Samuel and Samson were Nazirites has been questioned (see G. B. Gray, Numbers, ICC, 1903, pp. 59-60). The Samson narrative con-spicuously does not give the impression that he abstained from wine! It may be that the term ‘Nazirite’ was loosely applied to one devoted to Yahweh.

Absalom, moreover, has often been regarded as a type of perpetual Nazirite (for the cutting of the hair of such, see G. B. Gray, ‘The Nazirite’, JTS 1, 1900, p. 206). Arnos, in whose day Nazirites appear to have been numerous, clearly speaks of Nazirites whom the people seek to deflect from their abstin-ence (2:11-12). During the whole pre-exilic period it is difficult to find direct evidence of temporary Nazirites.

III.    Later developments

From the time of the Exile the Nazirate seems to have been for a fixed term only. Extraneous elem-ents crept in, and no longer was the motive for taking the vow exclusively one of penitence and devotion. On occasion it was practised in order to gain certain favours from Yahweh (cf. Jos., BJ 2. 313, where Bernice undertakes a 30 days’ vow), as a meritorious ritual activity, or even for a bet (Mishnah, Nazir 5. 5ff.). Wealthy Jews often fi-nanced the final sacrifice; Herod Agrippa I is said to have done so (Jos., Am. 19. 293), and Paul was persuaded to perform this Service for four mem-bers of the church of Jerusalem (Acts 21:23ff.; cf. 18:18 for Paul’s personal undertaking of a Nazirite vow). Casuistry was inevitably introduced, and a special tractate of the Mishnah (Nazir) fixed the minimum duration of the Nazirate at 30 days.

From the references in Josephus it appears that Nazirites were a common feature of the Contemporary scene. For the Suggestion that John the Baptist and James the Lord’s brother were Nazirites, and for the whole subject, see G. B. Gray, JTS, arl. cit.    j.d.d.

NEAPOLIS (the ‘new city’). A town, mod. Kav-alla, in Macedonia which served as the port of Philippi, 16 km inland. Originally thought to have been called Daton, it occupied a position on a neck of land between two bays, which gave it a useful harbour on both. Paul arrived here from Troas on his second missionary journey (Acts 16:11), after receiving his call to Macedonia. He may have visit-ed it on his third journey also.    j.h.p.

NEBAIOTH. The eldest son of Ishmael (Gn. 25:13; 28:9; 36:3; 1 Ch. 1:29). His descendants, an Arabian tribe mentioned in conjunction with Kedar in Is. 60:7 (the two are also named together in Assyr. records), are possibly to be identified with the later “Nabataeans (see JSS 18, 1973, pp. 1-16).

J.D.D.

NEBAT. A name which occurs only in the phrase ‘Jeroboam the son of Nebat’ (1 Ki. 11:26, etc), apparently to distinguish Jeroboam I from the later son of Joash.    j.d.d.

NEBO (Heb. n'bö). 1. The Bab. deity Nabü, son of Bel (Marduk), and thus descriptive of the power of Babylon itself (Is. 46:1). The name occurs as part of such appellatives as Nebuchadrezzar and per-haps “Abednego. Nabü was considered the god of learning and thus of writing, astronomy and all Science. His symbol was a wedge upon a pole, sig-nifying either the cuneiform script or a sighting instrument used in astronomy. He was the Principal deity of Borsippa (12 km SSW of Babylon), but a temple Ezida (‘the House of Knowledge’) was dedicated to him in each of the larger cities of Babylonia and Assyria.

2. The (abbreviated?) name of the ancestor of Jews who married foreign women and thus in-curred Ezra’s displeasure (Ezr. 10:43). d.j.w.

NEBO. 1. Mt Nebo, from which Moses viewed the Promised Land, a prominent headland of the Transjordan plateau ränge, “Abarim, with which it is sometimes equated (Dt. 32:49; 34:1). Usually identified with Jebel en Neba, some 16 km E of the N end of the Dead Sea. It commands extensive views from Mt Hermon to the Dead Sea. Jebel Osha, about 45 km further N, is preferred by local Muslim tradition and some scholars (see G. T. Manley, The Book of the Law, 1957, pp. 163f.), but is outside the land of Moab. The original border was near Wadi Hesban (Nu. 21:26fT.; the * Moabite Stone also implies Jebel en Neba). (‘Abarim, ‘Pisgah.)

2.    A town in Moab (Nu. 32:3, 38; Is. 15:2), pos-sibly Khirbet Ayn Musa or Khirbet el Mukkayet near Jebel en Musa. Taken by Mesha of Moab c.

830 bc.

3.    A town in Judah (Ezr. 2:29; Ne. 7:33).

G.G.G.

NEBUCHADREZZAR, NEBUCHADNEZZAR.

The king of Babylon (605-562 bc) frequently named by the prophets Jeremiah, Ezekiel and Daniel, and in the history of the last days of Judah. Hisnamein Heb. (n'bükadre'ssar) transliter-ates the Bab. Nabü-kudurri-usur, meaning perhaps ‘Nabü has protected the succession-rights’. The alternative Heb. rendering (n'bükadne'ssar\ cf. Gk. Nabochodonosor) is a not improper form of the name (ZA 65, 1975, pp. 227-230).

According to the Bab. Chronicle this son of the founder of the Chaldean dynasty, Nabopolassar, first commanded the Bab. army as ‘crown-prince’ in the fighting in N Assyria in 606 bc. In the fol-lowing year he defeated Neco II and the Egyptians at Carchemish and Hamath (2 Ki. 23:29f; 2 Ch. 35:20fT; Je. 46:2). ‘At this time he conquered the whole of Hatti’ (i.e. Syria and Palestine, so Bab. Chronicle; 2 Ki. 24:7; Jos., Ant. 10. 86). Daniel was among hostages taken front Judah (Dn. 1:1), where Jehoiakim was in his 4th regnal year (Je. 36:1). While in the field Nebuchadrezzar heard of his father’s death and rode across the desert to Claim the Bab. throne, which he ascended on 6 September 605 bc.

In the following year, the first of his reign, Nebuchadrezzar received tribute in Syria from the kings of Damascus, Tyre and Sidon and others, including Jehoiakim, who was to remain his faith-ful vassal for only 3 years (2 Ki. 24:1; Je. 25:1). Ashkelon refused and was sacked. In the campaign of 601 bc the Babylonians were defeated by Egypt, whereupon Jehoiakim transferred his loyalty, des-pite the warnings of Jeremiah (27:9-11), to the Victors. When his army had been re-equipped Nebuchadrezzar raided the Arab tribes of Qedar and E Jordan in 599/8 bc, as predicted by the same prophet (Je. 49:28-33), in preparation for sub-sequent reprisals on Jehoiakim and Judah (2 Ch. 36:6). Thus in his 7th year Nebuchadrezzar ‘marched to Palestine and besieged the city of Judah which he captured on the second day of the month Adar’ (= 16 March 597 bc). He then ‘seized its king and appointed a king of his own choice, having received heavy tribute which he sent back to Babylon’ (Bab. Chronicle B.M. 21946). This cap-ture of Jerusalem and its king Jehoiachin (Jehoi-akim’s son and successor), the choice of Mattaniah-Zedekiah as his successor, and the taking of booty and prisoners, form the subject of the history recorded in 2 Ki. 24:10-17. Nebuchadrezzar removed the temple vessels to the temple of Bel-Marduk in Babylon (2 Ch. 36:7; 2 Ki. 24:13; Ezr. 6:5). The Judaean captives were marched off about April 597, ‘in the spring of the year’ (2 Ch. 36:10), which marked the beginning of his 8th regnal year (2 Ki. 24:12). Jehoiachin and other Jewish captives are named in inscriptions from Babylon dated in the years of this Bab. king (ANET, p. 308; DOTT. pp. 83-86).

In 596 bc Nebuchadrezzar fought with Elam (so also Je. 49:34), and in the next year mastered a rebellion in his own country. Thereafter Bab. his-torical texts are wanting, but in his 17th—19th years he campaigned again in the W. From his head-quarters at Riblah he directed the operations which led to the sack of Jerusalem in 587 bc and the capture of the rebel Zedekiah (Je. 39:5-6; ch. 52). For a time the siege was raised when Apries, the successor of Neco II of Egypt, invaded Phoe-nicia and Gaza (Je. 47:1). In Nebuchadrezzar’s 23rd year (582) a further deportation of Judaeans to Babylon was ordered (Je. 52:30). About this time also the 13-year siege of ‘Tyre was undertaken (Ezk. 26:7).

A fragmentary Bab. text teils of Nebuchadrezzar’s invasion of Egypt in 568/7 bc (cf. Je. 43:8-13). Since little is yet known of the last 30 years of his reign, there is no corroboration of his madness which occurred for 7 months (or Times’) as recorded in Dn. 4:23-33. With the aid of his wife Amytis, he undertook the rebuilding and embel-lishment of his Capital Babylon. A religious man, he rebuilt the temples of Marduk and Nabu with many shrines in ‘Babylon and provided regulär offerings and garments for the divine statues (cf. the golden image of Dn. 3:1). He also restored temples in Sippar, Marad and Borsippa and boast-ed of his achievements, especially in the two de-fence walls. the gateway of Ishtar, the ziggurat and the sacred processional way through his own city, which he provided with new canals (Dn. 4:30). Some of his architectural works were classed among the seven wonders of the world. Herodotus calls both Nebuchadrezzar and Nabonidus (556— 539) by the name of Labynetus. Nebuchadrezzar died in August-September 562 bc and was suc-ceeded by his son Amel-Marduk (*Evil-merodach).

Bibliography. D. J. Wiseman, Cbronicles of Chaldaean Kings, 1956; Nebuchadrezzar and Babylon, 1985.    d.j.w.

NECK. I. Heb. ’örep is used of the neck, or back of the neck; it is also translated ‘back’, when used of enemies turning their back in flight (e.g. Ex. 23:27). It is used of similar ideas in respect of conflict (Gn. 49:8; Jb. 16:12), and also in the descriptive meta-phor of the hardened or stiffnecked, meaning obstinate or rebellious (Dt. 31:27; 2 Ki. 17:14; Is. 48:4).

2.    Heb. gärön is also used, meaning the front of the neck (Is. 3:16; Ezk. 16:11), or throat (Ps. 5:9; Je. 2:25), and so voice (Is. 58:1, ‘cry aloud’, lit. ‘with your throat’).

3.    The commonest Heb. word is sawwä'r, used of the neck generally; bearing a yoke, symbolizing servitude (Gn. 27:40; Je. 30:8); wearing a necklace (Gn. 41:42); of falling on a person’s neck in em-brace (Gn. 33:4), or of the neck placed under the ‘footof aconqueror (Jos. 10:24).

4.    Gk. trachelos is used of embrace (Lk. 15:20), of being under a yoke (Acts 15:10), or of wearing a millstone, a large flat stone with a hole in the centre, to weigh the body down (Mt. 18:6). Paul also speaks of risking the neck in respect of the custom of beheading (Rom. 16:4). From trachelos comes the verb trachelizö, ‘to expose the neck or throat’, used in the perfect participle passive in Heb. 4:13 in the sense of Maid bare’.

BOB.

NECO, NECHO. Egyp. Ni-k’w, Gk. Nechao. Pharaoh of Egypt c. 610-595 bc, and son and suc-cessor of Psammetichus I, the founder of the 26th Dynasty. In 609 bc, following his father’s policy of maintaining a balance of power in W Asia (* Egypt. History), Neco II marched into Syria to assist Assur-uballi! II, last king of Assyria, against Babylon. But Josiah of Judah forced a battle with Neco at Megiddo; this delay of Egyp. help for the Assyrians sealed their fate at the cost of Josiah’s own life (2 Ki. 23:29; 2 Ch. 35:20-24). On his return S, Neco deposed and deported Josiah’s son Jehoahaz and appointed instead another son, Jehoiakim, as vassal-king in Jerusalem, which was obliged to pay tribute to Egypt (2 Ki. 23:31— 35; 2 Ch. 36:1-4). Egypt claimed Palestine as her share of the former Assyr. empire, but in the battle of Carchemish, in May/June 605 bc, Nebucha-drezzar stormed that Egyp. outpost and pursued the remnants of the Egyp. forces through Syria as they scurried home to Egypt; Judah thus exchanged an Egyp. for a Bab. master (2 Ki. 24:1, 7).

Neco wisely desisted from any further Palestin-ian adventures. But the Bab. Chronicle shows that in 601 bc Nebuchadrezzar marched against Egypt; Neco met him in open battle, and both sides suf-fered heavy losses. Nebuchadrezzar therefore had to spend the next year at home in Babylon to refit his army. This Egyp. rebuff for the Babylonians perhaps tempted Jehoiakim to revolt against Babylon as recorded in 2 Ki. 24:1, but no help came from neutral Egypt.

At home, Neco II followed his father’s policy of fostering Egypt’s internal unity and prosperity, granting trading-concessions to Gk. merchants to this end. He undertook the cutting of a canal from the Nile to the Red Sea, completed by Darius the Persian, and sent out a Phoenician fleet that cir-cumnavigated Africa as recorded by Herodotus (4. 42), whose scepticism of this achievement is re-futed by its cause, namely, that the voyagers re-ported that the sun eventually rose on their right hand.

Bibliography. For Neco, see Drioton and Vandier, L'Egypte, Coli. Clio, 1952; H. De Meule-naere, Herodotos over de 26sle Dynastie, 1951. For his conflicts with Babylon, see D. J. Wiseman, Chronicles of Chaldaean Kings (626-556 bc), 1956.

C.D.W.

NEGEB. Heb. negeb, ‘the dry’, refers to the S lands of Palestine. Misconceptions arise from its transla-tion as ‘the South’ in both av and rv, where some forty passages have described it inaccurately in this way. An indefinite region, it covers c. 1,200,000 hectares (4,520 sq. mls) or nearly half the area of modern Israel. The N boundary may be drawn conveniently S of the Gaza-Beersheba road, roughly the 20 cm-mean annual isohyet, then due E of Beersheba to the Dead Sea through Ras ez-Zuweira. The S boundary which merged tradition-ally into the highlands of the Sinai Peninsula is now drawn politically S of the Wadi el-Arish to the head of the Gulf of Aqabah at Eilat. The Wadi Arabah, now the political frontier with Jordan, is overlooked to the E by the Arabah escarpment, the traditional boundary. For the description of the geographical features to the Negeb, see * Palestine.

Mention of the Negeb is almost entirely con-fined to pre-exilic times, apart from allusions in Zc. 7:7 and Ob. 20. Five districts in the N Negeb are referred to: the Negeb of Judah, of the Jerahmeel-ites, of the Kenites (1 Sa. 27:10), of the Chere-thites and of Caleb (1 Sa. 30:14). These occupied the grazing and agricultural lands between Beersheba and Bir Rikhmeh and the W slopes of the central highlands of Khurashe-Kurnub. This dis-trict was settled by the Amalekites (Nu. 13:29), the ruins of whose fortified sites are still seen between Teil Arad (Nu. 21:1; 33:40), 32 km E of Beersheba and Teil Jemmeh or Gerar (Gn. 20:1; 26:1). At the Exodus the spies had been awed by their defences (Nu. 13:17-20, 27-29), which lasted until the early 6th Century bc, when they were probably destroyed finally by the Babylonians (Je. 13:19; 33:13). The sites of the twenty-nine cities and their villages in the Negeb (Jos. 15:21—32) are unknown, only Beersheba (‘well of seven’, or ‘well of oath’, Gn. 21:30), Arad, Khirbet Ar'areh or Aroer (1 Sa. 30:28). Fein or Penon (Nu. 33:42), and Teil el-Kheleifeh or Ezion-geber, having been identified.

The Strategie and economic importance of the Negeb has been significant. The ‘Way of Shur’ crossed it from central Sinai NE to Judaea (Gn. 16:7; 20:1; 25:18; Ex. 15:22; Nu. 33:8), a route followed by the Patriarchs (Gn. 24:62; 26:22), by Hadad the Edomite (1 Ki. 11:14, 17, 21-22), and probably the escape route used by Jeremiah (43:6—12) and later by Joseph and Mary (Mt. 2:13-15). The route was dictated by the zone of settled land where well-water is significant, hence the frequent references to its wells (e.g. Gn. 24:15-20; Jos. 15:18-19; Jdg. 1:14-15). Uzziah reinforced the defence of Jerusalem by establish-ing cultivation and defensive Settlements in his exposed S flank of the N Negeb (2 Ch. 26:10). It seems clear from the history of the Near East that the Negeb was a convenient vaeuum for resettlement whenever population pressure forced out migrants from the Fertile Crescent. Also significant was the location of copper ores in the E Negeb and its trade in the Arabah. Control of this industry explains the Amalekite and Edomite wars of Saul (1 Sa. 14:47f.) and the subsequent victories of David over the Edomites (1 Ki. 11:15f). It also explains the creation by Solomon of the port of Ezion-geber, and, when it was silt-ed up, the creation of a new port at Elath by Uzziah (1 Ki. 9:26; 22:48; 2 Ki. 14:22). The abid-ing hatred of the Edomites is explained by the struggles to control this trade (cf. Ezk. 25:12 and the book of Obadiah).

Between the 4th Century bc and the beginning of the 2nd Century ad, when the Nabataeans finally disappeared, these Semitic people of S Arabian origin created a brilliant civilization of small hy-draulic works in the Negeb. Deployed across the Strategie trade routes between Arabia and the Fertile Crescent, they waxed rieh on the spiee and in-cense trade of Arabia, and other exotic goods from Somaliland and India. Later, in the Christian era, the Negeb became a stronghold of Christianity. Glueck has identified some 300 early Christian Byzantine sites in the Negeb, dating from the 5th and 6th centuries ad.

Bibliography. For the occupation of the Negeb at various archaeological periods, see *Archaeo-logy; Y. Aharoni, IEJ 8, 1958, pp. 26ff.; 10, 1960, pp. 23fr, 97fL; N. Glueck, Rivers in the Deserl,
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The Negeb.

1959; idem, Deities and Dolphins (The story of the Nabataeans), 1966; C. L. Woolley and T. E. Lawrence, The Wilderness of Zin, 1936. j.m.h.

NEHELAM. Family name or place of origin of Shemaiah, a false prophet who withstood Jeremiah (Je. 29:24, 31 f.). The name is otherwise unknown.

V. 24 Avmg. renders the word as ‘dreamer’, thus implying some connection with Heb. hälam, ‘to dream’. M. F. Unger suggests a punning allusion to the dreams of the false prophets. j.d.d.

NEHEMIAH. Our only knowledge of Nehemiah comes from the book that bears his name. He was cupbearer to the Persian king, Artaxerxes 1 (465-424 bc). This was a privileged position. Since there is no mention of his wife, it is likely that he was a eunuch. On receiving news of the desolate state of Jerusalem (probably the result of the events of Ezr. 4:7-23), he obtained permission to go to his own country, and was appointed governor. In spite of intense Opposition (*Sanballat, *Tobiah), he and the Jews rebuilt the walls of Jerusalem in 52 days. He and the other Jews then called on Ezra to read the Law, and pledged themselves to observe its commands. Düring his absence in Persia, some of the abuses that he had put down reappeared, and on his return he had to carry out fresh reforms. His personal memoirs occupy a large part of the book of Nehemiah, and they reveal him as a man of prayer, action and devotion to duty.

For dating his movements we have the following references:

2:1. His appointment as governor in 445 bc.

5:14; 13:6. His return to Persia in 433 bc.

13:7. His return to Jerusalem ‘after certain days’ (av).

The Suggestion in 2:6 is that his first appointment was short, and he may have returned to Persia for a brief time between 445 and 433 bc. Since his absence from Jerusalem in 13:6 was long enough for considerable abuses to arise, and for the Levites to be driven out to work in the fields, we must con-clude that the ‘certain days’ were at least 18 months, and possibly more.    r.s.w.

1

NATURE. There are few words more dangerously ambiguous than ‘nature’. It is impossible here to distinguish carefully all its various uses; the follow-ing analysis deals only with the words translated ‘nature’, ‘natural’, ‘naturally’ in av and rsv. It is significant that even these spring from four distinct roots, one Heb. and three Gk.

1.    The Heb. word leah, rendered ‘natural force’ at Dt. 34:7, has the root idea of ‘freshness’, ‘moist-ness’, and so of the vigour usually associated with the suppleness of youth.

2.    The Gk. adverb gnesiös and the noun genesis stem from a root indicating ‘birth’, ‘coming into being’. The former, although rendered ‘naturally’ in av, Phil. 2:20, had lost its etymological sense in Hellenistic Greek and is better translated ‘genu-inely’ (as rsv), ‘sincerely’ (cf. MM s. v. for the his-tory of this change in meaning). The noun genesis occurs in the genitive case in Jas. 1:23; 3:6. In the first case rsv renders the genitive by ‘natural’, in the second ‘of nature’. The idea is that of the suc-cessive birth, decay and new birth characteristic of the world around us. A man sees in a mirror the face which has come to be what it is through this process (1:23): 3:6 further brings out the sense of continuous process with the phrase ‘the wheel’ or ‘course’ of the changing world. There is abundant evidence in Philo for the contrast between genesis, the changing scene around us, and the eternity of God.

3.    The word translated ‘natural’ in 1 Cor. 2:14; 15:44,46 (av) is the Greekpsychikos. This adjective is used in the NT to refer to that which belongs to psyche, not in the most general sense of ‘life’, ‘soul’, but as it is distinguished from pneuma. psyche in this sense is the life of Sensation, emo-tion, intellect apart from all conscious contact with God. The natural body of 1 Cor. 15 is a body which answers to the needs of this lower psyche', similarly, the spiritual body, otherwise undefined, will be a body not necessarily ‘composed of spirit’ but a fit ‘vehicle’, as it were, for the functioning of the spirit.

4.    The words most frequently translated ‘nature’, ‘natural’, are physis and physikos. The basic meaning of physis is ‘the process of growth’ and hence that which comes into being by such a process; cf. Rom. 11:21, 24 for the distinction be


NEHEMIAH, BOOK OF.

I.    Outline of contents

a.    Nehemiah ’s mission (1:1 -7:7 3a)

i. Nehemiah hears news from Jerusalem (1:1-11).

ii.    He receives permission to visit Jerusalem

(2:1-8).

iii.    He arrives in Jerusalem, and makes plans to rebuild the walls (2:9-20).

iv.    The list of wall-builders, with their allotted sections of wall (3:1-22).

v.    Opposition from the Samaritans (4:1-23).

vi.    Economic difficulties and Nehemiah’s Solution (5:1-13).

vii.    Nehemiah’s behaviour as governor (5:14-19).

viii.    The wall is completed, in spite of plots against Nehemiah (6:1-19).

ix.    Preparations for the re-peopling of Jerusalem

(7:1-73a).

b.    Ezras work (continued from Ezr. 7-10) (7:73b— 9:37)

i. Ezra’s reading of the law (7:73b—8:12).

ii.    Celebration of the festival of booths (8:13-18).

iii.    A day of repentance and its penitential psalm

(9:1-37).

c.    Nehemiah's Community (9:38-13:31)

i. The pledge of reform (9:38-10:39)

ii.    The population of Jerusalem and Judaea (11:1-36).

iii.    The clergy of the post-exilic community (12:1-26).

iv.    The dedication of the wall (12:27-43).

v.    An ideal community (12:44-13:3).

vi.    Reforms during Nehemiah’s second governorship (13:4-31).

II.    Composition

It is commonly thought that the book of Nehemiah originally formed part of the Chronicler’s work, which included also the books of 1 and 2 *Chron-icles and * Ezra. Very little, however, of the book of Nehemiah was especially composed by the Chron-icler (12:44-47 is probably one such passage), since he had ample source materials at his disposal.

Chief among these were the ‘memoirs’ of Nehemiah (Ne. l:l-7:73a; 11:1-2; 12:31-43; 13:4-31), which may more properly be regarded as Nehemiah’s formal record of his activities presented to God for his approval (note the places where Nehemiah appeals to God to ‘remember’ him: 5:19; 13:14, 22, 31). This first-person narrative is unique in the OT as a record made by a leading Jewish statesman about affairs he was personally involved in; though Nehemiah obviously looks at matters from his own point of view, there can be little ser-ious doubt about the authenticity of this record. It has been subject to practically no editorial revi-sion, and its simple and direct style marks it off quite clearly from the work of the Chronicler.

The other main source of the book is a section of the Ezra narrative (Ne. 8-9) which is inserted within the Story of Nehemiah either because the activity of Ezra and Nehemiah overlapped or because the Chronicler has arranged his material thematically. The first explanation, though the most natural, creates the difficulty that though Ezra had been sent by the Persian emperor in 458 bc to proclaim the Pentateuchal law to the Jews, it was not until Nehemiah’s arrivat in 444 bc that he read it publicly to the people. The second explanation would imply that the Chronicler regarded the work of Ezra and Nehemiah as an integral whole; he then showed in his account that the community that came to live within the walls of rebuilt Jerusalem (Ne. 11:1-2) was United in its allegiance to the law of Moses (Ne. 8), penitent for its disobedience to that law (Ne. 9), and resolved to maintain its fidelity to the smallest detail of the law (Ne. 10).

Other sources used by the Compiler of the book were lists of various kinds:

a.    Wall-builders (Ne. 3). This may have been included in Nehemiah’s ‘memoirs’.

b.    Returned exiles (7:6-73a). The same list, with minor variations, is found in Ezr. 2. It was appar-ently used by Nehemiah to prove the pure Jewish ancestry of the intended inhabitants of Jerusalem.

c.    Signatories of the pledge to observe the Mosaic law (9:38-10:27), together with various particular interpretations of the law which the community bound itself to obey (10:28-39). This pledge seems to reflect reforms undertaken by Nehemiah during his second governorship (Ne. 13).

d Family heads resident in Jerusalem (11:3—19).

e. Country towns with Jewish population (11:25-36).

/ Priests, Levites and high priests (12:1-26).

III. Message of the book

If, as most believe, Nehemiah formed part of the Chronicler’s history (* Chronicles, Books of), its significance must be assessed within the context of the whole work. The Chronicler’s purpose, broadly speaking, was to show that the Judaean community of his own time, probably the 4th Century bc, was the legitimate heir of the promises made by God to Israel and to the Davidic dynasty. Al-though there was no longer a Davidic king, in the Chronicler’s view the chief function of the Davidic kingship had been the establishment of the Temple and its worship; now that the Temple is restored, the worship of God can be carried on effectively by the community itself without the presence of a king. Characteristically, the Chronicler concludes his history proper with an almost idyllic picture of pure and joyful worship in the restored Temple, its clergy being willingly maintained by the tithes of the people (12:44-47). After his long Story of Israel’s disappointments, failures and grim periods of judgment, the finale to his history must have brought reassurance to his own community. Though they were only a tiny enclave in a vast Gen-tile empire, they could at least have the satisfaction of knowing that they were under the immediate leadership of men of God’s choice and that they were fulfilling the purpose for which Israel had been created: the worship of God. Such a message can of course lead to self-congratulation and laxity. We have no way of knowing how the Chronicler’s readers reacted to his encouragement, but it is worth while knowing that the people of God does not have to be always castigating itself, but is some-times entitled to rejoice in what it has achieved.

As for the ‘memoirs’ of Nehemiah, which, apart from the lists, form the bulk of the book, their original purpose may well have been a kind of report such as a civil servant might make to his superior, in this case God. When Nehemiah’s ‘report’ was read by others, they would have seen in it a revealing picture of a man of spirit, haughty and quick-tempered, and over-suspicious, no doubt, but passionately concerned for the well-being of his people (chs. 1-2), quick to respond to the appeals of brotherhood (ch. 5) and zealous for the purity of Jewish worship (13:4-9); above all, a leader who was the opposite of a self-made man, one who was always conscious of the ‘good hand’ and the ‘fear’ of his God upon him (2:8; 5:15; cf. 2:12, 18; 4:9, 14-15, 20; 6:9).

Bibliography. L. H. Brockington, Ezra, Nehemiah and Esther, NCB, 1969; P. R. Ackroyd, I and II Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, TBC, 1973; D. Kidner, Ezra and Nehemiah, TOTC, 1979; H. G. M. Williamson, Ezra and Nehemiah, 1987; Ezra. Nehemiah, 1985; M. Roberts, Ezra-Nehemiah, 1992.    d.j.a.c.

NEHUSHTA (Heb. n'husta). The wife of Jehoi-akim and mother of Jehoiachin, a native of Jerusalem (2 Ki. 24:8) who was taken prisoner with her son when the Babylonians captured the city in 597 bc (v. 12; also Jos., Ant. 10. 84ff.). Her name may allude to her complexion (cf. Jb. 6:12) or to bronze (Heb. n'hüSä) or even to the *serpent. Heb. personal names relating to colours, metals (* Barzil-lai) or to animals are typical of this period.

D.J.W.

NEIGHBOUR. In the OT ‘neighbour’ translates the Heb. säken, ‘ämtt, qäröh and red. In Lv. 19:18 lxx has ho plesion. In the NT (in which this com-mandment is quoted eight times) Luke and John alone use the words geitön and perioikos; elsewhere (and also Lk. 10:27-36; Acts 7:27) the lxx expres-sion appears.

The Heb. red is of more general application than English ‘neighbour’. It is used, even of in-animate objects (Gn. 15:10), in the expression ‘one another’; but it is also used in the sense of ‘bosom friend’ (Pr. 27:10), ‘lover’ (Ct. 5:16), even ‘hus-band’ (Je. 3:20). Like ‘ämtt, red is almost ex-clusively used in contexts where moral principles are in question (qäröb and säken expressing mere geographical or physical proximity). Of passages where red is defined in the context (i.e. refers to particular people) there are only three (1 Sa. 15:28; 28:17; 2 Sa. 12:11) which do not admit the transla-tion ‘friend’, and these are all susceptible of iron-ical interpretation. Thus it is either used definitely, in which case it means one who has acted—or sur-prisingly has not acted (Ps. 38:11)—in the ap-propriate manner, hence a ‘friend’; or indefinitely of those towards whom appropriate behaviour is due. red is often found in parallel with ‘äh, ‘brother’, and the Bible uses this dichotomy of other people in a developing series of senses. Thus a relative is contrasted with another within the clan, a fellow Hebrew with a Gentile, and finally a fellow Christian with an unbeliever.

It is important to love those to whom one has a natural or covenanted Obligation, but it is as important to love those with whom one’s only con-tact is through circumstances: the distinct ideas hesed and ’ahabä (‘covenant’ and ‘elective’ love— cf. N. H. Snaith, Distinctive Ideas of the Old Testament, 1944, pp. 94-95) merge in the NT into the one agape required of a Christian both to those within and without the church. The Bible teaches this in the following ways:

1.    It praises those who were exemplary neigh-bours to those whom they might have been ex-pected to hate: particularly cf. Rahab’s treatment of the spies (Jos. 2:1); Ruth’s refusal to desert her mother-in-law, though in a sense free from Obligation after the death of her husband (the whole story is most instructive in this connection, and it is perhaps no accident that ‘Ruth’ is the abstract noun from the same root as red); the widow’s en-tertainment of Elijah (implicity compared with the unclean birds [1 Ki. 17:6] who fed him: Zarephath was in the territory of Sidon from which Jezebel came).

2.    It rebukes the proud independence of the Jew (cf. Am. 2:6fF.; Is. 1:17; Jonahpassim; Jb. 12:2).

3.    In the parable of the Good Samaritan an ex-plicit epitome of biblical teaching is given which combines 1 and 2. To the question, ‘Who is my neighbour?’ Jesus replies, ‘Who proved neighbour to the man who feil among the robbers?' (Lk. 10:36).

Bibliography. U. Falkenroth, NIDNTT 1, pp. 258f.    j.B.j.

NEPHTOAH. Mentioned only in the expression ‘the spring of the Waters of Nephtoah’ (Jos. 15:9; 18:15). The context shows that it was on the bor-ders of Judah and Benjamin. It is usually identified with Lifta, a village 4 km NW of Jerusalem. The linguistic equation Nephtoah = Lifta is very doubtful, but no other site seems to have strong Claims.    l.m.

NEREUS. A Christian greeted with his sister (not named, but conceivably Nereis) in Rom. 16:15. He is grouped with three others and ‘the saints which are with them’, perhaps because they belonged to the same house-church. The name (a Greek sea-god) is found in many areas, usually of freedmen and the lower Orders (including slaves of ‘Caesar’s household’). Strangely, Paul’s friend seems not to have been assimilated to the early Roman martyr commemorated in the Acts of SS. Nereus and Achilleus (Acta Sanctorum, 3, Maii, pp. 4f.; cf Lightfoot, Clement, 1, pp. 42fT., especially p. 5In.).

A.F.W.

NERGAL (Heb. ner'gai, Sumerian U.GUR; Bab. ner(i)gal, ‘Lord of the great city’, i.e. the under-world). This Bab. deity had his cult-centre at Cuthah (modern Teil Ibrahim, NE of Babylon), vvhere he was worshipped with his consort Ereshkigal, as lord of the underworld. Men from Cuthah continued to worship him as exiles in Sa-maria (2 Ki. 17:30), but, though he was the god of hunting, they feared the lion (his cult animal) sent by Yahweh (v. 26). Nergal was worshipped throughout Assyria and Babylonia as a deity having the sinister aspects of the sun, bringing plague, war, flood and havoc. He has been identi-fied with Mekal, the god of *Bethshan and later with Mars. Temples at Larsa, Isin and Assur were dedicated to him. His name is commonly found as the divine element in personal names, as *Nergal-sharezer (Je. 39:3, 13).

Bibliography. E. von Weiher, Der babylonische Gott Nergal, 1971.    d.j.w.

NERGAL-SHAREZER. Heb. equivalent of Bab. Nergal-sar-usur (Gk. Neriglissar) meaning ‘O Nergal, protect the king’. The name of a senior official with Nebuchadrezzar’s army at Jerusalem in 587 bc (Je. 39:3, 13). 1t is possible that two per-sons of the same name are listed in v. 3; if so, the first may be the Neriglissar who was one of the Bab. army commanders, son of Bel-sum-iskun and married to Nebuchadrezzar’s daughter. He suc-ceeded to the throne at Babylon in 560 BC. The Nergal-sharezer qualified as * Rabmag seems to have held a position of lower rank.    d.j.w.

NERO. Son of a distinguished family of the old Roman aristocracy, the Domitii, and on his mother’s side the great-great-grandson of Augus-tus, he was adopted by Claudius as his heir and duly took his place in the Caesarian succession in ad 54. His atrocities and feebleness finally
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destroyed the credit of his house, whose long ascendancy he finally brought to an end with his suicide in the face of the revolts of ad 68. A youth of exquisite taste, he fascinated and scandalized his contemporaries with his artistic pursuits. To the Greeks in particular he endeared himself; they never tired of flattering his longing for prizes in literary festivals; and he reciprocated this whimsy by abolishing Rom. control over the States of Ach-aia. After his premature death his legend flourished in the E, and his reincarnation was fervently expected, and even announced. On the other hand, within his domestic circle and among his aristo-cratic peers, his behaviour was monstrously sinister. The belief that his mother had murdered Claudius after marrying him to ensure her son’s succession scarcely mitigated the horror when Nero himself had her done to death. Although there seems to have been a period of stable gov-ernment while he remained under the influence of the Senators Burrus and Seneca, he eventually freed himself from their restraints as well and was driven by his bloodthirsty suspicions to the inevit-able end.

Nero is indirectly concerned with the NT at three points.

1.    It was Nero to whose Superior justice Paul appealed against the vacillations of his deputy, Festus (Acts 25:10-11), and Nero whose God-given authority he had studiously supported in writing to the Romans (Rom. 13:1-7). There is a horrible and tragic irony in this: ‘he does not bear the sword in vain’ (v. 4). We do not know the out-come of Paul’s appeal, but the Christians of Rome were treated for their loyalty to one of the most barbaric pogroms in history.

2.    In ad 64 much of the city of Rome was destroyed by fire. To divert the suspicion that he had started it for his own entertainment, Nero accused another party about whom the public were also prepared to believe the worst. Having forced a con-viction for arson against certain Christians he con-ducted mass arrests, and among other tortures burnt his victims alive in public (Tacitus, Ann. 15. 44). The important things about this were that Christians were clearly distinguished from Jews (Nero’s wife Poppaea was pro-Jewish), and that it was plausible to accuse them of such crimes. Although Tacitus makes it clear that the charges were a fabrication, and that they even attracted some sympathy to the Christians, he equally reveals that the public was profoundly suspicious of the morals of the Christians. Suetonius (Nero 16. 2), without mentioning the fire, lists the attack on the Christians with a number of other reforms that are put down to Nero’s credit. What was disastrous for the Christians was that Nero’s action had left a legal precedent for translating this populär odium into official action. The First Epistle of Peter reflects this kind of Situation. Christians are in the agon-izing position of being committed to honour the authorities, while knowing that any moral lapse may lead to legal proceedings against them, and that they may even be prosecuted on grounds of their membership in the Christian society alone.

3.    In the closing years of Nero’s regime his Commanders in Palestine were drawn into the war that ended with the destruction of Jerusalem in ad 70, an event that finally set the Christian churches free from their Zionist Orientation. Nero played no part in the campaigns, and was apparently oblivi-ous of the issues involved: the critical year ad 67 found him engrossed in literary triumphs on the stages of Greece.

Bibuography. J. H. Bishop, Nero, 1964; B. H. Warmington, Nero, 1969; M. Grant, Nero, 1970; M. T Griffin, Nero, the End of a Dynasty, 1984.

E.A.J.

NEST (Heb. qen from qinnen, ‘make a nest’; Gk. kataskenösis, ‘place for roosting in’). The Word is employed in its customary sense in Dt. 22:6; 32:11 (speaking of ‘nestlings’); Jb. 39:27; Ps. 104:17; Pr. 27:8; Is. 16:2. It is found metaphorically (notably of a lofty fortress) in Nu. 24:21; Je. 49:16; Ob. 4; with reference to the secure home of Israel in Ps. 84:3-4; and of the Chaldeans’ strong abode in Hab. 2:9. Job (29:18) speaks of his lost home as a ‘nest’. Ir. Gn. 6:14 ‘nests’ (qinnim, ‘roorns’) is used to describe the subdivisions within the ark. In Mt. 8:20; Lk. 9:58 Jesus contrasts his homeless Situation with that of the *birds who have their nests (Rvmg. ‘lodging-places’).    j.d.d.

NETHANIAH (Heb. n'tanyälw, ‘Yahweh has given’; lxx Nathanias; cf. *Nathanael). 1. The father of Ishmael, the murderer of Gedaliah (Je. 40:8, 14-15; 41:9). In 2 Ki. 25:23 the lxx reads Maththanias. 2. An Asaphite, leader of the fifth group of the Temple choir (1 Ch. 25:2, 12).

3. Father of Jehudi (Je. 36:14). 4. A Levite accompanying the teaching mission sent by Jehoshaphat to Judah (2 Ch. 17:8). d.j.w.

NETHINIM (Heb. n'tjnim, rsv ‘temple servants'). Apart from 1 Ch. 9:2" (parallel to Ne. 11:3) these people are mentioned only in Ezra and Nehemiah (av). They are listed among the returned exiles in Ezr. 2:43-58, where they are grouped with ‘the sons of Solomon’s servants’. When Ezra brings back a fresh party he sends to a place named Casiphia to obtain Levites and Nethinim (Ezr. 8:17, 20). In Jerusalem they had special quarters in the Ophel district near the Temple (Ne. 3:26, 31: 11:21). This may have been where they lived when they were on duty, since Ezr. 2:70; Ne. 7:73 rel'er tc cities in which they lived; it is possible, however, that the reference here is to the period before the rebuilding of the Temple.

The name means ‘those who are given’, and Ezr. 8:20 says that David and the princes had given them for the Service of the Levites. It has been held that they and the children of Solomon’s servants were the descendants of Canaanite or foreign prisoners, like the Gibeonites of Jos. 9:27. The foreign names in Ezr. 2:43-58 would Support this. In 1 Esdras 5:29 and Josephus (Am. 11. 128) they are called ‘temple slaves’, hierodouloi. It has been supposed that Ezekiel protests against them in 44:6-8, but it is hardly likely that the Nethinim would have remained uncircumcised as Ezekiel here says, and their inclusion in the Ezra list, and the position given to them in Ezra-Nehemiah show that the rigoristic Chronicler had no objec-tion to them. Similarly, the reference to the Canaanite in the house of the Lord in Zc. 14:21 is more likely to refer to Canaanite traders, as in Pr. 31:24.

Bibliography. B. A. Levine, JBL 89, 1963, pp. 207-212; H. G. M. Williamson, Ezra, Nehemiah, 1985, pp. 35-36.    j.s.w.

NETOPHAH (‘a dropping’). A city, or group of villages (1 Ch. 9:16; Ne. 12:28), near Bethlehem (Ne. 7:26). The inhabitants are called Neto-phathites in evv. ‘Netophathi’ in Ne. 12:28, av, should be 'the Netophathites’ as rsv. It was the home of some of David’s mighty men (2 Sa. 23:28-29). 1t is mentioned as a place to which returning exiles came (Ezr. 2:22). That it was near Bethlehem is clear, but it cannot be identified conclusively with any modern site.    g.w.g.

NETS. Nets in the Bible are instruments of meshed strings for fishing or hunting, or reticulate designs or gratings.

a.    Nets for fishing and hunting

Words from four Heb. roots are translated ‘net’ in the OT. 1. From yrs, ‘take’, reset is a net to catch birds (Pr. 1:17) or water creatures (Ezk. 32:3), and is often used figuratively of the plots of evil men (e.g: Ps. 9:15, laid to catch the feet), or of God’s judgments (e.g. Ezk. 12:13, cast over the prey). 2. herem, ‘something perforated’, is a large net which may be spread out on the shore to dry (Ezk. 26:5) and is used figuratively of an evil woman’s heart (Ec. 7:26), of God’s judgment of Pharaoh (Ezk. 32:3), of predatory individuals (Mi. 7:2), and of the Chaldeans’ military power (Hab. 1:15). 3. From the root süd, ‘hunt’, m'södä is a fish-net (Ec. 9:12), mäsüd and m'südä are used of God’s judgments (Jb. 19:6, surrounding the prey; Ps. 66:11), and mäsöd in Pr. 12:12 is perhaps a snare for evil men.

4.    From the root kmr, which in Arabic means ‘overcome’ or ‘cover’, Heb. mikmörel is the net which Egyptian fishermen spread over the water (Is. 19:8), mikmeret, av ‘drag’, rsv ‘seine’, is a symbol of the Chaldeans’ army (Hab. 1:15), mikmör is used to catch an antelope (Is. 51:20), and mikmär is figurative of the plots of the wicked (Ps. 141:10).

In the NT three Gk. words are translated ‘net’.

5.    From diktyö, ‘to net’, diktyon, the most common and general word for net. This type of net was used by Jesus’ disciples (Mt. 4:20-21); it was let down (Lk. 5:4) or cast (Jn. 21:6) in the water, and emp-tied into a boat (Lk. 5:7) or dragged to shore (Jn. 21:8). 6. From amphiballö, ‘cast around’, amphi-blestron, ‘a casting net’, also used by the disciples of Jesus (Mt. 4:18). 7. From sassö, ‘fill’, sagene (related to English ‘seine’), a drag-net to which our Lord compared the kingdom of heaven (Mt. 13:47). It required several men to draw this large net to shore (Mt. 13:48).

The care of nets included W'ashing (Lk. 5:2), drying (Ezk. 47:10) and mending (Mt. 4:21).

Bibliography. G. Dalman, Arbeit und Sitte, 6, 1939, pp. 335-337, 343-363.

b.    Nets as designs or gratings

Around the base of the brazen altar of burnt offer-ing of the tabernacle was grating of net design (reset, Ex. 27:4-5) or net work (ma’aseh resei, Ex. 38:4). This grating may have had both artistic and practical purposes, since it would be lighter to carry than solid metal and allow draught for burning.

The capitals of the two pillars before Solomon’s Temple were decorated with a net design (Heb. s'bäkä from a root meaning ‘interweave’, 1 Ki. 7:17; Je. 52:22). Those who think these pillars were cressets point out that open net work would give air for burning inside the Capital, but this feature is not mentioned in the Bible.

Bibliography. H. G. May, The Two Pillars before the Temple of Solomon. BASOR 88, Decem-ber 1942, pp. 19-27.    j.t.

NEW TESTAMENT APOCRYPHA. The extent of the NT apocrypha is more difficult to determine than that of the OT. The term will here be confined to non-canonical works attributed to, or purport-ing to give extra-canonical information about, Christ or the apostles. Works written without such pretensions are thus excluded, even where they en-joyed quasi-canonical Status in some churches for a time (* Patristic Literature); so are Christian at-tributions to (or Christianized versions of works attributed to) OT characters (* Pseudepigrapha), and the interpolation or rehandling of NT texts with alien material ("Texts and Versions, NT section).

A huge literature remains, preserved partly in Gk. and Lat., but still more in Coptic, Ethiopic, Syriac, Arabic, Slavonic, and even in Anglo-Saxon and Contemporary W European languages. Some works that we know to have been very influential have been almost lost, and many of the most important exist only in fragmentary state. New dis-coveries, however, often of much importance for early Christian hisiory, are constantly being made. Complex literary problems are frequently met, for many of the apocryphal works lent themselves to re-telling, interpolation and plagiarization.

I. Forms

A large proportion of the apocryphal literature falls into one of the NT literary forms: Gospel, Acts, Epistle, Apocalypse. But this formal similar-ity is often accompanied by a huge diflference in conception. This is particularly noticeable with the Gospels: we have Infancy Gospels, Passion Gospels, sayings documents and theological medita-tions; but (if we exclude the early fragmentary Gospels on which we are in any case ill-informed), it is hard to find works which, like the canonical Gospels, have any interest in the words and works of the incarnate Lord. Acts form a numerous and probably the most populär dass, doubtless through the wide and non-sectarian appeal of many of the stories. Epistles are not common: des-pite the fact that nearly all the works in the NT sometimes said to be pseudepigraphic are Epistles. For apocalypses, there was Jewish precedent for at-tributing them to a celebrity of the past.

Another dass of literature developed which took over some features of apocryphal literature: the Church Orders of Syria and Egypt. These col-lections of canons on church discipline and liturgy, of which the Apostolic Constitutions is the most populär, claiming to represent apostolic practice, came by Convention to Claim apostolic origin: and the most daring, the Testament of our Lord, pur-ports to be a post-resurrection discourse of Christ. The custom was perhaps stimulated by its success in the 3rd-century Didascalia, and misunderstand-ing of the claim to apostolicity of the Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus—two works which they plundered heavily—together with, in some cases, the popularity of the Clementine romance. (Cf. Studia Patristica, eds. K. Aland and F. L. Cross, 2, 1957, pp. 83ff.)

II. Motives

The creation of apocryphal literature had begun in apostolic times: Paul has apparently to authenti-cate his signature because of forgeries circulating (cf. 2 Thes. 3:17). In the 2nd Century the literature comes into its own, and gathers momentum thenceforth, particularly in Egypt and Syria. It continues into the Middle Ages (where the older legends were still loved), and, occasionally, through sentiment, parti pris or sheer eccentricity, in our own day. The various motives behind it are thus related to the whole trend of Christian and sub-Christian history; but some of the motives operative at the beginning are particularly important.

a.    Romance and the literary impulse

This shows itself in various forms. There is the desire to satisfy curiosity on matters of which the NT says nothing. A flood of worthless Infancy Gospels covers the silent years from Bethlehem to the baptism. As the Virgin Mary becomes more prominent in theology and devotion, pseudo-apostolic works describe her birth, life and, even-tually, her assumption into heaven. A reader of Col. 4:16 feit it incumbent upon him to supply the apparently missing letter to the Laodiceans. It ap-pears above all in the novelistic Acts and romances and some of the Gospels—bizarre, fetid, but packed with wonders and anecdotes, and many of them, with all their faults, having a certain anima-tion. We best understand this movement as a branch of populär Christian literature, and, stud-ied in this light, the earliest books reveal some of the issues which occupied congregations in the 2nd and 3rd centuries: relationships with the state, con-troversies with the Jews, debates on marriage and celibacy: and, by their heiligerem insistence on miracles, reveal that the real age of miracles had passed. The productions are crude, even vulgär; but their authors knew their public. For many they must have replaced erotic pagan populär literature, and in many cases, with a real desire to edify. The authors would doubtless be hard put to it to diflfer-entiate their motives from those of the 20th-century author of The Robe or The Big Fisherman. There is no need to question the sincerity of the Asian presbyter who was unfrocked for Publishing the Acts of Paul when he said that he did so ‘for love of Paul’, who had died 100 years before the presbyter wrote. This helps to explain how stories and whole books originating in heretical circles re-tained and increased their currency in orthodox quarters. It was heretical teachers who made the earliest effective use of this form of literature; and so successful was it that others transmitted, expur-gated and imitated the forms designed as vehicles for their Propaganda.

b.    The inculcation of principles not, to the author's mind, sufficiently clearly enunciated in the New Testament books

Naturally, even in a work ‘for love of Paul’ any doctrinal disproportion or aberration of the author passed into his work; indeed part of his edificatory aim might well be to inculate the aberration: the Asian presbyter, for instance, had an obsession with virginity which makes his work, otherwise more or less orthodox, remote from evangelic spirit. But there are many works the aim of which is deliberately sectarian: to promulgate a body of doctrine to Supplement or supersede that of the undisputed books. These were mainly the fruit of the two great reactionary movements of the 2nd Century, ‘Gnosticism and Montanism. The Montanist ‘Scriptures’ arose almost by acci-dent, and were not in our sense strictly apocryphal, for, though they claimed to preserve the living tes-timony of the Holy Spirit, they were not pseudo-nymous; they have virtually disappeared (but cf. those collected in R. M. Grant, Second Century Chrislianity, pp. 95ff.). Writings from the multi-form expressions of Gnosticism, however, have survived in quantity. Such works as the Gospel of Truth, a meditation in Gnostic terms reflecting the language of the undisputed Scriptures, are less common than works which select, modify and in-terpret those Scriptures in a sectarian direction (cf the Nag Hammadi Gospel of Thomas), those which blatantly profess to contain secret doctrine not available elsewhere (cf. the Apocryphon of John), and those which simply attribute to the Lord or the apostles the commonplaces of Gnostic teaching. And for all these purposes the apocryphal form became conventional.

The reason is not far to seek. In the sub-apostolic age and after, with the immense expan-sion of the church, the intensifying of the danger of persecution and the proliferation of false teaching, apostolicity became the norm of faith and practice: and, as the living memory of the apostles receded, apostolicity was increasingly centred in the Scriptures of our NT, over the majority of which there was unanimity in the church. If, there-fore, a new form of teaching was to spread, it had to establish its apostolicity. This was commonly done by claiming a secret tradition from an apos-tle, or from the Lord through an apostle, either as a Supplement to the open tradition of the Gospels or as a corrective. The favoured apostle varies: many sects had Judaic leanings, and James the Just and, curiously, Salome, are frequent sources of tradition; Thomas, Philip, Bartholomew and Matthias also appear constantly. In the Gospel of Thomas, for instance, it is Thomas who shows füllest under-standing of the Lord’s person (Matthew and Peter—perhaps as the apostles behind the church’s first two Gospels—appear to their disadvantage). The still more weird Pistis Sophia envisages a sort of congress of the apostles and the women with the Lord, but indicates that Philip, Thomas and Matthias are to write the mysteries (Pistis Sophia, ch. 42, Schmidt). Local factors probably contribute something to the choice of apostle—all those named were associated with Syria and the East, some of the most fertile soil for literature of this type; and speculations about Thomas as the Lord’s twin exercised an additional fascination. The pro-cess brought about a new emphasis on the post-resurrection period, in which discourses of the Lord were usually set; significantly, for little is said of this period in the undisputed Gospels, and it was a constant Gnostic leature to undervalue the humanity of the incarnate Lord. It is worth no-ticing that, while those syncretistic sects who adopted some Christian elements could get their revelations whence they would, Christian Gnosticism had to show that its knowledge was derived from an apostolic source.

c. The preservation of tradition Inevitably in early days words of the Lord were handed down outside the canonical Gospels. Some were probably transformed out of recognition in

the process, others tendentiously twisted. The cele-brated preface of Papias (Eusebius, EH 3. 39), showing him collecting oracles of the Lord for his Expositions, reveals how conscious orthodox Christians in the early 2nd Century were of this floating material and the problems of collecting it. Papias, whatever his shortcomings, was conscien-tious in scrutinizing his material: yet the results were not always happy, and perhaps not all his contemporaries had his compunction. Genuine material may thus sometimes have been preserved amid undisputed rubbish.

Similarly, memories of the lives and deaths of apostles would be likely to linger, and the apoc-ryphal Acts, even when dubious theologically, may sometimes preserve genuine traditions, or reflect appropriate situations.

The desire to transmit such memories undoubt-edly played its part in the production of the apoc-ryphal literature; but it could not defeat the ten-dency to invent, elaborate, improve, or redirect. Any winnowing process is thus hazardous: and, as scholars like Origen knew, was already hazardous in patristic times. In consequence, the necessity of building squarely upon what was undisputed was universally recognized.

III. The apocryphal literature in the early church

The presence of such various writings under apos-tolic names when apostolicity was the norm made it urgent to be assured which the truly apostolic writings were, and the early Christian scholars were not deficient in insight and critical acumen (•Canon of the New Testament). But it is striking how little the generally received list of canonical books is affected by discussions over apocryphal literature. Some churches were slow in receiving books now regarded as canonical. Some gave high place to such works as 1 Clement and the Shepherd of Hermas. But hardly any books in, say, M. R. James’ Apocryphal New Testament were ever in any sense ‘Excluded books of the NT’. They were beyond consideration. The Petrine literature caused more heart-searching than any other (cf. R. M. Grant and G. Quispel, VC 6, 1952, pp. 31 ff.). By Eusebius’ time the discussion, save on 2 Peter, is closed (EH 3. 3), but there is positive evidence that at least the Apocalypse of Peter was for a time em-ployed in some areas (see below).

In this connection the letter of Serapion, bishop of Antioch, to the congnegation at Rhossus about ad 190, is of interest (cf. Eusebius, EH 6. 12). The church had begun to use the Gospel of Peter. There had evidently been Opposition to it, but Serapion, satisfied of the stability of the congregation, had, alter a cursory glance, sanctioned its public read-ing. Trouble followed. Serapion read the Gospel more carefully and found not only that it was ac-cepted by churches whose tendencies were suspect, but that it reflected at some points the Docetic heresy (denying the reality of Christ’s manhood). He sums it up ‘most is of the Saviour’s true teach-ing’, but some things (of which he appended a list) were added. He says, ‘We accept Peter and the other apostles as Christ, but as men of experience we test writings falsely ascribed to them, knowing that such things were not handed down to us.’

In other words, the list of apostolic books was already traditional. Other books might be read, provided they were orthodox. The Gospel of Peter was not traditional: its use at Rhossus was the result of a specific request, and was not un-opposed. At first Serapion had seen nothing to re-quire prolonged controversy: if spurious, it was at least harmless. When closer examination revealed its tendencies its use in any form in church was forbidden.

The course of events seems best understood if, following the hint of Serapion’s action, we recog-nize that the acknowledgment of a book as spurious did not necessarily involve complete refusal to allow its public reading, providing it had some de-votional value and no heretical tendency: a sort of intermediate Status analogous to that of the Apocrypha in the sixth Anglican Article. But even a heretical book, if it had other appeal, might still be read privately and laid under tribute. By these means the apocryphal literature came to have a lasting effect on mediaeval devotion and Christian art and Story.

There is, however, nothing to suggest that it was an accepted part of catholic practice in the Ist or 2nd Century to compile works in the name of an apostle, a process implied in some theories of the authorship of certain NT books (cf. D. Guthrie, ExpT 67, 1955-6, pp. 34 lf.), and the case of the author of the Acts of Paul is one example of dras-tic action against such publication.

Passing from any NT writings to the best NT apocrypha—the true creation of the early Christian Community—one moves into a different world. If 2 Peter—to take the NT writing most commonly assigned to the 2nd Century—be an apocryphon, it is unique among the apocrypha.

IV. Some reprcsentative works

A few representatives of different apocryphal forms may be given. They are, generally speaking, some of the more important older works. Few have a complete text: for some we are dependent on quotations from early writers.

a. Early apocryphal Gospels A number of fragments from early Gospels are quoted by 3rd- and 4th-century writers. Debate continues on the nature and inter-relationships of these Gospels. The Gospel according to the He-brews was known to Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Hegesippus, Eusebius, and Jerome, who says (though he is not always believed) that he translated it into Gk. and Lat. (De Viris Illustribus 2) from Aramaic in Heb. characters, and that it was used by the Nazarenes, a Jewish-Christian group. Most people, he says, mistakenly thought it was the Heb. original of the Gospel of * Matthew men-tioned by Papias, which recalls that Irenaeus knew of sects which used only Matthew (Adv. Haer. I. 26. 2; 3. 11. 7). Some of the extracts we possess have certairtly points of contact with Matthew; others reappear in other works, most recently the Gospel of Thomas. There is a strong Jewish-Christian tone, and a resurrection appearance to James the Just is recorded. Eusebius refers to a story, found both in Papias and in the Gospel of the Hebrews, of a woman accused before Jesus of many sins. This has been offen identified with the story of the adulteress found in many mss of Jn. 8.

The Gospel probably reflects the activity of Syrian Jewish Christians using Matthaean (the ‘local’ Gospel) and other local tradition, some of it doubtless valid. The Nazarenes called it ‘The Gospel according to the Apostles’ (Jerome, Contra Pelag. 3. 2)—a suspiciously heiligerem title. (See V. Burch, JTS2\, 920, pp. 3lOff.; M. J. Lagrange, RB 31, 1922, pp 161 ff., 321 flf.; and for its defence as a primary source, H. J. Schonfield, According to the Hebrews, 1937.)

Epiphanius, ever a confused writer, mentions a mutilated Version of Matthew used by the Jewish-Christian sect he calls ‘Ebionites’. This has been identified with the Hebrews Gospel, but the ex-tracts given show a different view of the nativity and baptism, and the work is clearly sectarian and tendentious. It may be the same as the Gospel of the Twelve Apostles mentioned by Origen (Lk. Hont. 1; cf J. R. Harris, The Gospel of the Twelve Apostles, 1900, pp. 1 lf.).

The Gospel of the Egyptians is known mainly through a series of quotations in the Stromateis of Clement of Alexandria. Sotne Gnostics used it (Hippolytus, Philosophoumena 5. 7), and it doubt-less arose in an Egyptian sect. Extant portions relate to a dialogue of Christ and Salome on the repudiation of sexual relations. A document with the same title is included in the Nag Hammadi li-brary, but is not related to the work known to Clement. It is an esoteric Gnostic tractate.

The papyri have yielded a number of fragments of uncanonical Gospels. The most celebrated, P. Oxy. 1.654-655, will be considered later under the Gospel of Thomas. Next in interest comes the so-called Unknown Gospel (P. Egerton 2) published by H. I. Bell and T. C. Skeat in 1935, describing inci-dents after the Synoptic manner but with a Johannine dialogue and vocabulary. The ms, dated c. ad 100, is one of the oldest known Christian Gk. mss. It has been held by some to draw on the Fourth Gospel and perhaps one of the Synoptics also, and by others to be an early example of Christian populär literature independent of these (cf. Lk. 1:1). (See H. I. Bell and T. C. Skeat, The New Gospel Fragments, 1935; C. H. Dodd, BJRL 20, 1936, pp. 56ff. = New Testament Studies, 1953, pp. 12ff.; G. Mayeda, Das Leben-Jesu-Fragment Egerton 2, 1946; H. I. Bell, HTR 42, 1949, pp. 53ff.)

b. Passion Gospels

The most important Gospel of which we have any substantial part is the (mid?) 2nd-century Gospel of Peter, of which a large Coptic fragment, covering from the judgment to the resurrection, exists (The Akhmim Fragment). It has been identified with the ‘memoirs of Peter’, perhaps mentioned by Justin (Trypho 106), but this is inappropriate. (Cf

V. H. Stanton, JTS2, 1900, pp. lff.)

The miraculous element is heightened. The watch see three men come out from the tomb, two whose heads reach the sky and one who overpasses it. A cross follows them. A voice from heaven cries, ‘Hast thou preached to them that sleep?’ and a voice from the cross says, ‘Yes’ (cf. 1 Pet. 3:19). Pilate’s share of blame is reduced, and that of Herod and the Jewsemphasized: perhaps reflecting both an apologetic towards the state and contro-versy with the Jews.

Serapion’s judgment (see above) did not err; most of it is lurid, but not dangerous. But there are tell-tale phrases: ‘He kept silence as one feeling no pain’, and the rendering of the cry of dereliction, ‘My power, thou hast forsaken me’, followed by the pregnant ‘he was taken up’, show that the author did not properly value the Lord’s humanity. (See L. Vaganay, L'Evangile de Pierre, 1930.)

The Gospel of Nicodemus is the name given to a composite work existing in various recensions in Gk., Lat. and Coptic, of which the principal elements are ‘The Acts of Pilate’, supposedly an official report of the trial, crucifixion and burial, an ab-stract of the subsequent debates and investigations of the Sanhedrin, and a highly-coloured aceount of the ‘Descent into Hell’. There are various ap-pendices in the different versions; one, a letter of Pilate to the emperor Claudius, may give the earli-est example of ‘Acts of Pilate’. Apologists like Justin (Apol. 35. 48) appeal confidently to the trial records, assuming they exist. Tertullian knew Stories of Pilate’s favourabie reports to Tiberius about Jesus (Apol. 5. 21). Such ‘records’ would be con-structed in time: especially when a persecuting government, c. ad 312, used forged and blasphem-ous reports of the trial for Propaganda purposes (Eusebius, EH 9. 5). Our present ‘Acts’ may be a counter to these. The ‘Descent into Hell’ may be from rather later in the Century, but both parts of the work probably draw on older material. The striking feature is the virtual vindication of Pilate, doubtless for reasons of policy. As the stories passed into Byzantine legend, Pilate became a saint, and his martyrdom is still celebrated in the Coptic Church.

There is no proper critical text. See J. Quasten, Patrology, 1, pp. 115ff. for versions.

c.    Infancy Gospels

The Protevangelium of James had a huge popular-ity; many mss exist in many languages (though none in Lat.), and it has deeply influenced much subsequent Mariology. It was known to Origen, so must be 2nd Century. It gives the birth and presen-tation of Mary, her espousal to Joseph (an old man with children) and the Lord’s miraculous birth (a midwife attesting the virginity in partu). It is clearly written in the interests of certain theories about the perpetual virginity. The supposed author is James the Just, though at one point Joseph becomes the narrator. (See M. Testuz, Papyrus Bodmer 5, 1958; E. de Strycker, La forme plus ancienne du Pro-tevangile de Jacques, 1961.)

The other influentia! infancy Gospel of an-tiquity was the Gospel of Thomas, which teils some rather repulsive stories of the silent years. Our Version seems to have been shorn of its Gnostic Speeches. It is distinct from the Nag Hammadi work of the same name (see below); it is sometimes difficult to know to which work patristic writers refer.

d.    The Nag Hammadi Gospels

In the Nag Hammadi library there are several Gospels in Coptic which were not previously known, besides new versions of others (* Chenoboskion).

One text opens ‘The Gospel of Truth is a joy’ (an incipil, not a title), and proceeds to a verbose and offen obscure meditation on the scheme of re-demption. Gnostic terminology of the type of the Valentinian school is evident, but not in the de-veloped form we meet in Irenaeus. It alludes to most of the NT books in a way which suggests recognition of their authority. It has been com-monly identified with the ‘Gospel of Truth’ ascribed to Valentinus by Irenaeus, though this has been denied (cf. H. M. Schenke, ThL 83, 1958, pp. 497ff.). Van Unnik has attractively proposed that it was written before Valentinus’ break with the Roman church (where he was once a candidate for an episcopal chair), when he was seeking to estab-lish his orthodoxy. It would thus be an important witness to the list of authoritative books (and sub-stantially similar to our own) in Rome c. ad 140. (See G. Quispel and W. C. van Unnik in The Jung Codex, ed. by F. L. Cross, 1955; text by M. Mali-nine et ai, Evangelium Veritatis, 1956 and 1961; commentary by K. Grobei, The Gospel of Truth, 1960.) The most recent English translation is by G. W. MacRae in The Nag Hammadi Library, 1977.

The now famous Gospel of Thomas is a Collection of sayings of Jesus, numbered at about 114, with little obvious arrangement. A high proportion resemble sayings in the Synoptic Gospels (with a bias towards Luke) but almost always with signifi-cant dififerences. These often take a Gnostic direc-tion, and among other Gnostic themes the OT is minimized and the necessity for obliterating con-sciousness of sex is stressed. It has been identified with the Gospel used by the Naassene Gnostics (cf. R. M. Grant with D. N. Freedman, The Secrel Sayings of Jesus, 1959; W. R. Schoedel, VC 14, 1960, pp. 225fT.), but its originally Gnostic character has been doubted (R. McL. Wilson, Studies in the Gospel of Thomas, 1961), and some are prepared to see independent traditions of some value in it. G. Quispel has found the variants similar in type to those in the Bezan (‘Western’) Text (VC 14, 1960, pp. 204ff.) as well as in Tatian’s Diatessaron and the Pseudo-Clementines (see below). ln a more recent article Quispel connects the Gospel of Thomas with the Encratites rather than the Gnostics (VC28, 1974, pp. 29f.) TheOxyrhynchus Logia

P. Oxy. 1. 654-655, including the celebrated ‘Raise the stone and thou shalt find me’, recur in a form which suggests that they were part of an earlier Gk. version of the book. Thomas (probably thought of as the twin of Jesus) plays the central role in the tradition (see above), but James the Just is said to become chief of the disciples—one of several indications that a Jewish-Christian source is under tribute.

Many problems beset this curious and inconsis-tent book, but so far it seems safe to place its origin in Syria (which may explain the Semitisms of the language), where there was always a freer attitude to the Gospel text and more contamination than elsewhere. (See text and translation by A. Guil-laumont et al., 1959; H. Koester and T. O. Lamb-din in The Nag Hammadi Library in English, pp. 117-130; B. Gärtner, The Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 1961; bibliography to 1960 in J. Leipoldt and H. M. Schenke, Koptisch-Gnostische Schriften aus den Papyrus-Codices von Nag-Hamadi, 1960, pp. 79f.)

The chief interest of the Gospel of Philip (Gnostic, though the sect is hard to identify) lies in its unusually developed sacramental doctrine, in which there are greater mysteries in chrism and the 'bridechamber' than in baptism (see E. Segelberg, Numen 7, 1960, pp. 1891T; R McL. Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, 1962, provides a translation and commentary. Cf. also The Nag Hammadi Library in English, pp. 131-151 [tr. by W. W. Isenberg). The language is repulsive: interest in sexual re-pudiation amounts to an Obsession.

e. The 'Leucian' Acts

The five major apocryphal Acts must serve as rep-resentatives of a large number. They were gathered into a corpus by Manicheans, who would inherit them from Gnostic sources. The 9th-century bibliophile Photius found the whole attributed to one ‘Leucius Charinus’ (Bibliotheca, 114), but it is probable that Leucius was simply the fictitious name of the author of the Acts of John, the earliest (and most unorthodox) of the corpus.

It belongs to about ad 150-160 and describes miracles and sermons (definitely Gnostic) by John in Asia Minor. It refiects ascetic ideals, but has some pleasant anecdotes amid more disreputable matter. It aflects also to relate John’s own accounts of some incidents with the Lord, and his farewell and death. Liturgically it is of some interest, and includes the first known eucharist for the dead.

The Acts of Paul is also early, for Tertullian knew people who justified female preaching and baptizing therefrom (De Baptismos 17). He says it was written ostensibly ‘for love of Paul’ by an Asian presbyter, who was deposed for the action. This must have happened before ad 190, probably nearer ad 160. The Acts reflect a time of persecu-tion. There are three main sections:

(i)    The Acts of Paul and Thecla, an Iconian girl who breaks off her engagement at Paul’s preaching, is miraculously protected from martyrdom (winning the interest of ‘Queen Tryphaena’— •Tryphaena and Tryphosa), and assists Paul’s missionary travels. There may have been some his-torical nucleus even if not a written Thecla source (so Ramsay, CRE, pp. 375ff ).

(ii)    Further correspondence with the Corinthian church.

(iii)    The martyrdom of Paul (legendary).

The tone is intensely ascetic (cf. Paul’s Beati-tudes for the celibate, ch. 5), but otherwise orthodox. There are many incomplete mss, including a sizeable section of the original Gk. See L. Vouaux, Les Actes de Paul, 1913; E. Peterson, VC 3, 1949, pp. 142fr.

The Acts of Peter is somewhat later, but still well within the 2nd Century. The main ms, in Latin (often called the Vercelli Acts), opens with Paul’s farewell to the Roman Christians (perhaps from another source). Through the machinations of * Simon Magus the Roman church falls into heresy, but, in response to prayer, Peter arrives, and defeats Simon in a series of public encounters. There follows a plot against Peter initiated by pagans whose wives have left them as a result of his preaching, Peter’s flight including the Quo Vadis? Story, and his return to crucifixion, which was head downwards. A Coptic fragment and allusions to a lost portion suggest that other stories dealt with questions raised in the community about suffering and death. Like other Acts, it sees Peter’s work and Paul’s as supplementing each other: and the Roman church is a Pauline foundation. The ascetic tone is as intense as ever, but otherwise the Gnostic element is not often obtruded; we may, however, have expurgated editions. The place of origin is disputed, but it was almost certainly Eastern. See

L. Vouaux, Les Actes de Pierre, 1922. It is worth noting that in the Nag Hammadi library the only two documents described as Acts are related to Peter. The Coptic Acts of Peter has some affinity with the Lat. Acts of Peter, but the latter is more extreme in its ascetic emphasis.

The Acts of (Judas) Thomas stand apart from the other Acts. They are a product of Syriac Chris-tianity, and were almost certainly written in Syriac in Edessa in the early 3rd Century. They describe how the apostles divided the world by lot, and Judas Thomas the Twin was appointed to India. He went as a slave, but became the means of the conversion of King ‘Gundaphar’ and many other notable Indians. Everywhere he preaches virginity and is frequentiy imprisoned in consequence of his success. Finally, he is martyred.

The Acts have certain Gnostic features: the famous ‘Hymn of the Soul’ which appears in them has the familiär Gnostic theme of the redemption of the soul from the corruption of matter—the king’s son is sent to slay the dragon and bring back the pearl from the far country. There is clearly some relation, as yet unascertained, to the Gospel of Thomas: and the title of Thomas, ‘Twin of the Messiah’, is eloquent. The appeal for virginity is louder, shriller, than in any of the other Acts, but this was a characteristic of Syriac Christianity. Of Gnosticism in the sense of the possession of hidden mysteries there is little trace: the author is too much in earnest in preaching and recommend-ing his Gospel.

There are complete versions in Syriac and Gk. The Acts seem to show some real knowledge of the history and topography of *India. (See A. A. Bevan, The Hymn of the Soul, 1897; F. C. Burkitt, Early Christianity outside the Roman Empire, 1899; A. F. J. Klijn, VC 14, 1960, pp. 154ff; idem. The Acts of Thomas, 1962.)

The Acts of Andrew is the latest (c. ad 260?) and, in our mss, the most fragmentary of the ‘Leucian’ Acts. It is closely related to the Acts of John, and its Gnostic character is mentioned by Eusebius (EH 3.

25). It describes preachings among the cannibals, miracles, exhortations to virginity, and, perhaps added from another source, martyrdom in Greece. An abstract is given by Gregory of Tours. (See P.

M. Peterson, Andrew, Brother of Simon Peter, 1958; F. Dvornik, The Idea of Apostolicity in By-zantium and the Legend of the Apostle Andrew, 1958, pp. 181 ff.; G. Quispel, VC 10, 1956, pp. 129ff.; cf. D. Guthrie, ‘Acts and Epistles in Apoc-ryphal Writings’, in W. W. Gasque and R. P. Martin (eds.), Apostolic History and the Gospel, 1970.

f Apocryphal Epistles

The most important are the Third Epistle to the Corinlhians (see Acts of Paul, above); the Epistle of the Aposlles, really a series of early 2nd-century apocalyptic visions cast in the form of an address in the name of all the apostles, to convey post-resurrection teaching of Christ (important as one of the earliest examples of this form); the Cor-respondence of Christ and Abgar, in which the king of Edessa invites the Lord to his state, and of which Eusebius affords an early translation from the Syriac (EH 1. 13); the Latin Correspondence of Paul and Seneca (see Jerome, De Viris Illustribus 12), a 3rd-century apology for Paul’s diction, evi-dently intended to gain a reading of the genuine Epistles in polite circles; and the Epistle to the Laodiceans, in Latin, a cento of Pauline language evoked by Col. 4:16. The Muratorian Fragment mentions Epistles to the Laodiceans, and to the Alexandrians, of Marcionite origin: of these there is no trace. The commonly quoted Letter of Lentu-lus describing Jesus and allegedly addressed to the Senate is mediaeval. (See H. Duensing, Epislula Apostolorum, 1925; J. de Zwaan in Amiciliae Cor-olla edited by H. G. Wood, 1933, pp. 344ff.; for all the pseudo-Pauline letters, L. Vouaux, Les Actes de Paul, 1913, pp. 315ff.)

g. Apocalypses

The Apocalypse of Peter is the only strictly apocryphal work of which there is positive evidence that it held quasi-canonical Status for any length of time. It occurs in the Muratorian Fragment, but with the accompanying note that some will not have it read in church. Clement of Alexandria seems to have commented on it as if it were canon-ical in a lost work (Eusebius, EH 6. 14), and in the 5th Century it was read on Good Friday in some Palestinian churches (Sozomen, Eccles. Hist. 7. 19). But it was never universally accepted, and its canonicity was not a live issue in Eusebius’ day (EH 3. 3). Its substantial orthodoxy seems certain. An old stichometry gives it 300 lines: about half of this appears in the main copy of the Gospel of Peter (see above). It contains visions of the trans-figured Lord, and lurid accounts of the torments of the damned: with perhaps a confused reference to future probation. (See M. R. James, JTS 12, 1911, pp. 36ff., 362ff., 573ff.; 32, 1931, PP- 270ff.)

There were several Gnostic Apocalypses of Paul, one known to Origen, inspired by 2 Cor. !2:2ff. A Version of one (which influenced Dante) has sur-vived (see R. P. Casey, JTS 24, 1933, pp. 1 ff.).

In the Nag Hammadi library Book V consists of four apocalypses, one of Paul, two of James and one of Adam. The Apocalypse of Paul in this Collection is distinct from those previously known. All these works are Gnostic in their teaching. Cf. A. Böhlig and P. Labib, Koptisch-gnostische Apocalyp-sen aus Codex V von Nag Hammadi, 1963.

h. Other apocryphal works

The Kerygmata Petrou, or Preachings of Peter, is known to us only in fragments, mostly preserved by Clement of Alexandria. Origen had to deal with Gnostic scholars who employed it, and challenged them to prove its genuineness (in Jn. 13:17, De Principiis Pref. 8). It has been postulated as a source of the original Clementine romance (see below). The fragments we have claim to preserve words of the Lord and of Peter, and at least one accords with the Gospel of the Hebrews.

The Clementine Homilies and the Clementine Recognitions are the two chief forms of a romance in which Clement of Rome, seeking for ultimate truth, travels in the apostle Peter’s footsteps and is eventually converted. It is probable that both derive from an immensely populär 2nd-century Christian novel, which may have used the Preachings of Peter. The literary and theological Problems involved are very complex. The Homilies in particular command a Judaized sectarian form of Christianity. (See O. Cullmann, Le Probleme Litteraire et Historique du Roman Pseudo-Clemenlin, 1930; H. J. Schoeps, Theologie und Geschichte des Judenchristentums, 1949; E.T. of Homilies and Recognitions in Ante-Nicene Christian Library.)

The Apocryphon of John was populär in Gnostic circles, and has reappeared at Nag Hammadi. The Saviour appears to John on the Mount of Olives, bids him write secret doctrine, deposit it safely and impart it only to those whose spirit can understand it and whose way of life is worthy. There is a curse on anyone imparting the doctrine for reward to an unworthy person. It is to be dated before ad 180, probably in Egypt. (See W. C. Till, Die Gnostischen Schriften des koptischen Papyrus Berol. 8502, 1955; cf. JEH 3, 1952, pp. 14ff.) In the Nag Hammadi documents, an account is given of the creation, the Fall and the redemption of humanity.

The Apocryphon of James has also been dis-covered at Nag Hammadi. It is an exhortation to seek the kingdom, cast in the form of a post-resurrection discourse to Peter and James, who ascend with the Lord but are unable to penetrate the third heaven. Its interest lies in its early date (ad 125-1507), the prominence of James (the Just?), who sends the apostles to their work after the ascension, and, in van Unnik’s opinion, its freedom from Gnostic influence. (See W. C. van Unnik, VC 10, 1956, pp. 149ff.) F. E. Williams in his introductory remarks to his translation of the Nag Hammadi text in The Nag Hammadi Library in English, p. 29, finds some evidence of Gnostic themes and suggests Christian Gnosticism as its source.

The Pistis Sophia and the Books of Jeü are ob-scure and bizarre Gnostic works of the 2nd or 3rd Century. (See C. Schmidt, Koptisch-gnoslische Schriften3, edited by W. Till, 1959; G. R. S. Mead, Pistis Sophia3, 1947, E.T.—cf F. C. Burkitt, JTS 23, 1922, pp. 271fT; C. A. Baynes, A Coptic Gnostic Treatise, 1933.)

General Bibliography. Critical editions of many of these works are still needed. Gk. and Lat. texts of the earlier Gospel discoveries are provided by C. Tischendorf, Evangelia Apocrypha, 1886, to be supplemented by A. de Santos, Los Evangelios Apocrifos, 1956 (with Spanish translations). The best collection of texts of the Acts is R. A. Lipsius and M. Bonnet, Acta Apostolorum Apocrypha, 1891-1903. Some newer texts and studies are provided in M. R. James, Apocrypha Anecdola, 1, 1893; 2, 1897. M. R. James, ANT (a splendid collection of English translations up to 1924); E. Hennecke-W. Schneemelcher (E.T. by R. M. Wilson), New Testantent Apocrypha, 1, 1963; 2, 1965 (indispensable for serious study). Non-canonical sayings: J. Jeremias, Unknown Sayings of Jesus, 1957; J. Finegan, Hidden Records of the Life of Jesus, 1969; F. F. Bruce, Jesus and Christian Ori-gins outside the New Testament, 1974; C. Hendrick (ed.), The Historical Jesus and the Rejected Gospels, 1988. Church Orders: J. Cooper and A. J. Maclean, The Testament of our Lord, 1902; R. H. Connolly, The So-Called Egyptian Church Order and its Derivatives, 1917.    a.f.w.

NICODEMUS. The name is Gk. and means ‘con-queror of the people’. He is mentioned only in the Fourth Gospel, where he is described as a Pharisee and ruler of the Jews (i.e. a member of the Sanhe-drin) who visited Jesus by night (Jn. 3:1-21). He seems to have been an earnest man attracted by the character and teaching of Jesus but afraid to allow this interest to be known by his fellow Pharisees. He could not understand the spiritual metaphors used by Christ. Nicodemus fades from the scene and we are left with Christ’s word to a Judaism wrapped in darkness.

Nicodemus is mentioned again in Jn. 7:50-52, where he showed more courage in protesting against the condemnation of Christ without giving him a hearing. The final reference is in Jn. 19:40, where he is said to have brought a lavish gift of spices to anoint the body of Christ. Nothing more is known of him despite a large number of legends (eg. in the apocryphal Gospel of Nicodemus). His identification with the wealthy and gener-ous Naqdimon ben-Gorion of the Talmud is uncertain.

Bibliography. M. Pamment, E.xpT 97, 1985,

pp. 71-75; J. S. King, E.xpT 98, 1986, p. 45; D. D. Sylva, NTS 34, 1988, pp.148-151.    r.e.n.

NICOLAUS, NICOLAITANS. Nicolaus of Anti-och (Acts 6:5) is supposed to have given his name to a group in the early church who sought to work out a compromise with paganism, to enable Christians to take part without embarrassment in some of the social and religious activities of the close-knit society in which they found themselves. It is possible that the term Nicolaitan is a Graecized form of Heb. Balaam, and therefore allegorical, the policy of the sect being likened to that of the OT corrupter of Israel (Nu. 22). In that case the Nicolaitans are to be identified with groups at-tacked by Peter (2 Pet. 2:15), Jude (11) and John (Rev. 2:6, 15 and possibly 2:20-23), for their advo-cacy within the church of pagan sexual laxity. References in Irenaeus, Clement and Tertullian suggest that the group hardened into a Gnostic sect.    E.M.B.

NICOPOLIS (‘city of victory’)- A town built as the capital of Epirus by Augustus on a peninsula of the Ambraciot Gulf, where he had camped betöre his victory at Actium in 31 bc. It was a Rom. colony, and derived some of its importance from the Actian games, also established by Augustus.

Although there were other towns named Nico-polis, this was the only one of sufficient Standing to warrant Paul’s spending a whole winter in it (Tit. 3:12), and its geographical position would suit its selection as a rendezvous with Titus. Paul may have planned to use it as a base for evangelizing Epirus. There is no ancient authority for the av subscrip-tion to the Epistle to Titus.    k.l.McK.

NILE.

I.    Terminology

The origin of Gk. Neilos and Lat. Nilus, our ‘Nile’, is uncertain. In the OT, with a few rare exceptions, the word y''6r, ‘river, stream, channel’, is used whenever the Egyp. Nile is meant. This Heb. word is itself directly derived from Egyp. ilrw in the form t'r(w) current from the 18th Dynasty on-wards, meaning ‘Nile-river, stream, canal’, i.e. the Nile and its various subsidiary branches and chan-nels. (A. Erman and H. Grapow, Wörterbuch der Aegyptischen Sprache, 1, 1926, p. 146; T. O. Lamb-din, JAOS 73, 1953, p. 151). In av the word y'‘6r is hidden under various common nouns, ‘river, flood’, etc. Just once the word nähär, ‘river’, is used of the Nile as the river of Egypt in parallel with the Euphrates, the nähär, ‘river’ par e.xcellence, the promised land lying between these two broad lirnits (Gn. 15:18). nahal, ‘wadi’, is apparently never used of the Nile, but of the Wadi el-‘Arish or ‘river of Egypt’, while the Shihor is the seaward end of the E Delta branch of the Nile (* Egypt, River of).

II.    Course of the river

The ultimate origin of the Nile is the streams such as the Kagera that flow into Lake Victoria in Tan-zania; from the latter, a river emerges N, via Lake Albert Nyanza and the vast Sudd swamps of the S Sudan, to become the White Nile. At Khartoum this is joined by the Blue Nile flowing down from Lake Tana in the Ethiopian (Abyssinian) high-lands, and their United stream is the Nile proper. After being joined by the Atbara river some 320 km NE of Khartoum, the Nile flows for 2,700 km through the Sudan and Egypt N to the Mediter-ranean without receiving any other tributary; the total length of the river from Lake Victoria to the Mediterranean is roughly 5,600 km. Between Khartoum and Aswan, six ‘sills’ of hard granite rocks across the river’s course give rise to the six cataracts that impede navigation on that part of its course.

Within Nubia and Upper Egypt, the Nile stream flows in a narrow valley which in Egypt is never much more than 20 km wide and often much less, bounded by hills or cliffs, beyond which Stretch rocky deserts to E and W (‘Egypt, II). Some 20 km N of Cairo, the river divides into two main branches that reach the sea at Rosetta in the W and Damietta in the E respectively; between and beyond these two great channels extend the flat, swampy lands of the Egyptian Delta. In Pharaonic Egypt three main branches of the Delta Nile seem to have been recognized (‘Western river’, Canopic branch?; ‘the Great river’, very roughly the present Damietta branch; ‘the Waters of Re”, or Eastern, Pelusiac branch, Heb. Shihor), besides various smaller branches, streams and canals. Gk. travel-lers and geographers reckoned from five to seven branches and mouths of the Nile. See A. H. Gardiner, Ancient Egyptian Onomastica, 2, 1947, pp. 153*—170“, with map between pp. 131* and 134*, on this tricky question; also J. Ball, Egypt in the Classical Geographers, 1942; M. Bietak, Teil El-Dab'a, 2, 1975.

III. The inundation and agriculture

The most remarkable feature of the Nile is its annual rise and flooding over its banks, or inundation. ln spring and early summer in Ethiopia and S Sudan the heavy rains and melting highland snows turn the Upper Nile—specifically the Blue Nile— into a vast torrent bringing down in its waters masses of fine, reddish earth in Suspension which it used to deposit on the lands flooded on either side of its banks in Egypt and Nubia. Thus, until the perennial irrigation-system of dams at Aswan and elsewhere was instituted last Century, those areas of the Egyptian valley and Delta within reach of the floods received every year a thin, new deposit of fresh, fertile mud. The muddy flood-waters used to be held within basins bounded by earthen banks, to be released when the level of the Nile waters sank again. In Egypt the Nile is lowest in May; its rise there begins in June, the main flood-waters reach Egypt in July/August, reach their peak there in September and slowly decline again thereafter. But for the Nile and its inundation, Egypt would be as desolate as the deserts on either hand; wherever the Nile waters reach, Vegetation can grow, life can exist. So sharp is the change from watered land to desert that one can stand with a foot in each. Egypt’s agriculture depended wholly on the inundation, whose level was checked off against river-level gauges or Nilometers. A high flood produced the splendid crops that made Egypt’s agricultural wealth proverbial. A low Nile, like drought in other lands, speit famine; too high a Nile that swept away irrigation-works and brought destruction in its wake was no better. The regulär rhythm of Egypt’s Nile was familiär to the He-
[image: ]

The course of the river Nile.

brews (cf Is. 23:10; Am. 8:8; 9:5), and likewise the dependence of Egypt’s cultivators, fisherfolk and marshes on those waters (Is. 19:5-8; 23:3). More than one prophet proclaimed judgment on Egypt in terms of drying up the Nile (Ezk. 30:12; cf.

29:10; Zc. 10:11), as other lands might be chastised by lack of rain (cf. *Famine). Jeremiah (46:7-9) compares the advance of Egypt's army with the surge of the rising Nile. On the inundation of the Nile, see G. Hort, ZA W69, 1957, pp. 88-95; J. Ball, Conlributions to the Geography of Egypt, 1939, passim; D. Bonneau, La crue du Nil, 1964.


IV. Other aspects

The Nile in dominating Egypt’s agriculture also aflected the form of her calendar, divided into three seasons (each of four 30-day months and ex-cluding 5 additional days) called ’Akhet, Tnunda-tion’; Peret, ‘Coming Forth’ (i.e. of the land from the receding waters); and Shomu, ‘Dry(?)’ or Summer season. The waters of the Nile not only supported crops but formed also the marshes for pasture (cf. Gn. 41:1-3, 17-18) and papyrus (* Papyri and Ostraca), and contained a wealth of fish caught by both line and net (Is. 19:8), cf. R. A. Caminos, Late-Egyptian Miscellanies, 1954, pp. 74, 200 (many sorts), and G. Posener et al., Diclionnaire de la Civilisation Egyplienne, 1959, figures on pp. 214-215. On the plagues of a blood-red Nile, dead fish and frogs, etc., ‘Plagues of Egypt. For Na. 3:8, ‘Thebes. The Assyrian’s boast of drying up Egypt’s streams (2 Ki. 19:24 = Is. 37:25) may refer to moats and similar river-defence works. For Moses in the rushes by the Nile, ‘Moses. The Nile was also Egypt’s main ar-terial highway; boats could sail N by merely going with the stream, and could as readily sail S with the aid of the cool N wind from the Mediterranean. In the religious beliefs of the Egyptians the spirit of the Nile-flood was the god Ha‘pi, bringet of fertility and abundance.    k.a.k.

NIMRIM, WATERS OF. The waters of Nimrim are mentioned twice (Is. 15:6; Je. 48:34). In sub-stantially identical terms the prophets teil of the overthrow of Moab; cries of anguish go up from the cities of Moab, and ‘the waters of Nimrim are a desolation’. Both in Isaiah and (especially) in Jeremiah the sequence of place-names suggests a site in S Moab, the now-customary identification with Wadi en-Numeirah, 16 km S of the Dead Sea. This is to be distinguished from Nimrah (Nu. 32:3) or Beth-nimrah (Nu. 32:36) about 16 km N of the Dead Sea.    j.a.m.

NIMROD. The name of the son of Cush, an early warrior, or hero (gibbör), who lived in Babylonia, where his kingdom included Babylon, Erech and Akkad (Gn. 10:8-10; 1 Ch. 1:10). He was father or founder of Nineveh and Calah in Assyria (Gn. 10:11) and was famous as a hunter (v. 9). The land adjacent to Assyria was later referred to as the ‘land of Nimrod’ (Mi. 5:6).

His name is perpetuaited in several place-names, including Birs Nimrud, SW of Babylon, and Nimrud in Assyria (‘CalahV This, with the le-gends concerning him preserved in Sumerian, Assyr. and later literature, implies a wider basis in the tradition than is provided in Genesis. Many scholars therefore compare him with Sargon of Agade, c. 2300 bc, who was a great warrior and huntsman and ruler of Assyria. He led expeditions to the Mediterranean coast and into S Anatolia and Persia, and the splendour of his age and achievements led to its being recalled as a ‘golden

age’. Since only the throne-name of Sargon is known, it is possible that he bore other names. Others see in Nimrod exploits attributed to such early rulers as Naram-Sin of Agade, Tukulti-Ninurta I of Assyria (Eretz Israel 5, 1958, pp. 32* -36*); or deities as Ninurta (Nimurda), the Bab. and Assyr. god of war, and the hunter, or Amarutu, the Sumerian name of the god Marduk. No certain identification is yet possible.    d.j.w.

NINEVEH. A principal city, and last Capital, of Assyria. The ruins are marked by the mounds called Kuyunjik and Nabi Yunus (‘Prophet Jonah’) on the river Tigris opposite Mosul, N Iraq.

I. Name

The Heb. nln'weh (Gk. Nineue\ classical Ninos) represents the Assyr. Ninuä (Old Bab. Ninuwa), a rendering of the earlier Sumerian name Nina, a name of the goddess Ishtar written with a sign de-picting a fish inside an enclosure. Despite the com-parison with the history of Jonah, there is probably no connection with the Heb. nun, ‘fish’.

According to Gn. 10:11 Nineveh was one of the N cities founded by * Nimrod or Ashur after leav-ing Babylonia. Excavation 25 m down to virgin soil shows that the site was occupied from prehistoric times (c. 4500 bc). ‘Ubaid (and Samarra) type pot-tery and pisee-buildings may indicate a S influence. Although first mentioned in the inscriptions of Gudea of Lagash who campaigned in the area c. 2200 bc, the texts of Tukulti-Ninurta I (c. 1230 bc) teil how he restored the temple of the goddess Ishtar of Nineveh founded by Manishtusu, son of Sargon, c. 2300 bc.

By the early 2nd millennium the city was in con-tact with the Assyr. colony of Kanish in Cap-padocia, and when Assyria became independent under Shamshi-Adad I (c. 1800 bc) the same temple of Ishtar (called E-mash-mash) was again restored. Hammurapi of Babylon (c. 1750 bc) ad-orned the temple, but the expansion of the town followed the revival of Assyr. fortunes under Shalmaneser I (c. 1260 bc), and by the reign of Tiglath-pileser I (1114—1076 bc) it was established as an alternative royal residence to Assur and Calah. Both Ashurnasirpal II (883-859 bc) and Sargon II (722-705 bc) had palaces there. It was, therefore, likely that it was to Nineveh itself that the tribute of Menahem in 744 bc (2 Ki. 15:20) and of Samaria in 722 bc (Is. 8:4) was brought.

Sennacherib, with the aid of his W Semitic queen Naqi’a-Zakutu, extensively rebuilt the city, its defensive walls, gates and water-supply. He built a canal leading 48 km from a dam on the river Gomel to the N, and controlled the flow of the river Khasr, which flowed through the city, by the erection of another dam at Ajeila to the E. He also provided new administrative buildings and parks. The walls of his new palace were decorated with reliefs depicting his victories, including the success-ful siege of *Lachish. The tribute received from Hezekiah of Judah (2 Ki. 18:14) was sent to Nineveh, to which ‘Sennacherib himself had returned after the campaign (2 Ki. 19:36; Is. 37:37). It is possible that the temple of * Nisroch, where he was murdered, was in Nineveh. His account of his attack on Hezekiah in Jerusalem is recorded on clay prisms used as foundation inscriptions in Nineveh.

Ashurbanipal (669-c. 627 bc) again made

Nineveh bis main residence, having lived there as crown prince. The bas-reliefs depicting a lion hunt (British Museum), which were made for his palace, are the best examples of this form of Assyr. art. The fall of the great city of Nineveh, as predicted by the prophets Nahum and Zephaniah, occurred in August 612 bc. The Bab. Chronicle teils how a combined force of Medes, Babylonians and Scythians laid siege to the city, which feil as a result of the breaches made in the defences by the flood-ing rivers (Na. 2:6-8). The city was plundered by the Medes, and the king Sin-shar-ishkun perished in the Harnes, though his family escaped. The city was left to fall into the heap of desolate ruin which it is today (Na. 2:10; 3:7), a pasturing-place for the flocks (Zp. 2:13-15), which gives the citadel mound its modern name of Teil Kuyunjik (‘mound of many sheep’). When Xenophon and the retreating Gk. army passed in 401 bc it was already an un-recognizable mass of debris.

At the height of its prosperity Nineveh was en-closed by an inner wall of c. 12 km Circuit within which, according to Felix Jones’ survey of 1834, more than 175,000 persons could have lived. The population of ‘this great city’ of Jonah’s history (1:2; 3:2) is given as 120,000, who did not know right from wrong. This has been compared with the 69,574 persons in *Calah (Nimrud) in 865 bc, then a city of about half the size of Nineveh. The ‘three days’ journey’ may not necessarily designate the size of Nineveh (Jon. 3:3) whether by its cir-cumference or total administrative district. It could refer to a day’s journey in from the suburbs (cf. 3:4), a day for business and then return. The Heb. translation by using nin'weh in each case could not differentiate between the district (Assyr. ninua[ki]) and metropolis ([a/]ninuä). There is no external evidence for the repentance of the people of Nineveh (Jon. 3:4-5), unless this is reflected in a text from Guzanu (‘Gozan) of the reign of Ashur-dän III when a total solar eclipse in 763 BC was fol-lowed by flooding and farnine. Such signs would be interpreted by the Assyrians as aflecting the king who would temporarily Step down from the throne (Jon. 3:6). Such portents, including an earthquake about the time of Jonah ben Amittai (2 Ki. 14:25), could well have made the Ninevites take the Step commended by Jesus (Lk. 11:30; Mt. 12:41).

II. Exploration

Following reports made by such early travellers as John Cartwright (17th Century) and plans drawn by C. J. Rieh in 1820, interest was reawakened in the discovery of the OT city. Excavation was at first undertaken by P. E. Botta (1842-3), but with little success, and he abandoned the site, believing Khorsabad (16 km to the N) to be the biblical Nineveh. However, the diggings of Layard and Rassam (1845-54), which resulted in the discovery of the reliefs from the palaces of Sennacherib and Ashurbanipal together with many inscriptions, placed the identification beyond question. Following the discovery, among the 25,000 inscribed tab-lets from the libraries of Ashurbanipal and of the temple of Nabu (‘Assyria), of a Bab. account of the Flood (Epic of Gilgamesh) in 1872, the British Museum reopened the excavations under G. Smith (1873-6); E. A. W. Budge (1882-91); L. W. King (1903—5) and R. Campbell Thompson (1927-32). The Iraqi Government has continued work at the site (1963, 1966-74). The mound of Nabi Yunus covering a palace of Esarhaddon has been as yet little explored because it is still inhabited.

Nineveh, with its many reliefs and inscriptions, has done more than any other Assyrian site to elu-cidate the ancient history of ‘Assyria and ‘Baby-lonia, while the epics, histories, grammatical and scientific texts and letters have made Assyr. litera-ture better known than that of any ancient Semitic peoples except the Hebrews (‘Archaeology, * Writing).

Bibliography. R. Campbell Thompson and R. W. Hutchinson, A Century of Exploration at Nineveh, 1929; A. Parrot, Nineveh and the Old Testament, 1955. The exploration of Nineveh is described in full by A. H. Layard, Nineveh and its Remains, 1849; G. Smith, Assyrian Discoveries, 1875; R. Campbell Thompson (and others), Liverpool Annals of Archaeology and Anthropology 18-20, 1931-3; Iraq 1-52, 1934-90; BA 55, 1992, pp. 227-233.    d.j.w.

NISROCH (Heb. nisrök). The deity in whose temple Sennacherib was murdered by his sons as he worshipped (2 Ki. 19:37; Is. 37:38). The place of this assassination, which is mentioned also in Assyr. records (DOTT, pp. 70-73), is variously identified with one of the major cities, Nineveh, Assur or Calah. Nisroch may then be a rendering of the name of the Assyr. national god, Ashur (cf. lxx Esdrach, Asorach', JRAS, 1899, p. 459). A form of the god Nusku (assuming an original nswk) of Marduk, or a Connection with the eagle-shaped army Standards has also been suggested.

D.J.W.

NITRE (Heb. ne[er). The modern name denotes saltpetre (sodium or potassium nitrate), but the biblical name refers to natron (carbonate of soda), which came chiefly from the ‘soda lakes’ of Lower Egypt. In Pr. 25:20 the effect of songs on a heavy heart is compared to the action of vinegar on nitre (Rvmg. ‘soda’)—i.e. producing strong eflfer-vescence. rsv follows lxx: ‘it is like pouring vinegar on a wound’. In Je. 2:22 nitre (‘lye’) is used in a purificatory sense: mixed with oil it formed a kind of *soap. (* Arts and Crafts, III. h.)

Bibliography. R. J. Forbes, Studies in Ancient Technology, 3,1955.    j.d.d.

NOAH. The last of the ten antediluvian Patriarchs and hero of the ‘Flood. He was the son of Lamech, who was 182 (Samaritan Pentateuch. 53; lxx, 188) years old when Noah was born (Gn. 5:28-29; Lk. 3:36).

a. Name

The etymology of the name, nöah, is uncertain, though many commentators connect it with the root nwh, ‘to rest’. In Genesis (5:29) it is associated with the verb nhm (translated ‘comfort’ in av and rv; ‘bring relief’ in rsv), with which it is perhaps etymologically connected; though this is not necessarily required by the text. The element nhm occurs in Amorite personal names and in the name Natjmizuli which figures in a Hurrian frag-ment of the Gilgamesh epic found at Bogazköy, the Hittite Capital in Asia Minor. The lxx gives the name as Nöe, in which form it appears in the NT (av).

b.    Life and character

Noah was a righteous man (Gn. 6:9, saddiq), having the righteousness that comes of faith (Heb.

11:7, he kata pistin dikaiosyne, lit. ‘the according to faith righteousness’), and had close communion with God, as is indicated by the expression he ’walked with God’ (Gn. 6:9). He is also described as without fault among his contemporaries (Gn. 6:9; av ‘perfect in his generations’) who had all sunk to a very low moral level (Gn. 6:1-5, 11-13; Mt. 24:37-38; Lk. 17:26-27), and to them he preached righteousness (2 Pet. 2:5), though without success, as subsequent events showed. Like the other early Patriarchs, Noah was blessed with great length of years. He was 500 years old when his first son was born (Gn. 5:32), 600 when the *Flood came (Gn. 7:11) and died at the age of 950 (Gn. 9:28-29). According to the most likely interpret-ation of Gn. 6:3, together with 1 Pet. 3:20, when Noah was 480 years old God informed him that he was going to destroy man from the earth but would allow a period of grace for 120 years, during which time Noah was to build an *ark, in which he would save his immediate family and a repre-sentative selection of animals (Gn. 6:13-22). It was probably during this period that Noah preached, but there was no repentance, and the *Flood came and destroyed all but Noah, his three sons and their four wives (Gn. 7:7; 1 Pet. 3:20).

After the Flood Noah, who had probably been a (armer before it, planted a vineyard (Gn. 9:20; ‘And Noah, the husbandman, began and planted a vineyard . . .’, which is to be preferred to the evv) and, becoming drunk, behaved in an unseemly way in his tent. *Ham, seeing his father naked, informed his two brothers, who covered him, but it is probable that Canaan, Ham’s son, did something disrespectful to his grandfather, for Noah placed a curse on him when he awoke (Gn. 9:20-27).

c.    God's covenant with Noah

The covenant implied in Gn. 6:18 might be inter-preted as Salvation for Noah conditional upon his building and entering the ark, which obligations he fulfilled (v. 22). On the other hand, it may be that this passage simply makes reference to the covenant which God made with Noah after the Flood, and which he sealed by conferring a new signifi-cance on the rainbow (Gn. 9:9-17; cf. Is. 54:9). The main features of this covenant were that it was en-tirely instituted by God, that it was universal in scope, applying not only to Noah and his seed after him but to every living creature, that it was un-conditional, and that it was everlasting. In it God undertook from his own free lovingkindness never again to destroy all flesh with a flood.

d.    Descendants

Noah had three sons, * Shem, * Ham and * Japheth (Gn. 5:32; 9:18-19; 10:1), who were born before the Flood, and accompanied him in the ark. We are told that after the Flood, from them ‘was the whole earth {'eres) overspread’, or ‘the whole (population of) the earth dispersed’ (Gn. 9:19). Their descendants later spread out over a wide area, and an ac-count is given of some of them in the Table of the * Nations in Gn. 10.

e.    Cuneifonn parallels

In the * flood accounts which have been preserved in Akkadian the name of the hero is Utanapishtim, which corresponds to the name Ziusuddu in a Sumerian account of the early 2nd millennium bc, which probably lies behind the Akkadian versions. Though in the principal Version of the Sumerian king list only eight rulers are named before the Flood, of whom Ziusuddu is not one, other texts list teil rulers, the tenth being Ziusuddu, who is credited with a reign of 36,000 years. The same is found in a late account in Gk. by the Babylonian priest Berossos, whose flood hero Xisouthros is the tenth of his pre-fiood rulers.

Bibliography J. Murray, The Covenant of Grace, 1954, pp. 12-16; E. A. Speiser, Mesopota-mian Origins, 1930, pp. 160-161; H. B. HulTmon, Amorite Personal Nantes in the Mari Texts, 1965, pp. 237-239; E. Laroche, Les noms des Hittites, 1966, p. 125; T. Jacobsen, The Sumerian King List, 1939, pp. 76-77 and n. 34; F. F. Bruce, NIDNTT2, pp. 681-683.    t.c.m.

NOB. A locality mentioned in three passages of the OT, all of which may refer to the same place.

In 1 Sa. 22:19 it is referred to as a city of priests; presumably Yahweh’s priests had fled there with the ephod after the capture of the ark and the de-struction of Shiloh (1 Sa. 4:11). David visited Nob after he had escaped from Saul when Ahimelech was priest there and ate holy bread (1 Sa. 21:6). When Saul heard that the priest of Nob had as-sisted the fugitive David he raided the shrine and had Ahimelech, along with eighty-five other priests, put to death (I Sa. 22:9, 11, 18-19).

Isaiah prophesied that the Assyrian invaders would reach Nob, between Anathoth, 4 km NE of Jerusalem, and the Capital (Is. 10:32), and the city is also mentioned in Ne. 11:32 as a village which was reinhabited after the return from exile.

The latter two references indicate a locality near Jerusalem, probably the modern Räs Umm et-Tala on the E slopes of Mt Scopus, NE of Jerusalem (Grollenberg, Atlas of the Bible, 1956). S. R. Driver (Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel1, 1913, p. 172) suggests perhaps a spot on the Räs el-Meshärif, under 2 km N of Jerusalem, a ridge from the brow of which (818 m) the pilgrim along the N road still Catches his first view of the holy city (790 m).    r.a.h.g.

NOBAH (Heb. nöbah). 1. An Amorite locality set-tled and renamed by Nobah (see 2) and his clan (Nu. 32:42). If the Amorite name Kenath indicates modern Kanawat (Eusebius’ Kanalha), 96 km E of lake Tiberias, this can hardly be the Nobah of Jdg. 8:11, which must be in Mt Gilead.

2. A Manassite leader (Nu. 32:42). j.p.u.l.

NOD. A land E of, or in front of, Eden (qidmat_-’eden, Gn. 4:16), to which Cain was banished by God after he had murdered Abel. The name (nöd) is the same in form as the infinitive of the verb nüd (nwd), ‘to move to and fro, wander’, the participle of which is used in Gn. 4:14 when Cain bemoans the fact that he will become a ‘vagabond’ (rsv ‘wanderer’). The name is unknown outside the Bible, but its form and the context suggest that it was a region where a nomadic existence was neces-sary, such as is today found in several parts of the Middle East.    t.c.m.

NODAB. A tribe which, among others, is men-tioned in 1 Ch. 5:19 as having been conquered by Reuben, Gad and half-Manasseh. and about whom nothing more is definitely known. (* Hagar-ITF.S.)    J.D.D.

NOMADS. A human group which changes its area of residence seasonally within a larger domain which is its home territory.

I. In the Bible

The word ‘nomad’ does not occur in evv of the Bible, the nomadic groups being called by other names.

The first was * Cain, who was banished from his kindred to be a Wanderer (Gn 4). A number of nomadic groups are mentioned in the Table of the Nations in Gn. 10 (*Nations, Table of). Among the descendants of ’Japheth are *Gomer (Cim-merians), Madai (* Medes), Meshek (perhaps Phrygians) and * Ashkenaz (Scythians), all peoples who probably came originally from the N steppe. Heth, among the children of Ham, may be the * Hit-tites of Asia Minor, though it is perhaps more probable that the reference is to the later Neo-Hittite States of N Syria. Among the descendants of Shem are listed ’Aratn (Aramaeans), and a number of Arabian tribes, some of them still nomadic in historical times, who stemmed from the Arabian peninsula.

The patriarchal period was largely a time of nomadism for God’s chosen remnant. It is un-certain whether Abraham was actually living a sedentary life within the city of Ur when he was called by God. He is later called ‘the Hebrew’ (Gn. 14:13), and this may indicate that he was one of the Habiru (‘Hebrews) living outside the city in perhaps a dient Status. In such a Situation he could still be a man of substance, as he undoubtedly was. How long he and his fathers had been at Ur is not stated, but when he left he began a nomadic life which was continued by Isaac and Jacob for two long generations, before the children of Israel set-tled to the sedentary life of Egypt (cf. Heb. 11:9). This was not the regulär seasonal movement of nomads within a set territory, but a wandering from place to place; and, though Abraham had camels (e.g. Gn. 24; for the view of some scholars that patriarchal camels are anachronistic, see *Camel), his herds were largely of sheep and goats, and included asses (Gn. 22:3), so that some would dass him as a semi-nomad or an ‘ass-nomad’. Such a life would fit in well with the times as illuminated by the * Mari archives. Terah and his sons Nahor and Haran by remaining at Harran established affiliations with another nomadic group, the Aramaeans, as is shown by the reference to a ‘wandering Aramaean’ as the ancestor of the Israelites (Dt. 26:5).

After experiencing the luxuries of a sedentary life in Egypt, even though oppressed, the Israelites at the Exodus were reluctant to return to the rig-ours of wandering. The 40 years in the wilderness was a unique episode, for without the miraculous supply of food provided by God the numbers of the people would have been far too great to be supported by the natural resources of the area.

After the Settlement in the Promised Land the true nomadic life ceased for the Israelites, but vari-ous reminiscences of it survive in the OT. For in-stance, in many cases a man’s house is referred to as his ‘tent’ (e.g. Jdg. 20:8; 1 Sa. 13:2; 2 Sa. 20:1; 1 Ki. 12:16). To express the idea of rising early the verb Säkam (in the Hiph‘11 stem), which properly means ‘to load the backs (of beasts)’, is used (e.g. Jdg. 19:9; 1 Sa. 17:20). Certain metaphors used in poetry suggest a nomadic background: in Jb. 4:21 (rsv) the plucking up of a tent-cord signifies death; in Je. 10:20 the breaking of tent-cords indicates desolation, and conversely, a sound tent speaks of security (Is. 33:20); in Is. 54:2 a prosperous people is signified by an enlarged tent space.

The Israelites came in contact with various nomadic groups after they had settled in the land. The Aramaeans had by the Ist millennium largely settled in the city States of Syria, so that the nomadic threat came mostly from the E and S, where the b'ne qedem, ‘the Children of the East' (cf. Ezk. 25:4) and such associated peoples as the

*    Midianites, * Amalekites, * Moabites, * Edomites,

*    Ammonites and * Kedarites would always take advantage of weakness in the settled territories. Solomon’s commercial expansion in the 10th Century brought contacts with * Arabia and the caravan traders of that area. In the 9th Century Jehoshaphat was able to exact tribute from the Arabs (2 Ch. 17:11), but the family of Jehoram were carried off by this people in a raid (2 Ch. 21:16-17). Throughout the Monarchy, the Arabs are mentioned in various capacities (e.g. Is. 13:20; 21:13; Je. 3:2; 25:23-24; Ezk. 27:21).

After the return from the Exile the nomadic traders who were settling on the E fringes of Syria-Palestine are exemplified by *Geshem the Arab, who tried to hinder the rebuilding of Jerusalem (Ne. 2:19; 6:6). These people were followed in NT times by the * Nabataeans.

With the moral corruption which accompanied the settlement in the land, the prophets used the ideal of the nomadic life as a figure of spiritual health. They condemned the luxuries of city life (Am. 3:15; 6:8) and spoke of a return to the sim-plicity of the early days of Israel in the wilderness (Ho. 2:14-15; 12:9). It is probable that this call to the desert was put into practice from time to time, as is evidenced by the Qumran Community (*Dead Sea Scrolls) in the intertestamental period, and by John the Baptist, and Jesus Christ and his disciples in NT times. Though this was not nomadism in the strict sense, it was a manifestation of that value of nomadism which has always been held forth as an aim for God’s people; to be pil-grims in this world, and to avoid the laying up of treasure upon earth. (* Rechabites; * Kenites.)

II. Way of life

A nomadic group depends for its livelihood upon herds of animals such as the horse, camel, sheep, goat or ox, and the pasturing needs of the herds determine the movements of the community. This way of life is required by the terrain inhabited, which usually consists mainly of an area of steppe or plain which provides temporary pasture in the wet or cool season, and either oases or uplands to which a retreat is made in the dry season. Under normal conditions a nomadic tribe will have a rec-ognized home territory, visiting different parts regularly in a seasonal cycle. Thus each tribe or, in more barren areas, smaller group visits annually its recognized tract of pasture, and returns annually to the same oasis or upland territory. Mobile dwell-ings are provided by tents of skins, feit or wool, and all equipment is strictly limited. There are variations from area to area. Some groups, mainly camel herders, abandon the plain for an oasis or upland only when compelled by drought; others, particularly shepherds, have semi-permanent dwellings at the oasis, even planting and raising crops, and go out on the plain only when the ani-rnals’ needs for pasture compel it. Peoples of this latter type are sometimes called semi-nomads.

Such an economy is finely adjusted, and the natural increase of population disturbs the balance. In consequence, a growing group may encroach on a neighbour’s traditional territory, and the weaker group be displaced, perhaps setting up a chain eft'ect which may cause the fringe groups to look abroad. Sedentary farming communities fall an easy prey to the overspilling nomads who may set themselves as a military aristocracy over the less-vigorous population. A few generations, however, usually suffice for the interlopers to be absorbed by the dominant though less-aggressive culture of the settled peoples.

The most advantageous Situation for a nomadic group is in a mixed country where city-states and their surrounding tilled territory are interspersed by less-intensively settled areas where the nomad can make his encampments and exploit the vulnerable settlements. This may be done either by mobile raids or by taking service either as mercen-ary troops or as labourers.

Certain values arise from the demands of the nomadic life. The mutual dependence of the mem-bers of a tribe, together with the consciousness of common descent, lead to great solidarity ("Family) and to such concomitant practices as blood revenge ("Avenger of Blood) for murder or manslaughter. The need for mobility results in the reduction of property to that which is movable, wealth being accumuiated in livestock. The rigours of life lead also to hospitality to the traveller and to chivalry, sometimes of a kind stränge to the sedentary farmer.

III. The ancient Near East

There were two main areas supporting nomadic populations in ancient times, from which the more settled regions of the Near East suflfered the influx of marauders. These were the peninsula of Arabia and the steppe of S Russia. Access from Arabia was easier than from the N, since the latter area lay across a mountain barrier, and for the nomads of N Arabia some of the oases visited seasonally lay on the very margins of the settled areas of Pales-tine and Syria.

a. The Southern nomads

It is probable that Arabia was the immediate home-land of the Semites (Semitic Speakers), and since from the earliest historical times in Mesopotamia the Semitic Akkadians formed part of the population, a continual influx of nomads from the Ara-bian peninsula may be inferred. Knowledge of the arrival of nomads from Arabia is very much con-ditioned by the surviving evidence. Written records are meagre from Palestine, intermittent from Syria, but more extensive from Mesopotamia. In Mesopotamia, however, the füllest records come from periods of political strength, when encroaching nomads could be most effectively resisted, and indeed, according to the records, the best-attested route of overt entry to Mesopotamia was from the N, though a peaceful infiltration into Babylonia from the W may be assumed. The early part of the 2nd millennium BC, following the fall of the 3rd Dynasty of Ur, was a period of weakness in Babylonia, and of consequent nomadic invasions from the N, the invaders, particularly the "‘Amorites’, finally establishing themselves as ruling dynasties in the cities of Babylonia. Düring the time of the greatest of these dynasties, the Ist of Babylon, the diplomatic archives discovered at the city of * Mari on the Middle Euphrates give a glimpse of the Situation in N Mesopotamia-Syria, where the city-states were interspersed by territory occupied by nomadic groups. One group known as the Hanae-ans (Hanü) provided the king of Mari with mer-cenary troops, and, though they lived in encampments, some of them were beginning to settle in permanent dwellings. A more troublesome group were the Yaminites (sometimes read Bini-Yamin; the writing is more likely to have been read rnärü yamJn; "Benjamin, TUR [pl ]-ya-mi-in), who spread through the steppe area befween the Habur river and the Euphrates and farther W, particularly in the vicinity of Harran, being frequently men-tioned as raiding settlements and even attacking towns. The Sutaeans (Sutü) likewise raided farther S, particularly on the trade routes connecting the Euphrates with Syria. Another group of people, the Habiru (* Hebrews), who are mentioned in the second half of the 2nd millennium in documents from Nuzi, Alalab, Hattusas, Ugarit, el-Amarna and in native Egyp. documents, are already mentioned earlier (18th Century bc) in the Mari letters and in documents of the same general period from Alalab, Cappadocia and S Mesopotamia. These people seem to have been nomads or semi-nomads who are found now as raiders, now as settlers in the towns, serving sometimes as mercenary troops, and sometimes as labourers or even slaves.

These are the principal nomadic groups mentioned in the Mari archives from this period, but they were no doubt typical of peoples at other periods who menaced the isolated city-states, particularly of N Mesopotamia and Syria-Palestine. Some were probably more in the nature of travel-ling craftsmen than raiders, and such a group is depicted on a 19th-century bc wall painting at Beni Hasan in Egypt (see IBA, fig. 25).

In the succeeding centuries another nomadic group which spread through Syria-Palestine and into "Egypt was the Hyksos, and again mainly during the 2nd millennium yet another body of nomads, the * Aramaeans, and a related group, the Ablamu, began to come into prominence. During the centuries around the turn of the 2nd to the Ist millennium, these people and their congeners flooded W Asia, putting a halt to the growing do-minion of Assyria, and founding many city-states in the area of Syria and N Mesopotamia.

These groups of nomads are the principal ones known from the written documents, who probably came ultimately from the Arabian peninsula. More directly from the peninsula were groups of Arabs ("Arabia), who are mentioned in the Assyr. in-scriptions and depicted in the bas-reliefs as riding camels and living in tents. Later in the Ist millennium such posts as Petra and Palmyra were settled by Arab tribes who were able to profit from the caravan traffic.

b. The northern nomads

Access to the Near East was more difficult for the N nomads who inhabited the S Russian steppe; the

Principal route of entry was between the Caspian and the Black Seas and into Asia Minor and Iran. Signs of the influx of the N nomads are found already in the middle of the 3rd millennium at the ‘Royal Tombs’ of Alaca Hüyük in central Asia Minor, where a warrior aristocracy had imposed itself on the peasant population. These were pre-decessors of the Indo-European-speaking Hittites who established an empire in Asia Minor in the 2nd millennium. It is clear that, like the Hittites, many of the invaders from the N were Indo-European-speaking. In the 2nd millennium the Kassites in Babylonia and the rulers of Mitanni in N Mesopotamia betray, in their names and certain elements of vocabulary, their Indo-European ori-gins. These people were among the first to intro-duce the *horse and *chariot to W Asia, and it is probable that this was a combination developed on the steppe. In the late 2nd millennium the Phry-gians in Asia Minor repeated the pattem of a dominating warrior aristocracy, and later the Cimmerians are encountered as warlike raiders. In the 1 st millennium the Medes and Persians came to prominence in Iran, the latter finally founding an empire which dominated the entire Near East. In the Assyr. inscriptions the earlier groups of the raiding warriors are known as Ummanmanda (* Assyria).

Bibliography. General: C. D. Forde, Habitat, Economy and Society*, 1942, pp. 308-351. Bible: R. de Vaux, Andern Israel, 1961, pp. 3-15, 519-520; D. J. Wiseman, The Word of Godfor Abraham and Today, 1959, pp. 10-12; DBS 6, coli. 541-550. Andern Near East: F. Gabrieli (ed.), L'Antica Soci-etä Beduina, 1959; J. R. Küpper, Les nomades en Mesopotamie au lemps des rois de Mari, 1957; S. Moscati, The Semites in Ancient History, 1959; T. T. Rice, The Scylhians, 1958, esp. pp. 33-55; M. B. Rowton, ‘Autonomy and Nomadism in Western Asia’, Or 42, 1973, pp. 247-258; ‘Dimorphie Struc-ture and the Problem of the ‘Apirü-Tbrim’, JNES 35, 1976, pp. 13-20.    t.c.m.

NOSE, NOSTRILS (Heb. ’ap, ‘nose’ or ‘nostril’). The organ of breathing, used also of the face, per-haps by synecdoche, especially in the expression ‘face to the ground’ in worship or homage. The Hebrews apparently thought no further into the respiratory process, and no Word for lung occurs in the Bible. The presence of breath in the nostrils was connected with *life (Gn. 2:7; Jb. 27:3), and the temporary nature thereof (Is. 2:22). The word also denotes the nose as the organ of smelling (Ps. 115:6; Am. 4:10). When breath was emitted visibly (called ‘smoke’, Ps. 18:8) it was connected with the expression of inner emotion, principally anger. By metonymy the word ’ap often comes to mean ‘anger’ (Gn. 27:45; Jb. 4:9), and is used figuratively thus in the OT far more frequently than in the literal sense. It is apparent from cognate languages (e.g. Akkad. appu, ‘face’) that the physical designa-tion is the original. The word is not found in the NT.    BOB.

NUMBER.

I. General usage

Israel shared with most of her Mediterranean and Near Eastern neighbours, e.g. Assyria, Egypt, Greece, Rome and Phoenicia, the decimal System of counting. The numbers recorded in the Heb. text of the OT are written in words, as in the main are the figures in the Gk. text of the NT. Numbers are also written in word form on the Moabite Stone and the Siloam Inscription.

In Heb. the number one is an adjective. A series of nouns denote the numbers 2 to 10. Combin-ations of these numbers with 10 give 11 to 19. After 20 the tens are formed in a pattem similar to that used in Eng., i.e. 3, 30. A separate word denotes 100; 200 is the dual form of this, and from 300 to 900 there is again a pattern similar to that found in the Eng. numeral System. The highest number expressed by one word is 20,000, the dual form of 10,000.

Aram. papyri from Egypt from the 6th to the 4th centuries bc, Aramaic endorsements on cuneiform tablets from Mesopotamia and Heb. ostraca and weights provide evidence of an early System of numerical notation within the OT period. Vertical strokes were used for digits and horizontal strokes for tens, written one above the other for multiples of ten, often with a downward stroke on the right. A stylized mem represented 100 with vertical strokes for additional hundreds. An abbreviation of the word ‘a thousand’ was used to indicate this figure. It isconsidered that the Heb. material shows that a sign resembling a Gk. lambda represented 5 and a sign similar to an early gimel stood for 4. See Y. Yadin, Scripta Hierosolymitana, 8, 1961, pp. 9-25. (* Weights and Measures.)

H. L. Allrick (BASOR 136, 1954, pp. 21-27) proposes that originally the lists in Ne. 7 and Ezr. 2 were written in the early Heb.-Aram. numeral notation, and he suggests that an explanation of certain differences between the lists may be found in this fact. See A. R. Millard, TynB 11, 1962, pp. 6-7, for evidence of Heb. numerical signs.

The idea of using letters of the alphabet for numerals originated from Gk. influence or at least during the period of Gk. influence, and, as far as is known, first appeared on Maccabean coins. See however G. R. Driver, Textus 1, 1960, pp. 126f.; 4, 1964, p. 83, for indication of earlier origin. The first nine letters were used for the figures 1 to 9, the tens from 10 to 90 were represented by the next nine and the hundreds from 100 to 400 by the remaining four letters. The number 15, however, was denoted by a combination of teth (9) and waw (6), as the two letters yod (10) and he (5) were the consonants of Yah, a form of the sacred name Yahweh. Further numbers were denoted by a combination of letters. There are ordinal numbers in biblical Heb. from 1 to 10, after which the Cardinal numbers are used. There are also words for fractions from a half to a fifth. Numbers in biblical Gk. follow the pattern used in Hellenistic Gk.

An indication of the mathematical concept of infinity may be found in the Statement in Rev. 7:9 where the redeemed are ‘a great multitude, which no man could number’. In a concrete image this concept is expressed in the OT as, e.g, Gn. 13:16. Cf. also Gn. 15:5.

The elementary processes of arithmetic are recorded in the OT, e.g. addition, Nu. 1:17ff. and Nu. 1:45; subtraction, Lv. 27:18; multiplication, Lv. 25:8.

In certain passages it is evident that numbers are being used in an approximate sense. The numbers ‘2’, ‘2 or 3’, ‘3 or 4’, ‘4 or 5’ are sometimes used with the meaning of ‘a few’, e.g. 1 Ki. 17:12, where the widow of Zarephath says, ‘I am gathering a couple of sticks’, and also Lv. 26:8 ‘five of you shall chase a hundred’. Similar usages are found in 2 Ki. 6:10; Is. 17:6; for ‘three or four’, see Am. 1:3flf. and Pr. 30:15ff. From the NT we may quote the use of round numbers by Paul in 1 Cor. 14:19. ‘Never-theless in the church I would rather speak five words with my mind, in Order to instruct others, than ten thousand words in a tongue.’ Cf. also Mt. 18:22.

It would seem that TO’ was used as the equiva-lent of ‘quite a number of times’, and we may in-stance Jacob’s words in Gn. 31:7, where it is re-corded that Laban changed his wages TO times’; cf. also Nu. 14:22. That Saul, David and Solomon are recorded as having reigned for 40 years, and the recurring Statement in the book of Judges that the land had rest 40 years (Jdg. 3:11; 5:31; 8:28) seem to indicate that 40 was used to stand for a gener-ation, or quite a considerable number, or length of time. 100, e.g. Ec. 6:3, would equal a large number, and 1,000, 10,000 (Dt. 32:30; Lv. 26:8), and 40,000 (Jdg. 5:8) provide instances of round numbers which indicate an indefinitely large number. In the case of large numbers for the strength of armies, e.g. 2 Ch. 14:9, these are in all probability approxi-mate estimates, as also seems to be the case with the number of David’s census (2 Sa. 24:9; cf. 1 Ch. 21:5), and perhaps the 7,000 sheep sacrificed in Jerusalem (2 Ch. 15:11).

II. Large numbers in the Old Testament

The large numbers recorded in certain parts of the OT have occasioned considerable difficulties. These are concerned chiefly with the chronology of the early periods of OT history, where the problem is further complicated by the presence of differing figures in the various texts and versions, with the numbers of the Israeiites at the time of the Exodus, and the numbers of warriors in various armies, and especially of the numbers of the slain of enemy forces. With regard to the first problem one may instance that the Heb. text gives 1,656 years as the time between the creation and the Flood, the lxx 2,262 years and the Samaritan 1,307. Or for the age of Methuselah the Heb. text gives 969 years and the Samaritan 720. (*Genealogy; * Chronology of the Old Testament.) A similar problem exists in the NT regarding the number of persons on board the ship on which Paul travelled to Rome. Some mss give 276 and others 76 (Acts 27:37). Again the number of the beast (Rev. 13:18) is given variously as 666 and 616.

An indication that numbers might suffer textual corruption in transmission is provided by diflering numbers in parallel texts, e.g. the age of Jehoiachin at the beginning of his reign is given as 18 in 2 Ki. 24:8 and 8 in 2 Ch. 36:9.

Archaeological discoveries have contributed considerable Background Information to the age of the Exodus and the conquest of Palestine, and the Contemporary population. Given that the Israeiites were less in number than the Canaanites, as may be inferred from Ex. 23:29 and Dt. 7:7, 17, 22, the census numbers of Nu. 1 and 26 which imply a population of 2-3 million require investigation.

Divergent interpretations of the figures have been proposed, from acceptance at face value, e.g. NBC, 1953, p. 165, to J. Bright, A Hislory of Israel\ 1972, p. 130: ‘these lists.. . represent a later period of Israel’s history’. Attempts have been made to retranslate the figures and so reduce them.

The Heb. Word ’elep, ‘a thousand’, can be trans-lated ‘family’, ‘tent group’, or ‘clan’: e.g. Jdg. 6:15, ‘my clan (’alpt) is the weakest in Manasseh’. The following may also be consulted: F. Petrie, Egypt and Israel, 1911, pp. 42ff.; G. E. Mendenhall, The Census Lists of Numbers 1 and 26’, JBL 77, 1958, pp. 52fT.; C. S. Jarvis, Yesterday and Today in Sinai, 1936; R. E. D. Clark, ‘The Large Numbers of the OT.JTVm, 1955, pp. 82ff.

J. W. Wenham (TynB 18, 1967, pp. 19-53), following R. E. D. Clark’s repointing of ’elep ‘thousand’ to ’allup, translated ‘officer’ or ‘trained war-rior’, and interpreting me of ‘hundreds’ as ‘contin-gents’, suggests that the individual large numbers consist of a coalescence of these two terms in a specific ratio. The number of fighting men would then be reduced to 18,000 and, allowing for Levites and those too old to fight, an estimated male population would total 36,000, consistent with the figure for first-born males (22,273) in Nu. 3:43. This figure, doubled to include women, gives a cal-culated Israelite population of 72,000.

Revocalization of ’elep to ’allup ‘officer’, ‘cap-tain’, provides a possible solution to the enormous numbers of fallen in battle, recorded in thousands, and is consistent with practice in ancient battles where mighty men did most of the fighting, e.g. David and Goliath.

III. Significant numbers

Numbers are also used with a symbolical or theo-logical significance.

One is used to convey the concept of the unity and uniqueness of God, e.g. Dt. 6:4, ‘The Lord our God is one Lord’. The human race stems from one (Acts 17:26). The entry of sin into the world is through one man (Rom. 5:12). The gift of grace is by one man, Jesus Christ (Rom. 5:15). His sacrifice in deaih is a once-for-all offering (Heb. 7:27), and he is the first-born from the dead (Col. 1:18), the firstfruits of the dead (1 Cor. 15:20). ‘One’ also expresses the unity between Christ and the Father (Jn. 10:30), the Union between believers and the Godhead, and the unity which exists among Christians (Jn. 17:21; Gal. 3:28). ‘One’ further expresses singleness of purpose (Lk. 10:42). The concept of Union is also found in the saying of Jesus concern-ing marriage, ‘and the two shall become one’ (Mt. 19:6).

Two can be a figure both of unity and of div-ision. Man and woman form the basic family unit (Gn. 1:27; 2:20,24). Animais associate in pairs and enter the ark in twos (Gn. 7:9). Two people often work together in companionship, e.g. Joshua’s spies (Jos. 2:1), and the Twelve and Seventy dis-ciples were sent out in pairs (Mk. 6:7; Lk. 10:1). In addition, at Sinai there were two stone tablets, and animals were often oflfered for sacrifice in pairs. By contrast two is used with separating force in 1 Ki. 18:21, as it is also implied in the two ‘ways’ of Mt. 7:13-14.

Three. It is natural to associate the number 3 with the Trinity of Persons in the Godhead, and the following references among others may be in-stanced: Mt. 28:19; Jn. 14:26; 15:26; 2 Cor. 13:14; 1 Pet. 1:2, where this teaching is implied. The number 3 is also associated with certain of God’s mighty acts. At Mt Sinai the Lord was to come down to give his Law on ‘the third day’ (Ex. 19:11). In Hosea’s prophecy the Lord would raise up his people ‘on the third day’, probably meaning a short time (Ho. 6:2). There is a similar usage of
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Table of numerals in nse during the biblical period


‘three’ in Lk. 13:32, where ‘third day’ is ‘poetical for the moment when something is finished, com-pleted, and perfected’ (N. Geldenhuys, Commen-tary on the Gospel of Luke, 1950, p. 384, n. 4). Jonah was delivered (Jon. 1:17; Mt. 12:40), and God raised Christ from the dead, on the third day (1 Cor. 15:4). There were three disciples admitted to special terms of intimacy with Christ (Mk. 9:2; Mt. 26:37), and at Calvary there were three crosses. Paul emphasizes three Christian virtues (1 Cor. 13:13). A further instance of three being used in connection with periods of time is the choice offered to David of 3 days’ pestilence, 3 months’ defeat or 3 years’ famine (1 Ch. 21:12). The de-ployment of Gideon’s army furnishes an example of division into three (Jdg. 7:16), and the fraction, a third, is employed in Rev. 8:7-12.

Four, the number of the sides of a square, is one of Symbols of completion in the Bible. The divine name Yahweh has 4 letters in Heb. (yhivh). There were 4 rivers flowing out of the garden of Eden (Gn. 2:10) and there are 4 Corners of the earth (Rev. 7:1; 20:8), from whence blow the 4 winds (Je. 49:36; Ezk. 37:9; Dn. 7:2). In his vision of the glory of God, Ezekiel saw 4 living creatures (ch. 1), and with these we may compare the 4 living creatures of Rev. 4:6.

The history of the world from the time of the Babylonian empire is spanned by 4 kingdoms (Dn. 2; 7). Four is a prominent number in prophetic symbolism and apocalyptic literature, as the fol-lowing additional references show: 4 smiths and 4 horns (Zc. 1:18-21), 4 chariots (Zc. 6:1-8), 4 horns of the altar (Rev. 9:13), 4 angels of destruction (Rev. 9:14). In addition, there are 4 Gospels, and at the time when the gospel was extended to the Gen-tiles Peter saw in a vision a sheet let down by its 4 corners.

Five and len, and their multiples, occur fre-quently on account of the decimal System used in Palestine. In the OT 10 Patriarchs are mentioned before the Flood. The Egyptians were visited with 10 plagues and there were Ten Commandments. The fraction one-tenth formed the tithe (Gn. 14:20; 28:22; Lv. 27:30; 2 Ch. 31:5; Mal. 3:10). ln the parable of Lk. 15:8 the woman possessed 10 coins, and in the parable of the pounds mention is made of 10 pounds, 10 servants and 10 cities (Lk. 19:11-27). Of the 10 virgins, 5 were wise and 5 foolish (Mt. 25:2). 5 sparrows were sold for 2 far-things (Lk. 12:6); Dives had 5 brothers (Lk. 16:28); the woman by the well had had 5 husbands (Jn. 4:18), and at the feeding of the 5,000 the lad had 5 loaves. There are 10 powers which cannot separate the believer from the love of God (Rom. 8:38f.) and 10 sins which exclude from the kingdom of God (1 Cor. 6:10). The number 10, therefore, also signifies completeness; 10 elders form a Company (Ru. 4:2).

Si.x In the creation narrative God created man and woman on the 6th day (Gn. 1:27). 6 days were allotted to man for labour (Ex. 20:9; 23:12; 31:15; cf. Lk. 13:14). A Heb. servant had to serve for 6 years before he was freed. The number 6 is therefore closely associated with man.

Seven has an eminent place among sacred num-bers in the Scriptures, and is associated with completion, fulfilment and perfection. In the creation narrative God rested from his work on the 7th day, and sanctified it. This gave a pattem to the Jewish sabbath on which man was to refrain from work (Ex. 20:10), to the sabbatic year (Lv. 25:2-6), and also to the year of jubilee, which followed 7 times 7 years (Lv. 25:8). The Feast of Unleavened Bread and the Feast of Tabernacles lasted 7 days (Ex. 12:15, 19; Nu. 29:12). The Day of Atonement was in the 7th month (Lv. 16:29), and 7 occurs fre-quently in connection with OT ritual, e.g. the sprinkling of bullock’s blood 7 times (Lv. 4:6) and the burnt-ofiering of 7 lambs (Nu. 28:11); the cleansed leper was sprinkled 7 times (Lv. 14:7), and Naaman had to dip 7 times in Jordan (2 Kl 5:10). In the tabernacle the candlestick had 7 branches (Ex. 25:32).

Other references to be noted are: the mother of 7 sons (Je. 15:9; 2 Macc. 7:1 ff.); 7 women for one man (Is. 4:1); a loving daughter-in-law preferable to 7 sons (Ru. 4:15). The Sadducees proposed a case of levirate marriage with 7 brothers (Mt. 22:25). The priests encompassed Jericho 7 times (Jos. 6:4). Elijah's servant looked for rain 7 times (1 Ki. 18:43). The psalmist praised God 7 times a day (Ps. 119:164), and Gn. 29:18; 41:29, 54 and Dn. 4:23 mention 7 years (times). The early church had 7 deacons (Acts 6:3) and John addresses 7 churches in the book of Revelation, where there is mention of 7 golden candlesticks (1:12) and 7 stars (1:16). At the miraculous feeding of 4,000 from 7 loaves and a few fishes (Mk. 8:1-9), the 7 basketsful col-lected afterwards may indicate that Jesus can sat-isfy completely. The complete possession of Mary Magdalene is effected by 7 demons (Lk. 8:2), while thedragon of Rev. 12:3 and the beast of Rev. 13:1; 17:7 have 7 heads.

Eight. 1 Pet. 3:20 records that 8 people were saved in the ark of Noah. Circumcision of a Jewish boy took place on the 8th day (Gn. 17:12; Phil. 3:5). In Ezekiel’s vision of the new Temple the priests make their ofifering on the 8th day (43:27).

Ten. See Five.

Twelve. The Heb. year was divided into 12 months, the day into 12 hours (Jn. 11:9). Israel had 12 sons (Gn. 35:22-27; 42:13, 32) and there were 12 tribes of Israel, the people of God (Gn. 49:28). Christ chose 12 apostles (Mt. 10:1 ff.). Twelve is therefore linked with the elective pur-poses of God.

Forty is associated with almost each new development in the history of God’s mighty acts, espe-cially of Salvation, e.g. the Flood, redemption from Egypt, Elijah and the prophetic era, the advent of Christ and the birth of the church. The following periods of 40 days may be listed: the downpour of rain during the Flood (Gn. 7:17); the despatch of the raven (Gn. 8:6); Moses’ fasts on the mount (Ex. 24:18; 34:28; Dt. 9:9); the spies’ exploration of the land of Canaan (Nu. 13:25); Moses’ prayer for Israel (Dt. 9:25); Goliath’s defiance (1 Sa. 17:16); Elijah’s journey to Horeb (1 Ki. 19:8); Ezekiel’s lying on his right side (Ezk. 4:6); Jonah’s warning to Nineveh (Jon. 3:4); Christ’s stay in the wilderness prior to his temptation (Mt. 4:2), his appear-ances after his resurrection (Acts 1:3).

For 40 years, the general designation of a gener-ation, the following may be quoted: the main divi-sions of Moses’ life (Acts 7:23, 30, 36; Dt. 31:2); Israel’s wandering in the wilderness (Ex. 16:35; Nu. 14:33; Jos. 5:6; Ps. 95:10); the recurring pattem of servitude and deliverance in the era of the judges (e.g. Jdg. 3:11; 13:1); the reigns of Saul, David and Solomon (Acts 13:21; 2 Sa. 5:4; 1 Ki. 11:42); the desolation of Egypt (Ezk. 29:11).

Seventy is often connected with God’s adminis-tration of the world. After the Flood the world was repopulated through 70 descendants of Noah (Gn. 10); 70 persons went down to Egypt (Gn. 46:27); 70 elders were appointed to help Moses administer Israel in the wilderness (Nu. 11:16); the people of Judah spent 70 years of exile in Babylon (Je. 25:11; 29:10); 70 weeks, ‘sevens’, were decreed by God as the period in which Messianic redemption was to be accomplished (Dn. 9:24); Jesus sent forth the Seventy (Lk. 10:1); he enjoined forgiveness ‘until seventy timesseven’ (Mt. 18:22).

666 (or 616) is the number of the beast in Rev. 13:18. Many interpretations of this number have been proposed, and by gematria, in which figures are given the value of corresponding letters, the number 666 has been identified with the numerical values of the names of a variety of Personalities from Caligula and Nero Caesar onwards, and with such concepts as the chaos monster.

For a full discussion, and of ‘thousand’, see commentaries on the book of Revelation, espe-cially NBCR; H. B. Swete, The Apocalypse of St. John, 1906, pp. 175-176; J.-J von Allmen, art. ‘Number’ in Vocabulary of the Bible, 1958; D. R. Hillers, BASOR 170, 1963, p. 65.

Rev. 7:4; 14:1 records the number 144,000 ‘which were sealed’. It is the number 12, the number of election, squared, and multiplied by 1,000, an in-definitely large number, and symbolizes the full number of saints of both covenants who are pre-served by God.

Bibliography. E. D. Schmitz, et ai, NIDNTT 2, pp. 683-704; W. Roth, Numerical Sayings in the OT. 1965.    R.A.H.G.

NUMBERS, BOOK OF. The synagogue named this book after its first word or after one of the first words (way'dabber, ‘and he spoke’; or b'midbar, ‘in the desert’). The Gk. translators called it arithmoi, ‘numbers’. Where the four other parts of the Pentateuch are concerned, the Gk. names are com-monly used; in this fifth part, in some countries the Gk. has been translated into the native language: ‘Numbers’, etc:, in other countries the Lat. transla-tion of the Gk. name is used: Numeri. The title is given because the book’s first few chapters (and ch.

26) contain many numbers, especially census-numbers.


I. Outline of contcnts

fl. The numbering of the Israelites. The marshal-ling of the tribes (1:1 —4:49).

b.    The law regarding jealousy, legislation for the Nazirites and other laws (5:1-6:27).

c.    The offerings for the consecration of the tab-ernacle (7:1-89).

d.    The candlestick. The consecration of the Lev-ites; their time of Service (8:1-26).

e.    The second Passover; the cloud; the two silver trumpets (9:1-10:10).

/ The departure from Sinai (10:11-36).

g. Taberah. The quails. The 70 elders (11:1-35).

//. Miriam and Aaron against Moses (12:1-16).

The twelve spies (13:1-14:45).

j.    Miscellaneous commandments regarding. int er alia, meat and drink offerings, offerings where a person has sinned through ignorance, and commandments about sabbath-breaking (15:1-41).

k.    Korah, Dathan and Abiram. The blossoming rod of Aaron (16:1 — 17:13).

/. The position of the priests and Levites (18:1-32).

m The water of Separation for purification of sins (19:1-22).

n.    The death of Miriam. Meribah (20:1-13).

o.    Edom refuses to give Israel passage. Death of Aaron (20:14-29).

p.    The struggle at Hormah. The serpent of bronze. To the plains of Moab. The fight against Sihon and Og (21:1-35).

q.    Balaam (22:1-24:25).

r.    Baal-peor (25:1-18).

s.    The second numbering of the Israelites (26:1-65).

t.    The right of inheritance of daughters. The successor of Moses (27:1-23).

u.    Commandments regarding offerings. Vows of the women (28:1-30:16).

v.    Vengeance taken against the Midianites (31:1 — 54).

w.    The allotment of the land on the E side of Jordan (32:1^42).

x The places where Israel camped during their journeys through the desert (33:1-49).

y.    Directions concerning the conquest of Canaan. The borders of Canaan. Regulations concerning the division of the land. The cities of the Levites. Cities of refuge (33:50-35:34).

z.    The marriage of daughters having an inheritance (36:1-13).

II. Authorship and date

Many scholars today consider that the tradition according to which Moses is the author of the entire book must be seriously questioned. They draw attention to the following considerations. Only for ch. 33 is a literary activity of Moses men-tioned (v. 2, cf. 5:23; 11:26); this is not mentioned for any other part of Nu.; for the contrary case, see e.g. Dt. 31:9. Various data point to a later time than that of Moses, or at least to another author than Moses; cf. 12:3; 15:22f. (Moses in the third person); 15:32; 21:14 (perhaps the ‘book of the wars of the Lord’ originales from the post-Mosaic time); 32:34ff. Nevertheless, the book repeat-edly States that the regulations and the laws have been given through the agency of Moses (and Aaron), 1:1, etc:, it is also clear that the laws and regulations give the impression that they were enacted during the wanderings through the desert (5:17; 15:32ff., etc.). For that matter it is possible that the laws have gone through a process of growth: afterwards there may have been alterations made in them, e.g. for the purpose of adapting them to altered circumstances. Sometimes there are definite marks of these processes; thus there are differences between Nu. 15:22-31 and Lv. 4:1 f.; in addition, we note the fact that Nu. 15:22f. speaks about Moses in the third person, and it is not unlikely that Nu. 15:22-31 is a later Version of Lv. 4.

We shall have to assume that the laws substan-tially originate from the Mosaic time. We can also assume that the noting down of both the laws and the stories was already begun during the Mosaic time. The time when the book received its final form is unknown to us. In the opinion of the present writer, it is a plausible view that the major points were already recorded in writing, e.g. in the early days of the Monarchy. It is significant that there are no post-Mosaica pointing unmistakably to a time much later than that of Moses.

Since the critical activity of Wellhausen and others, many scholars'have adopted the view that

Nu. belongs for the greater pari to the so-ca!led Priestly Code, which is said to have its origin in the post-exilic age. At present, however, scholars are inclined, more than Wellhausen was, to accept the view that Nu. contains material dating from old, even very remote, times, admitting that in Nu. 5:11 fT. and ch. 19, ancient rites are described, and that other material points to a similar conclusion. Many scholars are willing to accept that the cult, as it is described in Nu., was in use, so far as concerns the main points, in pre-exilic Jerusalem. See also the articles on ‘Pentateuch, ‘Moses, ‘Wilderness of the Wandering, etc., and articles under particular subjects such as ‘Balaam, ‘Cities of Refuge, etc.

III. Further summary of contcnts

1. The division of the Pentateuch into five books is not original. Thus, even though it is not without meaning that with Nu. 1:1 a new book begins (in which the first four chapters form the preparation for the departure from Sinai), this book neverthe-less forms a unity with the preceding books. ln the same way it may be said that Dt. is the continu-ation of Nu., but the Separation between Nu. and Dt. is more fundamental than the Separation of Lv. and Nu.

2.    The history narrated in Nu. covers 38 years— the period between the 2nd year and the 40th year after the Exodus (see the definitions of the time in 1:1; 7:1; 9:1, 15; 10:11; 33:38; cf. Ex. 40:2; Dt. 1:3).

In the first part Israel is still staying near Mt Sinai (Ex. 19:1 teils of their arrival at Sinai). Nu. 10:11-12:16 deals with the departure from Sinai and the journey to Kadesh (cf. 13:26); in the 2nd year after the Exodus Israel had already arrived at Kadesh (cf. Dt. 2:14). Because Israel put faith in the defeatist words of the spies, there ensued a pro-longed wandering in the desert (chs. 13-14). Little is known to us of the fortunes of Israel during the 38 years of their wanderings (15:1-20:13). We should reckon with the possibility that Kadesh was for a long time a sort of centre for Israel, while various groups of Israelites were wandering about the Sinai Peninsula. After these 38 years Israel leaves Kadesh for Canaan, marches round Edom, comes into the plains of Moab, and defeats Sihon and Og (20:14-21:35). The last part of the book describes the actions of Balaam, Israel’s idol-worship of Baal-peor and the punishment of the Midianites.

3.    Besides dealing with history, this book contains all kinds of regulations and laws. The relation between laws and history and between one law and another is often not very clear to us. Nevertheless, the author will, at least in many cases, have in-tended a connection. The simplest solution is to suppose that there is a chronological connection. Sometimes there is also a material connection; see, e.g., how well 5:1-4 and ch. 18 correspond with what precedes, and 10:1-10 with what follows; after a survey of the journey through the desert has been given (33:1-49), the narrative continues (33:50-35:34) with regulations concerning the conquest of Canaan and laws for when they are dwelling in it. Finally, we should bear in mind that the construction of many OT books raises similar questions to those we have referred to here (* Psalms, * Proverbs, * Isaiah, etc.).

Many laws (but not all of them) concern ritual matters. The Israelites did not distinguish between cultic, moral, juridical and social laws in the same way as we usually do. All the laws and regulations have as their object that Israel should be prepared to live in Canaan in the sight of the Lord, as an independent and well-conducted nation.

4. In Nu. Moses is again the dominant figure, depicted in all his greatness and weakness, and guiding the people in every respect. Through his mediation the Lord gives Israel a variety of laws and regulations, speaking to his servant ‘mouth to mouth’ (12:6—8). Over and over again Moses acts as intercessor for the people (11:2; 12:13; 14:13flf.; 16:22; 21:7). He was ‘very meek, more than all men that were on the face of the earth’ (12:3; cf. 14:5; 16:4ff), yet he had his share of human failings. Contrary to the Lord’s Order he strikes the rock (20:10f.), and on occasion he makes temperamental complaints (11:1 OfT.; cf. 16:15). Next to Moses in prominence is Aaron (1:3, 17, 44; 2:1, etc., especially chs. 12; 16-17).

IV. The message of the book

In Nu., as in the case of the whole Bible, the al-mighty and faithful God of the covenant reveals himself; it is this revelation that joins the different parts of Nu. into a unity. In the regulations and iaws he imposes, God shows his care of his people. Israel frequently revolts against him. As a result the anger of the Lord is kindled: he does not allow the sin to go unpunished (11:1-3, 33f.; 12:1 OfT.; 14, etc.)', Moses and Aaron are not allowed to enter Canaan (20:12f). But the Lord does not repudiate his people; he remains faithful to his covenant. He guides Israel through the desert, so that the land promised to their fathers is reached. This is pre-vented neither by Israel’s unfaithfulness nor by the power of the nations that turn against Israel.

Special attention should be paid to certain as-pects of the revelation of God in Numbers.

1.    The Lord is, indeed, unchangeable in his faithfulness (cf. 23:19), but this does not imply that he is an unmovable being (see especially the touch-ing story in 14:1 lff). In this connection we should note the strong anthropomorphisms (see, e.g.. 10:35f.; 15:3, ‘a pleasing odour to the Lord’; 28:2, ‘my food’, etc.); expressions which, while we must not take them in a strictly literal sense, show at the same time how deeply the Lord is involved in the doings of Israel.

2.    God’s holiness is specially emphasized. The stories do this (see, e.g.. 20:12f.), and so also, in a different way, do the laws and regulations: when a man approaches God he has to fulfil all kinds of prescribed rules, he has to be free from every un-cleanness (cf. also l:50ff, etc.).

3.    Very detailed prescriptions are given in this book: God exercises his sovereign dominion over everything, even over the smallest details.

4.    As soon as the children of Israel have arrived at the borders of the promised country they yield to the temptation to serve the gods of the new land. But the Lord is not only the Lord of the desert: he engages a heathen fortune-teller (22-24), and punishes Israel for their idol-worship (25), to-gether with those who had seduced his people (31).

In what is said above, the Christological char-acter of this book has already been mainly indi-cated. In Nu., as elsewhere, God reveals himself as the faithful God of the covenant. In other words, he reveals himself in the face of Christ. In add-ition, there is much in this book which has a typo-logical meaning: in persons (especially Moses and Aaron), in occurrences, and in laws, the Corning

Christ casts his shadow before him (cf. Jn. 3:14; 1 Cor. 10:lfT; Heb. 3:7ff.; 9:13; etc.).

Bibliography. See various fOTs and the commentaries—e.g. G. B. Gray, Numbers, ICC, 1903 (1955); L. E. Binns, The Book of Numbers. WC, 1927; S. Fish, The Book of Numbers\ 1950, in The Soncino Books of the Bible; J. Marsh, Numbers, IB, 2, 1953; W. H. Gispen, Hel boek Numeri, 1, 1959; 2, 1964, in Commentaar op hei Oude Testament', N. H. Snaith, Leviticus and Numbers, NCB, 1967; M. Noth, Numbers. OTL, 1968; P. J. Budd, Numbers, WBC, 1984.    n.h.r.

NUNC DIMITHS. The prophecies accompanying Christ’s advent occur not (as with John the Baptist) at circumcision but at the rites of purification a month later. According to an ancient custom babies were brought to an old doctor or rabbi in the Temple for a blessing. Perhaps in this setting Simeon, taking the Lord Jesus, uttered his nunc dimittis (Lk. 2:29-35). Simeon is characterized as receiving a ‘spirit which was holy’, which in Jewish tradition is equated with the ‘spirit of prophecy’. According to the rabbis the Spirit departed from Israel after the prophet Malachi, and his return was indicative of the Messianic age (cf. SB, in loc.). In the case of Simeon three specific ‘acts of the Spirit’ occur: (1) he receives by divine revelation assurance that he shall see the Lord’s Messiah; (2) under the influence of the Spirit (cf Rev. 1:10) he is led to encounter and recognize Jesus as Messiah (cf. 1 Sa. I6:6ff.); (3) he utters a prayer and predic-tion which, in Luke’s context, is clearly to be re-garded as prophetic.

Nunc Dimittis is divided into two parts, the first a prayer to God (liturgically, this alone came to be designated the ‘Nunc Dimittis’) and the second a prophecy spoken to Mary. Their mood and theme stand in stark contrast to each other. The prayer is joyful, expressing the Messianic hope of Judaism in its most exalted tone: in Messiah the Gentiles will receive the truth of God and thus, in him, Israeli glory as God’s instrument of revelation and redemption will be fully manifest (cf. Is. 49:6; Acts 1:8; Rom. 15:8ff.). But, in the second section, as if to counterbalance the impression of the prayer, praise gives way to warning. The Messiah shall cause division and shall be rejected by many (cf. Rom. 9:33).

In Simeon’s prophecy to Mary the concept of a suflfering Messiah appears. Israel’s destiny is glori-ous, but it is one of conflict. As a sign or pointer to the redemption of Israel Jesus shall be attacked and rejected (cf. Lk. 11:30), for the kind of redemption he represents will not be welcomed by all. Although this will bring anguish to Mary, through it men will be brought to decision and thus their real selves, their hidden selves, be uncovered. (* Benedictus.)    e.e.e.

NURSE. ‘Nurse’ in the evv may mean a wet-nurse, translating Heb. meneqet, u.sed of Deborah (Gn. 24:59), of Moses’ mother (Ex. 2:7), and of the nurse of the infant Joash (2 KL 11:2; 2 Ch. 22:11). Suckling is usually continued in the Near East for 2 years, and the nurse often remains with the family as a trusted servant, as in the case of Deborah (Gn. 35:8). The same word is used in a figurative sense of queens who will care for God’s people in the glorious future (Is. 49:23). Paul compares his care for believers to that of a nurse (Gk. trophos) for her own children (1 Thes. 2:7).

In the more general sense of one who cares for children, ‘nurse’ translates Heb. ’ömener, for ex-ample, Naomi (Ru. 4:16) and the governess of 5-year-old Mephibosheth (2 Sa. 4:4) are so de-scribed. The masculine form of this Heb. word, 'ömen, translated ‘nursing father’ av, ‘nurse’ rsv, is used figuratively of Moses’ care for the Israelites (Nu 11:12) and of kings who will serve the people of God (Is. 49:23). Cf. Acts 13:18, Rvmg.

Bibliography. H. Granquist, Birth and Child-hoodamong the Arabs, 1947, pp. 107-117,246-252; RAC, 1, pp. 383-385.    j.t.

NUZI. The excavations at Nuzi (Yorghan Tepe) and adjacent mounds near Kirkuk, Iraq, were car-ried out by E. Chiera and others between 1925 and 1931 through the co-operation of the American Schools of Oriental Research, the lraq Museum and the Semitic Museum, Harvard. The earliest level of occupation was dated to the Ubaid period, while the latest traces came from Roman times. The two main periods of occupation were in the 3rd millennium bc when the site was known as Gasur, and in the 15th-14th centuries bc when the town was under Hurrian influence and known as Nuzi. In the palace and private homes more than

4.000    clay tablets were found, written in a local Hurrian dialect of Akkadian. These included sev-eral archives, among which those of Tehiptilla (c.

1.000    tablets), prince Shilwateshub and a success-ful business woman, Tulpunnaya, are the best known. The texts cover approximately five gener-ations, thus providing a detailed picture of life in an ancient Mesopotamian community in a com-paratively short period.

The tablets from Nuzi contain mainly private contracts and public records. Apart from lists of various kinds of goods and equipment, a wide ränge of topics is covered, including land, prices, family law, women, law and order, and slaves. Of particular importance are documents relating to various kinds of adoption, wills, marriage, law-suits, antichretic security and exchange of persons, goods and land. Until comparatively recently sev-eral of the Nuzi text types were scarcely repre-sented elsewhere, but excavation at Teil al-Fikhar (Kurruhanni), c. 30 km SW of Nuzi, has revealed similar material of comparable date, though it remains largely unpublished.

By contrast, the political history and religious life is poorly understood. Nuzi appears to have been situated within the Hurrian kingdom of Mi-tanni, though the extant texts make little reference to this or to the rising power of Assyria. Literature, including myths, epics, wisdom texts and scholarly documents, is also sparsely represented.

The Nuzi texts contain a significant number of points of contact with the OT, notably with the patriarchal narratives. These links between the cus-toms and social conditions of the people of Nuzi and the biblical Patriarchs have led some scholars to argue for a similar 15th-century date for Abraham and his descendants, though there is evidence that many of these customs had already been ob-served for centuries. More recently attempts have been made to reduce considerably any connection between Nuzi and the Patriarchs (Thompson, van Seters). The examples listed below, however, indi-cate the existence of several significant parallels, and some of the customs concerned are also found elsewhere in Mesopotamia. Nuzi practice, in fact, followed mainly a Mesopotamian rather than a Hurrian pattem.

A large group of documents deals with inherit-ance. Throughout the ancient Near East an eldest son received a larger inheritance share than his brothers, though the exact proportion varied. The double share, which is most prominent at Nuzi and which also appears in other 2nd-millennium cunei-form texts, is closely paralleled in Dt. 21:17, though the Patriarchs seem to have followed a different practice (Gn. 25:5-6). The most frequent de-scription of the eldest son at Nuzi (rabil, ‘eldest’), also found at Ugarit, Alalat) and in Middle Assyr-ian texts, occurs in Hebrew (rab) in Gn. 25:23 in-stead of the usual b'kör.

It remains uncertain whether or not one’s birth-right could be exchanged at Nuzi, as in the case of Jacob and Esau (Gn. 25:29-34). Although several examples are known where at least part of an inheritance changed hands between brothers, in no instance can an eldest son be definitely identified in such transactions. In any case similar examples of the transfer of an inheritance occur in Assyria and Babylonia and are not confined to Nuzi.

However, any heir could be disinherited. Such drastic action was permitted only for offences against the family and the references to ‘disrespect’ and ‘disobedience’ towards parents provides a useful background to Reuben’s demotion (Gn. 35:22; 49:3^4), though again similar examples can be found elsewhere.

The Suggestion has been made that possession of the household gods in Nuzi formed an effective entitlement to an inheritance and that Rachel’s theft of Laban’s images, perhaps on Jacob’s behalf, could be similarly explained (Gn. 31:19flf.). It is more probable, however, that the family deities could only be bequeathed by the father, normally to the first-born son, and that their theft did not improve an heir’s Claim.

Adoption also occupies an important place in the Nuzi texts. A man without an heir could adopt an Outsider who would carry out certain responsi-bilities towards his adoptive parents, though of course similar customs are known from other Mesopotamian texts. The duties included the Provision of food and clothing, particularly in old age, and ensuring proper burial and mourning rites, while in return the adoptee received an inheritance. It is quite possible that Abram adopted Eliezer in this manner prior to Isaac’s birth (Gn. 15:2-4), es-pecially since at Nuzi a son born subsequently usu-ally gained a larger inheritance share than any adoptee and that the adoption of slaves is oc-casionally mentioned. The process of adoption at Nuzi was also extended to become a fiction where-by property, apparently legally inalienable, could be sold. Tehiptilla, for example, was ‘adopted’ in this way some 150 times!

Apart from adoption, the Nuzi texts mention three further Solutions for a childless marriage. The husband could remarry or take a concubine or the wife could present her own slave-girl to her husband. The latter custom, which afforded the barren wife some protection, parallels that of Sarah, Rachel and Leah (Gn. 16:1-4; 30:1-13), and though only one example occurs at Nuzi (HSS 5. 67), others are known from Babylonia and Assyria. A son born to a slave-girl in this way would normally have to be adopted or legitim-ated by the father according to Mesopotamian custom, though the Nuzi text is not specific on this point. HSS 5. 67 does indicate, however, that the wife maintained authority over her slave-girl's children and there are indications that Sarah, Rachel and Leah took responsibility for their slave-girls’ offspring right from the naming of the children.

Although the Nuzi texts do not refer to a pater-nal blessing such as in Gn. 27:29, 33; 48:1 IT, they do occasionally contain oral Statements which were clearly regarded as having legal validity. One of these was made by a father to his son while the former lay ill in bed (cf. Isaac). ln both Nuzi and Genesis such oral Statements were supported by legal or customary safeguards, and symbolic ac-tions involving the hands were frequently used.

Women are often mentioned in the Nuzi documents. The right of daughters to inherit property is attested, usually in the absence of sons, as in Baby-lonian contracts (cf. Nu. 27:8). Sometimes a marriage contract included a clause prohibiting the husband from marrying a second wife, a safeguard sought for Rachel by Laban (Gn. 31:50). Not every bride was so fortunate, however. A girl could be acquired by a man for optional marriage to him-self or to his son (cf. Ex. 21:7-11), while the com-plaint of Laban’s daughters that their father had held back their dowry (Gn. 31:15) is paralleled by an identical phrase (kaspa akälu) in five Nuzi texts.

Several Nuzi references to business transactions have some relevance to the OT. Land was sometimes apportioned by lot (Nu. 26:55f; Jos. 18:2-10) and there was a periodic ‘release’ from debt (Dt. 15). Sale of land was sometimes confirmed by the seller lifting his foot and placing the buyer’s on the soil, while shoes functioned as legal Symbols in some transactions (cf. Ru. 4:7-8; 1 Sa. 12:3, lxx; Am. 2:6; 8:6). 1 Sa. 1:24 has been reinterpreted in the light of Nuzi evidence to read ‘a bullock, three years old’.

Finally, the Nuzi references to ’apiru (habiru), indicating various persons, many apparently for-eigners who had accepted voluntary servitude, re-calls the phrase ‘Hebrew slave’ and the derogatory use of ‘Hebrews’ by Egyptians and Philistines when referring to Israelites (Gn. 39:14; Ex. 1:15; 21:1-6; 1 Sa. 14:21).
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NYMPHA, NYMPHAS. Owner of a house in Laodicea (or possibly somewhere eise near Colos-sae) in which a church met (Col. 4:15). Though many mss read ‘his house’, as av, most of the best read either ‘her house’ (cf. rsv, neb) or ‘their house’ (cf. rv). The name is in the accusative and, unaccented, could represent a masculine Nymphas (pet-form for Nymphodorus?) or a feminine Nympha(c/ J. H. Moulton, Grammar, 1, p. 48, for

alleviation of the cause of Lightfoot’s reserve). On either rendering the reading ‘their house’ is so hard to explain that it may well be correct. Perhaps it refers back to ‘the brethren which are in Laodicea’ (Lightfoot proposes a Colossian family there, or,

NYMPHA, NYMPHAS

alternatively, that aulön Stands for ‘Nymphas and his l'riends’).

Nytnpha(s), like *Philemon and ‘Archippus, displays Paul’s friendships (made in Ephesus?) in an area he had not visited (cf. Col. 2:1). a.f.w.

o

OATHS. In ancient Israel: I. Oaths were attributed to God (Num. 14:21) in relation to his covenant with Israel (Dt. 31:7f.), his promises (Gn. 22:16-18; 26:3), his judgments (Am. 4:2) and his word (Ezk. 20:3; 33:11). 2. It followed that oaths ensured a norm of morality (Gn. 34:1-7; Je. 29:20-23). Oaths in God’s name were sacrosanct (Dt. 10:20), main-taining family honour and tribal loyalty. To ratify one’s oath by invoking Yahweh’s name, while knowingly perjuring oneself, was to profane the name (Lv. 19:12; Ex. 20:7). 3. In ancient Israel the absence of jurisprudence made the oath obligatory in administering justice at the town gate.

Of the two Heb. words translated oath, s'bü'ä and ‘älä, the second is stronger, meaning a curse (Is. 14:24). The first more commonly conveys the weaker sense of solemn promise. When one reinforced his oath by invoking Yahweh to witness it, the swearer placed himself under a curse if proved to ‘have sworn deceitfully’. Prof, de Vaux re-constructs the various contexts in which this ju-dicial oath applied (e.g Ex. 22:1-11; Dt. 2:1-8). Nu. 5:21 describes how the judicial oath became an imprecatory or adjuratory oath.

Oaths applied when making covenants (Gn. 26:28), promises (Gn. 24:2-4), decisions (1 Sa. 25:22), when emphasizing the veracity of Statements (Jdg. 8:19; 1 Sa. 20:3), the certainty of prophetic predictions (1 Ki. 17:1), guaranteeing against perjury (Jdg. 11:10; Je. 42:5), reinforcing a command (Gn. 24:41), in legal proceedings (1 Ki. 8:31; 2 Ch. 6:22f.) and concerning property (Lv. 5:1 ff.; 6:1 ff.). Perjury outraged the prophets (Ezk. 17:13-19; Je. 5:2; 6:2; Ho. 4:2; Zc. 5:23f; Mal. 3:5).

God swore by himself: to confirm his covenant with Abraham (Gn. 22:16-18; Ps. 105:9f; Lk. 1:73), his promise to David relative to Christ’s res-urrection (Ps. 89:3f; 132:1 lf.; Acts 2:29-32) and Christ’s unchangeable high priesthood (Ps. 110:4; Heb. 7:17-28).

Christ prohibited oaths absolutely (Mt. 5:34). The reasoning behind this was: the old covenant was ending (Mk. 1:14f.; Mt. 5:33); Jesus is ‘the truth’ (Jn. 14:6); the Christian is in ‘him that is true’ (1 Jn. 5:20); therefore an unambiguous ‘yes’ or ‘no’ suffices (Mt. 5:37; Jas. 5:12). Jesus con-demned scribal casuistry (Mt. 23:16-22) but implied the value of oaths (Mt. 26:63f). Christians follow his example (Lk. 22:70; 23:3), remembering Peter’s bitter experience (Mk. 14:72; Mt. 26:70, 72, 74).

The Apostle Paul condemns ‘perjured persons’ (1 Tim. 1:10), but calls God to witness to his blameless life (1 Thes. 2:5; 2 Cor. 1:23), his sincer-ity (Gal. 1:20) and his affection for fellow-believers (2 Cor. 11:11; Phil. 1:8; Rom. 1:9).

Bibliography. W. Eichrodt, The Theology of the OT (trans. by J. A. Baker), 1, 1961, pp. 206, 219; 2,
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OBADIAH (’öbadyäln3, ’öbadyä). A Heb. name meaning ‘servant of Yahweh’ or ‘worshipper of Yahweh’. At least twelve men in the OT bear this name.

1.    The Steward, or major-domo, in Charge of the palace of King Ahab of Israel (1 Ki. 18:3-16). From his youth he was a devout worshipper of Yahweh. When Jezebel was persecuting the prophets of Yahweh, Obadiah hid 100 of them in two caves. Düring a drought while Obadiah was seeking grass for the royal horses and mules, Elijah met him and persuaded him to arrange a meeting with Ahab, which led to the contest between Elijah and the prophets of Baal. The TB (Sanhedrin 39b) mistakenly identifies him with the prophet Obadiah. An ancient Hebrew seal reading ‘To Obadiah servant of the King’ may have belonged to this man.

2.    A descendant of David (1 Ch. 3:21). 3. A chief of Issachar (1 Ch. 7:3). 4. A descendant of Saul (1 Ch. 8:38; 9:44). 5. A Levite (1 Ch. 9:16), identical with Abda (Ne. 11:17) and probably with Obadiah, a gate-keeper of the Temple (Ne. 12:25). 6. A Gadite captain who joined David at Ziklag (1 Ch. 12:9).

7. A Zebulonite in the time of David (1 Ch. 27:19). 8. One of the princes sent out by King Jehoshaphat to teach the law in the cities of Judah (2 Ch. 17:7). 9. A Levite overseer of the repair of the Temple in the time of Josiah (2 Ch. 34:12).

10. An Israelite leader who returned from Babylo-nia to Jerusalem with Ezra (Ezr. 8:9). 11. A priest who sealed the covenant with Nehemiah (Ne. 10:5).

12. A prophet, presumably of Judah (Ob. I). The Bible gives nothing directly about his life. Though some locate him before the Exile, it is more likely that he lived in the 5th Century bc (see below, * Obadiah, Book of). If the latter view is correct it is chronologically impossible to identify him with Ahab’s Steward, as does the TB (Sanhedrin 39b), or with Ahaziah’s captain (2 Ki. 1:13-15) as Pseudo-Epiphanius does in The Lives of the Prophets. The talmudic tradition that he was a proselyte of Ed-omite origin is improbable in view of his strong denunciation of Edom.    j.t.

OBADIAH, BOOK OF. The fourth of the Minor Prophets in the Heb. Bible and the fifth in the Order of the lxx. For a note on the author, see the previ-ous article (12).

I.    Outline of contcnts

a.    The judgment of Edom (vv. 1-14).

(i)    Title (v. la).

(ii)    Warning of Edom’s doom (vv. 1 b—4).

(iii)    Completeness of Edom’s destruction (vv. 5—

9).

(iv)    Reasons for Edom’s judgment (vv. 10-14).

b.    Universal judgment (vv. 15-16).

c.    Restoration of Israel (vv. 17-21).

II.    Historical background

a.    Before ihe Exile

Jewish tradition in the Talmud (Sanhedrin 39b) placed Obadiah in the reign of Ahab in the 9th Century bc, and the order of the Minor Prophets in the Heb. Bible includes Obadiah among the pre-exilic prophets. Some scholars have suggested that the background for the whole of Obadiah is the attack of the Arabians and Philistines on Judah in the reign of Jehoram mentioned in 2 Ch. 21:16-17 (so Keil), or the Edomite attack on Judah in the reign of Ahaz described in 2 Ch. 28:17 (so J. D. Davis). Many think that only the older oracle against Edom, which Obadiah embodies in vv. 1-6, 8-9, has a pre-exilic background. Arab raids on Palestine, and presumably on Edom, are recorded in the 9th Century bc (2 Ch. 21:16-17) and in the 7th Century bc (Assyr. Annals).

b.    After 587 bc

Most scholars consider that the calamity to Jerusalem described in Ob. 11-14 is its capture by the Chaldeans in 587 bc. This is the only capture of Jerusalem in which it is recorded that Edomites participated (Ps. 137:7; 1 Esdras 4:45). The refer-ences to the sufferings caused by the fall of Jerusalem are so vivid that G. A. Smith would place Obadiah soon afterwards during the exilic period. Many, however, feel that the latter part of Obadiah reflects a post-exilic background. V. 7 States that the Edomites have been driven out of their old land (cf. Mal. 1:3-4). After the fall of Jerusalem Edomites under Arab pressure began moving into the Negeb (1 Esdras 4:50), which came to be called Idumaea, and by the late 6th Century bc Arabs had largely pushed them out of the area of Petra, once the Edomite Capital. Vv. 8-10 announce the future wiping out of the Edomites as a nation, and this prophecy must have been made before the fulfil-ment which took place in the Maccabean period (Jos., Ant. 13. 257). The territory occupied by the Jews according to vv. 19-20 is the area around Jerusalem, as in the days of Nehemiah (Ne. 11:25-36). Thus the latest clear indication of date in the prophecy is in the mid-5th Century bc, about the time of Malachi.

III.    Parallels in other prophecies

Other prophetic denunciations of Edom include: Is. 34:5-17; 63:1-6; Je. 49:7-22; La. 4:21-22; Ezk. 26:12-14; Joel 3:19; Am. 1:11-12.

The many identical phrases in Ob. 1-9 and Je. 49:7-22 suggest some literary relationship between the two passages. The different order of the phrases in the two prophecies makes it probable that they are both quoting some earlier divine oracle against Edom. Since some of the additional material in Jeremiah is characteristic of that prophet, and since the order is more natural in

Obadiah, it is likely that the latter is closer in form to the original prophecy. Some scholars, however, hold that either Jeremiah (so Keil) or Obadiah (so Hitzig) made use of the other.

Several phrases are found in both Obadiah and Joel: Ob. 10 = Joel 3:19; Ob. 11 = Joel 3:3; Ob. 15 = Joel 1:15; 2:1; 3:4, 7, 14; Ob. 18 = Joel 3:8. In 2:32 Joel indicates by the words ‘as the Lord has said’ that he is quoting, probably from Ob. 17. Therefore Obadiah preceded Joel and doubtless influenced him in some of the other phrases common to the two prophets.

IV.    Style

Obadiah, the shortest book of the OT, is marked by vigorous poetic language. The prevailing poetic metre is the pentameter (3 + 2), but other metres are used for variety (e.g. 3 + 3 and 3 + 3 + 3). Much of the prophecy consists of God’s own words to personified Edom (vv. 2-15), and this fea-ture gives a direct and personal quality to the book. Vividness is enhanced by the use of the prophetic perfect tense (v. 2) to describe a judgment yet to be fulfilled, and by the use of prohibi-tions (vv. 12-14) forbidding atrocities which had actually been perpetrated. Various striking com-parisons and metaphors are used: the mountain fastness of Edom is like an eagle’s eyrie (v. 4); the plunderers of Edom are compared to night thieves and gleaners of grapes (v. 5); the judgment of the nations is a bitter drink which they must swallow (v. 16); the avenging Israelites are called a fire, and the Edomites are called stubble (v. 18). Edom’s crimes are listed in climactic Order (vv. 10—14). The completeness of Israel’s restoration is expressed by the specification of its expansion in the four Cardinal directions (vv. 19—20). Sin and doom in vv. 1-16 are sharply contrasted with hope and victory in vv. 17-21. Obadiah proceeds from the particular to the general, from the judgment of Edom to the universal judgment, from the restoration of Israel to the establishment of the kingdom of God.

V.    Literary analyses

Some hold that Obadiah was the original author of the whole prophecy (so Keil). Most scholars be-lieve that he adapted an older oracle in vv. 1-6, 8-

9. Some have found various other fragments, but the uniform historical background Supports the literary unity of the remainder of the prophecy.

VI.    Leading messages

1. Divine inspiration. Four times (vv. 1,4, 8, 18) the prophet Claims a divine origin for his words.

2.    Divine judgment. The main message of this prophecy is God’s moral judgment of nations. Edom is judged because of inhumanity to Israel, who also has been punished. Ultimately all nations will be judged in the Day of the Lord.

3.    The divine kingdom. The final goal, according to Obadiah, is that ‘the kingdom shall be the Lord’s’ (cf. Rev. 11:15). His hope for the restoration of his own people rises above mere national-ism, for in their victory he sees the establishment of the kingdom of God (v. 21). That kingdom will be characterized by ‘deliverance’ and ‘holiness’ (v.

17), ideas which are amplified in the NT
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OBED (Heb. ‘öbed, ‘servant’). 1. The son of Ruth and Boaz (Ru. 4:17), and grandfather of David (Ru. 4:2lf; 1 Ch. 2:12; Mt. 1:5; Lk. 3:32). Obed’s birth brought comfort to Naomi’s old age. 2. A Jerahmeelite (1 Ch. 2:37f). 3. One of David’s mighty men (1 Ch. 11:47). 4. A son of Shemaiah and grandson of Obed-edom, of the Korahite fam-ily (1 Ch. 26:7). 5. The father of Azariah, a captain who served under Jehoiada (2 Ch. 23:1). j.d.d.

OBED-EDOM (Heb. ‘öbed ‘"döm, ‘servant of [god?] Edom’). 1. A Philistine of Gath living in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem. Before taking it to Jerusalem David left the ark in his house for 3 months after the death of Uzzah, during which time its presence brought blessing to the household (2 Sa. 6:10flr. = 1 Ch. 13:13f.; 15:25).

2. The ancestor of a family of doorkeepers (1 Ch. 15:18fT.; 16:38; 26:4flf.; 2 Ch. 25:24). 3. A family of singers in pre-exilic times (1 Ch. 15:21; 16:5).    j.d.d.

OBEDIENCE. The Heb. verb translated ‘obey’ in evv is särnd b', lit. ‘hearken to’. The verb used in lxx and the NT is hypakouö (noun, hypakoe', adjec-tive, hypekoos), a compound of akouö, which also means ‘hear’. hypakouö means literally ‘hear under'. The NT also uses eisakouö (1 Cor. 14:21), lit. ‘hear into',peithomai, andpeitharcheö (Tit. 3:1). The two latter words express respectively the ideas of yielding to persuasion and submitting to au-thority. The idea of obedience which this vocabu-lary suggests is of a hearing that takes place under the authority or influence of the Speaker, and that leads into compliance with his requests.

For obedience to be due to a person, he must: (a) have a right to command, and (b) be able to make known his requirements. Man’s duty to obey his Maker thus presupposes: (a) God’s Lordship, and (6) his revelation. The OT habitually describes obedience to God as obeying (hearing) either his voice (accentuating (b)) or his commandmenis (as-suming (b), and accentuating (a)). Disobedience it describes as not hearing God’s voice when he speaks (Ps. 81:11; Je. 7:24-28).

According to Scripture, God demands that his revelation be taken as a rule for man’s whole life. Thus obedience to God is a concept broad enough to include the whole of biblical religion and moral-ity. The Bible is insistent that isolated external acts of homage to God cannot make up for a lack of consistent obedience in heart and conduct (1 Sa. 15:22; cf Je. 7:22f.).

The disobedience of Adam, the first representa-tive man, and the perfect obedience of the second, Jesus Christ, are decisive factors in the destiny of everyone. Adam’s lapse front obedience plunged mankind into guilt, condemnation and death (Rom. 5:19; 1 Cor. 15:22). Christ’s unfailing obedience ‘unto death’ (Phil. 2:8; cf. Heb. 5:8; 10:5-10) won righteousness (acceptance with God) and life (fellowship with God) for all who believe on him (Rom. 5:15-19).

In God’s promulgation of the old covenant the emphasis was on obedience as his requirement if his people were to enjoy his favour (Ex. 19:5, etc ). In his promise of the new covenant, however, the emphasis was on obedience as his gift to them, in Order that they might enjoy his favour (Je. 31:33; 32:40; cf. Ezk. 36:26f.; 37:23-26).

Faith in the gospel, and in Jesus Christ, is obedience (Acts 6:7; Rom. 6:17; Heb. 5:9; 1 Pet. 1:22), for God commands it (cf. Jn. 6:29; 1 Jn. 3:23). Un-belief is disobedience (Rom. 10:16; 2 Thes. 1:8; 1 Pet. 2:8; 3:1; 4:17). A life of obedience to God is the fruit of faith (cf. what is said of Abraham, Gn. 22:18; Heb. 11:8, 17ff.; Jas. 2:21 ff.).

Christian obedience means imitating God in holiness (1 Pet. l:15f.) and Christ in humility and love (Jn. 13:14f., 34f.; Phil. 2:5fT.; Eph. 4:32-5:2). It springs from gratitude for grace received (Rom 12:1 f.), not from the desire to gain merit and to justify oneself in God’s sight. Indeed, law-keeping from the latter motive is not obedience to God, but its opposite (Rom. 9:31-10:3).

Obedience to divinely-established authority in the family (Eph. 5:22; 6:1 ff.; cf. 2 Tim. 3:2), in the church (Phil. 2:12; Heb. 13:17), and in the state (Mt. 22:21; Rom. 13:1 ff.; 1 Pet. 2:13ff.; Tit. 3:1), is part of the Christian’s obedience to God. When Claims clash, however, he must be ready to dis-obey men in Order not to disobey God (cf. Acts 5:29).

Bibliography. W. Mundle, NIDNTT 2, pp. 172-180.    j.i.p.

ODED. 1. Father of Azariah the prophet (2 Ch. 15:1) in the reign of Asa. V. 8 has either induded a marginal gloss or omitted ‘Azariah the son of’. 2. A prophet of Samaria (2 Ch. 28:9-15) who met the victorious army of the N kingdom returning with a number of enslaved captives from Judah, and remonstrated with them to return the slaves. His pleadings, joined by those of some Samaritan leaders, were successful.    m.a.m.

OFFICERS. A term used of various subordinate officials whether civil, judicial or military. The Status of these officers as assisting and recording on behalf of their superiors originally may imply the ability to write (Heb. söter-, cf. Akkad. satäni ‘to write’). The Egyptians used ‘officers’ to record the work of Hebrew slaves there (Ex. 5:6, 14), a practice attested in Egyp. records. Moses de-veloped this in his employment of such officers as clerks to assist him and *judges by recording legal decisions (Nu. 11:16) and this became the later custom (Dt. 16:18; I Ch. 23:4; 2 Ch. 19:8; cf. Josephus, Am. 4. 214; EQ 28, 1951, pp. 149-157). These men had responsibilities also relating to call-up for war-service (Dt. 20:5; Jos. 1:10) and as military aides (Jos. 3:2). Their duties related them to the local governors and elders (Jos. 8:33; 23:2; 24:1). By the time of the Monarchy these were nu-merous (1,700) both in the Temple and civilian administration as well as in royal Service (I Ch. 26:29; 27:1) and as such were clearly distinguished

in the time of Jehoshaphat (2 Ch. 19:11; 26:11; 34:13).

Officers were sometimes ‘princes’ (sarim; Ezr. 7:28) with military duties (2 Ch. 32:3; Ne. 2:9) or were designated ‘third man’ or officer-in-charge of a *chariot crew (Ex. 14:7; 15:4, sls; cf. Assyr. sa!su\ J. V. Kinnier Wilson, The Nimrud Wine Lists, 1972). ‘Officer’ is also sometimes used to translate ‘chief’ (rös, räb) as in Est. 1:8; Je. 41:1; Ezk. 23:15 or even ‘eunuch’ (saris; 2 Ki. 24:12).

An officer was an appointee (pqd) set to oversee all work on behalf of the king, whether in one region (Jdg. 9:28; Is. 60:17) or in a specific sphere (Ezk. 2:3). The term is also used of subordinates within the Temple Organization (2 Ch. 21:11; Je. 20:1) including those on guard duties (2 Ki. 11:18). Sometimes the use of the Heb. term nsb stresses that the official owed his appointment to the king (1 Ki. 4:5; 22:47; 2 Ch. 8:10).

In the NT an officer may denote the ‘prison guard’ (Lk. 12:58; cf. Mt. 5:25), the deputies (hyperetes, lit. ‘under oarsmen’) who acted for the chief priests and Sanhedrin as bailiffs (Jn. 7:32, 45-46; cf. v. 36; cf. Acts 5:22, 26). Such officials served in Herod’s court (Mk. 6:21) and Paul con-sidered himself in similar relationship to God (1 Cor. 4:1).    D.J.w.

OG (Heb. ‘6g). An Amorite king of Bashan, of the giant race of Rephaim at the time of the Con-quest of Palestine (Nu. 21:33; Jos. 13:12) His kingdom was a powerful one, having sixty cities ‘fortified with high walls, gates and bars' (Dt. 3:4-5), extending from Mt Hermon to the Jabbok These included two royal cities. Ashtaroth and Edrei, at the latter of which the Israelites defeated and slew him. His territory was given to the half tribe of Manasseh (Dt. 3:13), which remained E of the Jordan. His defeat was one of the Signal victor-ies of Israel (cf. Jos. 9:10; Ne. 9:22; Pss. 135:11; 136:20).

His bed ('eres) was renowned as made of black basalt. Some have conjectured that it was in reality a sarcophagus, although the word nowhere eise bears this meaning; but many such sarcophagi have been found in the region. It appears to have fallen into the hands of the Ammonites and was kept in Rabbah (Dt. 3:11).    M.a.m.

OHOLIAB (av AHOLIAB), a Danite, son of Ahisamach, specially gifted by God and appointed to assist * Bezalel in the design and construction of the tabernacle, its furniture and furnishings, and in teaching other craftsmen (Ex. 31:6; 35:34-35).

D.W.G.

OHOLIBAMAH, OHOLAH, OHOLIBAH.

Oholibamah was an Edomite name used for both men and women. It was the name of "Esau’s second wife, a Canaanite woman, daughter of Anah and mother of Jeush, Jalam and Korah (Gn. 36:1-28). There was also an Edomite chief of this name (Gn. 36:41; 1 Ch. 1:52) which means ‘tent of the high place’. In Gn. 36:34 and 1 Ch. 1:52 the name appears alongside Timnah and it is interest-ing to note that a tent shrine has been discovered at Timnah in the Negeb, the region of ancient Edom. The shrine is dated to the Midianite period and is a parallel to the desert * tabernacle. The name sug-gests that some early * ‘high places’ may have been tents (cf. Ezk. 16:16).

Oholah and Oholibah (av Aholah and Aholibah) are allegorical names given to the N and S kingdoms in Ezk. 23. Both names mean ‘tent worshipper’ and were inspired by the term Oholibamah. They imply criticism of Israel’s unfaithfulness to God. The two kingdoms are portrayed as sisters married to Yah-weh but who have persisted in adultery by their entanglements with other nations. Oholibah is warned against following her sister’s example and judgment is predicted. The sexuality of the imagery (cf. Ezk. 16; Ho. 1-3; Am. 5:1-2) is particularly appropriate as many of the neighbouring nations’ religions involved fertility rites.    j.t.w.

OIL. Unless cosmetic ointments (Ru. 3:3; 2 Sa. 14:2; Ps. 104:15) or oil of myrrh (Est. 2:12) are indicated, all other biblical references to oil are to the expressed product of the * olive fruit. The abundance of olive-trees (Olea europaea) in ancient Palestine enabled a flourishing trade in oil to be carried on with Tyre and Egypt. Solomon supplied large quantities of oil to Hiram as part-payment for the construction of the Temple (1 Ki. 5:11; Ezk. 27:17), while Egypt imported substantial quantities of Palestinian oil (cf. Ho.
[image: ]


Reconstruction of the Midianite lent-shrine discovered at Timnah. This was probably similar in concepl to the Hebrew tabernacle and furnishes archaeological evidence for Oholibamah. ‘tent of the high place'. Mid-12th cent. bc.


12:1), because the Egyp. climate is not conducive to successful cultivation.

As an important element of religious observ-ances, oil was prominent among the firstfruit offer-ings (Ex. 22:29) and was also an object of tithing (Dt. 12:17). The meal-offerings were frequently mixed with oil (Lv. 8:26; Nu. 7:19), while the sanc-tuary lamp (Ex. 25:6) was replenished from a supply of freshly processed oil (Lv. 24:2). Oil was employed ceremonially at the consecration of priests (Ex. 29:2), at the purification of lepers (Lv. 14:10-18), during the daily sacrifice (Ex. 29:40), and at the completion of the Nazirite’s vow (Nu. 6:15). But certain ceremonies were devoid of oil, such as the jealousy-offering (Nu. 5:15) and the sin-offering (Lv. 5:11).

Olive oil was widely employed in the preparation of food, replacing butter in cooking (1 Kl 17:12—

16). An equally populär usage in the domestic sphere was that of a fuel for the small lamps found in abundance from an early period in Palestine. Both portable and other types of lamps generally had an indentation in the brim into which the wick of flax (Is. 42:3) or hemp was put. When the lamp was filled with olive oil the wick maintained a steady Harne until the supply of fuel was depleted. When such lamps were being carried about it was customary in NT times for the bearer to attach a small Container of olive oil to one finger by means of a string. Then if the lamp needed to be replenished at any time an adequate supply of oil was readily available (cf. Mt. 25:1-13).

Apart from the use of oil at the consecration of the priests (Ex. 29:2), it was an important ritual element in the ceremonial recognition of the kingly Office (1 Sa. 10:1; 1 Ki. 1:39).

As a medicine olive oil was used both internally and externally. Its soothing protective qualities made it a valuable remedy for gastric disorders, while its properties as a mild laxative were also recognized in antiquity. Externally it formed a populär unguent application for bruises and wounds (Is. 1:6; Mk. 6:13; Lk. 10:34).

In OT times olive oil was produced either by means of a pestle and mortar (Ex. 27:20) or by grinding the olives in a stone press. Excavations at Taanach, Megiddo and Jerusalem have uncovered presses hewn out of the solid rock. A large stone roller manipulated by two people crushed the olives to a pulp, which was then either trodden out (Dt. 33:24) or subjected to further pressing. After impurities had been removed the oil was ready for use. The Garden of Gethsemane (gapsemen, ‘oil press’) received its name from the stone presses set up to extract oil from the berries gathered on the Mount of Olives.

Oil was commonly used for anointing the body after a bath (Ru. 3:3; 2 Sa. 12:20), or as part of some festive occasion (cf. Ps. 23:5). In ancient Egypt a servant generally anointed the head of each guest as he took his place at the feast. The anointing of the sick (Jas. 5:14) in NT times had become a quasi-sacramental rite. Josephus records as a peculiarity of the Essenes that they did not anoint themselves with oil, since they considered it ‘defiling’ (BJ2. 123).

The presence of oil symbolized gladness (Is. 61:3) while its absence indicated sorrow or humili-ation (Joel 1:10). Similarly oil was used as an image of comfort, spiritual nourishment, or prosperity (Dt. 33:24; Jb. 29:6; Ps.45:7).

Bibliography. H. N. and A. L. Moldenke,

Plants of the Bible, 1952, pp. 97f„ 158ff.; J. F. Ross, IDB 3, pp. 592-593; J. A. Balchin, ISBE 3, pp. 585-586.    R.k.h.

OINTMENT (Heb. mirqahal, seinen, Gk. myron). Unguent preparations of various kinds were widely used throughout the whole of the ancient Near East. Their primary use was cosmetic in nature, and they probably originated in Egypt. Toilet boxes, of which alabaster ointment Containers formed a part, have been recovered in con-siderable numbers from Palestinian sites.

The Egyptians apparently found that the application of unguents was soothing and refreshing. It was their custom at feasts to place small cones of perfumed ointment upon the foreheads of guests. Bodily heat gradually rnelted the ointment, which trickled down the face on to the clothing, pro-ducing a pleasant perfume. This practice was adopted by the Semites (Ps. 133:2), and continued into NT times (Mt. 6:17; Lk. 7:46).

Other ancient peoples followed the Egyptians in using ointments to reduce chafing and irritation caused by the heat. In localities where water was frequently at a premium, aromatic unguents were employed to mask the odour of perspiration. At other times they were used along with cosmetics in personal toilet procedures. Ointments were com-pounded either by apothecaries (2 Ch. 16:14), per-fumers (Ex. 30:35), priests or by private individuals, using a wide variety of aromatic substances.

The holy anointing oil (Ex. 30:23-25) prescribed for use in tabernacle rituals was required to be compounded according to the art of the perfumer. It consisted of olive oil, myrrh, cinnamon, calamus and cassia, the solid ingredients probably being pulverized and boiled in the olive oil (cf. Jb. 41:31). The manufacture of this preparation by unauthor-ized persons was strictly prohibited (Ex. 30:37-38).

According to Pliny, unguents were preserved most successfully in alabaster Containers. Under such conditions they improved with age, and became very valuable after a number of years. Thus the alabaster flask of ointment mentioned in the Gospels (Mt. 26:7; Mk. 14:3; Lk. 7:37) was a very costly one containing spikenard (Nardo-stachys jalamansi). This herb, related to valerian, was imported from N India and used widely by Hebrews and Romans alike in the anointing of the dead. The qualifying adjective pistike in Mk. 14:3 and Jn. 12:3 may perhaps mean either ‘liquid’ or ‘genuine’.

Ointments were employed in a quasi-sacramental sense when new kings were con-secrated for their office. Thus Samuel anointed Saul (1 Sa. 10:1), Elijah anointed Jehu (2 Ki. 9:3), and Jehoiada anointed Joash (2 Ki. 11:12). Palestinian shepherds compounded an ointment of olive oil which they rubbed on to the bruised faces of sheep (cf. Ps. 23:5). In NT times the sick were often anointed during a religious rite (Jas. 5:14). Unguents perfumed with myrrh were used to anoint the dead (Lk. 23:56; Mk. 14:8).

Bibliography. H. N. and A. L. Moldenke, Plants of the Bible, 1952, pp. 148f; R. K. Harrison, Healing Herbs of the Bible, 1966, pp. 49-54.
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OLIVE (Heb. zayiv, Gk. elaia). One of the most valuable *trees of the ancient Hebrews, the olive is first mentioned in Gn. 8:11, when the dove returned to the ark with an olive branch. When the Israelites took possession of Canaan it was a conspicuous feature of the flora (cf. Dt. 6:11). At a later time the olive was esteemed with the vine as a profitable source of revenue (1 Sa. 8:14; 2 Ki. 5:26).

Although the botanical name of the olive is Olea europaea, the tree is thought to be a native of W Asia, being introduced subsequently into the Med-iterranean region. Oriental peoples regarded the olive as a symbol of beauty, strength, divine bless-ing and prosperity. In harmony with the Noahic tradition, the olive and the dove have been vener-ated ever since as symbols of friendship and of peace (cf. Ps. 52:8).

In many parts of Palestine the olive, of which there are many varieties in the Near East, is still very often the only tree of any size in the immedi-ate locality. The cultivated olive grows to about 6 m in height, with a contorted trunk and numerous branches. The tree develops slowly but often at-tains an age of several centuries if left undisturbed. If cut down, new shoots spring up from the root, so that as many as five new trunks could thus come into being. Moribund olives usually sprout in this manner also (cf. Ps. 128:3). Olive groves werechief-ly valued for their potential *oil resources, although they were also highly esteemed as a shelter from the burning sun and as a place where one could meditate (Lk. 22:39).

In antiquity olive-trees were distributed pro-fusely across Palestine. The groves on the edge of the Phoenician plain were particularly impressive, as were those in the plain of Esdraelon and the valley of Shechem. Bethlehem, Hebron, Gilead, Lachish and Bashan were all renowned in Bible times for their wealth of olive groves.

The berries borne by the olive ripened in the early autumn, and were harvested towards the end of November. The primitive and rather injurious method of gathering the olive berries described in Dt. 24:20, whereby the trees were either shaken or beaten with poles, is still widely employed. In antiquity a few berries were left on the tree or on the ground beneath it for the benefit of the poor. The olive harvest was normally transported to the presses in baskets on the backs of donkeys. The oil was usually extracted from the berries by pla-cing them in a shallow rock cistern and crushing them with a large upright millstone. Occasionally the berries were pounded by the feet of the har-vesters (Dt. 33:24; Mi. 6:15), but this was a rather inefficient procedure. After being allowed to stand for a time the oil separated itself from foreign matter, and was then stored in jars or rock cistern s.

The cherubim of the Solomonic Temple were fashioned from olive wood (1 Ki. 6:23), and since they were some 4-5 m high with the same wing-spread, it has been conjectured that they were composed of several piece:s of wood joined to-gether. While olive-wood is, still used in Palestine for fine cabinet-work, the shiort gnarled trunks do not provide very lengthy pieces of timber. After it has been seasoned for a nuanber of years the rieh amber-grained wood can be polished to a high gloss.

So prolific a tree as the olive was naturally turned to a wide variety of usages. It was deemed worthy of being called the king of the trees (Jdg. 9:8), and at coronations its oil was employed as an emblem of sovereignty. Olive boughs were used to construct booths during the Feast of Tabernacles (Ne. 8:15). Fresh or pickled olives eaten with bread formed an important part of ancient Palestinian diet. The oil constituted the base of many unguent preparations, and was also used as a dressing for the hair. In addition it did duty as a fuel (Mt. 25:3), a medicine (Lk. 10:34; Jas. 5:14) and a food (2 Ch. 2:10).

The olive-tree enjoyed wide symbolic usage among the Hebrews. The virility and fruitfulness of the tree suggested the ideal righteous man (Ps. 52:8; Ho. 14:6), whose offspring was described as ‘olive branches’ (Ps. 128:3). An allusion to the fa-cility with which the olive sometimes sheds its blos-soms is found in Jb. 15:33, where Eliphaz States that the wicked will ‘cast off his blossom, like the olive-tree.’ In Zc. 4:3 the two olive-trees were em-blems of fruitfulness, indicating the abundance with which God had provided for human needs.

The olive mentioned in Is. 41:19 (Heb. 'es sämen; av ‘oil-tree’) has been equated with the bofanically unrelated Elaeagnus angustifolia, which yields an inferior oil; but the context favours the true olive.

The fruit of the olive in its wild state is small and worthless. To become prolific the olive must be grafted, a process by which good stock is made to grow upon the wild shrub. Paul uses this l’act as a powerful allegory (Rom. 11:17) in showing how the Gentiles are under Obligation to the true Israel, indicating that it is contrary to nature for the wild olive slip to be grafted on to good stock.

Bibliography. W. M. Ramsay, Pauline and Olher Studies, 1906, pp. 219ff.; H. N. and A. L. Moldenke, Plants of the Bible, 1952, pp. 157-160; F. N. Hepper, IEBP, pp. 103-109; A. Goor and M. Nurock, The Fruits of the Holy Land, 1968, pp. 89-120.    R.K.H.

F.N.H.

OLIVES, MOUNT OF. Olivet, or the Mount of Olives, is a small ränge of four summits, the high-est being 830 m, which overlooks Jerusalem and the Temple Mount from the E across the Kidron Valley and the Pool of Siloam. Thickly wooded in Jesus’ day, rieh in the olives which occasioned its name, the mount was denuded of trees in the time of Titus. All the ground is holy, for Christ un-questionably walked there, though particularized sites, with their commemorative churches, may be questioned. From the traditional place of Jesus’ baptism, on Jordan’s bank, far below sea level, Olivet’s distant summit 1,200 m higher, a traditional site of the ascension, is clearly visible, for Palestine is a small land of long perspectives.

The OT references to Olivet at 2 Sa. 15:30; Ne. 8:15; Ezk. 11:23 are slight. 1 Ki. 11:7 and 2 Ki. 23:13 refer to Solomon’s idolatry, the erection of high places to Chemosh and Molech, which prob-ably caused one summit to be dubbed the Mount of Offence. In the eschatological future the Lord will part the Mount in two as he Stands on it (Zc. 14:4).

Jews resident in Jerusalem used to announce the new moon to their compatriots in Babylonia by a chain of beacons starting on Olivet, each signalling the fighting of the next. But since Samaritans fit false flares, eventually human messengers had to replace the old beacons. G. H. Dalman considers the Mishnaic Claim that this beacon Service stretched as far afield as Mesopotamia perfectly


OLIVES, MOUNT OF

feasible (Sacred Sites and Ways, 1935, p. 263, n. 7). The Mount has close Connections with the red heifer (* Clean and Unclean) and its ashes of purification (Nu. 19; Parah 3. 6-7, 11), as with other ceremonies of levitical Judaism. According to one legend, the dove sent forth from the ark by Noah plucked her leaf from Olivet (Gn. 8:11; Mid-rash Genesis Rabba 33. 6). Some believed that the faithful Jewish dead must be resurrected in Israel, that those who died abroad would eventually be rolled back through Underground cavities (Ketuboth lila), emerging at the sundered Mount of Olives (H. Loewe and C. G. Montefiore, A Rab-binic Anthology, 1938, pp. 660ff.). When the Sheki-nah, or radiance of God’s presence, departed from the Temple through sin, it was said to linger for VA years on Olivet, vainly awaiting repent-ance (Lamenlalions Rabba, Proern 25; cf. Ezk. 10:18). The name ‘Mountain of Three Lights’ comes from the glow of the fiaming Temple altar reflected on the hillside by night, the first beams of sunrise gilding the summit, and the oil from the olives which fed the Temple lamps.

Near the Church of All Nations, at the base of Olivet, are some venerable olive-trees, not demon-strably 2,000 years old. This is the area of Gethsemane, and the precise spot of the Agony, though undetermined, is close by. Half-way up the hill is the Church of Dominus Flevit. But why should our Lord weep there, half-way down? HOB co-gently argues that he really approached Jerusalem by Bethany, round the S shoulder of Olivet, weep-ing when the city suddenly burst into view. A suc-cession of churches of the ascension have long crowned the reputed summit of our Lord’s as-sumption, and his supposed footprints are care-fully preserved there as a tangible fulfilment of Zc. 14:4. Yet Luke’s Gospel favours the Bethany area as the real scene of the Ascension. The visitor to Palestine learns the futility of pondering insol-ubles.    r.a.s.

OLIVET DISCOURSE. Sometimes known as the Synoptic Apocalypse, this is the last major dis-course of Jesus recorded by Matthew, Mark and Luke (Mt. 24:3-25:46; Mk. 13:3-37; Lk. 21:5-36), and is the longest and most important section of teaching about the future in the Synoptics. The core is similar in each Gospel, but Matthew has the lullest form, adding at the end some parables and other teaching about the coming judgment. (Refer-ences in this article will be to Mark’s Version, unless otherwise stated.)

I. Structure

The discourse is introduced by the disciples asking about (a) when Jesus’ prediction of the destruction of the Temple will be fulfilled; (b) ‘when these things are all to be accomplished’ (v. 4). The word-ing in Matthew and the subsequent context in Mark suggest that ‘all these things’ include the end of the age and Jesus’ second coming.

Jesus replies: 1. Do not be misled by the appear-ance of false Christs, wars, earthquakes and fam-ines: these are the beginning of sufferings, not an indication of the end (vv. 5-8). 2. Be ready to endure bitter persecution as you witness to me (vv. 9-13). 3. There will be a period of great distress when the ‘desolating sacrilege’ is set up (vv. 14-20).

4. Do not be misled by the activities of false Christs (vv. 21-23). 5. In those days after the distress the heavenly bodies will be shaken, and you will see the Son of man coming in power and gathering his elect (vv. 24-27). 6. ‘These things’ are signs of the Lord’s nearness and will happen in this generation (vv. 28-31). 7. ‘That day and hour’ are unknown; so keep awake (vv. 32-37).

II. Problems of intcrpretation

The following are some of the most important points of interpretation on which there is dispute.

a. Particular e.xegetical problems 1. The phrase ‘desolating sacrilege’ (v. 14), one of the many OT allusions in the discourse, echoes Dn. 11:31; 12:11. ln Daniel the primary reference is to the setting up of a pagan altar in the Jerusalem Temple in 168 bc by “Antiochus Epiphanes; but the intended meaning in the Synoptic Apocalypse is difficult to determine. The injunction ‘let the reader understand’ (probably to be taken as ad-dressed to the reader of the Gospel, or possibly to the reader of Daniel) suggests that the phrase is deliberately cryptic. Some modern scholars associ-ate it with the abortive attempt of the Roman em-peror Gaius to have his statue set up in the Temple in ad 40. They argue that the prophecy derives from that time (so not from Jesus), and that it was unfulfilled Others take the phrase to refer to the still future appearance of the * Antichrist in the last day, pointing to the similar description of the ‘law-less one’ in 2 Thes. 2. Others again see the fulfilment of the prophecy in the events leading up to the fall of Jerusalem in ad 70, a view apparently supported by Luke’s slightly different version in 21:20. This last view seems the simplest, though it is possible to maintain that the prophecy has a double reference, both to the period of the Roman attack on Jerusalem in ad 66-70 and to the last days.

2.    The reference in vv. 24-27 to the disturbances in the heavens and to the coming of the Son of man has been taken in at least two different ways. Some scholars argue that it is figurative language taken from the OT with a historical reference to the fall of Jerusalem: the coming of the Son of man is a coming in victory, not his return to earth, and the gathering of the elect by God’s ‘messen-gers’ is the missionary outreach of the church. The more usual view is that the verses refer to the second coming, and this is supported by other similarly worded passages in the NT which un-doubtedly refer to the parousia (e.g. Mt. 13:41 ff.; 1 Thes. 4:14ff.).

3.    The assertion ‘this generation will not pass away before all these things take place’ (v. 30) raises particularly difficult questions. Does it mean that the coming of the Son of man and everything eise described in the discourse will take place within the lifetime of Jesus’ contemporaries? If so—and if the coming referred to is the seond coming (see point 2 above)—then this is evidently a mistaken prediction. Some scholars accept it as such and maintain that the error was a reflection of Jesus’ humanity. Many others have been unhappy about this view and have looked for alternative explanations. Some argue that the say-ing was not Jesus’ at all but the teaching of the early church; this explanation probably creates as many difficulties as it solves. Others suggest that the word genea does not here mean ‘generation’ (so rsv and other versions) but ‘race’ or ‘kind of people’. These proposed alternatives do not fit well into the context. A more satisfactory explan-ation based on the text is that ‘these things' in v. 29 are the signs of the end, not the end itself; so ‘all these things’ in v. 30 may also be taken as a reference to the signs of the end. This view can Claim support from v. 32; although this verse may simply be saying that Jesus is ignorant of the pre-cise moment in ‘this generation’ when the Son of man will return, it may also be taken as a general disavowal of knowledge of the timing of ‘that day’ (= the last day in biblical terminology).Thus Jesus does know that the signs will take place within a generation, but he does not know when the end itself will come.

Even on this view the strong impression is still that the coming is near. Perhaps the best explan-ation of this strong sense of imminence, which pervades the whole NT, is to say that it is a tlieo-logical awareness of the fact that, once Jesus has come, the parousia is near in God’s plan, rather than a particular chronological conviction. The end began in Jesus, and ever afterwards we live in eager anticipation of the consummation.

b. More general questions

1. Many scholars have doubts about ascribing some or all of the discourse to Jesus. Many have feit, e.g., that the apocalyptic teaching in the discourse is unlike Jesus’ teaching elsewhere in the Gospels. T. Colani’s famous Linie Apocalypse Theory, propounded in 1864 and taken up with modification by many since, was that vv. 5-31 were a Jewish-Christian apocalyptic tract incorporated into the Gospel by the Evangelist. This theory was founded on a mistaken view of Jesus as one who taught eternal ethical truths and not an eschato-logical gospel. But although scholars today reject Colani’s view of Jesus, some still argue that the teaching on signs contradicts Jesus’ teaching elsewhere on the unexpectedness of the parousia (e.g. Lk. 17:20ff.). This view fails to take seriously the fact that in biblical apocalyptic teaching about suddenness and signs is regularly found together. Other objections to regarding the teaching as de-riving from Jesus, e.g. that the OT quotations are based on the lxx and not on the Hebrew text, are equally indecisive.

2.    There are important literary critical questions about the discourse. The diflercnces between the Gospels force the critic to try to explain the rela-tionship between the accounts; many scholars argue that two or more of the Evangelists had independent accounts of this discourse, and not simply that Matthew and Luke used Mark. Many also believe that one or more of the Evangelists has included in his Version material that originally belonged in a different context; thus Matthew is thought to have imported ‘Q’ material into his account.

3.    More important than the simply literary questions are questions about the theological teaching of the discourse in the three Gospels. One debated question is whether the prime intention is to give apocalyptic teaching about the signs of the end, or to exhort hearers and readers. The probability is that both purposes are present: Jesus taught his disciples that the rule (or * kingdom) of God had come with his ministry, but that it would be fully established in the future. Here he does give infor-mation about what will occur before the end, but his purpose is not so that anyone may draw up a timetable of future events but to prepare people practically for the future; thus the note of exhort-ation is very strong. Jesus’ disciples are (a) not to get excited by false teachers and rumours before the end; (b) to endure hardship until the end; (c) to be awake for the return of Christ.

Bibliography. G. R. Beasley-Murray, Jesus and the Future, 1954; commentaries on Mark by

C.    E. B. Cranfield, 1959, and W. Lane, NIC, 1974;

D.    Ford, The Abomination of Desolation in Biblical

Eschatology, 1979; D. Wenham, The Rediscovery of Jesus' Eschatological Discourse, 1984; T. J. Ged-dert, Watchwords: Mark 13 in Biblical Eschatology, 1989.    d.w.

OLYMPAS. An otherwise unknown but influential Christian greeted by Paul in Rom. 16:15. As the name, probably an abbreviation of Olympiodorus, was common throughout the empire, its presence in this verse throws no light on the problem of the destination of Rom. 16.    r.v.g.t.

OMRI (Heb. 'omri). 1. An officer from Issachar during David’s reign (1 Ch. 27:18). 2. Sixth king of the N kingdom of Israel and founder of a new dynasty after the death of *Elah. During the period of anarchy following the death of •Baashah, the army, besieging Gibbethon, pro-claimed their leader Omri as king upon hearing of the coup by Zimri (c. 885 bc; 1 Ki. 16:15-17). He thereupon marched to the Capital, *Tirzah, and besieged the town until Zimri committed suicide (v.

18). Tibni, another claimant to the throne, resisted Omri for 4 years but was finally defeated. Omri then reigned for 7 years, from the 3Ist to the 38th year of *Asa (vv. 23, 29), a total of 12 years (v. 23).

Aram, which under *Ben-hadad I had been strong enough to annex part of Israel during Baa-sha’s reign, still threatened Omri (cf. 1 Ki. 20:34). He allied himself with Ethbaal, king of Sidon, by taking his daughter *Jezebel for *Ahab, his son (16:31), thus averting some of the danger. He was strong enough to make Moab his vassal, as re-corded by Mesha in the *Moabite stone (11:4-5) (ANET, p. 320; DOTT, p. 196; cf. 2 Ki. 3:4).

Omri is also remembered for his building activ-ities. The most important of these was the new Is-raelite Capital at ‘Samaria on a site purchased from Shemer, its previous owner (1 Ki. 16:24). The city had an excellent Strategie position, and served as Capital until the fall of Israel in 722 bc. Archaeo-logical excavations at Megiddo and Hazor have also revealed buildings attributed to him.

Details of Omri’s reign are sparse, but Assyrian sources show that until the reign of *Sargon II, Israel was also known as mätlblt Humri, ‘the land/ house of Omri’ (ANET, pp. 281-285). Because he condoned pagan worship he was remembered as a bad king (1 Ki. 16:25-26).    d.w.b.

ON. 1. A venerable city, Egyp. ’lwnw (‘city of the pillar’), Gk. Heliopolis, now represented by scat-tered or buried remains at Teil Hisn and Matari-yeh, 16 km NE of Cairo. From antiquity it was the great centre of Egyp. sun-worship, where the solar deities Re' and Atum were especially honoured, and the home of one of Egypt’s several theological ‘Systems’. The pharaohs embellished the temple of Re“ with many obelisks—tall, tapering, monolithic shafts of square or rectangular section, each
[image: ]
The dynasty of Omri, king of Israel (c. 885-874 bc) (see p. 847).



ending at the top in a pyramidally shaped point; such a ‘pyramidion’ represented the benben or sacred stone of Re‘, as first to catch the rays of the rising sun. Each pharaoh from the 5th Dynasty onward (25th Century bc) was styled ‘son of Re‘ and the priestly corporations of On/Heliopolis were equalled in wealth only by that of the god Ptah of Memphis and exceeded only by that of the god Amün of Thebes, during c. 1600-1100 bc.

The prominence of On is reflected in Gn. 41:45, 50; 46:20, where Joseph as Pharaoh’s new chief minister is married to Asenath, daughter of ‘Potiphera, ‘priest of On’. This title might mean that Potiphera was high priest there. His name, very fittingly, is compounded with that of the sun-god Re‘. Cf A. Rowe, PEQ 94, 1962, pp. 133-142.

On next recurs in Heb. history under the ap-propriate pseudonym Beth-shemesh, ‘House of the Sun’, when Jeremiah (43:13) threatens that Nebuchadrezzar will smash ‘the pillars of Beth-shemesh’, i.e. the obelisks of On/Heliopolis. Whether Isaiah’s ‘city of the sun’ (19:18) is On is less clear. Aven (Heb. ’awen) of Ezk. 30:17 is a variant pointing of on, ‘On’, perhaps as a pun on ’awen, ‘trouble, wickedness’, in Ezekiel’s judgment on Egypt’s cities.

2. On, son of Peleth, a Reubenite chief, rebelled with Korah against Moses in the wilderness (Nu. 16:1).    K.A.K.

ONAN (Heb ’önän, ‘vigorous’). The second son of Judah (Gn. 38:4; 46:12; Nu. 26:19; 1 Ch 2:3). On the death of his elder brother Er, Onan was com-manded by Judah to contract a levirate marriage with Tamar, Er’s widow. Onan, unwilling to follow this traditional practice, took Steps to avoid a full consummation of the Union, thus displeasing the Lord, who slew him (Gn. 38:8-10). Judah evidently attached some blame for his sons’ deaths to Tamar herseif (v. 11). For levirate marriage see *Mar-RIAGE, IV.    J.D.D.

ONESIMUS. A runaway slave belonging to Philemon, an influential Christian at Colossae. He made the acquaintance of Paul, while the latter was a prisoner, either at Rome or Ephesus (accord-ing to the view which is taken of the provenance of Colossians). He was converted by the apostle (Phm. 10), and became a trustworthy and dear brother (Col. 4:9). His name, which means ‘useful’, was a common name for slaves, though not con-fined to them; and he lived up to it by making himself so helpful to Paul that the latter would have liked to have kept him to look after him as, Pauls feels, Philemon would have wished (Phm. 13). But the apostle feit constrained to do nothing without Philemon’s willing consent; so he returned the slave to his former owner, with a covering note—the canonical * Philemon. In this the apostle plays on the slave’s name by describing him as ‘once so little use to you, but now useful in-deed, both to you and me’; and hints, tactfully but clearly, that he expects Philemon to take Onesimus ‘back for good, no longer as a slave, but as more than a slave—as a dear brother, very dear indeed to me and how much dearer to you, both as man and as Christian’ (Phm. 15-16, neb). Nevertheless, Paul admits that sending him back is like being deprived of a part of himself (Phm. 12).

The mention of Onesimus is one of the links which bind together Colossians and Philemon, and shows that they were sent from the same place at the same time. Some scholars believe that the Onesimus known to Ignatius and described by him in his Epistle to the Ephesians as ‘a man of inexpress-ible love and your bishop’ was none other than the runaway slave. This hypothesis, though not impos-sible, would seem improbable on chronological considerations. It is urged in its Support that it supplies a reason why Philemon was preserved as a canonical book. On the other hand, its close Connection with Colossians, and its importance for the light it throws on the Christian treatment of slaves, would seem to provide adequate reasons for its canonicity.

Bibliography. Onesimus’ later career has been made the subject of an elaborate theory by E. J. Goodspeed, INT, 1937, pp. 109-124, and J. Knox, Philemon among the Letlers of Paul\ 1959. For a criticism (with bibliography), see R. P. Martin, Colossians and Philemon. NCB2, 1982, introduc-tion. See also R. P. Martin, Ephesians, Colossians and Philemon, Interpretation, 1992; S. S. Bartchy, ABD 5, pp. 305-310.    r.v.g.t.

r.p.m.

ONESIPHORUS. In the Second Epistle to Timothy, written by Paul to Timothy at Ephesus, the apostle sends greetings to the household of Onesiphorus (4; 19), and prays that the Lord’s mercy may rest upon it, and that Onesiphorus himself may find mercy from the Lord on the great day of judgment. This true Christian friend had often brought relief to the apostle in his troubles, and had taken pains to search out and find him in Rome, where Paul was now in prison. His conduct in this respect, Paul notices, stood out in marked contrast to other Asian Christians who had deserted Paul in his hour of need. Like Onesimus, Onesiphorus had lived up to his name, which means ‘profit-bringer’. The apostle reminds Timothy that he knew better than Paul himself about the many Services rendered by Onesiphorus to the Christians who lived at Ephesus (1:16-18).

Bibliography. E. E. Elfis, NTS 17, 1970-71, pp. 437-452, ‘Paul and his Co-Workers’; and for the view that Onesiphorus played a significant role re-garding the Collection in Galatia, and that the set-ting of 2 Tim. 1:16-18 is Pisidian Antioch, not Rome, see F. J. Badcock, The Pauline Epistles, 1937, especially pp. 150-158.

Problems to do with Paul’s remembrance of Onesiphorus, who may or may not have been de-ceased when 2 Tim. 1:18 was written, are con-sidered by D. Guthrie (TNTC, 1957) and J. N. D. Kelly (Harper-Black, 1963) adloc. r.v.g.t.

r.p.m.

ONO. A town first mentioned in the lists of Thothmes III (1490-1436 bc). The Benjaminites rebuilt it after the conquest of Canaan (1 Ch. 8:12) and reoccupied it after the Exile (Ne. 11:31-35). Identified with Kafr ‘Anä, it lay near Lydda. The area was called the Plain of Ono (Ne. 6:2).

D.F.P.

ONYCHA. Pungent component of holy incense made by Moses at God’s command, by burning claw-shaped valves closing Shell apertures of cer-tain molluscs—Heb. s'helel, Ex. 30:34 only. This is the Gk. accusative of onyx, meaning talon, claw, anything so shaped, the precious stone. The accusative form, misunderstood as nominative in Vulg., passed into ew usage, thus conveniently dis-tinguishing the specialized meaning in Ex. 30:34.

R.A.S.

OPHIR (Heb. opir, Gn. 10:29; ’öpir, 1 Ki. 10:11). 1. The name of the son of Yoqtän in the genealogy of Shem (Gn. 10:29= 1 Ch. 1:23). This tribe is known from pre-islamic inscriptions (G. Ryckmans, Les noms propres sud-semitiques, 1934, pp. 298, 339f). Their area lies between Saba in the Yemen and Hawilah (Hawlän) as described in Gn. 10:29. Islamic tradition equates Yoqtän with Qahtän, a son of Ishmael and ‘father of all Arabs’.

2. The country from which fine gold was im-ported to Judah (2 Ch. 8:18; Jb. 22:24; 28:16; Ps. 45:9; Is. 13:12), sometimes in large quantities (I Ch. 29:4), and with valuable almug(sandal?)-wood (1 Ki. 10:11), silver, ivories, apes and peacocks (1 Ki. 10:22), and precious stones (2 Ch. 9:10). It was reached by Solomon’s fleet from Ezion-geber on the Gulf of Aqabah (1 Ki. 9:28) employing ‘ships of Tarshish’, which might be * ships normally used for carrying ore (1 Ki. 22:48). These voyages took ‘three years’, that is perhaps one entire year and parts of two others. The trade was sufficiently well known for Ophir to be synonymous with the fine gold which was its principal product (Jb. 22:24). In Is. 13:12 Ophir is paralleled with ’öqir, T will make precious’ (HUCA 12-13, 1937-8, p. 61). A con-firmation of this trade is found in an ostracon, found at Teil Qasileh NE of Tel Aviv in 1946, in-scribed zhb ’pr Ibyt hrn s=, ‘gold from Ophir for Beth Horon 30 shekels’ (JNES 10, 1951, pp. 265-267).

Various theories have been put forward for the site of Ophir.

a. S Arabia (as in 1 above). R. North links (S)öpha(i)r(a) (= Ophir) with Parvaim (= Farwa) in Yemen as the source of Sheba gold (cf. Ps. 72:15; Is. 60:6).

b.    SE Arabia: Oman. These are not far from Ezion-geber, and it is necessary to assume both that the 3-year voyage included laying up during the hot summer and that some Commodities (e.g. apes) not commonly found in S Arabia were brought to Ophir as an entrepöt from more distant places.

c.    E African coast: Somalia, i.e. the Egyp. Punt, a source of the frankincense and myrrh and those items described as from Ophir (W. F. Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel, 1953, pp. 133-135,212; van Beek, Z4 OS 78, 1958, p. 146).

d.    (S)upära, 75 km N of Bombay, India. Josephus (Ant. 8. 164), lxx and Vulg. (Jb. 28:16) interpreted Ophir as India. In favour of this interpretation are the facts that all the Commodities named are familiär in ancient India, and it is known that from the 2nd millennium bc there was a lively sea-trade between the Persian Gulf and India.

e.    Other, more doubtful, suggestions include Apir, Baluchistan (possibly ancient Meluhha, cf. BSOAS 36, 1973, pp. 554-587) and Zimbabwe, S Rhodesia.

Bibliography. V. Christides, RB 77, 1970, pp. 240-247; R. North, Fourth World Congress of Jewish Studies, Papers, 1, 1967, pp. 197-202.

D.J.W.

OPHRAH. (Heb. ’opräh). 1. A town in Benjamin (Jos. 18:23; 1 Sa. 13:17, called Ephron (Q're' 'epraim); 2 Ch. 13:19); modern et-Tayibeh, on a commanding height 9 km N of Michmash. Arabs often substituted tayibeh (‘fortunate’) where a place-name 'ofra persisted in the Middle Ages, as it suggested black magic (Abel, JPOS 17, 1937, p. 38). It is doubtful whether ’opräh developed into Ephraim (= Heb. ’epraim) of Jn. 11:54; see K.-D. Schunck, VT 11, 1961, pp. 188-200, and J. Heller, VT 12, 1962, pp. 339ff.

2.    Ophrah of Abiezer in Manasseh, Gideon’s home, where his altar of Jehovah-shalom (Jdg. 6:24, av) was shown in later times. Possible sites are: (a) Fer'ata, W of Mt Gerizim (Conder), near Shechem but rather remote from the area of con-flict, and probably * Pirathon of Jdg. 12:15; (b) et-Tayibeh, half-way between Beth-shan and Tabor (Abel), but well inside Issachar, and perhaps the Hapharaim of Jos. 19:19; (c) Afula in the Jezreel plain (LOB, p. 263). Teil el-Far‘a, 10 km NE of Shechem, is now known to be *Tirzah.

3.    A town or family in Judah (1 Ch. 4:14).

J.P.U.L.

ORACLE. The translation ‘oracle’ occurs 17 times in the av of the OT. Sixteen times it is the consist-ent mistranslation of the Heb. d'bir, used exclus-ively of the inner shrine of Solomon’s *Temple. The faulty derivation from dibber, ‘speak’, rather than from däbar in the sense of ‘to be behind’ stems from the translations of Aquila and Symmachus (who used chrematislerion, ‘oracle’) and the Vulgate (oraculum). That in heathen temples the chambers where the gods delivered their utterances (the oracular shrine of Apollo at Delphi was the most famous of these) were designated ‘oracles’ undoubtedly influenced the change as well.

In 2 Sa. 16:23 ‘oracle’ translates the Heb. däbär and refers simply to the word or utterance of God without any specific indication of how this would be elicited; although some have here inferred a ref-erence to the *Urim and Thummim (1 Sa. 28:6). In the Rvmg. ‘oracle’ is sometimes used in place of ‘bürden’ in the title of certain prophecies as a translation of the Heb. massa.

In the NT ‘oracles’ translates the Gk. logia, meaning divine utterances and generally referring to the entire OT or some specific part of it. In Acts 7:38 the reference is either to the Decalogue or to the entire content of the Mosaic law. These oracles are said to be ‘living’, zönta, that is, ‘enduring’ or ‘abiding’ In Rom. 3:2 the reference is to all the written utterances of God through the OT writers, but with special regard to the divine promises made to Israel. The ‘oracles of God’ in Heb. 5:12, av (‘word’, rsv) represent the body of Christian doctrine as it relates both to its OT foundation and to God’s final utterance through his Son (Heb. 1:1). 1 Pet. 4:11 teaches that the NT preachermust speak as one who speaks the oracles of God, treat-ing his words as carefully as if they were inspired Scripture.

The theological significance of the oracle is em-phasized by B. B. Warfield who concludes that ta logia, as employed in the NT, are ‘divinely authori-tative Communications before which men stand in awe and to which they bow in humility’ (The Inspiration and Authorily of the Bible, 1948, p. 403).

R.H.M.

ORCHARD. Well known in various Bible lands throughout antiquity, these were plantations of fruit trees, specifically including pomegranates (Ec. 2:5, av and Ct. 4:13 where ‘orchard’ renders Heb. pardes). The pardes of Ne. 2:8 furnished timber, and so is there rendered *‘forest’.    k.a.k.

ORDINATION. Considering the role played by the ministry throughout the history of the church, references to Ordination are surprisingly few in the NT. Indeed, the word ‘ordination’ does not occur, and the verb ‘to ordain’ in the technical sense does not occur either. A number of verbs are translated ‘ordain’ in av, but these all have meanings like ‘appoint’. For example, cheirotoneö is used of the institution of elders in certain Galatian churches (Acts 14:23), but before we think of this as de-noting ‘ordination’ in our sense of the term we must note its use in passages such as 2 Cor. 8:19, where it refers to the brother who was ‘appointed by the churches to travel with us . . .’

The Twelve were chosen by Christ to be very near to himself and to be sent forth to minister (Mk. 3:14). But there is no word of any ceremony of ordination. Mark says that Jesus ‘made (poieö)’ twelve, and Luke that he ‘chose (eklegö)’ them (Mk. 3:14; Lk. 6:13). This was a very solemn occa-sion (Luke teils us that Jesus prayed all night before making his selection). But there is no ‘ordination’ mentioned. John speaks of the risen Lord as breathing on the ten, saying, ‘Receive the Holy Spirit’ (Jn. 20:22); but it is difficult to see an ordination in this. It is probably significant that when Matthias took the place of Judas there is again no mention of any ordination. Lots were cast, and when the choice of Matthias was known he was simply ‘enrolled’ or ‘numbered’ with the others (Acts 1:26). Similarly, prophets and others are called directly by God, though some at least are said to be ‘for the work of ministry’ (Eph. 4:12; the word ‘ministry’ here is, of course, used of Service in a wide sense).

Luke teils us of the appointment of the Seven (Acts 6), and this is often understood as the Institution of the diaconate. This may indeed be the case, but it is far front certain. Some think that the pres-byterate is meant, and others deny that there is Ordination to any ecclesiastical office. They think that Luke is describing nothing more than a tem-porary measure to meet a difficult Situation. If the traditional view is accepted, then the essential thing about ordination is the laying on of hands with prayer. But in view of the uncertainties, and the wide use in antiquity of the laying on of hands, it is not possible to build much on this passage. Nor are we any better off when we read of elders as being appointed in the Galatian churches (Acts 14:23), for, while we may be tolerably sure that they were ordained in some way, nothing at all is told us of how this was done or what was expected of it.

Our most important information comes from the Pastoral Epistles. Paul counsels Timothy, ‘Do not neglect the gift you have, which was given you by prophetic utterance when the council of elders laid their hands upon you’ (1 Tim. 4:14). This passage yields us three items of information about Timothy’s ordination. First, it meant the giving to him of a Charisma, the spiritual * gift needed for the work of ministering. Secondly, this came to him ‘by (dia) prophecy’. Thirdly, it came with (meta) the laying on of hands by the elders. The essential thing about ordination is the divine gift. Nothing can compensate for its lack. But there is also an outward act, the laying on of hands. It is possible that Paul refers to the same rite when he speaks of his own laying on of hands on Timothy (2 Tim. 1:6), though it should not be overlooked that some other rite may be in mind, perhaps something more akin to Anglican confirmation than to ordination. We might be able to make a better judgment if we knew when this took place, whether at the beginning of Paul’s association with Timothy, or not long before the writing of the letter. If with most commentators we take this to refer to ordination, the meaning will be that Paul joined with the elders in the * laying on of hands, which in any case would be antecedently likely. It is probable that we have another reference to the same ordination in the words about ‘the prophetic utterances which pointed to you’ (1 Tim. 1:18).

Ordination isalways a solemn affair, and it may be that the words ‘Do not be hasty in the laying on of hands’ (1 Tim. 5:22) emphasize this. But in view of the context it is perhaps more likely that they refer to the reception of penitents back into fellowship.

All this makes for a somewhat meagre harvest, which is all the more disappointing, since the Pastorais show us how important the ‘ministry was, especially the Offices of presbyter and deacon. Titus, for example, is bidden ‘appoint (kalhistemi) elders in every town’ (Tit. 1:5), and much attention is paid to the qualifications for ministers. It is possible to suggest that the Christians took over the ordination of elders from the similar Jewish Institution, but this does not get us far. All that we can say for certain is that the important thing for ministering is the divine gift, and that the essential rite in the earliest time appears to have been that of the laying on of hands with prayer. (‘Spiritual GiFrs.)    L.M.

OREB (Heb. ’öreh, ‘raven’). 1. A Midianite prince in the army routed by Gideon. 2. The rock of Oreb,

named after this prince, and remembered for the great defeat of Midian (Jdg. 7:25; Is. 10:26). The Ephraimites cut off the enemy’s retreat at the Jordan fords, presumably opposite Jezreel; Beth-barah might be a ford ('äbar, ‘cross’) some 20 km S of the Sea of Galilee.    j.p.u.l.

ORNAMENTS. From Palaeolithic times Ornament has been used by man to adorn the objects which surround him in his daily life. When the in-tention is right, the skill of the craftsman is a thing pleasing to God, and indeed for the building of the tabernacle Bezalel was filled with the spirit (rüah) of God (Ex. 31:1-5), as were those who were to make the garments for the high priest (Ex. 28:3).

Archaeological discoveries have shown that in biblical times the carving of wood and ivory was done with great skill; weaving and embroidery reached a high Standard; and the techniques in-volved in fine metalwork were well understood (*Arts and Crafts). Three main divisions of ornamented objects may be distinguished.

I. Personal

There is no evidence for the practice of ornamental tattooing in the ancient Near East, but clothing was often elaborately decorated, and jewellery was widely used. Though few examples of textiles have been recovered outside Egypt, the Assyrian and Persian sculptured reliefs and mural paintings at Mari on the Euphrates give, sometimes in great detail, representations of garments with fine embroidery. The Egyp. tomb-paintings likewise depict clothing in detail, and in one tomb at Beni-hasan a group of Asiatic nomads with brightly-coloured costumes (see IBA, fig. 25) gives an idea of the sort of ornamental clothing perhaps worn by the Patri-archs (* Dress).

Many examples of jewellery (‘Jewels and Precious Stones) have been found in excavations, perhaps the most outstanding being those from the ‘Royal Tombs’ at * Ur.

Various terms referring to objects of personal adornment are translated ‘ornament’, but their precise significance is in many cases uncertain. Among these are the following: I. h“li (Pr. 25:12), perhaps from a Semitic root hlh, ‘to adorn’; all evv translate ‘ornament’. The word also occurs in Ct. 7:1 where evv translate it ‘jewel’. 2. liwyä (Pr. 1:9; 4:9; lit. ‘twisted thing’); rv renders ‘chaplet’ and rsv ‘garland’. 3. '"di (Ex. 33:4-6; 2 Sa. 1:24; Is. 49:18; Je. 2:32; 4:3Ö; Ezk. 7:20; 16:7, 11; 23:40), derived from ‘ädä, ‘to ornament’, ‘to deck oneself’; all evv translate ‘ornament’. 4. pe’er (Is. 61:10), from paar in the Pi‘el, meaning ‘to beautify’; rv and rsv translate ‘garland’. 5. sr‘ädä (Is. 3:20), of unknown etymology. It probably signifies an ‘armlet’ (so rsv); rv gives ‘ankle Chain’. 6. ’ekes (Is. 3:18), perhaps connected with Arab. 'ikäsu, ‘to hobble (a camel)’, from ’akasa, ‘to reverse, tie backwards’, whence rv, rsv ‘anklet’. The root occurs as a verb in Is. 3:16, where it is translated ‘making a tinkling’.

Though on an occasion such as a wedding the putting on of Ornaments and jeweis by the partici-pants is treated as right and proper (Is. 61:10), the immoderate use of personal ornament is roundly condemned (Is. 3:18-23; 1 Tim. 2:9). Is. 3 provides a catalogue of different kinds of Ornaments which are translated variously in evv. Some of these are hapax legomena, and little can be added to the rsv interpretation. The ‘bracelet’ (serä) of v. 19 is sup-ported by the probable Akkad. cognate semeru (seweru) with this meaning. Likewise in v. 21, ‘ring’ (tabba'at, rsv ‘signet ring’) is supported by Akkad. timbu'u, timbütu, ‘seal ring’ (*Seal). av renderings which have been radically altered in the later ver-sions are v. 20 ‘earring’ (lahas; rv, rsv * ‘amulet’), v. 22 ‘wimple’ (mitpahat; rv ‘shawl’, rsv ‘cloak’) and ‘crisping pin’ (härii; rv ‘satchel’, rsv ‘handbag’).

Among other articles of personal adornment were: 1. häh, usualiy a hook or ring for holding a man (2 Ki. 19:28) or animal (Ezk. 29:4) captive, but in Ex. 35:22 an Ornament (av ‘bracelet’, rv, rsv ‘brooch’); 2. sah°rdn, probably a crescent-shaped object which was used on camels (Jdg. 8:21; av ‘ornament’, rv ‘crescent’) and humans (Jdg. 8:26; Is. 3:18, av ‘round tire like the moon’, rv ‘crescent’); and many different kinds of chain Ornaments, including 3. räbid, probably a twisted circlet for the neck (Gn. 41:42; Ezk. 16:11); 4. ‘“näq, a more elaborate form made of plaited wire which might have pendants attached (Jdg. 8:26; Pr. 1:9; Ct. 4:9); 5. sars'rä, probably a more flexible chain of the link type (Ex. 28:14, 22; 39:15; 1 Ki. 7:17; 2 Ch. 3:5, 16); 6. härüz, a necklace of beads strung on a thread (Ct. 1:10; rv ‘string of jeweis’). An-other type of Ornament, mentioned in I Macc. 10:89; 11:58; 14:44, is the ‘buckle’ (Gk. porpe, ‘buckle pin’, ‘buckle brooch’).

A special case of personal ornament is found in the garments of the high priest (* Dress). The linen coat was of an ornamental weave (Ex. 28:39, rv, rsv), the ephod and the girdle were decorative (Ex. 28:6, 8) and round the hem of the robe of the ephod were alternate bells and pomegranates (Ex. 28:31-35). In addition to these the breastplate (see * Brf.astpiece of the High Priest) contained ornamental elements.

The ancient Hebrews, like their neighbours, probably wore ’amulets and personal * seals for ornamentation.

ln Ex. 13:16 and Dt. 6:8; 11:18 the word ‘front-lets’ (tßläpöt) may refer to some ornament of the head. A Connection with Akkad. laläpu, ‘to en-circle’, has been suggested, but this remains uncertain.

II. Movahle objects

From very early times painted or incised decor-ation was used on *pottery, and though in his-torical times the abundance of other possessions resulted in absence of decoration, certain wares such as Mycenaean and that called ‘Philistine’ are easily distinguishable and provide useful criteria for dating to the archaeologist. ‘Archaeology has shown that tools and weapons had, on occasion, appropriate decorations, but the dass of small object which often called forth the most elaborate and delicate ornamentation was that of cosmetic equipment. Boxes, jars for unguents, palettes for mixing pigments and mirror handles of elaborately carved bone and ivory have been excavated in Syria, Palestine, Mesopotamia and Egypt. Furni-ture, especially in royal palaces, was sometimes richly ornamented with carved ivory panels (cf.

1 Ki. 10:18; 2 Ch. 9:17; Am. 6:4 and *Ivory). That ornamental carpets were used is shown by stone paving slabs carved in replica of carpets from the Assyrian royal palaces. Elaborately ornamented horse harnesses are portrayed on the Assyrian palace reliefs and camel harness was also evidently decorated (Jdg. 8:21,26).

The *tabernacle and its contents were ornamented, under the skill of ‘Bezalel, with cunning workmanship. This was also a pagan practice, as is shown by discoveries of temple furniture from Megiddo, Beth-shan and other sites, where incense and offering Stands are decorated with birds, ani-mals, serpents (symbol of fertility) and human fig-ures. These were the common trappings of the pagan cults of the Israelites’ neighbours, and often the most elaborate ornament was reserved for the casket of the deceased. Elaborately carved stone sarcophagi are known from Phoenicia and Egypt, and the discoveries in the ‘Royal Tombs’ at *Ur and in the tomb of Tutankhamün show the wealth of ornamental riches that accompanied the dead to the grave.

III. Architectural

Buildings in antiquity, particularly palaces, were decorated both inside and out. The inside walls of important rooms in the palaces of the Assyrian kings at Nineveh and Khorsabad were adorned by carved bas-reliefs and the doorways guarded by great composite beasts (IBA, fig. 44). These reliefs were probably partially coloured in antiquity, being in fact glorified murals, examples of which from the Assyrian period were discovered at Til Barsip. In the early 2nd-mil!ennium palace at Mari remains of several mural paintings were recovered suggesting that such decoration has not been discovered more often only on account of its perish-able nature.

In Egypt, while the best-known mural paintings are found in rock-cut tombs, palaces with murals have been excavated at Malkata (Amenophis III) and el-Amarna (Amenophis IV). The great temples at Karnak and Luxor were decorated with carved and painted murals and hieroglyphic in-scriptions, the hieroglyphs forming ornamental elements. * Ivory was probably used not only for the decoration of furniture but also for application to suitable parts of important rooms, as is suggested by Caches of carved ivories found at Nimrud, Arslan Tash, Megiddo and Samaria (cf. 1 Ki. 22:39; Ps. 45:8; Am. 3:15).

Outside decoration, while in earlier periods it might consist of revetted walls, or in Assyria guardian beasts at gateways, reached a sumptuous level in Nebuchadrezzar’s Babylon, where excav-ation has revealed great fapades of coloured glazed bricks with animals and rosettes at intervals.

The Persians in the latter part of the Ist millen-nium bc recruited craftsmen from all over the Middle East to build and decorate the great cere-monial city of Persepolis, even employing men from as far afield as the Aegean. Aegean influences had already been feit in the 2nd millennium (Alalah, Ugarit), and it is probable that the term kaptör in Ex. 25:31—36; 37:17-22 (av ‘knop’) and Am. 9:1; Zp. 2:14 (av ‘lintel’) refers to some decorative architectural feature, perhaps a column Capital, derived from Crete or the Aegean (*Caphtor).

There is reason to believe that under the Mon-archy the kings and the wealthy would have fol-lowed the customs of the surrounding peoples, particularly the Phoenicians, in the decoration of their palaces and houses.

Bibliography. No one work covers the whole subject. Relevant material is to be found inciden-tally in C. Singer, E. Holmyard and A. Hall, A

History of Technology, 1, 1954, especially pp. 413-447, 623-703, and passim in H. Frankfort, The Art and Architeclure of the Ancient Orient, 1954; W. S. Smith, The Art and Archilecture of Ancient Egypt, 1958; and for Palestine, A. G. Barrois, ManuelcTArchäologie Biblique, 1-2, 1939-53; Y. Shiloh, PEQ 109, 1977, pp. 39-42 (‘Proto-Aeolic’ Capital); K. R. Maxwell-Hyslop, Western Asiatic Jeweüery, 1971.
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ORPAH. A Moabitess, the daughter-in-law of Naomi, and Ruth’s sister-in-law (Ru. 1:4). After their husbands died they came from Moab to Judah, but Orpah, following Naomi’s advice, re-mained, to return to her former home and the wor-ship of Chemosh (Ru. 1:15; 1 Ki. 11:33). Even so, Naomi commended her to Yahweh’s protection.

MB.

testified by the accusations and laments l'ound in the prophets, in the Psalms, and in the book of Job. Tn you,’ says Ezekiel (22:7), speaking of Jerusalem, ‘the fatherless and the widow are wronged’. Justice, it is averred, is withheld from orphans; their plight is pitiable, for they are robbed and killed (Jb. 24:3, 9; Ps. 94:6; Is. 1:23; 10:2; Je. 5:28), making even more vivid the Psalmist’s words against the wicked: ‘May his children be fatherless . . .!’ (109:9).

God, however, is specially concerned for the fatherless (Pss. 10:18; 68:5; 146:9; Ho. 14:3; cf. Jn. 14:18), especially when they look in vain to men for help (cf. Ps. 27:10).

The only NT occurrence of the word makes an integral part of true religion the visiting of ‘orphans and widows in their affliction .. .’ (Jas. 1:27).

Bibliography. J. Pridmore, NIDNTT 2, pp. 737f; H. Seesemann, TDNT 5, pp. 487f. j.d.d.

ORPHAN, FATHERLESS (Heb. yät_öm\ Gk. or-phanos). The care of the fatherless was from earliest times a concern of the Israelites, as of the surrounding nations. The Covenant Code (Ex. 22:22), and the Deuteronomic Code particularly, were most solicitous for the welfare of such (Dt. 16:11, 14; 24:17), protecting their rights of inherit-ance and enabling them to share in the great annual feasts and to have a portion of the tithe crops (Dt. 26:12). It is specifically stated, moreover, that God works on their behalf (Dt. 10:18), and that condemnation awaits those who oppress them (Dt. 27:19; cf Mal. 3:5).

Though many orphans would be aided by kindred and friends (Jb. 29:12; 31:17), there was a general failure to fulfil the provisions of the Codes,

OTHNIEL (Heb. 'otn/'e/). 1. A »Kemzzite, brother (or perhaps nephew) of Caleb ben Jep-hunneh (Jdg. 1:13; cf. Jos. 15:17); if ‘son of Kenaz’ is a patronymic, he and Caleb may have been brothers or half-brothers. Distinguishing himself in the sack of * Kiriath-sepher, he married Achsah, Caleb’s daughter. Later he saw the beginnings of apostasy and the domination by *Cushan-rishathaim, against whom he led a successful revolt, becoming the first of the *judges. Jdg. 3:10 indicates that he was a charismatic leader, who re-stored Order and authority (‘judged’ means this as well as deliverance; cf. 1 Sa. 7:15; 8:20).

2. A "Netophathite, whose descendant Heldai was one of David’s officers (1 Ch. 27:15).

J.P.U.L.

p

PADDAN, PADDAN-ARAM. The ‘field’ or ‘plain’ of Aram (rsv * ‘Mesopotamia’) is the name given in the area around Harran in Upper Mesopotamia, N of the junction of the rivers Habur and Euphra-tes in Gn. 25:20; 28:2; 31:18, etc., and is identical with Aram-naharaim, ‘Aram of the rivers’, of Gn. 24:10; Dt. 23:4; Jdg. 3:8. Abraham dwelt in this area before emigrating to Canaan. He sent his ser-vant there to obtain a bride for Isaac, and thither Jacob fled from Esau. For a suggested identifica-tion of Paddan-aram, near Harran, see AS 2, 1952, p. 40; POTT, pp. 134f, 140.    r.a.h.g.
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PAHATH-MOAB (lit. ‘Governor of Moab’). Per-haps an ancestor had been a governor of Moab when Moab was subject to Israel. The name of a Jewish clan consisting of two families, Jeshua and Joab, 2,812 of whom returned to Judah with Zerubbabel (Ezr. 2:6. Ne. 7:11 gives the figure 2,818) and 201 with Ezra (Ezr. 8:4). Of this clan certain members are listed in Ezr. 10:30 as having married foreign women. Ne. 10:14 records that Pahath-moab among princes, priests and Levites set his seal to the covenant made on the return of the exiles to Jerusalem.    r.a.h.g.

PALACE. The word designates a large residential building or group of buildings which accom-modate a ruler and his administration. Düring the Israelite Monarchy, the administrative centre was called ’artnön, av ‘palace’, rsv ‘citadel, palace, stronghold or castle’. A large portion of the na-tion’s wealth was safeguarded in the citadel. Its capture was therefore the aim of a conquest and so substantial fortifications were constructed around the citadel so that the king and the loyal remnants of his army would be able to resist capture even when the remainder of the Capital city had fallen. When predicting the overthrow of nations, the prophets specifically refer to the citadels of * Babylon (Is. 25:2), ‘Jerusalem (Is. 32:14; Je. 6:5; 9:21; 17:27; Am. 2:5), Damascus (Je. 49:27; Am. 1:4) and Edom (Is. 34:14; Am. 1:12). Arnos also speaks about the destruction of the citadels of Gaza (1:7), Tyre (1:10), Rabbah (1:14), Moab (2:2) and ‘Samaria (3:11).

One of the most complete citadels in Syria/ Palestine was excavated at Zinjirli (ancient Sam’al) used between c. 900 and 600 bc. Here three palaces and many storehouses were surrounded by walls and towers and the complex could be entered only after passing through two gates. In Palestine, only meagre remains of the citadel at ‘Samaria have been found. A similar but smaller citadel was built by King ‘Jehoiakim at Ramat Rahel and is most probably referred to by Jeremiah (22:13—14). As at Samaria. the citadel was fortified with a casemate wall constructed with rectangular masonry and within the wall was a large courtyard, a storehouse and a palace.

Excavation has revealed that at the time of Solomon both ‘Hazor and ‘Megiddo had administrative buildings enclosed within citadel areas. Solomon chose a similar System at Jerusalem where the citadel embraced the ‘Temple, the king’s palace (1 Ki. 3:1), the ‘House of the Forest of Leb-anon’ (1 Ki. 7:2-5), halls and porches (7:6-7), a palace for Pharaoh’s daughter (7:8; 9:24) and courts (7:12). One of the large buildings at Megiddo for which Solomon was probably responsible has been reconstructed as a bit-hiläni (* Porch), a style of palace which seems to have been adopted in the Hall of Pillars and the Hall of the Throne at Jerusalem (1 Ki. 7:6-7). The ‘House of the Forest of Lebanon’ was a hypostyle hall of 100x50 cubits. Its purpose was, at least in part, to display the kingdom’s wealth (1 Ki. 10:17), but whether it was a banqueting-hall, as would be suggested by some of its contents (10:21), a magazine (Is. 22:8) or an entrance-hall is not clear. The royal residence (bet hammelek) would have been a number of storeys high, providing sufficient accommodation for the king, his wives and family and their ad-visers and servants.

Although the term ‘great house’ (Heb. hekäl) normally refers to a temple, it is also used of a palace (so Akkad. ekallu) when it is the principal building in a city. The palace of * Ahab at Jezreel (1 Ki. 21:1), the Assyrian king’s palace at Nineveh (Na. 2:6) and the palaces at ‘Babylon (2 Ki. 20:18; Dn. 4:4, 29, etc.) and Susa (Ezr. 4:14) are described in this way. The palaces of Assyria, Babylon and Persia accommodated the administration for large empires and also considerable quantities of tribute.

In addition to Offices and magazines, temples were included in the palace complex, thus enabling the king to fulfil his religious duties to ensure the favour of the gods. Senior officials each possessed their own residences and other parts of the palace housed schools (Dn. 1:4) for the princes, future civil servants and priests. The wealth of the king was suitably displayed to visitors and so public courtyards and the state rooms were richly decor-ated and lavishly furnished. Sometimes gardens of exotic plants were grown within the palace area (Est. 7:7-8).

After the Exile palaces are sometimes referred to as fortresses (Aram. birä)\ palaces at Jerusalem (1 Ch. 29:1, 19; Ne. 2:8; 7:2), Susa (Dn. 8:2; Ne. 1:1, Est. 1:2, 5, etc.) and Ecbatana (Ezr. 6:2) are so described. Daniel (11:45) mentions the residence of the king of the N as ’appeden (av ‘palace’, rsv ‘palatial tents’) which is similar to the Old Persian word (apadäna) meaning columned hall and may in this case indicate large tents with many supports.

The palace (aule) of the high priest (Mt. 26:3; J n. 18:15) was probably a large hellenistic residence built around colonnaded courtyards. Jesus speaks about the need to guard such a palace which con-tains wealth (Lk. 11:21). *Herod the Great built palaces at Jerusalem, ‘Machaerus, ‘Jericho, the Herodium near Bethlehem, and Masada. In Jerusalem he built a strongly fortified palace with three towers, named Hippicus, Phasael and Mariamne, by the corner gate. This building forms the founda-tions of the present-day Citadel. There were two palaces at Masada and both have been excavated and partially restored. The N palace is amazingly positioned on the cliff face of the flat-topped mountain which was fortified by Herod.

Palaces or citadels often represent the fortunes of a nation in the OT. The palace of the faithful nation possesses peace (Ps. 122:7), while that of a sinful nation is destroyed (Je. 17:27; Am. 2:5) and becomes deserted (Is. 34:13-14).

Bibliography. D. Ussishkin, BA 36, 1973, pp. 78-105; G. Turner, Iraq 32, 1970, pp. 177-213; W. G. Dever, IEJ 35, 1985, pp. 217-230. c.j.d.

PALESTINE. The term ‘Palestine’, originally applied to the territory of Israel’s foes, the Philistines, was first used by Herodotus as a dcsignation of S Syria. In the form of Palaestina, it was also used by the Romans. The older term ‘Canaan’ has a similar history. In the el-*Amarna letters (14th Century bc) Canaan was limited to the Coastal plains, then with the Canaanite conquests of the interior it was applied to all the lands W of the Jordan valley. The terms ‘land of Israel’ (1 Sa. 13:19) and ‘the land of promise’ (Heb. 11:9) are associated with the Israel-ites in the same area, the latter usually connected with the area from Dan to Beersheba, N of the Negeb. The Israelite Settlement of two-and-a-half tribes E of the Jordan seems to have resulted from unforeseen circumstances and the hold on that side of the valley appears to have been generally prccar-ious. After the division of the kingdom, the name Israel was usually given to the N realm. In the Middle Ages, the term ‘the Holy Land’ was often adopted (cf. Zc. 2:12).

I. The position and highways of Palestine

The mediaeval perspective of Jerusalem as the centre of the earth is not so absurd as might be thought, for on the tiny Syrian corridor that unites the world island of Europe, Asia and Africa, the five seas of the Mediterranean, Black Sea, Cas-pian, Red Sea and the Persian Gulf narrow the greatest land mass of our planet into a single isth-mus. All the important Continental routes must go across this corridor, and the great sea-routes of an-tiquity between the Indies and the Mediterranean must in turn be linked by land Communications across the Sinai Peninsula. The high mountain chains which run E from Asia Minor to Kurdistan and the deserts to the S and E further help to con-centrate the routeways of ‘the Fertile Crescent’, which, sickle-shaped, runs from Palestine and S Syria to the alluvial valley basins of the Tigris and Euphrates. It is, of course, ‘fertile’ only in comparison with the surrounding desert and mountainous terrain, since most of it is either Mediterranean scrub or steppe. At either end of the Fertile Crescent a great locus of civilization developed in the lower basin of Mesopotamia and the lower Nile valley respectively, whose fortunes dominated the history of the Near East for almost two millennia.

Three great trade routes have always traversed Palestine. The great Trunk Road, perhaps described in Is. 9:1 as ‘the way of the sea’, runs along the low coast from Egypt to the Vale of Esdraelon. Then it is diverted inland by the Syrian mountains to skirt the W side of the Lake of Galilee, then through the Syrian Gate and central depression to Damascus, where it joins the desert caravan trails across to Mesopotamia. Two other routes are of great antiquity although of lesser importance. The ‘King’s Highway follows the edge of the Transjordan plateau from the Gulf of Aqabah towards Damascus. It marks a zone of increased rainfall and was followed in part by the Israelites during the Exodus (Nu. 21-22), and all the towns enumer-ated in Nu. 21; 27-30 lie along it. The watershed of central Palestine is followed by another route, the shortest between Sinai and Canaan. In the N ‘Negeb it links an important series of wells, keep-ing W of the forbidding, barren depressions of the E Negeb that are still difficult to traverse. It links all the important historic centres from Kadesh-barnea and Beersheba to Hebron, Jerusalem, Shechem and Megiddo. Heavily travelled from the Abramic (Middle Bronze I) period onwards, it was also made famous by the journey of Joshua and his fellow-spies. All these routes emphasized the N-S alignment of Palestine, which benefited from their fertilizing contacts of trade and culture. But Israel was rarely able to control these highways without upsetting the Strategie interests of the great powers that dominated their terminals. Even in Solomon’s day the Coastal highway was too tightly controlled by the sea-powers to warrant interference there (1 Ki. 9:11; 10:22; Ezk. 27:17), while Edom was for long Israel’s deadly enemy because it dominated the routes from the Gulf of Aqabah where Israel obtained its copper (Ob. 3).

A number of minor transverse routes have joined these parallel highways. Of these the most important have been: (1) Gaza-Beersheba-Petra; (2) Ashkelon-Gath-Helvan; (3) Joppa-Bethel-Jericho (cf. Jos. 10:6-14) and Joppa-Shechem-Adam-Gilead (Jos. 3:16); (4) Vale of Esdraelon-Megiddo-Gilead. Exposed to Coastal Sedimentation from the Nile, the coast of Palestine as far as Carmel has been unfavourable for port development, so the chief towns have been route centres at important road junctions, either in the Strategie plain of Esdraelon or along the hilly dorsal of Judaea and Samaria. The sea was an unfamiliar medium of communication to the Hebrews (cf. Ps. 107), while the desert was also feared as ‘a land of trouble and anguish’ (Is. 30:6; cf. Dt. 8:15). Perched precariously between them, the Hebrew highlanders sought a protracted aloofness from both environments and their peoples. Thus auton-omy of spirit became a major characteristic of the Israelites, despite their nodal position at the hub of the ancient world’s trade routes.

II. The geological structure and relief

For some 675 km from the borders of Egypt to Asia Minor, the Levant consists of five major zones: (I) the littoral; (2) the W mountain chain (the Judaean-Galilean highlands, Lebanon and Ansariya mountains); (3) the rift valleys (Arabah, Jordan valley, Biqa‘ and Ghör); (4) the E mountains (highlands of Transjordan, Hermon and Anti-lebanon); and (5) the deserts of Negeb, Arabia and Syria. But the contrasts between the N and S sections of these zones explain the individu-ality of Palestine. N of Acre, the mountains rise abruptly from the sea, limiting the narrow coastal plains to discontinuous Stretches but providing the famous harbours of Sidon, Tyre, Beirut, Tripoli and Ras Shamra. The limited hinterlands of each unit have encouraged independent maritime city-states where ‘the families of the Canaanites spread abroad’ (Gn. 10:18). S of Mt Carmel, however, the coast opens into a broad continuous plain, har-bourless except for artificial ports erected by the Philistines and later sea-peoples.

A second contrast is to be found in the Rift Valley sectors. In Syria the Biqa' depression is a broad, fertile plain between the lofty ranges of Lebanon and Anti-Lebanon, with wide access to other rolling plains, and studded with historic centres such as Kadesh, Horns and Hamath. To the S, the depression blocked by recent basaltic lavas narrows into deep gorges before opening into the swamp of Lake Huleh, making N-S communication difficult. These features have tended to isolate Palestine from the N territory.

The rocks of Palestine are notably limestone, volcanics and recent deposits such as marls, gravels and sands. The Rift Valley represents an ancient planetary lineament that is traceable as far as the E African Lakes. Broadly speaking, it has operated like a hinge, so that the areas to the W of it have been mostly under the sea, whereas the Arabian block has been generally Continental. Thus, W of the Rift the rocks are predominantly limestone laid down specially during the Cretaceous and Eocene eras. Some of these are hard and dolomitic (Cenomanian and Eocene), explaining the steep headland of Mt Carmel, the twin mountains of Ebal and Gerizim above Shechem, and generally all the rugged, higher relief of the Judaean-Galilean dorsal. But the Senonian is a soft chalk, easily eroded into gaps and valleys that breach the highlands, notably at Megiddo, the valley of Aij-alon and the moat of Beth-shemesh which separates the Eocene foothills of the Shephelah from the Judaean plateau. These limestones have been up-worked along the central dorsal and gently folded in a series of arches which become more compli-cated farther N in Samaria and Galilee. They occur, however, horizontal in Transjordan, resting upon the Continental block beneath them. The ancient block is exposed in the SE in the high cliflfs of the Wadi Arabah and in the Sinai Peninsula. Over-lapping them are the so-called Nubian sandstones, whose desert origin prolonged over vast geological periods explains the red colour from which Edom probably derives its name (‘the red’). In the NE, recent basaltic lavas cap the limestones in the broad, undulating plateaux in the land of Bashan, and extending into the Jordan trough around the Lake of Galilee. These weather into the rieh soils which attracted to the Galilean shores a high density of population from early times.

Palestine suflers from crustal instability. Vol-canic eruptions have continued into historic times, notably in the cases of Harrat en-Nar, SE of the Gulf of Aqabah, which were active as late as the 8th and 13th centuries ad. It is tempting to equate the descriptions of Ex. 19:18 and Ps. 68:8 with vol-canic manifestations, but the traditional site of Sinai is in an area of ancient, crystalline rocks where no recent volcanic action has occurred. The fate of Sodom and Gomorrah (Gn. 14:10; 19:23-28) is a memory of some kind of volcanic phenom-ena, associated probably with the intrusion of sul-phurous gas and liquid asphalt. There are also the biblical records of earthquakes (Gn. 19:25; 1 Sa. 14:15; Am. 1:1) and geological faulting (Nu. 16:31-35). All these are associated with the Great Rift Valley of the Jordan and Dead Sea, or with the series of transverse faults that form the Vale of Esdraelon and divide Samaria and Galilee into a complicated series of highland blocks and depres-sions floored with Sediments.

Under the semi-arid conditions, badland relief is typical, especially around the E and S rims of the Judaean highlands and the W edge of the Transjordan plateau. Within the deep Jordan valley, soft marls deposited by a lake more extensive than the present Dead Sea have been dissected to form the Ghör in the middle of the trough, lying at more than 365 m below sea-level. The seasonal wadis that drain into the Arabah trough have also deeply dissected their slopes. Thus the av references to the ‘slippery places’ are a characteristic feature of many parts of the Negeb and the Jordan (Dt. 32:35; Pr. 3:23; Je. 23:12; 31:9). Much of the Negeb is a rock waste of hammadas, and direct reference to the wind-borne loessial deposits is made (Ex. 10:20-23; Dt. 28:24; Na. 1:3).

III. The climate and Vegetation

In the Levant three climatic zones may be dis-tinguished: a Mediterranean, a steppe and a desert zone, each with its distinct type of Vegetation. Along the coast as far S as Gaza, the Mediterranean zone has mild winters (53-6°F, 12°C, mean monthly average for January at Gaza) compared with the severer conditions of the interior hills (Jerusalem 44-6°F, 7°C, in January). But summers are everywhere hot (Gaza 78-8°F, 26°C, in July, Jerusalem 73-4°F, 23°C). The prolonged snow cover of the high Lebanon mountains (Je. 18:14) is exceptional, though snow is not infrequent in the Hauran. Elsewhere it is a rare phenomenon (2 Sa. 23:20). Less than one-fifteenth part of the annual rainfall occurs in the summer months from June to October; nearly all of it is concentrated in winter to reach a maximum in mid-winter. The total amount varies from about 35-40 cm on the coast to about 75 cm on Mt Carmel and the Judaean, Galilean and Transjordan mountains. In the Beersheba area to the S, and in parts of the Jordan valley and of the Transjordan plateau the climate is steppe, with
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only 20-30 cm of rain, though temperature condi-tions are comparable to those of the Judaean hills. The deep trough of the Jordan has sub-tropical conditions with stifling summer heat; at Jericho mean daily maxima remain above 100°F (38°C) from June to September, with frequent records of
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110-120°F (43-49°C). The winter, however, has en-joyable conditions of 65-68°F (18-20°C) (January mean daily maximum). In the Negeb, the S part of the Jordan valley, and the country E and S of the Transjordan steppe the climate is desert, with less than 20 cm of rain a year.

There is no archaeological evidence that climate has changed since biblical times. Near the Gulf of Aqabah, a number of recently excavated Roman gutters still fit the springs for which they were constructed, and wherever the Byzantine wells of the Negeb have been kept clean and in constant use, the water still rises to the ancient levels. Thus the biblical narrative gives a convincing picture of the present climate. Distinction is made between the hot and cold seasons (Gn. 8:22; Am. 3:15), and the inception of the autumn rains is clearly described (Dt. 11:14; Ho. 6:3; Joel 2:23). Vari-ability in the amount and distribution of rainfall is common (Am. 4:7), and the incidence of prolonged drought is recorded on a number of occasions (I Ki. 17:7; Je. 17:8; Joel 1:10-12, 17-20).

Because of the contrasts of relief, from 1,020 m above sea-level near Hebron, to 390 m below sea-level at the Dead Sea, the flora of Palestine is very rieh (about 3,000 vascular *plants) for such a small area. A large proportion of them are annuals. Few districts have ever had dense forests (*Trees), though remnants have been preserved in Mts * Her-mon and * Lebanon with their cedars, firs, oaks and pines, and in the biblical Golan (Jaulan), where forests of pine and oak still exist. Lebanon has always been noted for its cedars. The Israelites had their share in deforestation of the Mediterranean woodland that once covered the central dorsal (Jos. 17:18), and today there are no traces of the woodlands that once existed at Bethel (2 Ki. 2:24), Ephraim (Jos. 17:15) and Gilead near the Jordan valley.

Oak forests long existed in Sharon, whose name means forest, but biblical prophecy States that three forested regions were to be turned into sheep pastures, the Coastal Sharon, N Gilead and SE Galilee (see Is. 65:10). The development of pastor-alism must be blamed for much of this forest clearance in Palestine (cf. 2 Ki. 3:4). But under Mediterranean conditions ‘the pastures of the wilderness’ are seasonally short-lived, so Rabbi Akiba (c. ad 100) observed shrewdly that ‘those who rear small cattle and cut down good trees . . . will see no sign of Messing’. Deterioration of the woodland scrub had gone so far in Palestine before the establishment of the modern state of Israel in ad 1948 that most of the uncultivated land was a dreary expanse of batha, low scrub with open, rock outcrops. Towards the steppe and the desert, the colour of the landscape is governed more by the rocks than the plant cover, with only a few shrubby elements, such as wormwood, broom, saltwort and tufts of xerophytic grasses. Only along the banks of the Jordan is there a dense and wide gallery forest of various willows, poplar, tamarisk, oieander, etc.

But many of the Palestinian hill lands, eroded of their productive terra vessa soils, have been the graveyard of former civilizations, especially with the decay of terrace-cultivation. One estimate is that since Roman times 2,000-4,000 million cubic metres of soil have been worked off the E side of the Judaean hills, sufficient to make 4,000-8,000 sq. km of good farmland. This threat of soil ero-sion is possibly alluded to in Jb. 14:18-19, and the easy spread of fire during the summer drought is described (Ps. 83:13-14). These fea-tures of Mediterranean instability are recognized in the need for balance and restraint, in a land which lies so precariously between the desert and the sown (Ex. 23:29-30; Pr. 24:30-34). (*Dew, * Rain, »Wind.)

IV. Water-supply and agriculture

It is not by chance that the names of over seventy ancient sites in Palestine contain the word ’ain, ‘spring’, and another sixty such sites the word bir, ‘well’. Apart front the Jordan, a few of its tribu-taries and four or five small Coastal streams that
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are fed from springs, all the remaining rivers of Palestine are seasonal. Snow-fed streams account for their maximum volume in May-June (Jos. 3:15), but the majority dry up in the hot summer (1 Ki. 17:7; Jb. 24:19; Joel 1:20), notably in the Negeb (Ps. 126:4). With the autumn rains the sudden spate is graphically described (Jdg. 5:21; Mt. 7:27). Thus ‘the fountain of living waters’ was the ideal of the Israelite settler. The invention of a mortar which could be used in the construction of rain-collecting * cisterns (c. 1300 bc) may well have been a decisive factor in the rapid colonization of the highlands of Judaea by the Israelite settlers. ‘Wells dug for watering the stock are early alluded to (Gn. 26, etc.) and irrigation was well known (Gn. 13:10). Reservoirs too for the needs of the urban popula-tion are frequently mentioned (Ct. 7:4), some fed through imposing rock-cut tunnels (2 Ki. 20:20). The need for water often pointed a moral lesson to the Israelites (Dt. 8:7-10; 11:10-17; 1 Ki. 18; Je. 2:13; 14:22).

Before the rise of the Monarchy at least, the agricultural population of central Palestine con-sisted of small land-owners, and the typical pro-duce of the land is described in the presents given by Abigail to David (1 Sa. 25:18). The importance in Judaea of the barley crop rather than wheat be-cause of its low rainfall, and the fame of Carmel for its vines and Ephraim and Galilee for olives, have been justified since biblical times. But droughts tend to introduce debt and servitude, so that despite the ideological democracy envisaged in the jubilee year (Lv. 25), crownlands, large estates and forced labour already appear in the time of Saul (1 Sa. 8:16; 22:7; 25:2). In Transjordan and the Negeb it seems that the pastoral life has been traditionally supplemented by settled agricultural practices wherever wells and oases permitted. But the decline of agriculture has been constantly threatened by over-grazing by sheep and goats, apart from the more catastrophic incursions from the desert.

V. The Settlements

A major problem in the historical geography of Palestine has been the identification of place-names. There are approximately 622 place-names W of Jordan recorded in the Bible. The lists of Tuthmosis III, Sethos I, Rameses II and ‘Shishak I at Karnak throw some light on Palestinian topography. The Onomasticon of Eusebius and Jerome is another valuable source. The work of R. Reland (1714) paved the way for the modern topographical work of Edward Robinson when he visited Palestine in 1838. He identified 177 place-names, few of which have been subsequently changed. In 1865 the Palestine Exploration Fund was established, and by 1927 about 434 place-names had been located; Conder in particular added 147 new names. A number of these are still disputed, and modern scholarship continues to debate a few of them.

The startling discoveries of Kathleen Kenyon at ‘Jericho show that there has been a semblance of urban life there since 6000-8000 bc with an 8-acre site occupied by some 3,000 inhabitants (* Archae-ology). Indeed, the Jordan valley seems to have been from early times an area of dense Settlement.

N. Glueck notes some seventy sites there, many founded over 5,000 years ago, and over thirty-five of them still inhabited by Israelite times. It was only later that this valley which Lot found so attractive (Gn. 13:10) became more desolate, prob-ably with the advent of malaria. It has been sug-gested that some of the Teils were artificial mounds built deliberately above the swampy ground, though added to by subsequent Settlement. But everywhere water-supply has been the decisive factor of settlement. Fortified towns and castles were built at important perennial springs such as Jericho, Beth-shan and Aphek (famous from the wars of the Israelites with the Philistines). Indeed, it is a corollary that sites with abundant springs have usually had the most continuous settlement from remote times.

Along the Coastal plain S of Carmel settlement has been relatively dense since antiquity, favoured by the ease with which wells could be dug through the sandy soils to the lenticular beds of clay that hold suspended water-tables. But farther N in the Vale of Sharon and Upper Galilee, where the water-supply is abundant, relatively dense woodland made human occupancy difficult until more recent centuries. In the basins of lower Galilee and Samaria population has for long been dense, scat-tered in numerous villages, but S of Jerusalem vil-lage sites become fewer and more nucleated, until around Beersheba settlement has been limited to Strategie fortified well-sites. In Transjordan the edge of the plateau is marked by a number of fort-resses such as Petra, Bozrah (Buseira) and Tophel (Tafileh). Beyond them to the E is the narrow Stretch of agricultural land with its scattered villages along which ran the King’s Highway. Within these patterns of settlement dictated largely by water conditions, the Strategie and most important towns have grown up at cross-roads where the proximity of some defile enabled the transverse roads to link with the main N-S highways. Such were in biblical times Beersheba, Hebron, Jerusalem, Bethel, Shechem, Samaria, Megiddo, Beth-shan and Hazor. Hence the psalmist could exclaim: ‘He led them by a straight way, tili they reached a city to dwell in’ (Ps. 107:7).

VI. The regions of Palestine

The geographer can create as many regions as there are Problems worth studying, so it is absurd to suggest that the delimitation of areas within Palestine has a permanent validity. But certain regional units have appeared again and again in the history of Palestine, and should be recog-nized. The broad divisions already noted are dis-tinct: the Coastal plains, the central hill lands, the Rift Valley, the plateaux of Transjordan and the desert.

The Coastal plains Stretch for a distance of about 200 km from the borders of Lebanon to Gaza, interrupted by Mt Carmel in the N. To the N of it, the plain of Asher runs for 40 km to the ancient Ladder of Tyre, where the Galilean hills crowd close to the coast. It played no part in the life of Israel, but to the SE of it the valley of Jezreel and plain of Esdraelon have been of major signifi-cance. Stretching for 50 km into the inferior and some 20 km at its widest, this formed the main road from Egypt to Damascus and the N. Along it were situated the Strategie centres of Megiddo, Jezreel and Beth-shan, famous in many of Israel’s wars (Jdg. 5; 7:1; 1 Sa. 29:1; 31:12) and the apoca-lyptic site of the future (Rev. 16:16). S of Carmel, which shelters the small plain of Dor, is the plain of Sharon with its five great Philistine strongholds of Ekron, Ashdod, Ashkelon, Gath and Gaza,
[image: ]
Palest ine: physical regions.



merging E into the hill lands of the Shephelah, a buffer between Israel and Philistia. These hills were once heavily wooded with sycamores (1 Ki. 10:27; 2 Ch. 1:15; 9:27) and crossed transversely by narrow valleys which witnessed the early struggles

of Israel front the times of the Judges to David, notably Aijalon (Jos. 10:10-15; 1 Sa. 14:31); Sorek (Jdg. 16), and Elah (1 Sa. 17:1-2).

The Central Hills run some 300 km front N Galilee to Sinai, made up of interlocking hills and plateaux. In the S, Judah has gently undulat-ing folds except in the E, where the deeply dis-sected chalky relief of the Wilderness of Judah, or Jeshimon, descends steeply to the Rift Valley. This Judaean plateau runs N into the hill country of Ephraim with its easy transverse passages, but to the N the hills of Samaria decrease gently from the Judaean heights of over 1,000 m to an average of just over 300 m in the central basin, in which are situated the biblical sites of Gibeah, Shalem, Shechem and Sychar. Above it tower the heights of Ebal (945 m) and Gerizim (890 m). Together with other fertile basins, Samaria was exposed to outside influences, and its faith early corrupted. N of the plain of Esdraelon lies Galilee, divided into S or lower Galilee, which has a similar landscape to the lands of Samaria, and N or upper Galilee, where the mountains reach over 900 m. A number of basins, notably Nazareth, provide easy passage and rieh cultivation between the coast and the Lake area, densely settled in our Lord’s day.

Slicing across Palestine for over 100 km, the Jordan follows the great Rift Valley. Its N sector is occupied also by the lakes Huleh and Galilee, sur-rounded by high mountains, notably Hermon, the source of the Jordan (Dt. 3:9; 4:48). Below the basin of Huleh, the Jordan has cut through the basaltic dam that once blocked the depression in a gorge to enter the lake Tiberias or Sea of Galilee 200 m below sea-level. Beyond it the river Yarmuk adds its waters to the Jordan and the valley grad-ually widens S towards the Dead Sea trough. S of the cliffs of ‘Ain Khaneizer commences the Arabah, Stretching 160 km to the Gulf of Aqabah, a desert dominated by the great wall of the Transjordan tableland. W Stretches the desolate hilly relief of the central Negeb and its steppe plains, towards Beersheba. E over the edge of the Transjordan plateaux extend a series of regions well known in Bible times: the tableland of Bashan dominated E by the great volcanic caves of Jebel Druze; Gilead situated in a huge oval dorne 55 km by 40 km wide and famed for its forests (Je. 22:6; Zc. 10:10); the level steppes of Ammon and Moab; and S of the Zered valley (Dt. 2:13; Is. 15:7) the faulted and tilted block of Edom with its impregnable strongholds. Beyond to the E and the S are the deserts, tablelands of rock and sand. blasted by the hot winds. See also * Jordan, ♦Negeb, ♦ Sharon, *Zin. For archaeology of Palestine, see ♦ Archaeology and individual sites, for history, see *Canaan, ‘Israel, ♦ Judah, ♦Philistines, etc.

Bibliography. F.-M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 1937 (2 vols.); D. Baly, The Geography of the Bible1, 1974; G. Dalman, Sacred Sites and Ways, 1935; M. du Buit, Geographie de la Terre Sainte, 1958; N. Glueck, The River Jordan, 1946; W. J. Phythian-Adams, ‘The Land and the People’ in A Companion to the Bible (ed. T. W. Manson), 1944, pp. 133-156; A. Reifenberg, The Struggle between the Desert and the Sown in the Levant, 1956; G. A. Smith, The Historical Geography of the Holy Landls, 1931; National Atlas of Israel (in Hebrew), in course of publication since 1958.

J.M.H.

PALTITE, THE. The name given to the inhabit-ants of Beth-pelet, situated in the Judaean Negeb (Jos. 15:27; Ne. 11:26). Helez, one of David’s 30 heroes, was a native of this town (2 Sa. 23:26). In 1 Ch. 11:27 and 27:10 he is called ‘the * Pelonite’.

R.A.H.G.

PAMPHYLIA. A Coastal region of S Asia Minor on the great bay of the Mare Lycium, lying be-tween * Lycia and * Cilicia. It is mentioned in Acts 13:13; 14:24 and 15:38 in Connection with Paul’s first journey, a visit which Ramsay believed was cut short through illness and the enervating cli-mate (SPT, pp. 89fT.). According to tradition, the area was colonized by Amphilochus and Calchas (or Mopsus, his rival and successor) after the Trojan War. Linguistic evidence confirms a mixed Settlement. The chief towns were Attaleia, Paul’s probable landing-place, founded by Attalus II of Pergamum after 189 bc with Athenian colonists; Aspendus, a Persian naval base which claimed Argive foundation; Side, founded by Aeolian colonists; and * Perga. The region was under Persian rule until Alexander, after which, apart from brief occupations by Ptolemy I and Ptolemy III, it passed to the possession of the Seleucids of Syria. After the defeat of Antiochus III, C. Manlius took the region over for Rome and the main cities were associated in alliance. The Attalids at this time (189 bc) received the Coastal Strip, where they founded Attaleia. Many readjustments followed. From 102 bc Pamphylia was a part of the province of Cilicia, but about 44 bc was included in Asia. In 36 bc Antony made the territory over to his ally Amyntas, king of Galatia. Thanks to his timely desertion to Octavian before Actium, Amyntas retained possession until his death in battle against a highland tribe in 25 bc. From this date until ad 43 Pamphylia was part of the province of Galatia. In that year Claudius formed the province of Lycia-Pamphylia. There were later reorganizations under Galba and Vespasian. The church founded at Perga is the only one mentioned in the 1 st Century, but there were at least twelve foundations at the time of Diocletian’s persecution in ad 304.

Bibliography. A. H. M. Jones, Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces2, 1971, pp. 123ff.

E M B.

PANNAG. A Heb. word, found only in Ezk. 27:17, denoting some type of merchandise, presumably edible. av and rv transliterated, since the meaning was unknown. Scholars and evv have often emended the Heb., either to dönag, ‘wax’ (jb) or to paggag, ‘early figs’ (rsv); but recent evidence from Hittite and Akkad. texts Supports MT. ‘Meal’ (neb), or some baked product, seems to be meant.

D.F.P.

PAPHOS. The name of two Settlements in SW Cyprus in NT times, distinguished by scholars as Old and New Paphos. The former was a Phoeni-cian foundation of great antiquity lying slightly inland from the coast. New Paphos grew up, after the Romans annexed the island in 58 bc, as the centre of Rom. rule, and it was here that Paul met the proconsul Sergius (Acts 13:6-7, 12) on his first missionary journey. Here, too, he had his en-

counter with Elymas the sorcerer (Acts 13:6-11). Old Paphos was the site of a famous shrine, prob-ably of Phoenician or Syrian origin, but later de-voted to the worship of Aphrodite.    j.h.p.

PAPYRI AND OSTRACA.

I. Egyptian

a. Papyrus

(i) Name. The term papyrus applies to a large aquatic plant of the sedge family, to the writing material prepared from its pith, and to individual manuscripts made from this material. The origin of Gk. papyros (from which come ‘papyrus’, ‘paper’) is still uncertain. Some think that it derives from an assumed papüro in Coptic (last Stage of the andern Egyptian language), which would mean ‘belonging to the king’, reflecting the fact that pro-duction of papyrus was a royal monopoly in the Graeco-Roman epoch.

(ii)    The plant and its uses. In antiquity, the ‘plant Cyperuspapyrus L. grew throughout Egypt, especially in the Delta, in marshes and lakes; but the plant is not now found in the wild state N of the Sudan, although it still grows in the marshes of Lake Huleh in Palestine and is found in Sicily. From roots in the mud, the great stems, triangulär in section, grew to heights of 3 to 6 m, ending in large, open, bell-shaped flowers. (See H. Frankfort, Birth of Civilization in the Near East, 1951, pl. 2, and for a representation in antiquity, W. Stevenson Smith, Art and Architecture of Ancient Egypt, 1958, plate 129A.) The graceful form of the papyrus was a favourite motif in Egyp. art and architecture. Heb. göme' (av ‘bulrushes’, Tush’, Tushes’) appears to signify the papyrus-plant. The biblical references to it tally well with the known nature and uses of papyrus. It indeed grew in the mire (Jb. 8:11) and fittingly symbolized luxuriant, swampy growth by contrast with the desert sands (Is. 35:7). The little basket or ‘ark’ in which the infant Moses was placed was of papyrus (Ex. 2:3); and in Egypt and Ethiopia papyrus vessels and skiffs were to be seen on the Nile and its marshes (Is. 18:2) as ancient pictures show (see, e.g. M. Murray, The Splendour that was Egypt, 1949, p. 83, pl. 19). Be-sides the manufacture of reed boats and baskets, papyrus was used for making ropes, sandals and some clothing, and its roots were even used as food for the poor.

(iii)    Papyrus ‘paper'. To make this, the plant-stems were stripped of their outer rinds, cut up into lengths of about 40-45 cm, and the fresh, pithy inner stem was cut into thin Strips. These were laid out side by side, overlapping each other, on a hard wooden surface; more Strips were simi-larly laid across these at right-angles; and the two layers were then welded into a whole simply by hard beating, e.g. with mallets. Trimmed and smoothed, the result was a sheet of whitish paper that was durable but yellowed with age. The side showing horizontal fibres was usually written on first (except for letters) and is called the recto; the ‘back’ with the vertical fibres is termed the verso. These sheets were pasted end to end, with slight overlaps, to form a papyrus roll. The Standard length was twenty sheets, but this could be short-ened by cutting or lengthened by pasting on more, as need arose. The longest known papyrus is the great Papyrus Harris /, c. 1160 bc, in the British

Museum; it is some 40 m long. The height of a papyrus varied according to the use to which it was to be put; the larger sizes (maximum, 47 cm; usu-ally 35-5 cm and 42 cm in Dynasties 18 and 19-20) for official and business papers and accounts (with long columns of figures); and the smaller ones (about 18 cm and 21 cm, but often less) for literary compositions.

(iv) The use of papyrus. This was governed by definite conventions. As Egyp. script usually runs from right to left, the scribes always began at the right-hand end of a papyrus and wrote to the left—at first in vertical lines (usual until c. 1800 bc), thereafter in horizontal lines of modest length, grouped in successive ‘columns’ or ‘pages’. For Scripts used, punctuation, writing equipment, manuscripts, etc., see »Writing; »Texts and Versions.

Papyrus was used from the beginning of Egyp. history (c. 3000 bc) down into the early Islamic period (7th Century ad and later). The oldest (blank) rolls are of Dynasty 1, the first written ones are of Dynasty 5, c. 2500 bc. Large quan-tities were made and used in Egypt in the 2nd and Ist millennia bc for every kind of written record; but papyrus was not cheap, and the backs and blank spaces of old rolls were often used up, or an old text washed off to make room for a new one.

Betöre the end of the 2nd millennium bc, papyrus was being exported extensively to Syria-Palestine and doubtless beyond. About 1075 bc Zakarbaal, the prince of Phoen. Byblos, quoted timber-prices to the Egyp. envoy Wenamun from the rolls of accounts kept by his predecessors, and in Wenamun’s part-payment for timber were included ‘500 (rolls of) finished papyrus’ (ANET, pp. 27a, 28a). For the use of papyrus for Heb. and Aram., and in NT times, see separate sections below. On all aspects of papyrus as a writing-medium in Egypt, see J. Cerny, Paper and Books in Andern Egypt, 1952. For pictures of funerary and administrative papyri respectively, see IBA, np. 36-37, figs. 30-31.

b. Ostraca

The plural of ostrakon, a Gk. Word originally meaning ‘oyster-shell’, but applied by the Greeks to the potsherds on which they recordcd their votes (hence English ‘ostracize’). In Egypt this term is applied to slips of limestone or potsherds bearing ink-written inscriptions and drawings. Although such ostraca are known from most periods in Egyp. history and from various sites, the vast ma-jority are of New Kingdom date (c. 1550-1070 bc) and come from Thebes in Upper Egypt, specific-ally from the Valleys of the Tombs of the Kings and the Queens and the village for the workers at these tombs (modern Deir el-Medineh). Most Egyp. ostraca are written in the cursive hieratic script; those in the more formal, pictorial hiero-glyphic script are much rarer. The ostraca with drawings are often delightful, sketched by artists in their spare time. The inscribed ostraca fall into two classes: literary and non-literary. The former con-tain portions of Egyp. literary works (stories, poems, wisdom, hymns, etc.), written out as school exercises, test of memory, or for pleasure; these ostraca often preserve literary works (or parts of them) still unknown from any other source. Much more varied are the non-literary ostraca. These were the Egyptians’ equivalent of memo-pads, jot-ters and scrap paper, and reflect every conceivable aspect of daily life: rosters of workmen with note of absentees, reports on work done (cf. Ex. 5:18-

19), distribution of food-allowances and oil, innumerable accounts of bricks, straw, vegetables, vessels, etc., lawsuits, marriage-contracts, bills of sale and demand-notes for debts, many letters and memoranda, and much eise besides. The total of this material gives a vivid insight into Egyp. daily life during and after the time of Israel’s sojourn and exodus and can provide use-ful background for the Exodus narratives. (* Lachish, »Samaria.)

Bibliography. On scope and importance of ostraca, see J. Cerny, Chronique d'Egypte, 6/No. 12, 1931, pp. 212-224, and S. Sauneron, Catalogue des Ostraca Hieratiques Non Litteraires de Deir el Medineh, 1959, Introduction, pp. vi-xviii, who gives ample reference to other publications. In English, see W. C. Hayes, The Scepler of Egypt, 2, 1959, pp. 176-178, 390-394, 432. For pictures of typical ostraca, see Hayes, op. cit., p. 177, fig. 98.

K.A.K.

II. Hcbrew, Aramaic and Greek

a.    Hebrew papyri

The oldest known Heb. papyrus (Mur 17) was dis-covered at Wadi Murabba'at by the Dead Sea in 1952. Mur 17 is a palimpsest written in palaeo-Hebrew script and dates from the late 8th or early 7th Century bc. The original letter, of which a few words may still be read, was erased and a list of personal names superimposed. Most of the scrolls found at Qumran are of parchment but there are a few papyri worthy of mention. Cave 4 yielded papyrus fragments of The Rule of the Community and The Thanksgiving Hymns. Hundreds of papyrus pieces were found in Cave 6, among them fragments of the biblical books of Kings and Daniel written in a semi-cursive script. Before the Qumran discoveries the Nash Papyrus, containing parts of Dt. 5 and 6, had occupied a unique Position as the oldest biblical Heb. ms extant; it is pos-sibly to be dated as early as the 2nd Century bc. Wadi Murabba‘at has also produced assorted Heb. papyri from the time of the Bar Kokhba rebellion (ad 132-135). The most noteworthy finds were a couple of letters written by Bar Kokhba himself and containing his real name—Simeon Ben Kosebah.

b.    Hebrew ostraca

Ostraca, being cheap and of limited use, tended to have only information of secondary importance inscribed on them. Nevertheless, ostraca bearing Heb. inscriptions have shed valuable light on the language and literature of the OT. The Samaria ostraca, discovered in the main during the Harvard excavations of 1908-10, are among the most important. They date from the time of the Jehu dynasty, possibly from the reign of Jehoahaz at the end of the 9th Century. Discovered in a royal store-house, they record information concerning the payment of oil and wine; it is possible that they refer to the produce from crown property in the vicinity of Samaria. In each case the regnal year is given and, though not uniformly, they contain many personal and place-names, the former in-cluding compounds of Yahweh, El and Baal. See LOB, pp. 315-327. Many ostraca inscribed in Aramaic, and some in Hebrew, have been discovered at

Arad. The Hebrew-inscribed date from the late 7th Century bc and concern supplies of wine, flour and bread which an official had to provide for travel-lers (troops?). Some smaller ostraca found in the temple ruins record names of priestly families, among them the Korahites (bny qrh). The Yavneh-Yam ostraca are dated to the same era. Special interest attaches to one of this Collection which preserves an agricultural worker’s plea for the return of his cloak which had been removed by an overseer who wrongly accused him of laziness (c/. Ex. 22:26-27). Of roughly similar date is the Ophel ostracon found in Jerusalem in the 1923-5 excav-ations. It contains a list of names and provenances in palaeo-Hebrew script. Probably best known of all are the Lachish ostraca, twenty-one of which were discovered on the site of the ancient city (mod. Teil ed-Duweir) in 1935 and 1938. These have a particular merit in that many of them can be dated with certainty to the year 587 bc. They are mostly letters and the name of Yaosh, military governor of Lachish, occurs as that of the ad-dressee in some of them. The letters reflect the desperate Situation in Judah as the Babylonians took city after city; there are some points of contact with the book of Jeremiah. Features of interest in-clude the free use of the tetragrammaton and a reference to a prophet acting as postman. Some Heb.-inscribed sherds have also been discovered at Qumran, Wadi Murabba'at and Masada (where one with the name Ben Yair inscribed on it has aroused particular interest because of its probable Connection with the Zealot leader Eleazar Ben Yair).

c. Aramaic papyri

Possibly the earliest extant papyrus written in Aramaic is that which was found in 1942 at Saqqarah in Egypt. It represents part of a letter from a king Adon to the pharaoh and would seem to have been written from somewhere on the Philistine or Phoenician coast. Thus the use of Aramaic in international diplomacy before the Persian era is illustrated, for the letter cannot have been written after the time of Nebuchadrezzar (d. 562 bc). But by far the most significant corpus of Aram. papyri is that which comes from the island of Elephantine in Egypt. Here and at Memphis and Hermopolis a large number of papyri written by Jews in the late 6th and 5th centuries bc have been preserved. Legal documents and private letters are well repre-sented, and there is also a fragment of the oldest known Version of the Sayings of Ahikar. The type of Aramaic is, as we should expect, rather like that in the biblical Ezra. These Jewish colonists had their own temple (despite Dt. 12:5-7) and went so far as to compound the name of the God of Israel with Canaanite divine names (e.g Anath-Yahu, Anath-Bethel). Representing the 4th Century are the papyri from Wadi Daliyeh, 19 km NW of Jericho. These were discovered in a cave and it is sur-mised that they were hidden there by refugees from Samaria where they were actually written. They are legal and administrative documents which were drawn up c. 375-365 bc; they may have been aban-doned by people who had fled before Alexander the Great. Some Aram. papyri are included in the finds at Qumran (e.g. one containing OT geneal-ogies, from Cave 4) and at Wadi Murabba'at (e.g deeds of sale). Some Nabataean fragments have also been recovered in the vicinity of Wadi Murabba‘at.

d Aramaic ostraca

An early example is the letter on a potsherd found at Asshur and probably written in the 7th Century bc. Aram. ostraca at Elephantine (vid sup.) are mainly tax receipts. Fragments from the Persian period found at Teil al-Khalayfa evidently served as receipts for wine. Scores of Aram. sherds are among the finds at Arad. A few have turned up at Qumran and Wadi Murabba'at but they are of little significance. A fragment of a letterf?) at Wadi Murabba'at is dated to the early Ist Century bc.

e. Greek Old Testament papyri A considerable number are extant, though invari-ably they are in fragmentary condition. Perhaps the oldest is the John Rylands Pap. Gk. 458 containing parts of Dt. 23-28 and dating from the 2nd Century bc. Pap. Fouad 266 is almost as old and preserves fragments of Gn. 7 and 38 and Dt. 17-33. The Chester Beatty Gk. OT papyri include parts of various OT books and ränge in date from the 2nd to the 4th centuries ad. From the 3rd Century ad comes the Freer Gk. ms V, a papyrus Codex of the Minor Prophets. Qumran Cave 4 has yielded fragments of Lv. 2-5, while in Cave 7 fragments containing Ex. 28:4-7 and the Epistle of Jeremiah 43-44 have been found. The Qumran finds may be given approx. dates in the Ist Century bc.

Bibliography (for Heb., Aram. and Gk. OT material): A. Cowley, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century BC, 1923; E. G. Kraeling, The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri, 1953; DOTT, pp. 204-208, 212-217, 251-269; P. Benoit et al., Discoveries in the Judaean Desert, 2, 1961; F. F. Bruce, The Books and the Parchments1963; S. Jellicoe, The Septuagint and Modern Study, 1968; B. Porten, Archives from Elephantine, 1968; K. Aland, Repertorium der Griechischen Christlichen Papyri: 1 Biblische Papyri, 1976; A. Lemaire, Inscriplions hebratiques 1. Les ostraca, 1977.    R.P.G.

III. New Testament

a. Inlroduction

The discovery of the Gk. papyri in Egypt during the last Century has had important results for NT studies. In the initial finds biblical papyri were rare, but with the commencement of systematic excavations by Grenfell and Hunt in 1896 large quantities of papyri came to light, including either portions of the NT books themselves or documents of the early centuries which helped our understanding of them. The most fruitful sites were in the Fayyüm and to the S, particularly at Oxyrhynchus, Hermopolis, Tebtynis, Aphrodi-topolis and Panopolis.

It had long been assumed by many scholars that NT Greek was sui generis, *a language of the Holy Ghost’, but there were some, such as Masson, Lightfoot and Farrar, who anticipated the fact soon to be proved, that the NT writers used the common tongue of the Gk. world in the Ist Century ad, approximating more often to the spoken than to the literary form of koine Greek. Thanks to the papyri, we now have illustrations of the Contemporary ‘secular’ use of the vast majority of NT words. It is still true, in a restricted sense, that the language is sui generis, because of the frequent substratum of Hebrew and Aramaic. ‘The tension between the Jewish heritage and the Greek world vitally affects the language of the New Testament’ (Hoskyns and Davey, The Riddle of the New Testament, 1931, p. 20). Another tendency corrected by the study of the papyri was the inclination of scholars to judge the NT by Attic Standards of grammar and syntax, and also of literary taste. It was now made doubly clear that the koine of the first Christian centuries was in a comparatively rapid state of evolution, which culminated in Byz-antine and finally in modern Greek, and must there-fore be evaluated in the light of this. It would be wrong to Claim too much for these advances, but they have provided an indispensable aid to the study of the NT text, language and literature, and thus for its theological interpretation. In his Schweich Lecture of 1946 (published in 1953 as The Text of the Epistles) G. Zuntz makes a plea for the active conjunction of these two fields of study. ‘The theo-logian who studies the New Testament must assume the quality also of the philologist’ (p. 3). Perhaps the finest work exemplifying this is TDNT.

The original documents of the NT were all writ-ten on papyrus rolls (apart from one or two of the shortest Epistles, which may have been written on individual sheets of papyrus), and it may here be mentioned that the transmission of the texl played an important part in the development of new tech-niques. In the rest of the Roman world papyrus Codices did not begin to replace rolls until the 3rd Century ad, but from Egypt we have evidence that the Christian communities developed the codex form considerably earlier. Ten Bible fragments have been found dated to the 2nd and early 3rd centuries, and of 111 fragments of the 3rd and 4th only twelve were in the form of papyrus rolls. The text of Romans would have required a roll of 4 m, Mark 6 m, Acts about 10 m (cf. 2 Tim. 4:13 refer-ring to rolls and the parchment wrappings which protected them). But as the need arose for copies of the Gospels and Epistles in larger bulk, the use of Codices naturally developed, i.e. leaves of papyrus folded and arranged in quires, much as in modern books. A single Codex could now contain the four Gospels and Acts, or the whole of Paul’s Epistles.

b. List of the most notable papyri The latest tabulation, edited by K. Aland (1976), contains more than 241 entries, of which 68 are listed in the critical editions of the NT text. Many are comparatively small, but the importance of the more substantial texts is great.

P1 (3rd or 4th cent.) contains Mt. 1:1-9, 12-20; P“ (4th cent.) Lk. 1:74-80; 6:1 -4; P5 (3rd cent.) Jn. 1:23-31, 33—41 and 20:11-17, 19-25; it comprises the two leaves of a single quire, and illustrates the family from which the Codices Sinaiticus and Vati-canus later derived. P* (4th cent.) contains Acts 4:31-37; 5:2-9; 6:1-6, 8-15; P1' (3rd cent., written on the back of an Epitome of Livy) Heb. 2:14-5:5; 10:8-22; 10:29-11:13; 11:28-12:17; P20 (3rd cent.) Jas. 2:19-3:9; P22 (3rd cent.) Jn. 15:25-16:2, 21-32; P27 (3rd cent.) Rom. 8:12-22, 24-27, 33-9:3; 9:5-9; P” (3rd cent.) contains Mt. 26:19-52; P38 (4th cent.) Acts 18:27-19:6; 19:12-16.

Of the Chester Beatty Papyri (P4Si 46, 47), Nos. 1 and 2 are of particular interest. P45 (early 3rd cent.) contains portions of 30 leaves out of a Codex of 220 including the Gospels and Acts; it has parts of Matthew, Mark, Luke, John (17 leaves) and Acts (13 leaves). P46 (also early 3rd cent.) contains 86 leaves, found over a period in three groups, and has Romans, Hebrews, 1, 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, 1, 2 Thes-salonians, except for small gaps. It is notable that the concluding doxology of Romans here occurs at the end of ch. 15. P47 (3rd cent., 10 leaves) has Rev. 9:10-17:2; P48 (3rd cent., similar to P38) has Acts 23:11-16, 24-29. PS2 (the famous ‘John Rylands’ fragment, 9 cm by 6 cm) was identified by C. H. Roberts in 1935 as Jn. 18:31-33, 37-38 and belong-ing to the early 2nd cent. P64 (2nd cent.) contains portions of Mt. 26; P“ (c. ad 200), the ‘Bodmer papyrus II’, has 108 leaves in 5 quires, each 16 cm by 14 cm, and contains Jn. 1:1—14:26.

The textual relation of these and many lesser papyri to the most important vellum Codices and early versions of the NT has been the subject of close study.

c. Effect on the textual study of the New Testament To describe this, a brief sketch of the history of the Gk. text up to the papyrus discoveries is necessary. The av of 1611 was based on the Gk. NT edition prepared by Stephanus (Robert Etienne) in 1550, the ‘Textus Receptus’, which itself drew largely on the edition of Erasmus published in 1516. Stephanus had made use of only fifteen mss, all of them of late date, and representing the Byzantine or East-ern tradition of the text. The event which stimu-lated a serious search for all available mss was the appearance in England in 1627 of the Codex Alex-andrinus, a vellum codex of the 5th Century ad. But it was not until the discovery of Codex Sinaiticus and the appearance of Tischendorf’s edition of Vaticanus, in 1859 and 1867 respectively, that any great advance in textual study was possible. This came just as scholars began to realize the potential wealth of Egypt in papyri. Westcott and Hort published a revised Gk. text in 1881, which was used extensively in the Eng. rv of that year. These scholars postulated four main families of texts, Syrian, Neutral, Alexandrian and Western, and themselves gave most weight to the Neutral family, consisting of the Codices Vaticanus and Sinaiticus, the Coptic Versions and kindred mss.

NT papyri have played a prominent part in the extension and modification of their results. Fur-ther study convinced scholars that Westcott and Hort’s groups had been distinguished too sharply from each other; and B. H. Streeter, using the minuscule groups of mss isolated by Ferrar and Abbott, and by K. Lake, together with the Koride-thi ms (9th cent.) demonstrated the close relation these all bore to Origen’s text of the NT, and postulated at any rate for the Gospel of Mark the ‘Cae-sarean’ family (Origen having spent his lauer years at Caesarea). The text of the Gospels in the Freer mss (the ‘Washington Gospels’) and the Chester Beatty papyri further showed that the ‘Caesarean’ family of texts probably originated in Egypt, and went from Alexandria to Caesarea with Origen. The Chester Beatty group, especially P46, have been of immense value. They prove that the codex was early in use for collections of the Gospels and Pauline Epistles, the circulation of which greatly assisted towards the formation of the canon of the NT. Their firm dating to the 3rd Century ad means that we now possess a line of textual evidence going beyond the great vellum Codices of the 4th and 5th centuries, upon which scholars had de-pended so heavily, and earlier than the NT collections which Eusebius was ordered to produce for use in the churches, following the Edict of Milan in ad 313. Further valuable help has been provided by the Bodmer papyri, especially P66, a late 2nd-

Century Codex of John. Still earlier fragments, in particular the ‘John Rylands’ fragment of John’s Gospel, take us into the first half of the 2nd Century, i.e. to within a single generation of the last writings of the NT, the Johannine Corpus.

The general picture of the transmission of the text which emerges is that of many groups or families arising, as copies were made for public and private use, sometimes by trained scribes, but more often by untrained Christians. The need for a Standard text had not yet arisen, and local at-tempts at the collation of different texts were never very widely used. We must also assume that in the persecutions, e.g. that of Decius in ad 250, many copies of the NT perished. The papyri have helped to reveal the complexity of this early stage of transmission; if we are still far from fulfilling Bentley’s aim to make the text so undoubtedly true ‘ut e manibus apostolorum vix purior et sin-cerior evaserit’ (‘that it could scarcely have come from the hands of the apostles themselves in a form purer or more free from corruption’), at least the story is one of continuous advance. (* Texts and Versions (NT).)

d. Effect on the study of New Testament language and literature

As noted above, the Gk. of the NT has affinities with both the literary and the non-literary forms of the koine, principally the latter, which is now known so fully from papyrus documents of every type from Graeco-Roman Egypt—Imperial re-scripts, judicial proceedings, tax and census papers, marriage contracts, birth, death and divorce notices, private letters, business accounts, and a host of others. There are without doubt many Semitisms in the NT, all the writers except one being Jewish, but their estimated number has been greatly reduced by the discovery of parallel expres-sions in the papyri. ‘Even Mark’s Semitisms are hardly ever barbarous Greek, though his extremely vemacular language makes us think so, until we read the less educated papyri’ (Howard). An ex-ample is the expression blepein apo at Mk. 8:15. Many new word formations of NT Greek have been paralleled, e.g. substantives ending in-mo.v, -ma, -sis, -ia\ adjectives ending in -ios, new compound adjectives and adverbs, new words with the privative a- prefix; foreign words, technical words used of the Roman army and administration. Problems of orthography have been settled, e.g. genema (Mt. 26:29), tameion (Lk. 12:3), sphyris (Mt. 15:37); and of morphology, e.g. gegonan (Rom. 16:7), elthatö (Mt. 10:13), elthan (Mk. 3:8); and of syntax, e.g. the consecutive use of hina clauses (as in Jn. 17:3), the interchangeability of eis and en (as in Jn. 1:18; Mt. 18:19).

NT vocabulary was abundantly illustrated. In-stead of the numerous voces biblicae of the older scholars, it became possible to show, as did Deiss-mann and Bauer, that only about 1 per cent of the vocabulary, about fifty words, was in fact peculiar to it. A better sense could be given to words like helikia (e.g. Lk. 2:52 = ‘age’), meris (Acts 16:12 = ‘district’), anastatoö (lit. ‘drive out of hearth and home’, used metaphoricaliy in Acts 17:6 and Gal. 5:12), hypostasis (Heb. 11:1= ‘title-deeds’, rsv ‘as-surance’), parousia (passim; = visit of royalty or other notable person), arrhabön (e.g. Eph. 1:14 =‘deposit paid’, rsv ‘guarantee’), leitourgia (2 Cor. 9:12; of both private and public Service). The common terms adelphoi and presbyleroi were frequently illustrated, from social and religious fraternities and from village and temple officials.

At the time the NT was written a revised Atti-cism was populär, an essentially artificial movement which afTected to recognize only 5th-century Attic Greek as the norm. But there were notable secular writers, such as Plutarch, Strabo, Diodorus Siculus and Epictetus, who shunned Atticism, and the NT itself represents a revolt against it by its use of the vernacular tongue. ‘Koine is not, as it were, pure gold accidentally contaminated, but some-thing more like a new and serviceable alloy’ (Moule). The lxx had already set a precedent for such a use of populär Greek, and the writers, all of whom might have written in Aramaic, wrote in Greek from deliberate choice. The literary Standard of their work of course varies enormously. 2 Peter most nearly approaches a fully literary level, and Luke and the author of Hebrews are also conscious stylists. But Luke and Paul, though ob-viously capable of speaking and writing Greek in its classical form (cf. the prefaces to Luke and Acts, and Acts 17:22flf.) did not hesitate to use highly colloquial forms. The extreme case is the Revelation, written in laboured and sometimes barbarous Greek, which clearly reflects the influence of Semitic terms and modes of thought. But it still remains true that ‘the Greek in which the author expresses himself was more like the Greek of the Egyptian papyri’ (A. Robinson). (* Language of the New Testament.)

e.    Oslraca

We have noted already that ostraca or ‘potsherds’ were used extensively in antiquity as the cheapest possible writing material. Their seeming insignifi-cance (cf. Is. 45:9) caused them to be neglected as being of any value for the study of koine Greek. As we might expect, among the large numbers found in Egypt, covering a period of nearly 1,000 years, the vast majority are documents, or fragments of them, belonging to the life of the lower classes. A few have been found bearing short literary texts, no doubt for use in schools, and we have ostraca with short passages of the NT inscribed on them (verses from Mk. 9 and Lk. 22) and one of the 6th Century ad with a hymn to Mary influenced by Lk. 1. But more comprise brief letters, contracts, and, above all, tax receipts. Many languages are used, in-cluding Greek, Latin, Aramaic, Coptic and Old Egyptian.

Occasionally a NT expression is illuminated. Several ostraca give details of receipts dated to the day callcd Sebaste, meaning ‘Emperor’s Day’, and perhaps parallel to the use by Christians of kyriake as ‘the * Lord’s day’. The title Kyrios, ‘Lord’, ap-pears on ostraca referring to the emperors Nero and Vespasian (cf. Jude 4). Receipts from Thebes dated to the Ist Century have thrown light on the NT useof logeia(e.g. 1 Cor. 16:1-2 = ‘collections’) and also on the verb apechö signifying the receipt of a payment (cf. Mt. 6:2 = ‘they have received their reward in full’). The common phrase eis to onoma (‘in the name’) is shown by ostraca to have been a regulär legal formula, of the authority under which something is done. Ostraca thus Supplement, on a comparatively minor scale, the evi-dence of the papyri as to NT language and idiom.

f.    Apocryphal and non-canonical papyri

These deserve mention because of the assistance they have given to the understanding of the form and content of NT writings. Most notable are the Logia or Sayings of Jesus. The first of these (found at Oxyrhynchus in 1896 and 1897) was the leaf of a codex dated to the 3rd Century, contain-ing sayings some of which were familiär, others of a more mystical type; the second, of the late 2nd Century, had the sayings written on the back of a roll about land surveys. A third contained frag-ments of a non-canonical Gospel, and another of this type was discovered in 1934; it comprises fragments of three leaves of a Codex, assigned to

c. ad 150, and narrates four incidents front Christ’s life, similar to those in the Gospels. Then, among thirteen papyrus rolls found near Nag Hammadi in 1946 was the Gospel of Thomas, an important collection of Sayings in which Gnostic influence mingles with the Synoptic, Johannine and other traditions, evidently a Coptic Version of the work of which the Oxyrhynchus Logia are fragments.

Several apocryphal works have been recovered in whole or in part. The Chester Beatty collection includes fourteen leaves of the Book of Enoch, from a 4th-century codex, and part of a homily by Melito of Sardis on the passion. One papyrus leaf of Gnostic origin has come to light (early 3rd Century), out of the Gospel of Mary. At Akhmim fragments were found of the Gospel and Apocalypse of Peter (probably written in the 2nd Century). The former has Docetic tendencies, and the latter is much inferior to the Revelation of John. In the Amherst collection is the major por-tion of the Ascension of Isaiah, and in the Hamburg State Library are eleven leaves of the Acts of Paul, a late 2nd-century ‘religious romance’. Finally, the Oxyrhynchus papyri have provided some of the Gk. text of the well-known Shepherd of Hermas. This work later appears in full in the Codex Sinaiticus. (* Canon of the New Testament.)
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PARABLE.

I.    Parables and allegories

‘Parable’ is ultimately derived from Gk. parabole, literally ‘putting things side by side’. Etymologic-ally it is thus close to ‘allegory’, which by deriv-ation means ‘saying things in a different way’. Both parables and allegories have usually been regarded as forms of teaching which present the listener with interesting illustrations from which can be drawn moral and religious truths; ‘parable’ is the somewhat protracted simile or short descriptive story, usually designed to inculcate a single truth or answer a single question, while ‘allegory’ denotes the more elaborate tale in which all or most of the details have their counterparts in the application. Since ‘truth embodied in a tale shall enter in at lowly doors’, the value of this method of instruc-tion is obvious.

The line between parables and allegories is obvi-ously a fluid one, and both forms are found in the Gospels. There is, however, a more basic difference than that of amount of detail present. While the developed allegory is essentially illustrative, so that one might almost say that the details of the story have been derived from the application, many of the parables of Jesus are not merely illustrations of general principles; rather they embody messages which cannot be conveyed in any other way. The parables are the appropriate form of communica-tion for bringing to men the message of the king-dom, since their function is to jolt them into seeing things in a new way. They are means of enlighten-ment and persuasion, intended to bring the hearers to the point of decision. Jesus, as it were, Stands where his hearers stand, and uses imagery familiär to them to bring new and unfamiliar insights to them. Just as a lover finds himself restricted by the lan-guage of prose and must resort to poetry to express his Peelings, so Jesus expresses the message of the kingdom in the appropriate forms of language.

II.    The Interpretation of the parables

In the NT the actual word ‘parable’ is used with the same broad variety of meaning as Heb. mäsäl to refer to almost any kind of non-literal utterance. What we should normally call a * proverb can be termed a parable (Lk. 4:23, Gk.; rsv has ‘proverb’). The ‘parable’ in Mt. 15:15 has almost the nature of a conundrum. The simple illustration, that leaves on a tree are signs of the approach of summer, is a ‘parable’ (Mk. 13:28). The more elaborate comparison between children at play and the reaction of Jesus’ contemporaries to John the Baptist and himself is usually spoken of as ‘theparable of the children’s game’ (Lk. 7:31 f.). On the other hand, the parables of the sower and the tares are both given detailed allegorical interpretations (Mt. 13:18-23, 36-43), and the parables of the drag-net (Mt. 13:47-50), the wicked husbandmen (Mk. 12:1-12), the marriage feast (Mt. 22:1-14) and the great supper (Lk. 14:16-24) obviously contain details with allegorical significance.

Christian preachers in all ages have striven, for homiletic purposes, to express their message afresh for their own audiences. This is obviously an en-tirely legitimate procedure; it is justified by the nature of the parables themselves as art-forms and it is already to be seen in the NT itself (cf. perhaps Paul’s use of the ‘sower’ motif in Col. 1:6). Un-fortunately a tendency developed to allegorize small details in the parables so as to teach truths not in the least obvious in the Stories themselves, and irrelevant to the context in which they are found. As a result, the inevitable critical reaction set in. Scholars, such as A. Jüicher, asserted that the parables were intended to iliustrate one truth only; and they regarded the allegorical interpret-ations of the parables of the sower and the tares as early examples of the dangerous process of allegor-ization which had done so much harm in the Christian church. But it is in reality impossible to draw a clear-cut distinction between parable and allegory in the stories told by Jesus; some of his stories were clearly intended to iliustrate several lessons, as in the parable of the prodigal son, where stress is laid on the joy which God as Father has in forgiving his children, the nature of repentance, and the sin of jealousy and self-righteousness (Lk. 15:11-32).

It was the mistake of Jülicher to reduce the mes-sages of the parables to moral platitudes. More recent scholars have rightly recognized that they formed part of Jesus’ proclamation of the king-dom of God. In an effort to define more precisely their meaning, J. Jeremias and other scholars have insisted that the parables must be understood in their original historical settings within the ministry and teaching of Jesus. In some cases, according to Jeremias, the parables have been re-worded by those who transmitted them in the early church in Order to bring out their abiding significance for fresh generations of hearers; in Order to hear them again in their pristine freshness as they feil from the lips of Jesus we must attempt to remove any secondary elements which they have acquired and free the original, comparatively simple lessons taught by Jesus from the more elaborate meanings added by early Christian teachers. While some valuable light can be shed on the parables in this way, such analysis of primary and secondary elements tends to be subjective. It is certainly the case that the Evangelists did not always know the occa-sion on which particular parable was first spoken or the persons to whom it was originally addressed. In the case of the parables of the good Samaritan (Lk. 10:25), the two debtors (Lk. 7:41), the child-ren’s game (Lk. 7:31 f.) and the pounds (Lk. 19:11), the context is given and provides a clue to the in-terpretation. Often, however, it would seem that the stories of Jesus were remembered long after the circumstances that gave rise to them were forgot-ten; and the Evangelists have fitted them into their narratives in suitable places, sometimes suggesting the original motive for their utterance (Lk. 18:9). On occasion collections of parables, detached from their original contexts, were made (Mt. 13).

Recent scholars have claimed that the parables constitute an art-form whose Interpretation is not entirely dependent on a reconstruction of their original content and form; as parables, the stories told by Jesus are capable of showing fresh facets of meaning. It is clear, however, that exposition of the parables for today must be based on as careful an understanding of what Jesus meant by the parables as is possible; otherwise we fall back into the error of regarding them asillustrationsof general truths.

The study of the parables with the aid of in-sights from modern linguistics and semantics has shown that they are not simply ways of conveying Information in an attractive form. They have a var-iety of logical forms and functions. Very often their aim is to jolt the audience into seeing things from a new point of view and to be the actual means of bringing them into a new Situation. The parables were meant to force people to decide about their attitude to Jesus and his message and thus to bring them into a new relationship with him. They have been described (by E. Fuchs) as ‘language-events’: i.e. they are the form which the kingdom of God takes in the sphere of language. Through the parables the kingly rule of God comes to men with its promises, judgments, demands and gifts.

It is on these points that interpretation of the parables must concentrate. We should not expect to find the whole of the gospel in any given parable: Tt is, for example, misleading to say that the parable of the prodigal son contains “the gospel within the Gospels” and to deduce from it that no doctrine of atonement is vital to Christianity; or to suppose from the story of the good Samaritan that practical Service to our fellow men is the be-all and end-all of Christianity’ (R. V. G. Tasker, The Nature and Purpose of the Gospels, 1957, pp. 57f). Nor should we attempt to bring ethical and economic considerations to bear upon the interpretation of the parables when these are in fact irrelevant. The parable of the unjust Steward (Lk. 16:1-9) teaches that men must prepare themselves for the future; but the morality of the Steward (if he was in fact acting immorally—see J. D. M. Derrett, cited below) has no bearing on this lesson. It is futile to suggest that the parable of the labour-ers in the vineyard (Mt. 20:1-16) is meant to throw light on the problem of wages; it illustrates the goodness of God, who deals with men generously and not strictly in accordance with their merits.

III. Characteristics of the parables

Jesus took the iilustrations for his parables sometimes from nature, as in the various parables about seeds and their growth (Mt. 13:24—30; Mk. 4:1-9,

26-29, 30-32); sometimes from familiär customs and incidents of everyday life, as in the parables of the leaven (Mt. 13:33), the lost sheep and the lost coin (Lk. 15:3-10), the importunate man (Lk. 11:5-8) and the ten virgins (Mt. 25:1-13); sometimes from recent events (Lk. 19:14); and sometimes from what might be regarded as occasional happenings or not improbable contingencies, as in the parables of the unjust judge (Lk. 18:2-8), the unjust Steward (Lk. 16:1-9) and the prodigal son (Lk. 15:11-32). The style varies from the brief simile or metaphor (Mk. 2:21 f; 3:23) to the de-scription of a typical event or a full-scale short story of a particular happening.

Sometimes the lesson of a parable is quite obvious from the story itself, as in the story of the rieh fool, where the rieh man dies at the very moment when he has completed his preparations to retire in security and comfort (Lk. 12:16-21), but even here the story is ‘capped’ with the dictum: ‘So is he who lays up treasure for himself, and is not rieh toward God’. On other occasions the point is elicited by means of a question, e.g. ‘Now which of them will love him more?’ (Lk. 7:42). A parable itself may be told in the form of a question which invites the hearer to think how he would act, and then to make the application (Lk. 11:5-8; 14:28-32). Jesus may draw out the point himself, either at the con-clusion of a story (e.g. Mt. 18:23) or in response to a subsequent request for elucidation (e.g. Mt. 15:15). But more often the story is told without additions, and the hearers are left to draw their own deductions from it. Thus in Mk. 12:12 it is clear that the religious leaders knew that Jesus had spoken the parable of the wicked husbandmen against them.

IV.    The kingdom of God

Many of the parables of Jesus are specifically related to the '•kingdom of God (e.g. Mk. 4:26, 30), and in general the parables are related to its nature, its coming, its value, its growth, the sacrifices it calls for, and so on. Very naturally the interpret-ation of the parables is dependent on the view of the kingdom held by individual Interpreters, and vice versa. Theologians of the ‘thoroughgoing’ school of eschatology, such as A. Schweitzer, who believed that Jesus envisaged the coming of the kingdom of God as a supernatural event which would take place suddenly and catastrophically in the near future, found here the clue to the meaning of the parables of the kingdom. They referred to the imminent crisis prophesied by Jesus. Even parables which implied growth or progress were regarded in this way. It was, for example, in the suddenness of the rising of leaven, not in its slow working, that the meaning of the parable was to be found (Mt. 13:33). Theologians of the school of ‘realised’ eschatology, such as C. H. Dodd, who argued that the kingdom had fully arrived in the ministry of Jesus, interpreted the parables in terms of fulfifment. The harvest prepared for in past ages had already come; the mustard seed planted long ago had now become a tree (Mk. 4:26-32).

Both of these interpretations are one-sided and fail to do justice to the undoubted elements of future hope (Mk. 13:28-37) and present fulfilment (Mt. 9:37fi; Jn. 4:35) in the teaching of Jesus. While Jesus regarded the kingdom or kingship of God as present indeed in his own words and actions, he also anticipated a period, the length of which he did not know (Mk. 13:32), during which that kingship would be a reality in the society of his follow-ers who would constitute his world-wide church, and he predicted that the kingdom would not come in its fullness until he himself came as the Son of man in glory. The contrast between the apparent lack of response with which his teaching was at first received and the final outcome of it is sug-gested in the parables recorded in Mk. 4. Many of the parables are concerned with the grace shown by God through Jesus in the present time and indi-cate that the new age has dawned. Olhers are concerned with how men are to live in the light of the kingdom until its final consummation: they are to be persistent in prayer, to forgive others, to serve their neighbours, to use the gifts God has given them, to be free from covetousness, to remain alert, to be faithful Stewards, and to remember that their final judgment is being determined by their present conduct.


V.    The purpose of the parables

Some have found Mk. 4:10-12 very difficult to understand, for it seems to suggest that Jesus’ purpose in the parables was not to enlighten the un-enlightened, but that the unbeliever might become hardened in his unbelief. It is possible, however, that what seems to be a clause of purpose in Mk. 4:12 is in fact a clause of consequence (so Mt. 13:13). The parables of Jesus may have the effect of hardening the unbeliever, just as Isaiah prophesied with regard to the effects of preaching the Word of God. The truth is that Jesus’ parables are unique. The parables of other teachers can to some extent be separated from the teachers themselves, but

Jesus and his parables are inseparable. To fail to understand him is to fail to understand his parables. ‘For those outside everything is in parables’ (Mk. 4:11); the whole of Jesus’ ministry, not merely the parables, remains on the level of earthly stories and portents devoid of any deeper significance. Here ‘parables’ has virtually come to mean ‘rid-dles’. It is, therefore, possible for men to decline the invitation to understanding and commitment found in the parables, and in them Isaiah’s proph-ecy (Is. 6:9f.) is fulfilled (cf. Jn. 12:40 where the same prophecy is cited with reference to the dis-belief of the Jews in the face of Jesus’ mighty works).

VI. Parables in John’s Gospel

In Jn. 10:6 the word paroimia (a variant translation of mäsäl, usually rendered ‘proverb’, e.g. Pr. 1:1) is used to describe the allegory of the true and false shepherds. In Jn. 16:25 the same word is closer to its OT sense of a difficult saying which needs fur-ther explanation. The Gospel of John is apparently lacking in parables of the kind found in the other Gospels, but C. H. Dodd and A. M. Hunter have drawn attention to a number of brief parables which lie almost hidden in this Gospel (Jn. 3:8, 29; 4:35-38; 5:l9f.; 8:35; 10:1-5; 11:9f; 12:24, 35f; 16:21). Nor should we overlook the many ‘figura-tive’ descriptions which Jesus uses of himself in this Gospel, e.g ‘the good shepherd’, ‘the true vine’, ‘the door’, ‘the light of the world’, and ‘the way, and the truth, and the life’.

Bibltography. F. Hauck, TDNT5, pp. 744-761; C. H. Dodd, The Parables of the Kingdom2, 1961; J. Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus2, 1963; G. V. Jones, The Art and Truth of the Parables, 1964; J. D. M. Derrett, Law in the New Testament, 1970; D. O. Via, Jr., The Parables: Their Literary and Exislen-tial Dimension, 1967; J. D. Crossan, In Parables: The Challenge of the Historical Jesus, 1973; J. R. Michaels, Servant and Son, 1981; R. H. Stein, An Introduction to the Parables of Jesus, 1981; H. Hendrickx, The Parables of Jesus, 1986; D. Wenham, The Parables of Jesus, 1989; C. L. Blomberg, Interpreting the Parables, 1990. On parables in Jn. see C. H. Dodd, Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel, 1963; A. M. Hunter, According to John, 1968. On hermeneutics and the parables, see A. C. Thiselton, SJT 23, 1970, pp. 437-468.

R.V.G.T.

l.H.M.

PARADISE. Paradise is a loan-word from ancient Iranian (pairidaeza-) and means a garden with a wall. The Gk. word paradeisos is used for the first time by Xenophon for the gardens of the Persian kings. lxx translates gan ’eden of Gn. 2:8 by paradeisos.

a. In the Old Testament

The word paradise (Heb. pardes) appears in Ne. 2:8; Ec. 2:5; Ct. 4:13. rsv renders it by ‘king’s forest’ in Ne., ‘park’ in Ec. and ‘orchard’ in Ct. The actual word is thus nowhere used in the OT in an eschatological sense, which meaning developed in the later Jewish world. The following trends can be discerned. The word paradise (Aram. pardesa) was used to give expression to the meaning of pri-meval times (German Urzeit) and then expanded to include fantastic speculations on the glory and bliss of those times. This was connected with the

expectations of a wonderful Mcssianic time in the future. This coming age of glory would be identical with the garden of Eden of ancient times. The Jews believed also that paradise was present in their own time, but concealed. This concealed paradise was the place to which the souls of the Patriarchs. the chosen and the righteous people, were taken. The ancient, future and present paradise were regarded as being identical.

b. In the New Testament

The word paradise (Gk. paradeisos) occurs in only three instances in the NT (Lk. 23:43; 2 Cor. 12:3; Rev. 2:7). The context shows that the predominat-ing sense is that of the later development of the word. In Lk. 23:43 the word ‘paradise’ is used by Jesus for the place where souls go immediately after death, cf. the concealed paradise in later Jewish thought. The same idea is also present in the parable of the rieh man and Lazarus (Lk. 16:19-31).

In 2 Cor. 12:2—4 Paul wrote in the third person of his experience of being caught up into paradise where he heard unspeakable words (Gk. arrheta rhemata). In this case paradise is the ‘third •heaven’ with its glory, perhaps the same as in Lk. 23. The only place where paradise is used in an eschatological sense is in Rev. 2:7. The promise is made by Christ that he will give paradise as a gift to the one who overcomes. The present paradise will come in its full glory with the final consum-mation. The idea of a garden of God in the world to come is strongly emphasized in the last chapters of Revelation. The Symbols of the tree of life, of life-giving water, and of the twelve kinds of fruit are all witnesses to the glory of the coming paradise (Rev. 22).    f.c.f.

[image: ]


PARAN. A wilderness situated in the E central region of the Sinai peninsula, NE front the tradi-tional Sinai and SSE of Kadesh, with the Arabah and the Gulf of Aqabah as its E border. It was to this wilderness that Hagar and Ishmael went after their expulsion from Abraham’s household (Gn. 21:21) It was crossed by the Israelites following their Exodus from Egypt (Nu. 10:12; 12:16), and from here Moses despatched men to spy out the land of Canaan (Nu. 13:3, 26). The wilderness was also traversed by Hadad the Edomite on his flight to Egypt (1 Ki. 11:18).

1 Sa. 25:1 records that David went to the wilderness of Paran on the death of the prophet Samuel, but in this instance we may read with the Greek ‘wilderness of Maon’.

El-paran, mentioned in Gn. 14:6 as on the border of the wilderness, may have been an ancient name for Elath. Mt Paran of the Song of Moses (Dt. 33:2) and of Hab. 3:3 was possibly a prominent peak in the mountain ränge on the W shore of the Gulf of Aqabah. (* Zin.)    r.a.h.g.

PARBAR. A room or partly-roofed gateway or courtyard building to W of the Temple where gatekeepers were stationed (1 Ch. 26:18), perhaps used for disposal of sacrificial waste. It may cor-respond with the ‘building’ seen by Ezekiel (41:12) and with the word in 2 Ki. 23:11 which has been associated with Pers. parwär (‘having light’; lxx pharoureim). The location of Nathan-melek’s house is given as ‘in parwärim’. rv ‘precincts’, av

The location of the wilderness of Paran.

‘suburbs’, foliow Targ. and Mishnah, for the city suburbs contained ‘summer’ or veranda-houses.

The precise meaning of the non-Heb. word is uncertain. It has been associated with an Aram.-Lydian parbar which describes an open anteroom of a tomb at Sardis. The suggested emendation to p'rädim (‘who was over the mules’) and any link with Iranian frabada remain unsupported.

D.J.W.

PARTHIANS. Parthia, a district SE of the Cas-pian Sea, was part of the Persian empire con-quered by Alexander the Great. In the middle of the 3rd Century bc Arsaces led the Parthians in revolt against their Seleucid (Macedonian) rulers, and his successors eventually extended their empire from the Euphrates to the Indus. Their exclusive use of cavalry-bowmen made them a formidable enemy, as the Romans discovered to their cost. In the 1 st Century ad the Parthians changed their Capital from Ecbatana to Ctesiphon and sought to revive the Iranian elements of their civilization at the expense of the Greek.

The Parthians were governed by a land-owning aristocracy, and controlled the lucrative trade with the Far East. Their own religion was Iranian Maz-daism, but they were generally tolerant of other peoples’ religions.

Parthia was one of the districts in which the de-ported Israelites had been settled, and according to Josephus their descendants continued to speak an Aram. dialect and to worship the true God, send-ing tribute to the Temple at Jerusalem. Con-sequently the Parthians in Jerusalem on the Day of Pentecost (Acts 2:9) may have been only Israelites from that district (‘language’ in v. 8 could equally well be ‘dialect’), but there may have been Parthian proselytes with them.

Bibliography. N. C. Debevoise, Partlua, 1938; M. A. R. Colledge, The Parthians, 1967.

(K.L.McK.

PARVA1M. The place which produced the gold used for ornamenting Solomon’s Temple (2 Ch. 3:6). The location is obscure. Some suggest Farwa in Yemen. Gesenius, identifying it with Sanskrit parvam, understands it to be a general term for the E regions. (*Ophir.)    j.d.d.

PASHHUR. This name is probably of Egyptian origin: Heb. pas-hür from Egyp. p(') s(ri n) Hr, ‘the son (of) (the god) Horus’; cf. S. Ahituv, IEJ 20, 1970, pp. 95-96.

1.    Pashhur son of Immer. A priest, the chief officer of the house of the Lord, in the reign of Zedekiah or earlier, who put Jeremiah in the Stocks and whose fate Jeremiah prophesied as exile in Babylon (Je. 20:1-6).

2.    Pashhur son of Malchijah. Sent by King Zedekiah to inquire of Jeremiah (Je. 21:1), he was among those who incarcerated the prophet in the slimy pit-dungeon of the king’s son Malchijah (the father of this Pashhur?) (Je. 38:1-13). He is pos-sibly identical with the head of a priestly family of which some members were exiled to Babylonia. Some later members of this family returned to Jerusalem with Zerubbabel (Ezr. 2:38 = Ne. 7:41), six of them having to put away foreign wives there (Ezr. 10:22). Others volunteered for the fuller re-occupation of Jerusalem under Nehemiah (Ne. 11:12; probably the same Adaiah as in I Ch. 9:12).

3.    Pashhur father of Gedaliah. His son Geda-liah was among those who imprisoned Jeremiah in Malchijah’s dungeon (Je. 38:1-13); see 2 above. This Pashhur may possibly be identical with 1 or 2 above.

4.    Pashhur, a priest, was among those who set their seal to the covenant under Nehemiah which followed Ezra’s reading of the law (Ne. 10:3).

K.A.K.

PASSION. 1. In Acts 1:3 ‘passion’ translates pathein and refers to Christ’® suffering and death. This use of the term is still current. Elsewhere the same word is translated ‘suflfer’ (e.g. Lk. 17:25; 24:26; Acts 17:3; Heb. 13:12, etc.).

2.    In Acts 14:15 and Jas. 5:17 av uses ‘passion’ to translate homoiopathes. rsv ‘of like nature’ gives the sense of the Greek.

3.    In its bad sense ‘passion’ translates pathos in Rom. 1:26; Col. 3:5; 1 Thes. 4:5 (in the NT this word always has the meaning ‘evil desire’), and pathemata in Rom. 7:5 and Gal. 5:24 (a word which usually has the sense of ‘sufferings’). rsv also uses it 15 times to translate epithymia, ‘desire’

(usually in the plural) in the bad sense of that word. (* Lust.)    p.e.

PASSOVER. The Passover of Ex. 12 concerns (1) the original historic event of Israel’s deliverance from Egyp. bondage; (2) the later recurrent insti-tutional commemoration of that event (Mishnah Pesahim 9:5). Closely conjoined, though separate, are (3) the prohibition of ‘leaven, symbolizing the haste of that unforgettable night of exodus, and (4) the later dedication of the * first-born, with statu-tory offerings, commemorating those first-born divinely spared in the blood-sprinkled houses. Moses quite possibly adapted more ancient cere-monials, Unleavened Bread being an agricultural festival, Passover nomadic and pastoral (EBr, 1974, Makropaedia, vol. 10, pp. 219f). Passover may have had original links with circumcision, demonism, fertility cult or the first-born oblation (cf. H. H. Rowley, Worship in Ancient Israel, 1967, pp. 47flf.). Until ad 70, Passover was celebrated in Jerusalem, in any house within the city bounds, and in small Companies; the lamb was ritually slaughtered in the Temple precincts. When Temple and Palestinian nation were both destroyed by war, Passover inevitably became a domestic ceremony.

The * Samaritans still meticulously observe their ancient N Israelite Passover ritual annually on Mt ‘Gerizim, in close conformity to the Pentateuch, keeping Passover and Unleavened Bread entirely separate entities. Unlike the Jews, they still employ a lamb. The slopes of Gerizim are now used, as the summit is ritually defiled by a Muslim cemctery (EBr, Mikropaedia, vol. 4, p. 494). They buttress their Claims by the variant reading ‘Gerizim’ in place of ‘Ebal’ in Dt. 27:4, also by referring Dt. 12:5, 14; 16:16 to Gerizim, not Zion. There was for some time a rival Samaritan temple on Gerizim (cf. R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel, E.T. 1961, pp. 342f.), though its precise dates of functioning are dis-puted (cf. also John Macdonald, The Theology of the Samaritans, 1964, passim).

I. In the Old Testament

Ex. 12, the natural starting-point of study, suggests the following principal considerations.

1.    Passover (Heb. pesah) comes from a verb meaning ‘to pass over’, in the sense of ‘to spare’ (Ex. 12:13, 27, etc.). This affords excellent sense; there is no need to jettison the time-honoured view that God literally passed over the blood-sprinkled Israelite houses, whilst smiting the Egyptian ones. The term is used both for the ordinance and for the sacrificial victim. BDB note another verb with the same radicals, meaning ‘to limp’, which has sug-gested alternative theories (cf. T. H. Gaster, Passover: Its History and Traditions, 1949, pp. 23-25); but KB modify this conclusion.

2.    Abib, later called Nisan, the month of the ripening ears and of the first Passover, was made in honour the first month of the Jewish year (Ex. 12:2; Dt. 16:1; cf. Lv. 23:5; Nu. 9:1-5; 28:16).

3.    Was the Paschal victim customarily a lamb, as popularly conceived? In Dt. 16:2 the choice of animal is unquestionably wider; in Ex. 12 it de-pends on exegesis. The Heb. word seh (v. 3) is re-stricted by BDB to the sheep and goat categories, irrespective of age; KB restrict it further to lamb or kid. There is some controversy as to the meaning of the phrase ben-sänä (v. 5), lit. ‘son of a year’. Some take this to signify a yearling, 12-24 months in age, i.e. a full-grown animal (cf. Gesenius-Kautzsch-Cowley, Hebrew Grammar, section 128 v; G. B. Gray, Sacrifice in ihe OT, 1925, pp. 345-351). But the traditional exegesis, which takes 12 months as the upper, not the lower, age-limit, is by no means disproved. Talmudic evidence seems to limit the legitimacy of the Passover victim to the sheep and goat families, following Exodus rather than Deuteronomy (cf. Menahoth 7:6, with Gemara). The choice of lamb or kid, lamb or goat, is several times asserted (Pesahim 8:2; 55b; 66a), yet the over-all evidence does suggest a certain preference for the lamb (Shabbath 23:1; Kelim 19:2; Pesahim 69b; etc.). One ruling excludes a female animal, or a male which has passed the age of 2 years—which would lend tacit support to the year-ling interpretation (Pesahim 9:7). Yet a contradict-ory passage declares categorically that a Passover offering is valid from the eighth day of its life (Parah 1:4). If the universal use of a lamb can-not be certainly demonstrated from Scripture or Talmud, it is at least clear that this acquired strong consuetudinary sanction. It is of interest and sig-nificance that the Samaritans, following age-old precedents, sacrifice a lamb on the slopes of Mt Gerizim to this very day.

4.    On the Passover night in Egypt, the lintels and side-posts of all Israelite doors were smeared (apotropaically, some suggest) with the victim’s blood. TThis was carried in a basin, Heb. saß, v. 22 (which could also, with slight change of exegesis, mean ‘threshold’), applied therefrom with hyssop, the foliage of the marjoram plant, a common emblem of purity. See further N. H. Snaith, The Jewish New Year Festival, 1947, pp. 21 ff.

5.    The phrase ‘between the two evenings’ in Ex. 12:6 (also Ex. 16:12; Lv. 23:5; Nu. 9:3, 5, 11) has been accorded two variant interpretations, accord-ing to variant community practice—either between 3 p.m. and sunset, as the Pharisees maintained and practised (cf. Pesahim 61a; Josephus, BJ 6.423); or, as the Samaritans and others argued, between sunset and dark. The earlier time, as Edersheim points out, allows more leeway for the slaughtering of the innumerable lambs, and is probably to be preferred.

6.    Ex. 12:43—49 excludes Gentiles from partici-pating in the Passover, but not of course proselytes, who were expected, even obliged, to conform fully.

The whole drama and inner meaning of Ex. 12 is concentrated into seventeen pregnant Gk. words in Heb. 11:28.

The Passover of Dt. 16 differs in important minor respects from that of Ex. 12. The blood em-phasis has disappeared; an essentially domestic ceremony has become a more formal sacrifice at a central sanctuary with a wider choice of victim; v. 7 stipulates boiling, not roasting, the animal; Passover and Unleavened Bread, here termed the bread of affliction, are integrated more thoroughly than in Exodus. This is development, event changing to institution, not contradiction; moreover it approximates better to the NT evidence concerning Passover. It is not necessary to assume a great time-gap between the passages; the changed circum-stances could have been prophetically foreseen in the wilderness period. It is further recorded that a second Passover, celebrated a month later, was insti-tuted for the benefit of those who had been leviti-cally unclean at the time of the first (Nu. 9:1-14).

Passover was celebrated in the plains of Jericho during the Conquest (Jos. 5:1 Of.). In the observ-ances of Hezekiah (2 Ch. 30:1-27) and Josiah (2 Ch. 35:1-19), the proper place is considered to be the Jerusalem Temple. Hezekiah’s ceremony takes advantage of the legitimate second Passover men-tioned above, because the people are not gathered in Jerusalem, and the priests are not in a state of levitical purity, at the earlier date. The brief refer-ence of Ezekiel (45:21-24) deals with Passover in the ideal Temple of his conceiving. The three points of interest are the fuller participation of the secular leader, the fact of a sin-offering, and the complete change-over from family celebration to public ceremony. The victims specified include bullocks, rams and kids. The prescriptions of Deuteronomy are considerably extended, though not in any new thought-pattern.

Jewish usage in the last days of the Herodian Temple is reflected in the Mishnah tractate Pesahim. The people gathered in the outer Temple court in Companies to slaughter the Passover victims. The priests stood in two rows; in one row each man had a golden, in the other each man a silver, basin. The basin which caught the blood of the expiring victim was passed from hand to hand in continuous exchange to the end of the line, where the last priest tossed the blood in ritual manner on the altar. All this was done to the sing-ing of the Hallet (Pss. 113-118). The celebrating Companies were generally family units, but other common ties were possible, such as that which bound our Lord to his disciples.

II. In the New Testament

In NT times, all Israelite males were expected to appear in Jerusalem thrice annually, for the Feasts of Passover, of Weeks or Pentecost and of Taber-nacles. Even Dispersion Jews sometimes con-formed; the temporary population of the Holy City (cf. the Pentecost gathering of Acts 2) could swell to almost 3,000,000 according to Josephus (BJ 6. 425)—a figure reduced to the more realistic 180,000 by J. Jeremias (Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus, 1969, pp. 83f.). After candlelight search for the forbidden leaven, and other careful prepara-tions (cf. Mk. 14:12-16 and parallels), the Paschal supper proper was taken reclining. It included the symbolic elements of roasted lamb, unleavened bread, bitter herbs, some minor condiments and four cups of wine at specified points. The stipu-lated ritual hand-washings were carefully ob-served. The table (more probably the floor) was cleared before the second cup of wine, the Story of the Egyp. Passover and Exodus recounted in a dia-logue between father and son (or some suitable substitutes). The dishes of food were then brought back, part of the Hallel was sung, the second cup of wine followed. Then came the breaking of bread. In the Last Supper, it was probably at this point that Judas received the sop, and departed into the night to betray his Master (Jn. 13:30). On that fateful night, it may be assumed that the institution of the Lord’s Supper or Eucharist was as-sociated with the third cup of wine. The singing of the Hallel was completed with the fourth cup— doubtless the hymn of Mt. 26:30. It is assumed here that the Last Supper did coincide with the statutory Passover, despite the denials of certain expositors. A. Plummer, e.g. (Luke. ICC, 1896, pp. 491 f.), postulates an ante-dated Passover, 20 hours before the lambs were slaughtered, maintaining that at the proper time Jesus was dying or dead. Others suggest a Passover Qiddush, or ritual puri-fication meal in anticipation. J. N. Geldenhuys argues at length that the Last Supper was itself the Passover, that it was held on the 14th of Nisan, the day before the crucifixion, that there is no contra-diction whatever between Synoptics and Fourth Gospel, when the relevant passages are correctly expounded. The Passion, he says, is to be dated on or about 6 April, ad 30. Variant views will be found in other Standard commentaries.

The symbolism, ‘Christ our Passover’, ‘Lamb of God’, is familiär from NT usage. We have seen that the traditional lamb, if not provable in all in-stances, has widespread precedent. It is laid down in Ex. 12:46 and Nu. 9:12 that no bone of the Passover victim is to be broken. This small detail is typologically fulfilled when it is reverently applied to the crucified One (Jn. 19:36).

After the destruction of the Jerusalem Temple in ad 70, any possibility of slaughtering a victim in ritual manner utterly ceased, and the Jewish Passover reverted to the family festival it had been in the earliest days—the wheel had turned full circle. Whilst church and synagogue eventually went their separate ways, the habit of celebrating Passover would continue for some time among certain Christians, particularly those of Jewish or pros-elyte background. But the Lord’s Supper came to replace the Jewish ordinance, just as baptism came to replace circumcision.

Bibliography. See lit. cited in article; also J. Jeremias, TDNT 5, pp. 896-904; SB, 4.1, pp. 41 -76; B. Schaller, NIDNTT1, pp. 632-635; R. A. Stewart. ‘The Jewish Festivals’, EQ 43, 1971, pp. 149-161; G. B. Gray, Sacrifice in the OT, 1925, pp. 337-397; A. Edersheim, The Temple: Its Ministry and Services as they were in the Time of Jesus Christ; J. B. Segal, The Hebrew Passover from Earliest Times to A D. 70,1963; B. Bokser, BRev, 1987, pp. 24-33; A. Guilding, The Fourth Gospel and Jewish Worship, 1960; J. Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus, 1969.    ras.

PASTORAL EPISTLES. The three Epistles, 1 and 2 Timothy and Titus, were first called the Pastoral Epistles in the 18th Century, and the name has become generally used to denote them as a group. The title is only partially an accurate description of their contents, for they are not strictly pastoral in the sense of giving instruction on the care of souls.

DG.

PATARA. A seaport of SW * Lycia, in the Xanthus valley. Besides local trade it was important as being a suitable starting-point for a sea passage direct to Phoenicia (*Ships and Boats). According to the commonly accepted Alexandrian text of Acts 21:1, Paul trans-shipped at Patara on his way to Jerusalem. The Western Text, possibly influenced by Acts 27:5-6, adds ‘and * Myra’, which would imply that he coasted farther E before trans-shipment. There is reason to believe that the prevailing winds made Patara the most suitable starting-point for the Crossing, and Myra the regulär terminal for the return journey.

Patara was also celebrated for its oracle of Apollo.    K.L.McK.

PATHROS, PATHRUSIM. Classed under Mizraim (Egypt), Gn. 10:14; 1 Ch. 1:12. Pathros is

Egyp. p' t’-rs(y), ‘the Southland’, i.e. Upper Egypt, the long Nile valley extending N-S between Cairo and Aswan; the name is attested in Assyr. inscrip-tions as Paturisi. Thus, the terms Mizraim for Egypt, especially Lower Egypt, Pathros for Upper Egypt and *Cush for ‘Ethiopia’ (N Sudan) occur in this significantly geographical Order both in a prophecy of Isaiah (11:11) and in a subsequent in-scription of Esarhaddon, king of Assyria, who also boasts himself ‘king of Musur, Paturisi and Cush’. Jeremiah similarly identifies Pathros with Egypt (Je. 44:15) and specifically Upper Egypt as distinct from the cities (and land) of Lower Egypt (Je. 44:1). Pathros also appears as Upper Egypt and as the homeland of the Egyp. people in Ezk. 29:14; 30:14.    k.a.k.

PATIENCE. Biblical patience is a God-exercised, or God-given, restraint in face of Opposition or oppression. It is not passivity. The initiative lies with God’s love, or the Christian’s, in meeting wrong in this way. In the OT, the concept is de-noted by Heb. ’ärek, meaning ‘long’. God is said to be ‘long’ or ‘slow’ to anger, ’erek ’appayim (see Ex. 34:6; Nu. 14:18; Ne. 9:17; Pss. 86:15; 103:8; 145:8; Joel 2:13; Jon. 4:2). This idea is exactly represented in the Gk. makrothymia, often translated in av as ‘longsuffering’, and defined by Trench as ‘a long holding out of the mind’ before it gives room to anger.

Such patience is characteristic of God’s dealings with sinful men, who are fully deserving of his wrath (Is. 48:9; Ho. 11:8). His protecting mark on the murderer Cain (Gn. 4:15), his providential rainbow sign to a world that had forfeited its existence (Gn. 9:11-17; cf 1 Pet. 3:20), his many restorations of disobedient Israel (Ho. 11:8-9), his sparing of Nineveh (Jonah), his repeated pleadings with Jerusalem (Mk. 12:1-11; Lk. 13:1-9, 34; Rom. 9:22), his deferment of Christ’s second coming (2 Pet. 3:9)—these are all expressions of his patience. Christians are to show a like character (Mt. 18:26, 29; 1 Cor. 13:4; Gal. 5:22; Eph. 4:2; 1 Thes. 5:14). In Proverbs the practical value of patience is stressed; it avoids strife, and promotes the wise ordering of human aflfairs especially where pro-vocation is involved.

The patience of God is a ‘purposeful concession of space and time’ (Barth). It is opportunity given for repentance (Rom. 2:4; 9:22; 2 Pet. 3:9). God’s forbearance has been a ‘truce with the sinner’ (Trench, on anoche, Rom. 2:4; 3:25), awaiting the final revelation and redemption in Christ (Acts 17:30). Prayer may prolong the opportunity for repentance (Gn. 18:22fT.; Ex. 32:30; 1 Jn. 5:16).

The Christian’s patience in respect of persons (makrothymia) must be matched by an equal patience in respect of things (hypomone), that is, in face of the afflictions and trials of the present age (Rom. 5:3; 1 Cor. 13:7; Jas. 1:3; 5:7-11; Rev. 13:10). God is the God who gives such Christlike patience (Rom. 15:5; 2 Thes. 3:5), and Jesus is the great Exemplar of it (Heb. 12:1-3). He who thus endures to the end, by his patience will gain his soul (Mk. 13:13; Lk. 21:19; Rev. 3:10).

Bibliography. R. C. Trench, Synonyms of the New Testament'1, 1880, pp. 195ff.; Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics, 2. 1, 1957, sect. 30, pp. 406fE: ‘The Patience and Wisdom of God’; U. Falken-roth, C. Brown, W. Mundle, in NIDNTT 2, pp. 764-776.    J.H.

PATMOS. An island of the Dodecancse, lying some 55 km off the SW coast of Asia Minor, at 37° 20' N, 26° 34' E. To this island the apostle John was banished from Ephesus, evidently for some months about the year ad 95, and here he wrote his Revelation (Rev. 1:9). The island is about 12 km long, with a breadth of up to 7 km, and it has been suggested that the scenery of its rugged volcanic hills and surrounding seas find their reflection in the imagery of the Apocalypse. See Pliny, Nat. Hist. 4. 69. The island now belongs to Greece.

J.H.P. 2 1

age because Gn. concentrates on only a lew indi-viduals. The total group which made up the kinspeople of this narrowly defined family was probably quite extensive, all of them having origin-ated in lands to the NE of Palestine. Further, the biblical writers must have selected their own material from a wide ränge of traditions which were available to them in order to stress important religious and theological points. Hence, if we restrict ourselves to the biblical narratives alone there are severe limitations for the historian.

The Patriarchs are depicted in Gn. as moving across a wide canvas from Mesopotamia to Egypt. Among the towns referred to in the biblical narratives which modern archaeology has shown to have been occupied from early in the 2nd millennium are Ur (Gn. 11:28, 31; 15:7), Harran (Gn. 11:31-32; 12:4-5; 27:43; 28:10; 29:4), Shechem (Gn. 12:6; 33:18), Salem (Jerusalem, Gn. 14:18), Gerar (Gn. 20:1; 26:1, 6, etc.), Dothan (Gn. 37:17), and probably Hebron (Gn. 13:18; 23:2, 19; 35:27) and Bethel (Gn. 12:8). The *Ebla documents (c. 2300 bc) attest the existence of Sodom, Gomorrah, Admah, Zeboiim, Bela (Gn. 14:2) at an early date. Significant towns not referred to in the Bible which were flourishing in the patriarchal era were Meg-iddo, Hazor, Lachish, Gezer and Jericho. The Mesopotamian town of Ur at this period was not the city of great political importance that it had been at the end of the 3rd millennium bc, although
[image: ]


Asiatic' soldiers of the ‘patriarchal age’ depicted on an Egyptian tomb-painting at Beni Hasan. Sesostris I. c. 1950 bc


it retained a considerable influence in religion and literature. The town of * Mari on the Euphrates also flourished in this period and, although not mentioned in the Bible, has produced some 20,000 tablets which throw considerable light on the age.

In some passages in Gn. lists of towns are given, e.g. Ashteroth-karnaim, Ham and Shaveh-kiriathaim, towns along the road traversed by the invading kings of the E (Gn. 14:5); the ‘cities of the valiey’ (Gn. 13:12; 19:25, 29); the towns which Jacob passed through on his way back to Bethel (Gn. 35:5), and towns in Egypt (Gn. 41:35, 48; 47:21 mg.). It is clear that from Mesopotamia to Egypt there were centres of Settlement, either open villages or walled towns, both small and large. In Palestine proper most of the towns were to be found in the lowlands or along the highways.

Outside the settled areas the semi-nomads moved about with their Docks forming one part of a dimorphic society in which urban dwellers and semi-nomadic pastoralists lived side by side. The latter group frequently camped in the vicinity of the towns (Gn. 12:6-9; 13:12-18; 33:18-20; 35:16-21; 37:12-17), occasionally practised agriculture (Gn. 26:12f.), were able to engage in social and economic exchange with townspeople (Gn. 21:25-34; 23:1-20; 26:17-33; 33:18-20) and even dwelt in towns as ‘resident aliens’ for various periods of time (Gn. 12:10; 15:13; 17:8; 20:1; 21:23, 34; 26:3; 28:4; 32:4; 35:27; 36:7; 37:1; 47:4-5). Thus when Lot and Abraham separated, Lot took up resi-dence in the town of Sodom and pitched his tent ‘toward Sodom’ and ‘was sitting in the gate’. The two Dgures of Jacob and Esau present contrasting yet complementary ways of life (Gn. 25:27-34) and Jacob and his sons at Shechem settled for a time and entered into the society of the town-dwellers (Gn. 33:18-34:31).

We gain glimpses of the semi-nomadic life of shepherds living in tents, moving with their Docks, sometimes over considerable distances, seeking pasture-lands and wells and sometimes clashing with other people (Gn. 13:5-11; 18:1-8; 21:25—31; 24:62-67; 26:1-33; 29-31; 33:12-17; 36:6-8). The valued possessions of the Patriarchs were sheep, asses, oxen, Docks and herds, and even *camels (Gn. 12:16; 13:5, 7; 20:14; 21:27-30; 30:29; 31:1-10, 38; 32:13-16; 34:28; 46:32; 47:16 18). The term *‘cattle’ (b'liemä) in some passages is a comprehensive one for small beasts, although the Patriarchs did have cattle in one sense of the word, ‘oxen’, bäqär (Gn. 12:16; 20:14; 21:27; 34:28).

‘Travel seems to have been common. Abraham moved from Ur in Mesopotamia to Egypt in the course of his life; Jacob travelled from Palestine to Harran and back (Gn. 28; 35) and later to Egypt. Probably there were well-trodden trade-routes used by merchants, a group of whom took Joseph to Egypt (Gn. 37:28-36).

The patriarchal narratives make references to Contemporary rulers, the pharaoh of Egypt (12:15, 17, 20), certain ‘kings’ (Heb. melek) from the E, Amraphel of Shinar, Arioch of Ellasar, Chedor-laomer of Elam and Tidal king of the Goiim (14:1), petty rulers of the Sodom and Gomorrah region (14:2), * Melchizedek king of Salem (14:18), Abimelech king of Gerar (20:2; 26:1, etc.), certain ‘chiefs’ of Edom (Heb. ’allüp) and later kings of Edom (Gn. 36:19, 31), ‘chiefs’ of the Horites (Gn. 36:29) and the chiefs of Esau (Gn. 36:40-43).

None of these Personalities can be identiDed in any historical records to date. Some of them must have been very insignibcant rulers indeed and the semi-nomadic patriarchal families paid attention to them only as they were required for reasons of pasture or watering places. In some cases they entered into a covenant with them (Gn. 14:13; 21:27; 26:28f), but for the most part they moved about freely in the dimorphic society of the day.

The daily life of the Patriarchs was governed by a variety of customs of long Standing and wide-spread usage. The Patriarchs and their kinspeople were tribally organized into inter-related social units comprising extended families or clans (Gn. 12:1-5; 24:1-9; 28:1-5). The System was patriarchal. We read of the ‘paternal house’ (bet ’äb) in Gn. 12:1; 24:38-40, or simply the ‘house of the Patriarch’ (Gn. 24:2; 31:14, 43; 36:6; 46:26-27, 31; 47:12; 50:8). In such a society the father, as head of the family, had wide powers. Normally the eldest son succeeded him as heir to his position and his property. In the absence of a natural heir a slave might become heir (Gn. 15:2f.) or the son of a slave-girl who had become a subsidiary wife (Gn. 16:1D".). In the latter case if a son was born he was regarded as the son of the true wife who had pre-sented the slave-girl to her husband. The arrange-ment arose out of the wife’s consent and not when the husband took a secondary wife of his own accord. The marriages of Abraham with Hagar (Gn. 16:1-4) and Keturah (Gn. 25:1-6) provide examples of these two types of union (cf. Gn. 30:3, 9). Problems arose if the true wife gave birth to a son after the birth of a son to the secondary wife. In patriarchal society the true son seems to have become heir(Gn. 15:4; 17:19), although Gn. 21:10 suggests that this may not have been automatic. Sarah had to insist that Ishmael should not be heir along with her own son Isaac.

Marriage was a complex affair. In the society of the times the rieh and the powerful could take more than one wife but mostly marriage was mon-ogamous. In practice, however, a husband could take a concubine or secondary wife relatively easily either through his own initiative or, if the couple could not produce the desired heir, the wife might provide a slave-girl. In patriarchal society Jacob and Esau had more than one wife of equal Status (Gn. 26:34f; 29). Abraham remarried after Sarah’s death (Gn. 25: lf.) and Nahor had children by a concubine (Gn. 22:200'.).

It would seem that there was a preference for endogamous marriage, that is, within the family, e.g. Abraham and Sarah, Nahor and Milcah (Gn. 11:27-30), Jacob and Rachel, Jacob and Leah, Isaac and Rebekah, Esau and Ishmael’s daughter.

It is clear also that some of the patriarchal customs were forbidden in later Mosaic law, e.g. marriage to two sisters (cf. Lv. 18:18), and marriage to one's half-sister (Gn. 20:12; cf. Lv. 18:9, II; Dt. 27:22).

In the case of Jacob we learn that he was required to render Service to his prospective father-in-law in return for his wife (Gn. 29:18f., 27f). We have no means of knowing whether this practice was common or not. It may have been an Ara-maean custom or have been conOned to an area in N Mesopotamia. Probably the practice was more widespread than our evidence allows us to say.

In at least one case further marriage was forbidden to a man (Gn. 31:50).

The patriarchal blessing was important and once given could not be revoked (Gn. 27; 48-49). In Gn. 27 the eldest son surrendered the birthright and the younger son received the blessing (vv. 22-29). It would have been normal, however, for the eldest son to receive the blessing, though not automatic.

We shall discuss below possible comparisons with other ancient Near Eastern documents. There are certain parallels between the patriarchal cus-toms and Contemporary practices, but there are also a number of features not paralleled elsewhere which seem to be specific to the patriarchal cus-toms portrayed in the Gn. records.

In matters of religion few details are given. It is clear that the Patriarchs knew the need for a personal faith in God who guided them through life and who encouraged them with his promises (Gn. 12:1-3; 15:4f; 17; 28:11-22, etc.). In the matter of guidance God was not restricted to a particular place but was active in Ur, Harran, Canaan or Egypt (c/ Gn. 35:3). Once God’s will became known to the Patriarchs the only course was to believe and obey (Gn. 22). Prayer and the oflering of sacrifices were part of the regulär worship of the Patriarchs (Gn. 12:8; 13:4, 18; 26:25; 35:1, 3, 7). Circumcision was a religious rite to mark those who were in the covenant family. An intense awareness of God’s activity among them caused the Patriarchs to name places and children accord-ing to some evidence of God’s dealings with them (Gn. 16:11, 14, all the names of Jacob’s children in Gn. 29:31fr.; cf. Gn. 32:30; 35:15, etc). Each Patriarch seems to have had his own special name for God, which suggests a sense of special personal relationship, the ‘Fear’, or as W. F. Albright sug-gested, the ‘Kinsman’ (pahad) of Isaac (Gn. 31:42, 53) the ‘Mighty One’ (’“bir) of Jacob (Gn. 49:24). This sense of personal relationship, the knowledge of God’s promises and the awareness that obedi-ence to the will of God is of the essence of true faith, may be said to form the heart of patriarchal religion.

Two features of patriarchal society should be stressed, namely the concepts of covenant and election. Either directly (Gn. 15:18; 27:7, 10-11, 13, 19) or indirectly, God’s covenant with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob is deeply significant in patriarchal religion. In the covenant God bound himself to Abraham and his descendants and bound them to himself in a most solemn engage-ment which involved the divine promise to, and the divine election of, Abraham and his descendants (Gn. 12:1-3; 13:14-17; 15:18-21; 17:5-8, etc.). Through Abraham and his descendants God would reach out to all mankind (Gn. 12:3; 18:18; 22:17-18; 26:4; 28:14). And it was specifically through this elect family that God would act in this way (Gn. 17:18-19; 21:12). The twin concepts of covenant and election are powerful motifs in the Gn. picture of patriarchal religion.

II. Modern discovery and the patriarchal age

The precise date of the patriarchal age is difficult to determine, but there are strong reasons for placing it in the Middle Bronze Age, c 1850-1570 bc ("Abraham). This is based on the assumption that archaeological and epigraphic knowledge can give us Contemporary Information. This view is widely held today, although some writers like T. L. Thompson and J. van Seters assign the patriarchal traditions in their entirety to the Iron Age on the assumption that they are late literary inventions.

For such writers archaeology cannot reconstruct a ‘historical’ background for the contents of the patriarchal age, since by their definition there is none. We shall return to the point below. The following outline will give an idea of the more important of the discoveries of recent years. It should be recognized that the great collections of ancient documents recovered represent only a tiny Proportion of all that was written in ancient times, and are largely accidental survivors.

a.    Peoples

There is a variety of peoples mentioned in the patriarchal    narratives—Egyptians,    Amorites,

Elamites, Canaanites, Horites, Edomites, Hittites. Gn. 14 appears to refer to four specific groups. It is not possible to identify all the groups mentioned. Thus the Horites may not be the same as the Hur-rians. Indeed they are connected with Edom and S Palestine in Gn. 36:20f. Nor need the Hittites of Gn. 23 be the Hittites of Anatolia. They are rather a group of indigenous people related to Canaanites (Gn. 10:15). It is true that in the early part of the 2nd millennium there were considerable movements of peoples in the ancient Near East and one might expect to find all kinds of people in Canaan. To that extent the patriarchal narratives reflect the circumstances of the period in a general way.

Two groups of people may be of particular interest, the Hapiru and the Binyaminites of Mari. The Hapiru were widely known both geographic-ally and over a long period of time. Abraham is called a Hebrew in Gn. 14:13. This may mean that he was recognizable as being like one of the ubiqui-tous Hapiru people. The Binyaminites were semi-nomadic elements in the dimorphic society in the region of Mari and there is much to be gained by studying what may be known about this group from the Mari documents. There are numerous parallels on the sociological level with patriarchal society.

b.    Cities

Excavation has shown that in the first part of the 2nd millennium bc the ancient Near East was heir to an ancient civilization and that several of the towns in the patriarchal records were already in existence (see I, above). Details of the life lived in these towns may be learnt from the ruins of the houses, the pottery and art work, the tools and weapons, and in some cases from the written records left behind in the ruins. The town of Harran (Gn. 11:31 —32), for example, is known on clay tab-lets found in "Mari. The "Ebla tablets refer to a number of towns in Canaan which were within the ambit of its trading interest. The important Egyp. records known as the Execration Texts, dating to the 19th Century bc, refer to several which were in existence in Canaan at the time, including Jerusalem (Gn. 14:18). Certainly it could be claimed that a number of the towns of the patriarchal narratives were in existence in the early part of the 2nd millennium. In Canaan itself the great Middle Bronze Age cities like Megiddo, Hazor, Lachish, Gezer, Jericho and Shechem, among others, had already been established. Outside Canaan were great towns like Mari on the Euphrates, whose written records are of considerable significance in depicting the society of the region. Despite this wealth of material we are no nearer to determining the exact date of the Patriarchs, since these cities were in existence over many centuries. Probably all we can Claim with certainty is that the patriarchal Stories could not refer to a period earlier than when the cities referred to came into existence.

c.    Personal names

The numerous names in the patriarchal records enable a comparison with name Systems which are known from the tablet records. Numerous com-parisons can be made. Thus the name Abram is known in a number of variant forms, such as A-ba-am-ra-am, A-ba-am-ra-ma, A-ba-ra-ma, on a var-iety of texts in W Semitic areas over a long period of time, so that the name is of little use for specific dating. Names like Yaqub-ilu (Jacob-el) occur both early and late in the 2nd millennium. Some of the names of the twelve tribes such as Simeon, Ashur, Benjamin, may also be attested. The names Ishmael and Israel consist of a verbal element plus the name for deity, El. Other names like Isaac are probably hypocoristic (a special or pet name) formed from verbal elements only, e.g. Isaac (yishäq), ‘he laughs’, ‘mocks’, ‘plays’ or ‘fondles’ (Gn. 17:17; 18:12; 21:6). Extensive studies of W Semitic names, Amorite names, Mari names, etc., have been undertaken and it may be claimed that the patriarchal name System has many parallels, certainly in the early part of the 2nd millennium, but also over a longer period, so that while we gain valuable insight into the patriarchal name System as such, we are not assisted in dating the Patriarchs.

d.    Travel, trade and commerce

There was a good deal of “trade and “travel all over the Near East at this time. Clay tablets from Cappadocia indicate that as early as 2000 bc there was trade in copper and wool between Asia Minor and Assyria. Other records teil of movements of armies and the transport of booty, etc., all over the Near East. Great routes crossed from Mesopota-mia to Asia Minor and Palestine, and others down into Egypt. That a great road traversed Transjordan (the “King’s Highway, Nu. 20:17) is clear from the line of ancient towns strung out along the route not far from the modern highway. Pictures from Beni-hasan in Egypt dating to about 1900 bc depict travelling nomads, possibly metal-workers, from the general area of Palestine. From these we gain a good idea of the dress and the possessions of these people in Abraham’s time. Their main beasts of bürden seem to have been asses and don-keys. Finally, the * Ebla tablets of c. 2300 bc intro-duce us to the vast trading area over which the Ebla merchants ranged and point to wide activities in travel, trade and commerce well before the period we are proposing for the patriarchal age.

e.    The customs of the age

These have come to light from the tens of thou-sands of clay tablets which represent the docu-ments of everyday life, legal, commercial, religious and private. There are in addition some important lists of laws, such as the Laws of Hammurapi (about 1750 bc), the Code of the town of Eshnunna (19th or 18th Century bc), and the fragmentary Sumerian Codes of the kings of Lipit-Ishtar and Ur-nammu (21 st—19th centuries bc). Of the private and personal documents, those of *Nuzi (15th and 14th centuries bc), “Mari (18th Century bc), Ras Shamra (“Ugarit, 14th Century bc) and “Alalafi (17th and 15th centuries bc) should be mentioned. These combine to give a picture of the life in N Mesopotamia in the period 2000-1500 bc and form a body of Information against which we can study the patriarchal customs. Clearly documents from the 15th and 14th centuries take us beyond what we are proposing as the patriarchal age, so that they have to be used with some cau-tion. Customs change in the course of time, but they often reflect earlier practices and it would not be impossible to find helpful clues to life in the I8th Century bc by reading documents from the 15th Century bc. In general, however, documents from the same age are the most reliable source of data.

Shortly after the discovery of the Nuzi documents in the years 1925 to 1931 scholars proposed many parallels between the customs at Nuzi and the patriarchal customs. With the discovery of an increasing number of documents from other sites and from earlier centuries the Nuzi texts can now be seen to be not quite so relevant to the patriarchal narratives as was once thought. Parallels in the areas of adoption, marriage, inheritance, wife-sister marriages, sistership adoption, the ‘dying words’ of a patriarch, the performance of a period of Service before a man could claim a wife, the giving of a slave-girl as a marriage gift and several other customs, were all sought for and found in Nuzi. Writers like C. H. Gordon and E. A. Speiser were strong proponents of the view that the Nuzi documents provided a kind of quarry for patriarchal parallels. It has now become clear that of the 4,000 cuneiform tablets from Nuzi no more than a dozen have been quoted. A concomitant of this view is that the patriarchal age was sought in the 14th Century bc on the basis of links with the customs portrayed in the Ugarit, the el-Amarna and the Nuzi documents.

In fact, with a growing volume of tablet evidence parallels are more easily discovered in earlier material. Thus the most suitable example of adoption is found on an old Babylonian letter from Larsa where it is stated that a childless man could adopt his own slave, an aspect of adoption not found at Nuzi. The adoption of the son of the wife’s slave-girl is found in only one Nuzi text. It was more common for the husband to marry a second wife or take his own slave-girl as a concubine. But most of the practices concerning secondary wives are known in texts from other ancient Near Eastern sites. The dying words of a patriarch are not paral-leled in Nuzi and the wife-sister marriage proposed by E. A. Speiser lacks any real foundation either in Nuzi or in Gn. 12-50. It would seem that no special relationship exists between the Nuzi tablets and the patriarchal narratives. Yet such a search for parallels is not without value. One senses in a general way that the customs of the patriarchal narratives belong to a society not unlike the one we know from the tablet records of the early part of the 2nd millennium bc. However, many of the customs were current for several centuries and are not sufficiently precise for chronological purposes, though they may be useful for sociological purposes. One of the most fruitful lines of investiga-tion is a study of nomadism and sedentarization in the ancient Near Eastern dimorphic societies such as that at Mari. If such a study is combined with a continued search for parallels in customs we may be able to gain a better idea both of patriarchal society and of the period of the patriarchal age. It is also important to realize that there may not be a specific parallel in extra-biblical material to a par-ticular patriarchal custom, since it was peculiar to the patriarchal group.

III. The historical value of the patriarchal rceords

It may be claimed that in general a notable change has come over scholarship since the days of J. Wellhausen at the end of the 19th Century. His view was that we can attain to no historical knowledge of the Patriarchs from the biblical records, but that these are rather a reflection of the times of those men who wrote the stories in a much later day. The view is not quite forgotten and has been brought forward again by Thomas L. Thompson (1974) and J. van Seters (1975). Van Seters has raised questions about the degree to which oral tradition lies behind the stories in Gn. and is inclined to minimize its influence. He argues that it is impos-sible to identify specifically the personal names, places, peoples and customs of the patriarchal narratives. He can find no specific place for the Patriarchs in world events and holds that archaeology contributes very little, if anything, in elucidating their background. He also makes much of the so-called anachronisms like camels and Philistines. Hence he calls into question the whole scholarly search for parallels with the 2nd millennium and suggests instead that the traditions were largely moulded by and for the social and religious Community of a later date, including the period of the Exile. This later literary activity must take priority in discussing the Gn. records. The themes of the divine promise to Abraham and the covenant were used by writers to support the dynastic ideology of the Monarchy, but they were late inventions. Thompson follows a somewhat similar line, al-though there are difTerences in detail between his approach and that of van Seters. There have been severe criticisms of these two writers. Other modern writers who have questioned the historical value of the patriarchal records are A. Alt and M. Noth, although both appear to admit that there may well be important elements of tradition which are of historical value, carried over from earlier times.

It may be agreed that a generation of scholars in recent years has made some excessive Claims about several aspects of the patriarchal narratives. But it is an over-reaction to deny to these narratives any historical value. Even if we recognize them as literary-theological documents woven together from the traditions which were handed down from past centuries, there is no good reason to deny that they contain a good deal of archaic and historical material. The very strength of the theological ideas of promise and covenant required that the Patriarchs were more than mere literary inventions.

Many historical issues remain unsolved. Exact dating is impossible and precise definition of the patriarchal society and its customs in terms of a related Contemporary society is not possible at present. But most present-day scholars show a dis-position to treat the patriarchal records with far more respect from the point of view of their historical value than did some earlier scholars. The wisest course to follow at present is to await further evidence from all the sources. More research should enable the scholars to synthesize more ac-curately the biblical and the non-biblical material. In the meantime great theological doctrines like covenant, election, faith, obedience, promise, remain unobscured. Such doctrines have been the foundation of Israel’s faith over the centuries and have also played a significant role in the faith of Christians. Few writers would disagree with this lauer Statement, whatever their view about the historicity of the Gn. narratives.

Bibliography. J. Bright, A Hislory of Israel3. 1972, ch. 2; H. Cazelles, DBS, fase. 36, cols. 81-156; W. G. Dever, ‘Palestine in the Second Millennium BCE: the Archaeological Picture’, in J H Hayes and J M. Miller, Israelile and Judaean His-tory, 1977, pp. 70-120; N. Glueck, ‘The Age of Abraham in the Negeb’, BA 18, 1955, pp. 2fT.; BASOR 149, Feb. 1958, pp. 8ff.; 152, Dec. 1958. pp. 18fT.; C. H. Gordon, ‘Biblical Customs and the Nuzu Tablets’, BA 3, 1940, pp. lff; K. M. Kenyon, ‘Palestine in the Middle Bronze Age’, CAH, 2/1. pp. 77-116; J. R. Küpper, Les Nomads en Mesopo-tamie au temps des rois de Mari, 1957; J. T. Luke, ‘Abraham and the Iron Age, Reflections on the New Patriarchal Studies’, JSOT 4, 1977, pp. 35-47; A. R. Millard and D. J. Wiseman (eds.), Essays on the Patriarchal Narratives, 1980; H. H. Rowley, ‘Recent Discovery and the Patriarchal Age’, BJRL 32, 1949-50, pp. 44ff.; M. J Selman, ‘The Social Environment of the Patriarchs’, TynB 27, 1976, pp. 114-136; E. A. Speiser, JBL 74, 1955, pp. 252ff; idem, Genesis, AB, 1964; T. L. Thompson, The Historicity of the Patriarchal Narratives, 1974; R. de Vaux, Histoire ancienne d'Israel, 1971, pp. 157— 273; J. van Seters, Abraham in History and Tradition, 1975; C. J. Mullo Weir, ‘Nuzi’, in D. W. Thomas (ed.), Archaeology and Old Testament Study, 1967, pp. 73-86; D. J. Wiseman, BS 134, 1977, pp 123-130; 137, 1977, pp. 228-237.

J.A.T.

Ignatius, Polycarp—this title is regularly applied, though only for Polycarp is there unmistakable evidence of direct contact with the apostles. All these early writings are practical, not scholarly or speculative. If one senses the immediate drop from the NT, the contrast of their directness with the tortuous intellectualism of, say, the Gospel of Truth, their Contemporary, or with the fetid at-mosphere of the apocrypha is also marked.

The works listed below represent some earlier patristic writings.

1

 The biblical picturc

The patriarchal age covering the life-spans of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob is described in Gn. 12-50, although chs. 39-50 are concerned more with Joseph. It is extremely difficult to give a date for the patriarchal period and scholars hold widely differ-ing views within a ränge of about 1900 bc to 1500 bc. Biblical data is insufficient to settle the matter and we are forced to propose tentative dates by comparing data within the patriarchal stories in Gn. with extra-biblical data from the first part of the 2nd millennium bc. There is a further difficulty in drawing a general picture of the patriarchal

2

PATRIARCHAL AGE.

3

PATRISTIC LITERATURE. The importance for many branches of NT study of the extra-canonical early Christian literature, both the fragments from unorthodox writings and * NT Apocrypha, on the one hand, and the patristic writings (i.e. the non-apocryphal and non-sectarian ancient Christian writings), on the other, is widely recognized. For the history of the * Canon of the NT and the estab-lishmeni of its text (*Texts and Versions, IV) the patristic allusions and quotations from biblical books are obviously indispensable. In exegesis, also, the Gk. Fathers in particular have to be taken into account and what writers such as Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria and, above all, Origen say about unwritten traditions demands attention. But, in a wider aspect, the 2nd-century Gk. and Lat.-speaking church, with all its differences in ethos from the apostolic age, is the outcome of the Jerusalem Pentecost assembly, and any Illumination of the path between them is likely to cast its light backwards as well as forwards.

Unfortunately, at present a very ill-lit tunnel extends from the later apostolic age to the great apologists of the middle and later 2nd Century. It is a period of intensified persecution and pernicious Propaganda (as predicted in 2 Tim. 3 and else-where); the church is widely spread through and (in the E) beyond the Roman empire; Israel has been repudiated in ad 70, and with it any effective pri-macy of the Jerusalem church has ended. The name ‘Apostolic Fathers’, originally meant to des-ignate men in contact with, or appointed by, the apostles, has long been given to writings associated with this period; but lists of the Apostolic Fathers vary considerably. To three—Clement of Rome.


I.    Clement of Rome

A long Gk. letter addressed from the church of God sojourning in Rome to that in Corinth has come down under the name of Clement (1 Clement). There is no ground for identifying him with the Clement of Phil. 4:3, or with Flavius Clemens, Domitian’s cousin. He is doubtless the person who appears third in Roman episcopal succession lists, but the term ‘bishop of Rome’ in the usual sense would be an anachronism, for in the letter ‘bishop’ is equivalent to ‘presbyter’.

The occasion is a disturbance in the church at Corinth in which legitimately appointed presby-ters have been ejected. Clement, on behalf of his church, appeals for peace and order, and asks them to remember the analogy of the ordered worship of old Israel and the apostolic principle of ap-pointing a continuance of reputable men.

The date is almost certainly about the time of Domitian’s persecution, ad 95-96, i.e. within the NT period.

The so-called second Epistle of Clement (2 Clement) is a homily of unknown (though 2nd-century) date and authorship. Cf. K. P. Donfried, The Setting of Second Clement in Early Chrislian-ity, 1974.

II.    Ignatius

Ignatius, bishop of Antioch, was on his way to martyrdom in Rome in Trajan’s reign (ad 98-117, probably late in that period) when he wrote seven letters which were gathered into a corpus: to the Asian churches at Ephesus, Magnesia, Tralles, Philadelphia and Smyrna, to his friend Polycarp, bishop of Smyrna, and to the Roman church, asking them not to intervene to prevent his martyrdom.

Ignatius approaches nearer than any other 2nd-century writer to sublimity as he speaks of the mysteries of incarnation and salvation. But he writes hurriedly and often obscurely: and he is consumed with the desire for martyrdom and ob-sessed with the necessity for close adhesion to the bishop. Some have taken this to imply that government by a single bishop, as distinct from presbyters, was still fairly new in Asia. Ignatius mentions no bishop when writing to Rome.

The letters were heavily interpolated and others added by forgers, usually dated in the 4th-century (but see J. W. Hannah, JBL 79, 1960, pp. 221 ff.). On the setting see V. Corwin, St. Ignatius and Christianity in Antioch, 1960.

III.    Polycarp

Polycarp was one of the most revered figures of Christian antiquity. He was bishop of Smyrna when Ignatius wrote: at a great age he was martyred. The date of his martyrdom, of which a moving early account survives, is disputed: ad 155/6 and ad 168 are canvassed (see W. Telfer, JTS n.s. 3, 1952, pp. 79fT). He had known the apostles, and John in particular, and he taught Irenaeus (Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 3. 3. 4; Eusebius, EH 5.

20). He thus links the apostolic age and the late 2nd-century church. A letter to the Philippians survives, earnest and gracious. Ch. 13 is written without news of Ignatius’ fate. P. N. Harrison (Polycarp's Two Epislles to the Philippians, 1936) argues that it is a separate early letter, and that chs. 1-12 were written c. ad 135-7 and confiated with it.

IV.    The Didache

The Didache is a problematical work, consisting of teaching (which appears in other works) on the ways of life and of death, a brief church order, dealing with baptism, fasting, prayer, eucharist, ministers and prophets, and closing with an apoca-lypse. It has many peculiar features, according exactly neither with church order in the NT nor with what we know of the 2nd-century church. It has been argued that it is a genuine early work (e.g. J. P. Audet, La Didache, 1958, dates it ad 60), that it is a late-2nd-century reconstruction, or that it represents a church out of the main stream. It seems to be Syrian.

V.    Papias

Papias was bishop of Hierapolis in the early 2nd Century and devoted much care to a five volume ‘Exposition of the Oracles of the Lord’, which survives only in tantalizing fragments in Irenaeus and Eusebius. Its date is uncertain: nothing later than ad 130 is likely. At all events he was in contact with hearers of the apostles (* Mark, Gospel of; •Matthew).

VI.    Barnabas

The Epistle of Barnabas is probably Alexandrine, from the early 2nd Century. It is strongly anti-Jewish in tone, and marked by forced allegorical exegesis. It includes a form of the ‘Two Ways’. The work is anonymous; its attribution to Barnabas (if the apostle is meant) is doubtless an early guess. It may, however, have led to its being read for a time in some churches (cf. Eusebius, EH 3. 25). See further P. Prigent, L'Epitre de Barnabe 1-16, 1962.

VII.    Hermas

The Shepherd of Hermas is a symbolic work in-tended to rouse a lax church and call to repentance Christians who had sinned: making clear— obviously a disputed point—that post-baptismal sin was not necessarily unforgivable. It is divided, rather artificially, into Visions, Tractates and Mandates.

Critical and historical problems abound. The Muratorian Fragment says it was written recently, by the brother of bishop Pius of Rome (c. ad 140), but there are some marks of earlier date, and, inferior work as it seems now, it had a period of reception as Scripture in some churches. It appears in Codex Sinaiticus of the NT. See H. Chadwick, JTS n.s. 8, 1957, pp. 274fT. Cf. also J. Reilir.g, Hermas and Christian Prophecy, 1973, for a study of the eleventh Mandate.
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PAUL.

I. Life

a.    Background

From Paul’s birth until his appearance in Jerusalem as a persecutor of Christians there is little Information concerning his life. Although of the tribe of Benjamin and a zealous member of the Pharisee party (Rom. 11:1; Phil. 3:5; Acts 23:6), he was born in Tarsus a Roman Citizen (Acts 16:37; 21:39; 22:25fT). Jerome cites a tradition that Paul’s forbears were from Galilee. It is not certain whether they migrated to Tarsus for commercial reasons or were settled there as colonists by a Syrian ruler. That they were citizens suggests that they had resided there for some time.

Sir William Ramsay and others have shown that Tarsus truly was ‘no mean city’. It was a centre of learning, and scholars generally have assumed that Paul became acquainted with various Gk. phil-osophies and religious cults during his youth there. Van Unnik has challenged this assumption. He argues that the relevant texts (Acts 22:3; 26:4f.) place Paul in Jerusalem as a very small child; Acts 22:3 is to be read in sequence: (i) born in Tarsus;

(ii) brought up at my mother’s knee (anatethram-menos) in this city; (iii) educated at the feet of Rabban *Gama!iel the elder. As a ‘young man’ (Acts 7:58; Gal. l:13f.; 1 Cor. 15:9) Paul wasgiven official authority to direct the persecution of Christians and as a member of a synagogue or Sanhedrin council ‘cast my vote against them’ (Acts 26:10). In the light of Paul’s education and early prominence we may presume that his family was of some means and of prominent Status; his nephew’s access to the Jerusalem leaders accords with this impression (Acts 23:16, 20).

Of Paul’s personal appearance the canonical account suggests only that it was not impressive (1 Cor. 2:3f.; 2 Cor. 10:10). A more vivid picture, which Deissmann (p. 58) and Ramsay (CRE, pp. 31 f.) incline to credit, occurs in the apocryphal Acts of Paul and Thecla: ‘And he saw Paul coming, a man little of stature, thin-haired upon the head, crooked in the legs, of good state of body, with eyebrows joining, and nose somewhat hooked, full of grace: for sometimes he appeared like a man, and sometimes he had the face of an angel.’

b.    Comersion and early ministry

While there is no evidence that Paul was acquainted with Jesus during his earthly ministry (2 Cor. 5:16 means only to ‘regard from a human point of view’), his Christian kinsmen (cf. Rom. 16:7) and his experience of the martyrdom of Stephen (Acts 8:1) must have made an impact upon him. The glorified Jesus’ question in Acts 26:14 implies as much. The result of Paul’s en-counter with the risen Christ gives ample assurance that it was an experience of a healthy mind; and it can be adequately interpreted, as indeed Luke does interpret it, only as a miraculous act, which trans-formed Christ’s enemy into his apostle. The three accounts in Acts (chs. 9, 22, 26) attest not only the significancc of Paul’s conversion for Luke’s theme (cf. CBQ 15, 1953, pp. 315-338), but also, as J. Dupont and M. E. Thrall have suggested in the Bruce Festschrift, its essential importance for Paul’s Christology and his Interpretation of his ministry to the Gentiles. Cf Kim, Origin, pp. 135-138, 170fT, 338.

Apart from an interval in the Transjordan desert, Paul spent the 3 years following his baptism preaching in Damascus (Gal. 1:17; Acts 9:19fF). Under pressure from the Jews he fled to Jerusalem, where Barnabas ventured to introduce him to leaders of the understandably suspicious Christians. His ministry in Jerusalem lasted scarcely 2 weeks, for again certain Hellenistic Jews sought to kill him. To avoid them, Paul returned to the city of his birth, spending there a ‘silent period’ of some 10 years. No doubt it is silent only to us. Barnabas, hearing of his work and remembering their first meeting, requested Paul to come to Antioch to help in a flourishing Gentile mission (Gal. 1:17fT.; Acts 9:26fr.; 1 l:20fT). These newly named ‘Christians’ soon began their own missionary work. After a year of notable blessing Paul and Barnabas were sent on a ‘famine visit’ to help stricken col-leagues in Judaea.

c. Mission to Galatia—the Council of Jerusalem— mission to Greece

Upon their return from Jerusalem—about ad 46— Paul and Barnabas, commissioned by the church in Antioch, embarked on an evangelistic tour. It took them across the island of Cyprus and through ‘S Galatia’ (Acts 13-14). Their strategy, which became a pattem for the Pauline missions, was to preach first in the synagogue. Some Jews and Gentile ‘Godfearers’ accepted the message and became the nucleus for a local assembly. When the mass of Jews rejected the gospel, sometimes with violence, the focus of the preaching shifted to the Gentiles (cf. Acts 13:46f.). Despite these perils and the de-fection at Perga of their helper, John Mark, the mission succeeded in establishing a Christian wit-ness in Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, Lystra, Derbe and possibly Perga.

Meanwhile the influx of Gentiles into the church raised serious questions concerning their relations to Jewish laws and customs. A number of Jewish Christians were insisting that Gentiles must be cir-cumcised and observe the Mosaic law if they were to be received ‘at par’ in the Christian community. Upon his return to Antioch (c. ad 49), Paul, seeing in this Judaizing movement a threat to the very nature of the gospel, expressed his Opposition in no uncertain terms. First, he rebuked Peter pub-licly (Gal. 2:14), after the latter, to avoid a breach with certain Judaizers, had separated himself from Gentile Christians. Secondly, hearing that the Judaizing heresy was infecting his recently estab-lished churches, Paul wrote a stinging letter of warning to the Galatians in which the Pauline credo, ‘Salvation by grace through faith’, was forcefully presented.

These events in Antioch gave rise to the first great theological crisis in the church. To resolve the Problems which it raised, the church in Antioch sent Paul and Barnabas to confer with the ‘apostles and elders’ in Jerusalem (c. ad 50, Acts 15). The ensuing council gave the judgment that Gentiles should havc ‘no greater bürden’ than to abstain from food oflered to idols, blood-meat, meat from strangled animals and unchastity (or incest mar-riage). The effect of this decision was to sustain Paul’s contention that Gentiles were under no Obligation to keep the Mosaic law The restrictions mentioned seem to have been principally for local application (cf. 1 Cor. 8) and as an aid to Jewish-Gentile relations.

Because of diflerences with Barnabas (over taking John Mark with them again) Paul took a new companion, Silas, on his 2nd missionary tour (Acts 15:40—18:22). From Antioch they travelled overland to the churches of ‘S Galatia’ and at Lystra added young Timothy to the party. Forbid-den by the Holy Spirit to evangelize W, they jour-neyed N through ‘N Galatia’, where some converts may have been made (cf. Acts 16:6; 18:23). At Troas Paul in a vision saw a ‘man of Macedonia’ beckoning to him. Thus his evangelization of Greece began. In Macedonia missions were estab-lished in Philippi, Thessalonica and Beroea; in Achaia, or S Greece, Athens and Corinth were visited. In the latter city Paul remained almost 2 years founding a Christian fellowship that was to be the source of both joy and trial in the future. Through his co-workers (Luke the physician joined the party in Troas) and by correspondence (the Epistles to the Thessalonians) he kept in touch also with the struggling young churches in Macedonia. The Holy Spirit now moved Paul to turn his eyes once more upon the earlier forbidden province of Asia. Departing from Corinth, he stopped briefly at Ephesus, the commercial metropolis of Asia, and left as an advance party his Corinthian col-leagues Priscilla and Aquila. In a quick trip back to Antioch—via Jerusalem—Paul completed his ‘second missionary journey’ and, after a final sojourn in Antioch, prepared to move his base of Operation W to Ephesus.

d. The Aegean ministry

In many ways the Aegean period (c. ad 53-58; Acts 18:23-20:38) was the most important of Paul’s life. The province of Asia, so important for the later church, was evangelized; and the Christian out-posts in Greece secured. Düring these years he wrote the Corinthian letters, Rom. and perhaps one or more of the Prison Epistles (Eph., Phil., Col., Phm ), which in the providence of God were to constitute a holy and authoritative Scripture for all generations. For the apostle this was a time of triumph and defeat, of gospel proclamation and threatening heresies, of joy and frustration, of ac-tivity and prison meditation. The risen Christ used all these things to mould Paul into his image and to speak through Paul his word to the church.

From Antioch Paul travelled overland through the familiär Galatian region to Ephesus. There he met certain ‘disciples’, including Apollos, who had known John the Baptist and, presumably, Jesus (Acts 18:24fT.). On this foundation the church grew, and God performed such extraordinary miracles that certain Jewish exorcists began, with-out success, to use the name of ‘Jesus whom Paul preaches’. Opposition from devotees of the city’s patron goddess, Artemis (Diana), was soon aroused; and Demetrius, a prosperous idol-maker, succeeded (from motives other than piety) in incit-ing the people to riot. Paul doubtless had made a number of short trips from Ephesus; he took this occasion, some 3 years after his arrival, to make a final visit to the churches in the Aegean area. Through Troas he came to Macedonia, where he wrote 2 Cor. and, after a time, travelled S to Corinth. There he spent the winter and wrote a letter to the ‘Romans’ before retracing his steps to Mile-tus, a port near Ephesus. After a touching farewell Paul, ‘bound in the Spirit’ and under threatening clouds, sailed towards Jerusalem and almost certain arrest. This did not deter him, for Asia had been conquered and he had visions of Rome.

e. The Caesarean and Roman imprisonment—Paul s dealh

Paul disembarked at Caesarea and, with a Collection for the poor, arrived at Jerusalem at Pentecost (Acts 21:23f.; cf. 1 Cor. 16:3f.; 2 Cor. 9; Rom. 15:25ff.). Although he was careful to observe the Temple rituals, Jewish pilgrims from Ephesus, re-membering ‘the apostle to the Gentiles’, accused him of violating the Temple and incited the crowds to riot. He was placed under arrest but was permit-ted to address the crowd and later the Sanhedrin.

To prevent his being lynched, Paul was removed to Caesarea, where ‘Felix, the Roman governor, imprisoned him for 2 years (c. ad 58-60, Acts 23-

26). At that time Festus, Felix’s successor, indi-cated that he might give Paul to the Jews for trial. Knowing the outcome of such a ‘trial’, Paul, as a Roman Citizen, appealed to Caesar. After a moving interview before the governor and his guests, King Agrippa and Bernice, he was sent under guard to Rome. Thus, under circumstances hardly antici-pated, the risen Christ fulfilled the apostle’s dream and his own word to Paul: ‘You must bear witness also at Rome’ (Acts 23:11). Paul had a stormy sea-voyage and, after being wrecked, spent the winter on Malta (c. ad 61). He reacbed Rome in the spring and spent the next 2 years under house-arrest ‘teaching about the Lord Jesus Christ quite openly’ (Acts 28:31). Here the story of Acts ends, and the rest of Paul’s life must be pieced together from other sources. (A helpful survey of the apos-tolic age, and Paul’s place in it, is F. F. Bruce, New Testament History, 1969.)

Most probably Paul was released in ad 63 and visited Spain and the Aegean area before his re-arrest and death at the hands of Nero (r. ad 67). 1 Clement (5. 5-7; ?ad 95), the Muratorian Canon (c. ad 170), and the apocryphal (Vercelli) Acts of Peter (1.3; c. ad 200) witness to a journey to Spain; and the Pastoral Epistles appear to involve a post-Acts ministry in the East. To the end Paul fought the good fight, finished the course and kept the faith. His Crown awaits him (cf. 2 Tim. 4:7f.).

II. Chronology

a. General reconstruction

The book of Acts, augmented with data from the Epistles and from Jewish and secular sources, con-tinues to serve as the chronological framework of most scholars. Its essential compatibility with the sequence of Paul’s mission, detectable (in part) in his letters, is evident (cf. T. H. Campbell, JBL 74, 1955, pp. 80-87). However, its sketchiness and chronological vagueness, even in those periods treated, is increasingly conceded; and there is a growing willingness to interpolate (e.g. an Eph-esian imprisonment) into the framework from other data or reconstructions. Fixed dates with secular history are not numerous. The most certain is the proconsulship of Gallio (cf. Acts 18:12), which may be fixed in ad 51-2 (Deissmann) or ad 52-3 (Jackson and Lake; cf. K. Haacker, BZ 16, 1972, pp. 252-255). If in Acts 18:12 Gallio had only recently assumed office (Deissmann), Paul’s sojourn in Corinth may be dated between the end of ad 50 and the autumn ad 52. This accords with the ‘recent’ expulsion of Priscilla and Aquila from Rome (Acts 18:2), which may be dated c. ad 50 (Ramsay, SPT, p. 254). The accession of Festus (Acts 24:27) is often placed in ad 59 or 60. But the lack of any clear evidence leaves the matter un-certain (cf. C. E. B. Cranfield, Romans, ICC, 1975, pp. 14f; Robinson, pp. 43—46).

Besides the three dates above, the mention of King Aretas of Nabatea (2 Cor. 11:32), the famine in Judaea (Acts 11:28) and Paul’s trip to Spain and martyrdom in Rome under Nero (Rom. 15:28; I Clement 5; Eus., EH 2. 25-3. 1) provide some less specific chronological data as follows. First, Damascus coins showing Roman occupation are present until ad 33, but from ad 34 to 62 they are lacking; this places a terminus a quo for Paul’s con-version at ad 31 (i.e. ad 34 minus 3; cf. Gal. 1:18; ICC on 2 Cor. 11:32). (But the Nabateans appar-ently took control at the accession of Caligula in ad 37; cf. A. H. M. Jones, The Cities of the Easlern Roman Provinces2, 1971.) Secondly, Josephus (Ant. 20. 101) notes a severe famine c. ad 44-48, prob-ably to be located in ad 46. Thirdly, from tradition Paul’s death may be dated with some probability in the lauer years of Nero, c. ad 67.

b. The relation of Acts and Galatians The only fully satisfying chronology is one in which there is a consensus of Acts, the Epistles and extra-biblical sources. One continuing problem for such a synthesis has been the relation between Acts and Galatians. The identification of Paul’s visit to Jerusalem in Gal. 1:18 with Acts 9:26ff. is seldom questioned: the second visit in Gal. 2:lff. poses the basic problem. Three views are current: Gal. 2 equals Acts 15, or Acts 11: 27-30, or Acts 11 and

15. In the past the first view has commanded the largest advocacy (cf. E. de W. Burton, The Epistle to the Galatians, 1921, pp. II 5ff.), and it continues to attract some commentators (cf. H. Schlier, An die Galater, 1951, pp. 66ff.; H. Ridderbos, Galatians, 1953, pp. 34f.). The following objections, among others, have combined to undermine it: Gal. 2 pictures a second visit and a private meeting without reference to any document; Acts 15 is a third visit involving a public council and culminat-ing in an official decree. Many scholars regard it as incredible that Gal. would, in a highly relevant context, omit mention of the Apostoiic Council and decree.

The second view, often associated with the S Ga-latian theory, revives an interpretation of Calvin and removes a number of these objections. Acts 11 is a second visit, by revelation, and concerned with the poor (cf. Gal. 2:1-2, 10); the Apostoiic Council in Acts 15 occurs after the writing of Gal. and, therefore, is not germane to the problem. Advanced in modern times by Ramsay (SPT, pp. 54flf.) and recently advocated by Bruce (BJRL 51, 1968-9, pp. 305fT.; 54, 1971-2, pp. 266f), it is prob-ably the prevailing view among British scholars (cf. C. S. C. Williams, The Acts of the Apostles, 1957, pp. 22fr.).

Dissatisfied with both alternatives, most Continental writers (e.g. Goguel, Jeremias), followed by a number in Britain and America (e.g. K. Lake, A. D. Nock), regard Acts 11 and Acts 15 asdupli-cate accounts of Gal. 2, which Luke, using both sources, failed to merge (cf Haenchen, pp. 64f, 377). Against Ramsay, Lake urges that if the Judaizing problem is settled in Acts 11 (= Gal. 2), Acts 15 is superfluous. Gal. 2:9, however, pictures not a Settlement but only a private, tacit approval of Paul’s gospel and is incidental to the purpose of the visit which, as Lake admits, is the 'care of the poor’ (BC, 5, pp. 201 f). Haenchen (p. 377) rejects Ramsay’s ‘crucial’ application of Gal. 2:10 to the famine visit. He may be correct in identifying the ‘poor’ with the Gentile mission (Gal. 2:9), but it scarcely has the vital significance which he attrib-utes to it. Ramsay’s reconstruction, even with some exegetical gnats, remains the more probable alternative. Basically the view identifying Acts 11 and Acts 15 arises from the traditional equation of Gal. 2 and Acts 15, and also from an excessively negative estimate of Luke’s acquaintance with and interpretation of the primary sources. Since Gal. 2 = Acts 11 provides ‘a perfectly clear historical development’ (W. L. Knox, The Acts of the Apostles, 1948, p. 49), the other is unnecessarily com-plex. Other views of the problem are expressed by T. W. Manson (BJRL 24, 1940, pp. 58-80), who identifies Gal. 2 with a visit prior to Acts 11, and

M. Dibelius (Studies in Acts, 1956, p. 100), whose excessive tendenz criticism denies to both Acts 11 and Acts 15 any Claim to historicity.

c. A new reconstruction

Convinced that the Acts framework is unreliable, John Knox (Chapters in a Life of Paul, 1950, pp. 74-88) offers an imaginative chronological reconstruction from the evidence of the letters. A 14-year ‘silent period’ (ad 33-47) is impossible; therefore, the apostle’s missionary activities and some letters are largely to be placed between his first (ad 38; Gal. 1:18) and second (ad 51; Gal. 2 = Acts 15) visits to Jerusalem. The final tour ends with his ‘collection visit’ and arrest (ad 51-3; Rom. 15:25; 1 Cor. I6:3f). Why a silent period (which means simply that it yields no extant letters and did not fit Luke’s theme) is so impossible is not readily appar-ent; and the traditional equation of Acts 15 and Gal. 2 also is open to question. Knox’s fertile mind has found here more admirers than followers, for ‘it is difficult to exchange tradition with im-agination (as we find it in Acts) for imagination (however reasonable) without tradition’ (Davies, TCERK, p. 854). Nevertheless, further attempts have been made to reconstruct the Pauline mission solely from the letters. Cf. Kümmel, INT, pp. 253f; G. Lüdemann, Paulus der Heidenapostel, 1979.

III. History of criticism

a. Early developments

In a brilliant historical survey Albert Schweitzer (Paul and his Interpreters', cf. also Feine, Paulus, pp. 11-206; Ridderbos, Paul, 1976, pp. 13—43) traces the development of critical studies in Germany following the Reformation. For the orthodox, Scrip-ture sometimes was little more than a mine of credal proof texts; exegesis became the servant of dogma. The 18th Century witnessed a reaction by pietists and rationalists, who, each for his own purpose, sought to distinguish exegesis from credal conclusions. Philological exegesis and the interpretation of Scripture by Scripture became normative for scientific interpretation.

This development perhaps finds its most important expression in J. S. Semler, who, with J. D. Michaelis, pioneered the development of literary-historical criticism. His ‘Prolegomena’ to theo-logical hermeneutics, ‘Paraphrases’ of Rom. and Cor., and other writings emphasize that the NT is a temporally conditioned document in which the purely cultural references are to be distinguished and/or eliminated. Philology exists to serve histor-ical criticism. Our copies of Paul’s letters have a ‘church liturgy’ format and we must, then, face the possibility that they originally had a different form. Specifically, Semler suggests that Rom. 15 and 16; 2 Cor. 9; 12:14-13:14 were separate docu-ments, later incorporated into the larger Epistles. Foreshadowing the conclusions of F. C. Baur, Semler contrasts Paul’s non-Jewish ideas with the Jewish-Christian party whom the apostle opposed; the General Epistles reflect an effort to mediate in this conflict. On questions of authorship a trend appeared in J. E. C. Schmidt (1805), who, on liter-ary grounds, doubted the authenticity of 1 Tim. and 2 Thes. Schleiermacher (1807), Eichhorn (1812), and De Wette (1826) brought 2 Tim., Tit. and Eph. under question.

b. The Tübingen School

ln 19th-century Germany exegesis was fully trans-formed from the ‘servant of dogma’ to the ‘servant of scientific philosophy’ (cf. Kümmel, Problems, pp. 130-143; S. Neill, The Interpretation of the New Testament, 1861-1961, 1964, pp. 10-28). Most sig-nificant in this regard for Pauline studies was F. C. Baur of Tübingen. He was not content merely to test the authenticity of ancient documents, a populär practice since the Renaissance. His was a ‘positive criticism’ which sought to find the documents’ true historical setting and meaning. In Symbolik und Mythologie, the book which brought about his faculty appointment, he revealed the set of his mind and of his future work with the declaration that ‘without philosophy history seems to me for ever dead and mute’ (1. xi). In this matter Baur found in Hegelian dialectic—which viewed all historical movement as a series of theses (advance), antitheses (reaction) and syntheses (= a new thesis)—an appropriate key to interpret the history of the apostolic age (cf. Ellis, Prophecy', pp. 86-89; Haenchen, pp. 15-24). He had argued earlier (1831) that 1 Cor. 1:12 depicted a conflict between Pauline-Gentile and Petrine-Jewish Christianity. He later saw in Acts and the smaller Pauline Epistles and in the ‘Gnostic’ opponents of ‘the so-called Pastoral letters’ (1835) a more developed stage of the conflict in which, in the fight against Gnosticism, the original Pauline ‘thesis’ and Petrine ‘antithesis’ were finally resolved by the late 2nd Century into an early Catholic ‘synthesis’. In this ‘tendency criticism’ all NT writings which ‘tended’ towards compromise between Paul and the original apostles were viewed as later attempts to read back a subsequent unity into the apostolic period. After Baur’s thoroughgoing scything only five NT documents remained uncontested wit-nesses from the apostolic period. Apart from Rev. all were Paul’s: Rom., Cor. and Gal. The then current literary analysis of Paul’s letters favoured Baur’s reconstruction and, in turn, the lauer accentuated and confirmed the suspicions of the more extreme literary critics. The Tübingen school rapidly became the dominant factor in NT criticism.

Using Baur’s logic and sparked by Bruno Bauer’s commentary on Acts (1850), an ultra-radical school questioned the genuineness of all Pauline literature. First, Acts knows no Pauline letters, and its simple picture of the apostle may be more primitive than the letters; disagreements even within Rom. and Gal. suggest several hands and a later time. Secondly, if Pauline thought (Paulinism) is the Hellenization of Christianity, as Baur thought, is it possible that this was accomplished so quickly and by one man? Could anti-Jewish feel-ing or Paul’s high Christology have developed in a Palestinian-based church so soon after Jesus’ death? No; the conflict itself is the climax of a long development, and Paulinism is to be identified with a 2nd-century Gnostic party who used the apostle’s ‘letters’ as an authoritative vehicle for their own ideas. Why letters? Because apostolic letters already had a position of authority. Why Paul? This is impossible to say.

For all their logic the radicals succeeded only in convincing themselves. The citation of Paul in 1 Clement (?ad 95) and Ignatius (ad 110), and the neglect of Paulinism and lack of any anti-Jewish conflict in the post-apostolic literature were fatal to their argument. The omission in Acts of Pauline literary activity was a (not very strong) argument from silence. The net result of the ‘ultra-Tübingen school’ was to undermine Tübingen itself. For, within their common assumption that Paul was the Hellenizer of Christianity and that Hegel supplied the key to history, the radicals had the better argument.

Baur’s views came under attack from the con-servatives (e.g. J. C. K. von Hofmann) and the followers of Schleiermacher (e.g. Ewald); perhaps the cruellest and most telling blow was from A. Ritschl, a former disciple. Both Ritschl and von Hofmann rejected the alleged hostility between Paul and the original disciples. The latter’s em-phasis upon the unity of apostolic teaching was in the next Century to find renewed expression in the writings of P. Feine and A. Schlauer and in the kerygmatic theology of C. H. Dodd. A moderating literary criticism, even among Baur’s disciples (e.g. Pfleiderer), revised the estimate of genuine Pauline Epistles sharply upward. Apart from the Pastorais, the majority excluded only 2 Thes. and Eph., and their acceptance (e.g. by Harnack, Jülicher) was no longer a mark of conservatism.

With its literary and philosophical presupposi-tions undermined, the influence of Tübingen waned. Nevertheless, by tying literary analysis to an imaginative philosophical synthesis Baur, whom Godet called Semler redivivus, dominated NT criticism (as Semler never did) for half a Century. Again, although his own exegesis proved to have a philosophical bias unacceptable to later historians (and to all committed to a theistic interpretation of history), Baur brought into promin-ence an inductive historical approach to earliest Christianity and l'reed research from a tradition which came to much of the data with its conclusions already assumed. For this, all students can appreciate his labours. Finally, because Baur’s reconstruction placed in bold relief the problems facing historians of the apostolic age, he largely set the course of future studies. What was the relationship between Paul and Jesus? What was the influence of Jewish and Hellenistic thought in the apostolic church? What are the proper philo-sophical presuppositions for a study of Christian origins? The Tübingen school died, and there is no apparent sign of an early resurrection. (Its airing in

S. G. F. Brandon’s The Fall of Jerusalem and the Christian Church, 1951, does not appear to have imparted life.) But the forces which gave it birth continued fecund and, for a corpse, Tübingen retained a remarkable familiarity with the follow-ing generations.

c.    British contributions in the 19th Century British (and American) scholars interacted with the Tübingen reconstruction; but, with one or two exceptions (e.g. S. Davidson), they did not find it persuasive. Likewise, the Pauline Corpus (minus Heb.) continued to find acceptance. In America some rejected the Pastorais (e.g. B. W. Bacon, A. C. McGiffert); Britain, following J. B. Lightfoot (Bib-lical Essays, 1904, pp. 397-410), generally accepted them in a post-Acts setting. Nevertheless, with characteristic caution, British scholars influenced future criticism more than is generally realized by solid historical exegesis (e.g. Lightfoot, Ramsay) and by relating Paul to Contemporary Jewish thought (e.g. F. W. Farrar, H. St J Thackeray). W. M. Ramsay’s espousal of the Lucan authorship of Acts after thoroughgoing archaeologica! and historical research was particularly influentia! for the critical reconstruction of Paul’s life (cf. SPT, pp. 20ff.; W. K. Hobart’s conclusions regarding The Medical Language of St Luke, 1882, also remain, with qualifications, a valid contribution in this area). With the advocacy of the German scholars Harnack and Deissmann this conclusion has been strengthened, although some recent stu-dents, as Haenchen, have argued anew against the tradition.

d.    Trends in the 20th Century

Literary criticism in the present Century has fo-cused upon: (i) a continuing effort towards a general historical reconsruction (cf. IV, below); (ii) the publication of the Pauline corpus; (iii) the proven-ance and date of the Prison Epistles; (iv) authorship; and (v) other questions concerning individual Epistles.

(i) Historical reconstructions. In spite of the demise of the Tübingen school its historical reconstruction, and some of its literary foibles, have continued to be assumed in much Contemporary critical study. Johannes Munck (pp. 70-77) has rightly objected that when the literary conjectures failed, the dependent historical conjectures ought to have been revised (Tt was not enough merely to transfer the problem from the two centuries to the three decades’; p. 70). Munck himself proposes such a revision. (1) The Jerusalem church, i.e. the original disciples, even as Paul, had no interest in excluding or ‘Judaizing’ Gentiles. (2) It was Paul’s conviction, and his sole diflerence with the Jerusalem church, that Gentiles must first be won. Thus, as the apostle to the Gentiles (Gal. 2:7) he restrains antichrist (2 Thes. 2:7), by evangelism brings in (representatively) the ‘fullness of the Gentiles’ (Rom. 11:25; 15:19) and, as a decisive eschato-logical act, initiates Israel’s redemption by making her jealous (Rom. 11:11) in taking the ‘Gentile’ collection to Jerusalem (Acts 20:4; 1 Cor. 16:3). Israel’s ‘No’ issues in Paul’s arrest and death, but Paul dies, as did Jesus, knowing God will yet save ‘all Israel’ in the fullness of time. In interpreting

Paul’s ministry within the framework of his initial call and of his eschatology, Munck gives due heed to critical emphases; on balance, his work marks a constructive advance.

Like F. C. Baur and W. Schmithals, E. E. Ellis (Prophecy', pp. 69ff., 78f., 104-128) also interprets Paul’s mission in terms of his conflict with op-ponents: (1) Because the Hebraists (=‘the cir-cumcision party’, Acts 11:2f.; Gal. 2:12) and the Hellenists of Acts 6:1 had respectively a strict and a loose attitude towards the ritual law, they pur-sued somewhat separate missions in the Diaspora. (2) There a faction of the Hebraists, the Judaizers, sought to impose circumcision on Gentile be-lievers. After the Council of Jerusalem they appar-ently subordinated their judaizing interests to a boastful triumphalism, licentious tendencies and a claim to mediate divine gnösis through visions of angels. (3) Seeking to maintain the unity of the church, Paul counselled with Hebraist leaders (Gal. 2), worked with Hebraist colleagues (Col. 4:11) and took offerings to the Hebraist church of Jerusalem. (4) Against the opponents and their sympathizers he emphasized justification apart from works together with judgment according to one’s works (Gal., Rom., Pastorais), the cruciform model of Christian ministry (Cor., Phil.), the Christoceniric character of divine gnösis and of all the charisms (Cor., Col.) and, at length, a church order that would protect the congregations from the false teachers (Pastorais).

(ii)    The Pauline corpus. E. J. Goodspeed, depart-ing from Harnack and earlier authorities, drew fresh attention to the formation of the Pauline corpus. He conjectured that about ad 90 an ad-mirer of Paul in Ephesus published the apostle’s letters (excepting the Pastorais) and wrote Eph. himself as an Tntroduction’. J. Knox (Philemon among the Letters of Paul, 1959, pp. 98flT.) took the hypothesis a step further and identified that admirer with Onesimus the slave, and later bishop of Ephesus. While receiving considerable acceptance (cf. C. L. Mitton, The Formation of the Pauline Corpus of Letters, 1955), the theory has been unpersuasive to many. (1) The text demands some addressee, and the primitive omission of such points to a circular letter, hardly suitable for a corpus introduction. (2) Eph. never introduces or ends the Pauline corpus in any ancient ms. (3) It is very doubtful that the content of Eph. can be properly described as a non-Pauline Summation of Pauline thought. (4) G. Zuntz (pp. 14fT, 276-279), while recognizing the possibility of an earlier pre-corpus collection in Ephesus, finds that the textual and other evidence points to c. ad 100 and to ‘the scholarly Alexandrian methods of editorship’. C. F. D. Moule suggests that Luke may be the col-lector of Paul’s letters (BJRL 47, 1964-5, pp. 45 lf).

(iii)    The provenance and date of the Prison Epistles. The provenance of Paul’s prison letters (Eph., Phil., Col., Phm.), traditionally assigned to Rome, has been a matter of increasing interest since G. S. Duncan, following Lisco and Deissmann, located them in St Paul's Ephesian Ministry (1929). Although Acts mentions no Ephesian imprisonment, Paul’s letters imply it (e.g 1 Cor. 15:32; 2 Cor. 1:8; 6:5; 11:23); also the setting, journeys and personales of the prison letters fit Ephesus better than distant Rome (cf Phm. 22; Phil. 2:24 with Rom. 15:24fT.; NTS 3, 1956-7, pp. 211-218). J. Knox (Philemon, p. 33), Michaelis (pp. 205fT., 220), and as to Phil., Bruce (Acts1, English text, p. 341) and T. W. Manson (DJRL 22, 1939, pp. 182ff.) are sym-pathetic to Duncan. C. H. Dodd (Studies, pp. 85-108) and Percy (pp. 473f.) object. (1) The tradition apart from Marcion’s Prologue is unanimous for Rome, and such probably (though not certainly) is the meaning of Phil. 4:22. (2) Such references as 1 Cor. 15:32 are to be taken metaphorically. (3) The ‘developed theology’ of the captivity Epistles sug-gests the later Roman date. On balance, the Eph-esian provenance is inviting and, at least in the case of Phil., may prove to be a permanent advance. However, a Caesarean provenance is advocated by Reicke (in the Bruce Festschrift) and by J. A T Robinson (Redating the New Testament, 1976, pp. 60f).

(iv)    The authorship of Paul’s letters has been re-garded traditionally as the individual enterprise of the apostle. On this assumption it is thought that the ‘authentic’ letters can be identified in terms of vocabulary, style, idiom and subject-matter and, on the same basis, that they can be divided into Pauline and Mnterpolated’ sections (cf. Schweitzer, Interpreters, pp. 141-150; Schmithals, Gnosticism, pp. 302-325; J. C. O’Neill, Galatians, 1972; Romans, 1975).

However, the effort to determine authorship on the basis of literary criteria has now been brought into question by several factors. (1) As Otto Roller showed, the role of the amanuensis in ancient letter-writing included an influence on the vocabulary and style of the letter. The hand of such secretaries is clearly present in the Pauline letters—even in the brief note to Philemon (Rom. 16:22; Gal. 6:11; 2 Thes. 3:17; Phm. 19). (2) The role of the co-senders of some letters is not entirely clear but, as H. Conzelmann (NTS 12, 1965-6, p. 234n.; cf. Roller, pp. 153-187) has observed, it probably involved some influence on their composition. (3) Paul worked within a circle of prophets and teachers (cf. Acts 13:1; Rom. 16:21 f.; Col. 4:10-14), and the work of these colleagues is sometimes incorporated into his letters (cf. Ellis, Prophecy', pp. 25f, 213). It is reflected in the many pre-formed pieces that are used by the apostle — hymns (e.g. Phil. 2:5-11; 1 Tim. 3:16), expositions (e.g. 1 Cor. 2:6-16; 2 Cor. 6:14-7:1) and creeds (e.g. Rom. l:3f; 1 Cor. 15:3-7)—a phenomenon widely recognized today, and shows that even the undisputed Pauline letters are not a literary unity.

Paul is the author of the letters under his name in the sense that they were written under his super-vision and in part by his hand or dictation, and they were sent out under his authority. But they are not, as a whole, solely his de novo compositions. Consequently, the literary criteria traditionally used to determine Pauline authorship can be given Iittle weight in their present form, for they were devised under mistaken assumptions about the Pauline mission praxis and about the process by which the letters were composed.

(v)    Individual Epistles. Critical emphases within the individual letters have shifted, except in the case of Eph. and the Pastorais, from authorship to other matters. (See separate articles on the various Epistles.) Many British and American scholars favour an early date for Galatians (c. ad 49 from Antioch) and a S Galatia destination, i.e. to the churches founded on Paul’s first mission tour. On the Continent, N Galatia, i.e. the ethnic region (Acts 16:6; 18:23), and a post-Acts 15 chronology remain populär. The Order of I and 2 Thes-salonians is reversed by T. W. Manson. Differences of style and subject-matter caused Harnack to suppose that 2 Thes. was written to the Jewish Christians but, more likely, it was directed to Paul’s Thessalonian co-workers (Ellis, Prophecy', pp. 19(T). Munck (pp. 36ff; contrast NIC), follow-ing Cullmann, identifies the restraining power in 2 Thes. 2:6f. with Paul himself.

The Corinthians correspondence includes, in add-ition to the canonical Epistles, a letter prior to 1 Cor. (5:9) and a ‘painful letter’ (cf. 2 Cor. 2:4; 7:8) which are identified by some scholars with 2 Cor. 6:14-7:1 and 2 Cor. 10-13 respectively. C. K. Barrett (Second . . . Corinthians, 1973) and R. V. G. Tasker (TNTQ argue for the unity of our second Epistle. A more plausible case for the combination of two letters occurs in Romans, where the con-cluding doxology occurs after 14:23 and 15:33 in a number of mss, and the addressees in Rom. 1:7, 15 are missing in a few. Of several explanations the one given by T. W. Manson (pp. 225-241), among others, is quite attractive: Rom. 1-15 was a circular letter to which ch. 16, an introduction of Phoebe to the Ephesians, was attached in the Ephesus copy. Nevertheless, the traditional view continues to find wide Support (e.g. C. E. B. Cranfield, ICC, 1975;

K.    P. Donfried, The Romans Debate, 1977).

A ‘circular letter’ appears to be indicated in the case of Ephesians by: (1) the currency of the prac-tice in the Ist Century (cf. Zuntz, p. 228), and (2) the necessity for, and yet manuscript omission of, an addressee. Such a view would militate against Goodspeed’s corpus introduction theory, but it would leave open Sanders’ view (cf. F. L. Cross, below) that Ephesians is not an Epistle but Paul’s ‘spiritual testament’. It might also explain the title ‘to the Laodiccans’, which, according to Tertul-lian, Marcion gave the letter (cf. Col. 4:16). E. Percy, M. Barth and A. van Roon have given the most recent arguments for Pauline authorship; C.

L.    Mitton in Epistle to the Ephesians (1951) argues against it. A more populär ‘pro and con’ is found in F. L. Cross’s Symposium, Studies in Ephesians (1956). ‘Which is more likely,’ asks H. J. Cadbury (NTS 5, 1958-9, p. 101), ‘that an imitator of Paul in the Ist Century composed a writing 90 or 95% in accordance with Paul’s style or that Paul himself wrote a letter diverging 5 or 10% from his usual style?’ With the increased tendency to allow for Variation in Pauline literary and theological ex-pression and a different perception of the nature of authorship (above) the arguments against genu-ineness become less convincing; they are weakened even further by the Dead Sea Scrolls parallels (cf. Murphy-O’Connor, pp. 1 15-131, 159-178).

Outside Germany most students consider the 19th-century ‘non-Pauline’ verdicts valid only for the Pastorais. (In recent years Pauline authorship of the Epistle to the Hebrews has been seriously argued only by the Roman Catholic scholar William Leonard.) Anglo-American opinion (and also Schmithals, Gnostics) has tended to agree with P. N. Harrison’s ‘fragment hypothesis’ i.e. Pauline fragments supplemented and edited; most Conti-nentals who reject the Pastorais favour, with Kümmel (INT, a later Paulinist author. The case for genuineness has found suppport in Roller’s ‘sec-retary hypothesis’, i.e. that stylistic variations stem from Paul’s amanuensis, whom some suggest to be Luke (e.g. C. F. D. Moule, BJRL 47, 1965, pp. 430-452); the traditional view has been argued anew by Spicq and Michaelis. The growing dissatisfaction with Harrison’s hypothesis expressed, e.g. in Guthrie (TNTC), Kelly and Metzger (ExpT 70, 1958-9, pp. 91 ff.) may represent a general re-appraisal of the prevailing view (cf. EQ 32, pp. 151-161). But see M. Dibelius and H. Conzel-mann, The Pastoral Epistles, 1972. See also * Timothy and Titus, Epistles to (IV).

IV. Pauline thought

а.    Background

The Reformation emphasis upon righteousness or justification by faith (Rom. 1:17) continued in the following centuries to be the Controlling factor in the interpretation of Paul’s doctrine. With the rise of literary criticism the absence of this motif became sufficient reason to suspect or even reject a ‘Pauline’ letter; and in the incipient development of Paulinism, i.e. the System of Pauline thought, ‘righteousness’ was regarded as the key to the apostle’s mind. (In the following sketch compare especially Schweitzer, Interpreters.)

(i) Paul's doctrine of redemption. L. Usteri (1824) and A. F. Daehne (1835) sought to explain the whole of Pauline thought in terms of the imputed righteousness of Romans (e.g. 3:21 ff.). In contrast, the rationalist H. E. G. Paulus, starting from texts stressing the ‘new creation’ and sanctification (e.g. 2 Cor. 5:17; Rom. 8:29), insisted that Pauline righteousness was an ethical, moral concept; faith in Jesus meant ultimately the faith of Jesus. These two ideas and their relationship had a continuing significance through the 19th Century.

F. C. Baur, within the framework of Hegelian idealism, sought at first (1845) to explain Paul in terms of the Spirit given through Union with Christ by faith. Later, however, Baur reverted to the Reformation pattem, a compartmentalized presen-tation of the various Pauline doctrines without any attempt to view them from a unified concept. This loci approach was followed by succeeding writers who gave minute descriplions of Pauline doctrine, innocently supposing ‘that in the des-cription they possessed at the same time an ex-planation’ (Schweitzer, Interpreters, p. 36).

Nevertheless, some writers pressed towards the discovery of a unifying concept for Pauline thought. R. A. Lipsius (1853) had recognized two views of redemption in Paul, the juridical (justification) and the ethical (‘new creation’). Hermann Luedemann, in his book The Anthropology of the Apostle Paul (1872), concluded that the two views of redemption actually rested on two views of the nature of man. In Paul’s earlier ‘Jewish’ view (Gal.; Rom. 1-4) redemption was a juridical verdict of acquittal; for the mature Paul (Rom. 5-8) it was an ethical-physical transformation from ‘flesh’ to ‘spirit’ through communion with the Holy Spirit. The source of the first idea was Christ’s death; the second, his resurrection. On the other hand, Richard Kabisch concluded that Pauline redemption essentially meant deliverance from coming judg-ment, and its significance, therefore, was to be found in the eschatology of the apostle. The Christian must walk in newness of life to show that he actually shared Christ’s resurrection. ‘Spiritual’ life and death in the modern religious sense are unknown to Paul; both concepts are, e.g. in Rom.

б,    always physical; and the new life is a mystical Union with Christ. Thus, future deliverance from satanic powers is anticipated by the possession of the Holy Spirit, who manifests the new age in the present and inseminates our corporal being with a super-earthly substance.

For both Luedemann and Kabisch: (1) Paul’s doctrine of redemption emanates from one fundamental concept. (2) It is a physical redemption to be understood in terms of Pauline anthropology. (3) To be redeemed means to share Christ’s death and resurrection, which involves union with Christ and the abolition of the ‘fiesh’. (4) Although future, this redemption is mediated in the present by the Holy Spirit.

But questions remained. In what sense can Christ’s death and resurrection be repeated in the believer? In what sense can the Christian be ‘a new creation’ and yet outwardly appear unchanged? Albert Schweitzer, building upon the interpret-ations of Luedemann and Kabisch, sought an answer in the following synthesis. (1) Paul, as did Jesus, interpreted Jesus’ death and resurrection to be eschatological, i.e. an end of the world event, bringing the kingdom of God and the resurrection life to all the elect. (2) But the world did not end, and believers did not in fact enter into resurrection life; in time the temporal Separation between Christ’s resurrection and the (anticipated) resurrection of believers became the chief problem for Paul’s teaching. (3) To answer it Paul posits a ‘physical mysticism’: through the sacraments the Holy Spirit mediates in the present time Christ’s resurrection to the ‘last generation’ believers. (4) This present union with Christ in the Spirit ensures to the believer a share in the ‘Messianic resurrection' at the parousia.

(ii)    Pauline eschatology. Thus, Schweitzer set the stage for 20th-century discussions of Pauline eschatology. It was his great merit that he sought to understand Paul’s thought in terms of one fundamental concept, that he recognized the central importance of eschatology and (Jewish) anthropology in the apostle’s doctrine of redemption, and that he recognized the Holy Spirit and the en Christo union as the realization of the new age in the present. But Schweitzer’s interpretation of Paul’s eschatology as a makeshift expedient (and as a sacramental mysticism) is questionable, to say the least. For, as N. Q. Hamilton’s critique has pointed out (The Holy Spirit and Eschatology in Paul, 1957, pp. 50ff.), the exalted Christ, not the ‘delay’ in the parousia, determines Paul’s eschatology. Also, if Paul’s thought patterns are Jewish (as Schweitzer rightly recognized), sacramental mysticism is a rather awkward explanation of the realism of the ‘new creation’ in Christ.

(iii)    Pauls thought patterns In addition to eschatology as the key to Paulinism, a closely related question important for the future also had its rise in the 19th Century. Are Paul’s thought patterns Jewish or Hellenistic? Kabisch and Schweitzer insisted that Pauline thought was Jewish to thecore. Others, following F. C. Baur’s reconstruc-tion of Paul as the ‘Hellenizer of Christianity’, interpreted Pauline anthropology and eschatology from the standpoint of a modified Platonic dual-ism. The antithesis between ‘flesh’ and ‘spirit’ in Rom. 6-8 was an ethical dualism, and ‘dying’ and Tising’ a spiritual transformation. This has its roots in an anthropological dualism; thus, in the future, redemption involves the deliverance of the ‘soul’ from its house of clay. But Paul also speaks of the resurrection of the whole man from death (1 Thes. 4; 1 Cor. 15). Otto Pfleiderer (Paulinism, 1877, I, p. 264) concluded that Paul held Jewish and Gk. views simultaneously, ‘side by side, with-out any thought of their essential inconsistency’. In interpreting Pauline eschatology elsewhere (cf. Schweitzer, Interpreters, p. 70) he posits a development t'rom 1 Thes. 4 through 1 Cor. 15 to 2 Cor.

5. The first is simply Jewish resurrection eschatology; in 2 Cor. 5 the believer goes to the heavenly realms at death.

b. The origin of Paitl's religion: Hellenism 20th-century studies of Pauline thought have de-voted themselves primarily to three questions. What is the relation between Paul and Jesus? What are the sources for Pauline thought? What is the role of eschatology in the mind of Paul?

(i)    Paul’s relation to Jesus. The distinction raised a half Century earlier between ‘juridical’ (Rom. 1-4) and ‘ethical’ (Rom. 5-8) righteousness had borne much fruit, and the latter came to be re-garded as the more central and decisive Pauline concept. A. Deissmann (pp. 148flf.) viewed ‘in Christ’ as an intimate spiritual communion with Christ, a Christ mysticism; more often the ‘mysti-cism’ was interpreted as a sacramental reality based upon Jewish eschatology (Schweitzer) or the pagan mysteries (J. Weiss, Earliest Christianity, 1959 (1937), 2, pp. 463f). Somewhat later J. S. Stewart (A Man in Christ, 1935, pp. 150ff.) re-flected this trend in British scholarship, regarding union with Christ as the central element in Paul’s thought. This emphasis had important con-sequences for the course of Pauline studies in the 20th Century.

The contrast between the ‘liberal Jesus’ and Paul’s indwelling and yet transcendent Christ called forth at the turn of the Century a spate of books on the relationship of Jesus and Paul (cf. P. Feine, Paulus, pp. 158fT). W. Wrede’s influential Paulus (1905) put the matter in the stärkest terms: Paul was not truly a disciple of Jesus; he was actu-ally the second founder of Christianity. The individual piety and future Salvation of the Rabbi Jesus had been transformed by the theologian Paul into a present redemption through the death and resurrection of a christ-god. Paul’s ideas could not, of course, be accepted at face value. To do so would, as Weinet (St Paul, 1906, p. 11) remarked, ‘stifte the Claims of reason for the sake of Christianity, for reason is ever-repeating . . . that the modern conception of the world is the right one’. Nevertheless, the historian’s task remained. If Paul’s doctrines did not arise from and build upon Jesus’ mind, what was their origin?

(ii)    Sources of Pauline thought. F. C. Baur sought to explain the mind of Paul in the context of church controversy: Paul was the Champion of Gentile freedom. For Schweitzer the origin of Paul’s thought was his peculiar eschatological Problem forged in the mental cauldron of late Judaism. However, the rising ‘History of Religion’ (Religionsgeschichte) school found no evidence to ground Paul’s sacramental mysticism in Judaism. While recognizing the eschatological problem, it built upon Baur’s ‘Gentile’ Paul and developed still another elaborate reconstruction of the apostolic age. Represented most notably by R. Reitzenstein and W. Bousset, it interpreted Paulinism in the framework of Oriental-Hellenistic mystery reli-gions. The Mysteries spoke, as did Paul, of a dying-rising god, of ‘Lord’, of sacramental redemption, of ‘mysteries’, gnösis and ‘spirit’. As a boy in Tarsus and later as a missionary the apostle came under the influence of these ideas, and they exerted a profound influence on his theology. Schweitzer (Interpreters, pp. 179-236), H. A. A. Kennedy, G. Wagner and J. G. Machen (pp. 255— 290) subjected this reconstruction to a thorough critique, pointing out that, in ignoring the OT-Judaism background of the parallels (which Kennedy showed to be quite plausible) and the late date of its sources, the theory reflected a weakness in method. (Cf. also R. E. Brown, The Semitic Background of the Term 'Mystery' . . ., 1968). The Principal contribution of the History of Religion school was to raise the important question of Paul’s theological relation to the Gentile religious world. The ‘mystery religion’ reconstruction did not win general approval, but in a more recent gnostic dress its general outlines continue to be strongly advocated.

The mystery religion parallels paled; nevertheless, the conviction remained strong that Paul’s thought was substantially influenced by the Greek world of ideas. R. Bultmann (1910) had shown the affinity of Paul’s literary style with the Stoic dia-tribe. Others regarded Paul’s doctrine of the ‘corporate body’ (cf. W. L. Knox, Gentiles, pp. !60ff.), his natural theology in Rom. 1 (cf. Acts 17) and his concept of conscience (E. Norden, Agnoslos Theos, 1913) as rooted in Stoicism. The in-adequacy of these conclusions was pointed out, respectively, by E. Best (pp. 83ff.), B. Gaertner (pp. 133-169) and C. A. Pierce (pp. I6ff.). Gaertner argues that Paul’s ‘natural theology’ is thoroughly OT-Jewish; however, Pierce (pp. 220"., 57fT.) con-cludes that the NT adopts in the case of ‘conscience’ a general usage of populär Gk. thought.

To determine the relationship of Paul to pagan religious thought, the area currently receiving most attention is Gnosticism. This religious-philosophical movement stressed a metaphysica! dualism, deliverance from ‘matter’ through a divine gift and power of gnösis, i.e. a special know-ledge of God, and mediating angels to assist one to Salvation. Long ago J. B. Lightfoot (Colossians and Philemon, 1886, pp. 71-111) detected elements of Gnosticism in the Colossian heresy. Early in the 20th Century Bousset and J. Weiss (op. cit., 2, pp. 650f.) urged that aspects of Paul’s own thought lay in this direction. R. Bultmann and his pupil W. Schmithals became the chief representatives and developers of Bousset’s reconstruction today. From existentialist considerations Bultmann again made ‘justification’ a central Pauline motif, al-though it was far from a return to Baur or to the Reformers; for the same reasons Paul’s anthropol-ogy was given a thorough exposition (Theology 1, pp. 190-227). But the real clue to Bultmann’s understanding of Paulinism is his grounding of Pauline thought in a syncretistic Judaism and Christianity. From this background Paul obtained a number of concepts, e.g. sacramental redemption and ethical dualism, which were Gnostic or gnosti-cized in some degree (Theology 1, pp. 63ff, 124fT., 151-188). While Paul opposed the Gnostics, e.g. at Colossae, in the process he modified not only his terminology but also his concepts, particularly his Christology (Messiah Jesus becomes a heavenly Lord; cf. Bousset) and cosmogony (the demon-controlled world is redeemed by a heavenly man; cf. W. L. Knox, Gentiles, pp. 220flT.; but see G. B. Caird, Principalities and Powers, 1956; W. Foerster, TDNT 2, pp. 566-574).

Schweitzer (Interpreters, p. 231) predicted that a ‘Hellenized’ Pauiinism was a half-way house which must carry its conclusions even to the genesis of Christianity. His prediction was more than fulfilled by the discovery in 1947 of the Dead Sea Scrolls with their ethical dualism and emphasis on ‘know-ledge’. The Scrolls were an embarrassment for Bultmann’s reconstruction, for ‘pre-Gnostic’ was about the dosest identification most scholars cared to make for them. Also, there is little reason to believe that Paul reflects, e.g., ‘an earlier Gnostic doctrine about the descent of a redeemer, espe-cially since there is no evidence that such a doctrine existed’ (R. M. Grant. Gnosticism, p. 69; cf. pp. 39-69; R. McL. Wilson, pp. 27f., 57f.). Almost all eise Bultmann chose to refer to Gnostic influences likewise suffered from the same chronological stric-tures. Grant, looking back to Schweitzer, interprets Gnosticism as arising from a failure of the apoca-lyptic hope; unlike Schweitzer, Grant views Paul as a man whose spiritual world lies somewhere be-tween Jewish apocalyptic and the fully developed Gnosticism of the 2nd Century (p. 158). Grant sees the latter tendency in Paul’s interpretation of Christ’s resurrection as a realized (eschatological) victory over the cosmic powers. More cautiously R. McL. Wilson, in a valuable assessment (The Gnostic Problem, 1958, pp. 75-80, 108, 261), concludes that Paul adopts a Contemporary cos-mogony and terminology only to oppose Gnosticism and to interpret Jesus’ authority over the (Gnostic) ‘powers’; the apostle rejects the gnosti-cizing interpretation. However, J. Dupont (Gnosis: La Connaissance Religieuse dans les Epitres de Saint Paul2, 1960) and Ellis (Prophecy', pp. 45-62) argue that Pauline gnösis is strictly OT-Jewish.

All the ‘Greek’ reconstructions of Paul have their root in Baur’s interpretation of Paul as the exponent of Gentile Christianity. When W. Wrede and others recognized the redemptive-eschatological character of Pauline thought, the apostle was set in Opposition not only to Jewish Christianity but to the ‘liberal’ Jesus himself. But, as Schweitzer had shown, the ‘liberal’ Jesus was not the Jesus of the Gospels. Bultmann (Theology 1, pp. 23, 30ff.) accepted Schweitzer’s ‘apocalyptic’ Jesus but insisted that God’s demand for man’s decision, not the apocalyptic window-dressing, was the essence of Jesus’ eschatology. The suffer-ing, resurrected and returning Son of man was a ‘mythologized’ picture of the later ‘Hellenized’ Christology. The mind of Paul remained far dis-tant from the mind of the earthly Jesus or of his earliest disciples. One’s estimate of Pauiinism is closely tied, therefore, to one’s estimate of the Gospels’ picture of Jesus.

A number of mediating scholars, taking their cue from B. Weiss, see ‘development’ as the key to Paul’s thought. In view of fading parousia hopes Paul’s anthropology and eschatology move to-wards a Platonic dualism (Dodd) and his cos-mogony towards Gnosticism (R. M. Grant).

In its present religionsgeschichtliche format the interpretation of Paul in terms of pagan religious ideas is subject to a number of criticisms. There is a tendency to convert parallels into influences and influences into sources. Some of its ‘sources’ for Pauline thought come from a period considerably later than the apostle’s lifetime. (Bultmann’s Paul may have more than a casual relation to the Gnostic ‘Paul’ of the ultra-Tübingen school.) Also, its historical inquiry has sometimes been comprom-ised by an inadequate world-view. For example,

Bultmann, like Weinei, views the natural world as a ‘self-subsistent unity immune from the interference of supernatural powers’ (Kerygma and Myth, ed. H. W. Bartsch, 1953, p. 7; cf. pp. 5-8, 216, 222).

Perhaps the most basic questions are these: Is Pauiinism best understood as an amalgam, gath-ered here and there, or as the expansion and appli-cation of a central tradition rooted in the mind of Jesus Christ and the earliest church? Is Paul’s mind most adequately explained within a religious syn-cretism or within the context of apocalyptic Judaism and the primitive church? Does the ‘gnosticizing’ of Christian thought begin in Paul and pre-Pauline Christianity (Bultmann) or in Paul’s opponents and wayward converts; and does it arise from a failure of the primitive eschatology in Paul (Grant) or from a misunder-standing of it (and of Paul) in his churches? Cf. Ellis, Prophecy', pp. 45-62, 101-115.

c. The origin of PauTs religion: Judaism (i) PauTs link with the earliest church. Both Ritschl and von Hofmann had argued, contra Baur, for the unity of Paul’s teaching with that of the earliest church. A. Resch, in the ‘Jesus or Paul’ debate, upheld this view. His thorough investigation of Der Paulinismus und die Logia Jesu (1904) concluded that the words of Jesus were a primary source of Pauline thought. But could not rather Paul be the source of the Synoptic Jesus? The research of several writers (e.g. Dungan; F. F. Bruce, BJRL 56, 1973-4, pp. 317-335) has substantiated the priority argued by Resch.

C. H. Dodd (Preaching, p. 56) established that a kerygma, i.e. a gospel-core proclamation, under-lay both the Gospels and Paul, ‘a tradition coeval with the Church itself’. The same writer (Accord-ing to the Scriptures, 1952, pp. 108fl\), building upon Rendel Harris’ Teslimonies (1916, 1920), found a ‘substructure of NT theology’ to which Paul was indebted and whose origin pointed to Christ himself. E. E. Ellis, examining the hermen-eutical principles of PauTs Use of the Old Testament' (pp. 97f., 107-112; idem, Prophecy', passim), suggested that some common (pre-Pauline) exe-getical tradition originated with ‘prophets’ of the earliest church. E. Lohmeyer (Kyrios Jesus, 1928) interprets Phil. 2:5ff. as a primitive Christian hymn probably arising in Aram. circles (cf. L. Cerfaux, pp. 283ff.; R. P. Martin, Carmen Christi2, 1983; E. G. Selwyn, First Epistle of St Peter, 1946, pp. 365-369, 458-466). Similarly, the pre-Pauline character of the Primitive Christian Catechism (1940) was demonstrated by P. Carrington.

O. Cullmann (‘Tradition’, pp. 69-99), K. H Rengstorf (TDNT 1, pp. 413^t43), H. Riesenfeld (The Gospel Tradition, 1969, pp. 1 —29) and B. Gerhardsson point to a rationale for this under-standing of Christian origins. The NT concept of apostle has a similar origin to that of the rabbinic säliah, an authorized agent equivalent to the sender himself. The apostles witnessed to a tradition or paradosis, given to them by Christ. ‘But since everything has not been revealed to each individual apostle, each one must first pass on his testimony to another (Gal. 1:18; 1 Cor. 15:11), and only the entire paradosis, to which all the apostles contribute, constitutes the paradosis of Christ’ (Cullmann, ‘Tradition’, p. 73). Thus, as an ‘apostle’ Paul’s message is defined in terms of what he has received: his catechesis, kerygma, and the wider ‘tradition’ should be, and critical study finds them to be, rooted in the earliest church and ultimately in the teaching of Jesus. This teaching of Jesus seems to have included not merely moral instruc-tion or apocalyptic warning, but also biblical ex-position (Ellis, Prophecypp. 240-253) and a Creative, theological synthesis which envisaged a post-resurrection ministry by his disciples (cf. J. Jeremias, Jesus' Promise Io the Nations, 1958). If these writers are correct, the dichotomy between Paul and the primitive Jewish church, which has been urged from Baur to Bultmann, is an assump-tion which must be abandoned.

(ii)    Paul’s background. To understand a writer it would seem to be proper to give priority to that milieu to which he appeals and to which he pre-sumably belongs. In interpreting Pauline concepts it is not the categories of a 2nd-century Gnosticism (however easily they may be ‘read back’) but the categories of lst-century rabbinic/apocalyptic Judaism which demand first Claim upon the critical historian’s mind.

The nature of lst-century Judaism is complex, and it is easy to overdraw or wrongly define the contrast between the ‘syncretistic’ and ‘orthodox’, terms not to be equated with ‘Hellenist’ and ‘Hebraist’ or with ‘diaspord and ‘Palestinian’ (cf. Acts 6:1; Ellis, Prophecy, pp. 106f, 125f, 245ff.; Davies, pp. 1-8). Nevertheless, considerable research re-lates the thought of Paul, the Pharisee and ‘Hebrew of the Hebrews’ (Phil. 3:5), with Palestinian rabbinism and apocalypticism rather than with a syncretistic Judaism. Van Unnik has raised at least the probability that Paul’s early youth was passed not in Tarsus but in Jerusalem. Certainly Paul used the Septuagint, but this translation has now been found among the dss. He preached among the diaspora, and he may have been ac-quainted with the syncretistic Judaism exemplified by Philo. But with the doubtful exception of the Wisdom of Solomon, his relationship to the diaspora literature is not direct and probably reflects only traditions which both had in common. His more significant relationships lie in another direc-tion. W. D. Davies and others have shown that Qumran and Rabbinic Judaism form the background of many Pauline concepts formerly labelled ‘Hellenistic’. Likewise, the literary form of Paul’s biblical exposition agrees with rabbinic models. The Dead Sea Scrolls have confirmed in remark-able fashion the Jewishness of Pauline and NT backgrounds. (Cf Bruce, Qumran Te.xts, pp. 66-77; Flusser; M. Black, The Scrolls and Christian Ori-gins, 1961; Ellis, Prophecy', pp. 35, 57fT., 213-220; Murphy-O’Connor.)

(iii)    Specific Pauline concepts. Passing to specific Pauline concepts, anthropology and the nature of the ‘in Christ’ relationship have had a central im-portance since the days of F. C. Baur. It is widely recognized today that Paul views man in an OT-Jewish framework and not in the Platonic dualism of the Hellenistic world (cf. *Life; Bultmann, The-ology 1, pp. 209f; Cullmann, Immortality, pp. 28-39; J. A. T. Robinson, The Body, 1952). The corporate ‘body of Christ’ also is best understood not in terms of a Gnostic mythology (Käsemann) nor a Stoic metaphor (W. L. Knox) but as the OT-Jewish concept of corporate solidarity. Davies (Judaism, pp. 53ff.) has related Paul’s thought here to the rabbinic speculations on the body of Adam. R. P. Shedd’s Man in Community (1958) correctly finds Paul’s ultimate rationale in the realism of Semitic thought patterns, as they are applied to

Messiah and his people (cf. J. A. T. Robinson, The Body, 1953, pp. 56fT.; Kümmel, Man: J. deFraine, Adam and the Family of Man, 1965, pp. 245-270; Ellis, Prophecy', pp. 170fT). R. Gundry (pp. 228— 241) falls short of this realism in viewing the concept metaphorically. D. R. G. Owen, in Body and Soul (1956), ofifers an illuminating comparison of biblical anthropology with the modern scientific view of man. The study of D. Cox (Jung and St Paul, 1959) seeks to define in other areas the rele-vance of Paul for current faith and practice.

Whether Paul’s eschatology is rooted in Jewish or Greek concepts is a matter of continuing debate. The importance of this question for Paulinism requires that some detailed attention now be given to it.

d.    The eschatological essence of Pauline thought

C. A. A. Scott’s well-written Christianity accord-ing to Saint Paul (1927), over against Albert Schweitzer’s eschatological interpretation, identi-fies salvation as the fundamental concept of Paulinism. But what is the factor determining the character of Paul’s ‘already but not yet’ redemp-tion theology? Not grasping Schweitzer’s real question, Scott did not really pose an alternative: he found a motif to describe Paul, not a key to explain him. (Cf. also Christological approaches,

e. g. L. Cerfaux, Christ in the Theology of St Paul, 1959.) Schweitzer may not have stated the Problem, or the solution, satisfactorily; but his identifi-cation of the key concept remains valid.

(i) The views of Schweitzer and Dodd. Until re-cently discussion of NT eschatology has revolved about the views of Schweitzer and C. H. Dodd. (For Bultmann, eschatology has nothing to do with the future or with history; it is the realm of existential living. Like F. C. Baur, Bultmann uses NT language to clothe an imposing philosophy of religion; exegesis becomes the servant of ex-istentialism. Cf. Hamilton, pp. 41-90, for a lucid summation and critique of the eschatology of Schweitzer, Dodd and Bultmann.) Schweitzer argued that Paul’s 'en Christo' concept arose from the failure of the kingdom of God, i.e. the end of the world, to arrive at Christ’s death and resurrec-tion. Against Schweitzer, Dodd contended that in Christ’s death the ‘age to come’ did arrive; eschatology was ‘realized’ as much as it ever would be in history. The believer already participates in the kingdom (e.g. Col. 1:13), and at death he fully enters the eternal, i.e. eschatological, realm. Eschatology, therefore, does not refer to an endof-the-world event; in Platonic fashion it is to be understood ‘spatially’ rather than temporally, eternity over against time. How, then, is Paul’s anticipation of a future parousia to be accounted for? Believing it to be a hangover from apocalyptic Judaism (and quite alien to the central message of Jesus), Dodd goes back to Pfleiderer for an answer: in 1 Thes. 4 Paul has a strictly Jewish eschatology but in I Cor. 15 modifies it with the concept of a ‘spiritual’ body; 2 Cor. 5, which then places the believer in heaven at death, expresses the view of the mature (and ‘Greek’) Paul. J. A. T. Robinson’s Jesus and His Coming (1958, pp. 160ff.) is essen-tially an elaboration of Dodd’s thesis.


It is Dodd’s great merit that he saw, as Schweitzer did not, the essential meaning for NT thought (and for the relevance of the gospel in the present world) of the ‘realized’ aspect of the kingdom of God. But in adopting an unbiblical

Platonic view of time Dodd faiied to do justice to the futurist and temporal character of eschatolo-gical redemption. Also, his development of Pauline eschatology involved an un-Pauline anthropo-logical dualism and, in part, reflected a misunder-standing of the texts. Both Schweitzer and Dodd made admirable attempts to achieve a comprehen-sive interpretation of NT eschatology. Although ‘futurist or realized’ has now been recognized as an improper either/or, the contributions of Schweitzer and Dodd remain fundamental landmarks in the progress of the research.

The important monographs of W. G. Kümmel (Promise and Fulfilment, 1957, pp. 141-155; and NTS 5, 1958-9, pp. 113-126) argued convincingly that both ‘present’ and ‘future’ eschatology are equally and permanently rooted in the teaching of Jesus and of Paul. Oscar Cullmann’s most signifi-cant publications, Christ and Time (1951) and Salvation in History (1967), contrasted the Platonic idea of redemption, i.e. to escape the time ‘circle’ at death, with the biblical concept that redemption is tied to resurrection in future ‘linear’ time, i.e. at the parousia. These works, plus a proper appreciation of Paul’s OT-Jewish anthropology and of the Semitic concept of corporate solidarity, form a proper foundation for understanding Paul’s eschatology—and thus his total doctrine of redemption.

(ii) The pre-eminence of a theology of redemption. Historical research since the Reformation has recognized that Pauline theology is above all a theology of redemption. The 19th Century witnessed a growing emphasis upon the present ‘union with Christ’ (rather than imputed righteousness) as the central aspect of this redemption. Since Albert Schweitzer two eschatological foci, Christ’s death and resurrection and the parousia, have been recognized as the key to the meaning of ‘union with Christ’.

Jesus Christ in his death and resurrection de-feated for all time the ‘powers’ of the old aeon— sin, death and the demonic ‘rulers of this darkness’ (Eph. 6:12; Col. 2:15). Now Christians were cruci-fied, resurrected, glorified and placed at God’s right hand with Christ (Gal. 2:20; Eph. 2:5f.). Tn Christ’ Christians have entered the resurrection age; the solidarity with the first Adam in sin and death has been replaced by the solidarity with the eschatological Adam in righteousness and im-mortal life. (* Life.)

This corporate redemption in and with Jesus Christ, this ‘new age’ reality, which the believer enters at conversion (cf Rom. 6), finds an individual actualization in the present and the future (cf. Elfis, NTS 6, 1959-60, pp. 211-216). In the present life it means a transformation through the indwelling Spirit, the firstfruits of the new resurrection life (Rom. 8:23; 2 Cor. 5:5), of one’s ethic (Col. 2:20; 3:1, 9f., 12) and of one’s total world view (Rom. 12:1 ff.). However, in the midst of moral-psychological renewal the Christian re-mains, in his mortality, under the death Claims of the old age. But this too is to be understood no longer in terms of ‘in Adam’, but as a part of the ‘in Christ’ reality; for ‘the sufferings of Christ abound to us’ (2 Cor. 1:5; cf. Phil. 3:10; Col. 1:24), and the Christian dead have fallen asleep ‘in Jesus’ (1 Thes. 4:14; cf. Phil, 2:17; 2 Tim. 4:6). The individual actualization of Christ’s sufferings is, of course, in no way a self-redemption process; rather, it means to be identified with Christ ‘in the likeness of his death’ (Rom. 6:5). The ‘likeness of his resurrection’ awaits its actualization at the parousia, when the individual Christian, raised to immortal life, shall be ‘conformed to the image of his Son, that he might be the firstborn among many brethren’ (Rom. 8:29; cf. 1 Cor. 15:53ff).

Thus, Pauline redemption is not a ‘spiritual’ de-liverance culminating in the escape of the ‘soul’ at death (Dodd); it is a physical redemption culminating in the deliverance of the whole man at the parousia (Cullmann). It is to be understood not in terms of a Platonic dualism but in the framework of an OT-Jewish view of man as a unified being and as one who lives not only as an individual but in ‘corporate solidarities’. The future that has become present in the resurrection of Jesus Christ is a future which the Christian realizes now only corporately, as the ‘body of Christ’. However, at the parousia faith shall become sight, ‘away’ shall become ‘at home’, and the solidarities of the new age shall become individually actualized in all their glory, both in man and in the whole created order (Rom. 8:19-21). This is the living hope of Paul’s heart; it is also the meaning of his theology.
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PAULUS, SERGIUS, more correctly PAULLUS, was the proconsul (Gk. anthypatos) of ‘Cyprus in ad 47/8 when the apostle Paul visited that island (Acts 13:7). His name suggests that he was a member of an old Roman senatorial family: if he was the L. Sergius Paullus mentioned in CIL, 6. 31545, he was one of the Curators of the Banks of the Tiber under Claudius. Another inscription (IGRR, 3. 930; cf EGT, 2, 1900, p. 286) found in Cyprus refers to the proconsul Paulos, while an inscription discovered at Pisidian Antioch in honour of a L. Sergius Paullus, propraetor of Galatia in ad 72^4, is possibly a commemoration of his son.

B. van Elderen (in W. W. Gasque and R. P. Martin (eds.), Apostolic History and the Gospel, 1970, pp. 151-156) considers that the inscription IGRR, 3. 935 is more likely to refer to this proconsul. Commentators disagree over the reality of Paullus’ profession of Christian faith. d.h.w.

PAVILION (Heb. sök, sukkä). A covered place, tent, booth or shelter, where a person or beast may hide or be sheltered. The same Word is translated in av as den (Ps. 10:9), tabernacle (Ps. 76:2), covert (Je. 25:38), booth (Jon. 4:5) and lodge (Is. 1:8), and thus represents something used by beasts, wor-shippers, travellers and soldiers. It is translated only six times in the av as pavilion. ln 1 Ki. 20:12, 16 it refers to the army tents in which Ben-hadad and his soldiers were resting and drinking when they were campaigning against Ahab. Such tents are illustrated on the sculptured reliefs of the Assyr. kings Shalmaneser III and Sennacherib (BM). The other uses of the Word are meta-phorical. It represents the place of divine protection in the day of trouble (Pss. 27:5; 31:20), or the place where God is hidden with dark waters and thick clouds for his pavilion (Ps. 18:11; 2 Sa. 22:12).

rsv translates a difficult phrase in Jb. 36:29 as ‘the thunderings of his pavilion’ (sukkä, av ‘tabernacle’). neb takes it diflerently: as the sky is some-times described as God’s tent, clouds, viewed from the earth, might appear as carpeting on the tent floor.

The term is also used for the bough shelters erected at the Feast of Booths (Tabernacles) com-memorating the shelters in which Israel dwelt in the wilderness. In Ps. 19:5 the reference is to the canopy (rsv ‘tent’) under which a bridegroom Stands with his bride on their wedding day.

For Egyp. data, cf. K. A. Kitchen, THB 5-6, 1960, pp. 7-11.    j.a.t.

PEACE. Basically the OT word for peace, sälöm, means ‘completeness’, ‘soundness’, ‘well-being’. (See BDB.) It is used when one asks of or prays for the welfare of another (Gn. 43:27; Ex. 4:18; Jdg. 19:20), when one is in harmony or concord with another (Jos. 9:15; 1 Ki. 5:12), when one seeks the good of a city or country (Ps. 122:6; Je. 29:7). It may mean material prosperity (Ps. 73:3) or physical safety (Ps. 4:8). But also it may mean spiritual well-being. Such peace is the associate of righteousness and truth, but not of wickedness (Ps. 85:10; Is. 48:18, 22; 57:19-21).

Because of the world’s chaos through man’s sin, and because peace comes only as God’s gift, the Messianic hope was of an age of peace (Is. 2:2—4; 11:1-9; Hg. 2:7-9), or of the advent of the Prince of peace (Is. 9:6f.; cf. Je. 33:151'.; Ezk. 34:23ff.; Mi. 5:5; Zc. 9:9f.). The NT shows the fulfilment of this hope. In Christ peace has come (Lk. 1:79; 2:14, 29f). By him it is bestowed (Mk. 5:34; Lk. 7:50; Jn. 20:19, 21, 26), and his disciples are its messengers (Lk. 10:5f.; Acts 10:36).

In classical Greek eirene had a primarily negative force; but by way of the lxx, the Word in the NT has the full content of the OT sälöm, and nearly always carries a spiritual connotation. The breadth of its meaning is especially apparent from its linking with such keywords as grace (Rom. 1:7, etc.), life (Rom. 8:6), righteousness (Rom. 14:17), and from its use in benedictions such as 1 Thes. 5:23 and Heb. 13:20f. (cf. 2 Pet. 3:14).

For sinful man there must first be peace with God, the removal of sin’s enmity through the sac-rifice of Christ (Rom. 5:1; Col. 1:20). Then inward peace can follow (Phil. 4:7), unhindered by the world’s strife (Jn. 14:27; 16:33). Peace between man and man is part of the purpose for which Christ died (Eph. 2) and of the Spirit’s work (Gal. 5:22); but man must also be active to promote it (Eph. 4:3; Heb. 12:14), not merely as the elimin-ation of discord, but as the harmony and true functioning of the body of Christ (Rom. 14:19; 1 Cor. 14:33).

Bibljography. W. Foerster, G. von Rad, TDNT 2, pp. 400-420; D. Gillett, Them 1, 1976, pp. 80ff.; H. Beck, C. Brown, NIDNTT2, pp. 776-783.

F.F.

PEDAIAH (‘Yahweh has redeemed’). 1. Father of Joel, ruler (under David) of Manasseh, W of the

Jordan (1 Ch. 27:20). 2. Grandfather of King Jehoiakim (2 Ki. 23:36). 3. Third son of King Jehoiachin (I Ch. 3:18). According to 1 Ch. 3:19, he was called the father of Zerubbabel, who else-where is named as the son of Shealtiel, brother of Pedaiah. 4. A son of Parosh, who helped to repair the wall of Jerusalem (Ne. 3:25). 5. One who stood on Ezra’s left when he read the law to the people (Ne. 8:4); perhaps identical with 4 above. 6. A Levite appointed by Nehemiah to assist in distrib-uting the tithes (Ne. 13:13). 7. A Benjaminite (Ne. 11:7).    j.d.d.

PEKAH (Heb.peqah, ‘opening’). Pekah, the son of Remaliah, was the ‘third man’ (Heb. sälisä) in Pekahiah’s war chariot. With the help of Gilea-dites he murdered Pekahiah, successor of Mena-hem, at Samaria (2 Ki. 15:21 ff.). He then seized the throne and reigned as king of Israel from c. 737 to 732 bc. His accession was in the 52nd year of Uzziah of Judah (v. 27), and in his 2nd year Jotham succeeded Uzziah (v. 32).
[image: ]

This Hebrew inscription from a fragmenl of a store-jar from Hazor reads 'For Peqah, Semader’. prob-ably a reference to Pekah, king of Israel, and to a type of oil. Stratum V A. 740-732 BC.

Pekah adopted an anti-Assyrian policy and allied himself to 1 2 Rezin of Syria. Together they brought pressure on Jotham of Judah, probably to join them (v. 37). Isaiah, however, advised him and his successor Ahaz to be neutral. Pekah moved in force against Jerusalem, which was unsuccessfully besieged (2 Ki. 16:5; Is. 7:1). His Syrian allies took Elath, while Pekah fought the Judaeans, slaying many and taking many prisoners from the Jericho district back to Samaria (2 Ch. 28:7-8). These were later released on the intercession of the prophet Oded (vv. 8-15).

Faced with this invasion Ahaz appealed for help to Tiglath-pileser III of Assyria, who was cam-paigning in Syria. In 732 bc the Assyrians captured Damascus and invaded N Israel. A list of the places invaded, as far S as Galilee, is given in 2 Ki. 15:25-29 and is partly paralleled by Tiglath-pileser’s own Annals. Excavation at Hazor con-firms the Assyrian destruction there at this time. A wine-jar inscribed Ipqh, ‘belonging to Pekah’, was found among the objects from the period of Pekah’s occupation.

Following the swift Assyrian invasion of more than half of Israel, Hoshea, son of Elah, conspired against Pekah, whom he slew. Since Tiglath-pileser Claims in his Annals to have replaced Pekah (Paqaha) by Hoshea (’Ausi), it is clear that this act was approved, if not instigated, by the Assyrians. Pekah’s reign was considered to have followed the evil tradition of Jeroboam (2 Ki. 15:28).

D.J.W.

PEKAHIAH (Heb. p'qahyä, ‘Yahweh has opened [his eyes]’). Son of 2Menahem, king of Israel, whom he succeeded c. 742/1 bc (2 Ki. 15:23-26; “Chronology of the OT). His assassination in the 2nd year of his reign suggests that he continued his father’s policy of Submission to Assyria. The revolutionaries, led by 2 Pekah son of Remaliah, may have been in league with 2 Rezin, king of Damascus, for they came from Gilead, adjacent to his territory. The king was killed while in the keep (Heb. ’armön) of the palace at 2 Samaria. The words ‘with 2Argob and Arieh’ (2 Ki. 15:25) seem to have been transposed from v. 29.

ARM.

PEKOD. A small 2Aramaean tribe E of the lower Tigris. Akkadian sources record the temporary subjugation of Puqüdu under 2Tiglath-pileser III (747-727 bc), »Sargon II (722-705 bc) and 2Sen-nacherib (705-681 bc). Mentioned in Jeremiah’s oracle against Babylon (50:21), Pekod is also among other Mesopotamian peoples who, though formerly lovers of Israel, will rise against Jerusalem (Ezk. 23:23). Eponymous for a city and irriga-tion System mentioned in TB (Besah 29a, Kethuboth 27b, Hullin 127a).

Bibliography. S. Parpola, Neo-Assyrian Top-onyms, 1970, pp. 280-281; M. Dietrich, Die Aramäer Südbabyloniens, 1970.    d.w.b.

PELATIAH (Heb. prlalyäh(ü), ‘Yahweh delivers’; Gk. Phaltias, Phalettia). 1. A witness to the cov-enant in Ne. 10:22. This may well be the same man as the grandson of Zerubbabel, a descend-ant of Solomon (1 Ch. 3:21). 2. A Simeonite captain who occupied ex-Amalekite territory (1 Ch. 4:42). 3. A leader whom Ezekiel pictured as devising mischicf and giving wicked counsel in Jerusalem. He feil dead while Ezekiel prophesied (Ezk. 11:1-13).

Names composed with element pll are attested from the Amorite period and were common at Ugarit (2Ras Shamra) in the 13th Century bc as well as in later Aramaic (e.g. F. Gröndahl, Person - namen der Texte aus Ugarit, 1967, p. 173).

D.J.W.

PELONITE. The name given to two of David’s mighty men, Helez and Ahijah (1 Ch. 11:27, 36; 27:10). The former is described as the * Paltite in the parallel text, 2 Sa. 23:26, and the Syriac has this reading in 1 Ch. 11:27. In view of 2 Sa. 23:34 some commentators prefer to emend 1 Ch. 11:36b to ‘Eliam the son of Ahithophel the Gilonite’.

R.A.H.G.

PENTATEUCH. The first five books of the OT (Gn., Ex., Lv., Nu., Dt.) constitute the first and most important section of the threefold Jewish ‘Canon. Usually called by the Jews seper hattörä, ‘the book of the law’, or hattörä, ‘the law’ (see KB, p. 403, for suggested derivations of the Word, which seems to mean basically ‘teaching’ or ‘in-struction’), the Pentateuch (Gk. pentateuchos, ‘five-volumed [je. book]’) is also known as the ‘five-fifths of the law’. For the past Century or so, many higher critics, following the lead of Alexander Geddes (c. 1S00), have tended to disregard the traditional five-book division in favour of a Hexa-teuch comprising the Pentateuch and Joshua (cf. J. Wellhausen, Die Composition des Hexateuchs, 1876-7). On the other hand, I. Engnell has suggested the word ‘Tetrateuch’ to separate Deuter-onomy from the first four books (Gamla Testamentet, 1, 1945). The critical presuppositions which underlie these suggestions are evaluated below.

The antiquity of the fivefold division is attested by the Samaritan Pentateuch and the lxx, which gave the books their traditional names; the Jews identify them by the first Word or phrase. The divi-sions between the books were determined both by topical and practical considerations: papyrus scrolls could contain only about one-fifth of the törä. Jewish tradition prescribes that a section of the Law be read weekly in the synagogue. Three years were required for the completion of the Pentateuch in Palestine; the modern lectionary, in which the Pentateuch is read through in one year, is derived from that used in Babylonia. It may well be that a psalm was read along with the traditional reading from the prophetic writings (haptärä). The five books of the Psalter are probably patterned after the Pentateuch (cf. N. H. Snaith, Hymns of the Temple, 1951, pp. 18—20).

References to the Pentateuch in the OT are large-ly restricted to the writings of the Chronicler, who uses several designations: the law (Ezr. 10:3; Ne. 8:2, 7, 14; 10:34, 36; 12:44; 13:3; 2 Ch. 14:4; 31:21; 33:8); the book of the law (Ne. 8:3); the book of the law of Moses (Ne. 8:1); the book of Moses (Ne. 13:1; 2 Ch. 25:4; 35:12); the law of the Lord (Ezr. 7:10; 1 Ch. 16:40; 2 Ch. 31:3; 35:26); the law of God (Ne. 10:28-29); the book of the law of God (Ne. 8:18); the book of the law of the Lord (2 Ch. 17:9; 34:14); the book of the law of the Lord their God (Ne. 9:3); the law of Moses the servant of God (Dn. 9:11; cf. Mal. 4:4). One cannot say for certain whether references to the law in the histor-ical writings refer to the Pentateuch as a whole or to parts of the Mosaic legislation, e.g. the law (Jos. 8:34); the book of the law (Jos. 1:8; 8:34; 2 Ki. 22:8); the book of the law of Moses (Jos. 8:31; 23:6; 2 Ki. 14:6); the book of the law of God (Jos. 24:26).

The NT uses similar designations: the book of the law (Gal. 3:10); the book of Moses (Mk. 12:26); the law (Mt. 12:5; Lk. 16:16; Jn. 7:19); the law of Moses (Lk. 2:22; Jn. 7:23); the law of the Lord (Lk. 2:23-24). The descriptions of the Pentateuch in both Testaments serve to emphasize its divine and human authorship, its binding author-ity as the law, and its inscripturated form in the book.

I.    Contents

The Pentateuch narrates God’s dealings with the world, and especially the family of Abraham, from creation to the death of Moses. There are six main divisions. First, the origin of the world and of the nations (Gn. 1-11). This section describes the * creation, the Fall of man, the beginnings of civiliza-tion, the Flood, the Table of the Nations and the tower of Babel. Secondly, the patriarchal period (Gn. 12-50) depicts the call of Abraham, the initi-ation of the Abrahamic covenant, the lives of Isaac, Jacob and Joseph, and the settling of the covenant-clan in Egypt. Thirdly, Moses and the Exodus from Egypt (Ex. 1-18). Fourthly, legislation at Sinai (Ex. 19:l-Nu. 10:10), which includes the giving of the law, the building of the taber-nacle, the establishment of the levitical System and the final preparations for the journey from Sinai to Canaan. Fifthly, the wilderness wanderings (Nu. 10:11-36:13). This section describes the departure from Sinai, the acceptance of the majority report of the spies, God’s consequent judgment, the en-counter with Balaam, the appointment of Joshua as Moses’ successor and the apportionment of the land to the twelve tribes. Sixthly, the final Speeches of Moses (Dt. 1-34) recapitulate the Exodus events, repeat and expand the Sinaitic command-ments, clarify the issues involved in obedience and disobedience, and bless the tribes, who are poised to enter Canaan. This section ends with the cryptic description of Moses’ death and burial.

II.    Authorship and unity

For centuries both Judaism and Christianity ac-cepted without question the biblical tradition that Moses wrote the Pentateuch. Ben-Sira (Ecclus. 24:23), Philo (Life of Moses 3. 39), Josephus (Ant.

4. 326), the Mishnah (Pirqe Aböth 1. 1), and the Talmud (Baba Bathra 14b) are unanimous in their acceptance of the Mosaic authorship. The only debate centred in the account of Moses’ death in Dt. 34:5fr. Philo and Josephus affirm that Moses described his own death, while the Talmud (loc. cit.) credits Joshua with eight verses of the törä, presumably the last eight.

a. Penlateuchal criticism before ad 1700 The tradition expressed in 2 Esdras 14:21-22, that the scrolls of the Pentateuch, burned in Nebuchad-rezzar’s siege of Jerusalem, were rewritten by Ezra, was apparently accepted by a number of the early church Fathers, e.g. Irenaeus, Tertullian, Clement of Alexandria, Jerome. They did not, however, reject the Mosaic authorship of the original law. The first recorded instance of such a rejection is the Statement of John of Damascus concerning the Nasaraeans, a sect of Jewish Christians (cf. PG 94. 688-689). The Clementine Homilies teach that dia-bolical interpolations were made in the Pentateuch to try to put Adam, Noah and the Patriarchs in a bad light. Any passage out of harmony with the Ebionite assumptions of the author was suspected in this early attempt at higher criticism. Among the stumbling-blocks to the faith which Anastasius the Sinaite, patriarch of Antioch (7th Century ad), attempted to remove werc questions dealing with thc Mosaic authorship of, and alleged discrepan-cies in, Genesis (cf. PG 89. 284-285).

Düring the mediaevai era, Jewish and Muslim scholars began to point out supposed contradic-tions and anachronisms in the Pentateuch. For in-stance, Ibn Ezra (d. 1167), following a Suggestion of Rabbi Isaac ben Jasos (d. 1057) that Gn. 36 was written not earlier than Jehoshaphat’s reign be-cause of the mention of Hadad (cf. Gn. 36:35; 1

K.i. 11:14), maintained that such passages as Gn. 12:6; 22:14; Dt. 1:1; 3:11 were interpolations.

The Reformer A. 13. Carlstadt (1480-1541), ob-serving no change in the literary style of Deuter-onomy betöre and al'ter Moses’ death, denied that Moses wrote the Pentateuch. A Belgian Roman Catholic, Andreas Masius, produced a commen-tary on Joshua (1574) in which he credited Ezra with certain pentateuchal interpolations. Similar positions were maintained by two Jesuit scholars, Jacques Bonfrere and Benedict Pereira. Two famous philosophers helped to pave the way for modern higher critics by voicing in their widely circulated writings some of the Contemporary criticisms of the unity of the law: Thomas Hobbes (Leviathan, 1651) credited Moses with everything attributed to him in the Pentateuch, but suggested that other parts were written more about Moses than by him; Benedict Spinoza (Tractalus Theologico-politicus, 1670) carried the observa-tions of Ibn Ezra farther by noting doublets and alleged contradictions, and concluding that Ezra, who himself wrote Deuteronomy, compiled the Pentateuch from a number of documents (some Mosaic). 17th-century criticism of the Pentateuch was climaxed in the works of the Roman Catholic Richard Simon and the Arminian Jean LeClerc in 1685. LeClerc replied to Simon’s view that the Pentateuch was a Compilation based on many documents, both of divine and human origin, by assert-ing that the author must have lived in Babylonia between 722 bc and Ezra’s time.

b. Pentateuchal criticism from AD 1700 to 1900

(i) The queslion of Mosaic authorship. Despite the questions raised by Catholics, Protestants and Jews in the period discussed above, the vast multitude of scholars and laymen clung firmly to belief in the Mosaic authorship. A milestone in pentateuchal criticism was reached in 1753, when the French physician Jean Astruc published his theory that Moses had composed Genesis from two main andern memoires and a number of shorter documents. The clue to the identification of the two memoires was the use of the divine names: one em-ployed Elohim; the other, Yahweh. Astruc maintained the Mosaic authorship of Genesis, but pos-ited his theory of multiple sources to account for some of the repetitions and alleged discrepancies which critics had noted. J. G. Eichhorn (Einleitung, 1780-83) expanded Astruc’s views into what is called ‘the early documentary theory’. Abandon-ing the Mosaic authorship, he credited the final editing of the Elohistic and Yahwistic documents of Genesis and Ex. 1-2 to an unknown redactor.

K. D. Ilgen (Die Urkunden des Jerusalemischen Tempelarchivs in ihrer Urgestalt, 1798) carried the documentary theory a Step farther when he dis-covered in Gn. 17 independent sources traceable to three authors, two of whom use Elohim and the other Yahweh.

A Scottish Roman Catholic priest, Alexander

Geddes, pursued Astruc’s identification of several memoires and developed (between 1792 and 1800) the fragmenlary theory which holds that the Pentateuch was composed by an unknown redactor from a number of fragments which had originated in two different circles—one Elohistic, the other Yahwistic. Two German scholars embraced and expanded the fragmentary theory: J. S. Vater (Commentar über den Pentateuch, 3 vols., 1802-5) tried to trace the growth of the Pentateuch from over thirty fragments; WML. De Wette (Beiträge zur Einleitung in das Alte Testament, 1807) stressed the comparatively late nature of much of the legal material and, significantly for later research, iden-tified Josiah’s book of the law as Deuteronomy (in this identification he had been anticipated by Jerome 1,400 years earlier).

De Wette’s emphasis on one basic document augmented by numerous fragments was developed by H. Ewald, who in 1831 suggested that the chief document was the Elohistic source which carried the narrative from the creation into the book of Joshua and was supplemented by the account of the Yahwist, who was also the final redactor. Though Ewald later retreated from this ‘sup-plementary theory’, it survived in the writings of F. Bleek (de libri Geneseos origine, 1836) and F. Tuch (Genesis, 1838).

The ‘new documentary theory’ was fathered by H. Hupfeid (Die Quellen der Genesis und die Art ihrer Zusammensetzung, 1853), who, like Ilgen, found three separate sources in Genesis—the original Elohist (E1), the later Elohist (E2), and the Yahwist (J). A year later, when E. Riehm published his Die Gesetzgebung Mosis im Lande Moab in 1854, which purported to demonstrate the independent character of Deuteronomy, the four major documents had been isolated and dated in the Order E', E2, J, D.

K. H. Graf (in 1866) developed the Suggestion of E. G. Reuss, J. F. L. George and W. Vatke and affirmed that E1 (called P for Priestly Code by modern scholars), rather than being the earliest of the documents, was the latest. The debate then centred in the question as to whether E2(E)JDP(E') or JEDP was the proper chronological order. A. Kuenen’s work, The Religion of Israel (1869-70), assured the triumph of the latter Order and set the Stage for the appearance of the Star actor in the drama of pentateuchal criticism, Julius Wellhausen.

(ii) Wellhausen's views. Wellhausen’s important publications from 1876 to 1884 gave the documentary theory its most cogent and populär set-ting. Stated simply, this theory holds that J (c. 850 bc) and E (c. 750 bc) were combi ned by a redactor (R E) about 650 bc. When D (the Deuteronomic laws, c. 621) was added by RD (c. 550) and P (c. 500-450) by Rp c. 400 bc, the Pentateuch was basically complete. In Wellhausen’s presentation more was involved than mere documentary analy-sis. He linked his critical studies to an evolutionary approach to Israel’s history which minimized the historicity of the patriarchal period and tended to detract from Moses’ prominence. The religion of Israel advanced from the simple sacrifices on family altars in the days of the Settlement to the intricately legalistic structure of Leviticus (P), which stemmed from Ezra’s era (*Priests and Levites). Similarly, Israel’s concept of God evolved from the animism and polytheism of the patriarchal days, through the henotheism of

Moses' time and the ethical monotheism of the 8th-century prophets to the Sovereign Lord of Is. 40fT.

So fundamental for later scholarship were Well-hausen’s ideas that his influence in biblical studies has frequently been likened to Darwin’s in the natural Sciences. Largely through the writings of W. Robertson Smith and S. R. Driver. Wellhausen’s documentary analysis gained a widespread accept-ance throughout the English-speaking world. The following summary (somewhat oversimplified) out-lines the basic characteristics of the pentateuchal documents according to the Wellhausenian school.

The Yahwist's narrative (J) is said to date from early in the Monarchy (c. 950-850 bc). Allusions to territorial expansion (Gn. 15:18; 27:40) and the as-cendancy of Judah (Gn. 49:8-12) allegedly point to a Solomonic date. The J document teils the story of God’s dealings with man from the creation of the universe to Israel’s entry of Canaan. The com-bination of majesty and simplicity found in J marks it as an outstanding example of epic litera-ture worthy of comparison with Homer’s Iliad. Originating in Judah, the Yahwist document has some distinctive literary traits in addition to the preference for the name Yahweh: siphä, ‘maid-servant’, is preferred to ’ämä (E); Sinai is used in-stead of Horeb (E); populär etymologies occur frequently, e.g. Gn. 3:20; 11:9; 25:30; 32:27.

Intensely nationalistic, the J narrative records in detail the exploits of the patriarchal families, even those that are not particularly praiseworthy. Theo-logically J is noted for its anthropopathisms and anthropomorphisms. God in quasi-human form walks and talks with men, although his transcend-ence is never doubted. The transparent biographies of the Patriarchs, deftly and simply narrated, are an outstanding feature of J.

The Elohist's narrative (E) is usually dated about a Century after J, i.e. 850-750 bc. A N (Ephraim-itic) origin for E has been suggested on the basis of the omission of the stories of Abraham and Lot, which centre in Hebron and the Cities of the Plain, and the special emphasis given to Bethel and Shechem (Gn. 28:17; 31:13; 33:19-20). Joseph, the ancestor of the N tribes Ephraim and Manasseh, plays a prominent role. More fragmentary than J, E nevertheless has its own stylistic peculiarities: ‘the River’ is the Euphrates; repetition is used in direct address (cf. Gn. 22:11: Ex. 3:4); ‘Here am I’ (hinneni) is used in replies to the Deity.

Though less noteworthy as a literary com-position than J, the E document is noted for its moralistic and religious emphases. Sensitive to the sins of the Patriarchs, E attempts to rationalize them, while the anthropomorphisms of J are re-placed by divine revelations through dreams and angelic mediation. An outstanding contribution of E is the story of God’s testing of Abraham in the command to sacrifice Isaac (Gn. 22:1-14). With powerful simplicity the picture of conflict between love of family and obedience to God is painted, and with prophetic force the lesson concerning the inwardness of true sacrifice is conveyed.

The Deuteronomisl documenl (D), in Pentateuchal studies, corresponds roughly with the book of * Deuteronomy. Essential to the documentary hypothesis is the view that Josiah’s book of the law (2 Ki. 22:3-23:25) was part, at least, of Dt. The correspondences between D and the terms of Josiah’s reformation are noteworthy: the worship is centralized at Jerusalem (2 Ki. 23:4ff.; Dt. 12:1-7); acts of false worship are specifically forbidden (2

Ki. 23:4-11, 24; Dt. 16:21, 22; 17:3; 18:10, 11). D lays great stress on God’s love for Israel and her Obligation to respond, a philosophy of history which spells out the terms of God’s blessing and judgment, and the necessity for a vigorous sense of social justice under the terms of the covenant. A collection of sermons rather than narratives, D is a collection of legal and hortatory materials com-piled during the exigencies of Manasseh’s reign and combined with JE after the time of Josiah.

The Priestly document (P) draws together laws and customs from various periods of Israel’s history and codifies them in such a way as to organize the legal structure of post-exilic Judaism. P con-tains some narratives, but is more concerned with genealogies and the patriarchal origins of ritual or legal practices. Formal divisions such as the ten ‘generations’ of ‘Genesis and the covenants with Adam, Noah, Abraham and Moses are generally credited to P. The complexity of the legal and ritual structure of P is usually interpreted as a sign of a post-exilic date, especially when P (e.g. Ex. 25-31; 35-40; Lv.; the laws in Nu.) is compared with the simple ritualism of Jdg. and 1 Sa. As a literary document P cannot be compared with the earlier sources, because the penchant for laborious details (e.g. the genealogies and detailed descriptions of the tabernacle) tends to discourage literary creativ-ity. The concern of the priestly movement for the holiness and transcendence of God reveals itself in P, where the entire legislation is viewed as a means of grace whereby God bridges the gap between himself and Israel.

c.    Pentateuchal criticism after AD 1900 Documentary analysis did not stop with Wellhausen’s researches. Rudolf Smend, expanding a Suggestion made in 1883 by Karl Budde, attempted to divide the Yahwistic document into J1 and J2 throughout the Hexateuch (Die Erzählung des Hexaleuch auf ihre Quellen untersucht, 1912). What Smend had called J , Otto Eissfeldt identified as a Lay-source (L), because it contrasts directly with the Priestly document and emphasizes the no-madic ideal in Opposition to the Canaanite mode of life. Julian Morgenstern’s "Kenite document (K), purportedly dealing with Moses’ biography and the relations between Israel and the Kenites (HUCA 4, 1927, pp. 1-138), R. H. PfeifTer’s S (South or Seir) document in Genesis, correspond-ing somewhat to Eissfeldt’s L (ZAW48, 1930, pp. 66—73), and Gerhard von Rad’s division of the priestly document into PA and PB (Die Priesterschrift im Hexateuch, 1934) are further refinements of a documentary criticism which had reached its extreme in the detailed dissections of P in B. Baentsch’s work on Leviticus (1900), where seven main sources of P are further modified by the dis-covery of one or more redactors. This atomizing tendency is represented in the works of C. A. Simpson (notably The Early Traditions of Israel: a Critical Analysis of the Pre-Deuteronomic Narrative of the Hexateuch, 1948).

d.    Reactions to the Graf-Wellhausen theory Conservatives, convinced that their view of inspir-ation and the whole structure of theology built on it were at stäke, joined battle almost immediately with pentateuchal critics. In the van of this reaction were E. W. Hengstenberg (Dissertations on the Genuineness of the Pentateuch, 1847) and

C. F. Keil. After the appearance of Wellhausen’s monumental synthesis the battle was continued by W H. Green (The Higher Crilicism of ihe Pentateuch, 1895) and James Orr (The Problem of the Old Testament, 1906), whose careful scrutiny of the documentary analyses found them wanting in terms of both literary evidence and theological presuppositions. The pattem set by these scholars was continued in the researches of R. D. Wilson (A Scientific Investigation of the Old Testament, 1926, reprinted 1959), G. Ch. Aalders (A Short Introduc-tion lo the Pentateuch, 1949), O. T. Allis (The Five Booksof Moses, 1943) and E. J. Young (IOT, 1949).

(1)    The use of the divine names. Conservative at-tacks on the Wellhausenian theory have generally taken shape along the following lines. The use of the divine names as a criterion for separating documents has been questioned at four points: (1) The evidence of textual criticism, especially from the Pentateuch of the lxx, suggests that there was less uniformity and more variety in early manu-scripts of the Pentateuch than in the MT, which has traditionally been used as the basis of documentary analysis (although J. Skinner’s The Divine Names in Genesis, 1914, has weakened the force of this argument).

(2)    R. D. Wilson’s study of the divine names in the Qur’an (PTR 17, 1919, pp. 644-650) brought to light the fact that certain suras of the Qur’an prefer Allah (4; 9; 24; 33; 48, etc.), while others prefer Rab (18; 23; 25-26; 34, etc.), just as certain sections of Genesis use Elohim (e.g. Gn. 1:1-2:3; 6:9-22; 17:2ff., 20, etc.) and others Yahweh (e.g. Gn. 4; 7:1-5; 11:1-9; 15; 18:1-19:28, etc.), although there is no Support among scholars for a documentary approach to Qur’anic studies based on the divine names.

(3)    The use of Yahweh Elohim (Gn. 2:4-3:24; cf. also Ex. 9:30) presents a special problem for the Wellhausen theory, since it involves a combining of the names which are supposed to be clues to separate documents; the lxx contains many more in-stances of this combination (e.g. Gn. 4:6, 9; 5:29; 6:3, 5), while there is ample evidence of compound names for deities in Ugaritic, Egyp. and Gk. litera-ture (cf C. H. Gordon in Christianity Today, 23 Nov. 1959).

(4)    It is likely that the interchange of Yahweh and Elohim in the Pentateuch reflects an attempt on the part of the author to stress the ideas associ-ated with each name (cf. I. Engneil, Gamla Teslamentet, 1, 1945, pp. 194ff.). These and similar Problems pertaining to the divine names have long since caused documentary critics to minimize what was once the starting-point of the whole process of documentary analysis.

(ii) Diction and style. Differences in diction and style, an important link in the chain of evidence for the Wellhausen theory, have been called into ques-tion by a number of conservatives. Stress has been Iaid on the fact that the pentateuchal stories are too fragmentary to give an adequate sampling of an author’s vocabulary and that insufficient attention has sometimes been given to the fact that different types of literature call for differing vocabu-laries. Words supposedly peculiar to one document are sometimes credited to a redactor when they occur in another source. This use of a redactor when the facts call in question critical theories seems a somewhat too convenient method of deal-ing with difficulties. As for matters of style, conservatives and others have frequently pointed out the subjectivity in such judgments and the very great difficulty involved in subjecting such opin-ions to scientific examination. What seems to be a graphic, vibrant narrative to one critic may seem dull or turgid to another. W. J. Martin has high-lighted some of the difficulties encountered by literary critics in his Stylistic Criteria and the Analysis of the Pentateuch, 1955, although caution is imperative in the use of analogies from Western literary criticism for the study of oriental literature.

(iii) Double narratives. The occurrence of double narratives (sometimes called doublets) has been considered key evidence for a diversity of sources. Aalders (op. cit., pp. 43-53) and Allis (op. cit., pp. 94-110, 118-123) have examined a number of these repetitions (e.g. Gn. 1:1 —2:4a; 2:4b—25; 6:1 —8, 9-13; 12:10-20; 20; 26:6-11) and have sought to show that their presence in the text need not be interpreted as evidence for multiplicity of sources. On the contrary, repetition within Heb. prose may be connected with the characteristically Heb. (and indeed Semitic) use of repetition for emphasis. Ideas are underscored in Heb. literature not by the logical Connection with other ideas but by a Creative kind of repetition which seeks to influence the reader’s will. (Cf. J. Muilenburg, ‘A Study in Hebrew Rhetoric: Repetition and Style’ in VT Supp 1, 1953, pp. 97-111; J. Pedersen, Israel, 1-2, 1926, p. 123.) Liturgical use may also help to ac-count for repetition in both narrative and legislative portions of the Pentateuch.

So far as Gn. is concerned, a conservative con-tribution was made by P. J. Wiseman in New Dis-coveries in Babylonia about Genesis, 1936; rev. ed., Clues to Creation in Genesis, 1977. He suggested that the töledöt passages (those beginning or ending with some such phrase as ‘These are the generations . . .’) mark the various sources avail-able to Moses for compiling earlier narratives. This approach was popularized by J. StafTord Wright in How Moses Compiled Genesis: A Suggestion, 1946. For replies to the Wellhausenian theory of the development of the levitical System, see ‘Priests and Levites.

Conservatives have been quick to draw upon the conclusions of non-conservatives when these con-clusions tcnded to question the validity of the documentary hypothesis. The sustained attack on the theories of Wellhausenians by B. D. Eerdmans is a case in point. Though denying the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch, Eerdmans staunchly defended the basic authenticity of the patriarchal narratives and affirmed his confidence in the an-tiquity of the ritual institutions of P. Further, T Oestreicher and A. C. Welch endeavoured to tumble the documentary theory by removing the keystone —the Identification of D with Josiah’s book of the law. E. Robertson (The Old Testament Problem, 1950) regards Dt. as having been compiled under Samuel’s influence as a law-book for ‘all Israel’, as having fallen into disuse when the disruption of the nation made its application impossible, and as having been opportunely rediscovered in Josiah’s reign at a time when it was possible to treat ‘all Israel’ as a religious unit once more. The Deca-logue and the Book of the Covenant, with which the Hebrews entered Canaan, were preserved in the early days of the Settlement at various local sanc-tuaries, where they gathered around themselves bodies of divergent though related laws and tradi-tions; the beginnings of national reunion in Samuel’s day necessitated the Compilation, on the basis of this material, of a law-book for the central administration. R. Brinker, a pupil of E. Robertson, elaborated certain aspects of this theory in The In-fluence of Sanctuaries in Early Israel, 1946. Using linguistic and stylistic criteria, U. Cassuto (La Queslione della Genesi, 1934) argued for the unitv of Gn., while F. Dornseiff (ZAW 52-53, 1934-5) defended the literary unity of the whole Pentateuch; cf. his Antike und Alter Orient, 1956.

From another angle A. R. Johnson warns us against what ‘seems to be a real danger in OT study as a whole of misinterpreting what may be different but Contemporary strata in terms of corre-sponding stages of thought, which can be arranged chronologically so as to fit into an over-simplified evolutionary scheme or similar theory of progressive revelation’ (The Vitality of the Individual in the Thought of Ancient Israel, 1949, p. 3).

(iv) Form criticism. While not abandoning the documentary hypothesis, the pioneer form critics, H. Gunkel and H. Gressmann, laid stress both on the literary qualities and on the lengthy process of oral tradition which had shaped the various narratives into aesthetic masterpieces. This welcome relief from the coldly analytical approach of the documentary critics, who in their detailed dissec-tion of the Pentateuch tended to neglect the power and beauty of the stories, paved the way for the researches of a group of Scandinavian scholars who have discarded the documentary approach in favour of an emphasis on oral tradition. Following the lead of J. Pedersen who in 1931 formally re-jected the documentary theory (ZA W49, 1931, pp. 161-181), I. Engnell (Gamla Testamentet, 1, 1945) affirmed that, far from being the result of the Compilation of written documents, the Pentateuch is a combination of reliable oral traditions collected and shaped in two main traditionist circles: a ‘P-circle’ responsible for the Tetrateuch and a ‘D-circle’ which formulated Dt., Jos., Jdg., Sa. and Kl The actual writing of the books is relegated to exilic or post-exilic times. Key factors in the development of this traditio-historical school are the advanced knowledge of Heb. psychology and the growing understanding of ancient oriental litera-ture. According to Engnell, the devotees of the Wellhausenian approacn tend to interpret the OT in terms of European literary methods and Western logic. See Eduard Nielsen, Oral Tradition, 1954, for a concise presentation of the views of the Scandinavian School.

As H. Gunkel’s preoccupation with the various literary units (identifiable by literary form within the Pentateuch) represented a kind of return to the fragmentary approach of Geddes, Vater and De Wette, so P. Volz (and to some extern W. Rudolph) called for a revival of a supplementary hypothesis by minimizing the importance of the Elohist, who is at the most, in Volz’s view, a later editor of the great author of Gn., the Yahwist. In somewhat similar fashion G. von Rad (The Problem of the Hexateuch and Olher Essays, E.T. 1966) has stressed the dominant role played by the Yahwist as both collector and author of the pentateuchal materials which took shape over a lengthy period of time and havea rieh history of tradition behind them. The generally accepted dates for the documents are highly tentative, according to von Rad, and represent the final stages in compiling the materials.

The theological application of von Rad’s theories of the Pentateuch is to be found in his Old Testament Theology, 1, E.T. 1962. His theory that the

Pentateuch developed around Israelite creeds like Dt. 26:5fT. has recently been turned around with the Suggestion that the creeds are not the source of the pentateuchal narrative but its summary (J. A. Soggin, /Or, E.T. 1976, p. 93).

M. Noth (The Laws in the Pentateuch, and Other Essays, E.T. 1966) has approximated some of the results of the Uppsala school of Engnell et al. without abandoning a documentary approach. Rather, he has paid close attention to the history of the oral traditions which Iie behind the documents, while maintaining an approach to J, E and P which is quite conventional. Perhaps his divergence from the Wellhausenian tradition is best seen in his re-fusal to recognize a ‘Hexateuch’ and his removal of most of Dt. from the province of pentateuchal criticism.

In general, Contemporary scholars are paying more attention to the forms of narrative, liturgical, contractual or legislative material than they are to the alleged sources of the documentary hypothesis, as recent introductions to the OT indicate. Cf. O. Kaiser, IOT, E.T. 1975, who lists the following chapter titles: Literary Types of Israelite Narrative, Literary Types of Israelite Law, The Growth of the Pentateuchal Narrative at the Pre-Literary Stage; also J. A. Soggin, op. cit. The precise relationship of form criticism to the more traditional source criticism is still under debate. What is clear is that much more attention must be paid to redaction criticism, the study of the import and thrust of the five individual books and the Pentateuch as a whole, whatever their process of composition may have been.

(v) The evidence of archaeology. The march of modern archaeology has contributed to the re-evaluation of the documentary hypothesis. The basic reliability of the historical narratives has been confirmed time and again, especially in the patriarchal period. (See H. H. Rowley, 'Recent Discovery and the Patriarchal Age’ in The Servant of the Lord1, 1965.) The evolutionary reconstruc-tion of Israel’s history and religion has been ques-tioned more than once by outstanding archaeolo-gists such as W. F. Albright (e.g. From the Stone Age to Christianily, 1957, pp. 88ff., 282) and C. H. Gordon (e.g. Ugaritic Literalure, 1949, pp. 5-7; ‘Higher Critics and Forbidden Fruit’, Christianity Today, 23 Nov. 1959). A drastic re-appraisal of the documentary hypothesis from the standpoint of Israel’s religion is found in the researches of Yehezkel Kaufmann, who affirms the antiquity of P and its priority to D. Furthermore, he separates Gn. from the rest of the Pentateuch, maintaining that it is ‘a Stratum in itself whose material is on the whole most ancient’ (The Religion of Israel, 1960, p. 208).

e. The position today

The insights gained from these criticisms of the Graf-Wellhausen hypothesis, together with the continuing researches of its exponents, have re-sulted in considerable modification of the old theory. The simple evolutionary views of Israel’s history and religion have been cast aside. The basic authenticity of the patriarchal stories is recognized by many scholars, since the light of archaeology has illuminated the setting of these stories. The Egyp. milieu of the Joseph cycle and the Exodus account has been established by archaeological, literary and linguistic considerations (cf. A. S. Yahuda, The Language of the Pentateuch in its Relation to Egyptian, 1931; C. H. Gordon. The World of the Old Testament, 1958, p. 139). The role of

*    Moses as the great lawgiver and the dominant figure in Israel’s religion has been reaffirmed.

Though not discarded, the documentary theory has been modified by Contemporary scholars. The development of each document is exceedingly complex and is generally considered to represent a whole ‘school’ rather than a single author. The growth of the various documents is not consecu-tive but parallel, since there are ancient elements found in each, as the use of pentateuchal elements by the prophets indicates (cf. Aalders, op. cit., pp. 111-138). Minute dissections of verses and positive assignment of their parts to diverse sources have generally been abandoned. These modifica-tions in the documentary hypothesis should be viewed by conservatives as a medical chart, not as an obituary. The Wellhausenian theory is still very much alive and remains a constant challenge to conservative scholarship, which has sometimes been content to take comfort in the reactions against the documentary hypothesis without pro-ducing a thorough introduction to the Pentateuch, which States positively the evidence for the basic unity of the law while taking into full consider-ation the indications of diversity on which the documentary theory is based. Our increased knowl-edge of Middle Eastern literature—thanks to dis-coveries in *Mari, *Nuzi, *Ugarit, Hatti, * Sumer and * Egypt—should be of measurable help in this task. Since the texts from *Ebla (Teil Mardikh) seem to be Contemporary with the earlier chapters of biblical history, they are likely to illuminate both the literature of the Pentateuch and its cul-tural background.

Aalders’ studies have broken fresh ground and point the way for further advance. Of particular interest are his recognition of post-Mosaic and non-Mosaic elements in the Pentateuch (e.g. Gn. 14:14; 36:31; Ex. 11:3; 16:35; Nu. 12:3; 21:14-15; 32:34ff.; Dt, 2:12; 34:1-12) and his awareness of the fact that neither Testament ascribes the entire work to Moses, although both attribute substantial parts of it to him. The great legal Codes, for in-stance, are credited specificallv to Moses (e.g. Ex. 20:2-23:33; 34:11-26; Dt. 5-26; cf. Dt. 31:9, 24), as is the Israelites’ itinerary mentioned in Nu. 33:2. As far as the Gn. stories are concerned, Moses may or may not have been the one who compiled them from their written and oral forms. The evidences of post-Mosaic editing of the Pentateuch are found in the references cited above, and especially in the mention of such ancient documents as ‘the Book of the Wars of the Lord’ (Nu. 21:14). It is difficult to date the final redaction of the Pentateuch. Aalders’ Suggestion that it took place some time within the reigns of Saul and David is credible, although some further allowance should probably be made for the modernizing of vocabulary and style.

III. The religious message of the Pentateuch

‘The Pentateuch must be deftned as a document which gives Israel its understanding, its aetiology of life. Here, through narrative, poetry, prophecy, law, God’s will concerning Israel’s task in the world is revealed’ (A. Bentzen, IOT3, 1952, 2, p. 77). A record of revelation and response, the Pentateuch testifies to the saving acts of God who is sovereign Lord of history and nature. The central act of God in the Pentateuch (and indeed the OT) is the

*    Exodus from Egypt. Here God broke in upon the consciousness of the Israelites and revealed him-self as the redeeming God. Insights gained from this revelation enabled them under Moses’ leadership to re-evaluate the traditions of their ancestors and see in them the budding of God’s dealings which had bloomed so brilliantly in the liberation from Egypt.

Having powerfully and openly proved himself as Lord in the Exodus, God led the Israelites into the realization that he was the Creator and Sustainer of the universe as well as the Ruler of history. The order is important: a knowledge of the Redeemer led to a knowledge of the Creator, an understanding of the God of grace prompted an understanding of the God of nature. The display of control over nature apparent in the plagues, the Crossing of the sea, and the sustenance in the wilderness may well have influenced the Israelites to view God as Lord of nature as well as of history.

God’s grace is revealed not only in his deliver-ance and guidance, but in the giving of the law and the initiation of the covenant. Israel’s pledge of obedience, her oath of loyalty to God and his will is her response; but even her response is a gift of God’s grace, for it is he who, though free from Obligation, has fixed the terms of the covenant and provided the sacrificia! System as a means of span-ning the gap between himself and his people. God’s grace demands a total recognition of his Lordship, a complete obedience to his will in every sphere of life. This demand is gracious because it involves what is good for Israel, what will help her to realize her true potential, and what she could not discover without divine revelation.

Whatever the origin of the Pentateuch, it Stands now as a document possessing a rieh inner unity. It is the record of God’s revelation in history and his Lordship over history. It testifies both to Israel’s response and to her failure to respond. It witnesses to God’s holiness, which separates him from men, and his gracious love, which binds him to them on his terms. (* Genesis, * Exodus, * Leviticus, ‘Numbers, *Deuteronomy.)
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PENTECOST, FEAST OF. In Lv. 23:16 lxx reads penlekonta hemeras for the Heb. h"missim yöm, ‘fifty days’, referring to the number of days Irom the offering of the barley sheaf at the beginning of the Passover. On the 50th day was the Feast of Pentecost. Since the time elapsed was 7 weeks, it was called hag säbu'öt, ‘feast of weeks’ (Ex. 34:22; Dt. 16:10). It marks the completion of the barley harvest, which began when the sickle was first put to the grain (Dt. 16:9), and when the sheaf was waved ‘the morrow after the sabbath’ (Lv. 23:11). It is also called hag haqqäsir, ‘feast of harvest’, and yöm habbikkürim, ‘day of the first fruits’ (Ex. 23:16; Nu. 28:26). The feast is not limited to the times of the Pentateuch, but its observance is indi-cated in the days of Solomon (2 Ch. 8:13), as the second of the three annual festivals (cf. Dt. 16:16).

The feast was proclaimed as a ‘holy convocation’ on which no servile work was to be done, and at which every male Israelite was required to appear at the sanctuary (Lv. 23:21). Two baked loaves of new, fine, leavened flour were brought out of the dwellings and waved by the priest before the Lord, together with the offerings of animal sacrifice for sin-and peace-offerings (Lv. 23:17-20). As a day of joy (Dt. 16:16) it is evident that on it the devout Israelite expressed gratitude for the blessings of the grain harvest and experienced heartfelt fear of the Lord (Je. 5:24). But it was the thanksgiving and fear of a redeemed people, for the Service was not with-out sin-and peace-oflerings, and was, moreover, a reminder of their deliverance from Egypt (Dt. 16:12) as God’s covenant people (Lv. 23:22). The ground of acceptance of the offering presupposes the removal of sin and reconciliation with God.

In the intertestamental period and later, Pentecost was regarded as the anniversary of the law-giving at Sinai (Jubilees 1:1 with 6:17; TB, Pesahim 68b; Midrash, Tanhuma 26c). The Sadducees cele-brated it on the 50th day (inclusive reckoning) from the first Sunday after Passover (taking the ‘sabbath’ of Lv. 23:15 to be the weekly sabbath); their reckoning regulated the public observance so long as the Temple stood, and the church is therefore justified in commemorating the first Christian Pentecost on a Sunday (Whit Sunday). The Pharisees, however, interpreted the ‘sabbath’ of Lv. 23:15 as the Festival of Unleavened Bread (cf. Lv. 23:7), and their reckoning became normative in Judaism after ad 70, so that in the Jewish calendar Pentecost now falls on various days of the week.

In the NT there are three references to Pentecost: (1) Acts 2:1 (Gk. len hemeran tespentekostes). On this day, after the resurrection and ascension of Christ (c. ad 30), the disciples were gathered in a house in Jerusalem, and were visited with signs from heaven. The Holy Spirit descended upon them, and new life, power and blessing was evident, which Peter explained was in fulfilment of the prophecy of Joel. (2) Acts 20:16. Paul was de-termined not to spend time in Asia and made speed to be in Jerusalem by the day of Pentecost (ad 57). (3) 1 Cor. 16:8. Paul purposed to stay at Ephesus until Pentecost (ad 54 or 55), because an effectual door was opened to him for his ministry.

Bibliography. Mishnah, Menahoi 10.3;Tosefta, Menahoi 10. 23, 528; TB, Menahoi 65a; L. Finkeistein, The Pharisees, 1946, pp. 1 i5ff.    d.f.

PENUEL. ‘The face of God’ was the name that Jacob gave to the place where he crossed the Jabbok on his way back to meet Esau. It is possible that it had been called Penuel before, perhaps after a peculiarly shaped rock, and that Jacob endorsed the name as a result of his experience with the angel. The blessing which he sought (Gn. 32:26) materialized in Esau’s conciliatory attitude (cf. 33:10: ‘Truly to see your face is like seeing the face of God’).

That Penuel was the site of an important pass is shown by the fact that a tower was built there, which Gideon destroyed after defeating the Mid-ianites (Jdg. 8:8fT), and Jeroboam rebuilt the city there, presumably to defend the invader’s route from the E to his new Capital at Shechem. The exact site is unknown, but S. Merrill, East of Jordan, 1881, pp. 390-392, makes a good case for the ancient ruins 6 km E of Succoth on two hills called Tulul ed-Dahab.    J.B.J.

PEOPLE. 1. Heb. Vom, occasionally sing., more frequently plur. Vummim, may mean: (/') a race or ethnic aggregate (Gn. 25:23, sing, and plur.); (i7) the sum total of the populace subject to a ruler, the same concept from a different viewpoint (Pr. 14:28, sing.); (iii) the totality or a large section of an ethnic community considered as the vehicle of judgment and feeling (Pr. 11:26, sing.); (i'v) ex-ceptionally, the Jewish people (Is. 51:4, sing.); (v) frequently, in the plur., the non-Jewish nations (e.g. Is. 55:4).

2.    Heb. göy, ‘nation’, ‘people’, came by associ-ation rather than etymology to mean specifically the Gentiles; or, when applied to Israelites, to imply backsliding and religious unfaithfulness (Jdg. 2:20; Is. 1:4; etc.) The term is used in a vivid metaphor for a swarm of locusts in Joel 1:6. lxx regularly uses ethnos for göy, yet NT sometimes uses ethnos for Israel, showing that these acquired associations cannot be pressed too rigidly.

3.    With trifling exceptions (cf. Gn. 26:11, ‘Philistines’; Ex. 9:15, ‘Egyptians’) Heb. am, ‘people’, came to be applied fairly exclusively to Israel as the chosen race, but this meaning is acquired, not intrinsic. The lxx equivalent is laos. Further exceptions to Israelite reference are the metaphorical descriptions of ants and conies in community (Pr. 30:25f.). The unusual negative of Dt. 32:21, directly attached to the noun, denies to a flesh-and-blood people those spiritual characteristics which would justify their title (cf. ‘Loammi’, Ho. 1:9, av). The biblical phrase 'am hä’äres means in the earlier books the common people of the land, as distinct from the rulers and aristocracy. In the Ezra-Nehemiah period, the phrase sharpened to focus those Palestinians whose Judaism was mixed or suspect, with whom scrupulous Jews could not intermarry; cf. Ezr. 9:1-2, etc. In the rabbinic lit-erature the term—now used in the sing, of an individual, in the plur. (amme hä’äres) of a dass— came to mean specifically all those who failed to observe the whole traditional law in all its details. A clear premonition of the rabbinic contempt for such persons is seen in Jn. 7:49.

4.    The common NT equivalent to 'am is laos or

demos, as opposed to ochlos, which means merely a crowd.    r.a.s. 4 3

2. The name of a deity, more fully Baal-peor, to which the Israelites were attracted (Nu. 25:3) and for the worship of which they were severely pun-ished. Their punishment Ieft a vivid impression and was recalled as a warning and example (Nu. 31:16; Dt. 4:3; Jos. 22:17).    m.a.m.

PERAEA. A district in Transjordan, correspond-ing roughly to the ‘Gilead of the OT. It is never mentioned by name in the NT—that is left to Josephus—but is the district referred to several times (e.g. Mt. 19:1) as the land ‘beyond Jordan’. The name Peraea came into use after the Exile, to denote an area E of the Jordan c. 16 km wide, Stretching from the river Arnon in the S to some point between the Jabbok and the Yarmuk in the

N. 1t comprised essentially the edge of the 1,000 m scarp overlooking the Jordan, with its towns, and was thus a highland region, with adequate (750 mm [30 in.]) per annum) rainfall and tree cover in its higher parts. At intermediate elevations there were olives and vines, and cultivation tailed off E through the wheatfields and then the steppe pas-tures of lower lands. It was evidently an attractive region in OT times, for after seeing it and adjacent areas the tribes of Gad and Reuben (Nu. 32:1-5) lost interest in Crossing Jordan with their cattle.

In the time of Christ Peraea was occupied by Jews and ruled by Herod Antipas, and by Jews it was regarded as possessing equality of Status with Judaea and Galilee. As it adjoined both of these across the Jordan, it was possible by traversing its length to follow an all-Jewish route from Galilee to Judaea, thus by-passing the territory of the Sa-maritans.    j.h.p.

PERDITION (Gk. apöleia, ‘loss’, ‘destruction’). A word employed in the NT, in the sense of ‘destruction’ and with special reference to the fate of the wicked and their loss of eternal life (Rev. 17:8, 11). (* Hell, * Eschatology.)

In addition, the phrase ‘son of perdition’ occurs, a form of speech in which the Jews often expressed a man’s destiny (e.g. ‘sons of light’, ‘children of disobedience’; cf. Mt. 23:15; Lk. 10:6). It is applied to Judas Iscariot (Jn. 17:12) in a vivid sense which the Eng. does not fully convey as meaning literally ‘not one perished but the son of perishing’. The term is used also by Paul to describe the ‘man of lawlessness’ (2 Thes. 2:3), for which see ‘Antichrist. The phrase ‘sons of perdition’ is found in Jubilees 10:3, with reference to those who perished in the Flood.

The Gk. word Stands in direct antithesis to full and complete blessedness (söteria).    j.d.d.

PEREZ, PEREZITES. Perez (Heb. peres), one of the sons of Judah by Tamar his daughter-in-law (1 Ch. 2:4; 4:1), was so named because though his twin Zarah put out his hand first, Perez was the first delivered, and it was said that he had ‘made a breach’ (rsv) or ‘broken forth’ (av) (päras; Gn. 38:29). He was the father of Hezron and Hamul (Gn. 46:12; Nu. 26:21; 1 Ch. 2:5), whose descend-ants were called Perezites (parst, Nu. 26:20; av ‘Pharzites’; see also Ne. 11:4, 6). Through him and Hezron passed the genealogy of the Messiah (1 Ch. 9:4; Ru. 4:18; Mt. 1:3; Lk. 3:33; cf. Ru. 4:12). The name occurs in lxx and NT as Phares, and this name is taken over unchanged into the av NT. In the OT the av gives ‘Pharez’ in all occurrences except 1 Ch. 27:3, and Ne. 11:4-6. In the later ew the form Perez is used throughout. It may be compared with the Assyr. personal name Pani found in documents of the 8th Century bc. See K. Tallqvist. Assyrian Personal Names, 1914, p. 180.

1

PELEG (Heb. peleg, ‘water-course, division’). The son of Eber, brother of Yoqtan (2Joktan), and grandson of Shem (Gn. 10:25). In his time the earth was ‘divided’, the word used (nipl’gä) being a play on, or explanation of, his name. This is com-monly held to refer to the Splitting up of the world’s population into various geographica! and linguistic groups (Gn. 11:1-9). It may equally well mark the development by the semi-nomad sons of

2

Ebel of cultivation, using artificial irrigation canals (Assyr. plagu)\ peleg is used in this sense in Is. 30:25, 32:2; Jb. 29:6; 38:25. Alternatively it may be a reference to division of territory by borders (Akk. pulukku; JCS 18, 1964, p. 69; paläku, ‘to divide at borders’). Peleg was father of Reu (Gn. 11:19).    D.j.w.

3

 650f.

4

PEOR. 1. A mountain somewhere to the N of the Dead Sea and opposite Jericho, described as look-ing towards the desert, but its location is not cer-tainly identified. It was the last place from which Balaam blessed Israel (Nu. 23:28). See J. A. Jaussen-R. Savignac, Mission en Arabie, 1909, pp.


T.C.M.

PERFECTION. The biblical idea of perfection is of a state of ideal wholeness or completion, in which any disabilities, shortcomings or defects that may have existed before have been eliminated or left behind.

In the OT, two Heb. roots express this idea: slm and tmm. (For the literal sense of the adjective sälem, see Dt. 25:15, rsv ‘full’, av ‘perfect’; 27:6, ‘whole’; for that of tämim, see Lv. 3:9; 23:15.) In the NT the usual adjective (19 times) is teleios (noun teleiotes, Col. 3:14; Heb. 6:1), which ex-presses the thought of having reached the ap-propriate or appointed telos (‘end’ in the sense of ‘goal’, ‘purpose’). The corresponding verb, leleioö (16 times in this sense), means to bring into such a condition. In secular Greek teleios means also: (i) adult, full-grown, as opposed to immature and infantile, and (ii), in connection with mystery-cults, fully initiated. The former sense shines through in 1 Cor. 14:20; Eph. 4:13; Heb. 5:14; cf. 6:1; the latter in 1 Cor. 2:6 and perhaps Phil. 3:15; Col. 1:28. Two adjectives of similar meaning are: (i) artios (2 Tim. 3:17; av ‘perfect’, rsv ‘complete’), denoting ability and readiness to meet all demands made upon one, and (ii) holokleros (Jas. 1:4, with teleios; 1 Thes. 5:23, rv ‘entire’, rsv ‘sound’), for which Arndt gives ‘whole, complete, undamaged, intact, blame-less'. The NT also uses (7 times) the verb katartizö, translated ‘perfect’ in av, meaning ‘put in order’, or ‘bring to a fit state’, by training, or supplying some lack, or correcting some fault.

Perfection is a relative term, meaning simply the attainment of a due end, or the enjoyment of an ideal state. What that end and state is varies in different cases. The Bible speaks of perfection in three distinct connections.

I.    The perfection of God

Scripture speaks of God (Mt. 5:48), his ‘work’ (Dt. 32:4), his ‘way’ (2 Sa. 22:31 = Ps. 18:30), and his ‘law’ (Ps. 19:7; Jas. 1:25) as perfect. In each context some feature of his manifested moral glory is in view, and the thought is that what God says and does is wholly free from faults and worthy of all praise. In Mt. 5:48, Christ holds up the ideal con-duct of the heavenly Father (particularly, in the context, his kindness to those who oppose him) as a pattem which his children must imitate.

II.    The perfection of Christ

The writer to the Hebrews speaks of the incarnate Son of God as having been made ‘perfect through suflerings’ (Heb. 2:10). The reference here is not to any personal probation of Jesus as man, but to his being fitted by his experience of the power of temptation and the costliness of obedience for the high-priestly ministry to which God had called him (Heb. 5:7-10; cf. 7:28, rv). As high priest, having ‘oflered for all time a single sacrifice for sins’ (Heb. 10:12), he became ‘the source of eternal salvation to all who obey him’ (Heb. 5:9), securing for them by his intercession constant access to God (Heb.

7:25; 10:19fT.) and giving them the constant sym-pathy and help that they need in their constant temptations (Heb. 4:14fT.). It was his own firsthand experience of temptation that fitted him to fulfil this latter ministry (Heb. 2:171'.; 5:2, 7fT.).

III. The perfection of man

This is spoken of with reference (e) to God’s cov-enant relationship with man and (b) to his work of grace in man.

a.    God’s covenant relationship with man

The Bible speaks of man's perfection in the covenanl with God. This is the perfection which the OT demands of God’s people (Gn. 17:1; Dt. 18:13) and ascribes to individual saints (Noah, Gn. 6:9; Asa, 1 Ki. 15:14; Job, Jb. 1:1): loyal, sincere, whole-hearted obedience to the known will of their gra-cious God. It is faith at work, maintaining a right relationship with God by reverent worship and Service. This perfection is essentially a matter of the heart (1 Ki. 8:61; 2 Ki. 20:3; 1 Ch. 29:9); outward conformity to God’s commands is not enough if the heart is not perfect (2 Ch. 25:2). Perfection is regularly linked with uprightness, as its natural outward expression (Jb. 1:1, 8; 2:3; Ps. 37:37; Pr. 2:21). In Mt. 19:21 leleios, as well as expressing the negative thought, ‘lacking nothing’, would seem to carry the positive meaning, ‘sin-cerely and truly in covenant with God’.

The Bible also speaks of God's perfecting of his covenant relation with man. This is the perfecting of men through Christ with which the writer to the Hebrews deals. ‘The perfecting of men refers to their covenant condition. ... To perfect . . . is to put the People into the true covenant relation of worshippers of the Lord, to bring them into His full fellowship’ (A. B. Davidson, Hebrews, p. 208). God did this by replacing the old covenant, priest-hood, tabernacle and sacrifices by something better. The ‘old covenant’ in Hebrews means the Mosaic system for establishing living fellowship between God and his people; but, says the writer, it could never ‘perfect’ them in this relationship, for it could not give full assurance of the remission of all sins (Heb. 7:11, 18; 9:9; 10:1-4). Under the new covenant, however, on the ground of Christ’s single sacrifice of himself, believers receive God’s assurance that he will remember their sins no more (10:11-18). Thus they are ‘perfected for ever’ (v.

14). This perfection of fellowship with God is something that OT saints did not know on earth (11:40)—though, through Christ, they enjoy it now, in the heavenly Jerusalem (12:23f.).

b.    God’s work of grace in man

The Bible speaks of God's perfecting of his people in the image of Christ. God means those who through faith enjoy fellowship with him to grow from spiritual infancy to a maturity (perfection) in which they will lack nothing of the full stature of Christ, in whose likeness they are being renewed (Col. 3:10). They are to grow tili they are, in this sense, complete (cf. 1 Pet. 2:2; Heb. 5:14; 6:1; Gal. 3:14; Eph. 4:13; Col. 4:12). This thought has both a corporate and an individual aspect: the church corporately is to become ‘a perfect man’ (Eph. 4:13; cf. 2:15; Gal. 3:28), and the individual Christian will ‘be perfect’ (Phil. 3:12). In either case the conception is Christological and eschatological. The realm of perfection is ‘in Christ’ (Col. 1:28), and perfection of fellowship with Christ, and likeness to Christ, is a divine gift that will not be en-joyed tili the day of his coming, the church’s com-pleting, and the Christian’s resurrection (cf. Eph. 4:12-16; Phil. 3:10-14; Col. 3:4; 1 Jn. 3:2). Mean-while, however, mature and vigorous Christians may be said to have attained a relative perfection in the realms of spiritual insight (Phil. 3:15, cf. v. 12), tempered Christian character (Jas. 1:4) and con-fident love towards God and men (1 Jn. 4:12, 17f.).

The Bible nowhere relates the idea of perfection directly to law, nor equates it directly with sinless-ness. Absolute sinlessness is a goal which Christians must seek (cf. Mt. 5:48; 2 Cor. 7:1; Rom. 6:19) but which they do not as yet find (Jas. 3:2; 1 Jn. 1:8—2:2). No doubt when the Christian is perfected in glory he will be sinless, but to equate the biblical idea of perfection with sinlessness and then to argue that, because the Bible calls some men perfect, therefore sinlessness on earth must be a prac-tical possibility, would be to darken counsel. The present perfection which, according to Scripture, some Christians attain is a matter, not of sinlessness, but of strong faith, joyful patience, and over-flowing love. (’Sanctification.)

Bibliography. BAGD; R. C. Trench. New Testament Synonyms'", 1880, pp. 74-77; B. B. War-field, Perfectionism, 1, 1931, pp. 113-301; R. N. Flew, The Idea of Perfection in Christian Theology, 1934, pp. 1-117; V. Taylor, Forgiveness and Recon-ciliation, 1941, ch. v; commentaries on Hebrews by A. B. Davidson, 1882, pp. 207-209, and B. F. West-cott3, 1903, pp. 64-68; J. Wesley, A Plain Account of Christian Perfection, 1777.    J.I.P.

PERGA. An ancient city of unknown foundation in ‘Pamphylia; well sited in an extensive valley, watered by the Cestrus. It was the religious Capital of Pamphylia, like Ephesus, a ‘cathedra! city’ of Artemis, whose temple stood on a nearby hilf Like most cities on that pirate-ridden coast, Perga Stands a little inland, and was served by a river-harbour. Attaleia, founded in the 2nd Century bc, later served as Perga’s port, but also absorbed her prosperity. Some ruins remain giving a pleasant impression of the ancient Perga, but Attaleia sur-vives as an active port, the modern Adalia, one of the beauty-spots of Anatolia, so completely did Attalus’ foundation overwhelm the more ancient towns.    E.M.B.

PERGAMUM. A city of the Roman province of Asia, in the W of what is now Asiatic Turkey. It occupied a commanding position near the seaward end of the broad valley of the Caicus, and was probably the site of a Settlement from a very early date. It became important only after 282 bc, when Philetaerus revolted against Lysimachus of Thrace and made it the Capital of what became the Attalid kingdom, which in 133 bc was bequeathed by Attalus III to the Romans, who formed the province of ’Asia from it. The first temple of the imperial cult was built in Pergamum (c. 29 bc) in honour of Rome and Augustus. The city thus boasted a religious primacy in the province, though * Ephesus became its main commercial centre.

Pergamum is listed third of the ‘seven churches of Asia’ (Rev. 1:11): the Order suits its position in geographical sequence. This was the place ‘where Satan’s throne is’ (Rev. 2:13). The phrase has been referred to the complex of pagan cults, of Zeus,
[image: ]
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Athena, Dionysus and Asclepius, established by the Attalid kings, that of Asclepius Soter (the 'sa-viour’, ‘healer’) being of special importance. These cults are illustrative of the religious history of Per-gamum, but the main allusion is probably to em-peror worship. This was where the worship of the divine emperor had been made the touchstone of civic loyalty under Domitian. It marked a crisis for the church in Asia. Antipas (v. 13) is probably cited as a representative (perhaps the first) of those who were brought to judgment and execution here for their faith.

This letter is the primary source for the * Nico-laitans, who are emphatically equated with Balaatn, and seem to be a party which advocated compromise under pagan pressures.

Here Christ possesses the real and ultimate au-thority, symbolized by the ‘sharp two-edged sword’ (v. 12), in the place where the Roman proconsul exercised the ‘power of the sword’ in judgment. The church is blamed for tolerating a party whose teaching would subvert it into idolatry and im-morality like that of Balaam. But the ‘conqueror’ receives a pledge of Christ’s inward relationship with him. The meaning of the ‘white stone’ (v. 17) is uncertain: it is properly a ‘pebble’ or lessera (tablet; Gk. psephos). These had many uses, more than one of which may be apposite here. They rep-resented acquittal, or served as a token or ticket of many kinds. The written name here is of the individual, and marks Christ’s individual acceptance of the believer.

A small town (Bergama) still Stands on the plain below the acropolis of the ancient city.

Bibliography. C. J. Hemer, The Letters to the Seven Churches of Asia in Their Local Selling, 1986; E. M. Yamauchi, New Testament Cities in Western Asia Minor, 1980.    m.j.s.r.

c.j.h.

PERIZZITES. These are mentioned: (I) among the occupants of Canaan generally (Gn. 15:20; Ex. 3:8; Dt. 7:1; 20:17; Jos. 3:10; 9:1; Jdg. 3:5; 1 Ki.

9:20; 2 Ch. 8:7; Ezr. 9:1; Ne. 9:8); (2) with the Jebusites, etc., in the hills (Jos. 11:3); (3) with the Canaanites near Bethel (Gn. 13:7), near Shechem (Gn. 34:30), and in the Judaean hills (Jdg. 1:4f.); (4) with the Rephaim (Jos. 17:15). They were ap-parently hill-dwellers; this suits the interpretation of ‘Perizzites’, favoured by most commentators, as ‘villagers’ (from Heb. p'räzä, ‘hamlet’). The fact that Gn. 10:15ff. does not name Perizzites among Canaan’s ‘sons’ Supports this possibility. See POTT. p. 101.    j.p.u.L.

PERSECUTION. As encountered by Christians, this was nothing new. It was part of their Jewish heritage. The association of witness and suffering, begun as early as the second part of Isaiah, was crystallized in the Seleucid struggle. A theory of martyrdom rewarded by personal immortality grew up tili it dominated the outlook of the Jews towards the Roman government (4 Macc. 17:8fT). The possibility of death for Torah became ac-cepted as a demand of Judaism. Thus the Jews were not averse to martyrdom; despite official Roman toleration of their religion, their cohesive-ness, non-co-operation and uncanny financial suc-cess won them widespread hatred and spasmodic persecution, especially outside Palestine: pogroms were common in Alexandria. This legacy was taken over by the Christians. Their willingness to face suffering was intensified by the example of Jesus and by the association of persecution with the longed-for end of the age (Mk. 13:7-13). Even so, we must ask what aroused such animosity towards them among both the Jews and the Romans.

a.    Opposition from the Jews

This gradually grew in intensity. The preaching of a crucified Messiah whose death was publicly blamed on the Jewish leaders was highly provoca-tive. Even so, the people were favourable (Acts 2:46f.; 5:14) and the Pharisees moderate (Acts 5:34fT.; 23:6ff.), while Opposition arose, naturally enough, among the Sadducees (Acts 4:1, 6; 5:17). Stephen’s preaching of the transitoriness of the law (Acts 6:14) turned public opinion and brought about the first persecution in Jerusalem and else-where, e.g. Damascus. In ad 44 James was executed by Herod Agrippa, and throughout the Acts the Jews appear as Paul’s most vehement enemies. This attitude could only have been made worse by the Apostolic Council which repudiated the need for circumcision, and it culminated in the excommuni-cation of Christians at Jamnia, c. ad 80.

b.    Opposition from the Romans

Rome’s attitude underwent a marked change. At first, as we see in Acts, she gave Christians toleration and even encouragement. This soon gave way to fierce Opposition. In Rome (Tacitus, Ann. 15.44) such was their unpopularity by ad 64 that Nero could make them scapegoats for the fire. In Bi-thynia (Pliny, Ep. 10. 96-97) by c. ad 112 persist-ence in Christianity was a Capital offence, though Trajan would not allow anonymous delation and he deprecated ‘witch hunting’. Three explanations of this changed attitude are suggested:

(i) That Christians were prosecuted only for specific oflences, such as cannibalism, incendiarism, in-cest, magic, illicit assembly and majestas (in their case, refusal to sacrifice to the numen of the em-peror). There is, indeed, evidence that they were accused on all these counts, but 1 Pet. 2:12; 4:14-17; Pliny, Ep. 10. 97; and Suetonius, Nero 16, all make clear that at an early date the nomen ipsum of Christian, irrespcctive of the cohaerentia flagitia associated with it in the populär mind, was punishable.

(ii)    That there was a general law throughout the empire, the institutum Neronianunt, which pro-scribed Christianity. Tertullian makes this Claim, and says that this was the only one of Nero’s acta not rescinded later (Ad. Nat. 50. 7, see also Apol. 5), and the evidence of Suetonius, 1 Pet. and Rev. is patient of this Interpretation. However, Christianity was probably not important enough to evoke such a general law, and if there was one it is hard to explain Pliny’s ignorance of it, Trajan’s failure to mention it, the property rights enjoyed by the church prior to the Decian persecution, and the remarkable lack of uniformity in its execution.

(iii)    That persecution was at the discretion of the governor, who acted only in response to private accusation: there was no public prosecutor in Roman society. Whatever the formal Charge, it is clear that by Pliny’s time active membership of an organization believed to be criminal, and therefore, like the Bacchanals and the Druids, banned be-cause in all three cult and scelera appeared indis-tinguishable, constituted an actionable offence, and conlumacia, persistent refusal to recant, met with death. The competence of proconsuls and city prefects in crimina extra ordinem has been shown in recent years to have been very great. If a governor wished to take action against Christians he had the Neronian precedent to guide him and his coercive imperium to Support him. Alternatively, it lay within his discretion, like Gallio (Acts 18:14-16), to refuse jurisdiction. If in doubt he could refer to the emperor, whose rescript would be binding on him as long as he remained in the province, though not necessarily upon his successors.

It is because the governors enjoyed such discretion that Tertullian addressed his Apology not to the emperor but to the governor: for it was in his hands that the remedy lay. This accounts for the spasmodic nature of persecution until the days of Decius. It depended so much on the policy of the governor and w'hether the extern of the unpopular-ity of Christians in the province was such as to drive private individuals to prosecute them. There is no satisfactory evidence (despite Orosius, 7. 7) for believing that there was any general action against Christians throughout the empire under Nero, though the sect seems to have become illicila in Rome itself (Suetonius, Nero 16). The actual evidence for a Domitianic persecution of the church is precarious despite the invective heaped on that emperor by the Fathers. A broad general-ization in Dio (67. 14), concerning the death of Flavius Clemens, who was possibly, and Acilius Glabrio, who was probably, a Christian, and the banishment of Domitilla, is about all that can be summoned But it is quite possible that Domitian, who minutely inspected and vigorously exacted the Jewish revenue (Suetonius, Domit. 12), discovered uncircumcised Christians sheltering under the re-ligious Privileges of the Jews and instituted against them a general persecution of which we have vivid traces in the Apocalypse, if this is to be dated under Domitian rather than Nero.

Persecution was therefore restricted by three fac-tors: (i) that the Roman governors were reluctant to admit charges concerning private religious opin-ions (superstitiones) and tried to confine their attention to real offences; (ii) that accusations had to be made personally and publicly—and to bring a Capital Charge was both dangerous and difficult; (iii) that in each province only one man, the governor, could pass the death sentence.

These three factors combined to protect the ma-jority of Christians long enough for the church to become firmly established throughout the empire.

Bibliography. W. H. C. Frend, Marlyrdom and Persecution in the Early Church, 1965; T W. Manson, BJRL 39, 1956-7, pp. 463fT.; H. B. Mat-tingley, JTS n.s. 9, 1958, pp. 26fT.; F. W. Clayton, Cg 41, 1947, pp. 83ff.; A. N. Sherwin-White, JTS n.s. 3, 1952, pp. 199ff.; E. M. Smallwood, Classical Philology 51,1956, pp. 5-11; G. Ebel, R. Schippers, NIDNTT2, pp. 805-809; A. Oepke, TDNT2, pp. 229f.; H. Schlier, TDNT3, pp. 139-148; R. J. Lane Fox, Pagans and Christians, 1986. e.m.b.g.

PERSEVERANCE. The strictly biblical, as dis-tinct frorn the later theological, significance of this term is indicated by the context of its sole occur-rence in av as a rendering of proskarteresis in Eph. 6:18. The implication of steadfastness, patience, persistence is confirmed by the use of the verb proskartereö, to attend constantly, continue un-swervingly, adhere firmly, hold fast to (MM, p. 548). It is used in Mk. 3:9 to describe a skiff quietly waiting to carry Jesus from the surging crowd, and in Acts 10:7 of the soldiers in Cornelius’ body-guard who were in uninterrupted attendance upon him. In its spiritual application it always has to do with continuance in the Christian way, particularly in relation to prayer (cf. Acts 1:14; 2:42, 46; 6:4; 8:13; Rom. 12:12; 13:6; Col. 4:2). rsv translates hypomone as ‘perseverance’ in Heh. 12:1.

No doctrinal undertones attach to the term in the NT. It relates simply to the continual and patient dependence of the Christian upon Christ. Our Lord’s parable of the importunate widow is the most relevant commentary (cf. Lk. 18:1-8). Christian perseverance is only a quality in the be-liever because initially it is a gift of God. It is by his power that those who trust in him are ‘guarded through faith for a Salvation ready to be revealed in the last time’ (I Pet. 1:5).

Bibliography. I. H. Marshall, Kept by the Power of God, 1969; W. Mundle, NIDNTT 2, pp. 767f.    a.s.w.

PERSIA, PERSIANS. The Indo-European Per-sians, nomadic pastoralists from S Russia, probably entered the Iranian plateau late in the 2nd millennium bc. In 836 bc Shalmaneser III of As-syria received tribute from rulers of a Parsua near Lake Urmia. His successor found the land of Par-suash in the S where several tribes finally settled. This area, E of the Persian Gulf, is still called Far-sistan. Persepolis and Parsagarda were the chief towns. Heb. päras, ‘Persia’, refers to this land.

I. Persian and Jewish history

The early traditions of the Persian people are re-corded in the sacred book, the Zend-Avesta. The earliest recorded kings ruled from Anshan, NW of Susa. The Achaemenes who was claimed as foun-der of the dynasty by later kings probably reigned
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Persian rulers of the Archaemenid dynasty. wilh selected biblical references.

c. 680 bc. His grandson, Cyrus I, opposed Ashur-banipal of Assyria, but later submitted. Cyrus II, grandson of Cyrus I, rebelled against his Median suzerain, Astyages, killing him and taking over his Capital, 'Ecbatana, in 550 bc. Thereafter Median language and customs had strong influence on the Persians. This success was followed by the subjuga-tion of Anatolia and the conquest of Croesus of

Lydia (547 bc). Cyrus then turned E to extend his realm into NW India. By 540 bc he was sufficiently strong to attack Babylonia. After several battles he entered Babylon in triumph on 29 October 539 bc, 17 days after the city had fallen to his army (Dn. 5:30f; * Cyrus). The king soon returned to Susa, but his son Cambyses remained in Babylon to rep-resent him in religious ceremonies. The whole empire was divided into large regions ruled by * sat-raps, chosen from Persian or Median nobles but with native officers under them (cf. Dn. 6). Various statues of gods which had been collected into Babylon by the last native king, Nabonidus (perhaps reflected in Is. 46:1 f), were returned to their own shrines. As there was no image of Yahweh to return to Jerusalem, Cyrus gave to back the Jews the precious vessels looted from the Temple by Nebuchadrezzar (Ezr. 1:7ff.; cf. DOTT, pp. 92-94). More important, he gave royal authorization for the rebuilding of the Temple to any Jew who wished to return to Judah (Ezr. 1:1-4). One Shesh-bazzar was appointed governor (Ezr. 5:14). He was evidently a special officer responsible to the king. The governor of the province of ‘Across the River’ (the country W of the Euphrates) was clearly unaware of Cyrus’ edict when in 520 bc he attempted to delay the work. His letter went to his superior, the Satrap who had Charge of Babylon and the W. No record was found among the arch-ives kept at Babylon, but a memorandum was found at Ecbatana, where Cyrus had resided dur-ing his first regnal year. Darius I (522-486 bc) confirmed the decree and ordered his officials to help the Jews.

Darius and his successor Xerxes 1 (486-465 bc) expended considerable energy in an attempt to conquer the Greeks of the Peloponnese, almost the only area remaining outside the Persian empire in the known world, for Cambyses II (530-522 bc) had annexed Egypt in 525 bc. The defeat at Marathon (490 bc) by a small Gk. army was the only rebuff suffered by Darius. His reorganization of the satrapies, his System of military Commanders, and his introduction of coinage, legal and postal Systems lasted as long as the empire. These facili-ties coupled with the considerable degree of au-tonomy allowed to subject peoples contributed greatly to the stability of the empire and allowed such a small community as Judah to survive, Jewish officers acting as governors (phh) there.

Under Artaxerxes I (465-424 bc) Jewish affairs had official representation at court. ‘Ezra, it seems, was ‘Secretary of State for Jewish Affairs’ (Ezr. 7:12). He was accredited as special envoy to reorganize the Temple Services at Jerusalem (458 bc). The eager Jews were led on by the encourage-ment they received to exceed the terms of Ezra’s Commission and rebuild the city wall. This was re-ported to the king by the governor of Samaria, who evidently had some responsibility for Judah. The royal reply (Ezr. 4:17-23) ordered the cessa-tion of the work, for search of the records had shown that the city had revolted against earlier kings. Artaxerxes was faced with rebellion in Egypt (c. 460-454 bc), so he could not allow the construc-tion of a fortress so near to that country. However, the royal cupbearer was a Jew, *Nehemiah, who was able to reverse the effects of this decree by having himself appointed ‘governor of Judah (Heb. lirsä(ä’, a Persian word, Ne. 8:9) with per-mission to rebuild the walls (445 bc). No record remains of relations between the„Persian rulers and the Jews after this period. When the Persian empire was in the power of Alexander (331 bc) the Jews simply transferred their allegiance from one mon-arch to another.

II. Persian culture

The Indo-European Persian language was written in a cuneiform script composed of 51 simple syl-labic signs (‘Writing) but this was restricted to imperial monuments almost exclusively. The imperial Chancery used ‘Aramaic language and char-acters for official Communications (e.g. the letters in Ezra, cf. DOTT, pp. 256-269). Translations were made into local tongues (cf. Est. 3:12; 8:9).

The luxury of the Persian court as described in the book of * Esther is attested by objects found at several sites. A number of stone bas-reliefs depict the king and his courtiers and the tribute of the vanquished. Portraits of the different racial groups are especially fine examples of Persian stone carv-ing. The Oxus treasure (now mostly in the British Museum) and other chance finds show the skill of goldsmiths and jewellers. Solid gold and silver bowls and vases illustrate the wealth of the kings. Gk. influences may be seen in some Persian works and Gk. craftsmen appear among lists of palace dependants.

III. Persian religion

The early Persians revered gods of nature, fertility and the heavens. The tribe of the Magi were nearly exclusively the priests. Some time after 1000 bc Zo-roaster proclaimed a religion of lofty moral ideals based on the principle ‘Do good, hate evil’. For him there was one god, Ahura-mazda, the Good, represented by purifying fire and water. Opposed to the good was a dark power of Evil. This creed was adopted by Darius I, but soon became lost among the more ancient cults. Zoroaster’s doc-trines survived and were spread abroad. Their in-fluence has been traced in the writings of early Judaism (’Dead Sea Scrolls) and, by some scholars, in the NT.

Bibliography. A. T. Olmstead, Hislory of the Persian Empire, 1948; R. N. Frye, The Heritage of Persia2, 1975; E. Porada, Andern Iran, 1965; M. Boyce, A Hislory of Zoroastrianism, 1, 1975; E. M. Yamauchi, Persia and the Bible, 1990. arm.

PETER.

I.    Early background

Peter’s original name was apparently the Heb. Simeon (Acts 15:14; 2 Pet. 1:1): perhaps, like many Jews, he adopted also ‘Simon’, usual in the NT, as a Gk. name of similar sound. His father’s name was Jonah (Mt. 16:17); he himself was married (Mk. 1:30), and in his missionary days his wife ac-companied him (I Cor. 9:5). The Fourth Gospel gives *Beth-saida, just inside Gaulanitis, and a largely Gk. city, as his place of origin (Jn. 1:44), but he had also a home in Capernaum in Galilee (Mk. 1:21 ff.). Both places were at the lakeside, where he worked as a fisherman, and in both there would be abundant contact with Gentiles. (His brother’s nameis Gk.) Simon spoke Aramaic with a strong N-country accent (Mk. 14:70), and main-tained the piety and outlook of his people (cf. Acts 10:14), though not trained in the law (Acts 4:13; literacy is not in question). It is likely that he was affected by John the Baptist’s movement (cf. Acts 1:22): his brother Andrew was a disciple of John (Jn. 1:39f).

II.    Call

The Fourth Gospel describes a period of Christ’s activity before the commencement of the Galilean ministry, and to this may be referred Peter’s first introduction to him, by Andrew’s agency (Jn.

1:41). This makes the response to the subscquent call by the lakeside (Mk. 1:161'.) more intelligible. The call to the intimate band of the Twelve fol-lowed (Mk. 3:16ff.).

It was as a disciple that Simon received his new title, the Aramaic Kepha (‘Cephas’), ‘rock’ or ‘stone’ (1 Cor. 1:12; 15:5; Gal. 2:9), usually appear-ing in NT in the Gk. form Petros. According to Jn. 1:42, Jesus conferred this title (not known as a personal name previously) at their first encounter. John’s usual designation is ‘Simon Peter’. Mark calls him Simon up to 3:16, and Peter almost in-variably thereafter. There is nothing in any case to suggest that the solemn words of Mt. 16:18 repre-sented the first bestowal of the name.

III.    Peter in the ministry of Jesus

Peter was one of the first disciples called; he always Stands first in the lists of disciples; he was also one of the three who formed an inner circle round the Master (Mk. 5:37; 9:2; 14:33; cf 13:3). His impulsive devotion is frequently portrayed (cf. Mt. 14:28; Mk. 14:29; Lk. 5:8; Jn. 21:7), and he acts as spokesman of the Twelve (Mt. 15:15; 18:21; Mk. 1:36f.; 8:29; 9:5; 10:28; 11:21; 14:29ff.; Lk. 5:5; 12:41). At the crisis near Caesarea Philippi he is the representative of the whole band: for the question is directed to them all (Mk. 8:27, 29), and all are included in the look that accompanies the sub-sequent reprimand (8:33).

On any satisfactory Interpretation of Mk. 9:1 the transfiguration is intimately related to the apos-tolic confession which precedes it. The experience made a lasting impression on Peter: 1 Pet. 5:1; 2 Pet. 1:16ff. are most naturally interpreted of the transfiguration, and, for what they are worth, the Apocalypse and Acts of Peter (*New Testament Apocrypha) show that their authors associated the preaching of this subject with Peter.

In a measure, the disastrous boast of Mk. 14:29fr. is also representative of the disciples; and, as Peter’s protestations of loyalty are the loudest, so his rejection of the Lord is the most explicit (Mk. 14:66ff.). He is, however, specially marked out by the message of the resurrection (Mk. 16:7), and personally receives a Visitation of the risen Lord (Lk. 24:34; 1 Cor. 15:5).

IV.    The Commission of Peter

Mt. 16:18ff. is one of the most discussed passages of the NT. Rejection of the genuineness of the saying is arbitrary, and generally based on dog-matic assumptions (sometimes the assumption that Jesus never meant to found the church). Others have argued that the saying is genuine but dis-placed. Stauffer would see it as a resurrection commission, like Jn. 21:15; Cullmann would set it in a passion context, like Lk. 22:3lf. Such re-constructions hardly do justice to the distinctive-ness of Mt. 16:18fT. It is a benediction and a prom-ise: the other passages are commands. We need not undervalue Mark’s vivid account of the Caesarea Philippi incident, which concentrates attention on the disciples’ failure to understand the nature of the Messiahship they have just confessed, to ac-knowledge that the ‘rock’ saying belongs to the oc-casion of the confession.

There is still no unanimity in interpreting the passage. The Suggestion that ‘rock’ is simply a misunderstanding of a vocative ‘Peter’ in the underlying Aramaic (SB, 1, p. 732) is too facile: the passage has obviously something to do with the significance of Peter’s name, which various Gospel sources show as having been solemnly bestowed by Jesus. From early times two main interpretations have been held, with many variants.

1.    That the rock is substantially what Peter has said: either Peter’s faith or the confession of the Messiahship of Jesus. This is a very early Interpretation (cf. Origen, in loc., ‘Rock means every disciple of Christ’). It has the great merit of taking seriously the Matthean context, and emphasizing. as Mk. 8 does in a different way, the immense significance of the Caesarea Philippi confession. In historical perspective we should probably see the rock as, not simply faith in Christ, but the apos-tolic confession of Christ, spoken of elsewhere as the foundation of the church (cf. Eph. 2:20). The ‘rock’ saying touches the core of the apostolic function, and Peter, first among the * apostles. has a name which proclaims it. That his own faith and understanding are as yet anything but exemplary is irrelevant: the church is to be built on the confession of the apostles.

2.    That the rock is Peter himself. This is found almost as early as the other, for Tertullian and the bishop, whether Roman or Carthaginian, against whom he thundered in De Pudicitia, assume this, though with different inferences. Its strength lies in the fact that Mt. 16:19 is in the singulär, and must be addressed directly to Peter even if, like Origen, we go on to say that to have Peter’s faith and vir-tues is to have Peter’s keys. Comparison might also be made with the Midrash on Is. 51:1. When God looked on Abraham who was to appear, he said, ‘Behold, I have found a rock on which I can build and base the world. Therefore he called Abraham a rock’ (SB, 1, p. 733).

Many Protestant Interpreters, including notably Cullmann, take the latter view; but it is perhaps significant that he cuts the saying from the Matthean setting. To read it where Matthew places it is surer than to treat it as an isolated logion.

It must be stressed, however, that the exegesis of this point has nothing to do with the Claims for the primacy of the Roman Church or its bishop with which it has through historical circumstances become involved. Even if it could be shown that Roman bishops are in any meaningful sense the successors of Peter (which it cannot), the passage does not allow for the transfer of its provisions to any successors whatever. It refers to the foundation of the church, which cannot be repeated.

The words that follow about the keys of the kingdom should be contrasted with Mt. 23:13. The Pharisees, for all their missionary Propaganda, shut up the kingdom: Peter, recognizing the Son who is over the house and who holds the keys (cf Rev. 1:18; 3:7; 21:25), finds them delivered to him (cf. Is. 22:22) to open the kingdom. (* Power of the Keys.) The ‘binding and loosing’, a phrase for which there are illuminating rabbinic parallels, is here addressed to Peter, but elsewhere is assigned to all the apostles (cf Mt. 18:18).‘The apostle would, in the coming Kingdom, be like a great scribe or Rabbi, who would deliver decisions on the basis, not of the Jewish law, but of the teaching of Jesus which “fulfilled” it’ (A. H. McNeile, in loc.).

But that here and elsewhere a primacy among the apostles is ascribed to Peter is not in doubt. Lk. 22:31 ff. shows the Strategie position of Peter as seen by both the Lord and the devil and, in full knowledge of the approaching desertion, marks out his future pastoral function. The risen Lord

reinforces this Commission (Jn. 21:15ff.), and it is the Fourth Gospel, which demonstrates the pecu-liar relationship of the apostle John to Christ, that records it.

V. Peter in the apostolic church

The Acts shows the Commission in exercise. Before Pentecost it is Peter who takes the lead in the community (Acts l:15ff.); afterwards, he is the Principal preacher (2:14fT.; 3:12ff.) the spokesman before the Jewish authorities (4:8ff.), the President in the administration of discipline (5:3fT). Though the church as a whole made a deep impression on the community, it was to Peter in particular that supernatural powers were attributed (5:15). In Sa-maria, the church’s first mission field, the same leadership is exercised (8:14ff.).

Significantly also, he is the first apostle to be associated with the Gentile mission, and that by unmistakably providential means (10:1 ff.; cf. 15:7ff.). This immediately brings criticism upon him (11:2ff.); and not for the last time. Gal. 2:11 ff. gives us a glimpse of Peter at Antioch, the first church with a significant ex-pagan element, shar-ing table-fellowship with the Gentile converts, and then meeting a barrage of Jewish-Christian Opposition, in the face of which he withdraws. This de-fection was roundly denounced by Paul; but there is no hint of any theological difference between them, and Paul’s complaint is rather the in-compatibility of Peter’s practice with his theory. The old theory (revived by S. G. F. Brandon, The Fall of Jerusalem and the Christian Church, 1951), of persistent rivalry between Paul and Peter, has little basis in the documents.

Despite this lapse, the Gentile mission had no truer friend than Peter. Paul’s gospel and his had the same content, though a somewhat different ex-pression: the Petrine speeches in Acts, Mark’s Gospel and 1 Peter have the same theology of the cross, rooted in the concept of Christ as the suffer-ing Servant. He was ready with the right hand of fellowship, recognizing his mission to Jews and Paul’s to Gentiles as part of the same ministry (Gal. 2:7ff); and at the Jerusalem Council is re-corded as the first to urge the full acceptance of the Gentiles on faith alone (Acts 15:7ff.).

Peter’s career after the death of Stephen is hard to trace. The references to him in Joppa, Caesarea and elsewhere suggest that he undertook mission-ary work in Palestine (James no doubt now assuming leadership in Jerusalem). He was imprisoned in Jerusalem, and on his miraculous escape he left for ‘another place’ (Acts 12:17). Attempts to identify this place are fruitless. We know that he went to Antioch (Gal. 2:11 ff.); he may have gone to Corinth, though probably not for long (1 Cor. 1:12). He is closely associated with Christians in N Asia Minor (1 Pet. 1:1), and possibly the prohibition on Paul’s entry into Bithynia (Acts 16:7) was due to the fact that Peter was at work there.

Peter’s residence in Rome has been disputed, but on insufficient grounds. 1 Peter was almost cer-tainly written from there (1 Pet. 5:13; "Peter, First Epistle of). That book shows signs of being written just before or during the Neronian persecu-tion, and I Clement 5 implies that, like Paul, he died in this outburst. Doubts cast on the interpret-ation of 1 Clement (.cf. M. Smith, NTS9, 1960, pp. 86ff.) have little foundation. On the other hand, Cullmann’s Suggestion, based on the context in 1

Clement and Paul’s hints in Philippians of tensions in the church in Rome, that Peter, perhaps at Paul’s request, came specifically to heal the breach, and that bitterness among Christians led to the death of both, is worth serious consideration. The Story in the Acts of Peter of his martyrdom by cruci-fixion (cf. Jn. 21:18ff.) head downwards cannot be accepted as reliable, but this work ("New Testament Apocrvpha) may preserve some valid tradi-tions. Certainly these Acts, like other 2nd-century witnesses, emphasize the co-operation of the apos-tles in Rome.

Excavations in Rome have revealed an early cultus of Peter under St Peter’s (cf. Eusebius, EH

2. 25): it is not safe to claim more for them. (* Peter, First and Second Epistles of.)
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PETER, FIRST EPISTLE OF. The letter is sent in the name of the apostle, to whose Status and ex-perience there is a modest allusion in 5:1. A certain function is ascribed to Silvanus (5:12)—almost certainly the * Silas of Acts. The address is the widest in the NT (1:1); to the Christians of five provinces (of which Bithynia and Pontus were for administrative purposes merged).

I. Outline of contents

a.    Address and greeting (1:1 -2)

Trinitarian in form and concerned with the work of salvation.

b.    Thanksgiving (1:3-12)

In form a berakhah, or blessing of God, for the Privileges of salvation (contrast Paul’s thanksgiv-mgs), making reference to present suffering.

c.    The implicalions of salvation (1:13-2:10)

God’s purpose for his people: the nature of redemption and the call of the redeemed to fear God and love one another: the Privileges of belonging to the people of God. The section includes the call to ‘put off the characteristics of the old life.

d.    Christian relationships (2:11-3:12)

The appeal to good behaviour among the Gentiles: careful subjection to lawfully constituted author-ity; the duties of slaves, under good and bad mas-ters, with the example of Christ; the duties for wives and husbands; the call to unity; love, gentle-ness and humility, swelling into Ps. 34.

e.    Suffering and the will of God (3:13-22) Preparedness to suffer injustice: Christ’s suffering and its triumphant consequences.

/ Holy living (4:1-11)

Includes a call to watch: culminates in a bene-diction.

g.    The fiery trial (4:12-19)

A sudden resumption of the theme of imminent suffering: its inherent blessing: the glory of suffer-ing for the Name: the coming judgment.

h.    Address Io elders (5:1-4)

i.    General address and benediclion (5:5-11) Including a renewal of the call to vigilance and to resistance to the evil one.

j.    Personalia andgreetings (5:12-14)

II.    External attestation

The use of 1 Peter in the primitive church is at least as well attested as most other Epistles. Eusebius says that ‘the ancient elders’ made free use of it (EH 3. 3); some have found echoes of it in Clement of Rome (c. ad 96), and rather more in Ignatius, Hermas and Barnabas, belonging to different parts of the world, but all to the early 2nd Century. Beyond question is its use by Polycarp (who may have been baptized as early as ad 69) and Papias, also of the sub-apostolic generation (Eusebius, EH

3. 39). It is reflected in the Gospel of Truth, which seems to use the books regarded as authoritative in Rome c. ad 140 (»New Testament Apocrypha). From the second half of the Century onwards it seems universally known and read, at least in the Gk.-speaking church. There are fewer signs of it in Lat. writers. It is not mentioned—possibly by acci-dent (cf. T. Zahn, Geschichte des Neutestament-lichen Kanons, 2. 1, 1890, pp. 105ff., 142)—in the Muratorian Fragment. By Eusebius’ time, no question was raised about its authenticity, though other writings bearing Peter’s name had long caused discussion (EH 3. 3).

Obviously the Epistle had considerable influence on the thought and expression of early Christians, and nothing suggests that it was ever attributed to anyone but Peter. Some who have on other grounds questioned its authenticity have been driven by its evident early attestation to the desperate conclu-sion that it must have circulated anonymously.

A date about ad 100-111 has often been urged for the passages about persecution. But this is ten-able only if the traditional authorship is denied, and in any case is a dubious understanding of these passages (see section V, below). It is also worth remembering that Polycarp and Papias, both Asians, were, the one certainly, the other almost certainly, mature men at that time.

III.    Place of writing

The letter conveys greetings from the church in ‘Babylon’ (5:13). Mesopotamian Babylon is un-likely: it is too much of a coincidence that Mark and Silvanus, old colleagues of Paul, should be there too. Still less can be said for Babylon on the Nile, a military depot. It is far more likely that, as in Rev. 14:8; 17:5, etc., Babylon Stands for Rome. The OT had compared it as a Symbol of godless prosperity (cf. Is. 14); theories that it is a general allegory for ‘the world’ or a cryptogram for Security purposes are needless. There are grounds for believing Peter worked in Rome, and the presence of Mark and Silvanus would be explained.

IV.    Style and language

The Gk. of the Epistle is good and rhy thmic, the style not pretentious but with a certain delicacy. Simple rhetorical devices are effectively used, but there are also some grammatical features best explained by Semitic influence. The quotations from and allu-sions to the OT almost invariably follow the lxx in a way which suggests thorough familiarity with it.

Sorne of these facts, reinforced by an exaggera-tion of the classical character of the Gk., have seemed at once to overthrow any claim to authorship by an Aramaic-speaking Galilean. A number of assumptions here, however, require testing. Gk. was widely understood and spoken, and was a vital cultural force, throughout lst-century Palestine, and especially Galilee. Peter’s own brother has a Gk. name, and Peter would doubtless be quite at home in the language. Further, the lxx was the ‘Authorized Version’ of most early Christians, and everyone connected with the Gentile mission would be familiär with it, and especially with the key passages most frequently in use.

These factors, however, would not themselves justify an easy assumption that Peter could write Gk. prose of the type of 1 Peter. But we must here ask, in what sense is the letter ‘by’ Silvanus (5:12)? Were he simply the messenger, one would expect the expression ‘sent by’ (cf. Acts 15:27). Contemporary literature attests that in the ancient world secretaries were often entrusted with considerable powers (cf. J. A. Eschlimann, RB 53, 1946, pp. 185IT). Probably, therefore, 1 Pet. 5:12 indicates, and the diction and style evidence, the assistance of Silvanus in drafting the letter.

Silvanus, we learn from Acts, was a Jew, a Roman Citizen, acceptable for the delicate task of explaining the resolutions of the Jerusalem Council (Acts 15:22ff.) and a devoted worker in the Gentile mission. He had been associated with Paul in the sending of 1 and 2 Thes. (1 Thes. 1:1; 2 Thes. 1:1). Selwyn has pointed to verbal parallels and Connections of thought between those Epistles and 1 Peter (pp. 369ff, 439ff.) which, after due weight has been given to the criticisms of B. Rigaux (Les Epiitres aux Thessaloniciens, 1956, pp. 105ff.) and others, will repay careful study. An interesting light may be cast, for instance, on 1 Pet. 3:7 and 1 Thes. 4:3-5 if the one is read in the light of the other.

Those who deny the Petrine authorship usually write off the reference to Silvanus as part of the pseudepigraphic machinery. If, however, the hy-pothesis of a secretary introduces factors beyond proof it is also true that this method was used in antiquity, and must be allowed for.

V. The historical background

The principal data come from the references to persecution (l:6f.; 3:13-17; 4:12-19; 5:9). In the first two passages trials exist, unjust suffering is a possibility; in the second two a fierce ordeal is imminent: so much so that some have even urged that 4:12ff. comes from a later period. The vocabulary, however, is very similar: in each case peirasntos, ‘trial’, is used (1:6 and 4:12); persecution is a ground of rejoicing (1:6; 4:13); the same beatitude is applied (3:14; 4:14); the glory of suflering for doing good, or as a Christian, is proclaimed (3:17; 4:16); the undeserved suflering of Christians is linked with the will of God (3:17; 4:19); obedience to the civil power in things lawful and honest is enjoined (2:13fT.; 4:15), and the example of Christ’s suflerings is set forth (1:11; 3:18; 4:13). The readers are also told that their fiery trial should be no surprise (4:12): and suffering they al-ready know (cf. 1:6ff.). All this suggests that if the peril in 4:12ff. is new, it is in degree, not kind.

The antithesis in 4:12fT. between suffering for wrong committed and suflering for the name of Christ has attracted comparison with a letter from Pliny, appointed governor of Bithynia-Pontus in ad 110/111 to the usually liberal-minded emperor Trajan (Pliny, Ep. 10. 96).

Pliny, faced with vast numbers of Christians in his province, asks whether age, sex or recantation is to be allowed for in prescribing punishment: and, further, if the name of Christian (nomen ipsum) is sufficient reason for punishment, or only the crimes (putatively) congruent therewith (flagitia eohaerenlia).

His own line of conduct had been to inquire whether people were Christians and to give them free pardon if they sacrificed to the emperor’s genius; and, if they refused, to execute them for contumacy (contumacia). Some of those who sacrificed said they had ceased to be Christians 20 years back; but neither from them nor from two Christian girls (’Deaconess), whom he tortured, could he find anything very reprehensible save a rather disgusting Superstition. His vigorous action was having effect, and disused heathen rites were recommencing.

Trajan’s reply (Ep. 10. 97) generally approves these actions but lays down that Christians are not to be sought out: if they are regularly accused and fail to recant they must suflTer.

Pliny also says that Christians took an oath of abstention from crime (cf. 1 Pet. 4:15). And this all takes place in part of the area to which 1 Peter is addressed.

There is no evidence of widespread state-sponsored persecution in the provinces before this date: the savage pogroms of Nero and Domitian were directed at Roman Christians. Aceordingly, many have seen in 1 Peter a tract designed for Pliny’s time (cf., e.g., J. Knox, JBL 72, 1953, pp. 187flf.).

To this thesis there are four strong objections.

1. ‘The name’ is used in 1 Peter in a primitive Christian, not a juristic Roman, sense. The ‘name’ of Jesus was immensely significant for Christians of the apostolic age, and in particular the accounts which we have of Peter’s Jerusalem preaching (cf. Mk. 9:37, 41; 13:13; Lk. 21:12; Acts 2:21, 38; 3:6, 16; 4:12, 17f., 30; 5:28). Even in Jerusalem days persecution was for ‘the name’ (Acts 5:41; 9:16; cf. 9:4f.). The background of ‘the name’ in 1 Pet. 4 surely lies in these passages.

2.    When Pliny talks of fiagitia cohaerentia he is doubtless thinking of the common slander that Christians were guilty of cannibalism, incest and other horrors in their rites—he is looking for evidence. But the warnings in 1 Pet. 4:15f. have no such undertones: and ‘a mischief-maker’ does not denote a criminal offence at all.

3.    The language of 1 Peter does not necessarily indicate legislative action. It is implied in 2:14; 3:15(f. that, in the ordinary administration of jus-tice, Christians would have nothing to fear: though the same passages make clear that they might on occasions be subjected to flagrant injustice. In 3:15ff. the danger seems to be primarily from ill-disposed neighbours; in 4:14 reproach is specific-ally mentioned; and the readers’ suflerings are the same as other Christians know elsewhere (5:9). Jewish jealousy, private spite, enraged commercial interests, mob violence and ill-judged actions by local magistrates could have dire eflects (Acts passim, 2 Cor. 11:22fr.; 1 Thes. 2:14f.; 2 Tim. 3:1 lf.; Heb. !2:4ff.).

4. Pliny’s jurisdiction extended over Bithynia-Pontus only: nothing suggests an enforcement of his policy in the other areas to which 1 Peter is addressed.

Pliny’s action must have had its roots well in the past (cf. Ramsay, CRE, pp. 245ff.). Though not sure of the technicalities, he takes for granted that Christians must be punished for something: and even he does not execute for the nomen ipsum but for conlumacia. Nor does Trajan give him a straight answer: it is still not clear whether Christi-anity is a crime or not. The law, kept deliberately vague, puts Christians at the mercy of gossips.

There is no need, however, to look to Vespa-sian’s or Domitian’s time: nothing in the language of 1 Peter requires a date later than the 60s. If a note of particular urgency appears at 4:12ff. the outbreak of the Neronian persecution would aflbrd ample justification for this.

It seems certain that * Peter suflered in Rome under Nero, and ‘Babylon’ (5:13) almost certainly indicates that city. The E provinces tended to copy imperial actions on their own initiative. Rev. 2-3 suggests that this happened in Domitian’s persecution in the 90s. From Rome, in the first rumblings of Nero’s anti-Christian movement that became literally a fiery trial, Peter would have reason to predict an intensification of the suffering of his brethren in the East.

A suitable date for I Peter would thus be just before the outbreak of Nero’s persecution: ad 63 or early 64; perhaps after Paul had died and left his colleagues Silvanus and Mark.

VI. The author’s background

A rewarding study can be made of the connection between 1 Peter and the other parts of the NT with which Peter is associated: Mark’s Gospel and the early Speeches in Acts. It is not simply a matter of verbal links between 1 Pet. 2:20ff. and Mark’s pas-sion narrative (cf. Selwyn, p. 30). Mark, the Petrine Speeches and 1 Peter all set forth Christ in terms of the suffering Servant of Isaiah 53; 1 Peter and Mk. both expound the Lord’s death as a ransom (cf. Mk. 10:45 with 1 Pet. 1:18). Other NT writings, of course, are indebted to Is. 53, but it is remarkable that these three have this prophetic passage so deeply impressed that it may be regarded as their central thought about Christ. 1 Pet. 2, like Is. 53, describes both the Servant’s conduct and suffer-ings and the significance of them. Much has been said of the call to the imitation of Christ in 1 Peter; but there is far more than a description of the pas-sion and an appeal to imitation: the thought moves on to what is for ever inimitable, the redemption which only his suffering could effect.

The Petrine Speeches in Acts share with 1 Peter the same sense of prophetic fulfilment (Acts 2:16ff.; 3:18; 1 Pet. 1:1 Off., 20), the insistence on the cross as the foreordained action of God (Acts 2:23; 1 Pet. 1:20), the same connection of the resurrec-tion and exaltation (Acts 2:32ff.; 1 Pet. 1:21); the call to repentance and faith-baptism (Acts 2:38,40; 1 Pet. 3:20ff.); the certainty of Christ’s judgment of the living and dead (Acts 10:42; 1 Pet. 4:5); joyous recognition of the Gentile mission and its blessings (Acts 10:9fr.; 11:17; 15:7ff.; 1 Pet. 1:1, 4-12; 2:3-10), expressed from a Jewish standpoint. It would take a Jew of Peter’s views to speak of Gentile Christians as ‘elect . . . sojourners of the Dispersion’ (1:1, rv), and to describe them as entering Israel (2:9f.—note the modification of Hosea: the readers had never been God’s people before). A Jew, too, could describe their background as ‘what the Gentiles like to do’ (4:3).

Again, in both 1 Peter and the Petrine Speeches we are, as we have seen, in an atmosphere where the ‘name’ of Jesus means much (see V, above). Even details may be significant: the use of the oracle about the stone (Acts 4:1 Off.; 1 Pet. 2:7) and the use of xylon, properly ‘wood’, for the cross (Acts 5:30; 10:39; 1 Pet. 2:24).

1 Peter contains an unusual number of apparent reminiscences of the Lord’s words: generally not as formal quotations, but woven into the framework of the discourse (e.g. 1 Pet. 1:16 = Mt. 5:48; 1:17 = Mt. 22:16; l:18 = Mk. 10:45; l:22 = Jn. 15:12; 2:19 = Lk. 6:32 and Mt. 5:39; 3:9 = Mt. 5:39; 3:14 = Mt. 5:10; 4:11 = Mt. 5:16: 4:13 = Mt. 5:1OfT.; 4:18 = Mt. 24:22; 5:3 = Mt. 20:25f.; 5:7 = Mt. 6:25fifi), and other passages take on a richer meaning if Peter were in fact the author. These Connections are not exclusively from the Marcan tradition: but 1 Peter and Mk. alike dis-play the theme of the suffering and the glory.

Some have sought the author’s background in the Asian mystery cults (see R. Perdelwitz, Die Mysterienreligionen und das Problem des 1 Petrusbriefes, 1911, and cf. Beare) and found the letter too colourless in its treatment of the Lord’s life for the work of one of the Twelve. The proponents of the mystery religion theory have, however, not made their case in a matter where dating is notori-ously uncertain; and the parallels with the Galilean Gospel tradition are far more impressive. Eloquent is the judgment of Cullmann, who, while not dis-cussing the authorship of 1 Peter, can be assured that it was written with knowledge of Peter’s dominant theological themes (Peter, p. 68).

VII. 1 Peter and the rest of the New Testament

The theology of 1 Peter is essentially Pauline. This is not, as some think, an argument against authen-ticity: there is reason to hold that * Peter stood close to Paul in theology and none to think that he was an original theologian. Silvanus, too, had long worked with Paul. Moreover, though the agree-ment is close, the setting and exprcssion of the theology in terms of the Servant is quite independent of Paul. It is worth remarking that K. Lake, drawn to a late date by the persecution passages, could say, ‘The simplicity of the theology is marked, and affords an argument for an early date’ (EBr", 21, p. 296) and that F. L. Cross can point to ‘that remarkable co-presence of the end as future and yet as already here from which second Century writings depart’ (pp. 42f.).

More remarkable are the Iiterary resemblances between 1 Peter and other NT writings, especially Rom., Eph., Heb. and Jas. Not all can be fortui-tous: for instance, the unusual divergence from the lxx in the quotation in 1 Pet. 2:4-8 appears also in Rom. 9:32f. Problems of priority in literary rela-tionships are always difficult and can rarely com-mand certainty. C. L. Mitton Claims to have proved the dependence of 1 Pet. on Eph. (JTSn.s. 1, 1950, pp. 67flf.)—the significance of this, if ascertained, will depend on the date given to Eph. Beare Claims, with less demonstration, that the author of 1 Peter must have had access to the published Pauline Corpus (The First Epislle of Peter1, p. 219).

A fruitful development in recent literary criti-cism has been the attention given to the common patterns of Christian teaching which appear in diverse NT writings (see P. Carrington, The Primitive Christian Calechism, 1946). A pattem of instruc-tion for converts has been recovered, associated by many scholars, perhaps too categorically, with baptism. Jas. and 1 Peter, as well as Eph. and Col., reflect this pattem, which had among its components:

1.    The call to put away sins and desires of the old pagan life (1 Pet. 2:1, 11).

2.    The call to Christian humility, subjection and the Subordination of self-interest—addressed to particular classes of society (1 Pet.2:11-3:9—these are parentheses).

3.    The call to watch and pray: twice in 1 Peter (1 Pet. 4:7; 5:8).

4.    The call to resist the devil (1 Pet. 5:8f.).

Many of the strongest resemblances between 1

Peter and other Epistles occur in just these sec-tions, and it seems probable that the explanation lies in the common forms of catechetical training, not in direct literary dependence.

Selwyn has gone further and seen other common patterns reflected in 1 Peter, more especially a body of teaching on persecution which declared it to be a ground of rejoicing, a test of character, a neces-sary Visitation and a sign of the imminence of divine judgment and vindication: and which was anchored in the words of the Lord. Selwyn finds this same pattern in 1 and 2 Thes., also associated with Silvanus. In common with other writers, he sees various hymns and liturgical fragments (e.g. 1 Pet. 2:6-10; 3:18-22; and useof Ps. 34 in 3:10f).

VIII. The nature and purpose of 1 Peter

1 Peter has long been treated as a sermon cast into epistolary form, dealing with baptism. This was given a new form by H. Preisker in 1951, who saw in the section 1:3-4:11 indications of a rite in pro-gress and references to baptismal practice, and declared the work to be a baptismal liturgy with the rubrics omitted. Preisker’s hypothesis was marred by stylistic hypercriticism, but this feature has been removed by F. L. Cross, who urges, with a wealth of illustration from patristic sources and especially from the Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus, that 1 Peter is the president’s part for an Easter baptismal eucharist: 1:3-12 is the president’s opening solemn prayer; 1:13-21 his formal Charge to the candi-dates. The baptism takes place at this point, and 1:22-25 gives the welcome to the newly baptized: passing to a discourse on the fundamentals of sac-ramental life (2:1-10), an address on Christian duties (2:11-4:6), and closing with admonitions and a doxology (4:7-11). It is a weakness of the theory that no explanation is given of 4:12ff.

This thesis rests on a vast amount of detailed study which cannot be discussed here. Many of the details have been called in question. (See the exam-ination by T. C. G. Thornton, JTS n.s. 12, 1961, pp. 14ff.). A few general points, however, suggest the need for reserve.

First, baptism is far less prominent in the Epistle than the discussions of recent years suggest. There is only one explicit reference to it, and that is a parenthesis (3:21). Other allusions to baptism which some find are highly dubious: the ‘born anew’ (1:3; cf. 1:23) is already realized, and its result enjoyed: it cannot refer to an event to take place after 1:21. Its corresponding member in the catechetical form in Jas. 1:18 makes it clear that the begetting relates to the gospel, not baptism, and this is confirmed by 1:23, where the ‘word of God’ is defined as the enduring gospel preached to the readers. The repeated ‘now’ need not relate to a rite in progress; it is due rather to an exultant sense of the last times: and the ‘now’ in 3:21 in the context of baptism surely only points to a contrast with the ancient Flood.

Second, many of the allusions can be readily understood without the theory. The emphasis on Exodus typology is valuable, but this typology is not restricted to baptism. Van Unnik, for example, points to a rabbinic saying that proselytes entered Israel in the same way as Israel entered the coven-ant and infers that 1 Peter stresses the transition that the readers have made. They know God’s elec-tion and covenant sprinkling (1:2fT.); they are now Israel (1:18f.); those who had never been God’s people have become that people (2:10); the work of Christ is to bring us (prosagein) to God: and prosagein represents a technical term for becoming a proselyte.

On a reading like this, while conversion and the radical break with the old life are much to the fore, baptism in itself is not. The question of authorship is not, of course, directly affected by the formal nature of the work. Peter might preach a sermon and send it as a letter (though it is very hard to see a motive for Converting a liturgical text into a letter). But 1 Peter as we have it is a letter, and on the sound critical principle of making sense of what we have, we must so read it. (* Descent into Hades; * Persecution.)
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suffering of a God who is outside time (3:8-9), but, though delayed, it is none the less certain (3:10). It is the duty of the faithful not to be led away by the libertinism and scepticism of the false teachers, but to live an upright life in anticipation of Christ’s return (3:11-end).

1

 Outline of contents

After the salutation (1:1-2) the author speaks of the reliability of the Christian faith, attested as it is by growing personal experience (1:3-11), the tes-timony of eyewitnesses (1:12-18) and inspired ancient prophecy (1:19-21). Mention of true proph-ecy leads him on to condemn false prophecy (2:1-3:10). Current false teachers are the successors of the OT false prophets, and will incur the same judgment (2:1-9). Their depravity is shown by throwing off God’s restraints in unbridled licence (2:10-18), which brings not liberty but bondage (2:19-22). Therefore judgment awaits them, des-pite their scepticism about the parousia. They should recall that a catastrophic end of the world had been foretold (3:1-4), and the certainty of this prophecy is substantiated by the Flood (3:5-7). The second coming is delayed because of the long-
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PETER, SECOND EPISTLE OF.


II.    Occasion

The recipients are not defined, though their having ‘a faith of equal Standing with ours’ (1:1) and their having escaped ‘the corruption that is in the world’ (1:4) suggests a predominantly Gentile audience. The writer has had a long and intimate acquaint-ance with them (1:12-13; 3:1) and writes to warn them against a false teaching both antinomian in practice and radical in belief. The immorality (2:12ff.), insubordination to church leaders (2:10), scepticism (3:3), twisting of Scripture (they ex-ploited in particular, no doubt, the Pauline doc-trine of justification, 3:16), and greed of these false teachers (2:3, 15) evoke his most stringent de-nunciation. He writes to warn the church members of their moral and intellectual danger, to assure them of the basis for their belief, to explain their main problem—the parousia—and to encourage holy living and growth in grace. If the author was Peter the date would be around the mid-60s (he is anticipating death, 1:14). If not, the letter may have been written in the late Ist or early 2nd Century. No mention is made of its provenance or des-tination: it may well have been written, like 1 Peter, from Rome to Asia Minor.

III.    Authorship and date

The authorship of this Epistle is hotly contested on both external and internal grounds.

a.    The external evidence

This is inconclusive. While no book in the Canon is so poorly attested in the Fathers, no book excluded from the Canon can claim comparable support. Origen, early in the 3rd Century, is the first to eite it by name; he records the doubts which surrounded it, but himself accepts it. So does Jerome, while Eusebius is uncertain. After its inclusion in the Festal Letter of Athanasius in ad 367 and its ratifi-cation by the Council of Carthage in ad 397, its Position in the Canon was unquestioned until the Reformation, when Luther accepted it, Erasmus rejected it and Calvin was dubious. Though not quoted by name until Origen, it was used much earlier; Clement of Alexandria had it in his Bible; Valentinus in the Gospel of Truth, Aristides in his Apology (ad 129) and Clement of Rome (c. ad 95) appear to allude to it. More probable still is its use by the author of the Apocalypse of Peter, whose existence is attested by the end of the 2nd Century ad. For this reason many of the scholars who on other grounds reject the Epistle nevertheless regard its external attestation as sufficient.

b.    The internal evidence

Many scholars are inclined to adjudge it a pseud-epigraph, on the following grounds:

(i) Its relationship with Jude. There is an undeni-able literary relationship between the two letters; which way it lies has not been fully established, although the majority today think 2 Peter bor-rowed from Jude. This, it is argued, would in itself rule out the possibility of apostolic authorship. No such conclusion is warranted. If, as is certain, Paul borrowed from a variety of sources, and if, as is possible, 1 Peter borrowed from James, it would not be surprising to find the same thing in 2 Peter. On the other hand, both 2 Peter and Jude may have incorporated a common document denouncing false teaching, just as Matthew and Luke appear to have drawn from ‘Q’ their common sayings-material. In neither case need the priority of Jude affect the authenticity of 2 Peter, whereas if Jude drew from 2 Peter (as Bigg and Zahn maintain), the apostolic authorship of the Epistle could hardly be denied.

(ii)    Its relationship with 1 Peter. The marked dif-ference of diction and style between the two letters led to the doubts of the early church about 2 Peter. Jerome thought that Peter used two different amanuenses (a possibility enhanced by the re-searches of E. G. Selwyn into the probable influ-ence of Silvanus on 1 Peter), and this Suggestion must be taken seriously, for despite the wide differ-ences no book in the NT is so like 2 Peter as 1 Peter. They have been shown (by A. E. Simms, The Expositor, 5th series, 8, 1898, pp. 460ff.) to have as close an affinity on a purely linguistic basis as 1 Timothy and Titus, where unity of authorship is universally admitted.

Modern writers concentrate less on the linguistic than on the doctrinal differences between the Epis-tles, and they are very different in this respect. The subject-matter of 1 Peter is hope, of 2 Peter knowl-edge. 1 Peter is written to Christians facing per-secution, and therefore stresses the great events of the life of Christ for emulation and comfort; 2 Peter is written to Christians facing false doctrine and practice and therefore stresses the great hope of the return of Christ for warning and challenge. The best safeguard against the false teaching is full knowledge (gnösis, epignösis) of Christ, and it is this, accordingly, which is stressed in 2 Peter. The teaching of both letters is conditioned by the pas-toral needs which evoked them. The differences can, in fact, easily be exaggerated; both letters draw attention to the warnings of the Flood, the small number saved, the longsuffering of God. Both emphasize prophecy, the inspiration of the OT, the solidarity of the old and the new Israel, and the value of eyewitness testimony. Both emphasize the primitive eschatological tension de-rived from the Christian’s dual membership of this age and the age to come, with its consequences in holy living, in sharp contrast with the 2nd-century neglect of this doctrine. In short, the divergence of doctrinal emphasis in the two letters is great, but not impossible.

(iii)    Its anachronisms. I. Such concepts as ‘par-takers of the divine nature’ (1:4), escaping ‘the cor-ruption that is in the world’ (1:4), and the repeated emphasis on knowledge and eyewitness (epoptai, 1:16, is a favourite word of the mystery-religions) suggest to some scholars a 2nd-century origin for the letter. There is no need to postulate so late a date, since the discovery of the Carian Inscription of ad 22 and parallel passages in Philo and Josephus show that this was the common cultural language of the day in the Ist Century.

2. The destruction of the world by fire (3:7) was a common topic in the 2nd Century, and may thus be an indication of a late date for 2 Peter. On the other hand, there is some reason to believe that the distinctly Christian belief in the destruction of the world by fire (as seen in Barnabas and Justin) may ultimately derive from this Epistle (see J. Chaine, RB 46, 1937, pp. 207ff.).

3.    The phrase ‘since the fathers feil asleep’ (3:4) is held to favour a late date when the first Christian generation had almost disappeared. Even if these words did apply to the Christian ‘fathers’, it would not necessitate a late date. As early as 1 Thes. 4:15-17 or 1 Cor. 15:6, the state of those who had died before the parousia was a burning topic that had to be faced. However, here the context suggests that ‘the fathers’ refers to the OT fathers (‘from the be-ginning of creation') as elsewhere in the NT (e.g. Heb. 1:1; Rom. 9:5).

4.    The inclusion of Paul’s letters among the ‘other scriptures’ favours the hypothesis of a late date, and suggests the formation of the Pauline Corpus of letters. If this is the case, to make Peter call Paul a ‘beloved brother’ was a stroke of genius in the falsarius unparalleled in the 2nd Century, when divergencies between Peter and Paul were constantly exacerbated. No mention is made here of a corpus of letters, and the only real difficulty lies in one apostle’s regarding the letters of another as Scripture. In view, however, of the apostolic as-sertion that the same Holy Spirit who inspired the OT writings was active in their own (1 Cor. 2:13), and the Claims of Paul to have the mind of Christ (1 Cor. 2:16) and to lay down rules for all the churches (1 Cor. 7:17) which are equated with the commandment of Christ (1 Cor. 14:37) and rejec-tion of which will bring rejection by God (1 Cor. 14:38), this possibility canr.ot be excluded.

IV. Conclusion

The evidence does not suffice to justify a dogmatic answer one way or the other to the question of authorship. There is nothing that forbids us to en-tertain the possibility of Petrine authorship, though many regard it as unlikely in view of the cumulative eflfect of the difficulties outlined above. However, no alternative solution is free from difficulty. The doctrine of the letter and the character of the false teaching do not readily fit into the 2nd-century scene. 2 Peter as a pseudepigraph has no satisfactory raison d’etre\ it adds nothing to our knowledge of Peter, has no unorthodox tendency, is no romance, makes no reference to burning 2nd-century problems, such as chiliasm, gnosticism or church leadership; in fact, it bears no resemblances to the undoubted pseudepigrapha of the Petrine circle. At all events, it is certain that the early church which deposed the author of the Acts of Paul for forgery (Tertullian, de Baplismo 17) and forbade the use of the Gospel of Peter because it was Petrine neither in authorship nor doctrine (Eus., EH 6. 12) thoroughly investigated 2 Peter’s Claims to authenticity. It passed the test before that same Council of Carthage which excluded from the Canon Barnabas and Clement of Rome, which had long been read in the churches. It cannot be shown that they were right; but it has still to be shown that they were wrong.

Bibliography. Among those who reject the Petrine authorship are E. A. Abbott, The Expositor 2, 3, 1882, pp. 49ff., 139(T, 204ff; F. H. Chase, HOB, 3, 1900, pp. 796ff.; J. B. Mayor, The Epistle of Jude and the Second Epistle of Peter, 1907; J. Moflatt, /AT3, 1918, pp. 358ff; E. Käsemann, ZTK49, 1952, pp. 272ff.; C. E. B. Cranfield,1 and II Peter and Jude, TBC, 1960; C. Spicq, Les Epitres de Saint Pierre, 1966; J. N. D. Kelly, The Epistles of Peter and of Jude, BNTC, 1969; K. H. Schelkle, Die Petrusbriefe und der Judasbrief}, 1976; R. J. Bauckham, Jude, IIPeter, 1983. Those who accept

the Epistle as Peter’s include C. Bigg, St. Peter and St Jude, ICC, 1902; T. Zahn, INT, 2, 1909, pp. 194fr.; E. I. Robson, Studies in 2 Peter, 1915; J Chaine, Les Epitres Catholiques, 1939; E. M. B. Green, 2 Peter Reconsidered, 1961; idem, The Sec-ond Epistle General of Peter and the General Epistle of Jude1 2 3, TNTC, 1987. See also R. V. G. Tasker, The Old Testament in the New Testament2, 1954, p. 129.    E.M.B.G.

PETHOR. A city of N Mesopotamia, S of Carchemish, mentioned in Nu. 22:5 as by the river (i.e. the Euphrates) and in Dt. 23:4 as in Mesopotamia, it was the home of Balaam. Thither Balak sent messengers to call him to curse Israel. Pethor in ‘Amaw is the Pitru of Assyr. texts (cf. ANET, p. 278), described as on the river Sägür (modern Säjür), near its junction with the Euphrates. On ‘Amaw, see Albright, BASOR 118, 1950, pp. 15-16, n. 13, and for ‘the eastern mountains (or hills)’ note that in a 15th-century bc Egyp. text, chariot-wood from ‘Amaw is said to come from ‘god’s land (= the E) in the hill-country of Naharen’—i.e. hills overlooking ‘Amaw on the Säjür river flowing into the Euphrates on its W bank; this W extension of (Aram-) Naharaim is attested by both Heb. and Egyp. references.    r.a.h.g.

2.    A Contemporary of ‘Joseph (Gn. 37-50). Joseph lived c. 1700 bc; his pharaoh therefore would most likely be one of the Hyksos kings of the 15th Dynasty.

3.    The pharaoh(s) of the oppression. The number of individual rulers covered by the terms ‘king of Egypt’ and ‘pharaoh’ in Ex. 1-2 is a matter of interpretation—one, or two. In any case, he/they would directly precede the pharaoh of the Exodus.

4.    The pharaoh of the Exodus (Ex. 5-12). If the Exodus occurred in the first half of the 13th Century bc, as seems likeliest on the evidence available, the pharaoh of the Exodus and last oppressor would be Rameses II.

5.    The father of Bithiah, wife of Mered of the tribe of Judah (1 Ch. 4:18). The date of Bithiah and so of her royal father is uncertain, and therefore he has not yet been identified.

6.    The pharaoh who received the young prince Hadad of Edom as a refugee from David and Joab’s devastation of the Edomites (1 Ki. 11:18—

22), and married him off to his sister-in-law. The pharaoh in question would be late in the 2Ist Dynasty, i.e. Amenemope or Siamün. The obscur-ities of 2Ist Dynasty chronology forbid any closer dating.

7.    The pharaoh who reduced Gezer and be-stowed it as dowry on that daughter of his whom he gave in marriage to Solomon (1 Ki. 9:16; cf. also 3:1; 7:8; 9:24; 11:1). Shishak’s raid into Palestine in 925 bc, the 5th year of Rehoboam, was not later than his own 2Ist year, and he acceded c. 945 bc. Solomon died in 931/30 bc al'ter a 40-year reign which began c. 970 bc; hence Shishak acceded in Solomon’s 25th year. Therefore Solomon’s Egyp. contemporaries for his first 25 years of reign would be the last two kings of the 2Ist Dynasty, Siamün and Psusennes II. Of these two, Siamün is perhaps the pharaoh who took Gezer and bestowed it with his daughter upon Solomon; a triumphal scene of his from Tanis (Zoan) may provide evidence for warlike activity of Siamün in Philistia. On this period of Egypto-Israelite relations, cf. K. A. Küchen, Third Intermediate Period in Egypt, 1972, pp. 273ff. 280ff.

8.    * Shishak, who is Sheshonq I, founder of the 22nd (Libyan) Dynasty. 9. *So, Contemporary of Hoshea. 10. *Tirhakah, of the 25th (Ethiopian) Dynasty. II. *Neco, second king of the 26th Dynasty, is the pharaoh of Je. 25:19. 12. ‘Hophra, fourth king of the 26th Dynasty, is apparently the pharaoh of Je. 37:5, 7, 11; Ezk. 17:17; 29:2-3; and possibly of Je. 47:1. ‘Zerah was almost certainly not a pharaoh.

III. Other references

These are found mainly in the prophets. Is. 19:11 is part of a passage reflecting disruption in Egypt. Such internal fragmentation first became chronic early in Isaiah’s time, in the late 22nd-24th
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This address on a 14th-century Bcletler reads: 'Pharaoh, life, prosperity, health, the Master.'


Dynasties (c. 750-715 bc), and continued under the overlordship of the Ethiopian kings of the 25th Dynasty (c. 715-664 bc). Pride in the long and exalted continuity of pharaonic tradition in acc-ordance with v. 11 was reflected in the deliberate archaisms fostered by the 25th and 26th Dynasty kings, who sought thus to recall the glories of earlier epochs. The deceptive outward repute of the Ethiopian kings and their actual inability to help Israel against Assyria’s armies are epitomized in Is. 30:2-3. Shebitku (‘Shabataka’) was on the throne in 701 bc when the Assyrian Rabshakeh dismissed pharaoh as a ‘broken reed’ (Is. 36:6 = 2 Ki. 18:21). For ‘Pharaoh’s house in Tahpanhes’ (Je. 43:9), ‘Tahpanhes.

Both Jeremiah (46:25-26) and Ezekiel (30:21 — 25; 31:2, 18; 32:31-32) from 587 bc onward proph-esied that Egypt would be worsted by * Nebuchad-rezzar II of Babylon. In 568 bc Nebuchadrezzar did actually war against Egypt, as indicated by a fragmentary Babylonian text, though the extern of his success against Ahmose II (Amasis) is still un-known because of the lack of relevant documents. Lastly, Ct. 1:9 merely reflects the great fame of the chariot-horses of the pharaohs of the New Kingdom (c. 1550-1070 bc) and later. (‘Egypt, His-tory; * Chronology of the Old Testament.)

k.ak. 4 5

refer to the group we know as Pharisees. The ma-jority of the earliest traditions focus on purity laws; particularly washing, eating, tithing and fes-tival Sabbath observance. Neusner therefore sug-gested that the Pharisees saw themselves, though laymen, as the ‘kingdom of priests’ of Ex. 19:6, observing the legislation relevant to a priest on Temple duty. (Similar motivation and concerns, interestingly, appear in the *Dead Sea Scrolls.) In the NT, too, cultic purity seems to be a major Phari-saic concern.

II.    Relationship to other groups

All four gospels link ‘scribes and Pharisees (Mt. 5:20; 12:38; 15:1; 23; Mk. 2:16; 7:1; Lk. 5:21, 30; 6:7; 7:30; 11:53; 15:2; Jn. 8:3; cf Acts 23.9). This only indicates that some scribes were Pharisees, and likely from their learning to take leading roles within the movement.

Matthew alone links Pharisees with ‘Sadducees (3:7; 16:1, 6, 11, 12). They might thus repre-sent the leaders of the people, but generally the evangelists see various combinations of chief priests, elders and scribes in that role. Perhaps these two were seen as most doctrinally distinctive from other Strands of Judaism. The Opposition between them is important to Josephus and the rabbis; cf. also Acts 23:6-10.

Matthew once links Pharisees with the chief priests (21:45), and in John this combination is the moving force behind the formal Opposition to Jesus (7:32,45; 11:47, 57; 18:3). This might Support Josephus’ Claims that they wielded political power. Although Matthew appears to intend two separate groups, Josephus notes that some priests were themselves Pharisees.

III.    Teaching

The problems discussed above make it hard to be certain what was distinctively Pharisaic. Josephus’ Statements about the Pharisees being ‘accurate Interpreters of the Law’ (e.g. BJ 2.162) must be tempered by his other comments attributing such accuracy to all Jewish sects, especially the priest-hood. That they were conservative on some parts of the Law and liberal on others, adding also their own traditions, is neither surprising nor unique to their group. Any claim to be the definitive exponents of the Law would, however, give a cut-ting edge to Jesus’ fierce denunciations.

The only point on which all sources agree is the Pharisees’ belief in an afterlife. Josephus appears to contrast their position with Essene dualism: un-righteous souls are punished while the righteous pass into ‘other bodies' (BJ 2.163), perhaps at a general resurrection.

IV.    Inftuence

The traditional image of the all-powerful legalistic Pharisee is manifestly incorrect. Claims that they controlled cultic practice are incredible and con-tradicted by the evidence. However, our sources do suggest a disproportionate influence on society. There is, though, no reason to suppose that they exercised any direct influence in the synagogues or other parts of everyday Jewish life. Josephus, the rabbinic materials and the Gospel of John would also suggest their influence was limited to the en-vironsof Jerusalem, though Mark and Luke locate Pharisees in Galilee (see Lk. 5:17).

An important factor in assessing their influence is the impression given by the synoptic writers that
[image: ]


it was the Pharisees who took it upon themselves to vet Jesus' credentials and to seek to destroy his subversive new teaching. Hence they are portrayed as natural authorities in the Community of faith, or at least in that part of most interest to the early Christian community. This coheres with both Josephus’ report of their Claims to ‘accuracy' in interpretation, and with what we know of the early life of the erstwhile Pharisee, Paul (Gal. 1:13-14; Phil. 3.5f). In Luke, in particular, they appear to regard Jesus as an equal, even while suffering his biting criticisms. In Acts they appear as a voice of moderation in the ‘Sanhedrin. But in general ‘the Pharisees’ quickly became a stereotype for the op-ponents of Jesus.

Bibliography. See the items listed under sad-ducees; J. Neusner, The Rabbinic Traditions about the Pharisees before 70, 3 vols., 1971; idem. 'Josephus' Pharisees: A Complete Repertoire’, in

L. H. Feldman & G. Hata (eds), Josephus, Judaism, and Christianity, 1987, pp. 274-292; S. Van Tilborg, The Jewish Leaders in Matthew, 1972; J. Lightstone, ‘Sadducees versus Pharisees: The Tan-naitic Sources’, in Neusner (ed.), Christianity, Judaism and other Greco- Roman Cults: S tu dies for Morton Smith at 60, 3, 1975, pp. 206-217.; M. J. Cook, Mark’s Treatment of the Jewish leaders, 1978; E. Rivkin, The Hidden Revolution: An His-torical Reconstruction of the Pharisees, 1978; R. L. Brawley, Luke-Acts and the Jews, 1987; J. T. Sanders, The Jews in Luke-Acts, 1987; J. T. Carroll, ‘Luke’s Portrayal of the Pharisees’, CBQ 50, 1988, pp. 604-621; D. B. Gowler, Host, Guest, Enemy and Friend: Portraits of the Pharisees in Luke and Acts, 1991; S. Mason, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees: A Composition-Critical Study, 1991; idem, ‘Chief Priests, Sadducees, Pharisees and Sanhedrin in Acts’ in R. J. Bauckham (ed.), The Book of Acts in its Palestinian Setting, 1995.    d.r. de L.

PHARPAR (‘swift’). One of the two ‘rivers of Damascus’ of which Naaman boasted (2 Ki. 5:12). 64 km long, it is one of the tributaries of the ’Abana or Barada, flows E from Hermon a little S of Damascus, and is now called the ‘Awaj’.    j.d.d.

PHILADELPHIA. A city in the Rom. province of Asia, in the W of what is now Asiatic Turkey. It was perhaps founded by Eumenes, king of Perga-mum, in the 2nd Century bc, and certainly named after his brother Attalus, whose loyalty had earned him the name Philadelphus. It was situated near the upper end of a broad valley leading down through Sardis to the sea near Smyrna; and it lay at the threshold of a very fertile tract of plateau country, from which much of its commercial pros-perity derived. The area was subject to frequent earthquakes. A severe one in ad 17 destroyed the city; and as the shocks continued intermittently the people took to living Outside the citv (Strabo, Geography 12.8.18 (579;; 13.4.10 (628/). After an imperial bounty had helped it to recover, the city voluntarily assumed the new name of Neocaes-area. Later, under Vespasian, it took another imperial name, Flavia. The city was remarkable for the number of its temples and religious festivals. The site is now occupied by the town of Alasehir.

The letter to ‘the angel of the church in Philadelphia’ (Rev. 3:7-13) probably alludes to some of

Philadelphia, one of the ‘seven churches of Asia’ (Rev. 1-3).

the circumstances of the city. As Philadelphus was renowned for his loyalty to his brother, so the church, the true Philadelphia, inherits and fulfils his character by its steadfast loyalty to Christ (vv. 8, 10). As the city Stands by the ‘open door’ of a region from which its wealth derives, so the church is given an ‘open door’ of opportunity to exploit (v. 8; cf. 2 Cor. 2:12). The Symbols of the ‘crown’ and the ‘temple’ (vv. 11-12) point to a contrast with the games and religious festivals of the city. In contrast with the impermanence of life in a city prone to earthquakes, those who ‘overcome’ are promised the ultimate stability of being built into the temple of God. As at Smyrna, this church had met rejection from the Jews in the city (v. 9), but the conqueror shall enjoy final acceptance by the Lord whose name he had confessed (v. 8), signified again by the conferring on him of the divine names (v. 12), which recall the new names taken by the city from the divine emperors. Ignatius later visited the city on his way from Antioch to mar-tyrdom in Rome, and sent a letter to the church there.

Bibliography. C. J. Hemer, The Leiters to the Seven Churches of Asia in their Local Setting, 1986;

E. M. Yamauchi, New Testament Cities in Western Asia Minor, 1980.    m.j.s.r.

C.J.H.

PHILEMON. The owner of the slave ‘Onesimus and almost certainly a resident of Colossae (* Philemon, Epistle to, for other views). Though Paul had not himself visited Colossae (Col. 2:1), Philemon was apparently converted through him (Phm. 19) and had been a colleague (the normal meaning of ‘fellow-worker’, Phm. 1, rsv)—both, perhaps, in Ephesus, the provincial Capital (cf. Acts 19:31). The argument of J. Knox (who applies Phm. 19 to Archippus), that Paul would regard the work of any of his associates as his own, is hardly borne out by Col. 1:7f, which he cites, nor is Phm. 5 ('hear of your love’) incompatible with past ac-quaintance.    a.f.w.

PHILEMON, EPISTLE TO.

I.    Outline of contents

a.    Address and greeting (vv. 1-3).

b.    Thanksgiving: introducing themes, to be de-veloped later, of love, fellowship (koinönia\ cf. koinönos, ‘partner’ in v. 17) and refreshment (cf. v. 20) (vv. 4-7).

c.    The request for Onesimus (vv. 8-21).

d.    A request for hospitality (v. 22).

e.    Greetings from Paul’s friends (vv. 23-24).

/ Blessing (v. 25).

II.    Significance

The earliest extant lists of the Pauline Corpus (Marcion’s ‘canon’ and the Muratorian Fragment) contain Philemon, even though they omit the Pastoral Epistles. In the 4th Century complaints appear not so much against its authenticity as of its alleged triviality (cf. Jerome, Preface to Philemon): most generations, however, have better valued the grace, tact, affection and delicacy of feeling which mark this little letter. Tertullian remarked that it was the only Epistle which Marcion left un-contaminated by ‘editing’ (Adv. Marc. 5, 21), and its authenticity has never been responsibly ques-tioned. In recent years it has become a bastion of the theory of the Pauline Corpus associated with E. J. Goodspeed and John Knox (‘Paul, III. d. ii); gratitude for the fresh interest they have stimulated in Philemon, and the adoption of some of their suggestions, does not, however, demand accept-ance of this highly dubious reconstruction.

III.    Form

The personal and informal nature of Philemon (cf. Deissmann, LAE, pp. 234f, and ‘Epistle) may distract attention from its extremely careful com-position and observance of literary forms (cf. Knox, pp. 18f.). It should also be noted that a house-church is in mind as well as the people named in the address (v. 2). Goodspeed and Knox over-emphasize the part the church is expected to play in swaying the slave-owner to ‘do the Christian thing’ (Goodspeed, p. 118): the second person singulär is used throughout, even for the greetings: the only exceptions are in vv. 22 (the hoped-for visit) and 25 (the benediction). This affords a con-trast with Ignatius’ letter to Polycarp, which is ad-dressed to an individual but with frequent passages in the second person plural which show that the church is being harangued. Philemon is addressed to the slave-owner, with his family and church pre-sumably linked with him after the manner of Rom. 16:5; Col. 4:15. Comparison has often been invited with Pliny’s letter (Ep. 9. 21) on behalf of an errant but repentant freedman.

IV.    Purpose and occasion

The core of the Epistle is an appeal by Paul on behalf of one Onesimus, a slave from Colossae (Col. 4:9) whose conduct had contrasted with his name (‘useful’—a pun is involved in Phm. 10-11). It seems that Onesimus had robbed his master (18) and run away (15—not quite explicit). By some means unstated—perhaps his fellow-townsman Epaphras (Col. 4:12) was instrumental—he was brought into contact with the imprisoned Paul and radically converted. Not only so, but strong affection developed between Paul and his new ‘son’, in whom the Veteran saw rieh potential.

Under Contemporary law, almost limitless ven-geance could be wreaked on Onesimus by his owner: Graeco-Roman society was never free from the phobia of a servile war, and even an otherwise good master might think it his duty to society to make an example of the runaway. Frightful penalties also awaited those who har-boured runaways (cf. P. Oxy. 1422). It is at this point that Paul interposes with his brother (7, 20), not commanding, but begging (8-9) that his owner will receive Onesimus as he would Paul himself (17), and solemnly undertaking all the slave’s debts (18-19).

But probably Paul is asking more than merey. Knox points out that parakaleö followed by peri (as in v. 10) usually means in late Gk. ‘to ask for’ rather than ‘on behalf of’. Paul highly valued Onesimus; his departure caused him great sorrow; and but for the necessity of obtaining his owner’s permission would have liked to keep him with him (11-14). The fullness of Paul’s request would be that Onesimus might be released to Paul for Christian Service. He would thenceforth stand in an un-speakably closer and more permanent relationship than the old domestic one (15-16). In any case, to Paul’s ministry this correspondent owes his own conversion (19).

Paul is in prison (9-10): the occasion is the same as that indicated in Colossians, for Onesimus is to accompany Tychicus, the bearer of that letter (Col. 4:9). Paul’s party in Phm. 23f. is the same as that in Col. 4:10-14, with the exception of Jesus Justus (unless this is a scribal omission; cf. E. Amling, ZNW 10, 1909-10, p. 261). The place of im-prisonment will be decided mainly on grounds externa] to the letter: the real alternatives are Rome, in the first imprisonment (c. ad 62) or Ephesus about ad 55 (* Paul; * Chronology of the New Testament). Either city might have attracted Onesimus. Ephesus was near home, but large enough to be lost in; Rome was a haven for displaced persons of every kind. In either case there is some expect-ation of release and a journey to Philemon’s area in the foreseeable future.

There are other links with Colossians. Col. 3:22ff. (cf. Eph. 6:5-9) could hardly have been writ-ten without Onesimus, and the possible effect on his career, in mind. Knox and Goodspeed have, however, little reason to associate the Charge to Ar-chippus and the ‘Epistle from Laodicea’ (Col. 4:16-17) with the Onesimus case. Knox himself has disposed of Goodspeed’s Suggestion that Onesimus’ owner lived at Laodicea (pp. 40ff.), but his own Suggestion that Philemon received the letter first as the (Laodicean) Superintendent of the Lycus churches and that Archippus in Colossae was the slave-owner and principal addressee, fares no better. It requires an unnatural reading of the address, and a heavy bürden on a few words (e.g. ‘fellow worker’ and ‘fellow soldier’ in vv. 1 and 2). Whether the epistle of Col. 4:16 was * Ephesians or some unknown letter is uncertain, but nothing suggests that it was Philemon. (* Apphia; ‘Archippus; ‘Onesimus; ‘Philemon.)

Bibliography. Commentaries (with Colossians) on the Gk. text by C. F. D. Moule, 1957; P. T. O’Brien, IVBC, 1982; commentaries on the Eng. text by J. Knox, IB, 1955; R. P. Martin, NCB, 1974;

N. T. Wright, TNTC, 1986. See also J. Knox, Philemon among the Epistles of Paul\ 1959; F. F. Bruce, BJRL 48, 1965, pp. 81-97; S. C. Winter, Airs 33, 1987, pp. 1-15.    a.f.w.

PHILETUS. A teacher representative of those undermining the Christian doctrine of the resur-rection (2 Tim. 2:17). (* Hymenaeus.) j.d.d.

PHILIP (Gk. philippos, ‘horse-lover’). There are 4 characters of this name known to the NT writers.

1.    A son of Herod the Great and Mariamne, the daughter of Simon the high priest. For a time he was next in succession to Antipater (Jos., Ant. 17. 53), but this arrangement was revoked by later wills, and he lived as a private Citizen. A. H. M. Jones (The Herods of Judaea, 1938, p. 176n.) Claims that his name was Herod, not Philip. (Jos., Ant. 18. 137, calls him Herod, but so many raera-bers of the * Herod family bore this name that an additional name was almost obligatory.) His wife * Herodias, the mother of Salome, left him in order to live with Herod Antipas, his half-brother (Mt. 14:3; Mk. 6:17; Lk. 3:19).

2.    A son of Herod the Great by his fifth wife, Cleopatra of Jerusalem; Jos., Ant. 17. 21 States that he was brought up at Rome. By Augustus’ Settlement of Herod’s will Philip was granted the tet-rarchy of Gaulanitis, Trachonitis, Auranitis, Ba-tanaea (Jos.), and Ituraea (Lk. 3:1). He ruled for 37 years until his death in the winter of ad 33/ 34, and differed from his kinsfolk in the moderation and justice of his rule (Jos., Ant. 18. 106). At his death the territory was incorporated into the province of Syria until ad 37, when the emperor Gaius Ca-ligula granted it to Agrippa (the Herod of Acts 12:1, 19-23), son of Aristobulus and grandson of Herod and Mariamne. Philip rebuilt Panias (modern Banyas) as Caesarea Philippi (Mt. 16:13;

Mk. 8:27) and Beth-saida Julias (Jos., Ant. 18. 28; BJ 2. 168), both names reflecting his pro-Roman sympathies. He was the first Jewish prince to impress the heads of Roman emperors on his coins. He married Salome, the daughter of * Herodias, and had no children (Jos., Ant. 18. 137).

3.    Philip the apostle was called to tbllow Jesus on the day following the call of Andrew and Simon, and was instrumental in bringing Natha-nael to follow him (Jn. 1:43-46). His home was * Beth-saida (Jn. 1:44): this was the Beth-saida of Galilee (Jn. 12:21), the home town of Andrew and Simon, and is thought to have been a fishing-village on the W shore of the lake. In the lists of the apostles in Mt. 10:3; Mk. 3:14; Lk. 6:14 he is placed fifth in order, with Bartholomew sixth: Acts 1:13 places him fifth, but puts Thomas in the sixth place. The only other references to him in the NT teil of his inability to suggest to Jesus how to supply the food for the 5,000 (Jn. 6:5), his bringing the Greeks to Jesus (Jn. 12:21 f.), and his request of Jesus to see the Father (Jn. 14:8). Papias 2. 4 refers to him as one of thepresbyteroi (see further below).

4.    Philip was one of the ‘Seven’ who were chosen as officials (the first *‘deacons’) of the church at Jerusalem (Acts 6:5). On the persecution of the church following the martyrdom of Stephen he took the gospel to Samaria, where his ministry was much blessed (Acts 8:5-13), and subsequently he was sent S to the Jerusalem-Gaza road to lead the Ethiopian eunuch to Christ (Acts 8:26-38). After this incident he was ‘Spirited’ away to Azotus, the Philistine Ashdod, and from there conducted an itinerant ministry until he reached the port of Caesarea (Acts 8:39-40), where he appears to have set-tled (Acts 21:8). He was known as ‘the evangelist’,
[image: ]
Two of the members of Herod's family, according to the NT, were named Philip. Simplified family tree.



presumably to clistinguish him from the apostle (3, above), and had four daughters who were prophet-esses (Acts 21:9). Luke is here at great pains to distinguish the evangelist from the apostle. Eusebius twice (EH 3. 31; 5. 24) quotes Polycrates as referring to Philip, ‘one of the twelve apostles’, and his two aged virgin daughters as being buried at Hierapolis, while another daughter was buried at Ephesus. Perhaps this last was the one mentioned in 3. 30 (quoting Clement of Alexandria, who may use the plural here loosely) as having been given in marriage. Papias is also cited (EH 3. 39) as stating that ‘the apostle Philip’ and his daughters lived at Hierapolis and the daughters supplied him with information. A quotation from the Dialogue of Gaius and Proclus in Eus., EH 3.31 that the tomb of Philip and his four prophesying daughters may be seen at Hierapolis, followed by a reference to Acts 21:8—9, shows that the historian had confused the apostle and the evangelist. It would seem most likely that both the apostle and the evangelist had daughters, which would lead to their confusion. Lightfoot (Colossians, pp. 45flf.) is probably right in maintaining that it was the apostle who died in Hierapolis.

The papyrus finds at Nag Hammadi ("Cheno-boskion) have revealed an apocryphal Gospel ac-cording to Philip: see R. McL. Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, 1962.    d.h.w.

PHILIPPE In the course of his apostolic travels Paul received in a vision an invitation from a man of Macedonia who implored, ‘Come over to Mac-edonia, and help us’ (Acts 16:9). Interpreting this plea as a summons from God, Paul and his party sailed for Neapolis, the port of Philippi, 13 km S of the city and the terminus of the Egnatian Way, a military road which joined Rome and the East as a much valued line of communication.

The arrival at Philippi is marked in Acts 16:12 by a description of the city: ‘the leading city of Macedonia and a Roman colony’. The stages by which the city attained the rank of this noble description may be traced.

The town derives its name from Philip of Mac-edon, who took it from the Thasians about 360 bc. He enlarged the settlement, and fortified it to defend his frontiers against the Thasians. At this time the gold-mining industry was developed, and gold coins were struck in the name of Philip and became commonly recognized. After the battle of Pydna in 168 bc it was annexed by the Romans; and when Macedonia was divided into four parts for administrative purposes Philippi was included in the first of the four districts. This fact Supports a proposal of prötes in place of the TR’s pröte in Acts 16:12, suggested by F. Field and accepted by

F. Blass, who explained it by this reference to the division of Macedonia into four districts by Aemil-ius Paullus in 167 bc (Livy, 45. 17-18, 29); cf. commentaries on Acts by H. Conzelmann and E. Haenchen, ad loc. On this emended reading the verse runs: ‘a city of the first division of Macedonia’. If the text is not changed, Philippi’s claim to be ‘chief city of the district’ can be accepted only in a general sense, as A. N. Sherwin-White ob-serves (Roman Society and Roman Law in the New Testament, 1963, pp. 93ff.). The comment possibly reflects Luke’s special interest in the city, which may have been his birth-place.

In 42 bc the famous battle of Philippi was fought with Antony and Octavian ranged against Brutus and Cassius. After this date the town was enlarged, probably by the coming of colonists; the title Colonia Iulia is attested at this time. This prominence was enhanced further when, after the battle of Actium in 31 bc, in which Octavian de-feated the forces of Antony and Cleopatra, the town ‘received a settlement of Italian colonists who had favoured Antony and had been obliged to surrender their land to the veterans of Octavian’ (Lake and Cadbury, p. 187). Octavian gave the town its notable title, Col(onia) Iul(ia) Aug(usta) Philip(pensis), which has appeared on coins. Of all the Privileges which this title conferred, the posses-sion of the ‘Italic right’ (ius Ilalicum) was the most valuable. It meant that the colonists enjoyed the same rights and Privileges as if their land were part of Italian soil.

The civic pride of the Philippians (who are given the equivalent of their Latin name Philippenses in Paul’s letter, 4:15) is a feature of the Acts narrative, and reappears in allusions the apostle makes in the Epistle. See Acts 16:21; cf. 16:37. Official names are used (duoviri in 16:20, 22, and ‘lictors’ in 16:35). The Gk. word translated ‘uncondemned’ in 16:37 probably reflects the Latin re incognita or in-dicta causa, i.e. ‘without examination’. In the letter to the Philippian church two passages, 1:27 and 3:20, speak of ‘citizenship’, a term which would have special appeal to the readers; and the virtues listed in 4:8 are those which the Roman mind would particularly appreciate.

After the apostle’s first visit with his preaching, imprisonment and release, his further contact with the city is inferred from references in Acts 20:1,6; I Tim. 1:3.

Bibliography. Historical details are supplied in BC, 1, 4, 1933, ad loc.; R. P. Martin, Philippians, NCB, 1976, Introduction, section 1, which de-scribes the religious milieu of the city at the time of Paul’s arrival there; while for archaeological information the work of P. Collart, Philippes, rille de Macedoine, 2 vols., containing plates and text, 1937, may be mentioned, along with H. L. Hen-drix, ABD 5, pp. 313-317.    r.p.m.

PHILIPPIANS, EPISTLE TO THE. The church at "Philippi was brought into being during the apostle’s second missionary journey, recorded in Acts 16:12-40. Paul’s letter to this Christian Community has always been looked upon as a most personal and tender communication, although there is a noticeable change at the introduction to ch. 3.

I.    Outline of contents

a.    Address and greeting (1:1-2).

b.    Paul’s thanksgiving and confidence (1:3-7).

c.    An apostolic prayer (1:8-l 1).

d.    Paul’s great ambition and joy (1:12-26).

e.    Exhortation and example (1:27-2:18).

/ Future plans (2:19-30).

g.    The great digression (3:1-21).

h.    Encouragements, appreciations and greetings (4:1-23).

II.    Date and provenance

From the record of Paul’s life in the Acts of the Apostles we know of only three imprisonments (16:23-40; 21:32-23:30; 28:30), during one of which this letter was written (Phil. 1:7, 13-14, 16). It obviously cannot have been written during the first; and it seems at first sight that the choice is a simple one between his captivity at Caesarea and the 2 years’ detention at Rome.

a.    The Caesarean hypothesis

This view goes back to 1799, when it was pro-pounded by H. E. G. Paulus. Rather surprising Support came later from E. Lohmeyer in the Meyer commentary, and there have been several suggestive studies (see Martin, Philippians, NCB, 1976, pp. 45-48) in support of this setting of the letter. The Suggestion of the letter’s composition during the imprisonment at Caesarea contains some difficul-ties, which may be enumerated as follows:

1.    The custody of Acts 23:35 does not suggest the imminent martyrdom which Lohmeyer takes as the Controlling theme of the entire letter (cf. his analysis of the letter in these terms, pp. 5f.).

2.    The size and type of the Christian community at the place of his captivity do not tally with what we know of the church at Caesarea (l:14fifi), as Moffatt indicates (An Introduction to the Literatlire of the New Testament, 1918, p. 169).

3.    The apostle’s outlook at the time of Acts 23-24 was bound up with a visit to Rome, but of this desire there is no hint in Philippians; rather he looks forward to a return visit to Philippi (2:24fr.).

b.    The Roman hypothesis

The alternative proposal is that the letter was written and despatched during the apostle’s Roman captivity; and this remains the traditional view, with many adherents. It has considerable evidence in its favour:

1.    The allusions to the praetorium (1:13) and to ‘Caesar’s household’ (4:22) correspond to the his-torical detail of the Roman detention, whatever the precise meaning of the terms may be.

2.    The gravity of the Charge and of the impend-ing verdict (1:20fT.; 2:17; 3:11) suggests that Paul is on trial for his life in the highest judicial court, from which there can be no appeal. It is submitted that this piece of evidence shows that it cannot have been a provincial court whose judgment Paul awaits, for even if the verdict there were unfavour-able, he would still have a 'trump card’ (in C. H. Dodd’s phrase) to play which would quash this local sentence and transfer his case to Rome. That he does not appear to have recourse to this is pre-sumptive evidence that he has in fact so appealed, and that the appeal has brought him to the imperial city.

3.    The church at Rome would correspond, in size and influence, to the references in 1:12ff., which point to a Christian fellowship of considerable importance.

4.    The length of the imprisonment is sufficient, according to the proponents of this view, to allow for thejourneysmentioned or implied by the letter. But this is a matter of debate.

5.    There is indirect witness to the Roman prov-enance of the Epistle in the Marcionite prologue to the letter, which says, ‘The apostle praises them from Rome in prison by Epaphroditus.’

There are, however, certain difficulties about this time-honoured view which have made scholars hesitate before accepting it. A. Deissmann was ap-parently the first to formulate these doubts, which we may state thus:

1.    Deissmann drew attention to the fact that journeys to and from the place of captivity imply that the place cannot have been far from Philippi. It was argued that on the Roman hypothesis it is difficult to fit ‘those enormous journeys’, as he called them, into the 2 years mentioned as the dur-ation of the Roman imprisonment.

2.    Moreover, the Situation reflected in the letter, with its foreboding of imminent martyrdom, hardly corresponds with the comparative freedom and relaxed atmosphere of Acts 28:30-31. If the letter came out of that detention it is clearly neces-sary to postulate an unfavourable development in the apostle’s relations with the authorities which led to a change for the worse in his conditions and prospects.

3.    A telling criticism of the traditional theory is the witness of 2:24, which expresses the hope that, if the apostle is set free, he intends to revisit the Philippians, and also to take up his missionary and pastoral work in their midst once again. This is an important datum from the internal evidence of the letter itself, for we know from Rom. 15:23-24, 28 that at that time he considered his missionary work in the E as completed, and was setting his face to the W, notably to Spain. If the letter emanates from Rome (i.e. if it is later than the writing of Rom. 15) it is necessary to believe that a new Situation had arisen which led him to revise his plans. This possibility, indeed, is not unthinkable, as we know from his movements at Corinth; but it does show that the Roman view is not entirely free from weaknesses.

c. The Ephesian hypothesis

In place of the Roman dating it is proposed to place the letter in a putative Ephesian captivity. The evidence for this imprisonment is inferential and therefore lacking in complete cogency; but the scholars who support it find that the locating of the letter in this period of Paul’s life eases the difficulties which the Roman theory encounters. For example, the intended re-visit to Philippi is then fulfilled in Acts 20:1-6, with Timothy’s movements also tallying with the record of Acts. W. Michaelis, who has consistently championed the Ephesian origin, shows persuasively how, on this view, the movements mentioned both in Acts and in Philippians dovetail like the pieces of a jig-saw puzzle. The shorter distance between Philippi and Ephesus makes the journeys more within the bounds of likelihood, while there is inscriptional evidence that satisfies the requirement of 1:13 and 4:22. Ephesus was the centre of the imperial administra-tion in Asia, and there would be a praetorium there.

The main difficulties which stand in the way of accepting this nove! theory are:

1.    Its speculative character. The Ephesian imprisonment cannot be proved from a direct source, although there is much indirect attestation of it, especially in 1 and 2 Cor.

2.    The absence of any mention of a matter which (so it is argued) must have filled the apostle’s mind at the time of this suggested dating, viz. the collection for the churches in Judaea.

3.    Perhaps the strongest counter-objection is the failure to explain why it was that, if Paul were in jeopardy at Ephesus, he did not use his right as a Roman Citizen and extricate himself by an appeal to the emperor to be tried in Rome. Of this possibility there is no mention in the letter.

Our conclusion, then, must be a disappointing one to those who expect a firm answer. The evi-dence, we feel, is finely balanced, and a final deci-sion is not possible. The Roman dating may still be accepted with caution and one or two lingering doubts. The Ephesian hypothesis would have to be sufficiently strong to reverse the judgment of cen-turies, and this it fails to do, although it has many points in its favour; and were it more securely an-chored in direct evidence it would command wider support. The tide of critical opinion is, however, running in favour of a dating in the Ephesian period (see Martin, op. cit., pp. 36-57). (’Paul.)

III. The unity of the letter

In the textual history the letter is known only as a complete whole; but there are many suggestions which contest its unity, mainly on the ground of an abrupt change in tone, style and content at the be-ginning of ch. 3. Explanations of this sudden change are given under the headings of ‘Interpolation’ and ‘Interruption’.

a.    Interpolation

On this view the reason for the abrupt change at 3:1b is that this verse introduces an interpolated fragment from another Pauline letter which has somehow become interwoven into the canonical Epistle. There is little agreement as to where the interpolation ends, whether 4:3 (so K. Lake), 4:1 (A. H. McNeile-C. S. C. Williams, F. W. Beate), or 3:19 (J. H. Michael). Beare envisages the letter as a composite document made up of three elements: a letter of thanks, acknowledging the Philippians’ gift by Epaphroditus (4:10-20); an interpolated fragment which denounces the false teaching of the Jewish missionaries and the antinomianism of Gentile Christians (3:2-4:1), and may be directed to some church other than Philippi, as J. H. Michael earlier proposed; and the framework of the Epistle (1:1—3:1; 4:2-9, 21-23), regarded as being the last of Paul’s extant letters and, in a sense, his farewell message to the church militant on earth. This analysis has several variations (see Martin, op. cit., pp. 14-21 for details), but in the main the partition into three fragments is widely held. For a convincing defence of the letter’s unity, see R. Jewett, NovT 12, 1970, pp. 40-53.

b.    Interruption

The sudden change in style and outlook may more plausibly be accounted for by the interruption of the apostle as he dictated his letter, as Lightfoot suggested. See also E. Stange, ‘Diktierpausen in den Paulusbriefen’, in ZNW 18, 1917-18, pp. 115f.

On this interpretation, 3:1a is the intended con-clusion of the letter. Paul is disturbed by stirring news which has just reached him, and quickly turns aside to dictate a vehement warning. ‘The same things’ is a prospective term, looking forward to the serious admonitions to watchfulness against the Judaizers which are to follow. See V. P. Furnish, ATS 10, 1963-4, pp. 80-88.

The integrity of the letter is, therefore, to be accepted, with a possible reservation only in the case of 2:5-11, which some regard as a pre-Pauline or post-Pauline composition, while F. W. Beare breaks new ground with the Submission that this section owes its origin to an unknown Gentile writer who came under Pauline influence during the apostle’s lifetime. Paul accepts his writing with his imprimatur by including it in his Epistle. There is a full discussion of the authorship and proven-ance of the Christological hymn in 2:5-11 in the writer’s monograph; see below.

IV.    The occasion and purpose of the letter

The most obvious reason why the letter came to be written is to be found in Paul’s Situation as a pris-oner, and his desire to commend his colleagues Timothy and Epaphroditus to the church. Paul writes as though he wanted to prepare the way for the coming of these men, and particularly to disarm any criticism which might be raised against Epaphroditus (cf. 2:23ff.).

There is also the note of appreciation for the Philippians’ gift, to which he alludes in several places (1:5; 4:10, 14ff.). This gift had evidently come through Epaphroditus, and Paul gratefully acknowledges both the gift and the presence of their messenger (2:25).

Epaphroditus had, it is clear, also brought news of the outbreak of various troubles at Philippi, es-pecially the disturbing news of disunity within the ranks of the church members. This is clear from 2:2-4, 14; 4:2, where the disputants are named, and perhaps 1:27. Paul gently reproaches them for this, and recalls them to agreement in the Lord.

Another source of confusion in the fellowship seems to have been the existence and influence of a ‘perfectionist’ group within the church. There are grounds—known by inference from Paul’s counter-arguments—for believing that the Philippians’ confidence in being ‘perfect’ was based on a gnosticized eschatology that eliminated the future hope of the Christians and transferred it to a present experience. Paul’s response in ch. 3 is directed to a rebuttal of this. (For details, see Martin, op. cit., pp. 22-34.)

The Christian cause at Philippi seems to have been the object of persecution and attack from the outside world. There is definite allusion to the church’s ‘enemies’ (1:28), and a description of the type of society in which the church was called upon to live and bear witness to Christ is given (2:15). Hence the oft-repeated call to stand fast (1:27; 4:1). We may detect in a ministry of encouragement a further reason for the letter, although Lohmeyer’s interpretation of the entire Epistle as a ‘tract for martyrs’ is somewhat extreme.

V.    The value of the letter

Two outstanding features of the letter may be men-tioned. First, the Philippian letter will always remain as a tribute to the apostle’s attitude to his sufferings. By the grace of God he is able to rejoice under the most trying circumstances of his captiv-ity and impending fate. His constant call to re-joicing (the word ‘joy’ and its cognate forms is found 16 times) is a distinguishing characteristic, as Bengel noted in his famous phrase: ‘summa epis-tolae; gaudeo, gaudete'. And the secret of that joy is fellowship with the Lord who is the centre of his life, whatever the future may hold (1:20-21).

Secondly, no introduction to the letter would be complete without a reference to the great passage in 2:5-11. Here we find the locus classicus of Paul’s doctrine of the person of Christ and the nature and scope of Christian salvation, and for that reason the Philippian Epistle will ever remain in the forefront of Pauline studies so long as the great apostle’s writings continue to engage the attention of Christian students.

Bibliography. Commentaries by F. W. Beare, 1959; K.. Barth, E.T. 1962; K. Grayston, CBC, 1967; R. P. Martin, NCB, 1976 and TNTC\ 1987;

G. F. Hawthorne, WBC, 1983; J. A. Motycr, BST, 1984; P. T. O’Brien, NIGTC, 1991. See also J. L. Houlden, Paul's Leiters front Prison, 1970; G. B. Caird, Paul's Leiters front Prison, 1976; R. P. Martin, Carmen Christi: Philippians 2.5-112, 1983; J. T. Fitzgerald, ABD 5, pp. 318-326. r.p.m.

PHILISTINES, PHILISTIA.

I.    Name

ln the OT the name Philistine is written p’listi, usually with the article, and more commonly in its plural form p’listim (rarely p’lisliyyim) generally without the article. The territory which they in-habited was known as ‘the land of the Philistines’ ('eres p’listim) or Philistia (p’leset). The modern name ‘Palestine’ is derived from this through Assyr. Palastu, Gk. Palaestine and Lat. Palaestina. In the Septuagint the word is variously rendered Phylistieim (mainly in the Pentateuch, Joshua and Judges). Hellenas (Is. 9:12 [II, Heb.]), and allo-phylos, -oi, ‘stranger, foreigner’ (but not in the Pentateuch or Joshua). It is probable that the name is to be identified with prst in the Egyp. texts (the sounds / and r are not separately represented in the hieroglyphic script) and palastu in the Assyr. cunei-form inscriptions.

II.    ln the Bible

a.    Origin of the Philistines

According to the “Table of Nations (Gn. 10:14; 1 Ch. 1:12), the Philistines derived from Casluhim, the son of Mizraim (Egypt) the son of Ham (Gn. 10:14; I Ch. 1:12). When they later appeared and confronted the Israelites they came from ‘Caphtor (Am. 9:7).

b.    In the time of the Palriarchs

Abraham and Isaac had dealings with a Philistine, Abimelech, the king of Gerar, and his general Phi-chol (Gn. 20-21; 26). In the time of the Monarchy the Philistines were almost proverbially aggressive, but Abimelech was a reasonable man. He had adopted many of the customs of the country, had a Semitic name, and engaged with Isaac in a covenant.

c.    A t the time of the Exodus and the Judges When the Israelites left Egypt the Philistines were extensively settled along thie Coastal Strip between Egypt and Gaza, and they were obliged to detour inland to avoid ‘the way of the land of the Philistines’ (Ex. 13:17). The adjacent section of the Med-iterranean was in fact referred to as the sea of the Philistines (Ex. 23:31). The Philistines probably did not settle in the area until after the time of the exodus, so in these references the name is pre-sumably used retrospectively. It is presumably the Philistines in this area who are referred to as Caphtorim in Dt. 2:23.

The Israelites did not encounter the Philistines in Canaan during the Conquest, but by the time Joshua was an old man they were established in the five cities of Gaza, Ashkelon, Ashdod, Ekron and Gath (Jos. 13:2-3). From this time for many gener-ations these people were used by God to chastise the Israelites (Jdg. 3:2-3). Shamgar ben Anath re-pulsed them temporarily (Jdg. 3:31), but they con-stantly pressed inland from the coast plain, and the

Israelites even adopted their gods (Jdg. 10:6-7). The great Israelite hero of the period of the Judges was Samson (Jdg. 13-16). In his time there were social links between Philistines and Israelites, for he married a Philistine wife, and later had relations with Delilah, who, if not a Philistine herseif, was in close contact with them The hill-country was not under Philistine control, and Samson took refuge there after his raids. When he was finally taken by them he was bound with bronze fetters (16:21) and forced to make sport for them while they watched from inside and on the roof of a pillared building (16:25-27).

d.    In the reigns of Saul and David

Continuing Philistine pressure was probably one reason Israel feit the need for a strong military leader. The Philistines captured the Ark and des-troyed Shiloh (1 Sa. 4), and had control of Es-draelon, the Coastal plain, the Negeb and much of the hill-country. By restricting the distribution of iron, they prevented the Israelites from having new-style weapons (I Sa. 13:19-22). It was probably largely due to the continuing pressure of the Philistines that the need for a strong military leader was feit in Israel. The ark was captured by the Philistines in a disastrous battle at Aphek and the shrine at Shiloh was destroyed (1 Sa. 4), and at this time they probably controlled Esdraelon, the coast plain, the Negeb, and much of the hill-country. They also controlled the distribution of iron, and thus prevented the Israelites from having useful weapons (1 Sa. 13:19-22). Saul was anointed king by Samuel, and after a victory over the Philistines at Michmash, drove them from the hill-country (1 Sa. 14). His erratic rule, however, allowed the Philistines to continue to assert themselves, as when they challenged Israel at Ephes-dammim, and David killed Goliath (1 Sa. 17—18). Saul turned against David, who became an outlaw and finally a feudatory vassal of Achish king of Gath (1 Sa. 27). He was not called upon to fight against Israel at the battle of Mt Gilboa when Saul and his sons were killed, and when he took over the kingship of Israel he must have remained on peaceful terms with Gath at least, and in fact maintained a personal Philistine bodyguard throughout his reign (♦Cherethites). A final conflict had to come, however. David drove the Philistines out of the hill-country and struck a heavy blow in Philistia itself (2 Sa. 5:25), putting an end to the power of the Philistines as a serious menace.

e.    During the divided Monarchy

The Philistines continued to cause trouble throughout the Monarchy. With the weakening of the kingdom at the death of David the Philistine cities (except for Gath, 2 Ch. 11:8) were independent and there was fighting on the frontier (1 Ki. 15:27; 16:15). Jehoshaphat received tribute from some of the Philistines (2 Ch. 17:11), but under Jehoram the border town of Libnah was lost to Israel (2 Ki. 8:22). They were still aggressive in the time of Ahaz (Is. 9:8-12), and the last time they are mentioned in the Bible is in the prophecy of Zechariah, after the return from the Exile.

III. Philistia

The area which took its name from the Philistines was that of the nucleus of their Settlement. This centred on the five main Philistine cities of Gaza, Ashkelon, Ashdod, Ekron and Gath, and largely comprised the coasta! Strip S of Carmel, extending inland to the foot of the Judaean hills. There is still uncertainty concerning the identification of the sites of some of the five principal cities of the Philistines (see under separate city names). Other cities particularly associated with the Philistines in the Bible are *Bethshean and *Gerar.

IV.    In the inscriptions

The Philistines are first mentioned by name (prst) in the annals of Rameses III for his 5th (1185 bc) and subsequent years, inscribed in his temple to Ammon at Medinet Habu near Thebes. This de-scribes his campaign against an invasion of Liby-ans and various other peoples generally known as the ‘Sea Peoples’, of whom the prst were one. Other members of the ‘Sea Peoples’ had already been mentioned in the inscriptions of Merenptah, Rameses II and in the 14th-century Amarna Let-ters (Lukku, S"zerdanu, Danuna). The carved re-liefs in the temple at Medinet Habu show the Sea Peoples arriving with their families and chattels by wagon and ship, and the prst and another group closely associated with them, the [kr (Tjekker), are depicted wearing head-dresses of feathers rising vertically from a horizontal band. However, not all prst are depicted in this way; one at Medinet Habu is shown wearing a beard and tight-fitting cap. A head wearing a similar head-dress is one of the pictographic signs on a clay disk found at Phaistos in Crete, and usually dated to the 17th Century bc.

The Assyr. inscriptions mention Philistia as an area often in revolt. The first occurrence is in an inscription of Adad-nirari III (810-782 bc), where Philistia is mentioned among other tribute-paying States, including Israel. Philistia is subsequently named by Tiglath-pileser III, Sargon and Sen-nacherib, usually as a defeated rebel area. Philistines are later listed in an archive of cuneiform documents of the time of the exile found at Babylon as expatriates receiving rations.

In a group of cuneiform documents of the time of the Exile found at Babylon, the issue of rations to expatriates is recorded. Among these are mentioned men from Philistia.

V.    Archacology

a.    Potlery

A type of pottery has been found in a number of sites centring on Philistia and from levels of the late 2nd millennium bc. Since this was the area and period of the Philistines, this pottery is usually at-tributed to them. This type of pottery is found at Ekron and Ashdod after what seems to have been a sequence from about 1200 bc, of locally made pottery decorated in a style derived from the Aegean and known in Cyprus (classified as Mycenaean

III.c. l.b) first with simple, then with elaborate decoration, the latter perhaps being the prototype in the early 12th Century of distinctively Philistine pottery, Excavations at other sites (e.g. Teil Batash, Teil Mor and Teil Qasile) suggest a gradual expan-sion during the 12th and 11 th centuries bc.

It is clear also that there were Philistine enclaves at a number of other sites, notably Teil Beit Mirsim, Gezer, Beth-shemesh and Deir el-Balah.

b.    Clay coffins

Clay coffins, each with a face moulded in relief at the head end, have been discovered at * Bethshean, Teil el-Far‘a, Lachish and in Transjordan, which are probably to be connected with similar coffins found in Egypt, notably at Teil el-Yehudiyeh in the Delta. The date and distribution of these suggest that they may be attributed to the Philistines, a view supported by the faci that some of the faces are surmounted by a row of vertical strokes, perhaps indicating the feathered head-dress.

c. Weapons

The Egyp. reliefs show the prst, with the Tjekker and Serdanu, armed with lances, round shields, long broadswords and triangulär daggers. They ar-rived in Palestine at the period of transition from the Bronze to Iron Age, so that the biblical Statements that they bound Samson with fetters of bronze but, by the time of Saul, controlled the iron industry of the area are quite consistent.

1

PHARAOH.

2

    The term

The common title in Scripture for the kings of Egypt. It derives from Egyp. pr-", ‘great house’. This term was by origin simply a name for the royal palace and the Egyp. court, and is so used in the Old and Middle Kingdoms in the 3rd and first half of the 2nd millennium bc. But in the mid-18th Dynasty (c. 1450 bc) the term came to be applied to the person of the king himself, as a synonym for ‘His Majesty’. The first examples of this usage ap-parently date from the reigns of Tuthmosis III(?) and IV, then under Ämenophis IV/Akhenaten. From the 19th Dynasty onward, the simple term ‘pharaoh’ is constantly used in documents, just as it is particularly in Gn. and Ex. From the 22nd Dynasty onward (945 bc), the term ‘pharaoh’ could also be coupled with the king’s name: thus, ‘Pharaoh Sheshonq’ occurs on a Stele then, just like the slightly later OT references to Pharaoh Neco and Pharaoh Hophra. See Sir A. H. Gardiner, Egyptian GrammaP, 1957, p. 75; J. Vergüte, Joseph en Egypte, 1959, pp. 45-48, and the references cited.

3

    Specific pharaohs

1. A Contemporary of Abraham (Gn. 12:15-20). As Abraham lived c. 1900 bc, his pharaoh was most likely one of the several kings Amenemhat andSesostrisof the 12th Dynasty (c. 1991-1778 bc).

4

PHARISEES.

5

 History

Reconstructing any Jewish sects (including ‘Sad-ducees, ‘Essenes, ‘Zealots, ‘Samaritans, and probably many others) is very difficult. Apart from the Jewish historian, Josephus, all the sources we have are ‘travellers’ tales’ (e.g. Pliny, NH 5.73) and passing references, with the later rabbinic traditions which are of questionable value and strongly influ-enced by the destruction of the ‘Temple. All authors are biased, and most modern reconstruc-tions use these sources far too uncritically.

While not presuming his readers to be familiär with the Pharisees, Josephus says nothing about aspects we would find most significant: their ori-gins, doctrines, self-understanding and social structures.

His discussion of Jewish sects is pari of his over-all purpose to explain the downfall of God’s chosen people. He therefore focuses on divine providence, predestination and free will. Josephus’ Pharisees appear to occupy a mediating position between the rigid predestinarianism of the ‘Essenes and the human freedom asserted by the ‘Sadducees. He regards them as an attractive, populär and powerful faction, ascetic in lifestyle, concerned to present themselves as rigorists for the Torah. They have a body of additional interpret-ations and traditions, and religious practises are performed according to their interpretation (see especially Am. 18:12-17). But he sees their major role as political, claiming they effectively con-trolled the state from Alexandra Salome (76-67 bce) to Herod. Yet his narratives of this period hardly mention them, and certainly fail to demon-strate their political power. Hence many scholars see Josephus’ Claims as exaggerated, if not mere Propaganda.

Rabbinic traditions say nothing about politics: the concerns are exclusively religious. We cannot assume the terms ‘Pharisees’, ‘sages’ or ‘rabbis’


VI. Culture

The Philistines, while retaining a few cultural fea-tures bespeaking their foreign origin, were largely assimilated to the Canaanite culture that sur-rounded them.

a.    Government

The five Philistine cities were each ruled by a seren (Jos. 13:3; Jdg. 3:3; 16:5, 8, 18, 27, 30; 1 Sa. 5:8, 11; 6:4, 12, 16, 18; 7:7; 29:2, 6-7; 1 Ch. 12:19). The term is probably cognate with Luwian (Hiero-glyphic Hittite) tarwana, ‘judge’ or the like, and pre-Hellenic (probably Indo-European) Gk. turan-nos, ‘absolute ruler’. The precise meaning of seren is uncertain, but ‘ruler’ (rsv) is a reasonable rendering.

b.    Language

No Philistine inscriptions have been recovered, and the language is largely unknown. Claims that semi-pictographic inscriptions on clay tablets from Deir ’Alla are Philistine are unsubstantiated. The Mycenaean associations of the Philistines, together with the probable Indo-European affiliations of seren (above), as well as the word köba'l qöba‘\ ‘helmet’ (first of Goliath), probably cognate with Hittite kupahi, ‘helmet, hat’, and probably ‘argäz, ‘box’, perhaps cognate with Hittite ark-, ‘to put, shut in’ and Gk. arkeö, ‘to keep off, defend’, together with personal names (below), suggest the possibility that the Philistine language was Indo-European. This can be no more than a hypothesis, however. The name, Achish (’äkis) is probably the same as ’ks, which is listed as a kftyw (* Caphtor) name in an Egyp. inscription of about the I8th Dynasty and Goliath (golyal) is perhaps linked by its -yat termination with Luwian (Hieroglyphic Hittite) and Lydian names ending respectively in -watlas and -uattes. Aside from these few words, it is clear that once they had settled in Palestine, the Philistines adopted the Semitic tongue of the peoples they dispossessed.

c.    Religion

Knowledge of the Philistine religion depends greatly upon the Bible. The three gods mentioned, * Dagon. ‘Ashtoreth and ‘Baalzebub, were all Near Eastern, and it is perhaps to be assumed that they identified their own gods with those they found in Palestine, and accommodated their own religion to that already there. Three successive temples were found at Teil Qasile (strata Xll-X), which have similarities with temples found in the Aegean and Cyprus. A circular hearth, uncovered in a public building near thc temple, belongs to a type known in cult contexts at Mycenae, Pylos and other sites in the Aegean, while a similar ‘hearth sanctuary’ was found at Ekron. At the latter site also, wheels from a bronze laver stand (Heb, nfkönäh; av ‘base’) were part of the cult equipment.

VII.    Origin and role

The cumulative evidence leaves little doubt that the Philistines came immediately, though probably not ultimately, from the Aegean. Some scholars would equate the name with that of the Pelasgoi, the pre-Greek inhabitants of the Aegean, a view which is weighted by the occurrence of the name twice in Gk. literature, speit with a t rather than a g. This view is still debated, and even granting it, the clas-sical references to the Pelasgoi are too inconsistent to be helpful.

It seems that the Philistines were one of the Sea Peoples who, in the later 2nd millennium, moved out of the Aegean, probably as a result of other l'olk movements, and migrated by land and sea, some via Crete and Cyprus, to the Near East, where they forced a foothold, first as mercenary troops of the pharaohs, the Hittite kings and the Canaanite rulers, and finally as settlers who were absorbed in the basic population. Though they re-tained their name for many centuries, the biblical Philistines, the Tjekker who occupied an adjacent Coastal region, and doubtless others of the Sea Peoples, became for all practical purposes Canaanites.

VIII.    Philistines in the patriarchal narratives

Since the Philistines are not named in extra-biblica! inscriptions until the 12th Century bc, and the archaeological remains associated with them do not appear before this time, many commenta-tors reject references to them in the patriarchal period as anachronistic. Two considerations must be entertained, however. There is evidence of a major expansion of Aegean trade in the Middle Minoan II period (c. 1900-1700 bc; *Crete) and objects of Aegean manufacture or influence have been found from this period at Ras Shamra in Syria, Hazor and perhaps Megiddo in Palestine, and Tod, Harageh, Lahun and Abydos in Egypt. It is Iikely that a large part of this trade consisted in perishable goods such as textiles. A new type of spiral design which appears in Egypt and Asia (Mari) at this time may support this, Further evidence of contacts is afforded by a tablet from Mari (18th Century) recording the sending of gifts by the king of Hazor to Kaptara (* Caphtor). Secondly, ethnic names in antiquity were not used with par-ticular precision. The members of a mixed group such as the Sea Peoples were unlikely to be care-fully distinguished by name, so that the absence of one name from the inscriptions may simply mean that the particular group was not sufficiently prominent to find special mention. The Sea Peoples, and their predecessors who traded with the Near East, arrived in waves, the Luka being known already in the 14th Century (Amarna Letters), and dominant in a !2th-century wave were the Philistines, who consequently figured in the records. In this context the term ‘Philistine’ could have been applied retro-spectively to early Aegean migrants, rather as today reference is made to ‘American Indians’. There is no reason why small groups of Philistines could not have been among the early Aegean traders, not prominent enough to be noticed by the larger States.

Bibliography. R. A. S. Macalister, The Philistines, Their History and Civilization, 1914; A. H. Gardiner, Ancient Egyptian Onomastica, Text, 1, pp. 200*-205*; AASOR 49, 1989, pp. 1-15; G. E. Wright, BA 22, 1959, pp. 54-66; T. C. Mitchell in AOTS, pp. 404-427; K. A. Kitchen in POTT, pp. 53-78. T. Dothan and M. Dothan, People of the Sea: The Search for the Philislines, 1992.

T.C.M.

PHILO. Among the many bearers of the name Philo in antiquity, the most important for the Student of the Bible is Philo of Alexandria, a member of a rieh and influential Jewish family in that city in the Ist Century. His brother Alexander was one of the richest men of his day, while his nephew Tiberius Alexander became in due time Procurator of Judaea and Prefect of Egypt, having apostatized from the Jewish faith.

Little is known of the life of Philo himself; nei-ther his birth nor his death may be dated, the one sure date in his career being his membership in the embassy to Gaius (Caligula) in ad 39. From this it is evident that he was quite old at that time, and conjecturally we may place his dates as approxi-mately 20 bc to ad 45. From his writings it may be deduced that, as a leader of the Jewish community, he spent much of his life in the duties of public Service. His natural bent, however, was to the life of contemplation and the pursuit of philosophy, in which, as he asserts, he spent his youth (Concerning the Special Laws, 3. 1), perhaps in such a community as the Therapeutae, described by him in Concerning the Contemplalive Life. Although he was obliged to leave this to take up his duties, he found opportunity to produce a body of writings on philosophical and theological topics.

His early work was on philosophical themes, in which he shows little originality, but provides valu-able source material for the study of a little-known period of Hellenistic philosophy. His main work, however, was the production of expositions of the Pentateuch; he was motivated by the desire to demonstrate that the philosophical and religious quests of the Gentile world of the day found their true goal in the God of Abraham. Three large works remain, none of them complete nor in exact Order, their several sections having been transmit-ted often as separate treatises in the ms tradition: The Allegory of the Laws (a commentary on Genesis); Questions and Answers on Genesis and Exodus (a shorter work of the same kind); and The Exposition of the Laws (a review of the history in the Pentateuch). By means of allegorical exegesis he is able to extract moral and mystical teaching from all parts of these books. His method of allegory is derived from that already applied to the Homeric books by philosophers. It may be analysed as: (i) ‘cosmologicaP (‘physiological’ in his own termin-ology) in which allegory concerning the nature (physis) of things is perceived (e.g. the high priest and his vestments seen as the Logos and the uni-verse, Life of Moses, 2. 117ff.), and (ii) ‘ethical’, in which reference to human psychology and moral struggle is seen (e.g. etymological interpretations of such figures as Isaac (= joy)). The basis of both the cosmology and psychology is the Stoic System, although it is evident that Pythagorean and Platonist are also laid under contribution in some details, a feature which probably reflects the eclecticism of the period.

Philo’s greatest contribution to thought, accord-ing to recent students, is his use of philosophy in this way to provide a rationale of religion; he is in fact the ‘first theologian’, and philosophy is signifi-cant to him primarily as the handmaid of theology. The motivation of his work may be seen not simply in his missionary zeal. common to many Jews of that era, but also in the mystical experiences of the reality of his God of which he writes movingly in several places (e.g. Special Laws, loc. eil.). Central to his understanding both of the universe and of religious experience is the concept of the Logos, a term of Stoic origin which, in Philo, linked with such a concept as the Platonic World of Ideas, signi-fies the mode whereby the transcendent God creates and sustains the world, and further, reveals himself to his creatures. Moses is expounded as a type of the Logos by whom men are led to knowledge of God; the Patriarchs as instances of those who have freed themselves from the bondage of material things and are United with the divine Wisdom.

The definitive edition of the Gk. text of Philo is the six volumes by L. Cohn and P. Wendland, published 1896-1914, with a seventh volume of Indexes (1926-30) by H. Leisegang. A number of works, extant only in Armenian, were edited by the Mechitarist J. B. Aucherian in 1822 and 1826; the Version dates from the 5th Century. There is also an Old Lat. Version of Philo, of some value for the construction of his text. The most recent transla-tion of Philo’s extant works, both Gk. and Armenian, is that in the Loeb Classical Library by F. H. Colson, G. H. Whittaker and R. Marcus (10 vols. plus 2 supplementary vols., 1929-62).

As the best preserved and most extensive of Hel-lenistic Jewish writings, Philo’s works are of value in illuminating the thought world of the NT. Cer-tain of his OT citations bear upon the problem of the origin of the lxx (see P. Katz, Philo's Bible, 1950). Two writings at least of the NT may not be adequately understood without reference to his thought and method. The Epistle to the Hebrews in its treatment of the tabernacle and the figure of Melchizedek shows close affinity to his allegory, while its doctrine of the Son is related in several particulars to his Logos-teaching. The Gospel of John bears no resemblance to Philonic allegory (as has sometimes been asserted), but in the cosmol-ogy explicit in the Prologue and elsewhere implicit there is evidently close kinship to the Philonic allegory. This need not imply that these writers were directly dependent on Philo. A plausible explan-ation might be that they come from a like back-ground of thought. Both possibilities have been pursued and demand still further investigation.

Bibliography. H. Leisegang, ‘Philo’ in RE, E. R. Goodenough, An Introduction lo Philo Ju-daeus, 1939; By Light. Light, 1935; S. Sandmel, Philo of Alexandria, 1979; R. Williamson, Philo and the Epistle lo the Hebrews, 1970; J. Cazeaux, Latrame ellachaine. . dans. . . des traitisde Phi Ion (1983, 1989); R. Radice and D. T. Runia, Philo of Alexandria: an Annotated Bibliography 1937-1986, 1988.    j.n.b.

PHINEHAS. A name of Egyp. origin, P’-nhsy, ‘the Nubian’; populär in Egypt during the New Kingdom (16th to 12th centuries bc). It is borne in the OT by three individuals.

1.    Son of Eleazar, and grandson of Aaron (Ex. 6:25; 1 Ch. 6:4, 50; Ezr. 7:5), with priestly descend-ants (Ezr. 8:2). He slew an Israelite and the (pagan) Midianite woman he had taken, after Israel became involved in paganism at Shittim (Nu. 25; Ps. 106:30), and shared in the subsequent war against Midian (Nu. 31:6). Under Joshua, Phine-has helped settle the dispute with the Transjorda-nian tribes over their memorial altar (Jos. 22:9ff.). After burying his father in his own hill (Jos. 24:33) Phinehas was officiating priest early in the Judges’ period (Jdg. 20:28; perhaps 1 Ch. 9:20).

2.    Younger of the high priest Eli’s two disreput-able sons, late in the Judges’ period (1 Sa. 1:3; cf. 2:12-17, 34). He was slain in the battle of Aphek when the Philistines captured the ark (1 Sa. 4). A grandson of this Phinehas was a priest in Saul’s reign (1 Sa. 14:3).

3.    The father of a priest Eleazar in Ezra’s time

(Ezr. 8:33).    k.a.k.

PHOEBE (av ‘Phebe’). Lady Bountiful of Cenchreae (E port of Corinth, where hospitality would be important); *‘deaconess’ (av ‘servant’) of the church and ‘patroness’ (av ‘succourer’) of many, including Paul (Rom. 16:1-2; the terms are probably semi-technical). She apparently carried Paul’s letter, and he asks worthy hospitality for her. E. J. Goodspeed (HTR 44, 1951, pp. 55ff.) holds that Rom. 16 is a separate letter to Ephesus to secure her a reception with those named. But would such oblique personal references be necessary?

The name (meaning ‘radiant’) is a surname of Artemis. A striking epitaph to ‘The second Phoebe’, a later deaconess, is cited in MM (s.v. koimaomai). See further M. D. Gibson, ExpT 23, 1911-12, p. 281.    a.f.w.

PHOENICIA, PHOENICIANS. The territory on the E Mediterranean coast covering c. 240 km be-tween the rivers Litani and Arvad (mod. Lebanon-S Latakia) and its inhabitants.

Phoenicia (av Phenice) as such is named only in the NT as the place of refuge for Christians fleeing from persecution following the death of Stephen (Acts 11:19); through this land Paul and Silas journeyed on their way from Samaria to Antioch (Acts 15:3). Later Paul landed on the Phoenician coast near Tyre on his way to Jerusalem (Acts 21:2-3). In the time of Christ Phoenicia was re-ferred to as ‘the sea-coast and district of Tyre and Sidon’ (Mt. 15:21; Lk. 6:17), and the inhabitants, including Greeks, were considered ‘Syro-Phoenicians’ (Mk. 7:26).

In OT times the territory occupied by the Phoe-nicians was called by the Hebrews ‘Canaan’ (Is. 23:11), ‘Canaanite’ (i.e. ‘merchant’) being probably the name applied by the inhabitants to themselves (Gn. 10:15). It was, however, the common practice in all periods to refer to Phoenicia by the name of its principal cities (*Tyre, *Sidon), since there was little political cohesion between them except for periods such as the reign of Hiram I. Other major Settlements were Arvad, Simyra, Gebal/Byb-los, Be(i)rut and Zarephath (‘Zarepta).

I. History

The origin of the sea-faring Phoenicians is ob-scure, though according to Herodotus (1. 1; 7. 89) they arrived overland from the Persian Gulf area, via the Red Sea, and first founded Sidon. The earliest archaeological evidence of their presence may come from the ‘proto-Phoenician’ finds at Byblos (ancient Gubla or Gebal, Ezk. 27:9, modern Gebail) dated c. 3000 bc. This important site has been excavated since 1924 by the French under Montet and Dunand. Byblian ships are depicted on Egyp. reliefs of the time of Sahure in the Sth Dynasty (c. 2500 bc) and there can be no doubt that by the 18th Century there was an extensive trade in timber and artistic Commodities between Phoenicia and Egypt (* Ships). The Phoe-nicians by this time had settled in their first colonies along the coast at Joppa, Dor (Jdg. 1:27-31), Acre and Ugarit (Ras Shamra). They chose easily defens-ible natural harbours and gradually dominated the local population as at Ras Shamra (level IV).

For some centuries Phoenicia was under the economic and quasi-military control of the Egyp-tian 18th and 19th Dynasties, and Arvad was among the places claimed to have been captured by Tuthmosis III (c. 1485 bc). Nevertheless, the letters written by Rib-Addi of Byblos and Abi-milki of Tyre to Amenophis III at Amarna in Egypt show that, by c. 1400 bc, Sumur and Berut had disaf-fected and with Sidon, which appears to have maintained its independence, were blockading
[image: ]


Phoenician cities (*Amarna). When the ‘sea-peoples’ invaded the coast c. 1200 bc, Byblos, Arvad and Ugarit were destroyed and the Sidoni-ans fled to Tyre, which now became the principal port, or. as Isaiah Claims, the ‘daughter of Sidon’ (23:12).

By the time of David, Tyre was ruled by Hiram I son of Abi-Baal and his reign began a golden age. Phoenicia was allied commercially with David (2 Sa. 5:11; 1 Ki. 5:1) and Hiram by treaty supplied Solomon with wood, stone and craftsmen for the construction of the Temple and palace (1 Ki. 5:1-12; 2 Ch. 2:3-16), and ships and navigators to assist the Judaean fleet and to develop the port of Ezion-geber as a base for long voyages (1 Ki. 9:27). This aid resulted in territorial advantages, for Tyre was given twenty villages on her border in part payment (vv. 10-14). Phoenicia, herseif long influ-enced by Egyp. art, motifs and methods, was now in a position to influence Heb. thought. Hiram was a conqueror and builder of several temples at Tyre, and a successful administrator who settled colonial revolts (W. F. Albright, in the Leland Volume, 1942, pp. 43f.). It was probably due to his initiative that by the 9th Century Phoenician colonies were founded in Sardinia (Nova, Tharros), Cyprus (Kition) and Karatepe (N Taurus). Utica had been settled in the 12th Century and Carthage, Sicily (Motya) and Tunisia by the 8th.

Hiram’s successor, a high priest named Ethbaal, furthered the alliance with Israel by the marriage of his daughter Jezebel to Ahab (1 Ki. 16:31), with the consequence that the worship of the Phoenician Baals was increased (1 Ki. 18:19). Elijah fled for a while to Zarephath, which was part of the coast controlled by Sidon, and therefore at this time independent of Tyre (1 Ki. 17:9).

The Assyrian advances brought pressure on the Phoenician cities. Ashurnasirpal II (884-859 bc) counted among the tribute he received from Tyre, Sidon, Gebal and Arvad garments and dyed cloth, precious metals and carved ivory and wood. This tribute was renewed when Shalmaneser III be-sieged Damascus and marched to the Mediter-ranean coast at the Dog river in 841 bc. The act of Submission to him and the gifts sent by Tyre and Sidon are pictured on the bronze gates set up in the Assyr. temple at Balawat (see ANEP, pp. 356-357). Adad-nirari III claimed Tyre and Sidon among his vassals in 803 bc (DOTT, p. 51). Hirammu of Tyre, Sibitti-Bi’ili of Gubla (Byblos) sent tribute to Tiglath-pileser III during his siege of Arpad (c. 741 bc) about the same time as Menahem of Israel submitted to him.

A few years later the Assyrian sent his rab saqe-oflicial (* Rabchakeh) to collect taxes from Me-tenna of Tyre. Letters addressed to the Assyr. king show that Tyre and Sidon were under direct super-vision of an Assyr. official, who forwarded the taxes, mostly paid in timber and goods, direct to Calah (Iraq 17, 1955, pp. 126-154). In 734 bc Tiglath-pileser captured the fortress of Kashpuna, which guarded the approaches to Tyre and Sidon, who were now allied in defence.

Sargon continued to raid the Phoenician coast-lands, and Sennacherib (c. 701 bc) captured Usse near Tyre and carried Phoenician prisoners off to Nineveh to build his new palace (as shown on re-liefs) and to Opis to build the fleet planned to pursue the rebel * Merodach-baladan across the Persian Gulf. Nevertheless, the larger cities clung to their independence until Esarhaddon sacked

Sidon and settled the survivors from it in a new town called ‘Walled City of Esarhaddon’ and in 15 adjacent villages. Other towns were placed under Ba’ali of Tyre, who was bound by treaty to Esarhaddon. This named Arvad, Acre, Dor, Gebal and Mt Lebanon and regulated trade and shipping. However, Ba'ali, incited by Tirhakah of Egypt, revolted. Tyre was besieged and Phoenicia subordinated to a province. The rulers of the cities, including Milki-asapa of Gebal. and Matan-Ba'al of Arvad, were made to ‘bear the corvee basket’, that is, to act as labourers at the foundation of Esarhaddon’s new palace at Calah, as Manasseh did in Babylon (2 Ch. 33:11).

Ashurbanipal continued the war against Phoenicia, containing Ba’ali by an attack in 665 bc prior to his advance on Egypt. He took Ba’ali’s daughters as concubines and also received a heavy tribute. On the death of Ba’ali Azi-Ba’al was made king and Yakinlu appointed to rule Arvad.

With the decline of Assyria the cities regained their independence and traded with new ports opened in Egypt. Their Punic kinsfolk founded colonies in Algeria, Spain and Morocco in the 7th— 5th centuries and by a naval victory over the Etrus-cans in 535 bc finally closed the W Mediterranean to the Phoenician traders.

Nebuchadrezzar II of Babylon in his advance towards Egypt besieged Tyre for 13 years c. 585 573 bc (Ezk. 26:1-29:1 ff.), but, though Ithobaal was carried off prisoner to Babylon, the city re-tained a measure of autonomy, which it held throughout the Neo-Babylonian and Persian rule, trading with Egypt (Zp. 1:11) and supplying fish and other Commodities to Jerusalem (Ne. 13:16) and in return probably receiving wood and home-spun textiles (Pr. 31:24; * Arts and Crafts).

Alexander the Great captured the island city of Tyre by means of an artificially constructed cause-way. The slaughter and destruction was heavy, but the city recovered and, like Sidon, was prosperous in Hellenistic and Roman times (e.g. Mt. 15:21).

II.    Religion

The idolatrous religion of Phoenicia was con-demned by Elijah (1 Ki. 18-19) and later Heb. prophets (Is. 65:11). The early period, seen in the Ras Shamra texts, reveals a polytheistic and natural mythology centred on Baal, also called Melek, ‘king’, the sun-god Saps, and Reshep (Mikkal) an underworld deity. Fertility cults honoured ‘Anat (Astarte, Ashtart) and the populär blend of Semitic and Egyp. ideas resulted in the cult of Adonis and * Tammuz, in which the former was identified with Osiris. Other deities included Eshmun, the god of healing (Gk. Asklepios), and Melqart.

III.    Art

The syncretistic tendencies of Phoenician religions are to be seen in the art which combines Semitic, Egyp. and Hurrian elements. This is due to the geographical location and the interchange of ma-terials and influence which followed trade. The Phoenicians were primarily sea-traders and artists. They exported silk, linen and wool, dyed, woven and embroidered locally, hence the name Phoenicia may be derived from Gk. phoinikoi, ‘red-purple folk’ (the Akkadian kinahhilkina'ain, i.e. Canaan) (* Arts A"d Crafts; POTT, p. 34) and from their unbounded supplies in the hinterland of the Lebanon shipped wood and its products. The craftsmen worked stone (e.g. Ahiram sarcophagus c. 900 bc;

BASOR 134, 1954, p. 9; Syria 11, 1930, pp. 180ff ), ‘ivory, and ‘glass, and though the Hebrews did not themselves allow images or the portrayal of the human figure (‘Art), Phoenician silver and bronze coins are found inland in numbers from the 4th Century bc onwards. The requirements of their trade led to the development of ‘writing (the so-called Phoenician, Byblian and Ugaritic alpha-bets), the abacus for counting, and * papyrus books. It is much to be regretted that the Phoenician literature, including the mythology of Sanc-huniathon of Byblos and the history of Menander of Tyre, has survived only in a few quotations in later authors, for it was probably through their literature that much of the learning of the East reached Greece.

Bibliography. D. B. Harden, The Phoenicians, 1962; S. Moscati, The World of the Phoenicians, 1968; D. R. Ap-Thomas in POTT, pp. 259-286; Studia Phoenicia.    d.j.w.

PHOENIX. 1. A mythical bird, anciently thought to be born directly from its parent’s corpse. Some early Christians (Tertullian, De Resurr. 13. 6; cf. 1 Clement 25), seeing an analogy of resurrection, warranted it by Ps. 92:12 (lxx 91:13), but phoinix there clearly means ‘palm-tree'. Phoenix-and-palm was frequent in Christian art.

2. The harbour (av ‘Phenice’) the nautical ex-perts, despite Paul’s entreaties, made for in winter (Acts 27:12). Data given by Strabo, Ptolemy and other writers seem to indicate the Cape Mouros area, where modern Loutro is the only safe harbour in S Crete (James Smith, Voyage and Ship-wreck of St. PauP, 1880, p. 90n.). But Luke (av) says Phoenix Mieth toward the south-west and north-west (sc. ‘winds’)’, i.e. faces W, while Loutro faces E. A narrow peninsula separates it from a W-facing bay, but one oflering little shelter. Smith, urging the danger of W winter gales, suggested that Luke meant the direction towards which the winds blew, i.e. looking NE and SE (cf. rv, rsv); but this is unsubstantiated unless we assume some lost nautical idiom. Ramsay thought that Luke might have excusably misunderstood Paul’s ac-count of the diseussion, but left open the possibil-ity of a change in coastline (cf. HDB). Ogilvie’s recent examination strongly suggests this occurred. The W bay was once better protected, and earth-quake disturbance has apparently covered an inlet facing NW in classical times. A SW-facing inlet remains, and the disused W bay is still called Phinika. Ogilvie also found that locally the winter winds are N and E: in Acts 27 it was an ENE wind (* Euraquilo) which caused the disaster.

Bibliography. J. B. Lightfoot on 1 Clement 25; J. Smith, op. cit., pp. 87fT, 251 (T.; R. M. Ogilvie, JTS n.s. 9, 1958, pp. 308ff.    a.f.w.

PHRYGIA. A tract of land centred on the W watershed of the great Anatolian plateau, and reaching N into the valley of the upper Sangarius, SW down the valley of the Maeander, and SE across the plateau, perhaps as far as Iconium. The Phrygians formed the (legendary?) kingdom of Midas. They feil under direct Hellenic influence during the era of the Attalid kings of Pergamum, and in 116 bc most of Phrygia was incorporated by the Romans into their province of Asia. The E ex-tremity (Phrygia Galatica) was included in the new province of Galatia in 25 bc. The Romans were deeply impressed by the ecstatic Phrygian cult of Cybele, and the national fanaticism apparently lies behind the defiant tombstones, presumably Montanist, of the 2nd Century ad, which represent the earliest extant public manifesto of Christianity. There is no evidence of any indigenous Christian church in NT times, however. Such churches as fall technically within Phrygia (Laodicea, Hierapolis, Colossae, Pisidian Antioch and probably Iconium) were established in Gk. communities. It was most probably Jewish members of these Gk. States who visited Jerusalem (Acts 2:10). If Col. 2:1, as is just possible, is not taken to exclude a visit by Paul, it would be natural to assume that it is the first three of these cities, on the upper Maeander, that are referred to in Acts 16:6; 18:23. Fading that, we may resort to the view that ‘the region of Phrygia and ‘Galatia’ is a composite technical term for Phrygia Galatica and refers in particular to the churches at Iconium and Pisidian Antioch. Other-wise we cannot identify the disciples Paul left in ‘Phrygia’.

Bibliography. Strabo, 12; J. Friedrich, RE, 20, 1, pp. 781-891; W. M. Ramsay, Cities and Bishop-rics of Phrygia, 1895-7; A. H. M. Jones, Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces, 1937; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor, 2 vols., 1950; W. M. Calder, AS 5, 1955, pp. 25-38.    e.a.j.

PHYLACTERIES. The name is a transliteration of Gk. phylakterion, meaning ‘a means of protection’ or ‘‘amulet’. Though some Jews have re-garded them superstitiously, this attitude has always been marginal, so the Gk. name probably derives from heathen misinterpretation. The Jew speaks of t'pillä (lit. ‘prayer’), pl. t'pillin. They represent the interpretation by the pious of Ex. 13:9, 16; Dt. 6:8; 11:18. Their present form became standardized by the early years of the 2nd Century ad and consists of two hollow cubes made of the skin of clean animals. They vary between 1 -25 cm and 4 cm a side. That for the head is divided into four equal compartments; that for the hand has no divisions. In them are placed the four passages Ex. 13:1-10; 13:11-16; Dt. 6:4-9; 11:13-21 written by hand on parchment (on four pieces for the head, on one for the hand). The phylacteries are attached to leather straps by which they are fastened to the left hand and the centre of the forehead by the men before morning prayers, whether in the home or the synagogue, except on the sabbath and high fes-tivals. They are put on after the praying shawl (tallit), that for the hand coming first. Both they and the straps are always coloured black. The phylactery for the head can be recognized by a three-and four-armed sin on its right and left sides.

In the ‘Qumran discoveries portions of phylacteries have been found, which show they were not absolutely standardized before the destruction of the Temple. The main difference, however, was the inclusion of the Ten Commandments on the parchment in them. Their exclusion later, just like their exclusion from the daily Services, was a reac-tion against the Jewish Christians.

Though Christian exegesis has always under-stood the above-mentioned passages as meta-phorical, our increasing knowledge of the ancient Near East would not rule out their possible literal intent (or for that matter of Dt. 6:9; 11:20, which the Jew fulfils by enclosing a parchment containing

Dt. 6:4-9; 11:13-21 in a box called a m'züzä and affixing it to his door-post). All available evidence suggests, however, that they were a late innovation brought in by the hasidim (* Hasidaeans), being intended as a counterblast to increasing Hellenistic influence. There is no mention of them in the OT, and they seem always to have been unknown to the Samaritans. lxx clearly takes the passages on which the custom is based as metaphorical. The Leiter of Aristeas mentions apparently only that for the arm and Philo that for the head.

Both the somewhat later Talmudic acknow-ledgment that they were not worn by the common people (“am hä-’äres) and the failure of pagan writers to mention them indicate that in the time of Christ they were still worn only by a minority of the people. We may be sure that all Pharisees wore them, not merely during morning prayer but throughout the hours of daylight. Their later re-striction to the time of prayer was due to their providing an all too easy mark of recognition of the Jew in times of persecution. We have no reason for thinking that they were worn either by Christ or his disciples. Even the condemnation in Mt. 23:5 suggests the temptation to the ultra-pious of stress-ing their adherence to a custom that was only slowly winning its way. Their use became universal before the end of the 2nd Century ad.

The orthodox Jew interprets their use in a highly spiritual way. This is shown by the meditation to be used while putting them on, which is given early in the morning Service in any Standard Jewish Prayer Book.

Bibliography. Articles in JewE, EJ, 1971; Y. Yadin, Tefillin from Qumran, 1969.    h.l.e.

PI-BESETH. Bubastis (Egyp. Pr-B'stt, ‘mansion of the goddess Ubastet’), today Teil Basta, is situ-ated on the Nile (Tanitic branch) SE of Zagazig. It is mentioned in Ezk. 30:17 with the more important city of Heliopolis (On or Aven). Of the main temple described by Herodotus (2. 138), lit-tle remains. Ubastet was a lioness or cat-goddess. Bubastis existed already in the time of Kheops and Khephren (4th Dynasty, c. 2600 bc) and Pepi 1 (6th Dynasty, c. 2400 bc). There are a few remains of the 18th Dynasty (14th Century bc). The town was important under the Ramesside kings (I9th Dynasty, 13th Century bc) and gave its name to the 22nd Dynasty—that of Shishak, c. 945 bc—for whom it served as a residence like Tanis or Qantir.

Bibliography. E. Naville, Bubastis, 1891, and The Festival Hall of Osorkon II, 1892; Labib Ha-bachi, Teil Basta, 1957.    c.D.w.

PIETY. av used this word in 1 Tim. 5:4, of dutiful care for a widowed mother or grandmother (cf. the Lat. pietas, and the Eng. ‘filial piety’). The verb is eusebeö, the regulär Hellenistic word for perform-ing acts of religious worship (so in Acts 17:23), which indicates that, to Paul, care for these widowed relatives was part of a Christian’s religious duty. This is understandable in the light both of the fifth commandment and of the fact that hereby the Christian relieves the church of re-sponsibility for supporting the widows concerned.

The corresponding noun, eusebeia, usually translated *‘godliness’ in evv, appears 14 times in the Pastorais and 2 Peter (elsewhere only in Acts 3:12, where rsv renders ‘piety’) as a comprehensive term for the practice of Christian personal re-ligion, the worship and Service of God and the rendering of reverent obedience to his laws. In the plural the word denotes specific acts of piety (2 Pet. 3:11). Christian eusebeia springs from the divine gift of an inner principle of life and power (2 Pet. 1:3; 2 Tim. 3:5), which in its turn is be-stowed with and through the sinner’s believing response to the prior gift of saving truth (1 Tim. 3:16: the ‘mystery’—revealed secret—from which ‘godliness’ springs is the gospel message of the in-carnate and reigning Christ). It is characteristic of gospel truth that it is ‘according to godliness’ (1 Tim. 6:3; Tit. 1:1), i.e. godliness is the natural and necessary outcome of receiving it, so that ungodli-ness in those who profess it is presumptive evidence that they have not truly and heartily received it at all (cf. 2 Tim. 3:2-8; Tit. 1:16; 2 Pet. 2:19-22). All allegedly evangelical teaching should be tested by asking whether it makes for godliness—i.e. whether it enforces God’s demands adequately, and whether it exhibits correctly the gift of renewal in Christ from which alone godliness can spring (2 Tim. 3:5-8).

The Bible views the piety that it inculcates from several complementary standpoints. The OT calls it ‘the *fear of God’, or ‘the Lord’ (over 30 times), thus showing that true piety is rooted in an attitude of reverence, Submission and obedience towards God. The NT calls it ‘obeying the gospel’ or ‘the truth’ (Rom. 10:16; Gal. 5:7; 2 Thes. 1:8; 1 Pet. 1:22; cf. Rom. 6:16), thus characterizing piety as a response to revelation. From another standpoint, as the maintaining of a state of Separation from the world and consecratedness to God, the NT calls it simply * ‘holiness’ (hagiasmos, hagiösyne: see 1 Thes. 4:3; Heb. 12:14; 2 Cor. 7:1; 1 Thes. 3:13; etc.). Christ taught that the ‘work of God’, the single comprehensive divine requirement in which all the individual ‘works of God’ are embraced, is faith in himself (Jn. 6:28f.); and Christian piety means simply living by this faith, and living it out. Accordingly, John characterizes the piety that God commands and accepts by singling out the two features that are most essential to it, and most distinctive of it—faith in Christ, and love to Christians (1 Jn. 3:22-24).

A full analysis of NT piety would include the practical expression of faith in a life of repentance, resisting temptation and mortifying sin; in habits of prayer, thanksgiving and reverent observance of the Lord’s Supper; in the cultivation of hope, love, generosity, joy, self-control, patient endurance and contentment; in the quest for honesty, uprightness and the good of others in all human relations; in respect for divinely constituted authority in church, State, family and household. All these atti-tudes and practices are commanded by God, and glorify him.

Bibliography. BAGD, MM, Richard Baxter, A Christian Directory (Practical \Yorks), 1830, 1-5; 1838, 1); W. Mundle, W. Günther, NIDNTT2, pp. 90-95; W. Foerster, TDNT 7, pp. 175-185.

j.i.p.

PIHAHIROTH. An unidentified place on the border of Egypt (Ex. 14:2, 9; Nu. 33:7-8). Of Egyptian equivalents proposed, the likeliest is either Pi-Hrt, ‘House of the goddess Hrt' (BASOR 109, 1948, p. 16) or P’-hr, a canal near Ra'amses

(cf. Caminos, Late-Egyplian Miscellanies, 1954, p. 74, two mentions).    c.d.w.

K.A.K.

PILATE. Pontius Pilatus was a Roman of the equestrian, or upper middle-class, Order: his prae-nomen is not known, but his nomen, Pontius, sug-gests that he was of Samnite extraction and his cognomen, Pilatus, may have been handed down by military forbears. Little is known of his career before ad 26, but in that year (see P. L. Hedley in JTS 35, 1934, pp. 56-58) the emperor Tiberius ap-pointed him to be the fifth praefectus (Hegemon, Mt. 27:2, etc:, the same title is used of Felix in Acts 23 and Festus in Acts 26) of Judaea. Evidence of this title was discovered in 1961 on an inscription at Caesarea, and E. J. Vardaman (JBL 88, 1962, p. 70) suggests that this title was used in Pilate’s earlier years, being replaced byprocurator (the title used by Tacitus and Josephus) later. In accordance with a recent reversal in the policy of the Senate (in ad 21—Tacitus, Annals 3. 33-34) Pilate took his wife with him (Mt. 27:19). As procurator he had full control in the province, being in Charge of the army of occupation (1 ala—c. 120 men—of cavalry, and 4 or 5 cohorts—c. 2,500-5,000 men—of infantry), which was stationed at Caesarea, with a detach-ment on garrison duty at Jerusalem in the fortress of Antonia. The procurator had full powers of life and death, and could reverse Capital sentences passed by the Sanhedrin, which had to be submitted to him for ratification. He also appointed the high priests and controlled the Temple and its funds: the very vestments of the high priest were in his custody and were released only for festivals, when the procurator took up residence in Jerusalem and brought additional troops to patrol the city.

Even pagan historians mention Pilate only in connection with his authorization of the death of Jesus (Tacitus, Annals 15. 44): his only appearance on the stage of history is as procurator of Judaea.

Josephus relates (Ant. 18. 55; BJ 2. 169) that Pilate’s first action on taking up his appointment was to antagonize the Jews by setting up the Roman Standards, bearing images of the emperor, at Jerusalem: previous procurators had avoided using such Standards in the holy city. Because of the de-termined resistance of their leaders in spite of threats of death, he yielded to their wishes after 6 days and removed the images back to Caesarea. Philo (De Legatione ad Gaiurn 299ff.) teils how Pilate dedicated a set of golden shields in his own residence at Jerusalem. These bore no image, only an inscription with the names of the procurator and the emperor, but representations were made to Tiberius, who sensibly ordered them to be set up in the temple of Roma et Augustus at Caesarea (cf. P.

L. Maier, ‘The Episode of the Golden Roman Shields at Jerusalem’, HTR 62, 1969, pp. 109fF.).

Josephus (Ant. 18. 60; BJ 2. 175) and Eusebius (EH 2. 7) allege a further grievance of the Jews against Pilate, in that he used money from the Temple treasury to build an aqueduct to convey water to the city from a spring some 40 km away. Tens of thousands of Jews demonstrated against this project when Pilate came up to Jerusalem, pre-sumably at the time of a festival, and he in return sent his troops in disguise against them, so that a large number were slain. It is generally considered that this riot was caused by the Galileans men-tioned in Lk. 13:1-2 (whose blood Pilate had mingled with their sacrifices), and C. Noldius (De Vita et Gestis Herodum, 1660. 249) claimed that Herod’s enmity against Pilate (Lk. 23:12) arose from the fact that Pilate had slain some of Herod’s subjects. This explains Pilate’s subsequent care (Lk. 23:6-7) to send Jesus to be tried before Herod. It is not known whether the tower at Siloam which collapsed (Lk. 13:4) was part of this aqueduct.

Pilate finally over-reached himself by the slaugh-ter of a number of Samaritans who had assembled at Mt Gerizim in response to the call of a deceiver who had promised to show them that Moses had hidden the sacred vessels there. In spite of the ob-vious falsehood of this Claim (Moses had never crossed Jordan: some consider that there is a text-ual error, Möyseös for Öseös, and Josephus is refer-ring to the Samaritan tradition that Uzzi the high priest (1 Ch. 6:6) had hidden the ark and other sacred vessels in Mt Gerizim), a great multitude came armed to the mountain, and Pilate sur-rounded and routed them, capturing many and executing their ringleaders. A Samaritan delega-tion went with a protest to Vitellius, who was then governor of Syria, and he ordered Pilate to answer this accusation of the Jews before the emperor, or-dering Marcellus to Judaea in Pilate’s place (Jos., Ant. 18. 85-89). Pilate was on hisjourney to Rome when Tiberius died (ad 37). (Cf. E. M. Smallwood, ‘The Date of the Dismissal of Pontius Pilate from Judaea’, JJS 5, 1954, p. 12ff.) We know nothing of the outcome of the trial, but Eusebius (EH 2. 7) preserves a report of otherwise unknown Gk. an-nalists that Pilate was forced to commit suicide during the reign of Gaius (ad 37—41).

The above incidents are all related by Josephus or Philo. E. Stauflfer (Christ and the Caesars, E.T. 1955, pp. 119f.) draws attention to a further in-stance of provocation of the Jews by Pilate. Ac-cording to G. F. Hill (Catalogue of the Greek Coins of Palestine, 1914), the procurators minted small copper coins to meet local needs in Palestine. Normally these bore symbolic designs of natural features, such as trees and ears of com, in defer-ence to the second commandment. In ad 29-31 Pilate issued coins bearing imperial religious in-signia, the lituus, or augur’s staff, and the patera, or pagan libation bowl. Such issues ceased after ad 31, and the British Museum has a coin of Pilate on which his successor Felix appears to have over-stamped the staff with a palmbranch, though Y. Meshorer (Jewish Coins of the Second Temple Period, 1967) States that Felix also produced coins with Symbols of a provocative nature, such as Roman weapons, which underlined the Roman subjugation of Judaea.

Philo can find no good thing to say of Pilate: in De Legatione ad Gaiurn 301 he describes him as ‘by nature rigid and stubbornly harsh’ and ‘of spiteful disposition and an exceeding wrathful man’, and speaks of ‘the bribes, the acts of pride, the acts of violence, the outrages, the cases of spiteful treat-ment, the constant murders without trial, the ceaseless and most grievous brutality’ of which the Jews might accuse him. The verdict of the NT is that he was a weak man, ready to serve expediency rather than principle, whose authorization of the judicial murder of the Saviour was due less to a desire to please the Jewish authorities than to fear of imperial displeasure if Tiberius heard of further unrest in Judaea. This is made abundantly evident by his mockery of the Jews in the wording of the superscription (Jn. 19:19-22). It is most unfortunate that we do not know anything of his record apart front his government of the Jews, to-wards whom he would appear to have shown little understanding and even less liking.

For an interesting discussion of the significance of the inclusion of ‘suffered under Pontius Pilate’ in Christian creeds see S. Liberty, JTS 45, 1944, pp. 38-56.

There are a number of Acta Pilati in existence: none of which is considered to be genuine.

Bibliography. P. L. Maier, Pontius Pilate, 1968; B. Reicke, The New Testament Era, 1969.

D.H.W.

PILGRIMAGE. Sojourners in foreign lands may return home; sojourners in the flesh, with a fore-shortened view of heavenly things, may enter the eternal realm by the portal of death. By established metaphor, the mortal life-span is called a pilgrim-age, which simply means a sojourning. Biblical terminology is a little flexible.

The common Heb. phrase eres m'gürim means literally ‘land of sojournings’ (the lauer term is grammatically rather than numerically plural, and should be singulär in idomatic English). In the typ-ical passages Gn. 17:8; 28:4; 36:7; 37:1; Ex. 6:4, lxx generally uses the verb paroikeö or a cognate; av has ‘land wherein thou art a stranger’, or some variant; rv and rsv have, correctly if rather wood-enly, ‘land of sojournings’, but the singulär would be preferable. Cf. Ezk. 20:38; also Ps. 55:15; Jb. 18:19, where a cognate Heb. term means ‘dwell-ings’ or ‘habitations’, the singulär being again preferable in English. The av and rv text per-ceptively render the same word twice as ‘pilgrim-age’ in Gn. 47:9—this may be upheld against Rvmg. and rsv, because the meaning here is life’s total span and experience. The lxx underlines this by using zöe, ‘life’. There is a close parallel in Ps. 119:54, where ‘the house of my pilgrimage’ means simply ‘my mortal body throughout its earthly existence’.

There are two technical terms for a resident alien—usually a Gentile dweller in Palestine—ger, from the same Heb. root as m'gürim, and tösäb. The first word usually implies a longer, the second a shorter, association, so that the difference is chief-ly one of intensity. The coupling of the two lays a heavy emphasis on transitoriness. The second then follows climactically. The lxx translates the first term by paroikos, the second in its happier mo-ments by parepidemos. The four words may be found literally used in Gn. 22:4, MT and lxx. The metaphorical usages, stressing the brevity of life, are Ps. 39:12; 1 Ch. 29:15. The lxx spoils the sense in the second passage by substituting katoikountes for parepidemoi, for the change of word would suggest settled dwelling, whereas the entire emphasis is the reverse. In both contexts ‘pilgrim(s)’ would aflbrd a good translation.

The ‘weary pilgrimage’ of the oft-sung para-phrase has a similar ring about it, though strictly speaking it is a mistranslation. Jacob in his vow (Gn. 28:20) actually uses the word derek, ‘road’ or ‘way’. Metaphorically, this signifies manner of life, human or animal—even the behaviour of inanimate but propelled objects. (Pr. 30:19 aptly illustrates all three pictorial usages.) Jacob’s refer-ence is personal, practical, specific and Contemporary. The ‘weary pilgrimage’, generalized in reference, is not strict translation, but good poetic licence, true to the spirit of the original prayer.

paroikos and parepidemos or their cognates are used in the NT independently (1 Pet. 1:1, 17) and in OT quotation (Heb. 11:13; 1 Pet. 2:11). By NT times it is probably true to say that the paroikos not only resided longer in a place than the parepidemos, but also that he was more fully incorporated into the civic life and fiscal obligations of his adopted community. The eklektoi parepidemoi of 1 Pet. 1:1 are more than ‘elect sojourners’. Their pol-itical Status is strong metaphor for the fact that they are God’s pilgrims, persons now in time and flesh, yet chosen for eternal life through Christ Jesus, therefore fundamentally different from the worldling. The paroikia of 1 Pet. 1:17 reverts by stylistic Variation to the ger emphasis, but still means essentially ‘pilgrimage’. The *‘strangers and pilgrims’ of Heb. 11:13 av, ‘strangers and exiles’ rsv, translates the Greek beautifully. There is a verbal echo of Ps. 39:12 and 1 Ch. 29:15, with perhaps a sidelong glance at Gn. 47:9. The phrase is more telling in view of the writer’s Idealist epistemology’—the Temple and all earthly things are but copies and shadows of heavenly things; the real world is the unseen one. Cf. 1 Pet. 2:1 1.

The concept of pilgrimage as a journey of re-ligious volition or Obligation to a sacred spot, such as Abraham’s visit to Mt Moriah, is known from remote antiquity, though the Bible lacks a technical term for it. Any place held in veneration was liable to attract pilgrims, as even the earliest OT records show. Journeys to the statutory feasts at Jerusalem, where the Temple enjoyed exclusive Prestige, were well established by NT times (cf. notably Lk. 2:41 ff.). Each of them was a ‘pilgrimage-festival’ (Heb. hag\ cf. Arabic hajj). Before the Arab-Israeli partition of Jerusalem in 1948, and since the Six Days’ War of 1967, Jews have regularly prayed at the Western Wall (for-merly the Wailing Wall), which is all that remains of the Herodian Temple.

Bibliography. D. J. Wiseman, The Wordof God for Abraham and To-day, 1959; D. J. Estes, From Patriarch to Pilgrim, diss. Cambridge, 1988; W. Grundmann, TDNT2, pp. 64f; O. Michel, TDNT 5, pp. 153-155; R. Meyer, K. L. and M. A. Schmidt, TDNT 5, pp. 841-853.    r.a.s.

PILLAR.

a. Slructural

Pillars of wood, stone or mud-brick were used from the earliest times to support the roofs of large rooms or to provide monumental decoration (as at Erech in S Mesopotamia; H. Frankfort, Art and Architecture of the Ancient Orient, 1954, pl. 2). From the latter part of the 2nd millennium on-wards rectangular stone pillars or wooden posts on stone bases were used in larger Palestinian houses for carrying upper storeys or balconies on one or all sides of the central courtyard (* House). The evidence of Philistine sites suggests that the pillars held by Samson were of wood, set on stone bases (Jdg. 16:23-30; cf. R. A. S. Macalister, Bible Side-lights from the Mound of Gezer, 1906, pp. 135-138).

From the early Monarchy have survived several examples of official storehouses with rows of pillars (cf. the seven pillars of Wisdom’s house, Pr. 9:1). At Megiddo these pillars also served as hitching-posts (see AN EP, nos. 741-742, and for official buildings, Z. Herzog in Y. Aharoni, Beer-Sheba, 1, 1973, pp. 23-30). Of finer quality are the carved capitals, imitating the top of a palm-tree (called proto-Aeolic or Ionic), found at several sites. While the majority were made for rectangular attached pillars (e.g. those from the palace at Sa-maria, cf. W. F. Albright, Archaeology of Palestine, 1960, p. 127, fig. 35), a few belonged to free-standing columns. Solomon’s Temple may have been enhanced with similar capitals, Heb. timorä, 1 Ki. 6:29ff.; 7:36; cf Ezk. 40:22flf.; 41:18flf.; 2 Ch. 3:5; see Y. Shiloh, PEQ 109, 1977, pp. 39-52. This simple design was elaborated, producing finally the complicated capitals at the Persian palaces of Persepolis and Susa (Est. 1:6, see R. Ghirshman, Iran, 1954, pl. 17b). Simple cylindrical pillars of this period have been found at Lachish (PEQ 69, 1937, p. 239) and possibly Bethel (BASOR 137, 1955, fig. 3).

Düring the Hellenistic and Roman periods pillars were widely employed as decorative features, e.g. lining the main streets of towns, as at Jerash (G. L. Harding, Antiquities of Jordan, 1959, pl. 10). The entrance to Solomon’s Temple was flanked by two gigantic bronze pillars of uncertain signifi-cance (1 Ki. 7:15-22; see *Jachin and Boaz). It was apparently by one of these that the king stood on ceremonial occasions (2 Ki. 11:14; 23:3; 2 Ch. 23:13; cf. the coronation of Abimelech, Jdg. 9:6, rv).

‘Pillar’ is also used to describe: Lot’s wife smothered by salt (Gn. 19:26); the smoke and fire which protected the camp of Israel (Ex. 13:21); a palm-like column of smoke spreading at the top (Ct. 3:6; Joel 2:30, Heb. ltmärä\ cf. timorä, above). The supporting function is used figuratively of: (i) the pillars of heaven and earth over which God alone has power (1 Sa. 2:8; Jb. 9:6; 26:11; Ps. 75:3); (ii) the legs of the beloved and the feet of an angel (Ct. 5:15; Rev. 10:1); (iii) the church as upholding the truth (1 Tim. 3:15); (iv) the position of James, Cephas and John in the church of Jerusalem (Gal. 2:9).

b. Monumental

Stones set up on end are found throughout the andern world, often associated with a shrine or temple (e.g. an early Neolithic shrine at Jericho contained a niche in which was a stone cylinder, see PEQ 84, 1952, p. 72, pl. XIX. 1) or Standing alone (the Celtic menhir). A consideration of all the OT passages in which such a pillar (Heb. massebä, something erected) is mentioned shows that the basic significance was that of a memorial. Rachel’s grave was thus marked (Gn. 35:20), and Absalom, being childless, set up a pillar, to which he gave his own name, as his own memorial (2 Sa. 18:18). The name conferred on the stone identified it with the bearer of that *name (*Word). Important events were likewise commemorated. Jacob set up the stone he had used as a pillow, clearly a small slab, after the first theophany at Bethel and another stone after the second theophany. Libations were poured on both of these, marking them out from other stones. By naming the stones ‘House of God’ (Heb. bet'el), Jacob recorded their significance to him (Gn. 28:18-22; 35:13-15). The covenants be-tween Jacob and Laban and between Yahweh and Israel were also visibly indicated in this way (Gn. 31:45—54; Ex. 24:4; Jos. 24:26-27). So too were the Crossing of the Jordan (Jos. 4:1-9) and the victory over the Philistines at Mizpah (1 Sa. 7:12, named ‘stone of help’. Heb. 'eben haezer). This is the import of the victorious Christian who will be a pillar in the temple of God, bearing the names of God, the new Jerusalem and the Son of man's new name (Rev. 3:12).

In Canaanite religion the pillar had so far become identified with deity (particularly male deity) as to be an object of veneration. It was there-fore forbidden to the Israelites, who were to des-troy all they found (Ex. 23:24; Dt. 16:22; cf. /Ashe-rah). Of the many Standing stones found in and around Palestine (e.g. at Gezer, Lejjun, Byblos, Ras Shamra) the best examples are those at Hazor. An upright stone, with the top broken off, was found Standing by the entrance to an important building in the Canaanite citadel, an offering before it (BA 22, 1959, p. 14, fig. 12). In the lower city lay a small shrine containing a row of several slabs about 45 cm high and many more stacked in a side room (BA 19, 1956, p. 10, fig. 7). These may well be an-cestral monuments destroyed by the Israelites (cf. ANEP, nos. 630, 635). The practice continued in neighbouring countries and Isaiah foretold that the Egyptians would set up a pillar to Yahweh on their border when they turned to him (Is. 19:19). See C. F. Graesser, ‘Standing Stones in Ancient Palestine’, BA 35, 1972, pp. 34-63. a.r.m.

PINNACLE (Gk. pterygion, ‘a little wing’; Vulg. pinnaculum', neb ‘highest ledge’). A part of the buildings of the Temple (Mt. 4:5; Lk. 4:9) mentioned in Connection with the temptation of Jesus. Its precise location is uncertain, but two relevant factors should be noted. (i) Despite the av’s use of the indefinite article, we should follow other evv in reading ‘the pinnacle of the temple’ (i.e. suggesting that there was only one). (ii) The context calls for a Position from which there was both a fearful drop and an impressive view of the surrounding coun-tryside. These latter conditions are met if we locate the pinnacle in the SE corner of the Temple area, overlooking the Kidron Valley (cf. Jos., Ant. 15. 410f). Different opinions have, however, been ex-pressed. See, e.g., HHT, 4, pp. 85-86. j.d.d.

PIRATHON. Fer'ata, 9 km WSW of Shechem, home of the Ephraimite judge Abdon ben Hillel (Jdg. 12:13, 15) and of David’s captain Benaiah (2 Sa. 23:30; 1 Ch. 11:31; 27:14); probably not the Pharathon in Benjamin (1 Macc. 9:50) as Moore suggested (ICC, Jdg. 12:13); Seilern in lxx (A) is a corruption of ‘Hillel’ rather than a pointer to Shaalim or *Shalisha; cf. J. Soggin, Judges, 1987, p. 224. The district was known as the Amalekite hills (MT and lxx B; lxx A, ‘hill of Anak’); cf. Jdg. 5:14, though here also lxx A (‘in the valley’) dis-agrees.    j.p.u.l.

PISGAH, ASHDOTH-PISGAH. Always ac-companied by the definite article, Pisgah is associated with the ascent and either ‘top’ (head) or ‘slope’ (Ashdoth). From these facts it may be deduced that Pisgah is a common noun denoting a ridge crowning a mountain or hill. ‘The Pisgah’ would then be one or more of the ridges common on the Transjordan plateau. ‘The slopes of Pisgah’ (Ashdoth-pisgah) may refer to the entire edge of the Moabite plateau E of the Dead Sea (Dt. 3:17, av; 4:49; Jos. 12:3; 13:20). These references reiate to the territorial borders of the Amorites and later of the Reubenites.

Apart front the general plateau, Pisgah refers to a specific ridge or peak associated with Mt * Nebo. Nu. 21:20, a location on the route of the Israelites, and Nu. 23:14, one peak from which Balaam tried to curse God’s people, are both close to the wilderness N and E of the Dead Sea (* Jeshimon), so also probably refer to the same ridge.

It was from ‘the top of Pisgah, Mt Nebo’ that Moses viewed the promised land before his death (Dt. 3:27; 34:1). This plateau headland is probably to be identified with Ras es Siyaghah, the second and slightly lower N ridge of Mt Nebo. As this ridge protrudes further W, it provides a wider and less obstructed view over the land, and so is more likely to be the place of Moses’ vision.

Bibliography. G. T. Manley, EQ 21, 1943, pp. 81-92.    G.G.G.

PIS1DIA. A highland area in Asia Minor bounded by Lycaonia to the E and N, Pamphylia to the S, and the province of Asia to the N and W. The district lay at the W end of the Taurus ränge, and was the home of lawless mountain tribes who defied the efforts of the Persians and their Hel-lenistic successors to subdue them. The Seleucids founded Antioch (called ‘the Pisidian’ to dis-tinguish it rather from the Phrygian Antioch on the Maeander than from the Seleucid Capital of Syria) in Order to control the Pisidian highlanders, and Amyntas with like aim founded a colony there about 25 bc, and linked the city with similar strong-points by a System of military roads. Paul’s ‘perils of robbers .. . perils in the wilderness’ (2 Cor. 11:26) may have reference to this area, and it is a fair guess that, even in his day, the tradition of predatory independence was not yet dead among the mountaineers. Pisidia was part of the kingdom of Galatia assigned by Antony to Amyntas in 36 bc, and it was in warfare against the Pisidian hill tribes that Amyntas perished in 25 bc. Sulpicius Quirinius finally imposed some sort of order, and incorporated the region in the province of Galatia. The Roman Peace brought prosperity to the district and in the 2nd Century several prosperous towns sprang up together with at least six strong churches.    e.m.b.

PIT. Basically a deep hole, either natural or artificial, in the ground.

1.    Heb. bör, ‘a deep hole’, used to describe the place where Joseph was cast by his brethren (Gn. 37:20, 22, 24, etc.), a place to hide (1 Sa. 13:6), a place where lions lurked (2 Sa. 23:20; 1 Ch. 11:22), a place where prisoners were shut up (Is. 24:22; Zc. 9:11; cf. Je. 38:6), and where the rebel Ishmael cast the bodies of the men of Shechem, Shiloh and Sa-maria (Je. 41:7, 9).

The laws of Ex. 21:33-34 were directed to Israelites who opened up holes and left them uncovered (cf. Ec. 10:8, where the word is gümmäs).

Metaphorically the word is used to describe the underworld, the place of departed spirits (Pss. 28:1; 30:3; 88:4, 6; 143:7; Pr. 1:12; Is. 14:15, 19; 38:18; Ezk. 26:20; 31:14, 16; 32:18, 24, etc.). A second metaphorical use describes the place from which God brings up his saints (Ps. 40:2; Is. 51:1).

2.    Heb. b''er, a well. The vale of Siddim was full of slime (bitumen) pits (Gn. 14:10). Used metaphorically, it is the pit of destruction (Pss. 55:23; 69:15). A harlot is described in Pr. 23:27 as a narrow pit.

3. Heb. geb or gebe’, a place where water is col-lected (Is. 30:14; Je. 14:3). 4. Heb. pahai, ‘a hole for trapping animals’ (2 Sa. 17:9; 18:17; Is. 24:17-18; Je. 48:43-44). 5. Heb. sr’öl, Sheol, the underworld (Nu. 16:30, 33; Jb. 17:16). The same Heb. word is translated elsewhere in other ways. (* Hell.)

6.    Three words from the Heb. root swh: (i) silhä, ‘a pit in the desert’ (Je. 2:6), a place where Jeremiah was trapped by wicked men (Je. 18:20, 22), and the mouth of a stränge woman (Pr. 22:14). (ii) sahat_, a trap in the ground for wild animals (Ps. 35:7; Ezk. 19:4, 8), or, more usually, the underworld (Jb. 33:18, 24, 28, 30; Pss. 9:15; 30:9; 94:13; Is, 38:17; 51:14; Ezk. 28:8). (iii) ffld, a trap (Pss. 57:6; 119:85; Je. 18:22).

7.    Two words from the Heb. root shh. s'hul, the pit which the wicked prepare for the righteous, into which they fall themselves (Pr. 28:10), and s'hit, the lot of Zedekiah in 587 bc when he was taken in the pits of the enemy (La. 4:20).

8.    In the NT the pit into which an ass falls is bothynos in Mt. 12:11 and phrear in Lk. 14:5. The bottomless pit of Rev. 9:1-2 is also phrear. (*Abyss.)

Some idea of pits is to be obtained from arch-aeological discoveries. Quite regularly the cistern which served as a pit had a neck about the width of a man about 1 m in depth, and then opened out into a large bulbous cavity of varying size. Broken pottery and other remains in these pits are useful aids to dating the period when they were in use. (♦Pool, *Archaeology.) The use of pits for trapping animals and men is also attested in extra-biblical texts.    j.a.t

PITHOM (Old Egyp. Pr-fitm, ‘mansion of the god Atum’). A city of Egypt where the Israelites were afflicted with heavy building burdens (Ex. 1:11). Most accept that it was situated in Wadi Tumilat, at Teil el-Maskhuta or Teil er-Retaba. Not far away from this place was the migdol of Tjeku, which may be the biblical Succoth (Ex. 12:37; 13:20; Nu. 33:5-6). In Papyrus Anastasi, V, 19. 5-20. 6 we read that the chief of the archers went to Tjeku to prevent slaves from running away, but he came too late. Somebody had seen them Crossing the N wall of the migdol of Seti-Merenptah. A second report, in Papyr. Anas., V, 18. 6-19. 1, refers to Libyan mercenaries who tried to flee and were taken back to Tjeku. A third mention, in Papyr. Anas., VI, 5. 1, emanates from a civil ser-vant who had finished passing Shasu-nomads from Edom, S of the Dead Sea, into Egypt, at the fort of Tjeku, towards the marshes of Pithom of Merenp-tah of Tjeku. (♦ Encampment by the Sea.)

Bibliography. E. Naville, The Store-City of Pithom, 1903; Montet, Geographie de TEgypte ancienne, 1, 1957, pp. 214-219.    c.D.w.

PLAGUES OF EGYPT. In commissioning Moses to lead Israel out of Egypt, God had warned him that this would come about only through God’s supreme power overcoming all the might of Phar-aoh, whereby Egypt would be smitten with won-ders or signs from God (cf. Ex. 3:19-20). After the sign of the rod that became a serpent and swal-lowed up those of the Egyptian magicians, which left Pharaoh unmoved, God’s power was demon-strated to him and his people in a series of teil judgments. They were so applied as to portray clearly the reality and power of Israel’s God, and thus by contrast the impotence of Egypt’s gods. The first nine of these plagues bear a direct relation to natural phenomena in the Nile valley, but the tenth, the death of the first-born, belongs wholly to the realm of the supernatural.

These first nine plagues demonstrate the divine vine use of the created Order to achieve his ends, and recent studies tend to confirm both the reality of what is described in Ex. 7-12 and the powers of accurate, first-hand Observation of the narrator of this part of Exodus. The element of miracle in these plagues is usually bound up with their inten-sity, timing and duration. By far the most painstak-ing study of the plague phenomena is that by G. Hort in ZAW 69, 1957, pp. 84-103, and ZAW10, 1958, pp. 48-59. While her treatment of the first nine seems excellent, her attempt to explain the tenth as ‘firstfruits’ instead of first-born is de-cidedly artificial and unlikely.

Hort has pointed out that the first nine plagues form a logical and connected sequence, beginning with an abnormally high Nile-inundation occur-ring in the usual months of July and August and the series of plagues ending about March (Heb. Abib). In Egypt too high an inundation of the Nile was just as disastrous as too low a flood.

The first plague (Ex. 7:14-25)

Moses was commanded to Stretch his rod over the Nile waters, that they should be ‘turned to blood’; the fish in the river would die, the river stink, and its water be unpalatable; no immediate ending of these conditions is recorded. This would corres-pond with the conditions brought about by an un-usually high Nile. The higher the Nile-flood, the more earth it carries in Suspension, especially of the finely-divided ‘red earth’ from the basins of the Blue Nile and Atbara. And the more earth carried, the redder became the Nile waters. Such an exces-sive inundation could further bring down with it microcosms known as flagellates and associated bacteria: besides heightening the blood-red colour of the water, these would create conditions so un-favourable for the fish that they would die in large numbers as recorded. Their decomposition would foul the water and cause a stench. The rise of the Nile begins in July/August, reaches its maximum about September, and then falls again; this plague would therefore aflfect Egypt from July/August to October/November.

The secondplague (Ex. 8:1-15)

Seven days later (7:25) Egypt was afflicted by swarms of frogs which, in accordance with God’s promise, died en masse the following day and quickly decayed. That the frogs should swarm out of the river in August was most unusual. The nu-merous decomposing fish washed along the banks and backwaters of the Nile would pollute and infect the river-shore haunts of the frogs and the frogs themselves, which then came ashore in numbers, heading for the shelter of houses and fields. The sudden death and malodorous and rapid pu-trefaction of the frogs would indicate internal an-thrax (from Bacillus anthracis) as the infection and cause.

The thirdplague (Ex. 8:16-19)

Hort suggests that this was an abnormal plague of mosquitoes (av ‘lice’, rsv ‘gnats’), whose already high rate of reproduction would be further en-couraged by the specially-favourable breeding-conditions provided by an unusually high Nile.

The fourthplague (Ex. 8:20-32)

The particular ‘fly’ in question here was probably Stomoxys calcitrans. See below on the sixth plague, for which this insect is the likeliest agent.

The fifth plague (Ex. 9:1-7)

A ‘very severe plague’ upon all the Egyptians’ cattle actually in the ficlds (not all livestock). A cattle pest that afifected only the animals out in the fields might indicate that they had contracted an-thrax from the infection carried into their fields by the frogs. If the Israelites’ cattle were in their Stalls they would not have been afifected.

The sixth plague (Ex. 9:8-12)

The * boils ‘breaking out in sores’ were probably skin anthrax passed on by the bites of the carrier-fly Slomoxys calcitrans, which breeds in decaying Vegetation and would have become a carrier of the disease from the infected haunts of the frogs and cattle. The boils may have afifected particu-larly the hands and feet (Ex. 9:11: the magicians could not stand before Moses; cf. Dt. 28:27, 35), which would be a further clue in favour of the proposed identifications of the disease and its carrier, which would strike by about December/ January.

The seventh plague (Ex. 9:13-35)

Heavy hail with thunder, lightning and rain. This ruined the barley and flax, but not the wheat and speit, which were not yet grown up. This would fit early February. The concentration at this season of this sudden plague in Upper Egypt, but not in Goshen nearer the Mediterranean seaboard, fits the climatic phenomena of these areas.

The eighth plague (Ex. 10:1-20)

The heavy precipitation in Ethiopia and the Sudan which led to the extraordinarily high Nile would also provide favourable conditions for a dense plague of locusts by about March. These, following the usual route, would in due course be blown into N Egypt by the E wind; the ‘west wind’, rttah-yänt, is literally ‘sea-wind’; i.e. really a N (or NW) wind, and this would blow the locusts right up the Nile valley. Hort would then emend ‘Red Sea’ (yäm süß) to ‘South’ (yämin), but this is not strictly necessary.

The ninth plague (Ex. 10:21-29)

The ‘thick darkness’ which could be feit. This was a khamsin dust-storm, but no ordinary one. The heavy inundation had brought down and deposited tnasses of ‘red earth’, now dried out as a fine dust over the land. The eflfect of this when whirled up by a khamsin wind would be to make the air extraordinarily thick and dark, blotting out the light of the sun. The ‘three days’ of Ex. 10:23 is the known length of a khamsin. The intensity of the khamsin may suggest that it was early in the season, and would thus come in March. If the Israelites were dwelling in the region of Wadi Tumilat, they would miss the worst effects of this plague.

The tenth plague (Ex. 11:1-12:36)

So far God had demonstrated his full control over the natural creation. He had caused his servant Moses to announce the successive plagues and brought them to pass in invincible sequence and growing severity when the pharaoh ever more per-sistently refused to acknowledge Israel’s God in face of the clearest credentials of his authority and power. In this final plague came the most explicit sign of God’s precise and full control: the death of the first-born only. Nor did it come without ad-equate warning (Ex. 4:23); the pharaoh had had every opportunity to acknowledge God and obey his behest, and so had to take the consequences of refusal.

Olher aspeets

In later days Joshua reminded Israel in Canaan of their mighty deliverance from Egypt through the plagues (Jos. 24:5). The Philistines also knew of them and feared their Author (1 Sa. 4:8). Later still, the psalmist sang of these awe-inspiring events (Ps. 78:43-51).

In Ex. 12:12 God speaks of executing judgments against all the gods of Egypt. In some measure he had already done so in the plagues, as Egypt’s gods were much bound up with the forces of nature. Ha'pi, the Nile-god of inundation, had brought not prosperity but ruin; the frogs, symbol of Heqit, a goddess of fruitfulness, had brought only disease and wasting; the hail, rain and storm were the heralds of awesome events (as in the Pyramid Texts); and the light of the sun-god Re‘ was blotted out, to mention but a lew of the deities afiected.

The account of the plagues is emphatically a lit-erary unity: it is only the total details of the whole and unitary narrative that correspond so strikingly with observable physical phenomena. The mere fragments of plagues that would feature in sup-posed documentary sources (J, E, P, etc.) and the schematic uniformity of features postulated for these correspond to no known phenomena. Arbi-trary adaptation of such partial and stylized ac-counts into a new and conflated narrative that somehow then happens to correspond exactly to observable phenomena long past and in a distant land is surely beyond serious belief (so Hort). The plainer explanation and the unity of the narrative is to be preferred to a theory which involves un-attested phenomena.    k.a.k.

PLAIN, CITIES OF THE. The cities of the plain were, chiefly, Sodom, Gomorrah, Admah, Zeboiim and Bela or Zoar (Gn. 14:2). It has been held that these were located N of the Dead Sea, where the Jordan Valley broadens into the ‘Circle’ or ‘Plain’ of the Jordan (cf. Dt. 34:3), the evidence being ‘that Abraham and Lot looked upon the cities from near Bethel (Gn. 13:10), that Circle of Jordan is not applicable to the S of the Dead Sea, that the presence of five cities there is impossible and that the expedition of the Four Kings (Gn. 14:7), as it swept N from Kadesh-barnea, attacked Hazazon-tamar, probably Engedi, before it reached the Vale of Siddim and encountered the king of Sodom and his allies’ (G. A. Smith, Historical Geography of the Ho ly Land25, 1931, pp. 505f.).

On the other hand the view that the cities lie buried beneath the shallow waters of the S tip of the Dead Sea (G. E. Wright, Westminsler Historical Atlas, 1945, pp. 26, 65-66; idem, Biblical Archaeology, 1957, p. 50) can be maintained. First, Gn. 13:10 says that Lot saw, not the cities of the plain, but the ‘Circle’ of Jordan. He was attracted not by urban facilities but by good pasturage. Sec-ondly, refusal to give the name ‘Circle of Jordan’ to, and denial of the possibility of five cities at, the S of the Dead Sea depends on present-day con-figuration, and disregards any alterations made by the overthrow. Thirdly, there is the identification of Hazazon-tamar with En-gedi. This depends on 2 Ch. 20:2, where the advancing Moabites and Am-monites are said to be 'in Hazazon-tamar (that is, En-gedi)’. The qualifying phrase ought not to be taken in this case as identifying the two places (as, e.g, in Gn. 14:3), unless we make the absurd as-sumption that after the time of Jehoshaphat the name En-gedi replaced Hazazon-tamar, thus ne-cessitating an explanation of the archaism. The qualification ‘that is, En-gedi’ must, therefore, state more precisely where the enemy was in the general district designated by the first place-name. This suits the usage in Gn. 14:7 where, in a chapter full of parenthetic explanations of archaic place-names, Hazazon-tamar is left unexplained. We may therefore picture the cities of the plain as sited in the now-fiooded area which once formed the S extension of the Circle of the Jordan.

As Lot saw it, the Circle was supremely attract-ive from every material viewpoint (Gn. 13:10), but it was to become desolate. The efficient cause of this destruction of the cities was probably an earthquake, with an accompanying release and explosion of gaseous deposits. Biblically and fundamentally it was God’s judgment, remembered again and again throughout the Bible (Dt. 29:23; Is. 1:9; Je. 49:18; La. 4:6; Am. 4:11; Lk. 17:29; 2 Pet. 2:6); and Sodom became synonymous with brazen sin (Is. 3:9; La. 4:6; Jude 7). Whereas Ezk. 16:49-51 lists the sins of Sodom as pride, prosper-ous complacency and ‘abominations’, Gn. 19:4-5 concentrates on sexual perversion, particularly homosexuality. Lot’s vicious offer of his daughters (v. 8) indicates the life and demoralizing influence of Sodom. The report that a cuneiform tablet from * Ebla lists the five cities rests on a misidentification.

The story of Sodom does not merely warn, but provides a theologically documented account of divine judgment implemented by ‘natural’ disaster. The history is faith’s guarantee that the Judge of all the earth does right (Gn. 18:25). Being person-ally persuaded of its justice and necessity (Gn. 18:20-21), God acts; but in wrath he remembers mercy, and in judgment discrimination (Gn. 19: 16, 29). (Cf. ‘Archaeology for bibliography.)

J.A.M.

PLANTS. Any attempt to pronounce upon the nature and identity of the various biblical plants must avoid a number of pitfalls. One of these is the tacit assumption that they are identical with those designated by the same names in different parts of the world today. Another is the assumption that plants found in Palestine today were also native to that area in biblical times. In addition, different versions of Scripture frequently reflect wrong iden-tifications and there is confusion of botanical no-menclature and the like by the translators. This is partly due to the fact that for the original writers present-day Standards of accuracy in botanical matters were not pressing considerations, and, in addition, their terminology was by no means as comprehensive as that of the modern botanist. The av, made at a time when little was known of the natural history of the Holy Land and before scientific Classification had begun, contributed materi-ally to the degree of confusion already existing re-garding the identification of plants. The rsv and other modern versions correct obvious errors, but there remain differences of opinion as to the iden-tity of some plant names, including that of "trees.

The following represent some wild biblical plants and those not included in single or compos-ite entries.

Broom (Heb. rotem and variants; av ‘juniper’). A common Palestinian shrub (Relama raelam) of sandy places, 2-4 m high, with numerous white pea flowers in the spring. Elijah in despair sat under one (1 Ki. 19:4-5). Its roots produce excellent charcoal which was used for incendiary arrows (Ps. 120:4) and for warmth (Jb. 30:4), although some authors consider the lauer verse refers to the para-sitic plant Cynomorium coccineum, which grows upon broom roots and may be edible (cf. av).

Castor-oil. The correct rendering of the Heb. qiqäyön (Jon. 4:6) has been disputed by many scholars. Pliny and Herodotus assumed it to be the castor-oil plant (Ricinus communis, the kroton of the Greeks) and they are followed by many versions (Rsvmg.). It is a rapidly-growing shrub which could have afforded shade to Jonah and is said to wither even after only slight handling, as Jonah’s did. Others, starting from lxx (Gk. kolokynlha, but not the ground-trailing colocynth) suggest the bottle-gourd (Cucurbita lagenaria, Arab. qar'ah, av ‘gourd’) which is more adequate botanically, since the biblical context requires a vine rather than a small tree like the castor-oil. The reference may therefore be to such a ‘lodge’ as sheltered watchers over cucumbers (see Is. 1:8), and which would also be subject to rapid withering, although there may not be a satisfactory natural explanation to an event that was clearly under the control of the Lord.

Crocus. In Is. 35:1 the Heb. h“basdselet_ means bulb, hence the rsv rendering ‘crocus’ (although strictly a corm). There are many species of crocus in Pales-tine flowering during the winter. The lxx rendered it as krinon (‘lily’), av ‘rose’, and neb ‘asphodel’, which has root tubers. The polyanthus narcissus (Narcissus tazetta) would be an even better Suggestion since it is a truly bulbous plant. Crocus may also be intended in the reference to the ‘rose of Sharon’, Ct. 2:1. See Rose, below.

Hyssop (Heb. ’ezöb\ Gk. hyssöpos). Several distinct species of plant are evidently referred to by this name in the Bible, but there is considerable discus-sion as to their identity. It is certain, however, that the present-day herb known as hyssop (Hyssopus offieinalis) was not one of them, since it is native to S Europe.

In the OT ‘hyssop’ was used in the Passover rites (Ex. 12:22) for the purification of lepers (Lv. 14:4, 6), for plague (Lv. 14:49-52) and at the red heifer sacrifice (Nu. 19:2-6; cf. Heb. 9:19). The purifying qualities of ‘hyssop’ are referred to in Ps. 51:7. This plant is generally considered to be the Syrian mar-joram (Origanum syriacum) which is a fragrant grey-leaved wiry-stemmed perennial herb, 20-30 cm high, with white flowers in small heads, growing in dry rocky places. A different plant is considered to be mentioned in I Ki. 4:33, probably the caper (Capparis spinosa) which is commonly seen in walls of old buildings: it has very prickly woody stems and large whitish flowers.

In the NT the ‘hyssop’ employed at the cruci-fixion (Jn. 19:29, where neb reads hyssö, ‘on a jav-elin’) was probably a reed or stick, but the reed-like cereal durra (Sorghum vulgare) has been considered the most likely Suggestion.

Lily (Heb. sösän, and variants; Gk. krinon). As with the ‘rose’ of the Bible there has been considerable speculation as to the botanical identity of the ‘lily’. In common usage the word may be applied to several decorative plants. Most of the ref-erences in Ct. are thought to be to the hyacinth (Hyacinthus orientalis), a bulbous plant with blue flowers, although the lily-like lips of Ct. 5:13 may allude to the scarlet tulip (Tulipa sharonensis) or red poppy anemone (Anemone coronaria), myrrh resin also mentioned, being red. Although the white madonna lily (Lilium candidum) is wild in Palestine, it inhabits rocky places and it is unlikely to be the plant referred to in Ct. 6:2-3, as has been suggested. The ‘lily’ of Ho. 14:5 is by implication of a moist habitat likely to be the yellow flag (Iris pseudacorus), the ‘fleur de lis’ of the French.

The references to ‘lily-work’ on the columns of Solomon’s Temple in 1 Ki. 7:19, 22, 26 and 2 Ch. 4:5 are probably to carved representations of the water-lily. The Egyptian lotus (the blue flowered Nymphaea caerulea and white N. lotus) exercised a wide influence over ancient Near Eastern art, as evidenced by the presence of the lotus motif in many Egyptian and Palestinian archaeological objets d'art.

The ‘lilies of the field’ (Mt. 6:28; Lk. 12:27) could refer to any of the spectacular and beautiful flowers of the Palestinian countryside. Many have been suggested, including the poppy anemone Anemone coronaria and the white daisy Anthemis palaestina or the Crown marguerite Chrysanthemum coronarium.

Mallow (Heb. mallüah, av ‘mallows’, Jb. 30:4). The term implies ‘saltiness’, whether referring to the taste of the plant or to its habitat. The most likely species is the shrubby orache (Atriplex halimus), of salty places by the Dead Sea or Mediterranean. The mallow (Malva rotundifolia) may be used like spinach, but it is not salty to the taste and it is a common weed of waste but not saline places.

Mandrake (Heb. düdä’im; Mandragora officin-arum). A perennial herb of the nightshade family with a rosette of large leaves, mauve flowers during the winter and fragrant round yellow fruits in the spring (Ct. 7:13). It isreputed to have emetic, purga-tive and narcotic qualities. The forked, torso-like shape of the tap-root gave rise to many supersti-tions. Aphrodisiac properties have been ascribed to it since an early period, which explains the argu-ment between Rachel and Leah (Gn. 30:14). It grows in fields and rough ground in Palestine and the Mediterranean region.

Mildew (Heb. yeräqön, ‘paleness’, ‘greenness’; cf. lxx ikteros, ‘jaundice’). A common species of fun-gus (Puccinia graminis) which, in moist conditions, attacks the crops in Palestine. ln biblical times it was regarded as God’s punishment on the disobedient (Dt. 28:22; Am. 4:9; Hg. 2:17), and Solomon prayed for deliverance from it (1 Ki. 8:37; 2 Ch. 6:28). The Bible always mentions mildew in conjunction with the opposite conditions, ‘blight’ or ‘blasting’ (Heb. siddäßön, lit. ‘scorching’), a dry-ing up of plants by the hot sirocco or hamsin wind from the S.

Mustard. Much controversy surrounds the identifi-cation of the plant (Gk. sinapi) whose seed was used by Christ as an illustration of something which develops rapidly from small beginnings, such as the kingdom of heaven (Mt. 13:31; Mk. 4:31; Lk. 13:19), or the faith of an individual (Mt. 17:20; Lk. 17:6). Some scholars consider that the black mustard (Brassica nigra) is indicated, since in NT times its seeds were cultivated for their oil as well as for culinary purposes. It can grow to a height of 5 m, although it is usually much smaller. One interpretation sees the ‘mustard’ as a mon-strous plant foretelling the worldly expression of Christendom, with evil, as exemplified by the birds, in its branches.

Myrtle (Heb. h“das\ Myrtus communis). A shrub of Palestinian hillsides, usually 2-3 m high, with fra-grant evergreen leaves and scented white flowers used as perfumes. Scriptural references envisage the myrtle as symbolizing divine generosity. Isaiah foresaw the myrtle as replacing the brier in the wilderness (Is. 41:19; 55:13). Zechariah in a vision symbolizing peace saw a grove of myrtle trees (Zc. 1:8-l 1), while in Ne. 8:15 the Jews brought myrtle branches from Olivet to construct shelters at the Feast of Booths (Tabernacles) of Lv. 23:40; Dt. 16:16. The name Hadassah (Esther) was derived from the Heb. term.

Nettles. There is some uncertainty about the pre-cise plants referred to in the above translation of the two Heb. words. 1. härül, perhaps from the obsolete root häral, ‘to be sharp’, ‘to sting’. Found in Jb. 30:7 (lxx ‘wild brushwood’); Pr. 24:31; Zp. 2:9; Rvmg. in each case renders ‘wild vetches’ and neb as ‘scrub’ or ‘weeds’. 2. qimmös (Is. 34:13; Ho. 9:6). Probably the true nettle, of which the most common Palestine species is Urtica pilulifera, which occurs in waste places. (See also Thistles, below.)

Nuts. Two Heb. words are thus translated. 1. 'rgöz (Arab. gawz), in Ct. 6:11 only, probably referring to the walnut (Juglans regia), an introduction from Persia. 2. botnim (Gn. 43:11 only) is usually con-sidered to be the pistachio nut (Pislachia vera), the fruits of which must have been imported from fur-ther E where it grew before it was cultivated in the E Mediterranean area. However, the native tere-binths (P. allanlica and P. terebinthus var. palaes-tina) also yield edible nuts of a small size. Some Jewish authors identify this Heb. word with the carob. (See Pods.)

Pods (Gk. keralia). A sweet dry fruit eaten by ani-mals and by the poor. The prodigal son in his hunger would gladly have done so (Lk. 15:16, av ‘husks’). It is the seed-pod of the carob tree (Cera-lonia siliqua), common in the Mediterranean region, where it is also called the locust bean and St John’s bread from a tradition that they were the ‘locusts’ which John the Baptist ate, although these are more likely to have been the actual locust insect (‘Animals).

Reed. 1. Heb. ähü (Jb. 8:11, av ‘Hag’; Gn. 41:2, 18, av ‘meadow’). this is a general word for water-loving plants found in swamps and by river-banks—hence Bildad’s rhetorical question (‘Can the reed grow without water?’).

2.    Heb. süß, ‘reed’ (Ex. 2:3, 5; Is. 19:6). Evidently specifically applied to the moisture-loving cat-tail or reed-mace (Typha anguslata) still common around the Nile and its canals. The Red Sea (yam süß) is literally the ‘sea of Reeds’ (cf. Egyp.p'-riv/).

3.    Heb. qäneh', Gk. kalamos. Tall grasses grow-ing in wet places (marshes, river-banks, etc.), often the haunts of large aquatic animals (cf. Jb. 40:21: Is. 19:6-7; 35:7). The Heb. and Gk. words are both quite general terms, although some think that the Arundo donax of Palestine and Egypt, growing to 3 m high or more, and the smaller common reed (Phragmites communis) are the plant usually in-tended. Israel under God’s judgment is like a reed shaken in the water (I Ki. 14:15); and in Christ’s words, wind-blown reeds and richly dressed court-iers will not be found in a dry wilderness (Mt. 11:7-8; Lk. 7:24). If undue weight be rested on a reed-stalk it will break irregularly, and the snags will pierce the hand. Just so did Egypt fail Israel in the days of Isaiah (Is. 36:6; 2 Ki. 18:21), Jeremiah and Ezekiel (Ezk. 29:6-7). The ‘bruised reed’ could be symbolic of the weak whom the Messiah would not break off (Is. 42:3; Mt. 12:20).

Before the crucifixion, the soldiers gave Christ a reed as a mock sceptre, and then struck him with it (Mt. 27:29-30; Mk. 15:19). On the cross he was offered a spongeful of vinegar on the end of a reed (Mt. 27:48; Mk. 15:36; or ‘hyssop’, Jn. 19:29). A reed could serve as a measuring-rod, and gave its name to a measure of 6 cubits (Ezk. 40:3-8; 41:8 (the 6 cubitsj; 42:16-19; Rev. 11:1; 21:15-16), as did the same term qanu in Mesopotamia. (* Weights and Measures.)

Rose. The true rose, e.g. Rosa phoenicia, is uncom-mon in Palestine and the ‘rose of Sharon’ (Ct. 2:1) is unlikely to be this plant. Anemone, Cistus, Nar-cissus, Tulipa and Crocus have been mentioned as possibilities.

ln the Apocrypha the ‘rose’ of Ecclus 1:8 bloomed in spring and may be either a tulip, nar-cissus or crocus. In Ecclus 24:14 and 39:13 the references are probably to oieander (Nerium oieander) which is a tall, pink-flowered shrub with poisonous leaves that inhabits rocky streams. The ‘roses’ of 2 Esdras 2:19 and Tosebuds’ of Wisdom 2:8 have been variously regarded as species of rock-rose (Cistus), rose (Rosa) or oieander.

Rush. The word rush should apply to species of Juncus, but the term is loosely applied to other water-loving plants (except marsh grasses, which are reeds), such as reed-mace also called cat-tail (Typha), and sedges such as papyrus (Cyperus pa-pyrus) and corresponds to the Heb. ’agmön and göme’. The former is a general word, ‘rushes’, ‘reed’. For her unfaithfulness to God, Israel is stripped even of such ordinary basic raw materials as ‘palm branch and reed’ (Is. 9:14), while these, for all their Utility, will not avail Egypt in her troubles (Is. 19:15). Rushes could be woven into rope, or used as fuel (Jb. 41:2, 20). The head bowed in outward penitence is like the bent-over tip of the rush (Is. 58:5); here the papyrus plant is probably in-tended since it does not snap off but is easily bent by the wind and hangs down.

The termgöme'may signify the papyrus-plant (for which see * Papyri and Ostraca, I), or eise reeds generally; either meaning suits the biblical refer-ences to göme', which is depicted growing in the marsh (Jb. 8:11), symbolizing swampy growth (Is. 35:7), used for papyrus skififs in Egypt and Ethio-pia (Is. 18:2) and Moses’ basket of bulrushes (Ex. 2:3). Heb. göme' is probably the same as Egyp. gmy and kmy, ‘reeds’, Tushes’, attested from the 13th Century bc onwards, and kam in Coptic. (See R. A. Caminos, Lale-Egyplian Miscellanies, 1954, pp. 167-168, 412; cf. W. Spiegelberg, Koptische Etymologien. 1920, pp. 4-6; T. O. Lambdin, JAOS 73, 1953, p. 149.)

Shrub (Heb. ‘ar'är, Je. 17:6). The Heb. word, ren-dered ‘shrub’ in rsv (av ‘heath’), is considered by Jewish scholars to be the Phoenician juniper (Juniperus phoeniced). The tamarisk (Tamarix sp.) has also been suggested. A similar word '“rö'er in Je. 48:6 appears as ‘wild ass’ in rsv and ‘heath’ in av.


Thistles, Thorns. Botanists have difficulty identify-ing the thistles, thorns, briers, bramble and other prickly plants mentioned in Scripture, owing to the fact that over twenty different words are employed to describe such plants, of which there are many in the dry Palestinian countryside. These prickly * weeds fall into genera such as Centaurea, Ononis, Silybum, Notobasis and Poterium. In many in-stances the Heb. and Gk. words for them are as imprecise as Eng. ones.

In general, thorns expressed the concept of fruit-lessness or vexatious endeavour (Gn. 3:18; Nu. 33:55; Jos. 23:13). They were evidence of divine judgment on the ungodly (Na. 1:10), or of sheer misfortune (Ezk. 2:6). If allowed to grow un-checked in orchards or vineyards they made ser-ious inroads on the productivity of the trees and vines (Pr. 24:31; Is. 5:6; Je. 12:13), but when kept in control and arranged in the form of hedges they served as effective barriers to wild animals (Ho. 2:6; Mt. 21:33). Thorns were populär quick-burning fuel in OT times, as among the modern bedouin Arabs (Ps. 58:9; Is. 9:18; 10:17). The de-structive nature of thistles and thorns was expressed graphically in the Gospel parables (Mt. 13:7; Mk. 4:7; Lk. 8:7), as was their essential fruit-lessness (Mt. 7:16). Thistles are herbaceous plants, whereas thorns are woody. In the parable of the sower (Mt. 13:7, etc.) the ‘thorns’ among which the grain feil were likely to have been the milk thistle (Silybum marianum) which infests field margins and grows rapidly.

Some of the biblical references to ‘thorns’ are to the holy bramble (Rubus sanguineus). Those of Pr. 15:19 and Ho. 2:6 may be the latter, while ‘thorns of the wilderness’ (Jdg. 8:7) may be an acacia, or Ziziphus lotus, and the ‘briers’ boxthorn (Lycium sp.), which is the ‘bramble’ of Jotham’s parable (Jdg. 9:14). The crown of * thorns (Mt. 27:29; Mk. 15:17; Jn. 19:5) plaited for Jesus before his cruci-fixion would have been made of some locally avail-able material. Although the ‘Christ thorn’ shrub (Paliurus spina-christi), which has long thorny branches, is not now found around Jerusalem, it is known to have grown near there in ancient times. However, some authors consider that the small spiny burnet (Poterium spinosum) or tree Ziziphus spina-christi was used; others have suggested the thorns of the Phoenix daclyhfera, in mock imita-tion of the radiate crown (cf. H. St J. Hart, JTS n.s. 3, 1952, pp. 66ff.). (See also Nettles. above.)

Tumbleweed. Heb. galgal is rendered in evv ‘wheel’, ‘rolling thing’, ‘thistle down’ and ‘whirling dust’ (Is. 17:13; Ps. 83:13, rsv ‘tumble weed’). It implies one of the wind-distributed fruiting bodies of cer-tain plants growing in open dry habitats. Such Palestinian plants are Grundelia tournefortii and Cachrys goniocarpa, as well as the hairy grains of some grasses that collect as rolling balls. Anas-talica hierochuntica is not one of these, as has often been suggested, since it remains firmly anchored by its root even when dead.

Vine of Sodom. A variety of opinion exists regard-ing the nature of the allusions in the Song of Moses (Dt. 32:32). There is a distinct possibility that the expression may be figurative, describing the bitterness of Israel’s enemies. If a real plant, one which conceals a powdery substance under-neath an attractive rind is indicated. Solanum sodomeum, or Calotropic procera, with feathery seeds in an inflated fruit, has been suggested. More probably the phrase arose from association with the colocynth, a wild * gourd, Citrullus colocynthis, which trails on sandy ground near the Dead Sea and has bitter, light-weight fruits.

Weeds. Usually applied to wild plants of cultivated and waste ground. In the Bible represented as a scourge of useless, troublesome plants as indeed they were to the farmer. rsv renders several words as ‘weeds’, especially Gk. zizania, Arab. zuwän, which av calls ‘tares’, and is probably more cor-rectly considered (as in neb) to be the darnel grass (Lolium temulentum). In the leafy stage this grass resembles wheat, but if the biblical counsel be fol-lowed and both are allowed to grow together tili harvest (Mt. 13:30) the small ear is clearly dis-tinguished, and usually to women and children falls the tedious manual task of Separation. If the wheat grain is contaminated with the bitter darnel grains subsequent poisoning causes illness and vomiting. Sowing darnel in a field for purposes of revenge (cf. Mt. 13:25f.) was a crime under Roman legislation. The necessity for a law on the subject suggests that the action was not infrequent.

neb renders other words as ‘weeds’ which appear in rsv as * nettles or * thorns.

The cockle (Agrostemma githago) was a curse of English wheat fields at the time the av was being translated, but there is no evidence that it occurred in Palestine. Later translations are probably correct in rendering the Heb. bo'sä, referred to by Job while defending his integrity (31:38-40), by some general term such as ‘stinking weeds’, Avmg.; ‘noisome weeds’, Rvmg.; ‘foul weeds’, rsv; ‘weeds’, neb. Evi-dently this weed was prickly and it has been identi-fied with the oyster thistle (Scolymus maculatus) and the rest-harrow (Ononis antiquorum).

Wild vine, wild gourds (Heb. paqqu’öl, ‘bursters’). Mentioned in 2 Ki. 4:39 these gourds were the colocynth (Citrullus colocynthis). Like small melons in appearance, the fruits are a violent purge which may be dangerous. The colocynth trails along the ground in sandy places by the Dead Sea.

Wormwood (Heb. la'"nä, Gk. apsinthos). Many species of wormwood grow in Palestine, but the biblical references are either to Artemisia herba-alba or A. judaica. All species have a strong, bitter taste, leading to the use of the plant as a Symbol of bitterness, sorrow and calamity (Pr. 5:4; La. 3:15, 19; Am. 5:7; 6:12 (av ‘hemlock’j). Moses used it to show the perils of secret idolatry (Dt. 29:18, rsv ‘bitter root’), as did Jeremiah in warning of the punishment awaiting disobedient Israel (Je. 9:15; 23:15).

Bibliography. N. Feinbrun-Dothan and A. Dänin, Analytical Flora of Eretz-Israel. 1991 (Heb.); A. Goor and M. Nurock, Fruits of the Holy Land, 1968; F. N. Hepper, IEBP, I Löw, Die Flora der Juden, 1-4, 1924-34; H. N. and A. L. Moldencke, Plants of the Bible, 1952; U. Pitman et al., Piclorial Flora of Israel, 1983 (Heb.); D. Zohary and M. Hopf, Domeslication of Plants in the Old World, 1988; M. Zohary, Plant-life of Pal-estine, 1962; idem, Plants of the Bible, 1982; idem and N. Feinbrun-Dothan, Flora Palaestina, 1-4, 1966-86.    f.n.h. et al.

PLASTER. 1. The inner, and sometimes outer, walls of buildings were covered with a plaster commonly made of clay (Lv. 14:42-43; Heb. tüah, ‘to coat, overlay’; Arab. täha). Such plaster is attested from prehistoric times (* Jericho). A bet-ter plaster was made by heating crushed limestone or gypsum (Heb. sid, ‘to boil’). This enabled rough stones or brickwork to be covered with a fine sur-face which could be painted or inscribed, as was done on the altar at Ebal (Dt. 27:2, 4). (An example has been found at Deir ‘Alla in the Jordan Valley.) It was used for basins, cisterns and walls. A glazed surface on brickwork was obtained by firing in a kiln (Is. 27:9; Heb. gir). Such a ‘plaister’ (av) was broken by the handwrit-ing on the palace wall in Babylon (Dn. 5:5; Aram. girä). (*Glass.)

2. The ‘plaister' used to eure Hezekiah (Is. 38:21, av; Heb. märah) was a poultice made of crushed figs. A similar medical term is used in the Ras Shamra texts and Egyp. Ebers Papyrus, d.j.w.

PLOUGHMAN. In the OT there are three Heb. expressions which are rendered ‘ploughman’.

1.    ’ikkär. The cognate Akkadian ideogram de-scribesthe 'ikkäras ‘man of the plough’. The exact social Position and function of the ’ikkär is un-certain, but the code of Hammurapi suggests that he was a hired agricultural foreman. The OT con-trasts the shepherd with the ’ikkär (Is. 61:5).

2.    yögeb (2 Ki. 25:12; Je. 52:16). Consideration of the related Heb. güb and Arab. gäba, ‘to bore’, ‘hollow out’, may suggest that the yögeb was a spade labourer.

3.    'is '“dämä means literally ‘man of soil’, but a comparison of Gn. 9:20 and Zc. 13:5 shows that it refers indifferently to an arable or cattle farmer.

lxx and NT employ geörgos, ‘farmer, tenant farmer’, throughout. God is pictured as the hus-bandman of the true vine (Jn. 15:1) and of the church (1 Cor. 3:9).    r.j.w.

POETRY

I. In the Old Testament

Although poetry occurs very frequently in the OT, the division between prose and poetry in andern

Heb. is not precise. No single literary trait occurs only in what we call poetry to the exclusion of prose. Nonetheless, certain literary devices in poetry allow us to identify poems with a high level of confidence. These traits may be discussed under four headings: terseness, parallelism, imagery, and secondary literary devices.

Ancient Heb. poetry is terse. The lines are short, usually containing only three or four Heb. words. Economy of expression is further achieved by a relative lack of conjunctions. The result is some-thing noticed by even casual readers of English Bibles: wider margins.

The poems of the Bible are comprised of cola, which are grouped into lines, which in turn are grouped into stanzas. Prose narrative, on the other hand, is built with sentences which are grouped into paragraphs. The typical poetic line is a bicolon: i.e., two cola which are united by parallelism into a single line. An example is Psalm 78:1:

Oh my people, hear my teaching: listen to the words of my mouth.

Parallelism is a major element in biblical poetry and was named by Bishop Robert Lowth (Lectures on the Sacred Poetry of the Hebrews) in 1753. Lowth borrowed the term from mathematics and thus implied symmetry, i.e. the first colon (A) and the second (B) are equal. Hence the populär under-standing that a parallel line ‘says the same thing twice’.

The above example best illustrates what Lowth called ‘synonymous parallelism’. He also described ‘antithetical parallelism’ in which the same truth is seen from two different perspectives:

The tongue of the wise commends knowledge, but the mouth of the fool gushes folly.

(Pr. 15:2)

A third category, into which all anomalous cases feil, he called ‘synthetic parallelism’:

'I have installed my King on Zion, my holy hill.’ (Ps. 2:6)

More recently James Kugel, Robert Alter and Adele Berlin have redefined parallelism in a subtle but far-reaching manner. Rather than continuing Lowth’s approach, which saw the A and B cola as essentially restatements of the same proposition, they observe that the second colon always specifies, and carries forward the thought expressed in the first colon. In Kugel’s formulation ‘A, what’s more B’. Berlin applied this formula to grammatical parallelism. An illustration of parallelism is Psalm 131:1:

My heart is not proud, O Lord, my eyes are not haughty;

I do not concern myself with great matters. . .

As we read these three cola, we take them as a unit because of their similarity of content and intent. In all three the psalmist distances himself from pride. But there is also progress as we move from A to B to C. In A, the psalmist denies pride in his heart, the very core of his personality. In B, he denies pride in his demeanor. In C, he denies pride in his actions.

Besides terseness and parallelism, biblical poetry contains intense imagery. Imagery stimulates the imagination by embodying multiple meanings in a concise form. An image not only triggers a train of

thinking about a subject but also evokes an emotional response.

Imagery is often the result of comparison, the two most common types being metaphor and simile. Simile, on one level, is not even figurative language; it is capable of being understood on a literal level. A simile is a comparison between two things and is marked by the use of Mike’ or ‘as’. Song of Songs 4:1 b is a clear example:

Your hair is like a flock of goats descending from Mount Gilead.

Metaphor presents a stronger Connection between the two objects of comparison and is truly figurative language, as in Song. 4:1a:

Your eyes behind your veil are doves.

A well-known example comes from the first line of Psalm 23:

The Lord is my shepherd.

I shall not be in want.

What does it mean to compare the Lord to a shepherd? To read the image in context, we would im-mediately suggest that the poem speaks of God’s protection, his guidance, and his care. We would stop short, however, if we did not remember that the shepherd image was a well-used royal image in the ancient Near East. Reading the text sympa-thetically, we would experience assurance and feel comfort even in the midst of danger.

Terseness, parallelism and imagery are the three main primary traits of biblical poetry. The acrostic form is a striking example of a secondary poetic device. These devices are secondary because they occur only occasionally.

An acrostic is a poem in which the first letters of successive lines form a recognizable pattem. The examples found in the OT all follow the order of the Heb. alphabet. The two most famous are perhaps the so-called Giant Psalm (119), which is broken up into eight-verse stanzas by the acrostic, and the book of Lamentations. One of the more interesting acrostic patterns is found in the first chapter of Nahum. The acrostic covers only half the alphabet and even skips an occa-sional letter. Other acrostics in Heb. occur as Pss. 9, 10, 25, 34, 37, 111, 112, 145; Pr. 31:10-31; La. 1-4.

The purpose of acrostic form may only be guessed. It may help in the process of memoriza-tion. It may also communicate a sense of whole-ness. As Watson points out, ‘By using every letter of the alphabet the poet was trying to ensure that his treatment of a particular topic was complete’ (Watson 198).

A neglected secondary Convention of Heb. poetry is the use of stanzas and strophes. Most studies of biblical poetry have concentrated on the level of the parallel line. Little has been done to describe rhetorical patterns that encompass the whole poem.

There is no doubt that most poems are unified wholes, but the relationship between the parts is almost always described in terms of content. For instance, grief psalms share a similar structure, e.g. Psalm 69: invocation and initial plea to God for help (v. la); complaints (vv. lb-4, 7-12, 19-21); confession of sin (vv. 5-6); further pleas for help (vv. 13-18); imprecation (vv. 22-28); hymn of praise (vv. 30-36).

Each of these sections is composed of at least one and usually more than one parallel line. Are these broader groupings stanzas and/or strophes? Watson (160-200) argues that they are, as long as these terms are understood in the broad sense as ‘units within the poem’.

Biblical poems then, may have a structure (in content and in style) that goes beyond the individual line and encompasses the whole poem.

The question of the existence of meter in biblical poetry has been widely discussed since the church fathers. In recent years a consensus has grown that either the meter of biblical poetry is undetectable or eise, as seems more likely, it is nonexistent.

Old Testament poetic types Four principal types of poems can be discerned in the OT: lyric, epic, prophetic and dramatic. These four types often overlap.

The psalms are clear examples of biblical lyric, as is the Song of Songs, as both are personal ex-pressions of deeply-held emotions. Indeed, the psalms explore the whole emotional spectrum, from the brightest joy to the darkest anger and grief, just as the love poems in the Song of Songs portray the full ränge of romantic sentiments.

Historical poems difler from lyric in that they recall past events, in particular the great acts of God. They are usually expressions of thanks to God for these events. Exodus 15 is a prime example, as it recalls in loving detail the miraculous deliverance of Israel from the Egyptians at the Red Sea.

The poetry of the prophets has a lyrical and a historical dimension. But the prophets use poetry with a more intense appeal to the wills of their hearers. They seek to persuade and to convict, and to achieve this they use the heightened language of poetry.

Conclusion

The extensive occurrence of poetry throughout the OT and its continued use in the NT remind us that the Bible is not simply an informative book. The biblical authors stimulate our imaginations as they fill our minds with images that give us an adequate, but partial, glimpse of the nature of God and of his relationship with his creatures.

Bibliography. M H. Abrams, A Glossary of Terms, 4, 1981; R. Alter, The Art of Biblical Poetry, 1985; A. Berlin, The Dynamics of Biblical Parallelism, 1985; E. W. Bullinger, Figures of Speech Used in the Bible, Explained and Illuslrated, 1898, 1968; A. S. Cooper, 'Biblical Poetics: A Linguistic Ap-proach’, 1976; J. L. Kugel, The Idea of Biblical Poetry, 1981; T. Longman III, How to Read the Psalms, 1988; idem. ‘Poetry’, in A Complete Liter-ary Guide to the Bible, 1993; L. Ryken, How to Read the Bible as Literalure, 1984; idem. Words of Delight: A Literary Inlroduclion to the Bible, 1987; W. G. E. Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, 1984.

T.L.

II. In the New Testament

a. Psalms

Three, perhaps four, typical Heb. hymns are pre-served in Luke’s Gospel: the *Magnificat (Lk. 1:46-55), the * Benedictus (Lk. 1:68-79), the * Nunc Dimittis (Lk. 2:29-32) and the Gloria (Lk. 2:14). All of these passages are in the style and spirit of OT psalms, majestic in language, and construeted on the pattem of verbal parallelism proper to Heb. poetry.

b.    Hymns

Early Christian hymns may have been poems of mixed tradition (Eph. 5:19), reflecting both the form of the Heb. psalm and that of the Gk. lyric. It has been suggested that numerous passages in the NT are direct and indirect quotations from this corpus of sacred poetry: e.g. Eph. 5:14 and 1 Tim. 3:16, where the Hebraic structure is especially striking. Perhaps Col. 1:13-20 and 2 Cor. 5:14-18 are of the same Order.

c.    Poetic language

This may be discussed under three heads:

(i)    It is impossible decisively to distinguish between what may have been direct quotation of rhythmical and poetic utterance, and exalted prose couched in poetic language. In the warm, emotive style of Heb. writing it is always difficult to distinguish sharply poetry from prose, and in passages of deep emotion the NT often adopts such a style. Consider brief ascriptions of praise such as Jude 24-25, and Rev. 5:12-14; rhythmic constructions such asJn. 14:27; Rom. 11:2, 33 and 1 Cor. 15:54-57; or parallelisms strong in their antitheses such as Jn. 3:20-21, or Rom. 2:6-10; and parallelism of chiastic form and pattem such as Phil. 3:3-10, and Jn. 10:14-15. All these passages, and many others, reveal the influence of the poetry of the OT on the language of the NT, both in form and colouring. Less in debt to Heb. speech, but still of the nature of poetry, are such lofty passages as Rom. 12; 1 Cor. 13 and Phil. 2.

(ii)    Tropes and figures are part of the language and tradition of poetry, and have found some men-tion under c (i), above. Paronomasia and alliter-ation may, however, be separately considered. In several passages the Greek of the NT reveals an artificial assonance, accompanied sometimes by alliteration: e.g. Lk. 21:11 (loimoi, lirtioi); Rom. 1:29 (phthonou, phonou)' Acts 17:25 (zöen, pnoen)\ Heb. 5:8 (emathen, epathen)', Rom. 12:3 (hyperph-ronein, phronein, söphronein). Mt. 16:18 (Petros, petrd) and Phm. 10 and 20 (Onesimus, onaimen) involve puns. Acts 8:30 (ginöskeis, anaginöskeis) is probably accidental.

(iii)    Mt. 24 and the parallel Synoptic passages, together with the whole of the Apocalypse, are couched in the traditionai language of Heb. apoca-lyptic poetry or prophecy, a type of literature found in Daniel, Ezekiel and Zechariah. It is based on imagery of an allusive nature, and is sometimes designed for private Interpretation. It is not unlike certain forms of modern poetry, first brought into fashion by G. M. Hopkins, and practised with some skill by T. S. Eliot. It follows that the ‘poetic’ interpretation is one legitimate approach to the Apocalypse, and certainly a rewarding one. It may also be remarked that some of the imagery of the book may lack interpretation because of the loss of the key to the allusion, once doubtless possessed.

d.    Quotation

The NT is uncommonly full of quotation from the poetic literature of the OT Parts of the Epistle to the Hebrews are composed almost entirely of such references. So are parts of the Epistle to the Romans. More elusive and less frequent are some direct quotations from Gk. literature. Acts 17:28, ‘for we are indeed his offspring’, is the former half of an hexameter by Aratus of Soli in Cilicia (315— 240 bc). The same phrase occurs in a surviving

fragment of Cleanthes, who was the head of the Stoic school from 263 to 232 bc. There is some evidence that the passage contains a more remote quotation from Epimenides, the half-legendary Cretan poet from whom Paul quotes a complete hexameter at Tit. 1:12. Then, in 1 Cor. 15:33 an iambic trimeter of Menander (342-291 bc), the Athenian comic poet, is quoted (‘evil Communications corrupt good manners’). Again, the Greek of Jas. 1:17 contains a pure hexameter. So do Acts 27:34b (omitting the conjunction gar, ‘for’), Heb. 12:13 (reading the aorist imperative) and there is an iambic measure at Acts 23:5. It is impossible to say whether quotation is involved in these cases. Metrical writing can be accidental, e.g. ‘Husbands love your wives and be not bitter against them.’ Bibuography. C. F. Burney, The Poetry of our Lord, 1925; J. T. Sanders, The New Testament Christological Hymns, 1971.    e.m.b.

POISON. In Israelite thinking poison came either from plants, water or food, or from adders, vipers, serpents, etc. The commonest Heb. word for poison, hemä, basically means heat, and may derive from the burning Sensation which followed the taking of poison or from the sting of a reptile.

There were poisonous * plants in Palestine like hemlock (Ho. 10:4), and the poisonous gourd (2 Ki. 4:39), and, although the word is not used, the waters of Marah (Ex. 15:23) and Jericho (2 Ki. 2:19) were clearly regarded as poisonous (2 Ki. 2:21). (*Gall, *Wormwood.)

Several passages refer to the poison of reptiles, serpents (Dt. 32:24; Ps. 58:4), dragons (Dt. 32:33) and adders (Ps. 140:3). Zophar, in the Story of Job, told how the wicked would suck the poison (rö's) of asps (Jb. 20:16).

Metaphorically, the Almighty is said to send forth his arrows which give forth poison to distress one’s spirit (Jb. 6:4). Again, the poison of the wicked is as the poison of serpents (Ps. 58:4), and the poison of adders is under their lips (Ps. 140:3). With this latter verse compare Rom. 3:13 (Gk. ios). Jas. 3:8 describes the tongue as full of poison (ios).

J.A.T.

POLICE. A Roman magistrate was attended by a Staff of lictors (the number depending on his rank) who carried bundles of rods (hence Gk. rhabdou-choi, ‘rod-bearers’, Acts 16:35) and axes symbol-izing his Capital powers. There being no regulär police force, these lictors (av ‘serjeants’) carried out police duties as well as escorting the magistrate. They occur at Philippi because it was a Roman colony.    e.a.j.

PONTUS. The Coastal Strip of N Asia Minor, reaching from Bithynia in the W into the highlands of Armenia to the E. The region was politically a complex of Greek republics, temple estates and Iranian baronies in the interior. One of these houses established a kingdom whose greatest ruler, Mithridates, temporarily ejected the Romans from Asia Minor early in the Ist Century bc. After his defeat the Western part of Pontus was administered with Bithynia as a Roman province, the E part being left under a Greek dynasty. The Jews from Pontus (Acts 2:9; 18:2) presumably came from the Greek Coastal States. We know nothing of the origin of Christianity there, but it was represented by the time of 1 Pet. 1:1.

Bibliography. J. Keil, CAH, 11, pp. 575IT.; D. Magie, Roman Rate in Asia Minor, 2 vols., 1950.

E.A.J.

POOL. Düring the Summer, water which had col-lected in pools during the winter and spring formed an important source of supply. The ability to collect and keep water in artificial pools enabled the Israelites to settle uninhabited parts of Pales-tine (‘Cistern). Artificial pools were dug inside walled cities (the ’Moabite Stone records one) often fed through a tunnel leading from a spring outside, ensuring a supply in time of siege. Ex-amples have been found at Gezer, * Hazor, Meg-iddo, Gibeon (cf. 2 Sa. 2:13) and elsewhere (see J.

B. Pritchard, The Water System at Gibeon’, BA 19, 1956, pp. 65-75). ‘Hezekiah’s tunnel’ and the pool of * Siioam in Jerusalem are perhaps the best-known examples (Jn. 9:7, 11; Ne. 3:15). Lack of evidence precludes the certain location of the other pools named in Jerusalem (the lower and old pools, Is. 22:9, 11; the king’s pool and the artificial pool, Ne. 2:14; 3:16; see also ’Samaria, *Bethesda.)

a.r.m.

PORCH. Heb. ’üläm, ’eläm (cf. Assyr. ellamu, ‘front’) is used of the Vestibüle of Solomon’s Temple (1 Ki. 6:3) and of the gateways of Ezekiel’s Temple (Ezk. 40). Solomon’s palace included a porch of pillars with a porch in front and another porch for the judgment throne (1 Ki. 7:6-7). These buildings may well be derived from the Syrian bit hiläni, a suite of rooms, consisting of a portico entered by a flight of Steps and leading to an audi-ence chamber, various other rooms and a stairway to an upper floor or roof. The unique Heb. mis-d'rön (Jdg. 3:23, from root sdr, ‘to set in Order, arrange’) is perhaps a portico of this nature in an upper storey, the word describing the row of pillars (see H. Frankfort, Art and the Architecture of the Ancient Orient, 1954, pp. 167-175, and the re-construction in Sir Leonard Woolley’s A Forgotlen Kingdom, 1953, p. 113). Five porches (Gk. stoa) surrounded the pool of Bethesda to give shelter (Jn. 5:2). Peter denied his Lord in the entrance to the courtyard of the high priest’s house (Mt. 26:71, py!ön\ Mk. 14:68,proaulion). Solomon’s Porch was a covered walk 30 cubits wide with two rows of pillars 25 cubits high along the E side of the Court of the Gentiles in Herod’s Temple (Jn. 10:23; Acts 3:11; 5:12; Jos., Ant. 15. 380-425). (* Temple.)

A.R.M.

POTIPHAR. A high officer of Pharaoh, to whom the Midianites sold Joseph (Gn. 37:36; 39:1), and in whose household Joseph became chief Steward (Gn. 39). His name is EgypLan, of the type P'-dfi-X, X being a deity. The simplest, but not wholly satisfactory, explanation of Potiphar is that it is an abbreviated variant of 'Potiphera with loss of final ’ayin. Two high officials at court with the same or similar names is not without parallel in Egyp. history.    k.a.k.

POTIPHERA (Potipherah, av). The ‘priest of On’, whose daughter, Asenath, Joseph received in

marriage from Pharaoh (Gn. 41:45, 50; 46:20). He was possibly high priest of the sun-god Re‘ in * On (Gk. Heliopolis). Potiphera (Heb. pötipera) is uni-versally admitted to be Egyp. P'-di-PR’, ‘he whom P’Re' (= sun-god) has given’, on pattem P-di-X, X being a deity. The exact form P’-di-P’R' is inscriptionally attested only late (c. 1000-300 bc), but is merely a full Late-Egyptian form of this name-type which is known from the Empire period, especially the 19th Dynasty (13th Century bc), the age of Moses. Potiphera/P'-d/-P'Ä' may be simply a modernization in Moses’ time of the older form Didi-R', with the same meaning, of a name-pattern (Didi-X) which is particularly common in the Middle Kingdom and Hyksos periods, i.e. the patriarchal and Joseph’s age (c. 2100-1600 bc).    k.a.k.

POTTER, POTTERY. A reasonable explanation of the introduction of pottery is that a clay-lined basket was accidentally burnt, baking the lining and rendering it usable (see S. Cole, Tire Neolithic Revolution, 1959, p. 41). Pottery first appears in Neolithic times in the Near East. Untii the inven-tion of the potter’s *wheel late in the 4th millen-nium bc, all pots were built up by hand, by the same methods which continue to be used for making large vessels in Palestine (G. M. Crowfoot, ‘Pots Ancient and Modern’, PEQ 64, 1932, pp. 179-187). Examples of the Professional potter’s workshop discovered in Palestine (e.g. at Lachish (PEQ 70, 1938, p. 249, pl. XXVj and Khirbet Qumran (RB 63, 1956, p. 543, pl. XIJ) show that the potter sat on the edge of a small pit in which stood the wheels (Heb. ’obnayim), usually two stones, one pivoted upon the other, which he turned with his feet. Pebbles, Shells, bone imple-ments and broken shards were used to smooth and burnish the surface, to shape and to decorate. The power of the potter (Heb. yöser, Gk. kerameus) over the clay (Heb. hömer, Gk. pelos) is used as a simile in Je. 18:1-12 and by Paul (Rom. 9:21). See R. H. Johnston, BA 37, 1974, pp. 86-106.

I. Ancient pottery

Simply because it is common, but fragile, pottery in large quantities lies strewn on every ancient teil (cf Jb. 2:8). Careful Observation of the strati-graphical relationship of fragments found on one site enables a distinction to be made between the earliest pieces and the latest (usually those found at the bottom and the top of the mound respectively). Comparison with similar shards from other sites shows the contemporaneity or otherwise of the various levels (* Archaeology). Records of pottery finds from several sites in Palestine have enabled a sequence of forms to be drawn up which can be dated by other evidence. As a result, it is now possible to date pottery found on one site— and thus the site—by comparison with recognized dated forms. It is dangerous, however, to give a date more precisely than approximately 50 years either way solely on the evidence of pottery. Plot-ting the distribution of pottery types over a wide area can reveal trade routes and cultural boundaries.

The following brief description of some features of pottery found in Palestine should be read in conjunction with the chart. The superior figures refer to the numbers of the various objects included in it.
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Chart showing the development of pottery in Palestine from Neolithic lo Roman times. For a discussion ofthe objects in this chart.
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Neolithic pots are of simple but diverse form, with burnishing and incised or painted decoration, perhaps imitating basket and leatherwork. The wäre is mostly coarse, tempered with chopped straw. Some contact with Syria and Mesopotamia is suggested by the painted decoration of the next period (Chalcolithic). Definite rim-forms and ledge-handled jars now occur. Unique to it are cornet cups4, and barrel-like vessels with a loop handle either end and a neck in the middle which are probably churns, imitating skin Originals2. Use of kaolin in the Negeb seems to have given vessels made there a distinctive colour (‘Cream Ware’).

The Early Bronze Age may be divided into three phases on the basis of pottery types. Globular jars with criss-cross lines of reddish paint covering the whole body are typical of the earliest phase in S Palestine, while broad strokes of thick and thin paint appear in the N9. A grey-burnished wäre may have imitated stone vessels'4. Another typical form is the spouted jar (‘teapot’). Ledge-handled jars, common at this time, were exported to Egypt. Sev-eral pieces of Early Bronze II wäre have been found in Egyp. tombs of the Ist Dynasty. Espe-cially noticeable are single-handled pitchers8 and red-burnished dishes. Migrations from Anatolia via Syria brought a distinctive red-or black-burnished pottery with plastic decoration (Khirbet Kerak wäre, Early Bronze III10,'5). This was used alongside local styles which are also found in Egyp. tombs of the Pyramid Age.

The different civilization of the Middle Bronze Age is apparent in the new pottery forms. Jars with short, narrow necks, and broad, flat bases are typical of the first phase, as are spouted pots1'1 and combed decoration2’. It may be that these forms were associated with the spread of the Amorites. Certainly the very fine pottery of the second phase can be linked with the movements which culmin-ated in the Hyksos. General use of the wheel and careful burnishing produced wares that rivalled, but did not oust, expensive vessels of metal and stone. Jars and pitchers have small round or point-ed bases17,21. The lamp first came into use at this period26. Juglets of black wäre with incised decoration filled with white paste found widely on sites of this period may be associated with the Hyksos22.

II. Later styles

Towards the end of the Middle Bronze Age and during the first part of Late Bronze I, jugs and bowls with red and black geometric designs and animals appear28. This wäre was exported to Cyprus and possibly to Cilicia. Mycenaean pottery’0 (F. H. Stubbings, Mycenaean Pottery from the Levant, 1951) was imported in large quantities in the second phase together with Cypriot wares (the metallic ‘base-ring’ and ‘milk-bowl’ types)”,’7. The ‘pilgrim flask’ is an innovation of this phase’1. The break in culture between the Bronze and Iron Ages (* Archaeology) is clearly recognizable in the pottery. From the Coastal plain, known to have been occupied by the Philistines, come large two-handled bowls and beer-jugs of cream wäre, dec-orated with red and black geometric designs and stylized birds’6,29. This is a local imitation of the later forms of Mycenaean wares. Pottery from the highlands is, in some cases, a degenerate continu-ation of Late Bronze Age styles, but new forms of coarse wäre and crude shape also appear. Heavy storage jars with short ‘collar rims’ and handles are reckoned typical of the Settlement period.

During the Monarchy there is a greater regular-ity of form and gradual improvement in wäre. A tendency to angular shapes may be noticed41. Many dishes were burnished while turning on the wheel, but the finest are very thin and decorated with bands of red slip (‘Samaria wäre’)48. Large storage jars’9 were often stamped on the handles with a royal seal bearing the name of one of four towns, possibly factories (Hebron, Ziph, Socoh and one unidentified, mmst, cf. 1 Ch. 4:23; DOTT, p. 219). The mining communities of the Negeb used crude, hand-made pots.

Persian and Hellenistic pottery shows development of some forms (e.g. the amphora52) under Greek influence. Athenian black-and red-figured wares were imported. Narrow, elongated flasks were often placed in tombs at this time. A ribbed appearance is common on coarse pottery of the Roman period74,75; most of the finer wares in use were imported (e.g. Italian and Gallic terra sigil-latä). The Nabataean centres in Transjordan produced very delicate buff dishes with floral designs in red. Glazed wäre (faience) was imported from Egypt in the Bronze Age but was never very common.

III. Hebrcw names

It is not possible to identify the Heb. names for pottery vessels with certainty; these suggestions follow J. L. Kelso, Ceramic Vocabulary of the Old Testament, BASOR Supplementary Studies 5-6, 1948 (cf. PEQ 71, 1939, pp. 76-90). Heb. ’aggän, a large bowl (* Cup); ’äsük, a large, spouted oil-jar (2 Ki. 4:2); baqbüq, the distinctive narrow-necked jug of the Iron II period (1 Ki. 14:3; Je. 19:1, 10); gabia“, Je. 35:5, evidently a ewer, cf. *Cup; düd, a spherical cooking-pot (1 Sa. 2:14; Jb. 41:20) (♦Basket); kad, pitcher, probably both the large handled jar and the crock-like, hole-mouth jar (Gn. 24:14flf.; Jdg. 7:16ff); kös (*Cup); kiyyör, a bowl of pottery (Zc. 12:6) or metal (Ex. 30:18; 1 Ki. 7:20; 1 Sa. 2:14; on 2 Ch. 6:13, see W. F. Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel, 1956); kirayim, clay rings on which round-based jars stood (Lv. 11:35); mah“bat[, a pottery or metal disc or griddle on which pancakes were baked (Lv. 2:5; Ezk. 4:3); marhesel, a cooking-pot (Lv. 2:7; 7:9); masrel, a cooking-pot or handled pan (2 Sa. 13:9); miserel, kneading-trough; nebel, large wine jar (Is. 30:14; Je. 48:12; La. 4:2) (*Bot-tle); sir, any large cooking-pot (2 Ki. 4:38; Jb. 41:31) (* Fleshpots); cf. ‘Washbasin; sap, a bowl (*Cup); sepel, a large, valuable bowl (Jdg. 5:25; 6:38); pak, juglet (*Box); pärür, a pot with a handle for heating liquids (Jdg. 6:19); s'löhit, a deep handle-less bowl (2 Ki. 2:20; 21:13); sämfd, a shailow bowl serving as a lid (Nu. 1945); sappahai, a flask or juglet (1 Sa. 26:11 ff.; 1 Ki. i7:12ff.; 19:6); qallahat_, a cooking-pot (1 Sa. 2:14; Mi. 3:3); Gk. modios, a vessel holding c. 9 litres (Mt. 5:15); nipter, a wash-basin, defined as foot-wash-basin in papyrus Bodmer II (Jn. 13:5); pot-erion (*Cup); tryblion, a fairly large bowl (Mt. 26:23); phiale, a broad dish for holding unguents (Rev. 5:8).

Bibliography. K. M. Kenyon, Archaeology in the Holy Land, 1960; W. F. Albright, Archaeology of Palestine, 1960; M. Burrows, 1Vhal Mean These Slones?, 1941, pp. 159-171; R. B. K. Amiran, Andern Pottery of the Holy Land, 1969; P. W. and N. Lapp, Palestinian Ceramic Chronology. 200 B.C.-a.d. 70, 1961.    A.R.M.

POVERTY.

I.    In the Old Testament

The impression is sometimes given that God pros-pered the righteous with material possessions (Ps. 112:1 -3). While it is true that the benefits of indus-try and thrift to individuals and to the nation are clearly seen, and that God promises to bless those who keep his commandments (Dt. 28:1-14), there were numbers of poor people in Israel at every stage of the nation’s history. Their poverty might have been caused through natural disasters leading to bad harvests, through enemy invasion, through oppression by powerful neighbours or through ex-tortionate usury. There was an Obligation on the wealthier members of the community to support their poorer brethren (Dt. 15:1-11). Those who were most likely to suffer poverty were the father-less and the widows and the landless aliens (gerim). They were often the victims of oppression (Je. 7:6; Am. 2:6-7a), but Yahweh was their vindicator (Dt. 10:17-19; Ps. 68:5-6). The law commanded that Provision should be made for them (Dt. 24:19-22), and with them were numbered the Levites (Dt. 14:28-29) because they had no holding of land. A man could seil himself into slavery, but if he were a Hebrew he had to be treated differently from a for-eigner (Lv. 25:39-^46).

It was a problem to some of the psalmists to understand how in so many cases wealth had come into the wrong hands. On purely material grounds it might seem vain to serve Yahweh (Ps. 73:12-14), but in the end the wicked would come to destruc-tion while the righteous enjoyed the richest possession—the knowledge of Yahweh himself (Ps. 73:16-28). But so often were the rieh oppres-sors that ‘the poor’ became almost a synonym for ‘the pious’ (Ps. 14:5-6).

II.    In the New Testament

There were heavy taxes of various kinds imposed on the Jews in NT times. Probably many were in severe economic straits, while others made con-siderable profits from collaborating with the Romans. The worldly-minded Sadducees were generally wealthy, as were the tax-collectors.

Jesus was the soll of poor parents (Lk. 2:24), but there is no reason to suppose he lived in abject poverty. As the eldest son, he would probably have inherited something from Joseph, and it appears that he used to pay the Temple tax (Mt. 17:24). Some of his disciples were reasonably well-to-do (Mk. 1:20) and he had some fairly wealthy friends (Jn. 12:3). He and the Twelve, however, shared a common purse (Jn. 12:6). They were content to go without the comforts of home life (Lk. 9:58), and yet found occasion for giving to the poor (Jn. 13:29).

In the teaching of Jesus material possessions are not regarded as evil, but as dangerous. The poor are often shown to be happier than the rieh, because it is easier for them to have an attitude of dependence upon God. It was to them that he came to preach the gospel (Lk. 4:18; 7:22). It is they who are the first to be blessed and to be as-sured of the possession of the kingdom of God (Lk. 6:20), if their poverty is the acknowledgment of spiritual bankruptey (Mt. 5:3). A poor person’s ofifering may be of much greater value than a rieh man’s (Mk. 12:41-44). The poor must be shown hospitality (Lk. 14:12-14), and given alms (Lk. 18:22), though charity was to be secondary to wor-ship (Jn. 12:1-8).

The early church made an experiment in the communal holding of wealth (Acts 2:41-42; 4:32). This led at first to the elimination of poverty (Acts 4:34-35), but it has often been held that it was re-sponsible for the later economic collapse of the church at Jerusalem. Much of the ministry of Paul was concerned with raising money in the Gentile churches to assist the poor Christians in Jerusalem (Rom. 15:25-29; Gal. 2:10). These churches were also taught to provide for their own poor members (Rom. 12:13, etc.). James is especially vehement against those who allowed distinctions of wealth in the Christian community (Jas. 2:1-7). The poor were called by God and their salvation brought glory to him (1 Cor. 1:26-31). The material wealth of the church of Laodicea was in sad contrast with her spiritual poverty (Rev. 3:17).

The most systematic exposition about poverty and wealth in the Epistles is found in 2 Cor. 8-9, where Paul sets the idea of Christian charity in the context of the gifts of God and especially that of his Son who, ‘though he was rieh, yet for your sake he became poor, so that by his poverty you might become rieh’. In the light of that, running the risk of material poverty will lead to spiritual blessing, just as the apostles were poor but made many rieh (2 Cor. 6:10). (*Alms; *Orphan.)

Bibliographv. L. Schottroffand W. Stegemann, Jesus and the Hope of the Poor, 1986.
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of the power of the kingdom of God as a prelude to the new Exodus (Lk. 11:20; cf. Ex. 8:19). But the kingdom had not yet come in its full power. That would happen at Pentecost (Lk. 24:49; Acts 1:8; ?Mk. 9:1) and there would be the consummation at the parousia (Mt. 24:30, etc.).

In the Acts we see the power of the Spirit operative in the life of the church (4:7, 33; 6:8; cf. 10:38). Paul looks back to the resurrection as the chief evidence of God’s power (Rom. 1:4; Eph. 1:19-20; Phil. 3:10) and sees the gospel as the means by which that power comes to work in men’s lives (Rom. 1:16; 1 Cor. 1:18). (4 5Authority.)

Bibliography. G. B. Caird, Principalities and Powers, 1956; A. Richardson, An Introduction lo the Theology of the New Testament, 1958, pp. 62ff; Cyril H. Powell, The Biblical Concept of Power, 1963; O. Betz in NIDNTT2, pp. 601-611; J. P. M. Walsh, The Mighty front their Thrones, 1987; W. Wink, The Powers, vol. 1, 1984; D. Prior, Jesus and Power, 1987.    r.e.n.

given will be ratified in heaven’ (Calvin on 1 Cor.

5).

Since the Reformers it has been accepted that ‘the power of the keys’ represented this duplex ministerium, a real power of spiritual binding and loosing. But this judicial sense has been sharply challenged in favour of a legislative sense whereby Moose’ means ‘permitted’, and ‘bind’ means Mbr-bidden’. This is in agreement with rabbinic usage: the school of Shammai was said to bind when it declared that there was only one ground for divorce; the school of Hillel loosed when it allowed more laxity in this and other questions. For this use, see also Mt. 23:4; Rom. 7:2; 1 Cor. 7:27, 39. So Peter, in T. W. Manson’s words, is to be ‘God’s vicegerent. . . The authority of Peter is an authority to declare what is right and wrong for the Christian community. His decisions will be confirmed by God’ (The Sayings of Jesus, 1954, p. 205). But note that this special rabbinical application of the words was based on the juristic character of the rabbinic literature, and that it was originally used of the full power of the judge (cf. TDNT 3, p. 751). Even granting a late origin for Mt. 18:18, we are left with the question as to why a context of church discipline should early seem suitable for the words ‘bind’ and Moose’. A. H. McNeile questions the authenticity of this passage altogether, but J. Jeremias has argued ingeniously for its trustworthi-ness (TDNT3, pp. 752f.).

In any case, it is hardly right to make Peter, as this view does, a scribe in the kingdom of God. ‘The apostle would, in the coming kingdom, be like a great scribe or Rabbi, who would deliver decisions on the basis . . . of the teaching of Jesus’ (A. H. McNeile). But there is a great difTerence between the pronouncements of the apostles on ethical matters and the encyclopaedic casuistry of the scribes. Mt. 23:8 made it impossible for Peter to aspire to such a function. The principle of Christian ethics is to look after the big things (mercy, love, truth) and the little things will then look after themselves; not detailed prescribed legislation, but the guidance of the Spirit.

Bibliography. Calvin’s Commentaries on the Matthaean passages and on 1 Cor. 5 present a fair representation of the views of all the Reformers. In addition to the modern writers cited, R. N. Flew discusses these questions in Jesus and His Church, 1938, pp. 131 f. See also DCG (s.v. ‘Absolution’); ERE (s.v. ‘Discipline’); Calvin, Institutes, 4. 12; J. Jeremias, TDNT 3, pp. 744-753; D. Müller, C. Brown, NIDNTT2, pp. 731-733.    r.n.c.

PRAETORIUM. Originally the tent of the Commander, or praetor, and, in consequence, the army headquarters (Livy, 7. 12; Caesar, Bellum Civile 1. 76). By extension the word came to mean the resi-dence of a provincial governor (Mt. 27:27; Mk. 15:16; Jn. 18:28, 33; 19:9; Acts 23:35). If Paul was writing from Rome, Phil. 1:13 may refer to the em-peror’s residence on the Palatine. The word seems not to have been used for the permanent camp of the praetorian guards by the Porta Viminalis. It does, however, sometimes mean the forces of the praetorian guards (CIL, 5. 2837; 8. 9391), and, whether the letter was written at Ephesus or Rome, this gives good sense to Paul’s phrase. Detach-ments of praetoriani were sent to the provinces, and in Rome they would have Charge of prisoners in imperial custody.    e.m.b.

PRAISE. In the OT the words for praise mainly used are hälal, the root meaning of which is connected with making a noise; yädä, which was originally associated with the bodily actions and gestures which accompany praising; and zämar, which is associated with the playing or singing of music. In the NT eucharislein (lit. ‘to give thanks’) is the favourite word, implying on the part of the person who praises the attitude of one more intim-ate with the person praised than in the more formal eulogein, ‘to bless’.

The whole of the Bible is punctuated with out-bursts of praise. They rise spontaneously from the ‘basic mood’ of joy which marks the life of the people of God. God takes pleasure and delight in his works of creation (Gn. 1; Ps. 104:31; Pr. 8:30— 31), and all creation, including the angels, ex-presses its joy in praise (Jb. 38:4-7; Rev. 4:6-11). Man also was created to rejoice in God's works (Ps. 90:14-16) and fulfils this purpose by accepting God’s gifts (Ec. 8:15; 9:7; 11:9; Phil. 4:4, 8; cf. also W. Eichrodt, Man in the Old Testament, 1951, p. 35).

The Corning of the kingdom of God into the midst of this world is marked by the restoration of joy and praise to the people of God and the whole creation (Is. 9:2; Ps. 96:11-13; Rev. 5:9-14; Lk. 2:13-14), a foretaste of which is already given in the ritual and worship of the Temple where praise arises from sheer joy in the redeeming presence of God (Dt. 27:7; Nu. 10:10; Lv. 23:40). The praise of God is rendered on earth for the works both of creation and redemption (Pss. 24; 136), this being an echo on earth of the praise of heaven (Rev. 4:11; 5:9-10). Praise, therefore, is a mark of the people of God (1 Pet. 2:9; Eph. 1:3-14; Phil. 1:11). Itisthe mark of the heathen that they refuse to render it (Rom. 1:21; Rev. 16:9). The act of praising implies the dosest fellowship with the One who is being praised. ‘Therefore praise not merely expresses but completes the enjoyment; it is its appointed con-summation. ... In commanding us to glorify Hirn, God is inviting us to enjoy Hirn’ (C. S. Lewis, Re-flections on the Psalms, 1958, p. 95).

Yet praise to God is frequently commanded from men as a duty and is obviously not meant to depend on mood or feeling or circumstances (cf. Jb. 1:21). To ‘rejoice before the Lord’ is part of the ordered ritual of the common life of his people (Dt. 12:7; 16:11-12), in which men encourage and exhort one another to praise. Though there are psalms which express the praise of the individual, it was always feit that praise could best be rendered within the congregation (Pss. 22:25; 34:3; 35:18), where praise not only gives honour and pleasure to God (Ps. 50:23) but also bears testimony to God’s people (Ps. 51:12-15).

Elaborate arrangements were made for the con-duct of praise in the Temple by the Levites. The Psalms were used in the liturgy and in sacred pro-cessions with ‘glad shouts and songs’ (Ps. 42:4). The singing was probably antiphonal, involving two choirs, or soloist and choir. Dancing, from earliest times a means of expressing praise (Ex. 15:20; 2 Sa. 6:14), was also used in the Temple to this end (Pss. 149:3; 150:4). Ps. 150 gives a list of musical instruments used in the praise. (* Music and Musical Instruments.)

The early Christians continued to express their gladness by attending worship in the Temple (Lk. 24:53; Acts 3:1). But their experience of new life in

Christ was bound to express itself in new forms of praise (Mk. 2:22). Joy was the dominant mood of the Christian life, and though the formal worship and praise which it inspired is not explicitly de-scribed or prescribed, this was because it was so much taken for granted. As those who experienced and witnessed the healing and cleansing power of Jesus broke out spontaneously into praise (Lk. 18:43; Mk. 2:12), so also in the apostolic church there are frequent examples of such spontaneous outbursts, as men began to see and understand the power and goodness of God in Christ (Acts 2:46; 3:8; 11:18; 16:25; Eph. 1:1-14).

The Psalms were undoubtedly used to express the praise of the early church (Col. 3:16; cf. Mt. 26:30). There were also new Christian hymns (cf. Rev. 5:8-14), referred to in Col. 3:16; 1 Cor. 14:26. We have examples of such inspiration to new forms of praise in the ’Magnificat, *Benedictus and *Nunc Dimittis (Lk. 1.46—55, 68-79; 2:29-32). Elsewhere in the text of the NT there are exampies of the formal praise of the early church. It seems likely from its literary form and content that Phil. 2:6-11 was composed and used as a hymn of praise to Christ. Probably there are echoes of, or quotations from, early hymns in such passages as Eph. 5:14 and 1 Tim. 3:16. The doxologies in the book of Revelation (cf. Rev. 1:4-7; 5:9-14; 15:3-4) must have been used in public worship to express the praise of the congregation (cf. A. B. Macdonald, Christian Worship in the Primitive Church, 1934).

The close connection between praise and sacri-fice should be noted. In the sacrificial ritual of the OT a place was found for the sacrifice of thanksgiving as well as of expiation (cf. Lv. 7:11-21). Gratitude was to be the fundamental motive behind the bringing of the first-fruits to the altar (Dt. 26:1-11). In the sincere offering of praise itself there is a sacrifice which pleases God (Heb. 13:15; Ho. 14:2; Ps. 119:108). In the priestly self-ofifering of Jesus this aspect of thanksgiving finds its place (Mk. 14:22-23, 26; Jn. 17:1-2; Mt. 11:25-26). The life of the Christian should, correspond-ingly, be a self-oflering of gratitude (Rom. 12:1) in fulfilment of his royal priesthood (Rev. 1:5-6; 1 Pet. 2:9), and the fact that such a sacrificial self-offering can be made in a real way in the midst of suffering, links suflering and praise together in the Christian life (Phil. 2:17). Thanksgiving sanctifies not only suffering but all aspects of the life of the Christian (1 Tim. 4:4-5; 1 Cor. 10:30-31; 1 Thes. 5:16-18). Whatever eise be the bürden of prayer, it must include praise (Phil. 4:6).

Bibliography. H. Ringgren, The Faith of the Psalmists, 1963; C. Westermann, The Praise of God in the Psalms, 1965; J. R. Taylor, The Hallelujah Factor, 1985; H.-G. Link, NIDNTT 1, pp. 206-215; H. Schultz, H.-H. Esser, NIDNTT3, pp. 816-820.    r.s.w.

divine initiative. A man prays because God has al-ready touched his spirit. Prayer in the Bible is not a ‘natural response’ (see Jn. 4:24). ‘That which is born of the flesh is flesh.' Consequently, the Lord does not ‘hear’ every prayer (Is. 1:15; 29:13). The biblical doctrine of prayer emphasizes the char-acter of God, the necessity of a man’s being in saving or covenant relation with him, and his entering fully into all the Privileges and obligations of that relation with God.

1

    In the Old Testament

Various Heb. words are rendered ‘power’, the Principal ones being hayil, köah and ’öz. True power, the ability to exercise authority effectively, belongs to God alone (Ps. 62:11). The power of God is shown in the creation (Ps. 148:5) and the sustaining of the world (Ps. 65:5-8). Some of his authority is delegated to mankind (Gn. 1:26-28; Pss. 8:5-8; 115:16), but God actively intervenes on many oc-casions, showing his power in miraculous deeds of deliverance. It was ‘with mighty hand and out-stretched arm’ that he brought his people out of Egypt (Ex. 15:6; Dt. 5:15, etc.), and he demon-strated his power in giving them the promised land (Ps. 111:6).
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POWER.

3

    In the New Testament

‘Power’ in evv represents chiefly Gk. dynainis and exousia. exousia means derived or conferred ‘authority’, the warrant or right to do something (Mt. 21:23-27); from this it comes to denote concretely the bearer of authority on earth (Rom. 13:1-3), or in the spirit world (Col. 1:16). dynamis is ability (2 Cor. 8:3) or strength (Eph. 3:16), or it may mean a powerful act (Acts 2:22) or a powerful spirit (Rom. 8:38). Christ had all authority given him by his Father (Mt. 28:18) and he used it to forgive sins (Mt. 9:6) and to cast out evil spirits (Mt. 10:1). He gave authority to his disciples to become sons of God (Jn. 1:12) and to share in his work (Mk. 3:15).

Jesus came to his ministry in the power (dynamis) of the Spirit (Lk. 4:14), and his power was operative in healing miracles (Lk. 5:17) and he did many mighty works (Mt. 11:20). This was evidence
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POWER OF THE KEYS. This is the phrase used to describe the authority given by our Lord to his disciples as described in Mt. 16:19; 18:18; Jn. 20:22-23. It is a power which may be said to oper-ate in two ways. First, by preaching the gospel the kingdom of God is opened to believers and shut to the impenitent, and secondly, by discipline, serious offenders are excluded from the church until they repent, whereupon they are readmitted. In either case, forgiveness is mediated through the church, acting in the Spirit and through the Word.

‘Since it is the doctrine of the gospel that opens heaven to us, it is beautifully expressed by the metaphorical appellation of “keys”.’ ‘Binding and loosing are simply nothing other than the preaching and application of the gospel’ (Luther). That keys and doctrine are so connected is seen from the fact that the delivery of a key was part of a scribe’s ordination (Mt. 13:52; Lk. 11:52). Through the preaching of the gospel some men are reconciled to God by faith, others are more firmly bound by un-belief. The church, acting as Christ’s representative (Lk. 10:16), pronounces absolution to the penitent. This is a real transaction only in so far as the church is filled with the Spirit of God, so that then it gives the actual judgment of God himself.
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 Binding and loosing mean not merely the au-thoritative announcement of the conditions of en-trance into the kingdom; a stronger sense is necessary—determining which individuals have accepted the conditions.

This power was given in a special sense to Peter, for he, at Pentecost, opened the door of faith to the Jews, and later to the Gentiles and Samaritans. But it was given to all the apostles (Jn. 20:23) and to men of like faith and spirit ever since.

In the further exercise of the power of the keys, in ecclesiastical discipline, the thought is of administrative authority (Is. 22:22) with regard to the requirements of the household of faith. The use of censures, excommunication and absolution is committed to the church in every age, to be used under the guidance of the Spirit. ‘Whoever, after committing a crime, humbly confesses his fault and entreats the church to forgive him, is absolved not only by men, but by God himself; and, on the other hand, whoever treats with ridicule the reproofs and threatenings of the church, if he is condemned by her, the decision which men have

PRAYER.

I. Introduction

In the Bible prayer is worship that includes all the attitudes of the human spirit in its approach to God. The Christian worships God when he adores, confesses, praises and supplicates him in prayer. This highest activity of which the human spirit is capable may also be thought of as communion with God, so long as due emphasis is laid upon


II. In the Old Testament

Köhler (Old Testament Theology, 1957, p. 251, n. 153) finds ‘about eighty-five original prayers in the OT. In addition there are about sixty whole psalms and fourteen parts of psalms which may be calied prayers.’

a.    The patriarchal period

In the patriarchal period prayer is calling upon the name of the Lord (Gn. 4:26; 12:8; 21:33); i.e. the sacred name is used in invocation or appeal. There is, consequently, an unmistakable directness and familiarity in prayer (Gn. 15:2ff.; 18:23ff.; 24:12-14, 26f). Prayer is also closely connected with sac-rifice (Gn. 13:4; 26:25; 28:20-22), although this as-sociation appears in later periods too. This offering of prayer in a context of sacrifice suggests a Union of man’s will with God’s will, an abandonment and Submission of the seif to God. This is espe-cially so in Jacob’s conjoining prayer with a vow to the Lord. The vow, itself a prayer, promises Service and faithfulness if the blessing sought is granted (Gn. 28:20fr.).

b.    The pre-exilic period

1. In this period one of the main emphases in prayer is intercession; although this was also a factor in patriarchal times (Gn. 18:22ff.). Intercession was especially prominent in the prayers of Moses (Ex. 32:11-13, 31f; 33:12-16; 34:9; Nu. 11:11-15; 14:13-19; 21:7; Dt. 9:18-21; 10:10). Dt. 30 is also largely a prayer of intercession, as are also the prayers of Aaron (Nu. 6:22-27), Samuel (1 Sa. 7:5-13; 12:19, 23), Solomon (1 Ki. 8:22-53), and Hezekiah (2 Ki. 19:14-19). The inference seems to be that intercession was confined to out-standing Personalities who, by virtue of their Position assigned to them by God as prophets, priests and kings, had peculiar power in prayer as medi-ators between God and men. But the Lord always remained free to execute his will; hence we hear of unsuccessful intercession (Gn. 18:17fT.; Ex. 32:30-35). In Am. 7:1-6 ‘the Lord repented’ concerning a certain course of action in answer to the prophet’s intercession, and in the next verses (7:7—8:2) Israel is to be led away captive after all. Jeremiah is even forbidden to intercede with God (Je. 7:16; 11:14; 14:11). On the other hand, success attended the intercession of Lot (Gn. 19:17-23), Abraham (Gn. 20:17), Moses (Ex. 9:27-33; Nu. 12:9ff.), and Job (Jb. 42:8, 10). It is the strongly personal relation with God in which those mediators stood that underlies these intercessory prayers.

2. It is surprising that among all the legal en-actments of the Pentateuch there is nothing about prayer apart from Dt. 26:1-15. Even here it is for-mulae for worship rather than prayer that are being emphasized. In vv. 5-11 there is thanksgiving, and in vv. 13-14 there is a profession of past obedience, but only in v. 15 is there supplication. However, we are probably right in assuming that sacrifice would often be offered with prayer (Ps. 55:14), and where it was not it might be reproved (Ps. 50:7-15). On the other hand, the almost total absence of prayer in those parts of the Pentateuch where sacrifice is regulated suggests that sacrifice without prayer was fairly common.

3.    Prayer must have been indispensable in the ministry of the prophets. The very reception of the revelatory Word from God involved the prophet in a prayerful relation with Yahweh. Indeed, it might well have been that prayer was essential to the prophet’s receiving the Word (Is. 6:5fL; 37:1-4; Je. 11:20-23; 12:1-6; 42:lff.). The prophetic vision came to Daniel while he was at prayer (Dn. 9:20ff.). On occasion the Lord kept the prophet waiting for a considerable time in prayer (Hab. 2:1-3). We know from Jeremiah’s writings that while prayer was the essential condition of, and reality in, the prophet’s experience and ministry, it was often a tempestuous exercise of the spirit (18:19-23; 20:7-

18), as well as a sweet fellowship with God (l:4ff; 4:10; 10:23-25; 12:1-4; 14:7-9, 19-22; 15:15-18; 16:19; 17:120'.).

4.    In the Psalms there is a biending of pattem and spontaneity in prayer. Alongside the more formal ‘sanctuary’ prayers (e.g. 24:7-10; 100; 150) there are personal prayers for pardon (51), com-munion (63), protection (57), healing (6), vindica-tion (109) and prayers that are full of praise (103). Sacrifice and prayer also blend in the psalms (54:6; 66:13flf).

c.    The exilic period

Düring the Exile the important factor in religion for the Jews was the emergence of the synagogue. The Jerusalem Temple was in ruins, and altar rites and sacrifices could not be performed in unclean Babylon. A Jew was now no longer one who had been born into the community, and was residing in it, but rather one who chose to be a Jew. The centre of the religious community was the synagogue, and among the accepted religious obligations such as circumcision, fasting and sabbath observance, prayer was important. This was inevitable because each little community in exile now depended upon the synagogue Service where the Word was read and expounded, and prayers were offered. And after the return to Jerusalem, just as the Temple was not allowed to displace the synagogue, nor the priest the scribe, nor sacrifice the living Word, so ritual did not displace prayer. Both in Temple and synagogue, in priestly ritual and scribal exposition, the devout worshipper now sought the face of Yahweh, his personal presence (Pss. 100:2; 63:1 ff ), and received his blessing in terms of the light of his countenance shining upon him (Ps. 80:3, 7, 19).

d.    The post-exilic period

After the Exile there was undoubtedly a frame-work of devotion, but within it freedom was se-cured for the individual. This is exemplified in Ezra and Nehemiah, who, while insisting upon cult and law, and upon ritual and sacrifice and, therefore, upon the social aspects of worship, yet emphasized also the spiritual factor in devotion (Ezr. 7:27; 8:22f; Ne. 2:4; 4:4, 9). Their prayers are also in-structive (Ezr. 9:6-15; Ne. 1:5-11; 9:5-38; cf. also Dn. 9:4-19). We may also note here that concerning posture in prayer there were no fixed rules (Ps. 28:2; 1 Sa. 1:26; 1 Ki. 8:54; Ezr. 9:5; 1 Ki. 18:42; La. 3:41; Dn. 9:3 and v . 20 where we should read ‘towards’ instead of ‘for’). So also in the matter of hours for prayer: prayer was effective at any time, as well as at the stated hours (Ps. 55:17; Dn. 6:10). In the post-exilic period, then, we find a biending of orderliness of Temple ritual, the simplicity of the synagogue meeting, and the spontaneity of personal devotion.

Prayer being what it is, it would be manifestly impossible to systematize it completely. Within the OT there are certainly patterns for prayer but no binding regulations governing either its contents or its ritual. Mechanical prayer, prayer hemmed in by coercive prescriptions, did not come until towards the close of the intertestamental period, as the Gospels make clear. Then, alas, both through Temple sacrifice in Jerusalem, and in the diaspora through the praise, prayer and exposition of the synagogue Service, and through circumcision, sab-bath observance, tithes, fasting and supererogatory deeds, worshippers in both Temple and synagogue sought to merit acceptance with God.

HI. In the New Testament

There are certain clearly-defined areas where the NT teaching on prayer is set forth, but the fountain-head front which all its instruction in prayer flows is Christ’s own doctrine and practice.

a. The Gospels

1. As to Jesus’ doctrine of prayer, this is set out principally in certain of his parables. In the parable of the friend who borrowed three loaves at mid-night (Lk. 11:5-8) the Lord inculcates importunity in prayer; and the ground on which the confidence in importunate prayer is built is the Father’s gener-osity (Mt. 7:7-11). The parable of the unjust judge (Lk. 18:1-8) calls for tenacity in prayer, which in-cludes persistence as well as continuity. God’s delays in answering prayer are due not to indiffer-ence but to love that desires to develop and deepen faith which is finally vindicated. In the parable of the tax collector and the Pharisee (Lk. 18:10-14) Christ insists on humility and penitence in prayer, and warns against a sense of self-superiority. Self-humiliation in prayer means acceptance with God, self-exaltation in prayer hides God’s face. Christ calls for charity in prayer in the parable of the unjust servant (Mt. 18:21—35). It is prayer offered by a forgiving spirit that God answers. Simplicity in prayer is tauglit in Mt. 6:5f; 23:14; Mk. 12:38-40; Lk. 20:47. Prayer must be purged of all pre-tence. It should spring front simplicity of heart and motive, and express itself in simplicity of speech and Petition. The Lord also urged intensity in prayer (cf. Mk. 13:33; 14:38; Mt. 26:41). Here watchfulness and faith combine in sleepless vigil-ance. Again, in Mt. 18:19f. unity in prayer is em-phasized. If a group of Christians who have the mind of Christ pray in the Holy Spirit their prayers will be eflfectual. But prayer must also be expectant (Mk. 11:24). Prayer that is an experiment achieves little; prayer which is the sphere where faith oper-ates in surrender to God’s will achieves much (Mk. 9:23).

2.    On objectives in prayer Jesus had singularly little to say. Doubtless he was content to let the Holy Spirit prompt his disciples in prayer. What aims he referred to in prayer are to be found in Mk. 9:28f.; Mt. 5:44; 6:11, 13; 9:36flf.; Lk. 11:13.

3.    As to method in prayer, the Lord had two important things to teach. First, prayer is now to be offered to him, as it was offered to him when he was on earth (e.g. Mt. 8:2; 9:18). As he insisted on faith then (Mk. 9:23), and tested sincerity (Mt. 9:27-31), and uncovered ignorance (Mt. 20:20-22) and sinful presumption (Mt. 14:27-31), in those who petitioned him, so he does today in the experi-ence of those who offer prayer to him. Secondly, prayer is now also to be offered in the name of Christ (Jn. 14:13; 15:16; 16:23f), through whom we have access to the Father. To pray in the name of Christ is to pray as Christ himself prayed, and to pray to the Father as the Son has made him known to us: and for Jesus the true focus in prayer was the Father’s will. Here is the basic characteristic of Christian prayer: a new access to the Father which Christ secures for the Christian, and prayer in harmony with the Father’s will because offered in Christ’s name.

4.    As to the Lord’s practice of prayer, it is well known that he prayed in secret (Lk. 5:15f.; 6:12); in times of spiritual conflict (Jn. 12:20—28; Lk. 22:39— 46); and on the cross (Mt. 27:46; Lk. 23:46). In his prayers he offered thanksgiving (Lk. 10:21; Jn. 6:11; 11:41; Mt. 26:27), sought guidance (Lk. 6:12ff), interceded (Jn. 17:6-19, 20-26; Lk. 22:31-34; Mk. 10:16; Lk. 23:34) and communed with the Father (Lk. 9:28ff.). The bürden of his high-priestly prayer in Jn. 17 is the unity of the church.

5.    Since the * Lord’s Prayer is treated more fully elsewhere, it will suffice to point out that after the invocation (Mt. 6:9b) there follow six petitions (9c-13b), of which the first three have reference to God’s name, kingdom and will, and the last three to man’s need of bread, forgiveness and victory: the Prayer then closes with a doxology (13c) which contains a threefold Declaration concerning God’s kingdom, power and glory. It is ‘like this’ that Christians are bidden to pray.

b.    The Acts of the Apostles

The Acts is an excellent link between the Gospels and the Epistles, because in Acts the apostolic church puts into effect our Lord’s teaching on prayer. The church was born in the atmosphere of prayer (1:4). In answer to prayer the Spirit was poured out upon her (1:4; 2:4). Prayer continued to be the church’s native air (2:42; 6:4, 6). There re-mained in the church’s thinking a close Connection between prayer and the Spirit’s presence and power (4:31). In times of crisis the church had re-course to prayer (4:23ff.; 12:5, 12). Throughout the Acts the church leaders emerge as men of prayer (9:40; 10:9; 16:25; 28:8) who urge the Christians to pray with them (20:28, 36; 21:5).

c.    The Pauline Epistles

It is significant that immediately after Christ re-vealed himself to Paul on the Damascus road it is said of Paul, ‘Behold, he is praying’ (Acts 9:11). Probably for the first time Paul discovered what prayer really was, so profound was the change in his heart which conversion had effected. From that moment he was a man of prayer. In prayer the Lord spoke to him (Acts 22:17f.). Prayer was thanksgiving, intercession, the realization of God’s presence (cf. 1 Thes. l:2f.; Eph. l:16ff). He found that the Holy Spirit assisted him in prayer as he sought to know and do God’s will (Rom. 8:14, 26). In his experience there was a close connection between prayer and the Christian’s intelligence (1 Cor. 14:14-19). Prayer was absolutely essential for the Christian (Rom. 12:12). The Christian’s armour (Eph. 6:13-17) included prayer which Paul describes as ‘all prayer’, to be offered at ‘all seasons’, with ‘all perseverance’, for ‘all saints’ (v. 18). And Paul practised what he preached (Rom. 1:9; Eph. 1:16; 1 Thes. 1:2); hence his insist-ence upon prayer when writing to his fellow-believers (Phil. 4:6; Col. 4:2).

ln his Epistles Paul is constantly breaking out into prayer, and it is instructive to glance at some of his prayers because of their content.

1.    In Rom. 1:8-12 he pours out his heart to God in thanksgiving (v. 8), insists upon serving Christ with his spirit (v. 9a). intercedes for his friends in Rome (v. 9b), expresses his desire to impart to them a spiritual gift (vv. 1 Of.), and declares that he too is depending upon them for spiritual uplift (v. 12).

2.    In Eph. 1:15-19 Paul again thanks God for his converts (vv. 15f), and prays that they may re-ceive the Spirit through whom comes knowledge of God and illumination of heart (vv. 17—18a), in Order that they may know the hope of God’s call-ing, the wealth of God’s inheritance, and the greatness of God’s power which had been demon-strated in Christ’s resurrection (vv. 18b—19).

3.    Again, in Eph. 3:14-18 the apostle pleads with the Father (vv. 14f.) for his fellow-Christians that they might be increasingly conscious of God’s power (v. 16), to the end that Christ might indwell them, and that they might be rooted in love (v. 17), that each together, being perfected, might be filled with the fullness of God (vv. 18f.). Both of these ‘Ephesian’ prayers are well summed up in Paul’s threefold desire that Christians should receive knowledge and power issuing in the love of Christ, through which as individuals and a group they should achieve perfection.

4.    In Col. l:9ff. Paul again prays that the be-lievers should know God’s will through spiritual wisdom and understanding (v. 9), that practice might agree with profession (v. 10), that they might have power for their practice (v. 11), and be thank-ful for their immense privilege and position in the Lord Jesus (vv. 12f).

But perhaps Paul’s greatest contribution to our understanding of Christian prayer is in establish-ing its connection with the Holy Spirit. Prayer is in fact a gift of the Spirit (1 Cor. 14:14-16). The be-liever prays ‘in the Spirit’ (Eph. 6:18; Jude 20); hence prayer is a co-operation between God and the believer in that it is presented to the Father, in the name of the Son, through the inspiration of the indwelling Holy Spirit.

d. Hebrews, James and 1 John The Epistle to the Hebrews makes a significant contribution to an understanding of Christian prayer. 4:14-16 shows why prayer is possible: it is possible because we have a great High Priest who is both human and divine, because he is now in the heavenly place and because of what he is now doing there. When we pray it is to receive mercy and find grace. The reference to the Lord’s prayer life in 5:7-10 really teaches what prayer is: Christ’s ‘prayers’ and ‘supplications’ were ‘offered up’ to God, and in this spiritual Service he ‘learned obedience’ and therefore ‘was heard’. In 10:19-25 the emphasis is upon corporate prayer, and the demands and motives which it involves. The place of prayer is described in 6:19.

The Epistle of James has three significant pas-sages on prayer. Prayer in perplexity is dealt with in 1:5-8; correct motives in prayer are underlined in 4:1-3; and the significance of prayer in time of sickness is made clear in 5:13-18.

In his first Epistle, John points the way to bold-ness and efficacy in prayer (3:21 f), while in 5:14-16 he establishes the relation between prayer and the will of God, and shows that efficacy in prayer is especially relevant to intercession, but that situ-ations do arise where prayer is powerless.

IV. Conclusion

The heart of the biblical doctrine of prayer is well expressed by B. F. Westcott: ‘True prayer—the prayer that must be answered—is the personal recognition and acceptance of the divine will (Jn. 14:7; cf. Mk. 11:24). It follows that the hearing of prayer which teaches obedience is not so much the granting of a specific petition, which is assumed by the petitioner to be the way to the end desired, but the assurance that what is granted does most effectively lead to the end. Thus we are taught that Christ learned that every detail of His life and pas-sion contributed to the accomplishment of the work which He came to fulfil, and so He was most perfectly “heard”. In this sense He was “heard for his godly fear”.’
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PREACHING. In the NT, preaching is ‘the public proclamation of Christianity to the non-Christian world’ (C. H. Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching and its Development, 1944, p. 7). It is not religious dis-course to a closed group of initiates, but open and public proclamation of God’s redemptive activity in and through Jesus Christ. The current populär understanding of preaching as biblical exposition and exhortation has tended to obscure its basic meaning.

1. The biblical terms

The choice of verbs in the Gk. NT for the activity of preaching points us back to its original meaning. The most characteristic (occurring over 60 times) is keryssö, ‘to proclaim as a herald’. ln the ancient world the herald was a figure of consider-able importance (cf. G. Friedrich, TDNT 3, pp. 697-714). A man of integrity and character, he was employed by the king or State to make all public proclamations. Preaching is heralding; the mes-sage proclaimed is the glad tidings of salvation. While keryssö teils us something about the activity of preaching, euangelizomai, ‘to bring good news’ (from the primitive eus, ‘good’, and the verb ang-ellö, ‘to announce’), a common verb, used over 50 times in the NT, emphasizes the quality of the mes-sage itself. It is worthy of note that the rsv has not followed the av in those places where it translates the verbs diangellö, laleö, katangellö and dialego-mai by ‘to preach’. This helps to bring into sharper focus the basic meaning of preaching.

It is not unusual to distinguish between preaching and teaching—between kerygma (public proclamation) and didache (ethical instruction). An appeal is made to such verses as Matthew’s sum-mary of Jesus’ Galilean ministry, ‘He went about all Galilee, teaching . . . preaching. . . and healing' (Mt. 4:23), and Paul’s words in Rom. 12:6-8 and 1 Cor. 12:28 on the gifts of the Spirit. While the two activities ideally conceived are distinct, both are based upon the same foundation. The kerygma proclaims what God has done: the didache teaches the implications of this for Christian conduct.

While we have defined preaching within narrow limits in order to emphasize its essential NT mean-ing, this is not to suggest that it is without prece-dent in the OT. Certainly the Heb. prophets as they proclaimed the message of God under divine im-pulse were forerunners of the apostolic herald. Jonah was told to ‘preach’ (lxx keryssö; Heb. qärä, ‘to call out’), and even Noah is designated a ‘preacher (keryx) of righteousness’ (2 Pet. 2:5). The lxx uses keryssö more than 30 times, both in the secular sense of official proclamation for the king and the more religious sense of prophetic utterance (cf. Joel 1:14; Zc. 9:9; Is. 61:1).

II.    New Testament features

Perhaps the most prominent feature in NT preaching is the sense of divine compulsion. In Mk. 1:38 it is reported that Jesus did not return to those who sought his healing power but pressed on to other towns in order that he might preach there also—‘for that is why I came out’. Peter and John reply to the restrictions of the Sanhedrin with the declaration, ‘We cannot but speak the things which we have seen and heard’ (Acts 4:20). ‘Woe to me if I do not preach the gospe!’, cries the apostle Paul (1 Cor. 9:16). This sense of compulsion is the sine qua non of true preaching. Preaching is not the relaxed re-cital of morally neutral truths: it is God himself breaking in and confronting man with a demand for decision. This sort of preaching meets with Opposition. In 2 Cor. 11:23—28 Paul lists his sufferings for the sake of the gospel.

Another feature of apostolic preaching was its transparency of message and motive. Since preaching calls for faith, it is vitally important that its issues not be obscured with eloquent wisdom and lofty words (1 Cor. 1:17; 2:1-4). Paul refused to practise cunning or to tamper with God’s Word, but sought to commend himself to every man’s conscience by the open Statement of the truth (2 Cor. 4:2). The radical upheaval within the heart and consciousness of man which is the new birth does not come about by the pcrsuasive influence of rhetoric but by the straigbtforward presentation of the gospel in all its simplicity and power.

III.    The essential nature of preaching

In the Gospels Jesus is characteristically portrayed as One who came ‘heralding the kingdom of God’. In Lk. 4:16-21 Jesus interprets his ministry as the fulfilment of Isaiah’s prophecy of a coming Servant-Messiah through whom the kingdom of God would at last be realized. This kingdom is best understood as God’s ‘kingly rule’ or ‘sovereign action’. Only secondarily does it refer to a realm or people within that realm. That God’s eternal sov-ereignty was now invading the realm of evil powers and winning the decisive victory was the basic con-tent of Jesus’ kerygma.

When we move from the Synoptics into the rest of the NT we note a significant change in termin-ology. Instead of the ‘kingdom of God’ we find ‘Christ’ as the content of the preached message. This is variously expressed as ‘Christ crucified’ (1 Cor. 1:23), ‘Christ .. . raised’ (1 Cor. 15:12), ‘the Son of God, Jesus Christ’ (2 Cor. 1:19), or ‘Christ

Jesus as Lord' (2 Cor. 4:5). This change of em-phasis is accounted for by the fact that Christ is the kingdom. The Jews anticipated the universal estab-lishment of the sovereign reign of God, viz. his kingdom: the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ was the decisive act of God whereby his eternal sovereignty was realized in human history. With the advance of redemptive history the apostolic church could proclaim the kingdom in the more clear-cut terms of decision concerning the King. To preach Christ is to preach the kingdom.

One of the most important advances of NT scholarship in recent years has been C. H. Dodd’s crystallization of the primitive kerygma. Following his approach (comparing the early Speeches in Acts with the pre-Pauline credal fragments in Paul’s Epistles) but interpreting the data with a slightly different emphasis, we find that the apostolic message was ‘a proclamation of the death, resurrection and exaltation of Jesus that led to an evaluation of His person as both Lord and Christ, confronted man with the necessity of repentance, and prom-ised the forgiveness of sins’ (R. H. Mounce, The Essential Nature of New Testament Preaching, 1960, p. 84).

True preaching is best understood in terms of its relation to the wider theme of revelation. Revelation is essentially God’s self-disclosure appre-hended by the response of faith. Since Calvary is God’s supreme self-revelation, the problem is, How can God reveal himself in the present through an act of the past? The answer is, through preaching—for preaching is the timeless link be-tween God’s redemptive act and man’s apprehen-sion of it. It is the medium through which God contemporizes his historic self-disclosure in Christ and offers man the opportunity to respond in faith.

Bibliography. In addition to the books men-tioned above, cf. C. K. Barrett, Biblical Problems and Biblical Preaching, 1964; E. P. Clowney, Preaching and Biblical Theology, 1961; H. H. Farmer, The Servant of the Word, 1950; P. T. For-syth, Positive Preaching and the Modern Mind, 1949; J. Knox, The Inlegrity of Preaching, 1957; J. S. Stewart, Herolds of God, 1946; J. R. W. Stott, The Preacher's Portrait, 1961.    r.h.m.

PREDESTINATION.

I. Biblical vocabulary

The English ‘predestinate’ comes from Lat. praedestino, which the Vulgate uses to translate the Gk. prohorizö. rsv renders prohorizö as ‘pre-destine’ in Acts 4:28; Rom. 8:29-30; and ‘destine’ in Eph. 1:5, 12; though as ‘decree’ in 1 Cor. 2:7. rv has ‘foreordain’ in all six places.

prohorizö, which the NT uses only with God as subject, expresses the thought of appointing a Situation for a person, or a person for a Situation, in advance (pro-). The NT uses other pro-compounds in a similar sense: (1) protassö, ‘ar-range beforehand’ (Acts 17:26); (2) protithemai, ‘propose’ (Eph. 1:9; of a human proposal, Rom. 1:13; cf. use of the cognate noun prothesis, ‘pur-pose’, ‘plan’, Rom. 8:28; 9:11; Eph. 1:11; 3:11; 2 Tim. 1:9); (3) prohetoimazö, ‘prepare beforehand’ (Rom. 9:23; Eph. 2:10); (4) procheirizö, ‘appoint beforehand’ (Acts 3:20; 22:14); (5) procheirotoneö, ‘choose beforehand’ (Acts 10:41). problepö, ‘foresee’, carries the thought of God’s eflective pre-ordaining in Gal. 3:8; Heb. 11:40; as the con-text shows. So does proginöskö, ‘foreknow’ (Rom. 8:29; 11:2; 1 Pet. 1:20), and its cognate noun prognösis (1 Pet. 1:2; Acts 2:23). The same sense is sometimes conveyed by the uncompounded verbs tassö (Acts 13:48; 22:10) and horizö (Lk. 22:22; Acts 2:23), the former implying a precise setting in Order, the latter an exact marking out. This varied vocabulary well suggests the different facets of the idea expressed.

The NT formulates the thought of divine fore-ordination in another way, by telling us that what motivates and determines God’s actions in his world, and among them the fortunes and destiny which he brings upon men, is his own will (nouns, boule, Acts 2:23; 4:28; Eph. 1:11; Heb. 6:17; boulema, Rom. 9:19; thelema, Eph. 1:5, 9, II; thel-esis, Heb. 2:4; verbs, boulomai, Heb. 6:17; Jas. 1:18; 2 Pet. 3;9; thelö, Rom. 9:18, 22; Col. 1:27), or his ‘good pleasure’ (noun, eudokia, Eph. 1:5, 9; Mt. 11:26; verb, eudokeö, Lk. 12:32; 1 Cor. 1:21; Gal. 1:15; Col. 1:19), i.e. his own deliberate, prior re-solve. This is not, indeed, the only sense in which the NT speaks of the will of God. The Bible con-ceives of God’s purpose for men as expressed both by his revealed commands to them and by his or-dering of their circumstances. His ‘will’ in Scrip-ture thus covers both his law and his plan; hence some of the above terms are also used with refer-ence to particular divine demands (e.g. boule, Lk. 7:30; thelema, 1 Thes. 4:3; 5; 18). But in the texts referred to above it is God’s plan of events that is in view, and it is this that predestination concerns.

The OT lacks words for expressing the idea of predestination in an abstract and generalized form, but it offen speaks of God purposing, ordaining or determining particular things, in contexts which call attention to the absolute priority and in-dependence of his purposing in relation to the ex-istence or occurrence of the thing purposed (cf. Ps. 139:16; Is. 14:24-27; 19:17; 46:10f; Je. 49:20; Dn. 4:24f.).

The usage of the NT word-group is in favour of the traditional practice of defining predestination in terms of God’s purpose regarding the circumstances and destinies of men. The wider aspects of his cosmic plan and government are most conveni-ently subsumed under the general head of "provi-dence. To grasp the meaning of predestination as Scripture presents it, however, it must be set in its place in God’s plan as a whole.

II. Biblical presentation

a. In the Old Testament

The OT presents God the Creator as personal, powerful and purposeful, and assures us that as his power is unlimited, so his purposes are certain of fulfilment (Ps. 33:10f; Is. 14:27; 43:13; Jb. 9:12; 23:13; Dn. 4:35). He is Lord of every Situation, ordering and directing everything towards the end for which he made it (Pr. 16:4), and determining every event, great or small, front the thoughts of kings (Pr. 21:1) and the premeditated words and deeds of all men (Pr. 16:1, 9) to the seemingly random fall of a lot (Pr. 16:33). Nothing that God sets before himself is too hard for him (Gn. 18:14; Je. 32:17); the idea that the organized Opposition of man could in any way thwart him is simply absurd (Ps. 2:1-4). Isaiah’s prophecy expands the thought of God’s plan as the decisive factor in his-tory more fully than does any other OT book.

Isaiah stresses that God’s purposes are everlasting, that Yahweh planned present and future happen-ings ‘long ago’, ‘front the beginning’ (cf. Is. 22:11; 37:26; 44:6-8; 46:10f.), and that, just because it is he, and no-one eise, who Orders all events (Is. 44:7), nothing can prevent the occurrence of the events that he has predicted (Is. 14:24-27; 44:24-45:25; cf. 1 Ki. 22:17-38; Ps. 33:10f.; Pr. 19:21; 21:30). Yah-weh’s ability to predict the seemingly incredible things that are going to happen proves his control of history, whereas the inability of the idols to foretell these things shows that they do not control it (Is. 44:6-8; 45:21; 48:12-14).

Sometimes Yahweh is pictured as reacting to de-veloping situations in a way that might seem to imply that he had not anticipated them (e.g. when he repents, and reverses his prior action, Gn. 6:5; Je. 18:8, 10; 26:3, 13; Joel 2:13; Jon. 4:2). But in their biblical context it is clear that the purpose and point of these anthropomorphisms is simply to emphasize that Israel’s God is really personal, and not to throw doubt on whether he really fore-ordains and Controls human affairs.

That Yahweh governs human history teleologic-ally, to bring about his own predestined purpose for human welfare, is made clear in the Bible story as early as the protevangelium (Gn. 3:15) and the promise to Abraham (Gn. 12:3). The theme de-velops through the wilderness promises of prosper-ity and protection in Canaan (cf. Dt. 28:1-14), and the prophetic pictures of the Messianic glory which would succeed God’s work of judgment (Is. 9:1 ff; 11:1 ff; Je. 23:5ff; Ezk. 34:20ff; 37:21 ff.; Ho. 3:4f, etc.); and it reaches its climax in Daniel’s vision of God overruling the rise and fall of pagan world-empires in Order to set up the rule of the Son of man (Dn. 7; cf. 2:31-45). A global eschatology of this Order could not be seriously put forward save on the presupposition that God is the absolute Lord of history, foreseeing and foreordaining its whole course.

It is in terms of this view of God’s relation to human history that the OT describes God’s choice of Israel to be his covenant people, the object and instrument of his saving work. This choice was unmerited (Dt. 7:6f; Ezk. 16:1 ff.) and wholly gra-cious. It was purposeful; Israel was appointed a destiny, to be blessed and so to become a blessing to other nations (cf. Ps. 67; Is. 2:2-4; 11:9f; 60; Zc. 8:20ff.; 14:16ff.). It was, however, for the time being exclusive; the selection of Israel meant the deliberate passing-by of the rest of the nations (Dt. 7:6; Ps. 147:19f.; Am. 3:2; cf. Rom. 9:4; Eph. 2:1 lf). For more than a millennium God left them outside the covenant, objects only of his judgment for their national crimes (Am. 1:3—2:3) and for their malice against the chosen people (cf. Is. 13-19, etc.).

b. In the New Testament

The NT writers take for granted the OT faith that God is the sovereign Lord of events, and rules history for the fulfilling of his purposes. Their uniform insistence that Christ’s ministry and the Christian dispensation represented the fulfilment of biblical prophecies, given centuries before (Mt. 1:22; 2:15, 23; 4:14; 8:17; 12:17ff; Jn. 12:38ff; 19:24, 28, 36; Acts 2:17ff.; 3:22ff.; 4:25ff.; 8:30ff; 10:43; 13:27ff; 15:15ff; Gal. 3:8; Heb. 5:6; 8:8ff; 1 Pet. l:10ff., etc.), and that God’s ultimate aim in inspiring the Heb. Scriptures was to instruct Christian believers (Rom. 15:4; 1 Cor. 10:11; 2 Tim. 3:15ff.), is proof enough of this. (Both convictions.

be it noted, derive from our Lord himself: cf. Lk. 18:31fr.; 24:25fT., 44ff.; Jn. 5:39.) A new development, however, is that the idea of election, now applied, not to national Israel, but to Christian be-lievers, is consistently individualized (cf. Ps. 65:4) and given a pre-temporal reference. The OT assimi-lates election to God’s historical ‘calling’ (cf. Ne. 9:7), but the NT distinguishes the two things sharp-ly, by representing election as God’s act of pre-destinating sinners to Salvation in Christ ‘before the foundation of the world’ (Eph. 1:4; cf. Mt. 25:34; 2 Tim. 1:9); an act correlative to his fore-knowing Christ ‘before the foundation of the world’ (1 Pet. 1:20). The uniform NT conception is that all saving grace given to men in time (know-ledge of the gospel, understanding of it and power to respond to it, preservation and final glory) flows from divine election in eternity.

Luke’s language in the narrative of Acts bears striking witness to his belief, not merely that Christ was foreordained to die, rise and reign (Acts 2:23, 30f; 3:20; 4:27f.), but that salvation is the fruit of prevenient grace (2:47; 11:18,21-23; 14:27; 15:7ff.; 16:14; 18:27) given in accordance with divine fore-ordination (13:48; 18:10).

In John’s Gospel Christ says that he has been sent to save a number of particular individuals whom his Father has ‘given’ him (Jn. 6:37ff.; 17:2, 6, 9, 24; 18:9). These are his ‘sheep’, his ‘own’ (10:14fT., 26fT; 13:1). It was for them specifically that he prayed (17:20). He undertakes to ‘draw’ them to himself by his Spirit (12:32; cf. 6:44; 10:16, 27; 16:8flf.); to give them eternal life, in fellowship with himself and the Father (10:28; cf. 5:21; 6:40; 17:2; Mt. 11:27); to keep them, losing none (6:39; 10:281'.: cf. 17:11, 15; 18:9); to bring them to his glory (14:2f.; cf. 17:24), and to raise their bodies at the last day (6:39f.; cf. 5:28f.). The principle that those who enjoy salvation do so by reason of divine predestination is here made explicit.

The füllest elucidation of this principle is found in the writings of Paul. From all eternity, Paul de-clares, God has had a plan (prothesis) to save a church, though in earlier times it was not fully made known (Eph. 3:3-11). The aim of the plan is that men should be made God’s adopted sons and be renewed in the image of Christ (Rom. 8:29), and that the church, the Company of those so renewed, should grow to the fullness of Christ (Eph. 4:13). Believers may rejoice in the certainty that as part of his plan God predestinated them personally to share in this destiny (Rom 8:28ff.; Eph. l:3ff; 2 Thes. 2:13; 2 Tim. 1:9; cf. 1 Pet. 1:1 f.). The choice was wholly of grace (2 Tim. 1:9), having no regard to desert—being made, ind&ed, in defiance of fore-seen ill-desert (cf. Jn. 15:19; Eph. 2:1 ff.). Because God is Sovereign, his predestinating choice guaran-tees salvation. From it flows an effectual ‘calling’, which elicits the response of faith which it com-mands (Rom. 8:28ff.; cf. 9:23f; 1 Cor. 1:26ff.; Eph. 1:13; 2 Thes. 2:14); justification (Rom. 8:30); sanc-tification (1 Thes. 2:13); and glorification (Rom. 8:30, where the past tense implies certainty of ac-complishment; 2 Thes. 2:14). Paul gives this teach-ing to Christians, persons who were themselves ‘called’, in Order to assure them of their present security and final salvation, and to make them real-ize the extern of their debt to God’s mercy. The ‘elect’ to whom, and of whom, he speaks in each Epistle are himself and/or the believers to whom he addresses it (‘you’, ‘us’).

It has been argued that God’s foreknowledge is not foreordination, and that personal ‘election in the NT is grounded upon God’s foresight that the persons chosen will respond to the gospel of themselves. The difficulties in this view seem to be: (1) this asserts in effect election according to works and desert, whereas Scripture asserts election to be of grace (Rom. 9:11; 2 Tim. 1:9), and grace ex-cludes all regard to what a man does for himself (Rom. 4:4; 11:6; Eph. 2:8f; Tit. 3:5); (2) if election is unlo faith (2 Thes. 2:13) and good works (Eph. 2:10, av) it cannot rest upon foresight of these things; (3) on this view, Paul ought to be pointing, not to God’s election, but to the Christian’s own faith, as the ground of his assurance of final salvation; (4) Scripture does appear to equate foreknowledge with foreordination (cf. Acts 2:23).

III. Election and reprobation

‘‘Reprobate’ appears first in Je. 6:30 (cf. Is. 1:22), in a metaphor taken from metal refining. The thought is of something that, by reason of its cor-rupt condition, does not pass God’s test, and which he therefore rejects. The metaphor reappears in the NT. It is used of the Gentile world (Rom. 1:28) and of professing Christians (1 Cor. 9:27; 2 Cor. 13:5f; cf. 2 Tim. 3:8; Tit. 1:16). Christian theology since Augustine has, however, spoken of reprobation, not as God’s rejection of particular sinners in history, but as that which (it is held) lies behind it—God’s resolve, from all eternity, to pass them by, and not to give them his saving grace (cf. 1 Pet. 2:8; Jude 4). It has thus become common to define predestination as consisting of election and reprobation together.

It is disputed whether reprobation ought to be thus included in God’s eternal prothesis. Some jus-tify the inclusion by appeal to Rom. 9:17f, 21 f.; 11:7f. It seems hard to deny, in face of 9:22, that the hardening and non-salvation of some, which in vv. 19-21 Paul proved to be within God’s right, is actually part of his predestinating purpose; though it should be noticed that Paul is concerned to stress, not God’s implacability towards the reprobate, but his long restraint of his wrath against persons who have become ripe for destruction (cf. 2:4). But to determine the exact scope of these verses in their context is not easy; see the commentaries.

Bibliography. BAGD, B. B. Warfield, ‘Predestination’, and J. Denney, ‘Reprobation’, in HDB; Calvin, Institutes, 3. 21-24; idem, Concerning the Eternal Predestination of God, E.T. by J. K. S. Reid, 1960; E. Jacob, Theology of the Old Testament, E.T 1958, pp. 183-207; G. C. Berkouwer, Divine Election, 1960; commentaries on Rom. 9-11, esp. W. Sanday and A. C. Headlam, ICC, 1902; P. Jacobs, H. Krienke, NIDNTT 1, pp. 692-697.

j.i.p.

PREPARATION. The Gk. word paraskeue is found in the NT with a twofold connotation. In its meaning of a definite day of preparation, it is used of the day preceding the weekly sabbath and the day which prepares for the annual Jewish Passover festival (cf. Jos., Ant. 16. 163), see Mt. 27:62; Mk. 15:42; Lk. 23:54; and especially Jn. 19, which men-tions both types of preparation day. The reference in Jn. 19:14 is to 'ereb ha-pesah, i.e. the eve of the Passover (cf. Pesahim 10. 1 in the Mishnah). In Jn. 19:31,42 there is no accompanying genitive, so the word must mean 'ereb sabbät_, i.e. the day before the sabbath (as clearly in Mk. 15:42). This would be the 24 hours from 6 p.m. Thursday to 6 p.m. Friday. The second meaning is extended, in later Christian literature, to designate the sixth day of the week, i.e. Friday (cf. Martyrdom of Polycarp 7. 1; Didache, B. 1); and this is the sense of paraskeue in modern Greek.

For the controverted meaning of the phrase in Jn. 19:14, see J. Jeremias, The Eucharistie Words of Jesus, E.T.! 1966, pp. 80-82 (biblio.). r.p.m.

PRESBYTER, PRESBYTERY. These terms, in Evv usually rendered ‘elder’, ‘eldership’, etc., are derived from the Gk. words presbyteros, presbyter-ion (as is also the contracted Eng. term ‘priest’). The Heb. equivalent of presbyteros is zäqen, and the Aram. equivalent is sib, and all three words have the basic meaning ‘old(er) man’, in which sense zäqen is used in Gn. 25:8; 1 Ki. 12:8; Ps. 148:12; Pr. 17:6; Je. 31:13, etc., and presbyteros in Acts 2:17; 1 Tim. 5:1. This suggests that originally elders were men of advancing years; and that such still tended to be the case in NT times is indicated by 1 Pet. 5:1, 5; Mishnah Aboth 5. 21. presbyteroi can also mean ‘men of old time’, as in Mk. 7:3, 5; Heb. 11:2, and perhaps Rev. 4:4, 10, etc., where the twenty-four elders may symbolize the authors of the books of the OT, which the Jews reckon as twenty-four in number (* Canon of the OT).

Throughout the Bible, seniority entitles people to respect (Lv. 19:32; 1 Tim. 5:1) and *age is thought of as bringing experience and therefore wisdom (1 Ki. 12:6-15; Pr. 4:1; 5:1). Consequently, the leading men of Israel, right through its OT his-tory, are the elders of the nation (Ex. 3:16, 18; Lv. 4:15; Jdg. 21:16; 1 Sa. 4:3; 2 Sa. 3:17; 1 Ki. 8:1,3; 2 Ki. 23:1; 1 Ch. 11:3; Ezr. 5:5, 9; Je. 26:17; Ezk. 8:1, etc.). Seventy of them are chosen to share the bürden of ruling with Moses (Nu. 11:16-30), and the elders later do something similar for the king. Along with the priests, they are entrusted with the written Law, and charged to read it to the people (Dt. 31:9-13). When the people settle in the prom-ised land, and are dispersed throughout its cities, the elders of the cities act as judges there (Dt. 19:12; 21:19f.; 22:15-18; Jos. 20:4; Ru. 4:2,4, 9, 11; 1 Ki. 21:8, 11; 2 Ki. 10:1,5), thus continuing the practice of having lay judges for lesser questions, which began in the wilderness (Ex. 18:13-26; Dt. 1:9-18). The appeal judges at Jerusalem, however, are partly lay, partly priestly (Dt. 17:8-13; 2 Ch. 19:8-11).

The lay judges of Ex. 18 and Dt. 1 are selected for their wisdom, piety and integrity. Similarly, the choice made among the elders in Nu. 11 probably reflects a recognition that age does not bring wisdom invariably. Indeed, a wise youth is better than a foolish old king (Ec. 4:13). This recognition continues in the intertestamental literature. Wisdom befits the aged, and elders ought to be wise (Ecclus. 6:34; 8:8f; 25:3f.), but even the young are honoured if wise (Wisdom 8:10) and are treat-ed as elders (Susanna 45, 50). Judges are men spe-cially selected from among the elders (Susanna 5f., 41). The elders said to have been chosen from each tribe to translate the Pentateuch into Greek are marked not so much by age (Letter of Aristeas 122, 318) as by virtuous life and by knowledge and understanding of the Mosaic Law (32, 1211'., 321). In conformity with Dt. 31, they include both laymen and priests (184, 310), but now with a large lay majority.

At Jerusalem also, the ancient link between elders and priests continues (La. 1:19; 4:16; 1 Macc. 7:33; 11:23) and is prominent in the NT (Mt. 21:23; 26:3, 47; 27:1, 3, 12, 20; 28:1 lf.; Acts 4:23; 23:14; 25:15). Out of it has now grown the Sanhedrin, which is the ruling council of the nation and its supreme court of justice, presided over by the high priest. The elders and chief priests are included among its seventy-one members (Mt. 27:1; Mk. 8:31; 14:53; 15:1; Lk. 22:66; Acts4:5, 8, 23; 22:5), along with ‘scribes’ and ‘rulers’, terms which probably have very similar meanings to the other two. The elders also appear as rulers in the intertestamental literature, at Jerusalem and else-where (Judith 8:10f.; 1 Macc. 12:35).

For their duty of judging the people according to God’s law, the priests and elders need a knowledge of God’s law, and this is why the priests are given the further duty of teaching it (Lv. 10:10f.; Dt. 33:10; Mal. 2:6f.). In lst-century Alexandria we still find the priests as well as the elders per-forming this duty, by expounding the Scriptures to the people in the synagogue on the sabbath (Philo, Hypolhetica 7. 13), but in Palestine the task of teaching seems to have passed over almost entirely to the elders, who are called by this name in Lk. 7:3, in a Jerusalem synagogue inscription from before ad 70, and in the rabbinical literature, but in the NT are usually called ‘scribes’ (Scripture-experts), ‘teachers of the law’, ‘lawyers’ or ‘rabbis’. They teach on occasion in the Temple (Lk. 2:46) but have their great centre of influence in the synagogue (Mt. 23:6; Mk. 1:21 f; Lk. 5:17; 6:6f.; 7:3-5). In the rabbinical literature, their primary duty is still to be judges, and this is why we read in the NT of excommunications from the synagogue (Jn. 9:22; 12:42; 16:2), and of punishments being in-flicted in the synagogue (Mt. 23:34; Mk. 13:9; Acts 22:19; 26:11). The synagogue also has one or more ‘synagogue-rulers’, responsible for keeping order there (Lk. 13:14) and for choosing who should preach (Acts 13:15), read the lessons or lead the prayers; and an ‘attendant’ (Lk. 4:20). The non-biblical evidence suggests that these are local ap-pointments attached to the synagogue building. The elder, on the other ’nand, is ordained by bis teacher and thus has a wider scope for his ministry, though he usually settles and earns his living by a trade. He in turn ordains his own pupils, often with the co-operation of two other elders, and usually by the laying on of hands and thus a succession of teachers and judges, and a tradition of teaching and legal Interpretation, is established and con-tinued. Then, in the 2nd Century ad, the right to ordain or authorize ordinations is concentrated in the national patriarch. Cf. esp. Tosefta Sanhedrin 1.1; Jerusalem Sanhedrin 1.2-4.

It is against this background that the Christian eldership is established, and the Jewish-Christian Institution of eldership helps to unify the diver-sities of NT ministry, more than is often realized. Christ is the one great teacher or rabbi (Mt. 23:8). His disciples call themselves elders (1 Pet. 5:1; 2 Jn. 1; 3 Jn. 1). They pass on the teaching they have received and commit it to others, who are to commit it to others again (1 Cor. 11:23; 15:1, 3; 2 Thes. 2:15; 3:6; 2 Tim. 2:2). Those to whom it is committed are likewise called elders (Acts 14:23; Tit. 1:5). They are apparently appointed by the laying on of hands (Acts 6:6; cf. 11:30; 1 Tim. 4:14; 5:22; 2 Tim. 1:6). They must be ready to earn their own living if necessary (Acts 20:17, 33-35). They have the tasks of teaching (1 Tim. 5:17; Tit. 1:5, 9) and of acting as judges (Acts 15:2, 6, 22-29; 16:4). It is an open question whether a parallel is to be seen between the Jerusalem council or appeal court, consisting of apostles and elders, presided over by James the Lord’s brother, and the Sanhe-drin, consisting of chief priests and elders, presided over by the high priest. In addition to the tasks of teaching and judging, the task of ruling is re-emphasized in the Christian eidership, and given a pastoral rather than a political character (Acts 20:17, 28; 1 Tim. 5:17; Jas. 5:14; 1 Pet. 5:1^4; cf. Mt. 9:36-38; Eph. 4:11); hence the elder’s other title of ‘bishop, and hence the disappearance of the separate Office of ‘synagogue-ruler’ in Chris-tianity, his task being partly absorbed by the elder, and partly, no doubt, by the owner of the house-church. The ‘attendant’, on the other hand, sur-vives as the Christian deacon, though his office is still local to the extent that deacons appear in the NT only occasionally.

The Christian eidership is thus primarily an office of teaching, of adjudicating questions of right and wrong, and of providing pastoral over-sight. Though elders are specially ordained, their office is not a priestly or a ceremonial one. The sacraments are under the supervision of the ordained ministry, but are not their personal preroga-tive. When the office of bishop becomes separated from that of elder in the 2nd Century, the tasks of teaching, pastoral oversight and supervision of the sacraments are shared between the two Offices; the task of acting as judge, in matters of excommuni-cation and reconciliation, adheres primarily to the bishop; so too, for a time, does the assistance of the deacon; and so does the duty of ordination, the practice of having two others to co-operate in the bishop’s own ordination, and the concept of a succession of teachers, each committing to his successor, through instruction and ordination, the message with which he has himself been entrusted. Elders, however, continue to have certain judicial duties, in the repelling of impenitent oflenders from the Lord’s table, and certain ordaining duties, in assisting with the ordination of other elders. (* Church Government, * Ministry.)

Bibliography. J. Newman, Semikhah (Ordination), 1950; E. Ferguson, JTS n.s. 26, 1975, pp. 1-12.    r.t.b.

PRESS, WINEFAT. A rectangular cavity hollowed out of rock or constructed artificially within which grapes were trampled underfoot, and from which the resultant juice drained into a lower receptacle. The term is applied to the whole apparatus. Its fullness was a sign of prosperity, while its empti-ness represented famine.

It is used metaphorically in Is. 63:3 and in Joel 3:13, where the full press and overflowing vats in-dicate the greatness of the threatened carnage. It serves as a striking simile in La. 1:15, and in Rev. 14:18-20 forms part of the apocalyptic language following on the predicted fall of Babylon.

Bibliography. M. Noth, The Old Testament World, 1966.    f.s.f.

PRIDE. The emphasis placed on pride, and its converse humility, is a distinctive feature of biblical religion, unparalleled in other religious or ethical Systems. Rebellious pride, which refuses to depend on God and be subject to him, but attributes to seif the honour due to him, figures as the very root and esscnce of sin.

We may say with Aquinas that pride was first revealed when Lucifer attempted to set his throne on high in proud independence of God (Is. 14:12—

14). The fallen devil (Lk. 10:18) instilled the crav-ing to be as gods into Adam and Eve (Gn. 3:5), with the result that man’s entire nature was in-fected with pride through the Fall (cf. Rom. 1:21 —

23). The ‘condemnation of the devil’ is associated with pride in 1 Tim. 3:6 (cf. ‘the snare of the devil’ in 1 Tim. 3:7; 2 Tim. 2:26); pride was his undoing and remains the prime means by which he brings about the undoing of men and women. Hence we find a sustained condemnation of human arro-gance throughout the OT, especially in the Psalms and Wisdom Literature. In Pr. 8:13 both ge ’ä, ‘ar-rogance’, and ga'awä, ‘insolence’, are hateful to the divine wisdom: their manifestation in the form of national pride in Moab (Is. 16:6), Judah (Je. 13:9) and Israel (Ho. 5:5) are especially denounced by the prophets. The notorious ‘pride which goes before a fall’ is called gaön, ‘swelling excellence’, in Pr. 16:18, and is rejected in favour of the lowly spirit. ‘Haughtiness’, göbah, appears as a root cause of atheism in Ps. 1Ö:4. It is the downfall of Nebuchadrezzar in Dn. 4:30, 37. A milder Word, zädön, ‘presumption’, is applied to David’s youth-ful enthusiasm in 1 Sa. 17:28, but in Ob. 3 even this is regarded as a deceitful evil. Further warnings against pride occur in the later Wisdom Literature, e.g. Ecclus. 10:6-26.

Greek teaching during the four last centuries bc was at variance with Judaism in regarding pride as a virtue and humility as despicable. Aristotle’s ‘great-souled man’ had a profound regard for his own excellence; to underestimate it would have stamped him as mean-spirited. Similarly, the Stoic sage asserted his own moral independence and equality with Zeus. Insolence (hybris), however, is a deep source of moral evil in the Greek tragedy (cf, e.g., the Antigone of Sophocles).

The Christian ethic consciously rejected Greek thought in favour of the OT Outlook. Humility was accorded supreme excellence when Christ pro-nounced himself ‘gentle and lowly in heart’ (Mt. 11:29). Conversely, pride (hyperephania) was placed on a list of defiling vices proceeding from the evil heart of man (Mk. 7:22). In the Magnificat (Lk. 1:51 f.) God is said to scatter the proud and exalt the meek. In both Jas. 4:6 and 1 Pet. 5:5, Pr. 3:34 is quoted to emphasize the contrast between the meek (tapeinois), whom God favours, and the proud (hyperephanois), whom God resists. Paul couples the insolent (hybristas) and the boastful (alazonas) with the proud sinners in his sketch of depraved pagan society in Rom. 1:30; cf. 2 Tim. 3:2. Arrogant display or ostentation (alazoneia) are disparaged in Jas. 4:16 and 1 Jn. 2:16. Love, in 1 Cor. 13:4, is stated to be free from both the arro-gance and the self-conceit which mar the heretical teachers of 1 Tim. 6:4.

Paul saw pride (‘boasting’ in knowledge of the law and in works/righteousness) as the character-istic spirit of Judaism and a direct cause of Jewish unbelief. He insisted that the gospel is designed to exclude boasting (Rom. 3:27) by teaching men that they are sinners, that self-righteousness is therefore out of the question, and that they must look to Christ for their righteousness and take it as a free gift by faith in him. Salvation is ‘not because of works, lest any man should boast'; it is all of grace. No man, therefore, not even Abraham, may glory in the achievement of his own salvation (see Eph. 2:9; 1 Cor. 1:26-31; Rom. 4:1-2). The gospel mes-sage of righteousness through Christ sounds the death-knell of self-righteousness in religion; that is why it was a stumbling-block to the proud Jews (Rom. 9:30-10:4).

This NT emphasis made a deep impact on early and mediaeval ethics. Augustine, Aquinas and Dante all characterized pride as the ultimate sin, while Milton and Goethe dramatized it.

Bibliography. ERE, BAGD, MM; R. Niebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Man, 1944-5, ch. 7; E. Güting, C. Brown, NIDNTT 3, pp. 27-32; G. Bertram, TDNTi, pp. 295-307, 525-529. d.h.t.

PRIESTS AND LEVITES. The relationship be-tween the priests, who are the descendants of Aaron, and the Levites, the other members of Levi’s tribe, is one of the thorny Problems of OT religion. Any treatment of the Levites must deal with the biblical evidence, Julius Wellhausen’s re-construction of it and the numerous ways in which Contemporary scholars have reacted to his evo-lutionary approach.


i. The biblical data

a. The Pentateuch

The Levites come into prominence in the Pentateuch in connection with Moses and Aaron (Ex. 2:1-10; 4:14; 6:16-27). After Aaron led the people into apostasy with the golden calf (Ex. 32:25ff), the sons of Levi avenged the Lord’s honour by punishing many of the miscreants. This display of fidelity to God may partially account for the signal responsibilities given the tribe in the pentateuchal legislation.

The role of the Levites as ministers in the taber-nacle, clearly detailed in Numbers, is anticipated in Ex. 38:21, where they co-operate in the construc-tion of the tabernacle under the supervision of Aaron’s son, Ithamar. In the laws preparatory to the wilderness march, Levi was separated by God from the other tribes and placed in Charge of the dismantling, carrying and erecting of the tabernacle (Nu. 1:47-54). The sons of Levi camped around the tabernacle and apparently served as buffers to protect their fellow-tribes from God’s wrath, which threatened them if they unwittingly came in contact with the holy tent or its furnish-ings (Nu. 1:51,53; 2:17).

Forbidden to serve as priests, a privilege re-served, on penalty of death, for Aaron’s sons (Nu. 3:10), the Levites were dedicated to an auxiliary ministry for the priests, especially in regard to the manual labour of caring for the tabernacle (Nu. 3:5ff.). In addition, they performed an important Service for the other tribes by substituting for each family’s first-born, to whom God was entitled in view of the fact that he spared Israel’s first-born at the Passover in Egypt (cf. Ex. 13:2ff., 13). As repre-sentatives of the tribes’ first-born (Nu. 3:40ff.) the Levites were part of ‘the far-reaching principle of representation’ by which the concept of a people utterly dependent upon and totally surrendered to God was put across (cf. H. W. Robinson, Inspiration and Revelation in the Old Testament, 1953, pp. 219-221).

Each of the three families of Levi had specific duties. The sons of Kohath (numbering 2,750 in the age-group from 30 to 50 according to Nu. 4:36) were in Charge of carrying the furniture after it had been carefully covered by the priests, who alone could touch it (Nu. 3:29—32; 4:1 ff.). The Ko-hathites were supervised by Aaron’s son, Eleazar. The sons of Gershon (2,630; Nu. 4:40) cared for the coverings, screens and hangings under the supervision of Aaron’s son Ithamar (Nu. 3:21-26; 4:21 ff.). Merari's sons (3,200; Nu. 4:44) had the task of carrying and erecting the frame of the tabernacle and its court (Nu. 3:35-37; 4:29ff.).

The representative function of the Levites is symbolized in the rituals of cleansing and dedica-tion (Nu. 8:5ff.). For instance, both the fact that the Israelites (probably through their tribal lead-ers) laid hands on the Levites (8:10), acknowledg-ing them as Substitutes (cf. Lv. 4:24, etc.), and the fact that the priests offered the Levites as a wave-offering (probably by leading them to and then from the altar) from the people (8:11), suggest that the Levites were given by the Israelites to serve Aaron’s sons in their stead. This is made explicit in 8:16ff., where Levi’s sons are called n'tünim, ‘gifts’.

Their Service began at 25 years of age and con-tinued until the 50th year, when the Levite went into a kind of semi-retirement with limited duties (Nu. 8:24-26). There may have been a 5-year ap-prenticeship, because apparently the full responsi-bility of carrying the tabernacle and its furnishings feil on the shoulders of the men from 30 years to 50 (Nu. 4:3ff.). When David established a permanent site for the ark, the age was lowered to 20 years because there was no longer a need for mature Levites as porters (1 Ch. 23:24ff.).

The levitical responsibility of representing the people carried with it certain Privileges. Although they had no inheritance in the land (i.e. no portion of it was appointed for their exclusive use: Nu. 18:23-24; Dt. 12:12fT.), the Levites were supported by the tithes of the people, while the priests re-ceived the parts of the offerings not consumed by sacrifice, the firstlings of flock and herd, and a tithe of the levitical tithes (Nu. 18:8ff., 21fT; cf. Dt. 18:1-4). Occasionally both priests and Levites shared in the spoils of battle (e.g. Nu. 31:25ff ). In addition, the Levites had permission to reside in forty-eight cities set aside for their use (Nu. 35:1 ff.; Jos. 21:lfT). Surrounding each city an area of pasture-land was marked off for them. Six of the cities, three on each side of the Jordan, served as * cities of refuge.

The transition from the wilderness marches to settled life in Canaan (anticipated in Nu. 35 in the establishing of levitical cities) brought with it both an increased concern for the welfare of the Levites and an expansion of their duties in order to cope with the needs of the decentralized pattem of life. In Deuteronomy great stress is laid on the Israelites’ responsibilities towards the sons of Levi, who were to share in the rejoicing of the tribes (12:12), in their tithes and certain oflerings (12:18-19; 14:28-29), and in their chief festivals, especially Weeks and Tabernacles (16:11-14). The Levites dispersed throughout the land were to share equal-ly both the ministry and the offerings with their brethren who resided at the central shrine (18:6-8).

Whereas Numbers characteristically calls the priests the sons of Aaron (e.g. 10:8), Deuteronomy frequently uses the expression ‘the Levitical priests’ (e.g. 18:1). Though some scholars (see below) have held that no distinction ismade between priest and Levite in Deuteronomy, the fact that different por-tions are ascribed to priests in Dt. 18:3fT. and to Levites in 18:6ff. suggests that the distinction is maintained. The phrase ‘the Levitical priests’ (e.g. Dt. 17:9, 18; 18:1; 24:8; 27:9; cf. Jos. 3:3; 8:33) seems to mean ‘the priests of the tribe of Levi’. To them the Deuteronomic Code assigns numerous duties in addition to the care of the sanctuary: they serve as judges in cases involving difficult decisions (17:8-9), regulate the control of lepers (24:8), guard the book of the law(17:18) and assist Moses in the ceremony of covenant renewal (27:9).

Within the family of Kohath the office of high priest (Heb. hakköhen, ‘the priest’ (Ex. 31:10, etc.)\ hakköhen hammäsiah, ‘the anointed priest’ (Lv. 4:3, elc.)\ hakköhen haggädöl, ‘the high priest’ (Lv. 21:10, etc.)) was exercised by the eldest representa-tive of Eleazar’s family, unless the sanctions of Lv. 21:16-23 were applicable. He was consecrated in the same manner as the other priests and shared in their routine duties. He alone wore the special vestments (Ex. 28; *Breastpiece of the High Priest, ‘Mitre, * Dress) and interpreted the or-acles (*Urim and Thummim). On the Day of ‘Atonement he represented the chosen people before Yahweh, sprinkling the blood of the sacri-ficial goat on the mercy-seat (‘Sacrifice and Offering).

b. The Former Prophets

The priests play a more prominent role than the Levites in the book of Joshua, especially in the story of the Crossing of Jordan and the conquest of Jericho. Sometimes called ‘the priests the Levites’ (e.g. Jos. 3:3; 8:33) and more often simply ‘the priests’ (e.g. Jos. 3:6ff; 4:9ff), they had the crucial task of bearing the ark of the Lord. The taber-nacle, however, carried by the Levites is not men-tioned (with the possible exception of 6:24) until it was pitched at Shiloh (18:1; 19:51) after the conquest of Canaan. Apparently the carrying of the ark was entrusted to the priests rather than the Kohathites (cf. Nu. 4:15) because of the supreme importance of these journeys: God, whose pres-ence the ark symbolized, was marching forth con-quering and to conquer. The Levites came into the forefront only when the time for dividing the land was at hand (cf. Jös. 14:3fT). The distinction between priests and Levites is clearly maintained: the Levites remind Eleazar, the priest, and Joshua of Moses’ command concerning levitical cities (Jos. 21:1-3); the Kohathites are divided into two groups—those who have descended from Aaron (i.e. the priests) and the rest (Jos. 21:4-5).

The general laxness of worship during the days between the conquest of Canaan and the estab-lishment of the Monarchy is illustrated in the two levitical stories in Judges. Micah’s Levite (Jdg. 17-18) is said to hail from Bethlehem and to be a member of the family of Judah (17:7). How was he both Levite and Judahite? The answer hangs on whether the Levite is to be identified with ‘Jonathan, the son of Gershom (18:30). If they are identi-cal (as seems likely), then the Levite’s relationship to Judah must be geographical, not genealogical, in spite of the phrase ‘family of Judah’ (17:7). If the two men are not identical, then the Levite may be an example of the possibility that men of other tribes could, in this period, join themselves to the priestly tribe. This may have been the case with ‘Samuel, an Ephraimite (cf 1 Sa. 1:1; 1 Ch. 6:28).

Thcre is some evidence that the term Levite may have been a functional title meaning ‘one pledged by vow’ as well as a tribal designation (cf. W. F. Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel 1953, pp. 109, 204flf); however, T. J. Meek (Hebrew Origins\ 1960, pp. 121 fT.) maintains that the Levites were originally a secular tribe who assumed a priestly function not only in Israel but perhaps in Arabia as well. The macabre story of the Levite and his concubine (Jdg. 19) is further testimony to the itinerations of the Levites and to the general laxness of the era. Lack of central authority cur-tailed the control which the central sanctuary at Shiloh should have enjoyed (Jdg. 18:31) and al-lowed numerous shrines to exist which paid little heed to the Mosaic regulations.

Levites appear only rarely in the rest of the Former Prophets, usually in connection with their role in carrying the ark (1 Sa. 6:15; 2 Sa. 15:24; 1 Ki. 8:4). When ‘Jeroboam I set up rival shrines at Dan and Bethel, he stafTed them with non-levitical priests, probably in Order to sever relationships with the Jerusalem Temple as completely as possible (1 Ki. 12:31; cf. 2 Ch. 11:13-14; 13:9-10). Royal control of the centre of worship in both king-doms was an important feature of the Monarchy.

c. The Chronicles

The priestly perspective of the writer of the books of ‘Chronicles tends to accentuate the role of the Levites and fills in numerous details of their minis-try which the authors of Kings have omitted. In the genealogies of 1 Ch. 6, which also describe the role of Aaron’s sons (6:49-53) and the distribution of levitical cities (6:54-81), special attention is fo-cused on the levitical singers, Heman, Asaph, Ethan and their sons, who were put in Charge of the Temple music by David (6:31 ff.; cf 1 Ch. 15:16fT). The list of Levites in 1 Ch. 9 bristles with Problems. The similarities between it and Ne. 11 have led some (e.g. asv, rsv) to treat it as the roll of Levites who returned to Jerusalem from the captiv-ity (cf. 1 Ch. 9:1). Others (e.g. C. F. Keil) view it as a list of early inhabitants of Jerusalem. Both the carefully organized assignments of duty and the numbers of Levites involved (cf. the 212 gatekeep-ers of 1 Ch. 9:22 with the 93 of 1 Ch. 26:8-11) suggest a period subsequent to that of David. The close co-operation between Levites and sons of priests (cf. 1 Ch. 9:28ff.) and the fact that Levites cared for some of the holy vessels and helped to prepare the showbread may indicate that the rigid division of duties suggested in Nu. 4 and 18 broke down during the Monarchy, perhaps because the sons of Aaron were not numerous enough (the 1,760 in 1 Ch. 9:13 probably refers to the number of kinsmen, not to the number of heads of houses) to cope with the demands of their office. Therefore, in addition to their regulär tasks as singers and musicians, gatekeepers, porters, etc., the Levites had to help in the actual preparation of the sacri-fices, as well as in the care of the courts and chambers, the cleansing of the holy things and the preparation of the showbread, the cereal offering, the unleavened bread, the baked offering, etc. (23:14).

David’s Orders in 1 Ch. 23 illustrate the two dominant factors which produced substantial changes in the levitical offices: the permanent loca-tion of the ark in Jerusalem, which automatically made obsolete all the regulations concerning the Levites’ function as porters; and the centralization of responsibility for the official religion (as for all otlier affairs of life) in the king. The Heb. view of corporate personality saw the king as the great father of the nation whose essential character was derived l'rom him. As David brought the central shrine to Jerusalem (1 Ch. 13:2ff.) and established the patterns of its function (1 Ch. 15:1 ff.; 23:1 ff.) in accordance with the principles of the Mosaic legis-lation, so Solomon built, dedicated and supervised the Temple and its cult according to his father’s plan (1 Ch. 28:11-13, 21; 2 Ch. 5-8, note especially 8:15: ‘And they did not turn aside from what the king had commanded the priests and Levites . . .’).

Similarly, Jehoshaphat commissioned princes, Levites and priests to teach the law throughout Judah (2 Ch. 17:7ff.) and appointed certain Levites, priests and family heads as judges in Jerusalem (2 Ch. 19:8ff.) under the supervision of the chief priest. Joash (2 Ch. 24:5fT), Hezekiah (2 Ch. 29:3ff.) and Josiah (2 Ch. 35:2ff.) supervised the priests and Levites and re-established them in their functions according to the Davidic pattem.

The relationship between the levitical office and the prophetic is a moot question. Were some Levites cult-prophets? No firm answer is possible, but there is some evidence that Levites sometimes exer-cised prophetic activity: Jahaziel, a Levite of the sons of Asaph, prophesied Jehoshaphat’s victory over the Moabite-Ammonite coalition (2 Ch. 20:14ff.) and Jeduthun, the Levite, is called the king’s seer (2 Ch. 35:15).

d.    The Lauer Prophets

Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel touch briefly upon the role of the Levites after the Exile. Is. 66:21 speaks of God’s gathering of dispersed Israelites (or perhaps converted heathen) to serve him as priests and Levites. Jeremiah (33:17ff.) envisages a covenant with the levitical priests (or perhaps priests and Levites; cf. Syr. and Vulg.) which is as binding as God’s covenant with David’s family (cf. 2 Sa. 7). Ezekiel forces a sharp cleavage between the levitical priests, whom he calls the sons of Zadok (e.g. 40:46; 43:19), and the Levites. The former are deemed to have remained faithful to God (44:15; 48:11), while the latter went astray after idols and therefore could not approach the altar or handle the most sacred things (44:10-14). Actually Ezekiel’s Suggestion seems to be a return to the careful distinction between priest and Levite found in Numbers from the somewhat more lax view which prevailed during the Monarchy.

e.    The post-exilic wrilings

Under Joshua and Zerubbabel 341 Levites re-turned (Ezr. 2:36ff.) with the 4,289 members of priestly families, and the 392 Temple servants (n'tinim, i.e. ‘given’, ‘appointed’, who were appar-ently descendants of prisoners of war pressed into Temple Service; cf. Jos. 9:23, 27; Ezr. 8:20). The difference between the large number of priests and the comparatively small number of Levites may be due to the fact that many Levites took on priestly Status during the Exile. The other Levites respon-sible for menial tasks in the Temple seem to have been reluctant to return (Ezr. 8:15-20). The Levites played a prominent part at the laying of the foun-dation (Ezr. 3:8ff.) and at the dedication of the Temple (Ezr. 6:16ff.). Ezra, after recruiting Levites for his party (Ezr. 8:15ff.), instituted a reform to ban foreign marriages in which even priests and Levites had become involved (Ezr. 9:1 ff.; 10:5ff.).

Similarly in Nehemiah, the Levites and priests engaged in their full ränge of duties. After repair-ing a section of the wall (Ne. 3:17), the Levites were busily occupied with instruction in the law (Ne. 8:7-9) and participation in the religious life of the nation (Ne. 11:3ff.; 12:27ff.). They were to re-ceive tithes from the people and in turn to give a tithe of the tithes to Aaron’s sons (Ne. IO:37ff: 12:47). The need for a central authority to enforce the levitical regulations was shown by the deterior-ation of the cult during Nehemiah’s absence from Jerusalem: Tobiah, the Ammonite, was allowed to occupy the room in the Temple which should have served as a storeroom for the levitical tithes (Ne. 13:4fT); deprived of their Support, the Levites had forsaken the Temple and fled to their fields in order to sustain themselves (Ne. 13:!0ff.).

It may have been during this period that the priests put personal gain above their covenanted responsibility to teach the law and accepted cor-rupt sacrifices (Mal. 1:6ff.; 2:4fL). For Malachi, the purification of the sons of Levi was one of God’s central eschatological missions (3:1-4).

The high priesthood remained in the family of Eleazar until the time of ‘Eli, a descendant of Ithamar. The conspiracy of *Abiathar led Solomon to depose him (1 Ki. 2:26f). The office thus returned to the house of Eleazar in * Zadok and remained in that family until political intrigues resulted in the deposition of Onias III by the Seleucid king Antiochus Epiphanes (c. 174 bc). Thereafter it became the patronage of the ruling power.

II. Wellhauscn’s reconstruction

The development of the documentary hypothesis with its emphasis on the post-exilic date for the completion of the priestly code (‘Pentateuch) brought with it a drastic re-evaluation of the development of Israel’s religion. The classical form of this re-evaluation was stated by Julius Wellhausen (1844-1918) in his Prolegomena to the His-tory of Israel (1878; E.T. 1885).

The crux of the relationship between priest and Levite for Wellhausen was Ezekiel’s banning of Levites from priestly duties (44:6-16). From Ezek-iel’s Statement Wellhausen drew two inferences: the Separation of the holy from the profane was not part of the temple procedure, as the use of heathen temple servants (see above) indicates; Ezekiel re-duced the Levites, who had hitherto performed priestly functions, to the Status of temple-slaves. The sons of Zadok were exempt from Ezekiel’s in-dictment because they served at the central sanctu-ary in Jerusalem and, unlike the Levites, had not defiled themselves by Service at the high places throughout the land. When the sons of Zadok ob-jected to relinquishing their exclusive control, Ezekiel devised ‘moral’ grounds for maintaining their exclusiveness, although actually the distinction between priests and Levites was accidental not moral (the priests happened to be at Jerusalem, the Levites at the high places). Wellhausen concluded that the priestly law of Numbers did not exist in Ezekiel’s time.

Since the Aaronic priesthood is stressed only in the priestly code, it was viewed by Wellhausen as a fiction in order to give the priesthood an anchor in the Mosaic period. The genealogies in Chronicles are artificial attempts to link the sons of Zadok with Aaron and Eleazar.

Central in Wellhausen’s reconstruction was the striking contrast between the ‘elaborate ma-chinery’ of the wilderness cult and the decentral-ization of the period of the Judges, when worship played apparently only a minor role according to Jdg. 3-16. The latter period he took to be the au-thentic time of origin of Israelite worship, which began simply as various family heads offered their own sacrifices, and developed as certain families (eg. Eli’s at Shiloh) gained prominence at special sanctuaries. A startling example of the contrast between the complexity of the wilderness religion and the simplicity during the Settlement was the fact that Samuel, an Ephraimite, slept nightly beside the ark (1 Sa. 3:3) in the place where, according to Lv. 16, only the high priest could enter annually.

When Solomon built the permanent shrine for the ark, the prominence of the Jerusalem priests (under Zadok, whom David had appointed) was assured. Like Judah, like Israel: Jeroboam’s shrines were royal shrines and the priests were directly re-sponsible to him (Am. 7:1 OfT.). In Judah the pro-cess of centralization reached its acme when Jos-iah’s reform abolished the high places, reduced their priests to subsidiary Status in the central sanc-tuary and set the stage for Ezekiel’s crucial declaration.

Against this evolutionary schematization, Wellhausen set the various strata of the Pentateuch and found a remarkable degree of correspondence. In the laws of J (Ex. 20-23; 34) the priesthood is not mentioned, while the other parts of J mark Aaron (Ex. 4:14; 32:1 ff.) and Moses (Ex. 33:7-11) as founders of the clergy. The mention of other priests (e.g. Ex. 19:22; 32:29) was disregarded by Wellhausen, who considered these passages as in-terpolations. It was in D (Dt. 16:18-18:22) that he saw the beginning of the use of the name Levites for the priests. The hereditary character of the priesthood began not with Aaron (who, according to Wellhausen, ‘was not originally present in J, but owed his introduction to the redactor who com-bined J and E’) but during the Monarchy with the sons of Zadok. Recognizing the basic authenticity of the inclusion of Levi in the tribal blessings of Gn. 49, Wellhausen believed that this tribe ‘suc-cumbed at an early date’ and that the supposed tie between the official use of the term Le vite and the tribe of Levi was artificial.

The priestly code (P) not only strengthened the hand of the clergy but introduced the basic divi-sion into the ranks of the clergy—the Separation of priests (Aaron’s sons) from Levites (the rest of the tribe). TTherefore, while the Deuteronomist spoke of levitical priests (i.e. the priests the Levites) the priestly writers, especially the Chronicler, spoke of priests and Levites.

Another priestly innovation was the figure of the high priest, who loomed larger in Exodus, Leviti-cus and Numbers than anywhere eise in the pre-exilic writings. Whereas in the historical books the king dominated the cult, in the priestly code it was the high priest, whose regal Status, according to Wellhausen, could only reflect a period when the civil government of Judah was in the hands of for-eigners and Israel was not so much a people as a church—the post-exilic period.

One need only consult such representative works as Max Loehr’s A History of Religion in the Old Testament, 1936, eg. pp. 136-137; W. O. E. Oester-ley and T. H. Robinson’s Hebrew Religion, 1930, eg. p. 255; and R. H. Pfeiffer’s IOT, 1948, eg. pp.

556-557, to see the stubbornness with which Well-hausen’s reconstruction has persisted.

III. Some reactions to Wellhausen’s reconstruction

Among the conservatives who have set out to tum-ble Wellhausen’s structure, three names are note-worthy: James Orr (The Problem of the Old Testament, 1906), O. T. Allis (The Five Books of Moses1, 1949, pp. 185-196), G. Ch. Aalders (A Short Introduction to the Pentateuch, 1949, pp. 66-71).

Basic to Wellhausen’s reconstruction is the as-sumption that the Levites who were invited in Dt.

18:6—7 to serve at the central shrine were the priests who had been disfranchised by the abolition of their high places during Josiah’s reform. But solid evidence for this assumption is lacking. In fact, 2 Ki. 23:9 affirms the opposite: the priests of the high places did not come up to the altar of the Lord in Jerusalem. The critical view that priests and Levites are not clearly distinguished in Deu-teronomy has been discussed above, where it was seen that a clear distinction was made between them in regard to the people’s responsibility to-wards them (Dt. 18:3-5, 6^8). Nor can the view that the phrase ‘the priests the Levites’ (Dt. 17:9, 18; 18:1; 24:8; 27:9), not found elsewhere in the Pentateuch, argues for the identity of the two Offices in Deuteronomy be maintained. The phrase serves merely to link the priests with their tribe. Confirmation for this seems to be found in 2 Ch. 23:18 and 30:27, where the ‘Levitical priests’ are distinguished from other Levites (30:25), gatekeep-ers, etc. (23:19).

Attention has frequently been directed by Wellhausen and others to the apparent discrepancy between the law of * tithes in Nu. 18:21 ff. (cf. Lv. 27:30fr.), which earmarks the tithes for the Levites, and the counterpart in Dt. 14:22ff., which allows Israelites to eat of the tithes in a sacrificia! meal while enjoining them to share it with the Levites. Judaism has traditionally reconciled these passages by calling the tithe of Deuteronomy ‘a second tithe’, eg. in the Talmudic tractate Maaser Sheni. This explanation may not be so acceptable as James Orr’s (op. cit., pp. 188-189): the laws of Deuteronomy, he held, apply to a time when the tithe-laws (and those relating to levitical cities) could not be fully enforced, since the conquest was not complete and there was no central agency to enforce them. In other words, Nu. 18:2Iff. deals with Israel’s ideal while Dt. 14:22ff. is an interim Programme for the conquest and Settlement.

Pivotal in Wellhausen’s reconstruction is his in-terpretation of Ezekiel’s denunciation of the Levites (44:4fT), in which he finds the origin of the cleavage between priests (the sons of Zadok) and Levites (priests who had previously engaged in idolatry at the high places). But James Orr (op. cit., pp. 315-319, 520) calls attention to the deplorable condition of the priesthood just prior to Ezekiel’s time and points out that Ezekiel did not establish the law but rather re-established it by depriving Levites of Privileges not rightly theirs, which they had usurped during the Monarchy and by demot-ing idolatrous priests to the already well-established lower rank of Levite. Furthermore, the ideal context of Ezekiel’s pronouncement suggests that the degradation in view may never have been carried out, at least not literally. The tone of Ezekiel Stands in contradiction to that of the priestly code in that the latter knows nothing of priestly degradation but stresses divine appointment. In addition, the priests in P are not Zadok’s sons but Aaron’s sons.

The office of high priest has been largely rele-gated to the post-exilic period by the Wellhause-nian school. Though the title itself occurs only in 2 Ki. 12:10; 22:4, 8; 23:4 in pre-exilic writings (usu-ally considered by documentary critics to be post-exilic interpolations), the existence of the office seems to be indicated by the title ‘the priest’ (e.g. Ahimelech, 1 Sa. 21:2; Jehoiada, 2 Ki. 11:9-10, 15; Urijah, 2 Ki. 16:1 Off.) and by the fact that a priest-hood of any size at all involves an administrative chief, even if the king is the head of the cult. (Cf. J. Pedersen, Israel, 3-4, p. 189.)

In The Religion of Israel, 1960, Yehezkel Kaufmann examines a number of Wellhausen’s key conclusions and finds them wanting. The high priest, for instance, far from being a royal figure reflecting the post-exilic religious leaders, faithfully mirrors the conditions of the military camp which is subject to the authority of Moses, not Aaron (op. eil., pp. 184-187).

Kaufmann turns his attention to ‘the one pillar of Wellhausen’s structure that has not been shaken by later criticism’—the reconstruction of the rela-tionship between priests and Levites. Noting the absence of evidence for the demotion of the rural priests, he then calls attention to a basic weakness in the documentary view: ‘Nothing can make plausible a theory that the very priests who de-moted their colleagues saw fit to endow them with the amplest clerical due, a theory the more improbable when the great number of priests and paucity of Levites at the Restoration (4,289 priests, Ezr. 2:36ff.; 341 Levites plus 392 temple servants, Ezr. 2:43ff.) is borne in mind’ (p. 194).

Why did the priests preserve the story of the Levites’ faithfulness during Aaron’s defection (Ex. 32:26-29), while glossing over the idolatry, which, for Wellhausen, was responsible for their degra-dation, and according the Levites the honour of divine appointment rather than punishment? After affirming that the Levites are clearly a distinct dass in the Exile, Kaufmann points out that they could not have developed as a distinct dass in the brief period between Josiah’s reform (to say nothing of Ezekiel’s denunciation) and the return, and that on foreign soil.

Kaufmann’s own reconstruction may not prove entirely satisfactory. He denies a hereditary Connection between the sons of Aaron and the Levites, since he deems the Aaronids to be ‘the ancient, pagan priesthood of Israel’ (p. 197), and thus re-jects the firm biblical tradition connecting Moses, Aaron and the Levites (cf. Ex. 4:14). In the golden calf incident the old secular tribe of Levi rallied with Moses against Aaron, but was forced to yield the privilege of altar Service to the Aaronids (p. 198), while they themselves had to be content as hierodules. This raises the question as to how, apart from a connection with Moses, the Aaronids sur-vived the catastrophe of the golden calf and con-tinued as priests. Kaufmann’s opinion that the Deuteronomic legislation was compiled during the lauer part of the Monarchy and thus is consider-ably later than the priestly writings may be more of a return to an old critica! position (i.e. that of Th. Noeldeke and others) than a fresh thrust at Wellhausen.

Rejecting the linear view of institutional evolu-tion which was a main plank in Wellhausen’s plat-form, W. F. Albright notes that Israel would be unique among her neighbours had she not enjoyed during the period of the Judges and afterwards a high priest, usually called (in accordance with Semitic practice) the priest (Archaeology and the Religion of Israel*, 1953, pp. 107-108). The lack of emphasis on the high-priestly office during the Monarchy represents a decline, while, after the Monarchy’s collapse, the priesthood again rose to a position of prestige. Albright accepts the histor-icity of Aaron and finds no reason for not con-sidering Zadok an Aaronid. Concluding that the Levite had first a functional (see above) and then a tribal significance, Albright points out that Levites may sometimes have been promoted to priests and that ‘we are not justified either in throwing over-board the Standard Israelite tradition regarding priests and Levites, or in considering these classes as hard and fast genealogical groups’ (op. eil., p. 110).

The assumption that the tabernacle in the wilderness was the idealization of the Temple and had no historical existence, so basic to Wellhausen’s reconstruction, has now largely been abandoned (although cf. R. H. Pfeiffer’s Religion in the Old Testament, 1961, pp. 77-78). Both arks and portable tent-shrines are attested among Israel’s neighbours, as archaeology has revealed. Far from being figments of a later period, these, as John Bright notes, are ‘heritages of Israel’s primitive desert faith’ (A History of Israel, 1960, pp. 146-147).

Obviously the last word has not been said on this puzzling problem of the relationship between priests and Levites. The data from the period of the conquest and Settlement are meagre. It is haz-ardous to assume that the pentateuchal legislation, representing the ideal as it often does, was ever carried out literally. Even such stalwart kings as David, Jehoshaphat, Hezekiah and Josiah were not able to ensure complete conformity to the Mosaic pattem. But it is even more tenuous to hold that because laws were not enforced they did not exist. The combination of argumentation from silence, straight-line evolutionary reconstruction, and a resort to textual emendations and literary excisions when passages prove troublesome, has resulted more than once in interpretations of biblical history which have proved to be too facile to stand permanently in the face of the complexities of biblical data and Semitic culture. Wellhausen’s ingenious reconstruction of the history of the Levites may prove to be a case in point.

Bibliography. In addition to works cited above, R. Brinker, The Influence of Sanctuaries in Early Israel, 1946, pp. 65ff.; R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel: Its Life andInstitulions, E.T. 1961; A. Cody, A History of the Old Testament Priesthood, 1969; M. Haran et al., ‘Priests and Priesthood’, EJ, 13,1970; H.-J. Kraus, Worship in Israel, E.T. 1966.

IV. Priesthood in the New Testament

a. Conlinuity with the Old Testament With the single exception of the priest of Zeus, who wrongly seeks to venerate Paul and Barnabas in Lystra(Acts 14:13), references to priest and high priest in the Gospels and Acts assume an historical and religious continuity with the OT: no explan-ation is needed of the priest’s function in the story of the good Samaritan (Lk. 10:31) or of the duties of the ‘priest named Zechariah’, father of John the Baptist (Lk. 1:5); Jesus recognized the lawful function of the priests in declaring lepers clean (Mt.

8:4; Mk. 1:44; Lk. 5:14; 17:14; see Lv. 14:3). Jesus also pitted the freer practice of some OT priests against the legalism of his opponents (Mt. 12:4-5). He had no basic quarrel with the prescribed func-tions of the Temple and priesthood.

b.    Conflict with Judaism

The lion’s share of references to priests, especially high priests (or chief priests as rsv usually has them) are found, however, in contexts of conflict. Matthew depicts the high priests as actively in-volved in the gospel events from beginning (Mt. 2:4) to end (Mt. 28:11). Their Opposition mounts as the Claims and mission of Jesus become clear, e.g. in his challenge to the Sabbath legislation (Mt. 12:1-7; Mk. 2:23-27; Lk. 6:1-5) and in his parables that censured the religious leaders (Mt. 21:45-46). This conflict to the death was anticipated immedi-ately after Peter’s confession at Caesarea Philippi (Mt. 16:21; Mk. 8:31; Lk. 9:22), was intensified at the Palm Sunday reception and the subsequent Temple cleansing (Mt. 21:15,23,45-46; Mk. 11:27; Lk. 19:47^48; 20:1), and reached its bitter climax in the arrest and trial (Mt. 26-27). The Fourth Gospel also bears witness to the conflict (Jn. 7:32, 45; 11:47, where Pharisees are the partners in crime; 12:10, where the hostility focuses on Lazarus; 18:19, 22, 24, 35, where Caiaphas’ role in Jesus’ trial is stressed; cf. 19:15).

The chief priests (archiereus) rarely acted alone in their desire to crush Jesus’ influence. Depending on the issue and circumstances, they were joined by other officials of the Sanhedrin (archontes, Lk. 23:13; 24:20), by scribes (grammateis, Mt. 2:4; 20:18; 21:15), by scribes and elders (grammateis, presbyteroi, Mt. 16:21; 27:41; Mk. 8:31; 11:27; 14:43, 53; Lk. 9:22), by elders (Mt. 21:23; 26:3). The Singular ‘high priest’ usually refers to the President of the Sanhedrin (e.g. Caiaphas, Mt. 26:57; Jn. 18:13; Annas, Lk. 3:2; Jn. 18:24; Acts 4:6; Ananias, Acts 23:2; 24:1). The plural ‘chief priests’ describes members of the high-priestly families who serve in the Sanhedrin; ruling and former high priests together with members of the prominent priestly families (Acts 4:6). J. Jeremias has argued that ‘chief priests’ include Temple of-ficers like treasurer and captain of police (Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus, E.T. 1969, pp. 160ff).

The death and resurrection of Jesus did not quell the conflict, as Acts amply documents. The apostolic witness to the resurrection drew the Sad-ducees into the struggle alongside the chief priests and other Temple officials (Acts 4:1; 5:17). Priestly involvement in the story of Saul of Tarsus is note-worthy. The proposed persecution of Christians in Damascus apparently had the official sanction of the high priest (Acts 9:1-2, 14); the ‘itinerant Jewish exorcists’ who sought to duplicate Paul's miracles in Ephesus were described as ‘seven sons of a Jewish high priest named Sceva’ (Acts 19:13— 14); like his Master, Paul stood trial before a high priest, Ananias, who also pressed charges against him before the Roman governors Felix and Festus (Acts 24:1 ff.; 25:1-3). Almost nothing in the apos-tle’s life illustrates so clearly the radical change wrought by his conversion than the dramatic re-versal in his relationships to the priestly establish-ment: the beginning of his story found him riding with the hounds; the end, running with the foxes.

c.    Consummation in Christ

At root this conflict sprang from the Christian conviction and the Jewish suspicion that Jesus’ life, death, resurrection and ascension speit the eclipse if not the destruction of the old priestly structures Jesus’ own teaching had placed him at the heart of a new sacerdotal structure: ‘something greater than the temple is here’ (Mt. 12:6); ‘destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up’ (Jn. 2:19); ‘for the Son of man also came not to be served but to serve, and to give his life as a ransom for many’ (Mk. 10:45).

Of the NT writers, it is the author of Hebrews who picks up these threads and weaves them into a many-coloured fabric. In its passion to prove that the Christian faith is superior to, indeed has re-placed, the OT patterns of worship, Hebrews presses persistently its Claim that Jesus has been appointed by God (5:5-10) to be the new, the true high priest who can finally deal with human sin. His priesthood, surpassing Aaron’s (7:11) and reaching back to Melchizedek’s (7:15-17), con-tains the perfection missing in the older sacrificial System (7:18): 1. It is based on God’s own oath (7:20-22); 2. It is permanent because it is centred in the eternal Christ (7:23-25); 3. It partakes of the perfection of Christ who had no need to be purged of sin, as did the sons of Aaron (7:26-28); 4. It continues in the heavens where God himself has erected the true sanctuary of which Moses’ tent was but ‘a copy and shadow’ (8:1-7); 5. It is the fulfilment of God’s promise of a new covenant (8:8-13); 6. Its sacrifice needs no repeating but was rendered ‘once for all’ (7:27; 9:12); 7. Its offering was not ‘the blood of bulls and goats’, unable to take away sins, but ‘the body of Jesus Christ’, through which believers are sanctified (10:4, 10); 8. Its result is full and regulär access to God for all Christians not just a priestly Order (10:11-22); 9. Its promises and hopes are assured by the faithful-ness of God and the assurance of Christ’s second coming (9:28; 10:23); 10. Its full forgiveness pro-vides the highest motivation for our works of love and righteousness (10:19-25); 11. Its effectiveness in the lives of God’s people is guaranteed by Christ’s constant intercession (7:25). Though Paul did not choose to make Christ’s priesthood a dominant theme in his writings (probably because his ministry was largely to Gentiles, for whom a knowl-edge of their freedom from law and their new place in God’s purpose was the pre-eminent need), we can be grateful that the rieh insights of Hebrews are among God’s gifts in the canon of Scripture. See G. E. Ladd, A Theology of the New Testament, 1974, pp. 578-584.

d. Commission of the church As Christ’s body and as his new Israel (cf Ex. 19:6), the church is anointed to a priesthood in the world—a mediatorial Service that declares the will of God to humankind and bears human needs before God’s throne in prayer. Two related duties of this priesthood are mentioned by Peter: 1. ‘to oder spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God through Jesus Christ’ (1 Pet. 2:5), i.e. to worship God and do his loving will; 2. to ‘declare the wonderful deeds of him who called you out of darkness into his marvellous light’, i.e. to bear witness to his saving work in the world (1 Pet. 2:9).

Peter’s ‘royal priesthood’ is echoed and ampli-fied in Rev. where the beloved and forgiven church is called ‘a kingdom, priests to his God and Father’ (Rev. 1:6; cf. 5:10; 20:6). This royal role not only entails obedience to Christ ‘the ruler of kings on earth’ (Rev. !:5) but also participation in his rule over others: ‘and thcy shall reign on earth’ (Rev. 5:10; cf. 20:6). Here the circle of conflict has taken a full turn: the people of Christ, afRicted by a priesthood that opposed their Master, will share in his victory as triumphant high priest and demonstrate his loving sovereignty in a hostile world.

The church’s priesthood in the NT is corporate: no individual minister or leader is called ‘priest’. The post-apostolic writings, however, move quick-ly in that direction: Clement (ad 95-96) describes Christian ministry in terms of high priest, priests and Levites (1 dem. 40-44); the Didache (13:3) likens prophets to high priests. Tertullian (On Bap-tism 17) and Hippolytus (Refutation of All Her-esies, preface) seemed to have pioneered the use of the titles ‘priest’ and ‘high priest’ for Christian ministers (c. ad 200).

Bibliography. T. W. Manson, Ministry and Priesthood: Christ's and Ours, 1958; R. de Vaux, Andern Israel, 1961, pp. 271-517; bibliography, pp. 537-552; H. Seebas, NIDNTT 2, pp. 232-236; J. Baehr, NIDNTT3, pp. 32—44.    d.a.h.

PRINCE. A variety of Heb. words are translated ‘prince’, but are not always so rendered. ‘Ruler’, ‘leader’, ‘captain’, etc., are also used. The fre-quency of the use of the word is an effect (still discernible in rsv) of the av translators’ so render-ing, though not with entire consistency, the lxx archön, which itself represents no less than 20 Heb. words, the most important being the word for ‘head’, rö's.

The Heb. words fall into two categories. First, loan-words from other languages, usually referring to foreign dignitaries. For example, xsaQ- rapavan, ‘satrap’, andfratama, ‘foremost’, are Persian words transliterated in Dn. 3:2, etc. (Aram. ähasdarpan), 1:3 (Heb. plur. pari'mim). The ‘satrapies of the Persian empire were originally coextensive with the conquered kingdoms. But Darius reduced the number to twenty (Herodotus 3. 89-94). The power of the satrap was checked by certain officials responsible directly to the Great King, but other-wise approximated to that of a vassal king.

Secondly, words of indigenous origin represent-ing the following salient ideas: (1) sar, ‘exercising dominion’, whether as supreme or subordinate to an overlord; (2) nägid, ‘being in front’, especially of military leader; (3) näsi', ‘being exalted’; (4) nädib, ‘a volunteer’, perhaps signifying a contrast with those whom a king might compel to fight on his behalf; (5) qäsin, ‘a judge’.

Ezekiel often uses näsi’ of the Messiah: it cor-responds with his conception of the true David (Ezk. 37:24-25). In Daniel, sar and nägid are used of him, corresponding to the military imagery with which the cosmic struggle is depicted. sar is also used of the guardian angels of countries, and par-ticularly of Michael (Dn. 10:13, 21).

In the NT archön is used of Satan, ‘ruler of this world’, and in the plural, of the Roman and Jewish authorities (‘rulers’). It is once used of Christ (Rev. 1:5), ‘ruler of the kings of the earth’, but elsewhere where ‘prince’ is used in av. The lxx archegos (for Heb. näsi’ and qäsin) is used of Christ (cf Acts 5:31), gathering from its Greek Connections the additional idea of ‘author’ (Acts 3:15) and ‘pioneer’ (Heb. 2:10; 12:2).

J.B.J.

PRISON.

I.    ln the Old Testament

The first mention of a prison in Scripture is that of •Joseph in Egypt (Gn. 39:20-23). For this the Hebrew text uses a special term bet-söhar; söhar is usually compared with other Semitic words for ‘round’ or ‘enclosure’, and Joseph’s prison is there-fore commonly considered to be, or be in, a fortress. The comparison of Heb. söhar with Egyp. T’rw, ‘Sile’ (mod. Qantara), is false, as this word is really TI (J. Vergüte, Joseph en Egypte, 1959, pp. 25-28). However, there is an Egyp. word t’rt, occurring as early as c. 1900 bc as well as later, which means ‘enclosed building’, ‘störe’, ‘(ship’s) cabin’, and this might just conceivably be connected with söhar. Egyp. prisons served as forced-labour compounds, as ‘lock-ups’ and as places of remand for people like Joseph awaiting trial. The butler and baker were put in mismär, detention, virtually house-arrest, in Joseph’s prison (Gn. 40:2-3) until their case was decided. Joseph’s brothers were likewise detained for 3 days (Gn. 42:17,19). After capture by the Philistines, Samson was kept in prison, the ‘house of the prisoners’ (Jdg. 16:21, 25; lit. ‘those bound’); a very similar term is used in Ec. 4:14.

In Judah the guardrooms of the palace guards served as a temporary prison for Jeremiah (32:2, 8, 12; 33:1; 37:21; 38:28; cf. also Ne. 3:25; 12:39). Both there and in a private residence, a cistern could be used as a dungeon, which would often be very unpleasant (Je. 37:16, 20; 38:6, 13) and dark (Is. 42:7), a Symbol of bondage from which the Lord’s servant should deliver his people (Acts 26:15-18; Lk. 1:79). Nor was Jeremiah the only prophet imprisoned for his faithfulness in declar-ing God’s message: Asa of Judah put Hanani the seer into the Stocks (2 Ch. 16:10), and Ahab had Micaiah put in prison on rations of bread and water (1 Ki. 22:27; 2 Ch. 18:26). Defeated kings were sometimes imprisoned by their conquerors: so Hoshea of Israel by the Assyrians (2 Ki. 17:4), Jehoiachin of Judah by Nebuchadrezzar (cf. Je. 24:1, 5; D. J. Wiseman, Chronicles of Chaldaean Kings, pp. 33-35, 73), and Zedekiah of Judah likewise (Je. 52:11). At Babylon Jehoiachin was but one of many noble captives and artisans detained under ‘house-arrest’ at the royal palace and en-virons. Ration-tablets for him, his five sons and many other foreigners were found at Babylon (ANET, 308b; DOTT, pp. 84-86; E. F. Weidner, Melanges R. Dussaud, 2, 1939, pp. 923-935; Albright, BA 5, 1942, pp. 49-55). Eventually Evil-merodach granted him a greater measure of l'ree-dom (2 Ki. 25:27, 29; Je. 52:31, 33). Ezekiel (19:9) pictures Jehoiachin being brought to Babylon in a cage; for a much earlier Egyp. picture of a Semitic prince as a prisoner in a cage, see P. Montet, L’Egypte et la Bible, 1959, p. 73, fig. 12.

K.A.K.

II.    In the New Testament

Four Greek words are translated by ‘prison’ in the EW. John the Baptist was imprisoned in a desm-öterion, a ‘place of bonds’. This was at Herod’s fortress at Machaerus in Peraea, E of the Dead Sea (Jos., Ant. 18. 119), where two dungeons have been discovered, one still showing traces of fetters. phylake, a ‘place of guarding’, is the most general and frequently used term. It suggests a place where the prisoners were closely watched. The chief priests imprisoned the apostles (Acts 5:19) in what is also called a teresis demosia, a ‘public place of watching’ (cf Acts 4:3).

When Herod put Peter in prison, probably in the fortress of Antonia, where Paul was later lodged (Acts 21:34; 23:30) and referred to here as an oikema, ‘house’, the apostle was guarded continu-ally by four soldiers, two chained to him and two outside the door (Acts 12:3-6). Beyond this there would appear to have been another guard and then the iron outer gate (Acts 12:10). At Philippi Paul was in custody in the town jail, under the Charge of a keeper, where there was an inner, perhaps Underground, chamber containing Stocks (Acts 16:24). These would have several holes, allowing the legs to be forced wide apart to ensure greater security and greater pain. In Caesarea Paul was imprisoned (Acts 23:35) in Herod’s castle, but when a prisoner at Rome he was allowed to stay in his own lodging, with a soldier always chained to him (Acts 28:16, 30).    D.H.W.

PROCONSUL (Gk. anlhypatos, av ‘deputy’). In the Roman empire as organized by Augustus this was the title of governors of provinces which were administered by the Senate because they did not require a Standing army. Proconsuls mentioned in the NT are L. Sergius * Paullus, proconsul of Cyprus when Paul and Barnabas visited that island c. ad 47 (Acts 13:7), and L. Junius *Gallio, whose proconsulship of Achaia (ad 51-2) overlapped Paul's 18-month stay in Corinth (Acts 18:12). In Acts 19:38 ‘proconsuls’ may be a generalizing plural; the proconsul of Asia had recently been as-sassinated (October ad 54) and his successor had not yet arrived.    f.f.b.

PROCURATOR. In Roman imperial administra-tion the word indicated the financial officer of a province, but was also used as the title of the gov-ernor of a Roman province of the third dass, such as Judaea (Gk. epitropos\ but in the NT the procu-rator of Judaea is regularly described as the ‘gov-ernor’, Gk. hegemön). *Judaea was governed by imperial procurators or prefects from ad 6 to 41 and from 44 to 66. Three are mentioned in the NT: Pontius * Pilate, ad 26-36 (Mt. 27:2, etc.), Antonius * Felix, 52—59 (Acts 23:24ff.) and Porcius * Festus, 59-62 (Acts 24:27fT.). The procurators were generally drawn frotm the equestrian Order (Felix, a freedman, was an exception). They had auxiliary troops at their disposal and were generally responsible for military and financial adminis-tration, but were subject to the superior authority of the imperial legate (propraetor) of Syria. Their seat of government was Caesarea. From the Pilate inscription found at Caesarea in 1961, where he is called ‘prefect’ of Judaea, it has been inferred that before ad 41 the governors of Judaea were of-ficially called ‘prefects’, but Tacitus gives Pilate the title ‘procurator’ (Ann. 15. 44).    f.f.b.

PROMISE. There is in the Heb. OT no special term for the concept or act of promising. Where our English translations say that someone prom-ised something, the Hebrew simply States that someone said or spoke (’ämar, däbar) some word with future reference. In the NT the technical term, epangelia, appears—chiefly in Acts, Galatians, Romans and Hebrews.

A promise is a word that goes forth into unfilled time. It reaches ahead of its Speaker and its recipi-ent, to mark an appointment between them in the future. A promise may be an assurance of continu-ing or future action on behalf of someone: T will be with you’, ‘They that mourn shall be com-forted’, Tf we confess our sins, God will forgive us our sins.’ It may be a solemn agreement of lasting, mutual (if unequal) relationship: as in the coven-ants. It may be the announcement of a future event: ‘When you have brought the people from Egypt, you will serve God on this mountain.’ The study of biblical promises must therefore take in far more than the actual occurrences of the word in the evv. (See also "Word, * Prophecy, * Covenant and *Oaths.) An oath often accompanied the word of promise (Ex. 6:8; Dt. 9:5; Heb. 6:13ff.).

That what he has spoken with his mouth he can and will perform with his hand is the biblical sign manual of God, for his word does not return void. Unlike men and heathen gods, he knows and commands the future (1 Ki. 8:15, 24; Is. 41:4, 26; 43:12, 19, etc. , Rom. 4:21; cf. Pascal, Pensees, 693). Through the historical books, a pattem of divine promise and historical fulfilment is traced (G. von Rad, Studies in Deuteronomy, 1953, pp. 74fif.), expressive of this truth.

The point of convergence of the OT promises (to Abraham, Moses, David and the Fathers through the prophets) is Jesus Christ. All the promises of God are confirmed in him, and through him affirmed by the church in the ‘Amen’ of its worship (2 Cor. 1:20). The OT quotations and allusions in the Gospel narratives indicate this fulfilment. The Magnificat and the Benedictus rejoice that God has kept his word. The promised Word has become flesh. The new covenant has been inaugurated— upon the ‘better promises’ prophesied by Jeremiah (Je. 31; Heb. 8:6-13). Jesus is its guarantee (Heb. 7:22), and the Holy Spirit of promise its first instalment (Eph. 1:13-14).

Awaiting the promise of Christ’s coming again and of the new heavens and a new earth (2 Pet. 3:4, 9, 13), the church sets forth on her missionary task with the assurance of his presence (Mt. 28:20) and with the news that ‘the promise of the Father’-—the Holy Spirit (after Joel 2:28)—is given to Jew and pagan in Jesus Christ, fulfilling the promise to Abraham of universal blessing through his posterity. The promise is correlated to faith and open to all who, by imitating Abraham’s faith, become ‘chil-dren of the promise’ (Gal. 3; Rom. 4; 9). (* Eschat-OLOGY, * ScRIPTURE.)

Bibliography. J. Jeremias, Jesus' Promise to the Nations, E.T. 1958; W. G. Kümmel, Promise and Fulfilment, E.T.! 1961; F. F. Bruce (ed.), Promise and Fulfilment: Essays presented to S. H. Hooke, 1963; J. Moltmann, Theology of Hope, E.T. 1967; J. Bright, Covenant and Promise, 1977; T. E. Mc-Comiskey, The Covenants of Promise, 1985; J. Schniewind and G. Friedrich, epangellö, etc., TDNT2, pp. 576-586; E. Hoflmann, NIDNTT 3, pp. 68-74.    j.h.

PROMISED LAND. ‘The land of promise’ (Heb. 11:9) refers to Canaan before the Israelites entered it under Joshua. By his covenant with Abraham, God promised to make him ‘into a great nation’, to be a ‘blessing to all the peoples on earth’ and have an inheritance of !and (Gn. 12:1-2; cf. 12:7; 13:15; 24:7). The patriarchs lived in the land as ‘so-journers’ (Gn. 17:8; 24:4, etc.) but the promise was often repeated (Gn. 26:3-4; 13; 35:12; 48:4; 50:24) and provided sustaining hope for the Israelites after the Exodus (Ex. 3:8, 17; Nu. 10:29, etc.). The promise became reality under Joshua and reached greatest fulfilment under David and Solomon (2 Sa. 3:10; 1 Ki. 4:21; 8:65; cf. Ezk. 47:15-20). The Assyrian and Babylonian invasions led to exile in a ‘stränge land’ (Ps. 137:4), yet prophets predicted a ‘restoration’ (Is. 27:12-13; 43:19-21; 60:18; Je. 16:15; 23:8; 30-33; Ezk. 36-37; 47-48; Zp. 3:10) which partially occurred under Zerubbabel, Ezra and Nehemiah.

The land ‘flowing with milk and honey’ (Nu. 13:27; Dt. 6:3) was Yahweh’s gracious gift, yet it still had to be conquered (Dt. 1:25; 5:31; 9:6; 11:17). Yahweh remained its owner (Lv. 25:23) and received the first fruits of the land (Dt. 26:9-15) so ownership was not transferred (see Lv. 25:8-10, 13-16). Israel would possess the land ‘forever’ but the gift was conditional (Dt. 28:63-64; Jos. 23:13, 15; 1 Ki. 9:7; 2 Ki. 17:23; Je. 12:10-12).

The NT says little about the land, despite many references to the divine promises being fulfilled in Jesus (e.g. 2 Cor. 1:20; cf. Rom. 15:8). Some argue that the land is not a NT concern (it is mentioned but passed over in Acts 7:3-7; 13:17-19), but it is more likely that ‘the land’ is now reinterpreted in the light of Christ. The promise of ‘the land’ is now seen as an advanced metaphor for the world (Rom. 4:13). It is also understood eschatalogically as a symbol of the heavenly Test’ (Heb. 4:9). Abraham was looking towards a ‘better country -a heavenly one’ (11:16). Gentile believers who pre-viously had been ‘far away’ were now ‘brought near as fellow-citizens’ (Eph. 2:12-13, 19). So the NT discourages interest in the literal land, as it does in the Temple and the city of Jerusalem (e.g. Gal. 4:25-26; Heb. 8:13; 12:22; Rev. 3:12; 11:9; 21:2 - 22:5). This has implications regarding modern Zionism which denies that the promises of the land were fulfilled in Christ (cf also Lk. 21:24; Rom. 11:26).

Yet we must be wary of over-spiritualizing. In a society with keen ecological concern and often marked by a sense of alienation, the promise of a ‘land’ for God’s people is a continual reminder of the divine concern, both for the earth and for those who feel rootless. Still more, the socio-political background of the ‘land’ (such that ‘land’ should be understood as a Hebraic ‘concretization’ Standing for political, social and economic relationships) alerts us to the OT’s concern that God’s holiness be exemplified and practised in society (‘in the land’). Some of the NT references to the ‘earth’ (a normal translation of ge: see e.g. Matt. 5:5) need to be seen against this specific Hebraic concern with ‘the land’. Thus Wright argues that, whilst em-phasizing the typological and ‘universalizing’ understanding of the Tand’ in the NT, we must also understand the Tand’ as a paradigm which gives us important principles for society.

Bibliography. W. Brueggemann, The Land, 1977; C. Chapman, Whose Promised Land?', 1989; W. D. Davies, The Gospel and the Land, 1974; T. Donaldson, Jesus on the Mountain, 1985; R. T. France, ‘Old Testament Prophecy and the Future of Israel’, TB 26, 1975, pp. 53-78; J Jeremias, Jesus’ Promise to the Nations, E.T. 1956; L. Lambert, The Uniqueness of Israel, 1979; G. von Rad, ‘Promised Land and Yahweh’s Land in the Hexa-teuch’, in Problems of the Hexateuch and Other Essays, E.T. 1966, pp. 79-93; P. W. L. Walker (ed.), Jerusalem Past & Present in the Purposes of God, 1994; C. J. H. Wright, Living as the People of God, 1983; God’s People in God's Land, 1990.
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PROPHECY, PROPHETS.

I. The prophetic Office

a. The normative prophet

The first person whom the Bible calls a prophet (Heb. näbV) was Abraham (Gn. 20:7; cf. Ps. 105:15), but OT prophecy received its normative form in the life and person of Moses, who consti-tuted a Standard of comparison for all future prophets (Dt. 18:15-19; 34:10; * Messiah). Every feature which characterized the true prophet of Yahweh in the classical tradition of OT prophecy was first found in Moses.

He received a specific and personal call from God. The initiative in making a prophet rests with God (Ex. 3:1-4:17; cf Is. 6; Je. 1:4-19; Ezk. 1-3; Ho. 1:2; Am. 7:14—15; Jon. 1:1), and it is only the false prophet who dares to take the office upon himself (Je. 14:14; 23:21). The primary object and effect of the call was an introduction into God’s presence, as the passages noted above show. This was the ‘secret’ or ‘counsel’ of the Lord (1 Ki. 22:19; Je. 23:22; Am. 3:7). The prophet stood before men, as a man who had been made to stand beforeGod(l Ki. 17:1; 18:15).

Again, the prophetic awareness of history stemmed from Moses. When Isaiah makes his tre-mendous polemic against idolatry, one of his most potent contentions, that Yahweh alone is the Author of prophecy and that the idols are at best wise after the event (e.g. 45:20-22), stems directly from Moses and the Exodus. Yahweh sent Moses into Egypt possessed of the clues necessary to in-terpret the great events which were to follow. History became revelation because there was added to the historical Situation a man prepared beforehand to say what it meant. Moses was not left to struggle for the meaning of events as or after they hap-pened; he was forewarned of events and of their significance by the verbal Communications of God. So it was with all the prophets. Alone of the nations of antiquity, Israel had a true awareness of history. They owed it to the prophets, and, under the Lord of history, the prophets owed it to Moses.

Likewise they owed to him their ethical and social concern. Even before his call Moses con-cerned himself with the social welfare of his people (Ex. 2:1 Iff.; cf. v. 17), and afterwards, as the prophetic lawgiver, he outlined the most humane and Philanthropie code of the ancient world, con-cerned for the helpless (Dt. 24:19-22, etc.) and the enemy of the oppressor (e.g. Lv. 19:9ff.).

Many of the prophets were found confronting their kings and playing an active, statesman’s part in national affairs. This was a function of the prophet which found its prototype in Moses, who legislated for the nation, and was even called ‘king’ (Dt. 33:5). It is interesting that the first two kings of Israel were also prophets, but this Union of Offices did not continue, and the Mosaic-theocratic rule was prolonged by the association of the anointed king and the anointed prophet.

We also see in Moses that combination of proc-lamation and prediction which is found in all the prophets. This will concern us in greater detail presently, as a feature of prophecy at large. We will pause only to show that Moses established the norm here also, narnely, that in the interests of speaking to the present Situation the prophet often undertakes to enlarge upon events yet to come. It is this interlocking of proclamation and prediction which distinguishes the true prophet from the mere prognosticator. Even when Moses uttered his great prophecy of the coming Prophet (Dt. 18:15fT.) he was dealing with the very pressing problems of the relation of the people of God to the practices and allurements of pagan cults.

Two other features characteristic of the prophets who were to succeed him are found in Moses. Many of the prophets used Symbols in the delivery of their message (e.g. Je. 19:1 ff.; Ezk. 4:1 ff.). Moses used the uplifted hand (Ex. 17:8ff.) and the uplifted serpent (Nu. 21:8), not to mention the highly symbolic cultus which he mediated to the nation. And finally, the intercessory aspect of the prophetic task was also displayed in him. He was ‘for the people to Godward’ (Ex. 18:19, av; Nu. 27:5) and on at least one notable occasion literally stood in the breach as a man of prayer (Ex. 32:30ff.; Dt. 9:18fr.; cf 1 Ki. 13:6; 2 Ki. 19:4; Je. 7:16; 11:14).

b. The titles of the prophets Two general descriptions appear to have been used for prophets: the first, ‘man of God’, describes how they appeared to their fellow-men. This title was first used of Moses (Dt. 33:1) and continued in use tili the end of the Monarchy (e.g. 1 Sa. 2:27; 9:6; 1 Ki. 13:1, etc ). That it was intended to express the difference of character between the prophet and other men is made perfectly clear by the Shunam-mite: ‘1 perceive that this is a holy man of God . .

(2 Ki. 4:9). The other general title was ‘his, your or my servant’. It does not appear that any ever ad-dressed the prophet as ‘servant of God’, but God often described the prophets as ‘my servants’ and consequently the other pronouns, ‘his’ and ‘your’, were also used (e.g. 2 Ki. 17:13,23; 21:10; 24:2; Ezr. 9:11; Je. 7:25). Here the other relationship of the prophet, that towards God, is expressed, and this also was first a title of Moses (e.g. Jos. 1:1-2).

There are three Hebrew words used of the prophet: näbi', rö'eh and hözeh. The first of these is always translated ‘prophet’; the second, which is, in form, an active participle of the verb ‘to see’, is translated ‘seer’; the third, also an active participle of another verb ‘to see’, is unfortunately without distinctive English equivalent and is translated either ‘prophet’ (e.g. Is. 30:10) or ‘seer’ (e.g. 1 Ch. 29:29).

The derivation of näht has been the subject of long debate. The word can be traced to an Akka-dian root, and the choice is between the prophet as one who is called, or one who calls, i.e. to men in the name of God. Either of these will admirably suit the nature of the prophet as found in the OT. The possibility that the prophet is one who calls to God, in prayer, has not been canvassed, but that too, and apparently from the Start (Gn. 20:7), was a mark of a prophetic man.

Equaily extensive discussion has centred on the relation of the three words näbi', rö'eh and hözeh to each other. Verses such as 1 Ch. 29:29, which appear to use the words with great discrimination (Gad is described in the Heb. as hözeh). suggest that we ought to find a precise shade of meaning in each word. This, however, is not borne out by an examination of OT usage as a whole. The use of the words falls into two periods, marked out by 1 Sa. 9:9: first, there was the period when näbi’ and rö'eh meant something different, the early period: then came the period, in which the author of 1 Sa. 9:9 lived, when näht' had taken on the force of a synonym of rö'eh, with or without losing its own earlier meaning. The source document for the early period is 1 Sa. 9-10, and it certainly seems that we can decide the force of the two words as far as those chapters are concerned: the näbi' is a member of a group, given to corporate and infec-tious ecstasy (1 Sa. 10:5-6, 10-13; 19:20-24), whereas the rö'eh is solitary, and altogether a more important and impressive person. Out of a total of ten occurrences of the title, it is used six times of Samuel (1 Sa. 9:11, 18-19; 1 Ch. 9:22; 26:28; 29:29). He, therefore, demonstrates the rö'eh par excellence.

However, when we move to the later period indi-cated in 1 Sa. 9:9 it is impossible to be so precise. While it is noticeable that throughout Chronicles the hözeh is always (except in 2 Ch. 29:30) men-tioned in association with the king, the attractive Suggestion that he was employed as a resident clairvoyant is not in accordance with the evidence. Even in Chronicles he often acts precisely as a näbi' would have done (e.g. 2 Ch. 19:2; 33:18), and the task most frequently attributed to him was that of court historian —a task equally found in the näbi' and the rö'eh (2 Ch. 9:29; 12:15; cf. I Ch. 29:29).

In general OT usage every shade of meaning in the verb häzä can be paralleled in the verb rä'ä: both are used in connection with divination (Zc. 10:2; Ezk. 21:21), a connection which they share also with the näbi' (Mi. 3:11); both are used for the perception of the meaning of events (Ps. 46:8; Is. 5:12), and of the assessment of character (Ps. 11:4, 7; 1 Sa. 16:1); both are used of the vision of God (Ps. 27:4; Is. 6:5), and of prophetic activity (Is. 1:1; Ezk. 13:3); both are used of seeing vengeance car-ried out (Pss. 58:10; 54:7). In Is. 29:10 näbi' and hözeh are parallel; in Is. 30:10, rö'eh and hözeh are parallel; in Am. 7:12ff. Amaziah addresses Arnos

hözeh, urging him to prophesy (nibba) in Judah, and Arnos replies that he is not a näbi'; in Ezk. 13:9 the reverse procedure is found: the noun näbi’ is the subject of the verb häzä. These references could be prolonged extensively, and we conclude that the words are synonymous.

c. Foretelling andforlhlelling Too often in studies of the phenomenon of prophecy lip-service has been paid to the uniqueness of this movement in Israel, and at the same time it has been brought under judgment and criticism as though it were not unique, and as though the evidence could be explained on purely rationalistic grounds. We have only one mine of information about the OT prophet, however, and that is the OT itself, which must therefore be treated as a primary source document.

The prophet was first a man of the word of God. Even when he seemed to undertake other func-tions, such as the elaborate ‘miming’ of Ezekiel, it was subordinated to the interests of bringing the word of God to his fellow men. This word was not, so to speak, a mere passive opinion, as though

God were anxious simply that men should be aware how he saw matters before they decided tbr themselves. It was rather the prophets’ conviction that the proclamation of God's word radically changed the whole Situation. For example, Is. 28-29 shows us a picture of a people struggling for a satisfactory solution to a pressing problem of po-litical expediency, and, in the process, rejecting God’s word; chs. 30 onwards reveal the Situation which then transpires: the problem is no longer one of political balance of power as between Judah, Assyria and Egypt, but one of spiritual relation-ship between Judah, Assyria and Egypt, on the one hand, and the word of God, on the other. The word is an active ingredient added to the Situation, which is henceforth impelled forward in terms of the word spoken (Is. 40:8; 55:11; see, e.g., ’Curse).

Clearly, however, the prophets spoke to their Situation primarily by means of warnings and en-couragements concerning the future. Almost every prophet first appears as a foreteller, e.g. Am. 1:2. There are three grounds of this practice of foretell-ing: in the first place, it is clearly necessary, if people are to exercise due moral responsibility in the present, that they should be aware of the future. This at once lifts OT prediction out of the realm of mere prognostication and carnal curios-ity. Calls to repentance (e.g. Is. 30:6-9) and calls to practical holiness (e.g. Is. 2:5) are equally based on a word concerning the future; the vision of wrath to come is made the basis of a present seeking of the mercy of God; the vision of bliss to come calls to a walking in the light now.

Secondly, prediction arises from the fact that the prophets speak in the name of the holy Ruler of history. We have already mentioned that the prophets’ call was primarily to a knowledge of God. Out of this knowledge sprang the awareness of what he would do, as he guided history accord-ing to the unchangeable principles of his holy nature. This is to say, that, as prophets, they pos-sessed all the basic Information, for by Moses and the Exodus God had declared his name for ever (Ex. 3:15). They were ‘in the know’ (Am. 3:7).

Thirdly, prediction seems to belong to the very idea of the prophetic office. We may see this in Dt. 18:9fT.: Israel, entering the land of Canaan, is not only warned about the abominations of the Ca-naanite cults, such as infant sacrifice, but also about Canaanite religious practitioners, such as diviners. Certainly these men were concerned with what we call ‘fortune-telling’; they offered to probe the future by one means or another. For Israel, instead of all these, there will be a prophet whom the Lord will raise up from among their brethren. This prophet, speaking in the name of the Lord, is to be judged by the accuracy of his forecasts (v. 22)—a clear proof that Israel expected prophetic prediction, and that it belonged to the notion of prophecy.

We may note here the extraordinarily detailed telepathic and clairvoyant gifts of the prophets. Elisha had the reputation of knowing what was said in secret afar off (2 Kl 6:12) and gave evi-dence that it was not an inaccurate assessment of his powers. Ezekiel is justly famed for his detailed knowledge of Jerusalem at the time of his resi-dence in Babylon (Ezk. 8-11). While it would be unrealistic to rule out direct communication between Ezekiel and Jerusalem, it is equally needless to try to evade this part of the biblical testimony. The prophets were men of remarkable psychic powers. It is, for example, unnecessary to question ibreknowledge of personal names, such as is ex-emplified in 1 Ki. 13:2; Is. 44:28 (cf. Acts 9:12). Since there is no textual uncertainty at these points, the question is simply one of whether we accept the OT evidence as to what constitutes OT prophecy or not. The occurrence of such detailed prediction is perfectly ‘at home’ in the general picture of prophecy as the Bible reveals it. We should remember that it is illegitimate to pose the problem in terms of our knowledge of the lapse of time between prediction and fulfilment: ‘How could the prophet know the name of someone not born tili hundreds of years after his time?’ There is nothing about ‘hundreds of years’ in the passages mentioned. This is our contribution to the question, because we know of the time-lapse. The real question is much simpler in Statement: ‘From what we know of the OT prophet, is there anything against his Ibreknowledge of personal names?’ In the light of the OT, the negative reply may justly be made.

II. Prophetic inspiration and methods

a. Modes of inspiration

How did the prophet receive the message which he was commissioned to convey to his fellows? The answer given in the vast majority of cases is perfectly clear and yet tantalizingly vague: ‘The word of the Lord came . . .’, literally, the verb being the verb ‘to be’, ‘the word of the Lord became actively present to . . .’. It is a Statement of a direct, personal awareness. This is the basic experience of the prophet. It is stated for the first time in Ex. 7:1-2 (cf. 4:15-16). God is the author of the words which he conveys to the prophet, and through him to the people. It is this same experience which Jeremiah had when the Lord’s hand touched his mouth (Je. 1:9), and this passage teils us as much as we are permitted to know: that in the context of personal fellowship which God has brought about the prophet receives a donation of words. Jeremiah later expressed this experience as ‘standing in the counsel of the Lord’ (23:22), whereby he was then able to make the people hear God’s words. This, however, adds nothing in the way of psychological explanation.

Dreams and visions also had their place in the inspiration of the prophet. It is sometimes urged that Je. 23:28 teaches the invalidity of dreams as a method of ascertaining the word of the Lord. However, in the light of Nu. 12:6-7 and 1 Sa. 28:6, 15, which teach the validity of the dream, we see that Je. 23:28 is to be understood as ‘a mere dream’ or ‘a dream of his own fancy’. Indeed, Jeremiah himself appears to have enjoyed the word of God through a dream (31:26). The experience of visions is best exemplified in the prophet Zechariah, but, like dreams, it adds nothing to our knowledge—or rather our ignorance—of the mechanics of inspiration. Exactly the same may be said of the cases where the word is perceived through a Symbol (Je. 18; Am. 7:7fT; 8:1-3). Inspiration is a miracle; we do not know in what way God makes the mind of a man aware of his word.

This raises the question of the activity of the Spirit of God in prophetic inspiration. There are 18 passages which associate prophetic inspiration with the activity of the Spirit: in Nu. 24:2 the refer-ence is to Balaam; Nu. 11:29; 1 Sa. 10:6, 10; 19:20, 23 deal with the prophetic ecstasy; the plain as-sumption that prophecy arises from the Spirit of

God is found in 1 Ki. 22:24; Joel 2:28-29; Ho. 9:7; Ne. 9:30; Zc. 7:12; a direct claim to the inspiration of the Spirit is made in Mi. 3:8; the Spirit’s inspiration of the prophetic word is claimed by 1 Ch. 12:18; 2 Ch. 15:1; 20:14; 24:20; Ne. 9:20; and Ezk. 11:5. 1t is clear that this evidence is not evenly spread through the OT, and in particular that the pre-exilic prophets are sparsely represented. Indeed, Jeremiah does not mention the Spirit of God in any context whatever. This has been taken as showing a distinction between the ‘man of the word’ and the ‘man of the Spirit’ (see L. Koehler, Old Testament Theology, 1957; E. Jacob, Theology of the Old Testament, 1958; T. C. Vriezen, An Outline of Old Testament Theology, 1958), suggesting that the early prophets were anxious to dissociate themselves from the group inspiration of the so-called spirit-possessed men. This is not a necessary, nor even a probable, conclusion. For one thing, a straightforward identification of the earlier group-ecstatics with the later false prophets is not pos-sible; and, for another, as E. Jacob points out, ‘the word presupposes the spirit, the Creative breath of life, and for the prophets there was such evidence of this that they thought it unnecessary to state it explicitly’.

b. Modes of communication The prophets came before their contemporaries as men with a word to say. The spoken Oracle is the form in which the word of God is expressed. Each prophet stamped the marks of his own personality and experience on this word: the oracles of Arnos and Jeremiah are as unlike as are the Personalities of the two prophets. There is, therefore, a double awareness in the books of the prophets: on the one hand, these words are the words which God gave to the prophet. God took this man to be his mouth-piece; they are the words of God. On the other hand, these words are the words of a certain man, spoken at a certain time, under certain circum-stances. It is customary among modern writers (e.g. H. H. Rowley, The Servant of the Lord, 1952, . 126) to draw the conclusion that the word thus ecame to an extern imperfect and fallible, because it was the word of imperfect and fallible men. We ought to be clear that such a conclusion must rest on grounds other than the testimony of the prophets themselves in so far as we have it in the books. This is not the place to discuss the relation between the words of inspired men and the words of the God who inspired them (* Inspiration), but it is the place to say that the books of the prophets may be searched without discovering any trace of Suggestion that the prophets thought the word through them was in any way less than the word of God. We shall note presently that most of the prophets seemed totally unaware of the existence of voices other than, or contradictory to, their own. They possessed an overwhelming certainty concerning their words, such as is proper either to lunatics or to men who have stood in the counsel of God and received there what they are to say on earth.

Sometimes the prophets couched their oracles in the form of parable or allegory (e.g Is. 5:1-7; 2 Sa. 12:1-7; and especially Ezk. 16 and 23), but the most dramatic presentation of their message was by means of the ‘acted oracle’. If we Start by think-ing of the acted oracle as a ‘visual aid’ we will undoubtedly end with the wrong conception of its nature and function. Of course, it was a visual aid, but, in association with the Heb. notion of the effi-cacy of the word, it served to make the discharge of the word into the Contemporary Situation rather more powerful. This is best seen in the interview between King Joash and the dying Elisha (2 Ki. 13:14ff). In v. 17 the arrow of the Lord’s victory is shot against Syria. The prophet has introduced the king into a sphere of symbolic action. He now in-quires how far the king has faith to embrace that word of promise: the king smites three times, and that is the extent to which the effective word of God will achieve accomplishment and not return void. Here we see very vividly the exact relation in which the Symbol stood to the word, and in which both stood to the course of events. The word em-bodied in the Symbol is exceedingly effective; it cannot fail to come to pass; it will accomplish exactly what the Symbol declared. Thus, Isaiah walked naked and barefoot (Is. 20), Jeremiah smashed a potter’s vessel in the place of potsherds (Je. 19), Ahijah tore his new coat into twelve pieces and gave Jeroboam ten (1 Ki. 11:29ff.), Ezekiel be-sieged a model city (Ezk. 4:1-3), dug through the house wall (12:1 ff.), did not mourn for his dead wife (24:15ff.). We need to distinguish sharply between the acted oracle of the Israelite prophet and the sympathetic magic of the Canaanite cults. Es-sentially the latter is a movement from man to God: the performance of a certain action by man is an attempt to coerce Baal, or whatever god was in mind, to function correspondingly. The acted oracle was a movement from God to man: the word of God, the activity on which God had al-ready decided, was thus declared and promoted on earth. In this, as in every other aspect of biblical religion, the initiative rests solely with God.

c. The books of the prophets The question of the formation of the * Canon does not concern us here, but we cannot evade the question of the Compilation of the writings of each prophet. It ought to be taken for granted that each of the prophetic books contains only a selection of the utterances of that prophet, but who did the selecting, editing and arranging? For example, the Judaean references in the book of Hosea are prob-ably correctly seen as editorial work after the fall of Samaria, when the prophet’s oracles were car-ried S. But who was the editor? Or, again, the series of questions and answers in Malachi are clearly a deliberate arrangement to convey a total message. Who arranged them? Or, on a larger scale, the book of Isaiah is manifestly a well-edited book; we have only to think of the way in which the series of six ‘woes’ (chs. 28-37) fall into two groups of three within which the first three respectively are exactly matched by the second three, or of the way chs. 38-39 have been taken out of chronological order so that they may become a historical preface to chs. 40-55. But who was the careful editor?

If we consult the books themselves we find three hints as to their written composition. First, that the prophets themselves wrote at least some of their oracles {e.g. Is. 30:8; Je. 29:1 ff.; cf. 2 Ch. 21:12; Je. 29:25; cf. the use of the first person in Ho. 3:1-5); secondly, that in the case of Jeremiah, at least, a lengthy Statement of his prophecies so far was made out with the help of a secretary (Je. 36), and that the command is both given and received without any sign that it was at all out of the way; and thirdly, that the prophets are sometimes associated with a group which was, presumably, the recipient
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of the teaching of the master-prophet, and may have been the repository of his oracles. Such a group is mentioned as ‘my disciples’ in Is. 8:16. These slender pieces of evidence suggest that the prophet himself was behind the recording of his words, whether by personal act, or by dictation, or by teaching. It could easily have been that the oracles of Isaiah took their present form as a manual of instruction for the prophet’s disciples.

The name ‘sons of the prophets’ is used of these groups of disciples. It is actually found in the times of Elijah and Elisha, though Am. 7:14 shows that it survived as a technical term long after. We would gather from 2 Ki. 2:3, 5 that there were known groups of men settled here and there in the land under the general superintendence of the ‘author-ized’ prophet. Elijah, in his effort to spare Elisha the strain of parting, appears to make a customary journey. Elisha in his turn had the management of the prophetic groups (2 Ki. 4:38; 6:1 ff.), and availed himself of their Services (2 Ki. 9:1). Clearly the members of these groups were men of prophetic gift (2 Ki. 2:3, 5), but whether they joined the group by divine call or attached themselves to the prophet, attracted by his teaching, or were called by him, we are not in a position to say.

There is no need to see in Am. 7:14 a slur on the prophetic groups, as though Arnos were indig-nantly distinguishing himself from them. Arnos could hardly be denying prophetic Status to himself, seeing he is about to assert that the Lord commanded him to ‘prophesy’ (Heb. hinnäbe', to perform the part of a näbi', 7:15). We may there-fore take the words either as an indignant rhet-orical question: ‘Am I not a prophet, and a prophet’s son? Indeed, I was a herdsman . . . and the Lord took me’, or, preferably, T am no prophet ... 1 am a herdsman, . . . and the Lord took me.’ Arnos is making no sinister accusation against the sons of the prophets as necessarily Professional time-servers, but is alleging the authority of a spiritual call as against the accusation of lack of of-ficial Status and authorization.

Very likely, at any rate, it is to such men, grouped round the great prophets, that we owe the safe-guarding and transmission of their oracles, while at the same time it is going l'ar beyond any infor-mation we possess regarding the groups of the ‘sons of the prophets’, their continuance and their work, to ascribe to them Wholesale modifications, adaptations and additions to the inherited work of the ‘master’ prophet, as is becoming increasingly fashionable in specialist study.

III. True and falsc prophets

When Micaiah the son of Imlah and Zedekiah the son of Chenaanah confronted each other before King Ahab, the one warning of defeat and the other promising victory, and both appealing to the authority of the Lord (1 Ki. 22), how could they have been distinguished, the true from the false? When Jeremiah faced Hananiah, the formet bowing under a yoke symbolizing servitude and the latter breaking the yoke symbolizing liberation (Je. 28), how could they have been distinguished? Or, a more extreme case, when the ‘old prophet in Bethel’ brought back the ‘man of God’ out of Judah with a lying message, and then rounded upon him with the true Word of God (1 Ki. 13:18-22), was it possible to teil when he spoke with truth and when he spoke with deceit? The question of the discrimination of prophets is by no means aca-demic but thoroughly practical and of the highest spiritual importance.

Certain external characteristics of a general kind have been alleged as distinguishing the true from the false. It has been urged that the prophetic ecstasy was the mark of the false prophet. We have already noted that group-ecstasy was the common mark of the näbi' in the time of Samuel (1 Sa. 9-10; etc). This ecstasy was apparently spontaneous, or it could be induced, notably by music (1 Sa. 10:5; 2 Ki. 3:15) and by the ritual dance (1 Ki.

18:28). The ecstatic person apparently became very forgetful and quite insensible to pain (1 Sa. 19:24; 1 Ki. 18:28). It is easy, and indeed almost inevitable, that we should looic with suspicion on a phenom-enon such as this: it is so alien to our taste, and it is known as a feature of Baalism, and of Canaan in general. But these are not sufficient grounds for a plain identification between ecstatic and false. For one thing, there is no indication that the ecstasy was in any way frowned upon either by the people at large or by the best of their religious leaders. Samuel foretold with apparent approbation that Saul would join the ecstatic prophets and that this would signify his becoming a new man (1 Sa. 10:6). Also, the emissary of Elisha is called by Jehu’s fellow captains ‘this mad fellow’ (2 Ki. 9:11), prob-ably indicating that the ecstasy was still a feature of the prophetic group. Furthermore, Isaiah’s Temple experience was certainly an ecstasy, and Ezekiel was without doubt an ecstatic.

Another suggested identification of false proph-ecy is professionalism: they were the paid servants of some king or other and it was to their interest to say what would please the king. But, again, this will hardly serve as a criterion. Samuel was clearly a Professional prophet but was not a false prophet; Nathan was very likely a court official of David, but yet professionalism was by no means equiva-lent to sycophancy. Even Arnos may have been Professional, but Amaziah urges upon him that the iiving is better in Judah for a prophet like him (Am. 7:1 Off ). Like the ecstatics, the court prophets are found in groups (I Ki. 22), and no doubt their Professional Status could have been a corrupting influ-ence, but to say that it was so is to run beyond the evidence. Jeremiah made no such accusation against Pashhur (Je. 20), though it would have been greatly to his advantage to have had a ready-made proof of his adversary’s error.

There are three notable discussions of the whole question of false prophecy in the OT. The first is in Dt. 13 and 18. Dealing with the latter chapter first, it States a negative test: what does not come to pass was not spoken by the Lord. The wording here ought to be strictly observed; it is not a simple Statement that fulfilment is the hall-mark of genu-ineness, for, as 13:1 ff. indicates, a sign may be given and come to pass and yet the prophet be false. In-evitably, fulfilment was looked for as proof of genuine, godly utterance: Moses complained when what was spoken ‘in the name’ failed to have the desired effect (Ex. 5:23); Jeremiah saw in the visit of Hanamel a proof that the word was from the Lord (Je. 32:8). But Deuteronomy States only the negative, because that alone is safe and correct. What the Lord says will always find fulfilment, but sometimes the word of the false is fulfilled also, as a test for God’s people.

Thus, we turn to Dt. 13, and the answer to the Problem of discerning the false prophet: the test is a theological one, the revelation of God at the

Exodus. The essence of the falsc prophet is that he calls the people ‘after other gods, which you have not known’ (v. 2), thus teaching ‘rebellion against the Lord your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt’ (vv. 5, 10). Here we see the final feature of Moses, the normative prophet: he also fixed the theological norm by which all subsequent teaching could be judged. A prophet might allege that he spoke in the name of Yahweh, but if he did not acknowledge the authority of Moses and sub-scribe to the doctrines of the Exodus he was a false prophet.

This is substantially the answer, also, of Jere-miah. This sensitive prophet could not carry off the contest with the robust assurance which seemed so natural to Isaiah and Arnos. The ques-tion of personal certainty was one which he could not evade, and yet he could not answer it except by the tautologous ‘certainty is certainty’. We find him in the heat of the struggle in 23:9ff. It is clear from a reading of these verses that Jeremiah can find no external tests of the prophet: there is here no allegation of ecstasy or professionalism. Nor does he find the essence of the false prophet to consist in the acquisition of his oracles by dreams: that is, there is no test based upon prophetic tech-nique. This, rather, is what Jeremiah alleges: the false prophet is a man of immoral life (vv. 10-14) and he places no barrier to immorality in others (v.

17); whereas the true prophet seeks to stem the tide of sin and to call people to holiness (v. 22). Again, the message of the false prophet is one of peace, without regard to the moral and spiritual condi-tions which are basic to peace (v. 17); whereas the true prophet has a message of judgment upon sin (v. 29).

We might interject here that Jeremiah ought not to be understood to say that the true prophet cannot have a message of peace. This is one of the most damaging notions that has ever entered the study of the prophets. There is a time when peace is the message of God; but it will always be in Exodus terms, that peace can come only when holiness is satisfied concerning sin. And this is exactly what Jeremiah is urging: the voice of the true prophet is always the voice of the law of God, once for all declared through Moses. Thus Jeremiah is bold to say that the false prophets are men of borrowed testimony, feigned authority and self-appointed ministry (vv. 30-32), whereas the true prophet has stood in the counsel of Yahweh and heard his voice, and has been sent by him (vv. 18, 21-22, 28, 32). Jeremiah’s final position is in l'act that ‘certainty is certainty’, but he is rescued from tautology by the positive revelation of God. He knows he is right because his experience is the Mosaic experience of Standing before God (cf. Nu. 12:6-8; Dt. 34:10), and his message accords, as that of the false prophets does not, with the ‘Exodus Quadrilateral’ of Holiness (obedience), Peace, Sin, Judgment.

The answer of Ezekiel is substantially that of Jeremiah, and is found in Ezk. 12:21-14:11. Ezek-iel teils us that there are prophets who are guided by their own wisdom and have no word from Yahweh (13:2-3). Thus they make people trust in lies and leave them without resource in the day of trial (13:4-7). The mark of these prophets is their message: it is one of peace and shallow optimism (13:10-16), and it is devoid of moral content, grieving the righteous and encouraging the wicked (v. 22). By contrast, there is a prophet who insists on piercing to the core of the matter, answering folk not according to their ostensible queries but according to their sinful hearts (14:4-5), for the word of Yahweh is always a word against sin (14:7— 8). We see again that the true prophet is the Mosaic prophet. It is not just that in a vague sense he has a direct experience of God, but that he has been commissioned by the God of the Exodus to reiter-ate once again to Israel the moral requirements of the covenant.

IV. The prophets in the religion of Israel

a. Cultic prophets

Prophecy in a cultic setting is found in 2 Ch. 20:14. In a time of national anxiety King Jehoshaphat has led his people in public prayer in the court of the Lord’s house. Immediately upon the conclu-sion of the prayer, a Levite, inspired by the Spirit of God, brings a word from the Lord promising victory. Here, then, is a Levite, that is, a cultic official, with a prophetic capacity. A further indi-cation of the same happening may occur in some psalms (e.g. 60; 75; 82; etc.). In all these psalms there is a section in which a first person singulär voice speaks: this is the oracular response, the prophet associated with the cult, bringing the Contemporary utterance of God to his people. The Suggestion made is that the guilds of levitical singers in the post-exilic period are the survival of groups of cultic prophets attached to the vari-ous sanctuaries in pre-exilic times. At every sanc-tuary, working alongside the priests, who had Charge of the sacrificial aspect of the worship, there were prophets who declared the word of God publicly for the nation or privately for individual guidance.

The evidence for this practice, known, of course, in Canaanite circles, is largely inferential: we first meet a prophetic guild at the high place at Gibeah (1 Sa. 10:5); Samuel the prophet was an official at Shiloh (1 Sa. 3:19), and presided at a cultic meal at Ramah (1 Sa. 9:12flf); the prophet Gad com-manded David to erect the altar in Araunah’s threshing-floor (2 Sa. 24:11, 18), and revealed God’s will concerning the guilds of temple singers (2 Ch. 29:25); the prophet Nathan was consulted about the building of the Temple (2 Sa. 7:1 ff.); Elijah staged a cultic scene at an ancient shrine (1 Ki. 18:30ff.); it was customary to visit the prophet on cultic occasions (2 Ki. 4:23); there are numerous references in which prophet and priest are coupled together in a way suggesting Professional associ-ation (2 Ki. 23:2; Is. 28:7; Je. 2:26; 8:10; 13:13, etc.); there were prophetic quarters within the Temple (Je. 35:4).

It is difficult to see how any theory could be stable when it rests on such slight foundation. For example, the apparently strong Connection estab-lished between prophet and Temple by the alloca-tion of quarters, in Je. 35:4, is utterly negatived by the fact that the same verse speaks of cham-bers allocated to the princes. Again, the fact that prophets and guilds are found at cultic centres need mean nothing more than that they too were religious people! Arnos was found at the sanctu-ary of Bethel (7:13), but this does not prove that he was paid to be there. David’s consultation of his prophets teils us more about David’s good sense than about his prophets’ cultic associations. The theory of the cultic prophet remains a theory.

b The prophels and the cultus Even if the theory of the cultic prophet could be proved, it would still leave unsettled the relation of the canonical, or writing, prophet to the cultus. Their view of the cultus is somewhat of a crux of interpretation, and centres round six brief passages which are supposed by sotne to contain an outright condemnation of all cultic worship and a denial that it was ever the will of God (Am. 5:21-25; Ho. 6:6; Is. 1:11-15; 43:22-24; Mi. 6:6-8; Je. 7:21-23).

We may remark at once on the small number of verses involved. If the prophets were so opposed to the cultus, as some commentators have urged, it is extraordinary that their Opposition was so rarely voiced, and then in such a manner as to leave it open to doubt whether they intended to condemn the cultus as such or the cultus as then abused. Furthermore, in other parts of their writings some of these prophets do not seem to take such a strong line about ceremonial and sacrifice. Isaiah, in his inaugural vision, certainly met with God and with peace of heart in a cultic setting. Are we to believe that he thought the cultus was worth nothing? Or again, Jeremiah, in ch. 7, the chapter from which the proof-text is drawn, does not condemn people for offering cultic worship (vv. 9-10) because Yahweh has forbidden it but because they couple it with moral indiflerence and iniquity; in v. II the Temple is ‘this house, which is called by my name’ and in v. 12, Shiloh is ‘my place’, which was des-troyed, not to manifest divine rejection of the cultus but because of the iniquity of the worship-pers. This all suggests, what detailed study of the verses will also indicate, that the anger of the prophets is directed against the cultus abused.

The heart of the exegetical problem in Am. 5:21-25 is in the last verse: ‘Did you bring to me sacrifices and ofierings the forty years in the wilderness . . . ?’ In Order to Support the theory that Arnos is a root-and-branch Opponent of sacrifice, we must see him confidently expecting the answer ‘No’ to this question. But this is exactly what he could not have done. On any view of the origin of the Pentateuch, the traditions current in Arnos’ day would have spoken of sacrifice in the time of Moses, and of the Patriarchs before him. Vv. 21-23 teil of God’s spurning of their current cuitic prac-tice. V. 24 teils U§ whäl iS fttissing: a moral concern, a holy life. V. 25 is intended to enforce the truth that these things are not an ‘either/or’ but are the inseparable sides of religion according to the will of God. It should be stressed that the form of the question in the Hebrew does not suggest, let alone require, a negative answer, and if we translate v. 25 so as to bring out the emphasis of the prophet, we read: ‘Was it sacrifices and offerings you brought to me in the wilderness forty years . .. ?’ If they trace their religion back to its root in revelation, what do they find but a divine requirement of sacrifice in the context of a life obedient to the law of God? Because of their failure to follow this pattem (vv. 26f.) they will go into captivity. Mere opus op-eratum ritual is not worship of the God of the Bible.

According to Pr. 8:10, we are to ‘Take my in-struction instead of silver, and knowledge rather than choice gold.’ Clearly this is a Statement of priorities, not an exclusion of one thing in favour of the other. The importance of this verse is that its Hebrew is exactly parallel in construction to that of Ho. 6:6. In the light therefore of Hosea’s failure to maintain an attitude of rejection towards the cultus throughout the rest of his prophecy, we may hold that he intends here a Statement of priorities such as was given classical expression by Samuel: ‘To obey is better than sacrifice’ (1 Sa. 15:22).

The difficulty with the passage in Is. 1 is that it proves a great deal too much if it is taken simply as outright condemnation. Certainly vv. 11-12 appear to be a very strong attack on sacrifice, but no strenger than the attack upon the sabbath in v. 13, and upon prayer in v. 15. It cannot be that the prophet is utterly repudiating the sabbath and prayer. It must be that the final clause of v. 15, while referring directly to the earlier part of the verse, refers also to all the preceding condemna-tions. The prophet is simply urging that no re-ligious activity avails in the context of a blatantly sinful life. This interpretation is proved to be cor-rect by the initial verbs of v. 16, the first of which is constantly used throughout the levitical Code for ceremonial purification, a very unlikely verb for the prophet to use if he considered all such things contrary to God’s will; the second verb applies to moral purgation. The prophet’s message is thus the Bible’s message: the message of the joint requirement of the moral and ceremonial law.

We notice next Mi. 6:6-8. We have a somewhat analogous Situation in the words of our Lord to the rieh young ruler (Mk. 10:17flf ). By his exclusive reply in terms of the moral law does he intend to deny the divine authority of the ceremonial law of atoning sacrifice? In view of his constant regard for the Mosaic legislation (e.g. Mt. 8:4), not to men-tion his authentication of the terms of OT sacrifice by his teaching concerning his own death (Mk. 14:24), this is an unlikely interpretation of the words. Or again, we might ask if Lv. 18:5, present-ing the moral law as a way of life, intends to invali-date the ceremonial law. Likewise, in the case of Micah, we must not understand him to reject whatever he does not specifically approve,

We have already noted certain background facts relative to the study of Je. 7:21-23. If Jeremiah, in the immediate context, seems, at the least, not to condemn sacrifice as per se unacceptable, may we so interpret 7:22? The difficulty is that, on the face of it, the words seem to require us to do so. How-ever, closer examination of the Hebrew suggests that the difficulty belongs more to the English translation than to the original. The preposition which the English gives as ‘concerning’—the vital word in the whole verse—is the Hebrew 'al-dibre, which can only mean ‘concerning’ by a weakening of its real significance ‘because of’ or ‘for the sake of’ (cf. Gn. 20:11; 43:18; Ps. 7, title; Je. 14:1; etc.). According to this, the verse says that Yahweh did not address Israel either ‘because of’ sacrifices: that is to say, the performance of sacrifice is not a means whereby pressure may be applied to God; nor did he address them ‘for the sake of’ sacrifices, for the living God Stands in no need of anything man can supply. The nation has missed the divine priority by its concentration on the mere Operation of a cult, for the cult is not a thing which exists on its own but rather for the sake of the spiritual needs of a people committed to obedience to the moral law of God.

We may allude finally to Is. 43:22ff., which is, in many ways, the most difficult verse of all. The emphasis in v. 22 requires the translation, ‘Not me have you called . . .’ On the supposition that this sets the tone of address throughout the verses, we are clearly within the same circle ol' possibilities: either, there is an indignant repudiation of the whole idea of divine authorization of sacrifice: ‘whoever you may think you appeal to in your cultus, it is not to me, for I did not bürden you with offerings’; or the accusation is that they abused the divine intention: ‘in all your cultic labour you have not really called upon me, for it was never my plan that the cultus should turn you into slave-labour of ritual’. These alternatives of interpretation are so clear in the text that we may simply ask whether there are any other evidences whereby we might decide between them. The general consent of Scripture points to the second Suggestion. Since there is no need to interpret the other crucial verses as an outright denial of sacrifice, we ought to reject that meaning here also. Moreover, within Isaiah, we have to reckon with 44:28, clearly approving the rebuilding of the Temple: for Isaiah to repudiate sacrifice and yet rejoice in the Temple would in-volve a complete contradiction in terms. There is also the inescapably sacrificial language of Is. 53.

c. The unity of Israel's religion The religion of Israel began, as to its normative form, with the prophet-priest Moses, and it con-tinued as a religion jointly of prophet and priest. This is declared in the covenant ceremony in Ex. 24:4-8. Yahweh has redeemed his people according to promise and they have acquiesced in the law he has imposed upon them as his redeemed people. Moses expressed the relationship symbolically: twelve pillars grouped round an altar (24:4). Here is the visual expression of the fulfilment of the covenant promise: ‘I will take you for my people, and I will be your God’ (Ex. 6:7). Notably, God is repre-sented as an altar, for the holy God—the primary revelation of God to Moses-(Ex. 3:5)—can dwell among sinners only by virtue of the atoning blood. Hence, the first thing Moses does with the blood is to sprinkle it upon the altar. As at the Passover, the initial movement of the blood is towards God in propitiation (Ex. 12:13).

The ceremony proceeds with the people’s self-dedication to obedience to the law, and then the blood is sprinkled upon them. It is thus declared that while the people are brought to God by means of the blood of propitiation, the people themselves need the blood also in the context of their Obligation to keep God’s holy law. This, then, is the unity of prophet and priest: the former calls continually to obedience; the latter reminds constantly of the efficacy of the blood. If we drive them asunder the former becomes a moralist and the latter a ritualist; if we keep them together, as the religion of Israel does, and as the Bible does, we see the whole wonder of the God whom prophet and priest— and apostle too—proclaimed: a just God, and a Saviour, who will never relax his demand that his people walk in the light and be holy as he is holy, and who sets alongside that inflexible demand the blood which cleanses from all sin.
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V. Prophecy in the New Testament

a. Continuity with the Old Testament Prophecy and the prophets form the greatest line of continuity between the OT and NT. This is evident from the attitude of Christ and the apostles to OT prophecy, from the continuance of the phe-nomenon of prophecy both up to and after the ministry of Jesus, from the prophetic character of his own ministry, from the placing of the inspir-ation of NT apostles and prophets alongside that of OT prophets, and from the general outpouring of the Holy Spirit—the spirit of prophecy—upon the church, leading to a continuing acceptance of prophets and prophesying in NT churches.

The OT prophetic line did not end with Malachi, but with John the Baptist, as our Lord expressly declares (Mt. 11:13). Prophetic utterances of John’s father Zechariah, and of Anna, Simeon and Mary at the beginning of Luke’s Gospel all bear witness to the continuance of prophetic inspiration (Lk. 1:46—55, 67-79; 2:26-38). The customary div-ision into two ‘Testaments’ unfortunately obscures this marvellous unity of God’s Programme of revelation, but the line is continuous from Moses to John—and indeed beyond him, as we shall see.

Furthermore the NT Stands in a relation of fulfilment to the actual message of the OT prophets. Time and again this is the bürden of the NT: what God said of old he has now brought to pass (e.g. Mt. 1:22; 13:17; 26:56; Lk. 1:70; 18:31; Acts 3:21; 10:43, etc.). They all bore witness ultimately to Christ and his saving work (Lk. 24:25, 27, 44; Jn. 1:45; 5:39; 11:51). He came not to abolish the law and the prophets but to fulfil them (Mt. 5:17), and indeed based his understanding of his own mission and destiny principally upon their predictions.

The importance of this feature of the NT in authentication of the OT can scarcely be over-emphasized. Though a persecuted minority (Mt. 5:12; 23:29-37; Lk. 6:23, etc.), the OT prophets are no mere idle speculative dreamers, but the most important voice coming to us from the ancient past, confirmed as proclaimers of eternal truth by the fulfilment of their greatest words in the greatest event of all time, the person and work of Jesus Christ. He himself points us back to them and their message as a permanent revelation of God, sufficient to lead to repentance and therefore to render culpable those who fail to listen to them (Lk. 16:29-31). They are authorized teachers of the Christian church, men whose words are still to be heeded as the word of God (cf. 2 Pet. 1:19-21).

b.    The greatesl prophet and more

One of his commonest assessments of the person of Jesus of Nazareth by his contemporaries in Pal-estine was that he was a prophet from God, or a teacher from God, or both (Mt. 14:5; 21:11, 46; Lk. 7:16; Jn. 3:2; 4:19; 6:14; 7:40; 9:17, etc). Their basic concept of a prophet was clearly based upon the OT prophetic ministry, and included declaring God’s word, having supernormal knowledge, and evidencing the power of God (cf. Jn. 3:2; 4:19 in loc.; Mt. 26:68; Lk. 7:39).

Jesus accepted this title among others, and used it of himself (Mt. 13:57; Lk. 13:33), as well as ac-cepting the title of teacher (Jn. 13:13), and even of scribe by implication (Mt. 13:51-52). The apostles came to realize that the ultimate fulfilment of Moses’ prophecy (Dt. 18:15flf.) of the prophet like him whom God would raise up was found in Christ himself (Acts 3:22-26; 7:37; * Messiah). Only, in the case of Jesus we do not merely have a prophet, but the Son to whom the Spirit is not given by measure, in whose teaching ministry therefore the ministry of prophet and teacher are perfectly com-bined, and with whom the acme of prophetic reve-lation is reached (Mt. 21:33-43; Lk. 4:14-15; Jn. 3:34). However, more than the greatest prophet, we see in Jesus the one who sent the prophets (Mt. 23:34, 37), and one who not merely speaks the words of God, but is himself the Word made flesh (Jn. 1:1-14; Rev. 19:13; * Logos).

c.    The Spirit of prophecy and the Christian church Christ promised his disciples that after his ascen-sion he would send them his Holy Spirit who would empower them to bear witness to him in the world, and would bear witness with them (Lk. 24:48-49; Jn. 14:26; 15:26-27; Acts 1:8). That this includes prophetic inspiration is clear from Mt. 10:19-20; Jn. 16:12-15, etc. The apostles and those who preached the gospel at the first did so in the power of the same ‘Holy Spirit sent from heaven’ who inspired the predictions of the OT prophets as they looked forward to the coming suflerings and glory of Christ (1 Pet. 1:10-12). Hence it is no sur-prise that when the Holy Spirit is poured out at Pentecost, the immediate result includes manifest-ations in speech (Acts 2:1-12), and Peter’s explan-ation cites Joel 2:28-32, where a major result of the effusion of the Spifit Oil all flesh is that 'they shall prophesy’, including not only prophetic words but also visions and dreams (Acts 2:18). Every Christian is potentially a prophet (thus realizing Moses’ wish expressed in Nu. 11:29), for the Spirit given generally to the church for its testimony to Jesus is the Spirit of prophecy (1 Cor. 14:31; Rev. 19:10). Therefore Paul teils the Corinthian Christians, ‘Earnestly desire the spiritual gifts, especially that you may prophesy’ (1 Cor. 14:1).

When Christians initially received the power of the Holy Spirit, the commonest manifestations re-sulting at the time seem to have been speaking in another language (of praise and prayer) and prophesying (Acts 2:4, 17-18; 10:44—46; 19:6; 1 Cor. 1:5-7). It is not clear whether those who so spoke under the inspiration of the Spirit retained this faculty in all cases, or whether it was simply an initial confirmatory evidence of their reception of the Spirit, as in the case of the seventy elders, the nearest OT parallel in Nu. 11:25, where they prophesied only when the Spirit came upon them initially, ‘but they did so no more’.

Jesus predicted that people would prophesy in his name (Mt. 7:22; though attention should be paid to his warning against reliance on this or any other work for one’s spiritual Standing), so prophecy is repeatedly mentioned as one of the gifts of the Holy Spirit with which Christ equips his mem-bers to function as his body in each place (Rom. 12:4-7; 1 Cor. 12:10-13; 1 Thes. 5:19-20; 1 Pet. 4:10-11; Rev. passim). This gift is differentiated both from tongues and interpretation and also from teaching. It differs from the former in being Spirit-inspired speech from God to man, whereas tongues and interpretations are addressed from man to God (Acts 2:11; 10:46; 1 Cor. 14:2-3); it differs from the latter (as in the OT) in being an utterance (frequently in the Lord’s name) immedi-ately inspired by direct revelation from the Holy Spirit, whereas teaching is mediated through patient study and exposition of truth already revealed. (Prophecy under the Spirit’s inspiration will also often partly take the form, as in the OT, of a reiteration of truths already revealed in Scripture.)

The füllest guidance on the use of this gift in a church is given by Paul in 1 Cor. 14, along with instruction on the use of ‘tongues’. From this and other references the following picture emerges. The exercise of this gift is in principle open to any Christian, under the sovereign distribution of the Spirit of Christ, including to women on occasion (vv. 5, 31; 11:5; 12:11; cf. Acts 21:9), although whether such feminine ministry was generally wel-comed in the churches of the time is doubtful in view of 1 Cor. 14:33-36. Prophetic utterances are an intelligible word of revelation from God to the hearts and minds of those present, ‘for their up-building and encouragement and consolation’ (vv. 3-5, 26, 30-31). The reaction of the unbeliever to this prophetic ministry (vv. 24-25) shows that it could proclaim the whole message, of sin and judgment, as well as of grace and salvation.

‘The spirits of prophets are subject to prophets’ (v. 32), so that prophecy is neither to be abused by people succumbing to any supposedly uncontrol-lable ecstatic frenzy, nor to be exercised without the check of other members of the body, notably the elders and prophets weighing or discerning the ac-curacy and reliability of utterances purporting to issue from the Holy Spirit (vv. 29-33). It was doubtless just such abuses which led the apostle to write to another young church, ‘Do not quench the Spirit, do not despise prophesying, but test every-thing; hold fast what is good’ (1 Thes. 5:19-21)—a similar balance to that shown by him towards tongues in 1 Cor. 14:39-40.

Testing or weighing prophetic utterances is all the more necessary in view of the warnings of the NT (following the OT) against false prophets and false prophecy, by which Satan seeks to lead the unwary astray (Mt. 7:15; 24:11,24; 2 Pet. 2:1; 1 Jn. 4:1 ff.), and an example of which appears in Bar-Jesus at Paphos (Acts 13:5fL). In the latter case occult sources are specified, although in other cases selfish human desires are blamed; but in either case the devil’s anti-Christian cause is being served, as the symbolic figure of the false prophet serving the dragon in Rev. 13:11 and 19:20 makes plain. False prophets will on occasion work mir-acles (Mk. 13:22), but as in the OT (Dt. 13:1-5) are not to be given undiscerning credence merely on that account. The testing of any prophetic utterance will be in accordance with our Lord’s warning, ‘You will know them by their fruits’ (Mt. 7:20 in loc.), and will include these criteria: /. their conformity to the teachings of Scripture, of Christ and of his apostles in both content and character (similar to OT, Dt. 18; but notice that a test of any man claiming spirituality or prophetic gifts is that ‘he should acknowledge that what I am writing to you is a command of the Lord’, 1 Cor. 14:37-38; 1 Jn. 4:6); //. their over-all tendency and result or fruits (e.g., do they glorify Christ and edify the church, asper Jn. 16:14 and 1 Cor. 14:3fT.?); iii. the consensus of the recognized prophets, and pre-sumably elders and teachers, in that place weighing or discerning what is said (1 Cor. 14:29, 32); iv. the consistency of this utterance with other prophetic utterances in the body of Christ in that place (vv. 30-31); and v. the reverent confession of Jesus as the incarnate Lord by the Spirit speaking through the prophet (1 Cor. 12:2-3; 1 Jn. 4:1-3). In common with other spiritual gifts, Paul stresses that this gift is unprofitable and jarring in its exercise unless it proceeds from a loving heart and is minis-tered in a loving way in the church (1 Cor. 12:31 — 13:3).

Besides the possibility of any believer exercising this gift on occasions, there were also in the NT church those particularly recognized and set apart as ‘prophets’ for a more regulär ministry of this nature. They are mentioned next after apostles in 1 Cor. 12:28-29 and Eph. 4:11, and they appear alongside teachers there and in the church at Syrian Antioch (Acts 13:1). Probably the best known in Acts is Agabus (11:28; 21:10-11), but others are also named (15:32), and the whole of the book of Revelation is an extended prophecy revealed to John (1:3; 10:11; 22:7, 10, 18-19). The ministry of prophets appears to have operated along with that of elders when Timothy was set apart for his ministry as an evangelist (1 Tim. 1:18; 4:14).

d.    The character and form of New Testament prophecy

All the evidence from the examples of prophetic ministry in the NT shows that it was entirely of a piece with OT prophecy in its character and form. The ministries of John the Baptist, Agabus and the John who wrote the Apocalypse alike comprise the classic unity of prediction and proclamation, of foretelling and forth-telling, and the same is true of Zechariah, Simeon and others. Similarly they combined prediction of wrath to come or trouble in störe and of coming grace (Lk. 3:7, 16fT.; Jn. l:29ff.; Acts 11:28; Rev. 19-21). Equally we find prophecy and revelation by vision and occasionally by dream, as well as by the word of the Lord (Lk. 3:2; Rev. 1:10, 12, etc.\Acts 10:9-16; Mt. 1:20). The use of parable and Symbol are well attested, includ-ing the acted oracle (Acts 21:11). It should be noted that in the last-named instance, Agabus’ word was accepted by Paul as descriptively accur-ate, but not personally directive (vv. 12-14), al-though it agreed with the words he had received in other cities (Acts 20:23). However, both here and in 1 Tim. 4:14 and Acts !3:9ff. we see the power of the prophetic word still fully able to effect and convey that of which it speaks (cf. also Rev. 11:6).

e.    Prophecy in the apostolic and later ages

It has often been assumed or argued that there can be no prophecy or prophets in the NT sense of the word in the church today, or in any other post-apostolic age, and many of those who use the term ‘prophecy’ to describe any current ministry have often diluted its meaning as equivalent to relevant preaching. But while evangelistic proclamation or a teaching ministry may on occasion approximate to prophecy, they are not the same. The biblical arguments for denying the possibility of prophets today (as summarized by J. R. W. Stott, in Baptism and Fullness, 1975, pp. 100-102) are twofold: first, besides being mentioned immediately after apostles in Eph. 4:11 and 1 Cor. 12:28, the two are bracketed together as constituting the foundation of the NT church in Eph. 2:20 and 3:5; and sec-ondly, the formation of a completed or closed canon of the NT precludes the possibility of any fresh revelation of divine truth (Heb. 1:1-2). Others have sometimes sought to identify this completion of the NT canon with the time when prophecy will pass away according to 1 Cor. 13:8ff.; but this does violence to the context, which clearly shows that these gifts will pass away ‘when the perfect comes’, which is defined as when we ‘see face to face’ (i.e. beyond this life and age altogether). Nor will the Ephesian texts bear the weight thus placed on them, since the association of prophets with the founding of the church does not auto-matically rule out their ministry in its continuance. (There are other reasons for asserting the unique-ness of the original apostolate, which do not apply equally to prophets.) Some would maintain that the prophets referred to are OT prophets, but this is very doubtful. The argument appears to rest in fact upon an equation of prophecy with ‘fresh revelation’, that is, some material addition to God’s saving revelation of himself to mankind as a whole in Christ. But there does not seem to be any solid ground for making such an inevitable equation in either the OT or NT. All may agree that there is no new revelation to be expected concerning God in Christ, the way of salvation, the principles of the Christian life, etc. But there appears to be no good reason why the living God, who both speaks and acts (in contrast to the dead idols), cannot use the gift of prophecy to give particular local guidance to a church, nation or individual, or to warn or encourage by way of prediction as weil as by reminders, in full accord with the written word of Scripture, by which all such utterances must be tested. Certainly the NT does not see it as the job of the prophet to be a doctrinal innovator, but to deliver the word the Spirit gives him in line with the truth once for all delivered to the saints (Jude 3), to challenge and encourage our faith.

Always in the NT the prophets of both Testaments are regarded as the pioneers of faith, who stand in the front line in every age and reap the full blast of the wind of persecution stirred up in the world by the devil against the people of God, whether through Jewish or Gentile Opposition (Mt. 23:37; Lk. 11:47-50; Acts 7:52; 1 Thes. 2:15; Rev. 11:3-8; 16:6; 18:20, 24). Sometimes they are bracketed with our Lord, sometimes with the apostles and sometimes with the saints, but the treatment they receive as God’s spokesmen is typical of what all his servants and children who are faithful in their testimony may expect in a fallen world, together with their victory, resurrection and inherit-ance beyond it by God’s grace (Mt. 5:10—12; Heb. 11:39-12:2). For ‘the testimony of Jesus is the spirit of prophecy’, and all his people are called to bear that testimony faithfully in various ways by the power of the same Spirit.
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PROPHETESS (Heb. n'bi’ä', Gk. prophelis). Throughout both Testaments ‘prophetess’ is used in as wide a sense of women as ‘prophet’ is of men.

Prophetesses specifically named are Miriam, sister of Moses, who led a choral dance in celebra-tion of Israel’s deliverance from Egypt (Ex. 15:20); Deborah, wife of Lappidoth, ‘a mother in Israel’ (Jdg. 5:7), who was consulted as an inter-tribal judge (Jdg. 4:4); Huldah, wife of the keeper of the royal wardrobe, who declared the divine will to Josiah after the discovery of the law-book (2 Ki. 22:14); Noadiah, who joined other prophets in at-tempting to intimidate Nehemiah (Ne. 6:14); and Anna, who praised God in the Temple at the ap-pearance of the infant Jesus (Lk. 2:36ff.).

Isaiah’s wife is called ‘the prophetess’ (Is. 8:3), perhaps because she was a prophet’s wife. Philip’s 4 unnamed daughters prophesied in Caesarea (Acts 21:9). In the early church, as Paul’s Corin-thian correspondence indicates, the gift of * proph-ecy was exercised by various Christians irrespective of sex (cf. 1 Cor. 11:4f). This was in accordance with the prediction of Joel 2:28 (‘your sons and your daughters shall prophesy’), fulfilled on the day of Pentecost (Acts 2:16ff.).

There were false prophetesses as well as false prophets in Israel (cf. Ezk. 13:17). In the NT un-enviable notoriety is attained by ‘the woman Jeze-bel, who calls herseif a prophetess’ (Rev. 2:20).

MB

PROPITIATION. Propitiation properly signifies the removal of wrath by the offering of a gift. In the OT it is expressed by the verb kipper (*Atone-ment). In the NT the hilaskomai word group is the important one. In modern times the whole idea of propitiation has been strongly criticized as savour-ing of unworthy ideas of God. Many suggest that the term ‘propitiation’ should be abandoned in favour of ‘expiation, and this isdone, forexample, in rsv.

The objection to propitiation arises largely from an objection to the whole idea of the wrath of God, which many exponents of this view relegate to the Status of an archaism. They feel that modern men cannot hold such an idea. But the men of the OT had no such inhibitions. For them ‘God is angry with the wicked every day’ (Ps. 7:11, av). They had no doubt that sin inevitably arouses the strongest reaction from God. God is not to be ac-cused of moral flabbiness. He is vigorously op-posed to evil in every shape and form. While he may be ‘slow to anger’ (Ne. 9:17, etc), his anger is yet certain in the face of sin. We may even read ‘The Lord is slow to anger, and abounding in steadfast love, forgiving iniquity and transgression, but he will by no means clear the guilty’ (Nu. 14:18). Even in a passage dealing with the longsuf-fering of God his refusal to condone guilt finds mention. The thought that God is slow to anger is to men of the OT far from being a truism. It is something wonderful and surprising. It is awe-inspiring and totally unexpected.

But if they were sure of the wrath of God against all sin, they were equally sure that this wrath might be put away, usually by the offering of the appropriate sacrifice. This was ultimately due, not to any efficacy in the sacrifice, but to God him-self. God says, T have given it for you upon the altar to make atonement for your souls’ (Lv. 17:11). Pardon is not something wrung from an unwilling deity. It is the graeious gift of a God who is eager to forgive. So the psalmist can say, ‘He, being compassionate, forgave their iniquity, and did not destroy them; he restrained his anger offen, and did not stir up all his wrath’ (Ps. 78:38). The averting of the wrath of God is not something which men bring about. It is due to none less than God himself, who ‘turned his anger away’ (av).

In the NT there are several passages where the expression ‘the wrath of God’ occurs, but the relevant evidence is not limited to these alone. Every-where in the NT there is the thought that God is vigorously opposed to evil. The sinner is in no good case. He has put himself in the wrong with God. He can look for nothing other than the sever-ity of the divine judgment. Whether we choose to call this ‘the wrath of God’ or not, it is there. And, while wrath is a term to which some objections may legitimately be raised, it is the biblical term and no satisfactory substitute has been suggested.

We see the force of the NT idea of propitiation from the occurrence of the term in Rom. 3:24f. We are ‘justified freely by his grace through the re-demption that is in Christ Jesus: whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his blood’ (av). The force of Paul’s argument up to this point is that all, Jew and Gentile alike, are under the condemnation of God. ‘The wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungodli-ness and wickedness of men’ (Rom. 1:18). Paul shows first that the Gentile world Stands under God’s condemnation and then that the Jewish world is in the same plight. It is against this back-ground that he sees the work of Christ. Christ did not save men from nothing at all. He delivered them from a very real peril. The sentence of judgment had been passed against them. The wrath of God hung over them. Paul has strongly em-phasized the wrath of God throughout these open-ing chapters, and therefore Christ’s saving work must include deliverance from this wrath. This deliverance is described by the word ‘propitiation’. There is nothing eise to express this thought in the critical passage Rom. 3:21 ff., which sets out the way in which God has dealt with this aspect of man’s plight. hilasterion must be held here to sig-nify something very like ‘propitiation’. (See further NTS 2, 1955-6, pp. 33-43.)

In 1 Jn. 2:2 Jesus is described as ‘the propitiation for our sins’. In the previous verse he is our ‘advo-cate with the Father’. If we need an advocate with God, then our position is indeed a dangerous one.

We are in dire peril. All this helps us to see that 'propitiation’ is to be taken here in its usual sense. Jesus’ activity for men is described as turning away the divine wrath.

But the Bible view of propitiation does not depend on this or that specific passage. It is a re-flection of the general import of its teaching. ‘Propitiation’ is a reminder that God is implacably op-posed to everything that is evil, that his Opposition may properly be described as ‘wrath’, and that this wrath is put away only by the atoning work of Christ.

Bibliography. C. H. Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks, 1935; R. Nicole, WTJ 17, 1954-5, pp. 117-157; L. Morris, NTS 2, 1955-6, pp. 33-43; idem, The Apostolic Preaching of the Cross\ 1965; idem, The Atonement, 1983; H.-G. Link, C. Brown, H. Vorländer, NIDNTT3, pp. 145-176.    l.m. 1 2 evidence that the Jews in Aphrodisias at this time used the term ‘Godfearers’ as a semi-technical term for a group of Gentiles who revered the Jewish God, adopted some Jewish customs and were connected with the Jewish community in some definite way, but had not become proselytes. We have further evidence for Godfearers in other areas in Asia Minor and elsewhere. Although only one of these inscriptions (from Panticapaeum) is to be dated in the Ist Century ad, texts in Josephus, Juvenal and Acts also suggest that there were Godfearers in some synagogues in this earlier period, although at this stage no one term seems to have been used to describe them, and Godfearers probably varied in their degree of adherence to Judaism. According to Acts, a number of these Godfearers (called phoboumenoi or sebomenoi tön theön) became Christians (Acts 10:1-2; 17:4).

In the rabbinic literature, the term ger un-questionably means a full proselyte. According to the rabbis, proselytes were instructed and then underwent circumcision and baptism, followed by offering a sacrifice in the temple while this was pos-sible. The elements of conversion in the Ist Century are debated. Although the duties and rights of proselytes were in some respects more limited than those of born Jews, in essentials proselytes were probably regarded by the rabbis as of equal Status with born Jews and many rabbinic texts evince a positive attitude towards proselytes. However, some rabbis viewed proselytes unfavourably. In deprecat-ing the admission of proselytes to Judaism, the Babylonian Talmud likens them to a sore on the skin of Israel (b. Yebamoth 109b) and one rabbi argued that proselytes delayed the coming of the Messiah, and so were presumably, therefore, not to be actively sought (b. Niddah 13b).

Many scholars have held the view that Jews had an active proselytizing mission in the Ist Century ad. However, it has recently been argued that Jews in this period did not engage in an active mission to convert Outsiders. Although Jews welcomed non-Jews, who elected to join them and their religion, Jews in this period did not undertake a mission to win converts whenever the opportunity offered itself. The initiative for conversion seems to have generally come from the would-be Gentile convert. The proselytizing impulse within the early church was therefore something which arose within Chris-tianity itself, and was not something taken over from the Judaism of the Ist Century. However, by the 3rd Century ad, some Jews do seem to have regarded winning proselytes as a religious duty.

There has been much controversy about the meaning of the words of Jesus given in Mt. 23:15. It seem likely that here Jesus attacked Pharisees for their eagerness to try and persuade other Jews to become Pharisees. ‘To make a proselyte’ in this verse therefore probably involves persuading someone to become a Pharisee, and shows that the term ‘proselyte’ was still in the process of becoming a technical term for converted Gentile at this time. Alternatively, the verse may refer to Pharisees seeking to convert Godfearers into full proselytes, who then came under the law as the Pharisees understood it.
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R.A.S.

PROSTITUTION. The OT speaks of both common prostitutes, zönöl_, and sacred prostitutes of both sexes, q'desdl and q'deslm, who were vo-taries of fertility cults. The NT term for a prosti-tute is porne (cf the word ‘pornography’).

Tamar is described as both a harlot (Gn. 38; 15) and a cult prostitute (Gn. 38:21, Rsvmg.). The two Heb. words are used as parallels in Ho. 4:14. Rahab the harlot (Jos. 2) hid the two spies in her home at Jericho. She was acclaimed for her faith (Heb. 11:31; Jas. 2:25) and became an ancestress of Christ (Mt. 1:5). The two mothers who claimed the same baby before Solomon were prostitutes (1 Ki. 3:16).

In the NT period prostitutes were arnong those who repented at the preaching of John the Baptist (Mt. 21:31-32).

In Dt. 23:17-18 the contemptuous phrase ‘dog’ evidently refers to a male cult prostitute. In Reho-boam’s time the presence of such male prostitutes became widespread (1 Ki. 14:24). Asa, Jehosha-phat and Josiah attempted to root out this abom-ination (1 Ki. 15:12; 22:46; 2 Ki. 23:7).

Other passages which may contain possible allu-sions to sacred Prostitution include Nu. 25:1-3; 1 Sa. 2:22; Je. 13:27; Ezk. 16; 23:37-41; Am. 2:7-8; 2 Macc. 6:4.

Numerous nude female figurines found throughout the Near East depict the goddesses who were venerated in sacred Prostitution. Their votaries believed that they could stimulate the fertility of their crops by sympathetic magic when they engaged in intercourse.

We may assume that the worship of the major Canaanite goddesses —Ashera, Astarte, Anath— involved sacred Prostitution, though there are no explicit texts which can prove this. In the Ugaritic texts of temple personnel we find the qdsm, who were probably male cult prostitutes. Explicit refer-ences to sacred Prostitution in Syria and Phoenicia are found in the late texts of Lucian’s De Dea Syria (2nd Century ad). The Prostitution of women in the service of Venu§ ät Heliopolis (Baalbek) is at-tested as late as the 4th Century ad.

There is good reason to believe that Phoenician influence was responsible for the importation of cultic Prostitution as part of the Greek worship of Aphrodite by way of Cyprus and Cythera (cf. Homer’s Odyssey 8. 288, 362).

Aphrodite was the goddess of Corinth and the patroness of prostitutes. Strabo 8. 6. 20 asserted that her temple on the Acrocorinthus had more than 1,000 hierodoules. When Paul warned the congregation at Corinth against immorality (1 Cor. 6:15-16), he was no doubt warning them in part against these cult prostitutes.

Prostitution is condemned as defiling our bodies which are the temples of the Holy Spirit (1 Cor. 6:18-20). Those who do not repent of such prac-tices will be excluded from heaven (Rev. 21:8; 22:15).

The Scriptures often use the imagery of harlotry to depict the evil of idolatry and apostasy (Is. 57:3-5; Je. 2:23-25; Rev. 17:1 ff.). Hosea was com-manded to marry Gomer the harlot to illustrate Israel’s infidelity (Ho. 1:2).
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PROVERB. In rsv the word ‘proverb’ has a wider ränge of meanings than in normal English usage, due especially to the many meanings of mäsäl (probably related to msl, ‘to be like’, ‘to be com-pared with’, although some relate it to msl, ‘to rule’; hence a word spoken by a ruler). In add-ition to denoting ‘a pithy saying, especially one condensing the wisdom of experience’ (cf. 1 Sa. 10:12; 24:13; 1 Ki. 4:32; Pr. 1:1, 6; 10:1; 25:1; Ec. 12:9; Ezk. 12:22—23; 16:44; 18:2-3), ‘proverb’ may also serve as a synonym for ‘byword’ (e.g. Dt. 28:37; 1 Ki. 9:7; 2 Ch. 7:20; Ps. 69:11; Je. 24:9; Ezk. 14:8). The point seems to be that the sufferer becomes an object-lesson from which others may learn appropriate lessons. Similarly, ‘proverb’ may mean ‘taunt-song’ as in Is. 14:4flf., where the dis-astrous eflfects of the king of Babylon’s pre-sumptuous pride are paraded. In Hab. 2:6 (av) ‘proverb’ translates hidä, ‘riddle’, ‘perplexing question’.

Two words are rendered ‘proverb’ in the NT: pa-rabole (Lk. 4:23) and paroimia (Jn. 16:25, 29, av; 2 Pet. 2:22). In the Johannine passages paroimia ap-parently denotes a ‘dark saying' or ‘figure of speech in which . . . lofty ideas are concealed’ (Arndt). The didactic role of proverbs in both TTestaments should not be underestimated. Along with * parables, proverbs played a major part in the teaching ministry of Christ (e.g. Mt. 6:21; Lk. 4:23; Jn. 12:24). (* Wisdom Litf.rature.)

Bibliography. D. A. Hubbard, ISBE\ 1986, pp. 1012-1015; W. McKane, Proverbs, 1970, pp. 10-33; R. B. Y. Scott, Proverbs. Ecclesiastes, AB, 1965, pp. 3-9; G. von Rad, Wisdom in Israel, 1972, pp. 24-34.    D.A.H.

PROVERBS, BOOK OF. The Heb. title misle, ‘proverbs of’, is an abbreviation of misle s'lömöh, ‘the proverbs of Solomon’ (1:1). The English name is derived from the Vulg. Liber Proverbiorum A collection of collections, Proverbs is a guidebook for successful living. Without overtly stressing the great prophetic themes (e.g. the covenant), the proverbs show how Israel’s distinctive faith af-i'ected her common life.

1

PROSELYTE. A proselyte was a Gentile who, through conversion, committed himself/herself to the practice of the Jewish law, exclusive devotion to Yahweh and Integration into the Jewish community.

The Heb. term ger first meant a resident alien, not necessarily with religious affiliations - indeed the same word is used for Jews on foreign soil (Gn. 15:13; Ex. 23:9). Within the OT canon, or possibly later, it came to designate full proselytes. The lxx renders ger by proselytos seventy-seven times, with other terms being used occasionally. There is both in Heb. and in Gk. an advance in significance of meaning with these terms, although we cannot always define precisely where one phase shades into another.

Several OT passages show a warmth of welcome to proselytes. Note the willingness in Ex. 12:48 to receive foreigners into religious fellowship on condition of circumcision. The prayer of 1 Ki. 8:41—

2

 and the glowing potential universalism of Is. 2:2-4; 19:18-25; 49:6; 56:3-8; Je. 3:17; Zp. 2:11; 3:9 are striking. The short book of Ruth is the story of a particular woman proselyte whose memory later Judaism greatly honoured. Political and geo-graphical circumstances doubtless kept the number of proselytes relatively small in OT times. Such persons would normally be aliens, resident in Pal-estine, voluntarily accepting circumcision, and with it the whole of the law.

We have evidence for a number of proselytes in the Graeco-Roman period which shows that Jewish morality and monotheism appealed to a number of Gentiles who accordingly became con-verts. Their existence is clear in literary works of the period and in a number of inscriptions. Notable examples are the members of the royal family from Adiabene (see Josephus, AJ 20.17-95) and Nicolaus the proselyte from Antioch (Acts 6:5; see also Acts 2:10; 13:43; Tobit 1:8; Judith 14:10). Josephus also writes of forced conversion to Judaism in the Hasmonaean period (see AJ 13.257-258, 319).

Another group of Gentiles, who have been called ‘Godfearers’, were attracted to Judaism and worshipped in the synagogue without becoming converts. A recently discovered inscription from Aphrodisias in Asia Minor, probably from the early 3rd Century ad, gives the names of seventy-one Jews but also lists fifty-four people, none of whom have distinctly Jewish names, who are described as ‘Godfearers’ (theosebis). This is clear


I. Outline of contents

a. The importance of wisdom (1:1-9:18)

Following an introductory Statement of purpose (1:1-6), the writer instructs his son or pupil concerning the worth and nature of wisdom. ln contrast to the proverbs of 10:lff., each idea is discussed at some length in a didactic poem. These poetic essays are a highly polished development of the mäsäl (* Proverb, * Wisdom Literature).

The author’s aim is to paint the strongest possible contrast between the results of seeking wisdom and living a life of folly. He sets the stage for the several hundred specific proverbs which follow. Certain temptations loom large in the sage’s mind: crimes of violence (1:10-19; 4:14-19); the binding of oneself by a rash pledge (6:1-5); sloth (6:6-11); duplicity (6:12-15); and especially sexual impurity (2:16-19; 5:3-20; 6:23-35; 7:4-27; 9:13-

18). To the one who avoids these snares, *Wisdom offers happiness, long life, wealth and honour (3:13-18). The deeply religious nature of this sec-tion (e.g. 1:7; 3:5-12), its sensitive moral tone and its hortatory, didactic style are reminiscent of Deuteronomy.

Apparently the writer of these chapters is an-onymous, since 1:1-6 probably refers to the entire book and 10:1 introduces a collection of proverbs which purport to be Solomonic. This section is customarily dated among the latest in the collection. Though its final editing may be relatively late (c. 600 bc), much of the material may be consider-ably earlier. W. F. Albright has drawn attention to the number of parallels in thought and structure between this section, especially chs. 8-9, and Ugar-itic or Phoenician literature ( Wisdom in Israel, pp. 7-9). He also suggests that ‘it is entirely possible that aphorisms and even longer sections go back into the Bronze Age in substantially their present form’ (p. 5). For the personification of Wisdom in 8:22fr., see ‘Wisdom.

b.    The proverbs of Solomon (10:1-22:16)

This section is probably the oldest in the book, and there is a growing tendency among scholars to accept the accuracy of the tradition reflected in 1 Ki. 4:29fr.; Pr. 1:1; 10:1; 25:1 honouring ‘Solomon as the sage par excellence. His contacts with the court of Egypt, the far-reaching network of his empire and the combination of wealth and respite from war enabled him to devote himself to cultural pursuits on a scale denied his successors.

About 375 proverbs occur in this collection. Their structure is largely antithetic in chs. 10-15 and synthelic or synonymous in chs. 16-22. Most of the proverbs are unrelated; no System of grouping is discernible.

Though a religious note is by no means absent (cf. 15:3, 8-9, 11; 16:1-9, etc.), the bulk of the proverbs contain no specific reference to Israel’s faith but are based on practical observations of everyday life. The extremely practical nature of the instruction which stresses the profits of wisdom has drawn the criticism of those who hold that pure religion should be disinterested. But how would a practical sage to whom God had not yet revealed the mystery of life after death make the issues clear without pointing out the blessings of the wise and the pitfalls of the fool?

c.    The words of the wise (22:17-24:22)

The title is obscured in MT and evv, being incorporated in 22:17. However, the obvious title These also are sayings of the wise’ (24:23) suggests that 22:17-24:22 should be considered a separate collection. These maxims are more closely related and sustained in theme than those of the previous section. The topics are manifold: regard for the poor (22:22, 27), respect for the king (23:1-3; 24:21-22), discipline of children (23:13-14), tem-perance (23:19-21, 29-35), honour of parents (23:22-25), chastity (23:26—28), etc. Religious em-phasis, though not dominant, is not lacking (e.g. 22:19, 23; 24:18, 21).

A formal relationship between the Egyp. proverbs of Amenemope and 22:17-23:11 is widely recognized. The debate centres in the question, Which influenced which? W. Baumgartner (The Old Testament and Modern Study, ed. by H. H.

Rowley, 1951, p. 212) notes that ‘the . . . theory that Amenemope is the original . . . has now been gen-erally accepted’. This view, however, has now been challenged from within Egyptology itself, by E[uaj. Drioton, who has put up weighty reasons for a view that the Egyp. Amenemope is, in fact, merely a translation (sometimes too literal) from a Heb. original into Egyp.; this Heb. original would then be the ‘words of the wise’ from which Proverbs independently drew. See E[ua], Drioton, Melanges Andre Robert, 1957, pp. 254-280, and Sacra Pagina, 1, 1959, pp. 229-241. Against this, however, see R. J. Williams, JEA Al, 1961, pp. 100-106. The passage has been so refined by Israel’s faith that, whatever its origin, it belongs to the OT revelation.

d.    Additional sayings of the wise (24:23-34)

This brief collection exhibits the same irregularity of form as the one above. There are brief proverbs (e.g. v. 26) and extended maxims (e.g. vv. 30-34; cf 6:6-11). The religious element is not prominent, but there is a keen sense of social responsibility (e.g. vv. 28-29). These two collections are apparently not Solomonic but are part of the legacy of Israel’s sages, who created or collected and pol-ished a vast body of wisdom sayings (cf. Ec. 12:9-11).

e.    Additional proverbs of Solomon (25:1-29:27)

In content this section is not unlike 10:1-22:16 (e.g. 25:24 = 21:9; 26:13 = 22:13; 26:15 =19:24, etc.). However, the proverbs here are less uniform in length; antithetic parallelism, the backbone of the earlier section, is less common, although chs. 28-29 contain numerous examples; comparison, rare in 10:lflf., occurs frequently (e.g. 25:3, 11-14, 18-20, etc).

The Statement in 25:1 has influenced the Tal-mudic opinion (Baba Bathra 15a) that Hezekiah and his Company wrote the Proverbs. The role of Hezekiah’s men in the editing of the book is not clear, but there is no reason to question the accuracy of 25:1, which relates to the sayings in chs. 25-29. Hezekiah’s interest in Israel’s literature is attested in 2 Ch. 29:25-30, where he restores the Davidic Order of worship, including the singing of the psalms of David and Asaph. A. Bentzen suggests that these proverbs were preserved orally until Hezekiah’s time, when they were transcribed (IOT. 2, p. 173). S. R. Driver (An Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament, p. 401) lists those proverbs which reflect a restiveness concerning the Monarchy (28:2, 12, 15f„ 28; 29:2, 4, 16). In the selection of these proverbs, is there a reflection of the turbulence of the 8th Century bc?

f.    The words of Agur (30:1-33)

Agur, his father Jakeh, Ithiel and Ucal (30:1) defy identification. See * Ithiel for an adjustment in the word divisions which eliminates the last two names completely. Oracle (30:1, Rsvmg.) should probably be read as a proper name * Massa.

The first few verses are difficult to interpret, but seem to be agnostic in tone. This agnosticism is answered (5—6) with a Statement about the un-changeable word of God. Following a brief but moving prayer (7-9), the chapter concludes with a series of extended proverbs describing some com-mendable or culpable quality. In many of these the number four is prominent. Several exhibit the x, x + 1 pattem well attested in the OT (e.g. Am. 1-2; Mi. 5:5) and common in Ugaritic (cf. C. H. Gordon, Ugaritic Handbook, 1947, pp. 34, 201).

g.    The words of * Lemuel (31:1 -9)

This king of * Massa is unknown. His mother’s advice includes warnings against sexual excess and drunkenness and encouragement to judge even the poor with rectitude. The influence of Aramaic on this section is noteworthy (e.g. bar, ‘son’; m'läkin, kings’).

h.    In praise of a virtuous wife (31:10-31)

This well-wrought acrostic poem has no title, but is so different from the preceding section that it must be considered separately. Its stylized form suggests that it should be viewed among the latest sections of the book. The description of an industrious, conscientious and pious woman is a fitting conclu-sion to a book which discusses the practical out-workings of a God-directed life.

II.    Date

Proverbs could not have been completed before Hezekiah’s time (c. 715-686 bc). However, the acrostic poem (31:10-31) and the sayings of the Mas-saites (30:1-33; 31:1-9) may well have been added in the exilic or post-exilic period. A reasonable date for the final editing is the 5th Century bc. The individual proverbs date in most cases from well before the Exile. W. F. Albright notes (op. cit., p. 6) that the contents of Proverbs must, on literary grounds, be dated before the Aramaic sayings of Ahiqar (7th Century bc).

III.    Proverbs and the New Testament

Proverbs has left its stamp on the NT by several quotations (e.g. 3:7a = Rom. 12:16; 3:11-12 = Heb. 12:5-6; 3:34 = Jas. 4:6 and 1 Pet. 5:5b; 4:26 = Heb. 12:13a; 10:12 = Jas. 5:20 and 1 Pet. 4:8; 25:21-22 = Rom. 12:20; 26:11 =2 Pet. 2:22) and allusions (e.g. 2:4 and Col. 2:3; 3:1-4 and Lk. 2:52; 12:7 and Mt. 7:24-27). As Christ fulfilled the Law and the Prophets (Mt. 5:17), so he fulfilled the wisdom writings by revealing the fullness of God’s wisdom (Mt. 12:42; 1 Cor. 1:24, 30; Col. 2:3). If Proverbs is an extended commentary on the law of love, then it helps to pave the way for the One in whom true love became incarnate. See C. T. Fritsch, ‘The Gospel in the Book of Proverbs’, Theology Today 7, 1950, pp. 169-183.

Bibliography. R. Alden, Proverbs, 1983; D. A. Hubbard, Proverbs, 1989: D. Kidner, Proverbs, TOTC, 1964; W. McKane, Proverbs: A New Approach, 1970; R. Murpihy, Wisdom Literature, FOTL 13, 1981; R. B Y. Scott, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, 1965; R. C. Van Leeuwen, Context and Meaning in Proverbs 25-27, 1988; R. N. Why-bray, The Book of Proverbs, 1972.    d.a.h.

PROVIDENCE. No single word in biblical Hebrew or Greek expresses the idea of God’s providence. pronoia is used for God’s purposive foresight by Plato, Stoic writers, Philo, who wrote a book On Providence (Peri pronoias), Josephus, and the authors of Wisdom (cf. 14:3; 17:2) and 3, 4 Macc.; but in the NT pronoia occurs only twice (Acts 24:2; Rom. 13:14), both times denoting, not God’s care and forethought, but man’s. The cog-nate verb pronoeö, too, is used only of man (Rom. 12:17; 2 Cor. 8:21; 1 Tim. 5:8).

Providence is normally defined in Christian theology as the unceasing activity of the Creator whereby, in overflowing bounty and goodwill (Ps. 145:9 cf. Mt. 5:45-48), he upholds his creatures in ordered existence (Acts 17:28; Col. 1:17; Heb. 1:3), guides and governs all events, circumstances and free acts of angels and men (cf. Ps. 107; Jb. 1:12; 2:6; Gn. 45:5-8), and directs everything to its ap-pointed goal, for his own glory (cf. Eph. 1:9-12). This view of God’s relation to the world must be distinguished from: (d) pantheism, which absorbs the world into God; (b) deism, which cuts it off from him; (c) dualism, which divides control of it between God and another power; (d) indetermin-ism, which holds that it is under no control at all; (e) delerminism, which posits a control of a kind that destroys man’s moral responsibility; (f) the doctrine of chance, which denies the Controlling power to be rational; and (g) the doctrine of fate, which denies it to be benevolent.

Providence is presented in Scripture as a func-tion of divine sovereignty. God is King over all, doing just what he wills (Pss. 103:19; 135:6; Dn. 4:35; cf. Eph. 1:11). This conviction, robustly held, pervades the whole Bible. The main Strands in it may be analysed as follows.

a.    Providence and the natural Order

God rules all natural forces (Ps. 147:8f.), all wild animals (Jb. 38-41), and all happenings in the world, great and small, from thunderstorms (Jb. 37; Ps. 29) and plagues (Ex.7:3-11:10; 12:29ff.; Joel 2:25) to the death of a sparrow (Mt. 10:29) or the fall of a lot (Pr. 16:33). Physical life, in men and animals, is his to give and to take away (Gn. 2:17; 1 Sa. 1:27; 2 Sa. 12:19; Jb. 1:21; Pss. 102:23; 104:29-30; 127:3; Ezk. 24:16ff.; Dn. 5:23, etc.); so are health and sickness (Dt. 7:15; 28:27, 60), prosper-ity and adversity (‘evil’, Am. 3:6; cf. Is. 45:7), etc.

Since the regularity of the natural order is thought of as depending directly upon the divine will (cf. Gn. 8:22), the Bible finds no difficulty in the idea of an occasional miraculous irregularity; God does what he wills in his world, and nothing is too hard for him (cf. Gn. 18:14).

God’s providential government of the created order proclaims his wisdom, power, glory and goodness (Pss. 8:1, rv; 19:1-6; Acts 14:17; Rom. 1:19f.). The man who in face of this revelation does not acknowledge God is without excuse (Rom. 1:20).

The Bible presents God’s constant fulfilling of his kindly purposes in nature both as matter for praise in itself (cf. Pss. 104; 147) and as a guarantee that he is lord of human history, and will fulfil his gracious promises in that realm also (cf. Je. 31:35ff.; 33:19-26).

b.    Providence and world history

Since the Fall, God has been executing a plan of redemption. This plan pivots upon Christ’s first coming and culminates in his return. Its goal is the creation of a world-wide church in which Jew and non-Jew share God’s grace on equal terms (Eph. 3:3-11), and through this the reintegration of the disordered cosmos (Rom. 8:19ff.), under the rule of Christ at his second coming (Eph. 1:9-12; Phil. 2:9ff; Col. 1:20; 1 Cor. 15:24ff.). Through Christ’s present reign and future triumph, the OT proph-ecies of God’s Messianic kingdom (cf Is. 11:1-9; Dn. 2:44; 7:13-27) are fulfilled. The unifying theme of the Bible is God’s exercise of his kingship in setting up this kingdom. No foe can thwart him; he laughs at Opposition to his plan (Ps. 2:4), and uses it to his own ends (cf. Acts 4:25—28, quoting Ps. 2:1 f.). The climax of history will be the overthrow of those who fight against God and his kingdom, as the book of Revelation shows (Rev. 19, etc ).

Paul analyses the Steps in God’s plan in terms of the Jew-Gentile and law-grace relationships in Gal. 3; Rom. 9-11; cf. Eph. 2:12-3:11.

c. Providence and personal circumstances God told Israel as a nation that he would prosper them while they were faithful but bring disaster on them if they sinned (Lv. 26:14flf; Dt. 28:15ff.). The attempt to understand the fortunes of individual Israelites in the light of this principle raised Problems. Why does God allow the wicked to prosper, even when they are victimizing the just? And why is disaster so offen the lot of the godly?

The first question is always answered by affirm-ing that the wicked prosper only for a moment; God will soon visit them and take vengeance (Pss. 37passim; 50:16-21; 73:17ff.), though for the present he may forbear, in Order to give them further opportunity for repentance (Rom. 2:4f.; 2 Pet. 3:9; Rev. 2:21). The NT identifies the day of God’s Visitation with the final judgment (cf. Rom. 2:3ff.; 12:19; Jas. 5:1-8).

The second question is tackled in several ways. It is asserted: (i) that the righteous will be vindicated when the day of Visitation for the wicked comes (Ps. 37; Mal. 3:13-4:3); (ii) that meanwhile suffer-ing is valuable as a God-given discipline (Pr. 3:11 f.; Ps. 119:67, 71); (iii) that suffering, faithfully borne, even if not understood, glorifies God and leads to blessing in the end (Jb. 1-2; 42); (iv) that com-munion with God is the supreme good, and to those who enjoy it outward impoverishments are of no ultimate importance (Ps. 73:14, 23fT; Hab. 3:17 f.).

In the NT the fact that believers suffer ill-treatment and adverse circumstances is no longer a problem, since it is recognized that fellowship in Christ’s sufferings is fundamental to the Christian vocation (cf. Mt. 10:24f.; Jn. 15:18ff.; 16:33; Acts 9:16; 14:22; Phil. 3:10ff.; 1 Pet. 4:12-19). This rec-ognition, in conjunction with the OT principles mentioned above, completely disposed of the ‘problem of suffering’ for the first Christians. Knowing something of their glorious hope (1 Pet. 1:3fT.), and of the strengthening and sustaining power of Christ (2 Cor. 1:3ff.; 12:9f), they could contentedly face all situations (Phil. 4:11) and rejoice in all troubles (Rom. 8:35ff), confident that through ad-versity their loving Father was disciplining them in sanctity (Heb. 12:5-11), developing their Christian character (Jas. 1 ;2ff.; 1 Pet. 5:10; cf. Rom. 5:2ff ), proving the reality of their faith (1 Pet. 1:7), and so ripening them for glory (1 Pet. 4:13). In all things God works for the spiritual welfare of his people (Rom. 8:28); and he supplies them with whatever material things they need throughout their earthly pilgrimage (Mt. 6:25-33; Phil. 4:19).

Belief in providence determines many of the basic attitudes of biblical piety. The knowledge that God determines their circumstances teaches the faithful to wait on him in humility and patience for vindication and deliverance (Pss. 37; 40:13ff.; Jas. 5:7ff.; 1 Pet. 5:6f.). It forbids them to grow despondent or despairing (Pss. 42^13), and brings them courage and hope when harassed (Pss. 60; 62). It inspires all prayers for help, and praise for every good thing that is enjoyed.

d. Providence and human freedom God rules the hearts and actions of all men (cf. Pr. 21:1; Ezr. 6:22), often for purposes of his own which they do not suspect (cf. Gn. 45:5-8; 50:20; Is. 10:5ff.; 44:28^15:4; Jn. Il:49ff.; Acts 13:27tf.). God’s control is absolute in the sense that men do only that which he has ordained that they should do; yet they are truly free agents, in the sense that their decisions are their own, and they are morally responsible for them (cf. Dt. 30:15ff.). A distinc-tion, however, must be drawn between God’s al-lowing (or ‘giving up’) sinners to practise the evil that they have preferred (Ps. 81:12f.; Acts 14:16; Rom. 1:24-28), and his gracious work of prompt-ing his people to will and do what he commands (Phil. 2:13); for in the former case, according to the biblical rule of judgment, the blame for the evil done belongs entirely to the sinner (cf Lk. 22:22; Acts 2:23; 3:13-19), whereas in the lauer case the praise for the good done must be given to God (cf. 1 Cor. 15:10).
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PROVINCE. Originally the word denoted a sphere of duty or administration. The praetor urbanus,

e.g, held an urbana provincia, and this was defined as the administration of justice within the city (Livy, 6. 42; 31. 6). Tacitus speaks of the Suppression of a slave revolt at Brundisium in ad 24 by a quaestor ‘whose province was the hill-country pastures’, calles (Annals 4. 27). The reading is confirmed by Suetonius (Jul. 19), who speaks of ‘provinces’ covering the supervision of ‘woods and pasture-lands’. The reference shows that, long after the term developed territorial and geographica! significance, it retained its ancient meaning. The intermediate use is seen in the em-ployment of the term of a military command. ‘To Sicinius,’ says Livy, ‘the Volsci were assigned as his province, to Aquilius the Hernici’ (2. 40). That is, the task of pacification in these two Italian tribal areas was allotted respectively to these two consuls. It was an easy Step from, e.g, Spain as a military command to Spain as a conquered territory and defined area of administration. In this later, Commoner and wider sense of the word, there were no provinces until Rome extended her conquests beyond the Italian peninsula. Sicily was the first country to be made thus into ‘a Roman province’ (Cicero, In Verr. 2. 2). This was in 241 bc. Sardinia followed in 235 bc. In 121 bc Rome annexed a piece of territory in S Gaul between the Alps and the Cevennes to secure Communications with Spain, and this area, Gallia Narbonensis, became known as ‘the Province’ above all others, and its inhabitants provinciales. (Hence Provence today.) Similarly the rest of the provinces were acquired piecemeal, the list being closed by the annexation of Britain by Claudius and Dacia by Trajan.

The earliest provinces were administered by ma-gistrates elected for the purpose. E.g., two ad-ditional praetors were elected l'rom 227 bc for Sicily and Sardinia, and two more 20 years later, to govern the two Spanish provinces. The scheme was then discontinued for over a Century, Macedonia (148 bc), Achaea and Africa (146 bc) and Asia (133 bc), e.g., being ruled by ‘magistrates already in office, their imperium being extended for the purpose. The term *proconsul signified a consul whose itnperiutn was thus ‘prorogued’ after his year of office, for the purpose of a provincial governorship. A proconsulship could, however, be held without preceding tenure of the consulship. This was the case with Pompey in 77, 66 and 65 bc.

Under the principate the provinces were divided into senatorial and imperial. The former were gov-erned by ex-consuls and ex-praetors with the title of *proconsul, normally in yearly tenure; the latter were administered by legates of the emperor (legati Augusti pro praetore), men of senatorial rank or selected equestrian officials. Tenure of office was at the emperor’s pleasure. Imperial provinces were usually those involving legionary garrisons. Trans-ference from one list to another was not uncom-mon. Tacitus mentions the transfer of Achaea and Macedonia from the Senate to the emperor in ad 15 (leuari proconsulari imperio tradique Caesar i .. .) (Arm. 1. 76). Cyprus is a similar example. An-nexed in 57 bc, it was incorporated in Cilicia in 55 bc and made an imperial province in 27 bc. In 22 bc Augustus transferred it and Gallia Narbonensis to the Senate in exchange for Dalmatia. Hence there was a proconsul in command, as Luke, with his usual accuracy, indicates (Acts 13:7). (* Roman Empire.)
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PSALMS, BOOK OF.

I.    The importance of the Psalter

It would be difficult to overestimate the signifi-cance, for Jew and Gentile, of the book of Psalms. Here are mirrored the ideals of religious piety and communion with God, of sorrow for sin and the search for perfection, of walking in darkness, un-afraid, by the lamp of faith; of obedience to the law of God, delight in the worship of God, fellowship with the friends of God, reverence for the Word of God; of humility under the chastening rod, trust when evil triurnphs and wickedness prospers, serenity in the midst of storm.

The Hebrew poets were inspired to take these spiritual insights and experiences and make them the themes of their songs. But it should be remem-bered that ‘the Psalms are poems, and poems in-tended to be sung, not doctrinal treatises, nor even sermons’ (C. S. Lewis, Reflections on the Psalms, 1958, p. 2)—hence the Hebrew title of the Psalms, t'hillim, ‘songs of praise’—also that they were giving expression to the religion of Israel to which the psalmists were heirs, not merely to their personal religious experiences. So the Psalms belong to all believers, Jew and Gentile.

II.    The formation of the Psalter

It has been customary to describe the book of Psalms as ‘the hymn-book of the second Temple’, and such it undoubtedly was. The title is mislead-ing, however, if it is interpreted to mean that all the psalms were written in the exilic or post-exilic periods. It is important to notice that this type of literature is not only confined to the Psalter in the OT but is found in many different periods in Hebrew history. It is found among the Hebrews as early as the Exodus period (Ex. 15), and another example comes from a time subsequent to, but relatively close to, the invasion of Canaan under Joshua (Jdg. 5). Hannah’s psalm (1 Sa. 2:1-10) comes at the close of the Judges period.

The pre-exilic prophetic literature also contains examples of psalm composition (cf, e.g., Ho. 6:1 — 3; Is. 2:2-4; 38:10-20; Je. 14:7-9; Hab. 3:lff„ etc). And from the post-exilic period come such pas-sages as Ezr. 9:5-15 and Ne. 9:6-39, which are strongly reminiscent of many of the psalms. Clearly, then, the Psalter is not an isolated literary phenomenon. Indeed, the same type of * poetry is found among the Babylonians and the citizens of Ugarit as the Ras Shamra tablets testify. The OT Psalter is a collection of poems which are typical of a literary form which the Hebrews, in common with other cultures, used from at least the Exodus right up until the post-exilic or second Temple period. And, of course, if one reckons with the non-canonical psalms it is clear that this literary form persisted among the Jews until quite a long way into the Christian era.

a Authorship

No fewer than 73 psalms are attributed to David. Other authors named in the titles are Asaph (50; 73-83), the sons of Korah (42-49, 84-85, 87-88), Solomon (72; 127), and Heman (88), Ethan (89), both Ezrahites, and Moses (90), who have one psalm each attributed to them. Davidic authorship of many of the psalms has often been denied, prin-cipally on the ground that David the psalmist of populär belief bears no resemblance to David the warrior of the books of Samuel and Kings. It can also be argued that the ascription l'däwid (‘of David’) need not be a note of authorship, but only a rubic appointing certain psalms to be used in a royal ritual for the ‘David’ (the Davidic king) of the time. We do know, however, that David was a musician (1 Sa. 16:14ff.) and a poet (2 Sa. 1:17fT.; 3:33f.). The attempts of some scholars to disprove the Davidic authorship assigned to 2 Sa. 22:lfT; 23:1-7, and to excise the words Mike David’ from Am. 6:5 (where the tradition of David and his music and songs is referred to 300 years after his death) have the air of special pleading. Moreover the NT not only accepts but bases arguments upon Davidic authorship of this material. On this, see also section IV, below.

This hymn-book of the second Temple contains very ancient material. This is not at all surprising when it is recalled that the Ras Shamra tablets show that, when Israel invaded Canaan, the type of poetry represented in the Psalms was already a long-established tradition among the inhabitants of Ugarit. The Song of Moses, then, in Ex. 15, and the Song of Deborah (Jdg. 5), were neither isolated nor unprecedented examples of Semitic poetry. The Mosaic and Solomonic authorships referred to in the titles of three psalms suggest that the ancient religion of the tabernacle and the first Temple would require its sacred music. Religion in the days of Arnos (5:21-23) and Isaiah (30:29), during the Exile (Ps. 137: lff.) and the period following the return, and also the building of the second Temple, would also require its solemn chants. But it is the prominence of the king in the Psalter (see section IV) which has done most to convince recent scholars that the classical period of psalm com-position was the Monarchy, i.e. from David to the beginning of the Exile.

b. Organization

The OT Psalter as we now have it consists of five books. This division goes back to the lxx Version, which was begun as early as the 3rd Century bc. Every section is easily recognizable because a dox-ology closes each book. These doxologies are short except the one that ends Book V; there an entire psalm is given over to the closing doxology. The five divisions of the Psalter are as follows: Book I, Pss. 1-41; Book II, Pss. 42-72; Book III, Pss. 73-89; Book IV, Pss. 90-106; Book V, Pss. 107-150. Many have seen in this fivefold division an attempt to imitate the division of the Torah into five books, the Pentateuch. (See N. H. Snaith, Hymns of the Tetnple, 1951, pp. 18-20, where the significance of this is discussed.)

Various features suggest that there were separate collections of psalms in use before the final Compilation. Eg. certain psalms, in whole or in part (notably Pss. 14 and 53; Ps. 40:13-17 and Ps. 70; Pss. 57:7-11 plus 60:6-13 to make Ps. 108), occur in more than one part of the Psalter. Further, a large group (42-83) speaks predominantly of ‘God’ rather than ‘the Lord’, whereas other blocks (1-41; 84-89; 90-150) have the opposite preference, even in psalms attributed to some of the authors of the former group (42-83). Again, Ps. 72:20 evidently marks the close of a particular set of Davidic psalms, but not of David’s whole output, as the rest of the Psalter demonstrates.

It seems likely, as various scholars have sug-gested, that the penultimate stage in compiling the Psalter was the gathering of groups of psalms into three main psalters, perhaps used at different centres or periods, as follows: a. the Davidic Pss. 3-41 or 2-41, which prefer the divine name Yahweh (the Lord); b. the Korahite, Asaphite and Davidic Pss. 42-83 (the ‘Elohistic psalter), where the term ''löhim (God) predominates (to which group was added an appendix, 84-89, in which ‘Yahweh’ pre-vails); c. a collection of mostly anonymous psalms, 90-150 (with ‘Yahweh’ again), containing certain clusters marked by particular themes or uses (e.g. God’s kingship, 93-100; the ‘Egyptian Hallei’, 113-118, traditionally associated with the Passover; the Songs of Ascents, 120-134; the closing Hallelujah psalms, 146-150). Finally, on this view, to match the books of Moses the three collections were further divided to make five, and Ps. 1 (or 1 and 2) placed at the beginning to introduce the whole.

III. Technical terms in the Psalter

The title of the book in Hebrew is l'hillint, ‘Songs of Praise’, or ‘Praises’. In English the title Psalter comes from lxx A Psalterion, while The Psalms comes from lxx B Psalmoi or the Vulg. Liber Psalmontm. In addition to the title given to the book, the majority of individual psalms have separate headings. Since, however, many of the tech-nical terms in the titles and elsewhere were already obscure to the Jewish translators of the lxx (3rd to 2nd centuries bc), any comments must be tentative.

1. Technical designations of psalms. The most frequent term is mizmör, ‘a psalm’, a word which suggests the use of an instrumental accompani-ment. ‘A song’ (sir) is a more general term, not confined to worship. In the Psalter it is offen coupled with mizmör (e.g. 48, title), and there are 15 consecutive ‘Songs of Ascents’ (120-134), probably pilgrim songs or eise processional songs for the festivals. Thirteen psalms have the heading maskil, which would seem to mean ‘making wise or skilful’. The psalms in question (32; 42; 44-45; 52-55; 74; 78; 88-89; 142) reflect extremely chastening experiences—with one striking exception (45). The title may, however, refer not to the content or con-text of the psalm but to its literary style. We have to confess ignorance. Six psalms are called miktäm, which lxx interprets as ‘an inscription’, and av mg. (hardly less improbably) as ‘a golden psalm’ (from ketjm, ‘gold’). Mowinckel, however, draws attention to Akkad. katamu, to cover, and infers a psalm for atonement, since he classifies all these psalms (16; 56-60) as laments. But the ‘cover’ which they seek is not atonement but defence, and the most likely meaning is ‘a plea for protection’; almost, in our terms, ‘an SOS’. Other titles are ‘a prayer’ (17; 86; 90; 102; 142), ‘a praise’ or ‘doxology’ (145) and ‘a shiggaion’ (siggäyön, Ps. 7; cf. Hab. 3:1, plur.). This last term is not clear to us; it has been linked with sgh, to wander or reel, and (Mowinckel) with Akkad. segu, to howl or lament. But both Ps. 7 and Hab. 3, while they face desperate situations, react to them with notable faith and hope.

2. Musical directions. Many directions which appear to be of this kind occur in conjunction with the heading lam'nasseahd, ‘to (or ‘of’) the choir-master’ (cf. rsv of Pss. 4ff., etc.), which may indi-cate a special collection of psalms (there are 55, scattered through all five books) more elaborately performed than the rest. But that is a guess, and various other meanings have been suggested for this Heb. term derived from a root meaning to excel, endure or shine: e.g. lxx has ‘to the end’; Mowinckel, ‘to dispose Yahweh to mercy’ (making his face shine)—to mention only two.

* Musical instruments prescribed in the titles in-clude n'gtnöl (strings) and n'hilöt. (‘flutes’, rsv), and the pitch of instruments or voices may perhaps be indicated by '“lämöt (Ps. 46), ‘trebles’(?)—lit. ‘girls’—and s'mtnU (Pss. 6 and 12), ‘an octave below’f?)—lit. ‘eighth’—on the admittedly enig-matic basis of 1 Ch. 15:20f.

Some terms, usually coupled with the prepo-sition ’al (rsv ‘according to’), have been inter-preted as either liturgical directions (see 3, below) or tune-names. The chief examples are a. Gittith (gittit, 8; 81; 84), a word derived from Gath or from the wine or olive press; b. Muth-labben (’al-müt labben, 9), ‘death of the son’ (but revocalized as ‘"lämöt läbin, as L. Delekat suggests, it could perhaps be construed as ‘trebles for clarity’); c. ‘The Hind of the Dawn’ (’ayyelet ha-sahar, 22); but lxx has ‘the help at dawn’ (cf. '’yälütj, ‘my help’, in v. 19 (20, Heb.), as B. D. Eerdmans points out). See, however, 3, below. d. ‘Lilies’ (söSannim, 45; 69; 80), ‘Lily of testimony or covenant’ (süsan 'edül, 60); but instead of ‘lilies’, lxx has ‘those who make changes’ (sessönim'l). e. ‘The Dove on Far-off Terebinths’, or, ‘The Silent Dove of Far-off Places’ (yönat_ ’elem r'höqim, 56): is this, however, a con-cluding note to Ps. 55, in view of 55:6f. (7f., Heb.)? On a cultic interpretation, see 3, below./ ‘Do Not Destroy’ ('al-tashet, 57 - 59; 75) is a phrase from the vineyards in Is. 65:8, and conceivably the name of a vintage-song and its tune. But the same words occur more significantly in Dt. 9:26, which may underlie both Is. 65:8b and this title, g. 'Mahalath’ (mah"lat, 53; 88) appears to be derived front hlh, either ‘be ill’ or ‘propitiate’. It could be ‘a catch-word in a song, giving the name to a tune’ (BDB), and the additional Word l'‘anndt_ in the title of Ps. 88 could mean either ‘to sing antiphonally’ (cf. Vulg.) or ‘to afflict or humble’. But see the next Paragraph, against the notion of tune-names.

3. Liturgical direcüons. The preposition ’al (rsv ‘according to’), which introduces most of the terms in the above paragraph, means basically ‘on’. Mowinckel therefore relates the above titles, a. to g, to cultic acts, ‘over’ which the psalms would be sung. So, e.g, e. would refer to a ritual such as that of Lv. 14:5-7, where one bird was sacrificed and one released to fly away, and g. would indicate a ritual for the sick. Likewise ’al-y'dütün (62; 77; cf. 39) would refer not to the singer Jeduthun (2 Ch. 5:12) but to an act of confession over which the psalms were to be sung. Mowinckel’s suggestions are speculative; but so, admittedly, are most others. Perhaps his most dubious example is the title of Ps. 22, taken to refer to the sacrifice of a hart, a non-sacrificial animal (Dt. 12:15, etc.).

Selah (seid) occurs 71 times, and is still obscure to us. Since it often seems to mark a division in a psalm, it may be an instruction to the worshippers to ‘lift up’ (sll) their voices or instruments in a re-frain or interlude.

Higgaion (higgäyön, 9:16 [17, Heb.]), like Selah, evidently calls for music. It is a term in Ps. 92:3 (4, Heb.) for the sound of a stringed instrument.

IV. The liturgical approach to the Psalter

A landmark in the modern study of the Psalter was the work of H. Gunkel in the early decades of this Century. To him it was all-important to start by distinguishing the different classes (Gattungen) of psalms by attending to a. the worship-situations from which they had Sprung (‘some definite divine Service’, rather than some event in the history of the nation or the writer); b. the thoughts and moods which different psalms were found to have in common; and c. the recurrent features of style, form and imagery which served these various ends. He found the following main types: Hymns of Praise, Personal Thanksgivings, Communal Lam-ents and Personal Laments. In addition there were smaller categories such as Entrance Liturgies, Blessings and Cursings, Wisdom Psalms, Royal Psalms; and there were also mixed types. His Classification has been widely adopted, and his insist-ence on the importance of such an approach seldom questioned.

While Gunkel regarded most of the canonical psalms as literary descendants of Israel’s original psalmody, S. Mowinckel saw them as products of the living cultus. He set him seif to reconstruct the rites and festivals of Israel from the clues which he confidently detected there, independently of any confirmation from the Pentateuch. His early psalm studies, in the 1920s, made much of a postulated festival of Yahweh’s accession as King, supposedly celebrated at the New Year somewhat after the fashion of the Babylonian akitu festival, leaving its traces in about 40 of the psalms and in the development of OT eschatology. This lead was quickly followed, sometimes to excess, by other scholars, notably the so-called Myth and Ritual School of British and Scandinavian scholars in the 1930s, who drew heavily upon comparative religion to construct in detail a cultic drama of divine combat and nuptials and the fixing of destinies, which ac-counted for many of the cries of anguish or tri-umph in the Psalter and most of its allusions to seas and springs, enemies and monsters, defeat and victory, and the attributes and activities of the king.

Not all scholars, however, who acknowledge a debt to Mowinckel have agreed in detail with him or (still less) with those who carried his methods to extremes. Mowinckel himself makes less of the Accession motif in his later writings than in his early studies, and other scholars who emphasize the in-fluence of the new year festival on the Psalter would see its main aspect as covenant-renewal (A. Weiser) or the reaffirming of God’s choice of Zion and the house of David (H. J. Kraus). But the legacy of Gunkel and Mowinckel remains, in the preoccupation of most commentators with the task of assigning each psalm to its proper dass, and in the viewing of almost all the material as ecclesiastical.

This is distinct from the view, with which there can be no quarrel, that the psalms were collected and used for worship, and in many cases written expressly for such use. Instead, it assumes that even those psalms which profess to have Sprung from episodes in the life of David (e.g. the bulk of Pss. 51-60), or which are attested as his writings by the NT (e.g. Pss. 16; 69; 109-110), arose on the con-trary out of the cult-drama or were anonymously composed as set pieces for worship situations that might arise for the individual, the Davidic king or the congregation. Thus Ps. 51, despite the intro-ductory Statement which is part of the Hebrew text, is allegedly not David’s prayer after his sin with Bathsheba, and Ps. 110, despite our Lord’s account of it, is not allowed to be the work of (as he himself put it in Mk. 12:36) ‘David himself, in-spired by the Holy Spirit’. Within this dominant school of thought, however, there are varicties of opinion as to the right Classification of individual psalms, and there is more confidence in saying who did not write the psalms than in deciding who did.

The attempt to place the psalms within their set-ting, we suggest, should be governed by the evi-dence in each separate case. This will include the internal characteristics to which Gunkel and his successors have drawn attention, but it will be con-trolled by the Statements, where there are such, in the titles and other scriptures. It will also bear in mind the fact that a psalmist could speak (as Peter pointed out in Acts 2:30f.) as ‘a prophet’, aware of God’s promises and foreseeing what was far beyond his own horizon.

V. The theology of the Psalter

1. The marrow of the religious life of the psalmists was undoubtedly their knowledge of God. They never tire of singing his majesty in creation. In all his works in the heavens, the earth and the sea he has made himself known as the all-powerful, the all-knowing, the everywhere-present God. He is also the God of all history who guides everything towards the final goal which he has purposed to fulfil. But this Ruler of the world, this King of kings, is also Lawgiver and Judge, the Vindicator of all who are oppressed and their Saviour. He is therefore merciful and faithful, just and righteous, the Holy One whom men and angels adore. But the God of the psalmists is also, and uniquely, the God of Israel. The God who revealed himself to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, who through Moses de-livered Israel from Egypt, entered mto covenant with them and gave them the promised land, is the God of Israel still, the Lord and Defender of the chosen people.

With such a high conception of God it is not surprising that the psalmists found their chief de-light and privilege in prayer to God. There is a directness, a spontaneity and an immediacy in the prayers of the psalmists that convince us of the reality of prayer for them. They believe in his provi-dence, trust in his presence, rejoice in his right-eousness, rest in his faithfulness, confide in his nearness. In their prayers they praise, petition and commune with their God, and find refuge from sickness, want, pestilence and slander, and humble themselves under his mighty hand. In the progressive life of the community their behaviour is marked by fidelity to God, reverent obedience to the law, kindness to the oppressed and joy in the worship of God’s people.

2. Set against such a background of faith and obedience the imprecatory psalms (see especially 35:1—8; 59; 69; 109) may be feit to constitute a moral difficulty. Similar prayers for vengeance are found in Jeremiah 11:18fT.; 15:15ff.; 18:19fT.; 20:11 IT. The underlying idea in these passages in the Psalter, where curses and revengeful punish-ments are invoked upon the enemy, is expressed in 139:21 f., ‘Do I not hate them that hate thee, O Lord? ... I count them my enemies.’ That is to say, the psalmists are motivated by zeal for the Holy One of Israel who must exercise retribution in the present moral Order in the world. Behind the im-precations is a recognition of a divine moral gov-ernance in the world, a belief that right and wrong are meaningful for God, and that therefore judg-ment must operate in the moral world Order as well as grace. It was natural, then, for men living under the dispensation of the law to pray for the destruction of God’s enemies through judgment, although Christians now living in the dispensation of grace pray for all men that they may be saved, while still believing in the reality of a here-and-now judgment as well as judgment that is a future event.

It should be remembered too that while the psalmists were aware of the tensions between righteousness and unrighteousness, between the people of God and the enemies of God, they had as yet no conception of judgment in an eschato-logical sense, nor had they any doctrine of a future state in which the ungodly would be punished and the godly rewarded. Therefore if righteousness is to be vindicated it has to be vindicated now, if wickedness is to be punished it has to be punished now. For when the righteous man prayed for the destruction of wickedness he did not distinguish in his mind between the ungodly and his ungodliness. The destruction of the one without the other was unthinkable to the pious Hebrew. It was even dif-ficult if not impossible for some psalmists to distinguish between the ungodly man and his family. All that belonged to the wicked man was involved with him in his wickedness. The Christian therefore must have these things in mind when he reads these imprecatory psalms. He must not empty them of all significance. They are at least a powerful re-minder of the reality of judgment in this moral world, and they testify to a burning zeal for the cause of righteousness which flamed in the hearts of some of the psalmists, and to their refusal to condone sin.

3.    Has the Psalter a theology of a future life? The answer here is, No. There is a hope but no assured belief concerning the future. There is no certain reference to resurrection in the Psalter. Flashes of revelation or msight concerning the future life there may be, but there is no doctrine, no such art-icle of religious faith. The germ of such a hope may be found in Pss. 16-17; 49; 73, but simply a hope it remains. Nowhere does a psalmist attain to an assured belief in resurrection.

4.    The Messianic psalms. One of the most important factors in the national survival of Israel has been the Messianic hope. This hope centres on the return of the age of David whose reign in the past marked the golden age in Israel’s history; and it is against this background that the Messianic hope in the Psalter should be viewed. The picture of the Messiah that emerges from the Psalter is a twofold one.

First, since Messiah is to be a scion of the Dav-idic dynasty, he is to be the King of the Messianic age. The Psalter envisages a divine Messianic King against whom nations will rebel in vain (Ps. 2). The Messianic age is depicted in Ps. 72, while in Ps. 2 the kingdom is described as a universal kingdom which belongs to God but over which Messiah rules in association with the Lord. In Ps. 110 Messiah is King, Priest and Victor who sits in glory at God’s right hand. Ps. 45 speaks of eternal domin-ion, while Ps. 72 emphasizes the universality of Messiah’s rule.

But secondly, the Psalter also prepares men’s minds for a suffering Messiah. Is. 53 has its coun-terpart in the Psalter. The anointed Son of Yahweh, the Priest-King whose throne will stand for ever and whose reign of peace and righteousness will cause all nations to be blessed in him, is to submit himself to dreadful suffering (Pss. 22; 69, etc.). However, not until Christ interpreted the Psalter to the apostles were these and similar psalms considered to be Messianic (Lk. 24:27-46). Only as the Lord enlightened the disciples’ minds did the church understand the meaning of these passages in the Psalter and make it the hymn-book and the prayer-book of the church.

VI. The Christian and the Psalter

Apart from the inherent religious and devotional qualities of the psalms two factors have compelled the Christian church to make the Psalter her prayer-book.

1.    There is the fact that the Psalter occupied such a large place in the life and teaching of our Lord. It was the prayer-book which he would use in the synagogue Service, and his hymn-book in the Temple festival. He used it in his teaching, met temptation with it, sang the Hallel from it after the Last Supper, quoted it from the cross and died with it on his lips.

2.    Moreover, from earliest times the Psalter has been both the hymn-book and the prayer-book of the Christian church. Some of her great hymns of praise are modelled on the psalms (Lk. l:46ff, 68ff.; 2:29ff.). The Psalter was the inspiration of the apostles in persecution (Acts 4:25f), it was em-bedded in their message (Acts 2:25ff.; 13:33), it was used to set forth their profoundest beliefs concerning the Lord (Heb. 1:6, 10-13; 2:6-8; 5:6; 10:5-7). In all ages the church has found in the Psalter ‘a Bible in miniature’ (Luther), or ‘the Bible within the Bible’. And while this ‘Bible in miniature’ originated in the Jewish church, and is intimately related to the OT, yet. because it is illuminated by the light that breaks from the Gospels, the Christian church Claims it and uses it too in all her access to God whom she evermore worships and adores.
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PSEUDEPIGRAPHA. The term is used to de-scribe those Jewish writings which were excluded from the OT Canon and which find no place in the Apocrypha. For the purpose of this article the term will also exclude the sectarian documents of the Qumran library (*Dead Sea Scrolls). Unlike the Apocrypha, which were included in the Greek Scriptures, these pseudepigrapha never ap-proached canonical Status. They nevertheless played an important role during the intertestamental period and are valuable for the light they shed on the Jewish background of the NT. While not all the writings included in this group are pseud-epigraphic in the strict sense of writings pub-lished under assumed names (* Pseudonmity), the majority of them are and the name is there-fore generally appropriate. It will be convenient to divide them roughly between Palestinian and Jewish-Hellenistic groups, as their place of origin strongly aflfected their form and purpose. Because of a dominant thread which runs through the majority of these writings they have aptly been described as the literature of the apocalyptic movement.

I. The Palestinian group

The Palestinian group contains three different lit-erary types, poetry, legend and apocalypse, the Psalms of Solomon almost certainly belongs to the second half of the Ist Century bc and is an example of the anti-Sadducean polemic of the Pharisees at that period. In the majority of these 18 psalms, which are modelled on the Davidic Psalms, there is no reference to the Messiah (Ps. Sol. 17 is the main exception), but much about the Messianic king-dom. The overthrow of the Hasmonaean dynasty by the Roman Pompey is regarded as a divine act, although Pompey himself is condemned for his profanation of the Temple. There were other psalm collections during the intertestamental period, an example of which is the Psalms of Joshua found in the Qumran library.

There were many books which were legendary expansions of biblical history, based mainly on the law, although including some legends about the prophets. Among the earliest of these is the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, based on Gn. 49. Each of Jacob’s sons gives his instructions to his descendants and much of this teaching is of a high moral Order. They are represented as reviewing their own failings to serve as a warning to others, but two of the Patriarchs, Joseph and Issachar, are able to commend their own virtues. The original work was a Pharisaic production written towards the end of the 2nd Century BC, but this was later expanded by additions. The library at Qumran contained certain parts of an earlier recension of the Testaments of Levi and Naphtali, in Aramaic and Hebrew, but does not appear to have possessed the whole. This new evidence has confirmed Charles’ opinion that the Testaments contained some late Jewish and Christian additions. Some have supposed that the final editing was completed by a Christian, c. ad 200. There are in these writings some similarities to the teachings of Jesus, as, for example, exhortations to humility, brotherly love and almsgiving. These parts represent some of the best moral injunctions of pre-Christian Judaism.

Another book based on Genesis is the Book of Jubilees, so styled from its System of dating. The author advocated a 364-day year in order to assist the Jews to keep the feasts on the proper day. This is typical of his legalistic approach. The whole book, in fact, purports to be a revelation to Moses on Mt Sinai and is clearly intended to uphold the eternal validity of the law. The Pharisaic author was intent on combating the encroachments of Hellenism during the latter part of the 2nd Century bc. In the course of the revelations there are many legendary accretions to the biblical history, as for example the attribution to Satan and not to God of the Suggestion that Abraham should sacrifice Isaac (17:16; 18:9, 12). The author insisted on the strict observance of Jewish rites, particularly cir-cumcision and sabbath observance (15:33f; 2:25— 31; 50:6-13). The book was well known at Qumran and possesses many points of contact with the Damascus Document.

In a similar vein to the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs is the Testament of Job, in which Job delivers to the children of his second wife a parting address. He is represented as reviewing his past life, and the book concludes with an account of the special ability granted to his three daughters to sing heavenly songs while his soul is transported by chariot to heaven. The book appears to have been the work of an author belonging to one of the stricter Jewish sects (possibly the hasidim) and may be dated possibly about 100 bc.

Several legendary works of a similar character, but which at least in their extant texts appear to have been subjected to Christian influence, must be included among this group of writings. The Life of Adam and Eve, which exists only in a Latin text, although it runs parallel in parts to the Apocalypse of Moses (in Greek), is an imaginative reconsfruc-tion of the history subsequent to the Fall, and in the course of it Adam has a vision in which he sees a picture of the developments of Jewish history to post-exilic times. It can confidently be dated before ad 70, since it supposes that Herod’s Temple is still Standing (29:6f).

The Martyrdom of Isaiah is a partly Jewish and partly Christian book, extant only in Ethiopic. It teils how Isaiah came to be ‘sawn asunder’ (cf. Heb. 11:37) with a wood saw (1-5). A Vision of Isaiah, which has been interpolated into the original work, is clearly a Christian addition because it records the devil’s indignation over Isaiah’s fore-telüng of redemption through Christ and mentions Christian history up to the time of the Neronian persecutions (3:13-4:18). The pari of the book known as the Ascension of Isaiah is also Jewish-Christian, for Isaiah is not only told by God of the coming of Jesus but witnesses the birth, death and resurrection of the Coming One. It is thought that the Jewish pari may date from the 2nd Century bc, but no trace of it has so far been found at Qumran.

In addition to these there was some pre-Christian pseudo-Jeremianic and pseudo-Danielic literature which has only recently come to light from the Qumran library and which has not been sufficiently investigated at the time of writing for an account of it to be included in this survey. But a previously extant work known as the Paralipomena of Jeremiah the Prophet, which shows marked Christian influences, may well look back to some earlier Jeremianic cycle. It is aimed particularly against mixed marriages.

By far the most important group of Jewish pseudepigrapha is the apocalypses, among which the Book of Enoch takes pride of place. It is a com-posite work, of which the various parts were com-posed at different times during the last two centur-ies bc. The oldest sections belong to the Mac-cabean period, according to Rowley and Torrey, although Charles had earlier maintained a pre-Maccabean date. There are five main divisions in the book as it now exists. The first describes a vision given to Enoch of future judgment, espe-cially of the fallen angels. The second, known as The Similitudes of Enoch, consists of three parables dealing mainly with the theme of judgment upon the world, but with assurances to the righteous through the Messianic hope. The third is an astro-nomical book. The fourth consists of two visions, one about the flood and the other recounting the history of the world down to the Messianic age. The fifth is a miscellaneous collection of exhorta-tions and other material, of which the most notable is an Apocalypse of Weeks which divides world-history into 10 weeks, the last 3 being apoca-lyptic. This book is of great importance for studies in the intertestamental period and furnishes valu-able data for pre-Christian Jewish theology. It is also of interest in being cited in the NT Epistle of Jude. The Apocalypse of Weeks has been thought to be connected with the Qumran sect, but because there is no trace of the Similitudes at Qumran it is possible that this pari should be dated in the Christian era (cf. J. C. Hindley).

There was another book which circulated under the name of Enoch, commonly known as the Book of the Secrets of Enoch or 2 Enoch. It is also some-times described as the Slavonic Enoch because it is extant only in some Slavonic mss. Unlike 1 Enoch it comes from a Hellenistic background and parts of the work are believed to belong to the Christian period. Since it was cited in the later parts of the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, at least a sec-tion of 2 Enoch must have preceded those parts. The whole is generally dated during the Ist Century ad. It consists of an account of Enoch’s journey through the seven heavens, together with certain revelations given to Enoch about creation and the history of mankind and includes Enoch’s admoni-tions to his children. Much of the ethical instruc-tion is noble in character and is reminiscent of the type of teaching in Ecclesiasticus.

The Assumption of Moses may have consisted of two distinct works known as the Testament, and

Assumption, of Moses respectively (according to Charles, but Pfeiffer is reserved about this). In any case no ms is extant which gives the dispute over the body of Moses, which formed the basis of the Assumption (it is alluded to in the Epistle of Jude), but in the Testament Moses gives to Joshua an apocalyptic review of Israel’s history from the oc-cupation of Canaan until the end of time. There is a marked absence of any Messianic hope in the book. Because of close parallels with the Qumran War Scroll and the Damascus Document, it has recently been concluded that the author was prob-ably an Essene.

Another work belonging to the Christian period is the Apocalypse of Ezra (or 2 [or 4\ Esdras). In this book various visions are ascribed to Ezra in Babylon which deal with the problem of Israel’s sufferings and bring the issue down to the author’s own day (i.e. to the period after ad 70 when the problem became acute). The sense of hopelessness pervading the account is finally relieved only by the vague belief in a coming golden age. The book is a sincere but unsuccessful attempt to solve a pressing problem. It is generally dated towards the end of the Ist Century ad.

About the same time appeared the Apocalypse of Baruch (or Syriac Baruch), which has many similarities of thought with the last-mentioned book. It is in fact regarded by some scholars as an imitation of the more brilliant 2 Esdras. Through the pessimism resulting from the overthrow of the city of Jerusalem there is faint hope until the Messianic reign of peace begins. The present is un-relieved despair, typified by very dark waters, but the coming of Messiah, represented by lightning, brings consolation.

II. The Jewish-Hellenistic group

Among the more notable Jewish-Hellenistic pseudepigrapha are Propaganda works (the Letter of Aristeas and parts of the Sibylline Oracles), legendary history (3 Maccabees), philosophy (4 Maccabees) and apocalyptic (part of the Slavonic Enoch already mentioned and part of the Greek Barudr, ‘Apocrypha).

The Letter of Aristeas purports to come from the time of the production of the lxx said to have been proposed by Ptolemy II, Philadelphus, of Egypt (285-245 bc). The narrative itself is legendary and was written in fact by a Jew (c. 100 bc) who wished to commend the Jewish law and religion to his Hellenistic contemporaries. It is an apology for Judaism against its Gentile detractors.

About 140 bc an Alexandrian Jew produced some Sibylline Oracles in imitation of the ancient Greek oracles attributed to the Sibyl, a pagan prophetess held in high regard not only by Contemporary Greeks but also among many Jews and even Christians at a later period. Numerous ad-ditions were subsequently made to these oracles. Of the twelve extant books the majority appear to be Christian in origin, but books 3-5 are generally regarded as Jewish. These are specifically devoted to Propaganda and consist particularly of judg-ments on Gentile nations. In book 3 occurs a review of Israelitish history from Solomon’s time down to Antiochus Epiphanes and his successors, but the Jews are to benefit by the coming Messiah. There is a special appeal to Greece to cease its pagan worship, and this strong apologetic purpose is further seen in the Claim that the Sibyl is in real-ity a descendant of Noah.

3 Maccabees, like 2 Maccabees, is a legendary cmbellishment designed for the glorification of the Jews in Egypt under Ptolemy Physcon. 4 Maccabees is a philosophical homily in which a Hellenistic Jewish author, of a definitely legalistic persuasion, discourses on the main theme of the control of the passions by reason, and in this he betrays his Stoic leanings. But his real admiration is nevertheless for the Mosaic law, and he seeks unsuccessfully to achieve a synthesis between the two.

As a whole this pseudepigraphic literature throws interesting light on the preparation period for the gospel. It belongs to times when prophetic declarations had ceased and when there was an in-creasing reverence for the law. They were times of perplexity, and apocalyptic emerged to attempt to reconcile the prophetic promises with the disas-trous course of current history and to project the fulfilment of these promises into an age yet to come. These books had wide circulation amor.g the Jews, and many of the NT writers may have known them.

The literary device used seems stränge to modern ideas, but the great preponderance of pseudonymous ascriptions in these books is evi-dence of its Contemporary effectiveness. It may have been adopted by reason both of security and of the need to ensure the maximum authority for the writings (* Pseudonymity).

There are many theological dififerences and de-velopments in this literature as compared with the earlier prophetical period. The future age differs essentially from the present. It has a supernatural origin and will displace the present age, which is conceived of as under the domination of evil influ-ences. This doctrine of the two ages is character-istic of the intertestamental period and finds some echoes in NT thought. It is significant that owing to this apocalyptic approach to future history the Messianic hope was not as dominant during this period as it had been earlier. The clearest picture is in the Book of Enocb, where the Messianic concep-tion has become more traniscendental, parallel with the increasingtranscendenitalism of the conception of God. The Son of man ais a heavenly pre-existent Being is conceived as shairing with God in judg-ment. Another striking feiature of this literature is the receding interesl in pure nationalism and in the development of individualism, on the one hand, and universalism, on the other. But perhaps the greatest Service rendered by the literature was its antidote to the increasing legalism of Judaism, particularly among the Pharisees, in spite of the fact that this legalism is not entirely lacking from many of these books. (‘Apocalyptic; ‘Apocrypha.)

Bibliography. J. H. Charlesworth (ed.), The OT Pseudepigrapha, 1983-85; The OT Pseudepigrapha and the NT, 1987; A.-M. Denis, Inlroduction aux Pseudepigraphes Grecs d'Anden Testament, 1970; R. H. Pfeiffer, History of New Testament Times with an Introduction to the Apocrypha, 1949; L. Rost, Judaism outside the Hebrew Canon, E T. 1976; H. H. Rowley, The Relevance of Apocalyptic, 1944; D. S. Russell, The Method and Message of Jewish Apocalyptic, 1964; D. S. Russell, Tlte OT Pseudepigrapha, 1987; E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, 1977, pp. 346-418; E. Schürer, HJP‘, 1, 1973; M. E. Stone, Jewish Writings of the Second Temple Period, 1984.

DG.

PSEUDONYMITY. Pseudonymity is the practice of attributing literary works to assumed names, a device widely used in the ancient world. Numerous examples are known from the Graeco-Roman world, but in studying the Christian attitude to-wards such a device the Jewish pseudepigrapha are very much more significant (* Pseudepigrapha, I). The former were not, as the latter were, expressions of a religious approach, and because of the wide dififerences in content between secular and religious writings the Jewish writings naturally form a closer parallel with the numerous Christian pseudepigrapha circulating during the first 3 cen-turies ad

There is no doubt that these writings enjoyed considerable popularity, and for this reason demand some explanation of their character and method. It is difficult for modern minds accus-tomed to the literary condemnation of plagiarism (the use of another’s material) to appreciate this ancient practice of using another’s name. But it is offen assumed that the ancient approach was essentially different from the modern and implied nothing reprehensible. Undoubtedly many of the authors who resorted to this practice were men of sincerity, and herein lies the problem. Are there any ascertainable principles which throw any light on the apparent contradiction?

I.    The Grcek approach

There are many causes which are thought to ac-count for the abundance of pseudonymous writings among the Greeks. There was a tendency to ascribe anonymous works to some well-known author of works of the same kind, for instance, epics to Homer or Virgil. Many writings by scholars were attributed to their masters, from whom they had learnt their wisdom, as, for ex-ample, among the followers of Plato. Moreover, rhetorical exercises were frequently attributed to famous persons (cf. the forgery known as the Epis-tle of Phalaris). A more deliberate type of forgery prevalent in the Greek world was the practice of Publishing mss under the names of populär authors as a method of selling them. A later motive was the desire to produce documents in Support of certain doctrines by attributing them to some ancient and honoured teacher (e.g. among the Neopythagoreans, and in a Christian context the Clementine literature and the works attributed to Dionysius the Areopagite).

II.    The Jewish approach

This seems to have inherited little directly from Greek practices, since the majority of the pseudonymous writings were the products of Palestinian Judaism. The widespread Greek secular usage may have had some small impact, although the Leiter of Arisleas and the Slavonic Enoch are almost the only clear instances of the practice even among the Hellenistic Jews (‘Pseudepigrapha, II). The main causes for pseudonymity must clearly be sought elsewhere. Undoubtedly the most significant factor was the rigidity of the law and the cessation of prophecy. An authoritative message for the Contemporary Jews of the 2 centuries before Christ could be established, it was thought, only by attributing such a message to some hero of the past whose authority was unquestioned. This accounts for the prominence of the patriarchal names among the pseudepigrapha. Indeed, all the assumed authors cxcept Aristeas are mentioned either in the Law or the Prophets. This illustrates clearly the fundamental diflference between Greek and Jewish pseudonymous prac-tice. The latter possessed what the former lacked. an authoritative body of writings which formed the basis of their religious beliefs, and their pseudonymous productions were therefore extensions of canonical material (the nearest Greek parallel is the Sibylline Oracles). It is this phenomenon which raises problems for Jewish pseudonymity which were almost entirely absent from the Greek world. The Jewish authors were religious men, and it is not easy to see how they could resort to a literary method which to us seems morally ques-tionable. There are a number of possible explanations.

The false ascription may have been occasioned by the use of materials traditionally handed down in association with some famous name. Some scholars, for instance, have virtually maintained this viewpoint when suggesting that Jude cites not the Book of Enoch but an earlier oral ascription believed to have been a true saying of Enoch which was later incorporated into the pseudonymous book (cf. Jude 14). But unfortunately data for veri-fying this procedure are practically non-existent. Another Suggestion arises from the nature of apocalyptic. This mode of thought frequently made use of symbolic figures of speech, which the readers were clearly not expected to take lit-erally, and the same tacit assumption may have been made over the pseudonym. Sometimes the device may have been used in self-defence when the author was not anxious to parade his identity for fear of arousing the suspicions of the tyran-nical occupying power. In this case the readers would readily appreciate the reason for the pseudonym and would absolve the writer from any moral censure. Yet in few cases is this explanation clearly applicable. It is possible that the Jews paid little attention to literary property and were far more concerned with contents than authorship, and if this were generally so it might explain the readiness with which the writings circulated.

III. The Christian approach

There is no doubt that the prevalence of pseudonymous early Christian writings owed more to Jewish than to Greek influences. By the 2nd Century ad a canon of Christian writings had come into existence which, although lacking formal co-dification (except in the case of Marcion), was nevertheless real and authoritative. There were pseudonymous counterparts to all 4 types of NT literature—Gospels, Acts, Epistles and Apoca-lypses. The majority of these sprang from heretical sources, and in these cases the use of the pseudonymous device is transparent. Esoteric doctrines outside the theology of orthodoxy sought Support by the theory that secret teachings had been handed down to the initiates of a particular sect but had been hidden from others. The production of pseudonymous apostolic writings was thus made easy. Since the interval separating the assumed author from the real author was not as great as in the majority of Jewish writings of this char-acter, it did not Stretch the credulity of the readers too much to be told that some new writing was in fact an apostolic production, assuming that they were ignorant of its true source.

In spite of the fact that pseudonymity was a widespread practice, it must not be assumed that it would have been regarded as a harmless literary device among the orthodox Christians. What ex-ternal evidence there is suggests rather that the church took a firm stand against the practice (e.g. the Muratorian Canon, Serapion. Tertullian). Ter-tullian in fact records the unfrocking of the Asian presbyter whoconfessed to writing the Actsof Paul out of his love for Paul, which does not suggest it was an acknowledged practice to produce such literature. For this reason the assumption by some scholars that certain NT books are really pseudonymous raises an acute psychological and moral problem, which few of the supporters of these hypotheses are willing to admit. There is a pre-sumption against NT canonical pseudepigrapha which can be nullified only by overwhelming and conclusive evidence to the contrary, and even here each case must be judged entirely on its own merits.

On the question of pseudonymity in OT literature, see * Daniel, Book of; * Deuteronomy; * Ecclesiastes; * Pentateuch.

Bibliography. R. H. Charles, Religious Development between the Old and New Testaments, 1914;

D. Guthrie, ‘Epistolary Pseudepigraphy’, New Testament Introduction, 1970, pp. 671-684; J. Moffatt, An Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament1 2 3 4, 1912, pp. 40fif; H. J. Rose, ‘Pseudepigraphic Literature’, Oxford Classical Dictionary, 1949; R. D. Shaw, The Pauline Epistles5, 1913, pp. 477ff; A. Sint, Pseudonymitäl im Altertum: ihre Formen und Gründe, 1960; and especially F. Torrn, Die Psychologie der Pseudonymitäl im Hinblick auf die Literatur des Urchristentums, 1932.    d g.

II. ln thc New Testament

Düring the intertestamental period the narae Accho was changed to Ptolemais, presumably in honour of Ptolemy Philadelphias (285-246 bc). Under this name it played an important role in the Jews’ struggle for freedom under the Maccabees (cf. 1 Macc. 5:15; 12:45-48), but is only once no-ticed in the NT (Acts 21:7). Paul, sailing from Tyre to Caesarea towards the end of his missionary journey, put in at Ptolemais, and while his ship lay at anchor in the harbour he spent a day with the Christians of the place. This was probably not the only time he passed through the city, since he came along the Phoenician coast several times.

1

PTOLEMAIS.

2

 In the Old Testament

3

The name given in the late 3rd or early 2nd Century BC by Ptolemy I or II of Egypi to the seaport of Accho, on the N point of the Bay of Acre (named from Accho), about 13 km N of Carmel headland which faces it across the bay. Accho was the only natural harbour on the coast S of Phoenicia in OT times, and various routes connected it with Galilee and its lake, the Jordan valley and beyond. The only reference to Accho in the OT is in Jdg. 1:31, where it is assigned to Asher, but the tribe failed to capture it, and it probably remained Phoenician throughout the OT period. Some would emend Ummah in Jos. 19:30 to read Accho (eg. GTT, p.

4

139), though this is but a conjecture.

5

PTOLEMY. The name borne by the 14 kings of the purely Macedonian Greek dynasty that ruled Egypt c. 323 to 30 bc.


In Paul’s day Ptolemais was a colonia, the em-peror Claudius having settled a group of veterans there. After the Roman period it assumed its original name ‘Akka and has maintained it to the present day. Düring the Crusades Ptolemais rose to importance under the Gallicized name Acre or St Jean d’Acre. Today it is overshadowed by the prominence of the city of Haifa, which lies directly across the bay. (See NEAEHL, pp. 16-31.)

w.w.w. 1

in the old pharaonic style, but the ‘pharaohs’ sculptured on their walls bear in hieroglyphs the names of the Ptolemies.

The long hieroglyphic texts in these temples were written in a specially intricate way by the national-istic priests so that no foreigners should penetrate their secret traditions; they contain a vast deposit of Information on Egyptian religion and myth-ology, much of it handed down from, and valuable for the study of, pharaonic Egypt.

At first, Palestine—including the Jewish community—and *'Coele-Syria formed part of the Ptolemaic kingdom along with Cyprus and Cyrenaica. But after a series of battles in 202-198 bc Antiochus III of Syria finally drove the forces of young Ptolemy V Epiphanes (204-180 bc) out of Syria-Palestine; this area, with its Jewish inhabitants, thus passed under Syrian (Seleucid) rule.

The Rosetta Stone is a decree of Ptolemy V, c. 196 bc, inscribed in both Egyptian (hieroglyphs and demotic) and Greek; its discovery in 1799 provided the key for the decipherment of the Egyptian hieroglyphs and the founding of modern Egyptology (* Writing).

II. The later Ptolemies

The change from an Egyptian to a Syrian overlord was to have drastic consequences for the Jews some 30 years later, under ‘Antiochus IV. Down to this period, some of the clashes between the kingdoms of Egypt and Syria (of the ‘South’ and ‘North’) are foreshadowed in Dn. ll:4ff. (‘Daniel, Book of). Under Ptolemy VI Philometor (180-145 bc) dyn-astic strife first divided the royal family; his ruth-less brother Ptolemy VII Euergetes II was for a time joint king and eventually succeeded him. Ptolemy VI favoured the Jews in Egypt and permit-ted the son of the dispossessed high priest, Onias III of Jerusalem, to establish a rival temple in Egypt at Leontopolis, about I6V2 km N of Heliopolis. Ptolemy VI’s activities in Syria are mentioned in 1 Macc. 10:51-57; 11:1-18; those of Ptolemy VII (145-116 bc) in 1 Macc. 1:18 and 15:16 (links with Rome). Other, non-royal, Ptolemies who are named in the Apocrypha are a general of Antiochus IV Epiphanes (1 Macc. 3:38; 2 Macc. 4:45; 6:8; 8:8; and perhaps 10:12) and a son-in-law of Simon Maccabaeus who murdered Simon and two brothers-in-law at Dok near Jericho in 135 bc (1 Macc. 16:11fr.).

Under the later Ptolemies the Egyptian state steadily declined. Native revolts were more frequent; the kings and their ruthless queens (Cleopatras and Berenices) were dissolute (family mur-ders being common), while the power of Rome grew apace. Last of the line were the brilliant but unscrupulous Cleopatra VII and her son by Julius Caesar, Ptolemy XIV Caesarion. She captivated both Caesar and Antony, but made no impression on Octavian (Augustus), and so committed suicide to avoid the humiliation of appearing in a Roman triumphal procession. So Egypt passed under the heel of Rome in 30 bc.

Bibliography. E. Bevan, A History of Egypt under the Ptolemaic Dynasty, 1927; see also CA H. 7, 1928; and for the religious background, Sir H. I. Bell, Cults and Creeds in Graeco-Roman Egypt, 1953. For the numbering and reigns of the Ptolemies, cf. T. C. Skeat, The Reigns of the Ptolemies, 1954; also A. E. Samuel, Ptolemaic Chronology, 1962.    K.A.K.
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Cleopatra III Ptolemy Eupator Ptolemy Neos Cleopatra Thea

m. Ptolemy VII (153-150 bc) Philopater m. ® Alexander

(145 bc)    Balas

m. ® Demetrius II (Syria)

m. ® Antiochus VII

Ptolemy IX Alexander I (107-88 bc)


Ptolemy VIII Soter (Lathyrus) (116-80 bc)

Ptolemy XI Neos Dionysos m. Cleopatra VI (Auletes) (80-51 bc)

Ptolemy X

Alexander II (80 bc)

Archelaus m. Berenice IV


Cleopatra VII Thea    Ptolemy XII

Philopater (51-30 bc)    (51-47 bc)


Ptolemy XIII (47-44 bc)


Ptolemy XIV Caesarion (36-30 bc)


Simplifiedfamily tree of the Ptolemies, the Hellenistic rulers of Egypt.


PUBLIUS. Poplios is the Greek Version of the Latin name, probably praenomen, of the ‘chief man of the island’ of Malta in Acts 28:7. The title ‘chief man’ appears to be correct local usage (IG, 14. 601; CIL, 10. 7495), and may refer either to a native officer or to the chief Roman official. ln the latter case the use of praenomen alone may perhaps be explained as the familiär usage of the local inhabitants.

Bibuography. W. M. Ramsay, SPT, p. 343; BC,

4. in loc.\BAGD.    j.h.h.

PUDENS. A Roman Christian who joined "Claudia and others in greeting Timothy (2 Tim. 4:21). Martial (4. 13) salutes Aulus Pudens and his bride Claudia, and another Pudens (‘modest’) and Claudia are linked in an inscription (CIL, 6. 15066): but Identification with Timothy’s friends is improb-abie. Tradition called Pudens a Senator, iocating his house-church at the church of S Pudentiana (cf. Liber Pontificalis, ed. Duchesne, 1, pp. 132f); for excavations, cf. R. Lanciani, Pagan and Christian Rome, 1895, pp. 11 Off.    a.f.w.

myth of a struggle between Babylonian or Persian deities have little to commend them. It is unlikely that for a supremely national celebration the Jews would have adapted a drama of pagan polytheism.

Bibuography. J. H. Greenstone, Jewish Feasts andFasts, 1946; W. Hallo, BA 46, 1983, pp. 19-29.

j.s.w.

PURITY. The original biblical significance was ceremonial. It was to be obtained by certain ablu-tions and purifications which were enjoined upon the worshipper in the performance of his religious duties. Purifications were common to many other religions, but there they were merely ceremonial and had no ethical significance. In the case of Israel most of the ceremonial purifications had both sanitary and ethical significance. Though Gn. 35:2 and Ex. 19:14 indicated that the general idea did not originate with the Mosaic law, it is clear that only with the giving of the ceremonial law under Moses were these regulations codified and detailed. In the teaching of the prophets the significance largely passed from the merely ceremonial to the ethical. In the NT the teaching of Christ and the descent of the Spirit lifted the meaning of purity into the moral and spiritual sphere.

In the general sense common to the NT, and to the devotional literature of the OT, purity indicates a state of heart where there is complete devotion to God. As unadulterated water is said to be pure, and gold without alloy is pure gold, so the pure heart is the undivided heart where there is no con-flict of loyalties, no cleavage of interests, no mix-ture of motives, no hypocrisy and no insecurity. It is whole-heartedness God-wards. This is probably the sense in which our Lord used it in the Beati-tudes (Mt. 5:8). The reward of the undivided heart is the vision of God. No Vision of God can come to the heart that is unclean because it is out of harmony with the nature and character of God. In the further teaching of Christ (see Mk. 7:14-28) he transfers the state of defilement, and so of purity, entirely from the outer to the inner man. Purity in this sense may be said to be a state of heart re-served completely for God and freed from all worldly distractions.

In the specialized sense purity came to mean freedom from sensual pollution, particularly in the sexual life, though the NT does not teach that sexual activity is polluting in itself and, indeed, makes it clear that rightly ordered sexual behaviour is not (cf. Heb. 13:4). Nevertheless, the NT teaches the sanctity of the body as the temple of the Holy Spirit (cf. 1 Cor. 6:19f.) and inculcates the duty of self-restraint and self-denial even to the extent of personal loss. Purity is thus the spirit of renun-ciation and of the obedience which brings every thought and feeling and action into subjection to Christ. It begins within and extends outwards to the entire life, cleansing all the centres of living and Controlling all the movements of body and spirit.

Bibuography. H. Baltensweiler et ai, NIDNTT 3, pp. 100-108; F. Hauck, TD NT 1, pp. 122f; R. Meyer, F. Hauck, TDNT1, pp. 413-431.

RAF.

PUT, PHUT. 1. Third son of Ham (Gn. 10:6; 1 Ch. 1:8). 2. Warriors alongside 2 3 Lubim, Egyptians and Ethiopians unable to save No-Amon (Thebes) from Assyria (Na. 3:9). Elsewhere the word is

found only in Je. 46:9; Ezk. 30:5 (as Egyp. allies), in Ezk. 38:5 (in Gog’s armies; av ‘Libya[ns]’) and in Ezk. 27:10 (warriors of Tyre). Put is certainly Afri-can, but its location is disputed. Claiming that Lubim (Libyans) and Put are distinct in Na. 3:9, some wish to equate Put with Pw(n)t (E Sudan?) of Egyp. texts. But Old Persian putiya and Bab. puta (= Heb. püt) become 7” Tmhw, ‘Libya’, in Egyp. thus making Put Libya (G. Posener, La Premiere Domination Perse en Efuajgypte, 1936, pp. 186— 187). Lubim and Put in Na. 3:9 are like Lubim and •Sukkiim in 2 Ch. 12:3. Also, Tyre would employ Libyan rather than Somali auxiliaries. püt may derive from Egyp. pdly, ‘foreign bowman’, or simi-lar; T. C. Mitchell, Proceedings, Seminar for Ara-bian Studies 22, 1992, pp. 69-80.    k.a.k.

PUTEOLI. Mod. Pozzuoli, near Naples, a Samian colony from Cumae founded in the 6th Century bc. Puteoli probably feil into Roman hands with Capua in 338 bc, and rapidly became an important arsenal and trading port. Livy mentions a garrison of 6,000 during the Hannibalian invasion (24. 13), and the embarkation of large reinforcements for Spain (26. 17). Rome’s E traffic, notably the Egyp.

grain, passed through Puteoli. Seneca describes the arrival of the Alexandrian corn-fleet (Ep. 77), and Paul arrived on an Alexandrian freighter (Acts 28:13). The recently discovered chapel in Herculaneum probably marks the home of some who met Paul at nearby Puteoli. The Via Domitiana linked Puteoli with the Via Appia.    e.m.b.

PYTHON. This is the Greek name given to the mythological serpent or dragon which lived at Pytho beneath Mt Parnassus, and guarded the Delphic Oracle. Apollo slew it, but the name was then applied to anyone who prophesied under the inspiration of Apollo. Such persons generally spoke with the mouth closed, uttering words quite beyond their own control, and so were also known as engaslrimythoi or ventriloquists (Plutarch, De Defectu Oraculorum, 9. p. 414E).

Acts 16:16 records how Paul met and sub-sequently exorcized a young woman with such a spirit of *divination at Philippi: it is significant that Luke uses a word with pagan Connections, manteuomene, not elsewhere employed in the NT, to describe her oracular speech, obviously inspired by a demonic power.    d.h.w.

Q

QUARRY. 1. Heb. s'bärim, a place from which stone is dug. In Jos. 7: 5 ‘Shebarim’ is better under-stood as ‘quarries’ (so Rvmg.) in describing the place to which the Israelites fled after their abortive attack on Ai. Stone was quarried through the cen-turies in Palestine. Good limestone lies close to the surface in most places and is broken out of its bed by cracking the stone along lines of cleavage. The so-called stables of Solomon in Jerusalem near to the Temple area are almost certainly ancient quarries. (‘Mining.)

2. The wordp'silim refers to a carved stone, and should be so translated in Jdg. 3:19, 26 (as in Dt. 7:5; Ps. 78:58; Is. 10:10; Mi. 5:13), rather than av ‘quarries’.    j.a.t.

QUARTUS. The Latin name, meaning ‘fourth’, of a Christian at Corinth whose greetings Paul con-veys (Rom. 16:23). He is called ‘the brother’. This may mean either ‘brother of Erastus’, mentioned with him (severai Corinthian Christians have Latin names); or ‘our brother’, i.e. our ‘fellow-Christian’, the title balancing the appellations of the others in vv. 21-23; or ‘your brother’, i.e. ‘fellow-Roman Christian’ (cf. 1 Cor. 1:1; ‘Sosthenes). If Tertius and he were not separated by two other names, one might conjecture that they were third and fourth sons in the same family. Later, menologies allo-cated him to the Seventy (Ada Sanclorum, Nov. 1, p. 585).    a.f.w.

QUEEN (Heb. malkä, Gk. basilissä). The word ‘queen’ is not widely used in the Bible. It is used to describe women from countries outside Palestine who were reigning monarchs in their own right. Examples of this are the queen of ‘Sheba (1 Ki. 10:1; cf. Mt. 12:42; Lk. 11:31), and ‘Candace, queen of * Ethiopia (Acts 8:27).

In this same sense the word is used once in Isra-elite history with reference to Athaliah, who usurped the throne of Judah and reigned for 6 years (2 Ki. 11:3). In post-biblical Jewish history Salome Alexandra, widow of Alexander Jannaeus, succeeded her husband as queen regnant for 9 years (76-67 bc).

As consort the wife of the reigning monarch did not as a rule concern herseif with affairs of state. Among the most noteworthy exceptions to this are Bathsheba (1 Ki. 1:15-31) and Jezebel (1 Ki. 21). The most important woman in the royal house-hold, in Israel and Judah as in neighbouring lands, was the queen-mother. She was pre-eminent among the ladies of the court, and sat at the mon-arch’s right hand (Bathsheba, 1 Ki. 2:19), crowned (Nehushta, Je. 13:18). In the history of Judah the queen-mothers were always named. A king might have many wives, but he had only one mother, and he was under Obligation to honour her (Ex. 20:12). That her position was more than an honorary one is evident from the record of Maacah, who was queen-mother not only during the reign of her son Abijam but also during the reign of her grandson Asa, until the latter deposed her for idolatry (1 Ki. 15:2, 10, 13; 2 Ch. 15:16). The Chaldean queen of Dn. 5:10 was probably the queen-mother; the same may be true of the Persian queen of Ne. 2:6.

MB.

QUEEN OF HEAVEN. Cakes, possibly in the shape of figurines or crescent moons, were made for them'leket. of the heavens by the inhabitants of Jerusalem (Je. 7:18) and incense burnt as to a deity (Je. 44:17-19, 25). The unusual word is rendered as ‘queen’ (malkat), and may be Phoen., a title of Astarte, Assyr. Ishtar. It may refer to ‘Ashtaroth or to the Canaanite Anat (so Egyp. 19th Century ’Bethshean); cf the female personal name (Ham)niölekel( 1 Ch. 7:18). Alternatively, this may be a rare writing of m'le’kef ‘heavenly handiwork’ (i.e. stars), also denoting an idolatrous practice.

D.J.W.

QUICKSANDS. (Gk. syrtis, ‘a Sandbank’, rsv ‘Syrtis’, Acts 27:17). The ship in which Paul was travelling found it necessary to take precautions against being driven on to the Greater Syrtis, quicksands W of Cyrene on the N African coast. Now called the Gulf of Sidra, its treacherous sands and waters were greatly feared by sailors.

J.D.D.

QUIRINIUS (Lk. 2:2, rv, rsv, neb; av ‘Cyrenius’ corrcsponds closely to Gk. Kyrenios). Publius Sulpicius Quirinius was consul at Rome in 12 bc, and not long afterwards conducted a campaign against the unruly Homanadensians of central Asia Minor. In 3 bc he became proconsul of Asia; in ad 3-4 he was adviser to the imperial heir-apparent, Gaius Caesar, during the latter’s Arme-nian expedition; from ad 6 to 9 he was imperial legate (legalus pro praelore) of Syria-Cilicia. This appears to have concluded his public career; there-after he lived at Rome, where he died in ad 21. At the beginning of his governorship of Syria-Cilicia he organized the census in Judaea when that territory became a Roman province on the deposition of Archelaus (‘Herod, 2). This census, recorded by Josephus (Am. 18. 1-3,26), is that referred to in Acts 5:37. From the Lapis Venetus (CIL, 3. 6687) we gather that it was not only in Judaea that a census was held under Quirinius’ auspices; this in-scription records the career of an ofiicer who served under Quirinius during his legateship of

QUIRINIUS

Syria-Cilicia and held a census on his behalf in the Syrian city of Apamea. The * census of Lk. 2:1 ff., however, must be at least 9 years earlier.

The Statement in Lk. 2:2 about this earlier census has for the most part been understood in two alternative ways: ‘This was the first registration of its kind; it took place when Quirinius was gov-ernor of Syria’ (neb), or ‘This was the first registration carried out while Quirinius was governor of Syria’ (NEBmg.). The possibility that Quirinius may have been governor of Syria on an earlier occasion (*Chronology of the NT) has found confirm-ation in the eyes of a number of scholars (espe-cially W. M. Ramsay) from the testimony of the Lapis Tiburlinus (CIL, 14. 3613). This inscription, recording the career of a distinguished Roman officer, is unfortunately mutilated, so that the officer’s name is missing, but from the details that survive he could very well be Quirinius. It contains a Statement that when he became imperial legate of Syria he entered upon that office ‘for the second time’ (Lat. Herum). The question is: did he become imperial legate of Syria for the second time, or did he simply receive an imperial legateship for the second time, having governed another province in that capacity on the earlier occasion?

The wording is ambiguous. Ramsay held that he was appointed an additional legate of Syria be-tween 10 and 7 bc, for the purpose of conducting the Homanadensian war, while the civil adminis-tration of the province was in the hands of other governors, including Sentius Saturninus (8-6 bc), under whom, according to Tertullian (Adv. Marc.

4. 19), the census of Lk. 2:lff. was held. A strong case, however, has been made out (especially by R. Syme) for the view that Quirinius’s earlier legateship was not over Syria but over Galatia, where the Homanadensians would have been on his door-step. It has been suggested that ‘Saturninus’, which Tertullian appears to have read in his copy of Lk. 2:2, was the original reading rather than ‘Quirinius’ (so B. S. Easton, The Gospel according to St Luke, 1926, p. 20; J. W. Jack, ‘The Census of Quirinius’, ExpT 40, 1928-9, pp. 496ff.); another possibility is that the verse should be rendered: ‘This enrolment was earlier than that held when Quirinius was governor of Syria’ (so M. J. Lagrange, RB

n.s. 8, 1911, pp. 60ff.; F. M. Heichelheim in T. Frank (ed.), An Economic Hislory of Andern Rome, 4, 1938, pp. 160ff.; N. Turner, Grammatical Insights into the NT, 1965, pp. 23f).

Bibliography. W. M. Ramsay, Was Christ Born in Bethlehem?, 1905; L. R. Taylor, ‘Quirinius and the Census of Judaea’, American Journal of Phil-ology 54, 1933, pp. 120ff.; R. Syme, ‘Galatia and Pamphylia under Augustus’, Klio 27, 1934, pp. !22ff.; and other literature listed in TCERK, 1, 1955, p. 222 (s. v. ‘Census’).    f.f.b.

QUMRAN, the name of a wadi near the NW shore of the Dead Sea, but also applied to ruins on its N bank and, more generally, to caves in the surround-ing cliffs.

R. de Vaux excavated the ruins in 1951 and 1953-6 in the hope of throwing light on the origin of some scrolls which had recently been discovered in a nearby cave. Düring the period of excavation ten further scroll-bearing caves were found. Cer-amic remains, and the proximity of the caves to the Settlement, indicate that the *Dead Sea Scrolls belonged to the group (probably *Essenes) which inhabited the site from the latter half of the 2nd Century bc to ad 68.

De Vaux proposed that sometime in the latter half of the 2nd Century bc (period la), a small community of Essenes resettled a modest Israelite stronghold from the 8th Century bc. Extensive building in the following period (lb), beginning in the reign of Alexander Jannaeus (103-76 bc) or perhaps John Hyrcanus I (135-104 bc), attests a greatly enlarged population. A layer of ash betrays a destruction no earlier than the reign of Antig-onus Mattathias (40-37 bc; see *Maccabees, V). De Vaux interpreted several cracks in cisterns and walls as testimony to the earthquake of 31 bc which he believed caused the fire. Accumulated Sediment in the decantation basin and beyond betrays a period of abandonment, which de Vaux believed lasted until near the turn of the era because of the scarcity of Herodian coins in the ruins. Ap-parently the same group resettled the site (period 2), as suggested by the similarity in pottery types and burials of animal bones under pottery sherds in both periods lb and 2. The end of period 2 is again marked by a black powdery destruction layer. Roman arrowheads and Jewish coins from the second and third years of the Jewish Revolt (but none from the fourth) suggest that Jewish (Essene) occupation of Khirbet Qumran came to a violent end in ad 68/69.

De Vaux suggested that Essenes lived in nearby caves and/or temporary shelters and that the build-ings at Qumran were for public functions. They farmed and worked on the Buqeia plain above the cliffs and at Ain Feshka, an agricultural and industrial installation 3 km to the S. On the evidence of 1,200 graves in a cemetery to the E, he estimated a population of approximately 200. He believed most of them were celibate men, because skeletons of women and children seemed to be confined to two small ‘secondary’ cemeteries, with only one ex-ception in the ‘main cemetery’ set apart by Orientation and type.

Other theories, interpreting the remains at Qumran as a Hasmonean fortress, a villa or a trad-ing post, have not proved to be more plausible. Nevertheless, a number of serious questions have been raised about various details in de Vaux’s re-construction. All the dates which he assigned can be questioned, in particular his early date for the beginning of period 1, his association of the destruction layer with the earthquake of 31 bc, the long abandonment and the Roman destruction in ad 68. Newer data indicates substantial com-mercial trade at Qumran and reveals his Interpretation of numismatic and ceramic evidence to be problematic. There is no justification for dis-tinguishing a ‘main cemetery’ from ‘secondary cemeteries’, and the remains of women and children need to be more adequately explained. Des-pite these problems, the main lines of the proposed history of the site have enjoyed the acceptance of most scholars.

Bibliography. M. Broshi, ‘The Archaeology of Qumran-a Reconsideration’, in D. Dimant and U. Rappaport (eds.), The Dead Sea Scrolls: Forly Years of Research, 1992, pp. 103-115; A. D. Crown and L. Cansdale, ‘Qumran: Was It an Essene Settlement?’, BAR 20, 1994, pp. 24-35, 73-78; P. R. Davies, Qumran, 1982; R. de Vaux, Archaeology and the Dead Sea Scrolls, 1973 (rev. ed.); J.-B. Humbert, ‘L’espace sacre ä Qumran. Propositions pour l’archeologie’, RB 101, 1994, pp. 161-214;
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J -B Humbert and A. Chambon (eds.), Fouilles de Khirbet Qumrän et de Am Feschkha I, 1994; J. Murphy-O’Connor, ‘Qumran, Khirbet’, in ABD 5, 1992, pp. 590-594; M. O. Wise, et al (eds.), Methods of Investigation of the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Khirbet Qumran Site, 1994; NEAEHL, pp. 1235-1241.    d.k.f.

QUOTATIONS (IN THE NEW TESTAMENT).

There are some 250 express citations of OT in NT. If indirect or partial quotations and allusions are added, the total exceeds 1,000. The book of Rev., e.g., has no quotations, but is virtually interlaced with allusions to OT texts. The importance of the OT, which is indicated by this usage, is further de-fined by the introductory formulas; to say ‘the Scripture says’ is equivalent to saying ‘God says’ (e.g. Mt. 19:4); ‘that it might be fulfilled’ (e.g. Mt. 2:15) points to the essential Connection between the message of God in the old covenant and in the new (cf. Ellis, Prophecy, pp. 148H, 165-169; idem, Paul', pp. 22-25).

Some citations are taken from an OT Targum (Rom. 12:19) or from the Heb. text itself (Rom. 11:35; 1 Cor. 3:19). However, as one would expect in a Gk. document written for Gk. readers, the large majority of quotations are derived from the lxx, but with varying degrees of exactness. (Al-though textually dated, Turpie’s manual is still helpful for Classification and comparison of the Gk. and Heb. texts.) The inaccuracies which occur show the lack of concern (more than memory lapse) of the biblical writers for verbal exactness: it is the meaning rather than the words in themselves that are important.

In a considerable number of cases variant ren-derings are deliberately chosen, ad hoc or from other known versions, in order to bring out the ‘fulfilment’ as seen by the NT writer (e.g. 1 Cor. 15:54f). In this process, known from its use at Qumran as midrash pesher, the commentary is merged into the quotation to give it a present-time, eschatological application. K. Stendahl has shown the affinity of this hermeneutical method in Mt. with the practices of the Qumran Community; it is also present elsewhere in the NT (see Ellis, Prophecy'). Interpretative renderings may not have ori-ginated with the NT writer himself. Rendel Harris suggested that behind some NT quotations lay a pre-canonical ‘testimony book’, a Collection of se-lected, combined (e.g. Mk. l:2f.), and interpreted OT passages, worked out in the early Christian community for apologetic purposes. While C. H. Dodd has suggested some modifications to this theory, the presence of testimonia in the Dead Sea Scrolls shows that the practice was not unknown and substantiates, in some measure, Harris’s con-jecture. It also appears probable that some of these paraphrases originated in the teachings of primitive Christian prophets (Ellis, Paul', pp. 107-112; idem. Prophecy', pp. 130-138, 182-187, 224-229). Thus the problem of textual Variation points beyond itself to the larger question of Interpretation and application of OT by NT.

Often OT passages are applied quite at variance with the original historical meaning. Hosea’s refer-ence to the Exodus of Israel is ‘fulfilled’ in the baby Jesus’ return from Egypt (Mt. 2:15). A number of passages having historical reference to Israel are referred by the NT to the church (e.g. Rom. 8:36; Eph. 4:8). A passage referring to Solomon, king of Israel, is applied both to Jesus Christ (Heb. 1:5) and to the church (2 Cor. 6:18). The rationale for this usage seems to lie (1) in a typological cor-respondence between OT Heilsgeschichte and the ‘new age’ fulfilment in Jesus Christ; (2) in the Semitic idea of corporate solidarity in which the king of Israel and Israel, Christ (Israel’s true king) and the ‘body of Christ’, stand in realistic relation-ship to one another; and (3) in the conviction that the church is the true Israel and, therefore, the heir to the promises and the object of the proph-ecies. While the subject-matter of NT quotations covers virtually all doctrinal issues, the emphasis throughout is on the Messiah and Messianic-age fulfilments. Sometimes the application of the quotations is dependent upon the wider context of the OT (e.g. Acts 8:29f); such ‘pointer’ quotations also may have been designed to call the reader’s attention to a wider theme or topic (Dodd, p. 126).

A number of quotations occur in expository pat-terns similar, in varying degree, to those found in Philo (cf. Borgen), Qumran and the rabbinic litera-ture (cf. Ellis, Prophecy', pp. 147-236). One such pattem opens with an OT quotation (or summary) followed by commentary, sometimes including a parable and/or supporting citations, and ends with a final quotation (Mt. 21:33-46; I Cor. 1:18-31; Gal. 4:21-5:1; Heb! 10:5-39; 2 Pet. 3:5-13; cf. Acts 13:17-41). It may be that some testimonia repre-sent excerpts from such expositions. Quotations other than from the OT also appear. Eph. 5:14 (cf. 1 Cor. 15:45b; 1 Tim. 5:18b) may be an excerpt from an early Christian hymn or oracle; Jude 14 is taken from the pseudepigraphical book of Enoch; and Acts 17:28 is a quotation from a pagan writer.

Bibliography. G. L. Archer, Old Testament Quotations in the New Testament, 1983; P. Borgen, Breadfrom Heaven, 1965; C. H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures, 1953; E. E. Ellis, Pauls Use of the Old Testament', 1957(5, 1991); Prophecy and Hermeneutic', 1978 (4, 1993); The Old Testament in Early Christianity, 1991; R. T. France, Jesus and the Old Testament, 1971; L. Goppelt, TYPOS2, 1969 (E T. 1982); J. R. Harris, Testimonies, 1916, 1920; W. C. Kaiser, Jr., The Uses of the Old Testament in the New, 1985; C. A. Kimball, Jesus’ Exposition of the Old Testament in Luke's Gospel, 1994; R. L. Longenecker, Biblical Exegesis in the Apostolic Period, 1975; D. J. Moo, The Old Testament in the Gospel Passion Narratives, 1983: K. Stendahl, The School of St Matthew\ 1969; D. M. Turpie, The Old Testament in the New, 1868.

E.E.E.
R

RAAMAH (Heb. ra'mä, ra'mä, ‘trembling’). A ‘son’ of Cush (Gn. 10:7; 1 Ch. 1:9). The tribe of Raamah has not been identified, but inscriptions found in Sheba suggest a location N of Marib in Yemen. With Sheba, Raamah sold spices, precious stones and gold toTyrefEzk. 27:22). a.r.m.

RA'AMSES, RAMESES (Egyp. Pr-Rmssw, Pi-Ramesse, ‘Domain of Ramesses’). A city of Egypt mentioned with Pithom, where the Hebrews were afflicted with heavy burdens (Ex. 1:11; 12:37; Nu. 33:3). This was the famous E-Delta residence of Rameses II (c. 1290-1224 bc). The kings of the ISth Dynasty did no building here. Scholars once located Pi-Ramesse at Pelusium, then at Tunis (4 5Zoan), following Montet’s excavations there. But all the Ramesside stonework at Tanis is re-used material from elsewhere. Remains of a palace, a glaze-factory and of houses of princes and high officials (with trace of a temple) at and near Qantir, 30 km S of Tanis, almost certainly mark the real site of Ra'amses/ Pi-Ramesse. The Exodus began from Ra‘amses (Ex. 12:37) ("Encampment by the Sea). Centuries before, Jacob had settled in the district (Gn.47:l 1).

Bibliography. A. H. Gardiner, JEA 5, 1918, pp. 127-138, 179-200, 242-271; P. Montet, RB 39, 1930, pp. 5-28; L. Habachi, ASAE 52, 1954, pp. 443-562; J. van Seters, The Hyksos, 1966, pp. 127— 151; M. Bietak, Telel-Dab'a, 2, 1975, especially pp. 179—221, pl. 44f.    c.d.w.

K.A.K.

RABBAH. 1. A town with associated villages in the hill country of Judah (Jos. 15:60), possibly Rubute of the Amarna letters and Tuthmosis III, which lay in the region of Gezer.

2.The Capital of Ammon, now Amman, Capital of Jordan, 35 km E of the river Jordan. Its full name occurs in Dt. 3:11; 2 Sa. 12:26; 17:27; Je. 49:2; Ezk. 21:20 as ‘Rabbah of the Ammonites’ (rabbat b'ne amtnön), and is shortened to Rabbah (rabbä) in 2 Sa. 11:11; 12:27; Je. 49:3, etc. The name evidently means ‘Main-town’ (lxx has akra, ‘citadel’, at Dt. 3:11). The iron coffin of Og, king of Bashan, rested there (Dt. 3:11; av ‘iron bedstead’).

Ammonite power grew simultaneously with Is-raelite, so that David faced a rival in Hanun, son of Nahash. After defeating Hanun’s Aramaean allies and the Ammonite army, David and Joab were able to overrun Ammon, Joab besieging Rabbah, but leaving David the honour of taking the citadel. The inhabitants were put to forced labour (2 Sa. 10; 12:26-31; 1 Ch. 20:3). After Solomon’s death, Ammon reasserted her independence and troubled Israel. The prophets spoke against Rabbah as rep-resenting the people of Ammon (Je. 49:2-3; Ezk. 21:20; 25:5; Am. 1:14).

Rabbah, rebuilt and renamed Philadelphia by Ptolemy Philadelphus (285-246 bc), became one of the cities of the Decapolis and an important trading centre.

Considerable archaeological remains exist in the vicinity of Amman today. At the airport a building of the 13th Century bc (Late Bronze Age) has been unearthed. It was used as a depository for cre-mated human remains, many of them of young children, perhaps sacrificed to 5Molech. On the citadel itself are extensive ruins of the mediaeval, Byzantine, Roman and Hellenistic cities, and among them sculptures and inscriptions of the 8th and 7th centuries bc have been found. Traces of Middle Bronze and Iron Age fortifications have been discovered.

Bibliography. G. L. Harding, Antiquities of Jordan, 1967, pp. 61-70; J. B. Hennessy, PEQ 98, 1966, pp. 155-162; C. M. Bennett, Levant 10, 1978, pp. 1-9; NEAEHL, pp. 1243-1252.    j.a.t.

A.R.M.

RABBI, RABBONI. Heb. rab meant ‘great’, and came to be used for a person in a respected Position; rabbi, ‘my great one’, was used as a reveren-tial form of address. By the end of the 2nd Century bc the word rab was used for a teacher, and rabbi as the respectful address, ‘my teacher’. Later the suffix lost its possessive significance, and the word ‘rabbi’ came to be used as the title of the author-ized teachers of the Law; in modern Judaism it is used for those who are ordained to this work. By NT times the word had not come to be restricted to the official usage. It was certainly a title of honour, applied once to John the Baptist and twelve times to our Lord. In Mt. 23:7f, in contrast to the scribes’ delight in being called ‘rabbi’, the disciples are told not to be so called—‘for you have one teacher’, Jesus said to them, ‘and you are all breth-ren’. The Heb. word is transliterated into Gk. as rhabbi or rhabbei and in this passage quoted, and also in Jn. 1:38 and 20:16, it is made clear that the Heb. word was equivalent in meaning to the Gk. didaskalos.

‘Rabboni’ (rhabbouni) is a heightened form of ‘rabbi’ used to address our Lord in Mk. 10:51 and Jn. 20:16.

Bibliography. G. H. Dalman, The Words of Jesus, 1902, pp. 331-340; E. Lohse, on rhabbi, rhabbouni, TDNT 6, pp. 961-965; H. L. Ellison, NIDNTT 3, pp. 115f.    f.f.
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and wise’, a royal title claimed by Neriglissar, and of rab mahhu, ‘chief of the mahlju (administrative, not religious) officials’. It is probably, however, the Heb. form of rab mu(n)gi, the title of an Assyr. and Bab. military official, sometimes sent as envoy to foreign kings. The precise meaning is unknown.

D.J.W.

The office of ‘chief of the court eunuchs’ (Bab. rab sa resi) was held by a high-ranking palace dignitary (cf. Dn. 1:7). It is common in Assyr. texts and is attested in an Aram. docket from Nineveh (rbsrs, B.M. 81-2-4, 147). On this official see J. V. Kinnier Wilson, The Nimrud Wine Lisls, 1972, pp. 47f. An Assyr. eponym, whose usual title of saknu of the land of Marqasu, is glossed in an Aram. contract as rbsrs, i.e. rab sa resi (JAOS 87, 1967, p. 523).

D.J.W.

RABSHAKEH. The title of the Assyr. official who, with the * Tartan and *Rabsaris, was sent by Sen-nacherib, king of Assyria, from Lachish to demand the surrender of Jerusalem by Hezekiah (2 Ki. 18:17, 19, 26-28, 37; 19:4-8; Is. 36:2, 4, 11-13, 22; 37:4, 8). He acted as spokesman for the delega-tion, addressing the citizens in the Judaean dialect. Hezekiah’s representatives asked him to speak in

Aram. to avoid disclosing his mission. He refused and, at the failure of his task, returned to Lachish.

The Office (rabsäqe) ranked below that of the army commander (* Tartan), after whom it is listed. The Assyr. rafi(‘chief ’)säqe was once thought to be ‘chief cupbearer’ (Heb. masqeh), but is now known to be connected with saqü, ‘to be high’. The Assyr. rab säqe is listed among the senior officials who governed provinces (cf. * Rabsaris).    d.j.w.

RACA. This is probably an Aram. Word reqa or reqä, which means ‘scoundrel’ or Tool’. Since the discovery in a papyrus of Gk. rhachas (of which rhacha may be a vocative) used in a bad sense (An-tiochon ton rhachan), some scholars have suggested that the word is Gk. Raca is, however, to be derived from Aram. and Heb. Heb. reqim is used in the OT for good-for-nothings. ln Jdg. 11:3 the ‘worthless fellows' who associated themselves with Jephthah are called reqim', in 2 Sa. 6:20 Michal despised David because he uncovered himself as one of the reqim (rsv ‘vulgär fellows’). The Word is also used in Zadokite Documents (10:18), where it is com-bined with näbäl (cf Mt. 5:22, Gk. märe for Heb. näbäl) as an adjective to ‘word’. Raca is abun-dantly used in rabbinical literature (cf SB, 1, pp. 278-279) in the sense of Tool’.

The word raca is present in Mt. 5:22 in the Sermon on the Mount. Jesus gave a new spirit to the well-known law of homicide. It is not actually a question of killing, but also of disposition. People are not allowed to call their brother names in their resentment. ln spirit this is as great a transgression as real murder.    f.c.f.

payment is known from a !5th Century bc docu-ment from "Nuzi (jen 661), though the circum-stances were very different. Laban’s gilt of the slave-girl Bilhah as part of Rachel’s dowry was practice also known at Nuzi, though more examples are known in earlier Old Babylonian texts. By contrast, the custom to which Laban appealed of marrying the elder daughter before the younger is so far unique — it was either a local Aramaean practice, or perhaps invented by Laban, though one cannot be certain. The Suggestion that Jacob’s marriages to Leah and Rachel involved his adop-tion by Laban on the basis of Nuzi custom, is better explained in other ways ("Adoption, * Nuzi).

(b)    Children (29:31; 30:1-8, 14-15, 22-24). Rachel’s early years of marriage were barren, and, inspired by envy of Leah’s fertility, she gave her slave-girl Bilhah to Jacob to bear children for her. Infertility was a well-known problem in the ancient Near East, and the husband would offen take a second wife or a concubine because of it. Sometimes, however, the wife provided her husband with her own slave-girl to protect her own position, as with Rachel, Leah, Sarah, and extrabiblical examples from "Alalab, "Nuzi, "Babylon (Laws of Ham-murapi) and elsewhere. The slave-girl gained in Status as a secondary wife (Bilhah is designated ’issä, ‘wife’, 30:4; cf. Nuzi ana assüti, ‘as a wife’, hss 5. 67), and the resultant offspring could become heirs if adopted or legitimated by the husband and wife. The Nuzi text just mentioned also indicates that the chief wife could exercise authority over such children. Thus Bilhah’s two boys Dan and Naphtali were reckoned to Rachel (lit. T may be built up through her’—30:3), and by naming them Rachel signified her authority over them. Subsequently Rachel bore Joseph, Jacob’s favourite son, though whether Reuben’s mandrakes, plants with sup-posed aphrodisiac qualities, had any effect is not clear (30:14-15). The birth of Rachel’s second son Benjamin brought about her death (35:18-19).

(c)    Return to Palestine (30:25-26; 31:4-55). Influ-enced by the hostility of Rachel’s brothers, and a revelation from God, Jacob decided to return home after Joseph was born. Rachel and Leah readily concurred, since Laban had used up the money set aside for their dowry (31:15—an identi-cal phrase, kaspa akälu ‘to consume the money’, was used several times at Nuzi in very similar cir-cumstances). Without any inheritance from their father, the girls were regarded by him as ‘foreign-ers’. It is frequently suggested that Rachel’s theft of her father’s household gods or "teraphim (.t'räpim) was an attempt to regain an inheritance for herseif and Jacob, but the fact that they were stolen rules out this interpretation. Perhaps Rachel sought for protection on the long journey, or simply wanted to deprive her father of his valued possessions. Jacob, however, who was unaware of his wife’s action, regarded the offence as worthy of death, though the threat was never carried out. Rachel continued as Jacob’s favourite wife after the incident (33:2, 7), and the t'räpim were probably among the images later disposed of because their existence was a hindrance to the worship of God (35:2-4). On the same journey, Laban and Jacob agreed a covenant by which Jacob undertook not to maltreat his wives nor to marry any other. Both these conditions are found in marriage con-tracts from various periods in the ancient Near East.

(d)    Death (35:16-20). Rachel died between
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Bethel and Bethlehem when her second son Benjamin was born. Jacob’s continuing love for her is evidenced by the memorial pillar (massebä) he set up over her grave, and its location was still known in Saul’s day, when it was described as being on the border of Benjamin at Selsah (‘Zelzah, 1 Sa. 10:2). The site is unknown today, though Je. 31:15 (cf. Mt. 2:18) suggests it may have been near Ramah, c. 8 km N of Jerusalem. However, Ra-chel’s memory was also preservcd at Bethlehem in the time of Ruth (Ru. 4:11), probably because it was near her burial-place.

Bibliography. M. J. Selman, TynBll, 1976, pp. 114-136; J. Z. Abrams, JBQ 18, 1989-90, pp. 213-221.    m.j.s.

11:31), and she is quoted as one who was justified by her works in Jas. 2:25. She is almost certainly to be identified with Rahab (av ‘Rachab’), the wife of Salmon and mother of Boaz, ancestor of David, who is included in our Lord’s genealogy in Mt. 1:5.

Bibliography M. Newman in J. T. Butler (ed ), Understanding the Word, 1985, pp. 167-181.

MB.

RAHAB (Heb. rahab, lit. ‘pride’, ‘arrogance’), the female monster of chaos (cf. Bab. Tiamat), closely associated with ‘Leviathan. The curbing of the forces of chaos (pre-eminently the unruly sea) at the creation is poetically described in terms of God’s smiting Rahab (cf. Jb. 26:12, and more gen-erally Jb. 9:13; 38:8-11). But this imagery in the OT is usually transferred from the creation story to the narrative of the redemption of Israel from Egypt, when God again showed his mastery over the sea and other forces opposed to his will; it is the Exodus that is indicated by references to the smiting of Rahab in Ps. 89:10; Is. 51:9 (cf. Ps. 74:12ff, where the sense is the same, although Rahab is not expressly mentioned). From this usage Rahab comes to be employed quite generally as a poetic synonym for Egypt, as in Ps. 87:4 (‘Among those who know me I mention Rahab and Babylon’) and Is. 30:7 (‘Rahab who sits still’); and her dragon-associate becomes a figure of Pharaoh (cf. Ezk. 29:3).    f.f.b.

RAIN. The importance and character of rainfall is emphasized in the OT by the use of several words.

The general term is mätär, combined sometimes with gesem, a violent downpour (1 Ki. 18:41; Ezr. 10:9, 13), to suggest torrential rains (Zc. 10:1; Jb. 37:6); zerem, a rainstorm (Is. 25:4; 28:2; 32:2; Hab. 3:10; Jb. 24:8), is sometimes accompanied by hail (Is. 28:2; 30:30). In contrast are the r'bibim, ‘showers’ (Dt. 32:2; Ps. 65:10; Je. 3:3; 14:22; Mi. 5:7), and r'sisim, a Tain-mist’ (Ct. 5:2). Seasonal rainfall, yöreh and möreh, ‘former rains’, and malqös, ‘the latter rains’, are a reference to the onset and termination of the rainy season (Dt. 11:14; Jb. 29:23; Ho. 6:3; Joel 2:23; Zc. 10:lf; Jas. 5:7).

Frequently the term mätär indicates that this source of blessing to man comes from God him-self, from the heavens. The Baalim were early as-sociated with the springs, wells and streams, but Yahweh was the rain-giver (Je. 14:22), for can ‘any among the false gods of the nations . . . bring rain?’ This challenge was vindicated by Elijah before the priests of Baal (1 Ki. 18:17-40). Heaven is thus invoked for rainfall (Ps. 72:6), and its bless-ings are compared with the mechanical devices of the Egyp. shaduf for lifting river water from the Nile (Dt. 11:11). Heb. setep, ‘torrential rain’, ‘flood-water’(Ps. 32:6; Pr. 27:4; Dn. 9:26; 11:22;Na. 1:3), is used in the plural in Jb. 38:25 to denote irrigation channels (normally peleg, as in Pss. 1:3; 119:136; Pr. 5:16; 21:1; Is. 30:25; 32:2; La. 3:48), as though a heavy downpour were likened to a chan-nel of water poured from the reservoir of heaven (cf. ‘the peleg of God’, Ps. 65:9; also Gn. 7:11, where the '“rubböt or ‘sluices’ of the sky are opened). Gentle rain or rain-mist (tal) is associated with beneficent gifts (Dt. 33:13). It is the first of blessings promised to Jacob’s land (Gn. 27:28) and to Israel (Dt. 28:12). The descent of rain is likened to the blessings of the kingdom (Ps. 72:6-7). In contrast, the presence of clouds and wind without rain is likened to a man who ‘boasts of a gift he does not give’ (Pr. 25:14). (*Dew.)

The rainfall of Palestine is so closely identified with the cool season that the Arab. sita refers to both winter and rain. There is the same signifi-cance in Ct. 2:11, ‘For, lo, the winter is past, the rain is over and gone.’ Equally the summer season is suggestive of the hot, dry period, eg. ‘My strength was dried up as by the heat of summer’ (Ps. 32:4). Düring the preliminary period of mid-Sept. to mid-Oct. the moist sea air encountering the very hot dry air from the land surface causes thunderstorms and the irregulär distribution of rainfall. This is vividly described in Am. 4:7, T would send rain upon one city, and send no rain upon another city: one field would be rained upon, and the field on which it did not rain withered.’ The onset of the efifective rains usually begins in mid- or late Oct., but may be delayed until even Jan. These ‘former rains', so earnestly longed for, cause a fall in temperature so that convectional currents are eliminated and the damp atmosphere produces a brilliance in the sky, described by Elihu: ‘And now men cannot look on the light when it is bright in the skies, when the wind has passed and cleared them’ (Jb. 37:21). The cool, rainy season is the pas-toral setting to the joys described by the psalmist (Ps. 65:12-13). Between April and early May, the ‘latter rains’ describe the last showers at the close of the rainy season (Am. 4:7).

Modem scholars agree that no climatic change has occurred within historic times. See J. W. Gregory, ‘The Habitable Globe: Palestine and the Sta-bility of Climate in Modern Times’, Geog. Journ.

76, 1947, pp. 487ff.; W. C. Lowdermilk, Palestine. Land of Promise, 1944, pp. 82ff.; A. Reifenberg, The Struggle between the Deserl and the Sown, 1956, pp. 20-24; N. Shalem, ‘La Stabilite du Climat en Palestine’, Proc. Deserl Research. UNESCO, 1953, pp. 153-175. This does not mean that there have not been minor fluctuations in climate, but they have not been great enough to influence civil-izations materially. Prolonged droughts such as those recorded in 1 Ki. 17:7; Je. 17:8; Joel 1:10-12, 17-20, indicate their disastrous efTects, especially when there is no dew to compensate the lack of rainfall (2 Sa. 1:21; I Ki. 17:1; Hag. 1:10). (*Cloud; *Dew; ‘Palestine.)    j.m.h.

RAINBOW. There is no special word for rainbow in Heb. The ordinary word for war-bow (Heb. qeset) is used. The NT word is iris. In Gn. 9:13, 15, God’s war-bow, qeset,, is said to be put in the clouds as the sign of his covenant with Noah, and was his pledge that never again would he destroy all flesh by a flood.

The meaning seems to be that what was ordinar-ily an instrument of war, and a Symbol of ven-geance, became a Symbol of peace and mercy by virtue of its now being set in the clouds. Against the black storm clouds God’s war-bow is transformed into a rainbow by the sunlight of his mercy and grace. God is at peace with his covenant people.

So also in Ezk. 1:28 the rainbow of mercy ap-pears around the throne of divine glory and judg-ment. In Rev. 4:3; 10:1, John has a vision similar to Ezekiel's.    j.g.s.s.t. 6 7 8 the boundary of Asher (Jos. 19:29); 4. a walled town of Naphtali (Jos. 19:36); 5. a town of Simeon (Jos. 19:8; 1 Sa. 30:27); and 6. an abbreviation for Ramoth-gilead (cf. 2 Ki. 8:28-29 and 2 Ch. 22:5-6).

See F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 2, 1933, p. 427; D. Baly, Geograph)' of the Bible7, 1974.    j.a.t.

RAMOTH-GILEAD. A walled city in the territory of Gad, E of the Jordan, which featured frequently in Israel’s wars with Syria. It was one of the ‘cities of refuge (Dt. 4:43; Jos. 20:8) and was assigned to the Merarite Levites (Jos. 21:38; 1 Ch. 6:80). It has been identified with Mizpeh, Mizpeh of Gilead (Jdg. 11:29) and Ramath-mizpeh (‘height of Mizpeh’, Jos. 13:26). Modern equivalents sug-gested are Husn-‘Ajlün and Remtheh, but the Suggestion of Nelson Glueck (BASOR 92, 1943) that it is Tell-Rämith has strong Claims.

It was probably the home of Jephthah (Jdg. 11:34). Ben-geber, one of Solomon’s twelve admin-istrators, lived here (1 Ki. 4:13). According to Josephus (Ant. 8. 399), the city was taken by Omri from Ben-hadad I. The town changed hands be-tween Israel and the Syrians sevcral times. Even after Ahab had defeated the Syrians (1 Ki. 20), it remained in their hands and Ahab enlisted the help of Jehoshaphat of Judah to retake it (1 Ki. 22:3—4). He was wounded and died (1 Ki. 22:1-40; 2 Ch. 18). His son Joram took up the attack but was likewise wounded (2 Ki. 8:28ff.). Düring his ab-sence from the camp at Ramoth-gilead, Jehu the army captain was anointed at Elisha’s instigation (2 Ki. 9:1 f.; 2 Ch. 22:7). Jehu later murdered all the seed royal, but Josephus says that the city was taken before Jehu departed (Ant. 9. 105).

Bibliography. N. Glueck, ‘Ramoth Gilead’, BASOR 92, 1943, pp. lOff.; F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 2, 1933, pp. 430-431; H. Tadmor, IEJ 12, 1962, pp. 114-122; W. A. Lasor, 1SBEA, pp. 40-41; NEAEHL, pp. 1291-1293. j.a.t.

REBEKAH, REBECCA (Heb. ribqä, cf. Arab. ‘a looped cord for tying young animals’ from rabaqa, ‘to tie fast’; Gk. rhebekka). The wife of Isaac, daughter of Bethuel, Abraham’s nephew (Gn.
[image: ]
The fantily of Rebekah



22:23). The account of the choice of Rebekah as Isaac’s wife (Gn. 24) strongly emphasizes the guid-ance and overruling providence of God. Abraham sent his chief Steward, not named but probably Eliezer, to his home-country to seek a wife for his son. After prayer, the Steward was led directly to Rebekah. Bethuel and her brother, Laban, having heard all the circumstances, agreed to the marriage.

She was barren for the first 20 years of her marriage. Isaac entreated God, and she bore twin sons, Esau and Jacob, receiving from Yahweh before the birth an oracle in which their divergent destinies were foretold (Gn. 25:20-26). The beginning of tragedy is foreshadowed in Gn. 25:28, where we read of the favouritism of Isaac and Rebekah for different sons, which made inevitable the destruc-tion of family unity.

Reminiscent of Abraham and Sarah was the in-cident during Isaac’s sojourn in Gerar, when he deceived Abimelech and the Philistines by pretending that Rebekah was his sister (Gn. 26:1-11; cf. Gn. 20). Both Isaac and Rebekah were grieved at Esau’s marriages to women of an alien race, the Hittites (Gn. 26:34f.).

In the deed of treachery whereby Jacob sup-planted Esau in obtaining the blessing from his aged father, Rebekah took the initiative and planned the deception (Gn. 27:5-17). When this was successful, fearing that Esau would kill Jacob, she sent him away to his uncle Laban in Paddan-aram, justifying the action to Isaac by suggesting that Jacob ought to seek a wife of their own people (Gn. 27:42-28:5).

The only remaining episodes recorded concern-ing Rebekah are the death of her nurse, Deborah (Gn. 35:8), and her burial with Isaac in the family grave in the cave at Machpelah (Gn. 49:31).

In the NT, the sole reference to Rebekah is in Rom. 9:10, where rsv follows the Vulg. spelling ‘Rebecca’ (neb ‘Rebekah’). Paul refers to the oracle she received before the birth of Esau and Jacob as iilustrating God’s election of grace.

Rebekah was a woman of strong will and ambi-tion, devoted at first to her husband, but later transferring some at least of that dcvotion to her younger son, with disastrous results for the family unity, though the sequel shows that in the overruling of God even this was enlisted to the further-ance of the divine purpose. (See the family tree on p. 1001.)

Bibliography. G. von Rad, Genesis, 1961; W. Vischer, The Witness of the Old Testament to Christ, 1949, pp. 145-151.    j.g.g.n.

RECHABITES. With their 500-year-old Kenite ancestry (1 Ch. 2:55; Jdg. 4:17-22) and their l'ore-father Jonadab (2 Ki. 10:15-27) who, 200 years earlier, had commanded their distinctive lifestyle, the Rechabites continued to stand for the ‘old ways’: a nomadic, ‘desert’ society which they doubtless saw as original, uncorrupted Yahwism. Jeremiah, in 608 bc, did not, however, endorse the way they applied their theology but their fidelity in maintaining it (Je. 35). In the passage two ideas are pre-eminent: ‘command’, ten times (six as verb, i'our as noun); ‘hearing/obeying’ (niv ‘obey’, lit., ‘to hear’) ten times (nine times, ‘to hear’, once, in v. 15, ‘to incline the ear’). This is the heart of the matter: the Rechabites obeyed the human word of their forefather. Why do the people of God disobey the divine word of their God? Jeremiah placed the incident between the promise-breakers of 34:18 and the imperishable divine word of ch. 36 to en-force the message. The distinctive reality of the people of God is to obey the Word of God. The Rechabites wanted to change society by a Separatist stance; Jeremiah called for change in society by a retum to obedience.

Bibliography. J. Pedersen, Israel 1-4, 1953, s. v. ‘Rechabites’; F. D. Kidner, The Message of Jeremiah, BST, 1987; J. Guest, Jeremiah, 1988; M. H. Pope, Interpreter's Bible.    j.a.m.

RECONCILIATION. There are four important NT passages which treat of the work of Christ under the figure of reconciliation, namely, Rom 5:10f.; 2 Cor. 5:18ff.; Eph. 2:11 ff.; Col. l:19ff. The important Gk. words are the noun kalallage and the verbs katallassö and apokatallassö. Reconciliation properly applies not to good relations in general but to the doing away of an enmity, the bridg-ing over of a quarrel. It implies that the parties being reconciled were formerly hostile to one an-other. The Bible teils us bluntly that sinners are ‘enemies’ of God (Rom. 5:10; Col. 1:21; Jas. 4:4). We should not minimize the seriousness of these and similar passages. An enemy is not someone who comes a little short of being a friend. He is in the other camp. He is altogether opposed. The NT pictures God in vigorous Opposition to everything that is evil.

Now the way to overcome enmity is to take away the cause of the quarrel. We may apologize for the hasty word, we may pay the money that is due, we may make what reparation or restitution is ap-propriate. But in every case the way to reconciliation lies through an effective grappling with the root cause of the enmity. Christ died to put away our sin. ln this way he dealt with the enmity between man and God. He put it out of the way. He made the way wide open for men to come back to God. It is this which is described by the term ‘reconciliation’.

It is interesting to notice that no NT passage speaks of Christ as reconciling God to man. Always the stress is on man’s being reconciled. This in the nature of the case is very important. It is man’s sin which has caused the enmity. It is man’s sin that has had to be dealt with. Man may very well be called on in the words of 2 Cor. 5:20 to be ‘reconciled to God’. Some students go on from this .to suggest that Christ’s reconciling activities are concerned only with man. But it is difficult to harmonize this with the general NT position. That which set up the barrier was the demand of God’s holiness for uprightness in man. Man, left to him-self, is content to let bygones be bygones. He is not particularly worried by his sin. Certainly he feels no hostility to God on account of his sin. The barrier arises because God demands holiness in man. Therefore when the process of reconciliation has been effected it is impossible to say it is completely man-ward, and not God-ward in any sense. There must be a change from God’s side if all that is involved in such expressions as ‘the wrath of God’ is no longer exercised towards man.

This does not mean a change in God’s love. The Bible is very clear that God’s love to man never varies no matter what man may do. Indeed, the whole atoning work of Christ stems from God’s great love. It was ‘while we were yet sinners’ that

‘Christ died for us’ (Rom. 5:8). This truth must be zealously guarded. But at the same time we must not allow ourselves to slip into the position of maintaining that reconciliation is a purely subject-ive process. Reconciliation in some sense was ef-fected outside man before anything happened within man. Paul can speak of Christ ‘through whom we have now received our reconciliation’ (Rom. 5:1 1). A reconciliation that can be ‘received’ must be proffered (and thus in some sense accom-plished) before men received it. In other words, we must think of reconciliation as having effects both God-ward and man-ward.

Bibliography. L. Morris, The Apostolic Preach-ing of the Cross3, 1965; R. P. Martin, Reconciliation, 1980; P. Stuhlmacher, Reconciliation, Law and Righteousness, 1986; H.-G. Link, et al., NIDNTT 3, pp. 145-176; F. Büchsei, TDNT 1, pp. 254-258.    l.m.

REDEEMER, REDEMPTION. Redemption means deliverance from some evil by payment of a price. It is more than simple deliverance. Thus prisoners of war might be released on payment of a price which was called a ‘ransom’ (Gk. lytron). The word-group based on lytron was formed spe-cifically to convey this idea of release on payment of ransom. In this circle of ideas Christ’s death may be regarded as ‘a ransom for many’ (Mk. 10:45).

Again, slaves might be released by a process of ransom. In the fictitious purchase by a god the slave would pay the price of his freedom into the temple treasury. Then he would go through the solemn formality of being sold to the god ‘for freedom’. Technically he was still the slave of the god, and some pious obligations might accordingly be laid upon him. But as far as men were concerned he was thenceforth free. Alternatively, the slave might simply pay his master the price. The charac-teristic thing about either form of release is the payment of the ransom price (lytron). ‘Redemption’ is the name given to the process.

Among the Hebrews we may discern a different Situation, well illustrated in Ex. 21:28-30. If a man had a dangerous ox he must keep it under restraint. If it got out and gored someone so that he died the law was plain, ‘the ox shall be stoned, and its owner also shall be put to death’. But this is not a case of wilful murder. There is no malice aforethought. Thus, it is provided that a ransom (Heb. köper) might be ‘laid on him’. He could pay a sum of money and thus redeem his for-feited life.

Other usages of redemption in antiquity provide for the redemption of property, etc., but the three we have noticed are the most important. Common to them all is the idea of freedom secured by payment of a price. Outside the Bible the usage is practically unvarying. A few metaphorical pas-sages occur, but these serve only to make clear the basic meaning of the word. The payment of a price for deliverance is the basic and characteristic thing.

It is this which makes the concept so useful for the early Christians. Jesus had taught them that ‘everyone who commits sin is a slave to sin’ (Jn. 8:34). In line with this, Paul can think of himself as ‘carnal, sold under sin’ (Rom. 7:14), sold as under a cruel slave-master. He reminds the Romans that in earlier days they had been ‘slaves of sin’ (Rom.

6:17). From another point of view men were under sentence of death on account of their sin. ‘For the wages of sin is death’ (Rom. 6:23). Sinners are slaves. Sinners are doomed to death. Either way the ancient world would have regarded the Situation as crying out for redemption. Fading redemption, the slavery would continue, the sentence of death be carried out. The cross of Christ is seen against this background. It is the price paid to release the slaves, to let the condemned go free.

What gives the metaphor force is the constant presence of the price-paying idea. But it is precisely this that is disputed by some who think that redemption is no more than another way of saying ‘deliverance’. The big reason for thinking this is that there are some OT passages where Yahweh is said to have redeemed his people (Ex. 6:6; Ps. 77:14f., etc), and it is unthinkable that he should pay a price to anyone. But too much is being de-duced. The metaphor has not been robbed of its point (cf. the saying ‘he sold his life dearly’). Some-times in the OT Yahweh is thought of as being so powerful that all the might of the nations is but a puny thing before him. But redemption is not used in such passages. Where redemption occurs there is the thought of effort. Yahweh redeems ‘with a stretched out arm’. He makes known his strength. Because he loves his people he redeems them at cost to himself. His effort is regarded as the ‘price’. This is the whole point of using the redemption terminology.

The characteristic NT word for redemption is apolytrösis, a comparatively rare word elsewhere. It is found ten times in the NT but apparently there are only eight occurrences in all the rest of Gk. literature. This may express the conviction of the early Christians that the redemption wrought in Christ was unique. It does not mean, as some have thought, that they understand redemption simply as ‘deliverance’. For that they use such a word as rhyomai, ‘rescue’. apolytrösis means deliverance on payment of a price, and that price is the atoning death of the Saviour. When we read of ‘redemption through his blood’ (Eph. 1:7), the blood of Christ is clearly being regarded as the price of redemption. It is not otherwise with Rom. 3:24f., ‘Being justified freely by his grace through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus: whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his blood’ (av). Here Paul is using three metaphors, those of the law court, and of the sacrifices, and of manumission. Our concern is with the last. Paul envisages a process of freeing, but by the payment of a price, the blood of Christ. Redemption islinked with Christ’s death also in Heb. 9:15. Sometimes, again, we have the mention of price, but not redemption, as in references to being ‘bought with a price’ (I Cor. 6:19f.; 7:22f). The basic idea is the same. Christ bought men at the price of his blood. In Gal. 3:13 the price of redemption is given thus: ‘having become a curse for us’. Christ redeemed us by taking our place, by bearing our curse. This points us to the definitely substitutionary idea in redemption, an idea which sometimes receives stress, as in Mk. 10:45 (‘a ransom for many’).

Redemption not only looks back to Calvary, but forward to the freedom in which the redeemed stand. ‘You were bought with a price,’ Paul can say, ‘so glorify God in your body’ (1 Cor. 6:20). Precisely because they have been redeemed at such a cost believers must be God’s men. They must show in their lives that they are no longer caught up in the bondage from which they have been released and are exhorted to ‘stand fast therefore in the lib-erty wherewith Christ hath made us free’ (Gal. 5:1, av).

Bibuography. LAE, pp. 318fT.; L. Morris, The Apostolic Preaching of the Cross*, 1965, ch. I; A. J. Hultgren, Christ and His Benefits, 1987; O. Procksch, F. Büchsei, in TDNT 4, pp. 328-356; C. Brown et al., in NIDNTT 3, pp. 177-223.    L.M.

RED SEA. In modern geography, the sea that div-ides NE Africa from Arabia and extends some 1,900 km from the straits of Bab el-Mandeb near Aden N to the S tip of the Sinai peninsula. For nearly another 300 km, the Gulfs of Suez and Aqabah continue the sea N on the W and E sides of the Sinai peninsula respectively. In classical an-tiquity the name Red Sea (erythra thalassa) in-cluded also the Arabian and Indian Seas to the NW coast of India. In the OT the term yant süß, ‘sea of reeds’ (and/or ‘weed’), is used to cover: (a) the Bitter Lakes region in the Egyptian Delta N of Suez along the line of the present Suez Canal; and (b) the Gulfs of Suez and Aqabah and possibly the Red Sea proper beyond these.

1

 The early Ptolemies

After the death of Alexander the Great at Babylon in 323 bc one of his marshals, Ptolemy son of Lagus, had himself appointed as Satrap of Egypt, recognizing the nominal reigns of Alexander’s half-brother Philip Arrhidaeus and infam son Alexander the younger, as did the great conqueror’s other marshals in Babylon, Syria, Asia Minor and Greece. But in 310 bc the boy Alexander had been murdered, and each marshal tried unsuccess-fully to take the whole empire from his rivals, so that it was carved up between them. Ptolemy therefore took the title king of Egypt in 304 bc, reigning tili 285. Under him, his son Ptolemy II Philadelphus (285-246 bc), and his grandson Ptolemy III Euergetes I (246-222 bc), Egypt became once more a power in the Near East, no longer as a pharaonic but as a Hellenistic mon-archy. Ptolemy IV Philopator (222-204 bc) was a dissolute ruler, echoes of whose Syrian wars occur in 3 Macc. 1:1-5.

Like the Ptolemaic kings themselves, all their chief ministers, all the upper ranks of the vast, cen-tralized bureaucracy now instituted to govern Egypt, the main armed forces, the official language of administration—all were Greek. Egypt was the king’s personal estate and run on strictly business lines to extract the maximum profit for the crown. •Alexandria was the Capital, famous for its build-ings, institutions (‘Museum’, Library, Serapeum, etc.), and its exports of grain, papyrus, perfumes, glass, etc. There was early a large Community of Greek-speaking Jews in Alexandria; in the 3rd Century bc the law was rendered into Greek for their use, and the rest of the OT followed, and thus was born the Septuagint Version (‘Texts and Ver sions).

The Ptolemies endeavoured to retain the loyalty of the native population of Egypt by gifts of money, lands and new temple buildings to the great, traditional Egyptian priesthoods. Large new temples arose (e.g. at Edfu, Dendera, Kom Ombo)

2

PURIM. A Jewish festival celebrated during the 13-15th days of the month Adar. On this occasion the book of Esther is read, and traditionally the congregation in the synagogue shouts and boos whenever the name of Haman is mentioned. The book of Esther gives the origin of the festival. In the reign of Ahasuerus, probably Xerxes (486-465 bc) but possibly Artaxerxes II (404-359 bc),

3

 Haman, the vizier, determined to massacre all the Jews. Since he was a superstitious man, he cast lots to find an auspicious day. The word pur, which in Est. 3:7; 9:24, 26, is said to mean ‘lot’, is not a Hebrew word. but is almost certainly the Assyrian puru, which means a pebble, or small stone, which would be used for casting lots.

The earliest reference to the festival outside the OT is 2 Macc. 15:36, where a decree is made in 161 bc to celebrate annually the defeat of Nicanor by Judas Maccabaeus on ‘the thirteenth day of the twelfth month, which is called Adar in the Syrian language—the day before Mordecai’s day’. If 2 Maccabees is dated somewhere in the middle of the Ist Century bc, this shows that by 50 bc Purim was celebrated on the 14th of Adar. The parallel passage in 1 Macc. 7:49 speaks of the institution of what was later called Nicanor’s Day on the 13th of Adar, but makes no reference to Purim on the 14th. No conclusions can be drawn from this silence.

Josephus, at the end of the Ist Century ad, says that Nicanor’s Day was kept on Adar 13 (Am.

12. 412) and Purim on Adar 14 and 15 (Am. 11. 295). Curiously enough, Josephus does not use the term Purim, but says that the Jews call the 2 days phroureas (other readings are phrouraias, phroureous, phrouraios). This Gk. word seems to be based on the verb phroureö, meaning ‘guard’, ‘protect’.

Nicanor’s Day was not observed after the 7th Century ad, but Adar 13 was gradually made part of Purim. As opposed to Adar 14 and 15, which were days of celebration, Adar 13 was a day of fasting.

Suggestions (e.g. J. C. Rylaarsdam, IB, 3, pp. 968f.) that the festival is a Jewish adaptation of a

4

RABMAG. The official position of the Bab.

5

RABSARIS. The title, ‘chief official’, of the fol-lowing: 1. One of the three Assyrians sent by Sen-nacherib to parley with Hezekiah at Jerusalem (2 Ki. 18:17; cf. Is. 36:3, where it is omitted). 2. The Bab. Nabushazban who removed Jeremiah from prison and handed him over to Gedaliah (Je. 39:13). 3. *Sarsechim, one of three Babylonians who sat as judges in the gate of Jerusalem after its capture in 587 bc (Je. 39:3).

RACHEL (Heb. rähel, ‘ewe’; lxx Rächet). An Ar-amaean woman, known primarily as the second and favourite wife of Jacob, her first cousin. The daughter of Laban, and mother of Jacob’s two youngest sons, Joseph and Benjamin, Rachel was endowed with great beauty (Gn. 29:17). Jacob ap-parently feil in love with her at first sight, and his affection remained undiminished until the day of her death. She was also capable of devious be-haviour, however (Gn. 31:19, 34-35), and lacked the single-minded devotion to God which Jacob had learnt through his experiences at Bethel and Peniel. She probably did not put away her pagan gods until shortly before she died. Rachel was the ancestress of three tribes, Benjamin, Ephraim and Manasseh, and she and her sister Leah were hon-oured by later generations as those ‘who together built up the house of Israel’ (Ru. 4:11).

(a) Marriage (Gn. 29:6-30). Jacob had been sent by Isaac and Rebekah to find a wife among his mother’s relatives in Paddan-aram (28:1-2; "'Family). He met Rachel in the region of Harran as she was shepherding her father’s flocks, and he at once helped her to water the animals by rolling the stone from the well’s mouth. Laban welcomed him into his household where he lived for 20 years. Jacob’s love for Rachel is one of the Bible’s outstanding examples of human love—7 years ‘seemed to him but a few days because of the love he had for her’ (29:20). As a result of Laban’s trickery in making Leah Jacob’s first wife, presumbably accomplished by the veiling of the bride, Jacob served another 7 years for Rachel, but his love did not waver.

Some details of Rachel’s marriage can be paral-leled outside the OT. Serving for a wife in lieu of

RAHAB (Heb. rähäb, possibly connected with root rhb, ‘broad’). A harlot who lived in a house which formed part of the town wall of Late Bronze Age Jericho. Joshua’s two spies lodged with her. When they were pursued she hid them under drying stalks of Dax on the roof. The pur-suers were sent off on a false trail and then Rahab made terms with her lodgers. She knew that Jericho must fall to the servants of Yahweh and so she asked for protection for herseif and her family. The spies escaped from a window, with her help. When Jericho was destroyed the family was saved and Rahab joined up with the Israelites (Jos. 2:6-17,22-25).

In the NT the writer to the Hebrews includes her among ancient examples of faith in God (Heb.

6

RAMAH. The Heb. name rämä, from the root rOm, ‘to be high’, was used of several places, all of them on elevated sites.

7

    Ramah of Benjamin, near Bethel, in theareaof Gibeon and Beeroth (Jos. 18:25), was a resting-place on the road N. Here the Levite and his concubine planned to stay (Jdg. 19:13). Deborah the prophetess lived close by (Jdg. 4:5). When Asa of Judah and Baasha of Israel were at war, Baasha built a fort here, but when the Syrians attacked Israel Asa destroyed it and built Geba and Mizpah with the materials (1 Ki. 15:17, 21-22; 2 Ch. 16:1,5-6).

Here Nebuzaradan gathered the exiles after the fall of Jerusalem and released Jeremiah (Je. 40:1). The town was reoccupied after the return from Babylon (Ezr. 2:26; Ne. 11:33).

Ramah features in the messages of some of the prophets (Ho. 5:8; Is. 10:29; Je. 31:15). It is prob-ably to be identified with Er-Ram 8 km N of Jerusalem, or Ramat Rahel (Beth Haccherem), near the traditional tomb of Rachel (Je. 31:15; 1 Sa. Mt. 2:18; Jos., Am. 8. 303).

8

    The birthplace and subsequent home of Samuel, also calied Ramathaim-zophim (1 Sa. 1:19; 2:11), from which he went on circuit annually (1 Sa. 7:17). Here Saul first met him (1 Sa. 9:6, 10), and here the elders of Israel came to demand a king (1 Sa. 8:4ff.). After his dispute with Saul Samuel came here (1 Sa. 15:34ff.). David found refuge in Ramah and later fled toNob(l Sa. 19:18; 20:1).

There are four sites proposed for Ramah today: Ramallah, 13 km N of Jerusalem; Beit Rama, 19 km NW of Bethel; Er-Ram, the Ramah of Benjamin; and Nebi Samwil. There still remains some uncertainty.

The word is also used as the name for 3. a town on


I. The Bitter Lakes region

In general terms, the Israelites were led from Egypt on the way of the wilderness and the yant süp (Ex. 13:18). Ex. 14 and 15 are more specific: on leaving Succoth (Teil el-Maskhuta) and Etham, Israel were to turn back and camp before Pihahiroth, between Migdol and the ‘sea’, before Baal-zephon (Ex. 14:1-2, 9; cf. ’Encampment by the Sea). It was this ‘sea’, near all these places, that God drove back and divided by a ‘strong east wind’ for Israel to cross dryshod, and then brought back upon the pursuing Egyptians (Ex. 14:16, 21—31; 15:1, 4, 19,

21). From the ‘sea of reeds’, yant süp, Israel went into the wilderness of Shur (Ex. 15:22; Nu. 33:8) and then on towards Sinai. Various points suggest that this famous Crossing, the Exodus in the narrow sense, took place in the Bitter Lakes region, roughly between Qantara (48 km S of Port Said) and just N of Suez. First, geographically, the wilderness of Shur, which Israel entered directly from Crossing the yant süp (Ex. 15:22), is opposite this very area (*Shur). Secondly, geophysically, the reedy waters of the Bitter Lakes and Lake Men-zaleh can be affected by strong E winds precisely in the way described in Ex. 14:21 and experienced on a small scale by Aly Shafei Bey in 1945-6 (Bulletin de la Societe Royale de Geographie d’Egypte 21, August 1946, pp. 231 ff.; cf. also JTVI 28, 1894-5, pp. 267-280). Thirdly, philologically, the Heb. word süp is generally admitted to be a loan-word from Egyp. twßy), ‘papyrus’, and p'-twf a location, ‘the papyrus-marshes’ par excellence in the NE part of the Delta between Tanis (Zoan), Qantir and the present line of the Suez Canal N of Ismailia, on the former Pelusiac arm of the Nile. For details and references, see A. H. Gardiner, Andern Egyptian Onomaslica, 2, 1947, pp. 201 *-202*; R. A. Caminos, Late-Egyptian Miscel-lanies, 1954, p. 79; Erman and Grapow, Wörterbuch d. Aegypt. Sprache, 5, 1931, p. 359: 6-10. Ps. 78:12, 43, puts the great events preceding the Exodus in the ‘field of Zoan’, Le. in the NE Delta. There is no sufficient factual basis for tak-ing süp to mean ‘end’; more likely it is derived from the Egyptian twf despite F. Batto, JBL 102, 1983, pp. 27-35, and BAR 10/4, 1984, pp. 57-62; cf survey, J. R. Huddlestun, ABD 5, 1992, pp. 633-642.

II. The Gulfs of Suez and Aqabah

Turning S from Shur via Etham, Marah and Elim, the Israelites pitched by the yant süp and then went on to Sin and Dophkah (Nu. 33:10-11). This would appear to refer to the Gulf of Suez. Whether Ex. 10:19 during the plagues refers to the Lakes region, the Gulf of Suez or the Red Sea proper is not certain; see ‘Plagues of Egypt (eighth plague) and G. Hort, ZAW 70, 1958, pp. 51-52. The yant süß of Ex. 23:31 is ambiguous, but perhaps it is the Gulf of Aqabah.

Various references clearly show that the term yant süp applied to the Gulf of Aqabah. After their first halt at Kadesh-barnea (* Kadesh), the Israelites were ordered into the wilderness by the way to the yant süp (Nu. 14:25; Dt. 1:40; 2:1), i.e. by the Arabah towards the Gulf of Aqabah as suggested by the physical circumstances in which the earth swallowed Korah and his Company (* Wilderness of Wandering; G. Hort, Australian Biblical Review 7, 1959, pp. 19-26). After a second sojourn at Kadesh, Israel went by the way of the yant süß to go round Edom (Nu. 21:4; Jdg. 11:16). again with reference to the Gulf of Aqabah. Solomon’s sea-port of Ezion-geber or *Elath on this gulf is placed on the yant süß by 1 Ki. 9:26; Teman in Edom is associated with it (Je. 49:21).

The use of the term yant süß to refer to a wider area than the reedy lakes or the N arms of the Red Sea is not unparalleled. About 1470 bc, for example, Egyp. texts of a single epoch can use the name Wadj-wer, ‘Great Green (Sea)’, of both the Mediterranean and Red Seas (Erman-Grapow, op. cit., 1, p. 269: 13-14, references), and Ta-neter, ‘God’s Land’, of both Punt (E Sudan?) in particu-lar and E lands generally (ibid., 5, p. 225: 1-4, references).    k.a.k.

REFINER, REFINING. The Heb. root srp ex-presses the melting, testing, and refining of metals, especially precious metals such as gold and silver. This same terminology was also used of God testing men and of God’s tried and tested word. A less-common term for refining or purifying was zqq. In the ancient world crude metal was custom-arily remelted to remove impurities and to make metal Castings (tools, weapons, images, etc.). The metal was heated in pottery crucibles (Pr. 17:3; 27:21) in ovens or hearths, bellows often being used to provide a draught to create greater heat.

The Heb. term söreß for refiner, metal-worker, is often rendered as goldsmith in evv. In the days of the Judges Micah’s mother had a silver image cast (Jdg. 17:4), while much later Isaiah (40:19; 41:7; 46:6) and Jeremiah (10:8-9; 51:17) graphically de-scribe the futile manufacture of metal and metal-plated idols. David provided refined gold and silver for the future Temple at Jerusalem (1 Ch. 28:18; 29:4); various metal-smiths shared in the repair of Jerusalem’s walls under Nehemiah (Ne. 3:8, 31-32).

God, like a master-refiner seeking the pure metal, is often said to try or test (srp) men’s hearts. Cf. Jdg. 7:4 (Gideon’s men); Pss. 17:3b; 26:2b; 66:10; 105:19; Is. 48:10; Je. 9:7; Zc. 13:9; Mal. 3:2-

3. See also the graphic pictures in Ps. 12:6 and Pr.

30:5 of God’s Word. For the latter concept, cf. also 2 Sa. 22:31 (= Ps. 18:30); Ps. 119:140. Pure metal was used for Casting (cf. Pr. 25:4). God sought to purify his people from sin as the removal of dross and alloy (Is. 1:25), but in simile even a fire heated with the bellows was sometimes not enough to do this (Je. 6:29-30). Trials are sometimes used to refine men, and the wise refine (purify) themselves (Dn. 11:35; 12:10). Wine is once so referred to (Is. 25:6). (*Arts and Crafts.)

Bibliography. For Egyp. scenes of such metal-working, actual moulds and crucibles, see ANEP, p. 40, figs. 133-136; Singer, Holmyard and Hall, A History of Technology, 1, 1954, p. 578, fig. 383 (use of bellows). In general, see ibid., pp. 577-584; R. J. Forbes, Sludies in Ancient Technology, 6, 1958, pp. 70-73, 81-85; 8, 1964, pp. 133ff„ 170ff., 239ff; 9, 1964, pp. 67ff.; A. Lucas, Ancient Egyptian Materials and Industries, 1962, ch. 11.    k.a.k.

REGENERATION. The Gk. noun palingenesia occurs only twice in the NT (Mt. 19:28, rsv ‘new world’, av ‘regeneration’; Tit. 3:5, ‘regeneration’). In the Mt. passage it is used eschatologically to refer to the restoration of all things, reminding us that the renewal of the individual is part of a wider and cosmic renewal. In Tit. the word is used with an individual reference.

Elsewhere various words are used to express the change which the Holy Spirit effects. gennaö (with anöthen, Jn. 3:3, 7), meaning ‘to beget’ or ‘give birth to’, is used in Jn. 1:13; 3:3-8; 1 Jn. 2:29; 3:9; 4:7; 5:1,4, 18. In 1 Pel. 1:3, 23 the word anagennaö—‘to beget again’ or ‘to bring again to birth’—is found. These words are used to describe the initial act of renewal. The words anakainösis (Rom. 12:2; Tit. 3:5) with the verb anakainoö (2 Cor. 4:16; Col. 3:10) denote a mak-ing anew or renewing. The references will indicate that the use of these two words is not limited to the initial renewal but extends to the resultant process. We may note with reference to the result of the new birth such terms as kaine ktisis, ‘a new creation’ (2 Cor. 5:17; Gal. 6:15), and kainos anthröpos, ‘a new man’ (Eph. 2:15; 4:24). Twice we have the term synzöopoieö, ‘to make alive with’ (Eph. 2:5; Col. 2:13), which hints at a change, not only as dramatic as birth, but as dramatic as res-urrection. apokyeö (Jas. 1:18) denotes to bear or bring l'orth.

Surveying these terms, we notice that they all indicate a drastic and dramatic change which may be likened to birth, rebirth, re-creation or even resurrection. Several of the terms in their context indicate that this change has permanent and far-reaching effects in its subject.

I. Old Testament presentation

The idea of regeneration is more prominent in the NT than in the OT. Many OT passages have the concept of national renewal. This thought is present in the Statements concerning the new covenant and the law being written in the heart or the giving of a new heart (Je. 24:7; 31:31 f.; 32:38f; Ezk. 11:19; 36:25-27, and the ‘valley of dry bones’ passage, 37:1-14).

Although it is the nation that is in view in these scriptures, a nation can be renewed only when the individuals within it are changed. Thus, in the very idea of national renewal we find the concept of ‘new hearts’ being given to individuals. Other passages deal more directly with the individual (cf. Is. 57:15). We notice especially Ps. 51, where David’s prayer is expressed in v. 10. Considering the serious view of sin and its effects expressed in this Psalm, it is hardly surprising to find more than a hint of the need for individual renewal.

II.    New Testament presentation

This doctrine must be considered in the context of man in sin (Jn. 3:6; Eph. 2:1-3, 5). The effects of sin on human nature are considered to be so serious that, without the new birth, the sinner cannot see, let alone enter into, the kingdom of God (Jn. 3:3, 5; cf 1 Cor. 2:6-16).

The initiative in regeneration is ascribed to God (Jn. 1:13); it is from above (Jn. 3:3, 7) and of the Spirit (Jn. 3:5, 8). The same idea occurs in Eph. 2:4-5; 1 Jn. 2:29; 4:7; etc. This divine act is decisive and once for all. Aorists are used in Jn. 1:13; 3:3, 5,

7. The use of perfects indicates that this single, initial act carries with it far-reaching effects, as in 1 Jn. 2:29; 3:9; 4:7; 5:1, 4, 18. The abiding results given in these passages are doing righteousness, not committing sin, loving one another, believing that Jesus is the Christ, and overcoming the world. These results indicate that in spiritual matters man is not altogether passive. He is passive in the new birth; God acts on him. But the result of such an act is far-reaching activity; he actively repents, be-lieves in Christ, and henceforth walks in newness of life.

Jn. 3:8 serves to warn us that there is much in this subject that is inscrutable. Yet we must inquire what actually happens to the individual in the new birth. It would be safe to say that there is no change in the personality itself; the person is the same. But now he is differently controlled. Before the new birth sin controlled the man and made him a rebel against God; now the Spirit Controls him and directs him towards God. The regenerate man walks after the Spirit, lives in the Spirit, is led by the Spirit, and is commanded to be filled with the Spirit (Rom. 8:4, 9, 14; Eph. 5:18). He is not perfect; he has to grow and progress (1 Pet. 2:2), but in every department of his personality he is directed towards God.

We may define regeneration as a drastic act on fallen human nature by the Holy Spirit, leading to a change in the person’s whole Outlook. He can now be described as a new man who seeks, finds and follows God in Christ.

III.    The means of regeneration

In 1 Pet. 3:21 baptism is closely connected with entry into a state of salvation, and in Tit. 3:5 we have the reference to the washing of regeneration. 1 Pet. 1:23 and Jas. 1:18 mention the Word of God as a means of new birth. Many, from such scriptures, contend that these are the necessary channels by which regeneration comes to us. With 1 Cor. 2:7-16 in mind, we must question whether the Word of God is a means of regeneration in this way. Here we are clearly taught that the natural man is in such a state that he cannot receive the things of the Spirit of God. A divine intervention which makes the natural man receptive to God’s Word must be antecedent to hearing the Word in a saving manner. When this has occurred the Word of God brings the new life into expression. It is clear that the new birth of 1 Pet. 1:23; Jas. 1:18 is conceived more comprehensively than in John. John distinguishes between regeneration and the faith whieh results from it (e.g. Jn. 1:12-13; 1 Jn. 5:1); Peter and James, by including the reference to the Word as the means, show that they have in mind the whole process whereby God brings men to conscious faith in Christ.

We can also think of the issue in terms of con-ception and birth. The Holy Spirit plants or begets new life by a direct action on the soul. It is sub-sequently brought to the birth (apokyeö, Jas. 1:18) by the word. gennaö (1 Pet. 1:23) can have the meaning of birth as well as begetting.

There are further biblical objections to the idea that baptism itself conveys regenerating grace. To look at baptism in this ex opere operato manner is contrary to other scriptures, especially the prophetic protest against the abuse of priestly rites, and Paul’s strictures on Jewish views con-cerning circumcision (cf. Rom. 2:28f; 4:9-12). We actually have incidents of conversion without baptism (Acts 10:44^)8; 16:14-15). The lauer case is especially interesting, for the opening of Lydia’s heart is specifically mentioned before baptism. If it be argued that things are different concerning Christians of subsequent generations, Paul’s attitude to similar views with regard to circumcision ought to settle the issue. Regenerating grace comes direct by the Spirit to lost sin-ners. The Word of God brings it into expression in faith and repentance. * Baptism bears witness to the spiritual Union with Christ in death and resurrection through which new * life is conveyed, but does not convey it automatically where * faith is not present.

Bibliography. Arts. ‘Regeneration’ by J. V. Bar-tlet (HDB), J. Denney (DCG), A. Ringwald et al., NIDNTT 1, pp. 176-188; R. D. Knudsen (ZPEB); H. Burkhardt (NDT), ‘New Birth’ by W. L. Kynes (DJG). Appropriate sections of most systematic theologies; B. Citron, The New Birth, 1951; J. Murray, Redemption Accomplished and Applied, 1955, pp. 119-129.    M.R.G.

REHOB (Heb. r'höb, ‘open place, market-place [of town or village]’, a name occuring in the Bible as a personal and as a place-name).

1.    The most N city observed by Joshua’s spies in Canaan (Nu. 13:21). It was an Aramaean centre which supplied the Ammonites with troops in the time of David (2 Sa. 10:6-8). The name is written ‘Beth-rehob’ in 2 Sa. 10:6 and in Jdg. 18:28, which latter passage suggests that it was situated near the source of the Jordan, though the precise location is unknown.

2.    A city in Canaan which feil to the lot of Asher (Jos. 19:28, 30) and was declared a levitical city (Jos. 21:31; 1 Ch. 6:75), though it was among the cities not taken at the time of the Conquest (Jdg. 1:31). Identification with Teil Bir el-Gharbi (Tel Bira), SE of Acco, is proposed; see NEAEHL, pp. 262-263.

3.    The father of Hadadezer, the king of Zobah in the time of David (2 Sa. 8:3, 12). Compare Rutjubi, the name of the father of Ba’sa, the Ammonite ally of Ahab at the battle of Qarqar in 854 bc (Shal-maneser III, Kurfi Stele 2. 95).

4.    One of the Levites who sealed the covenant in the time of Nehemiah (Ne. 10:11).

(* Rehoboth; * Rehoboth-ir.)

Bibliography. W. F. Albright, BASOR 83, 1941, p. 33; H. Tadmor, Scripta Hierosolymitana 8, 1961, p. 245.    t.c.m.

REHOBOAM (Heb. r'hab'äm,' expansion of the people’). The son of * Solomon and Naamah who, upon his father’s death, became the last king of a united Israel and the first of the S kingdom of Judah.

The chronology of Rehoboam’s reign is dis-puted. Assuming a 17-year reign (1 Ki. 14:21; 2 Ch. 12:13) the dating would be c. 931-913 bc (♦Chronology of the OT). but some have trun-cated the reign to c. 922-915 bc (W. F. Albright, BASOR 100, 1945, pp. 16-22).

The oppressive measures needed by Solomon to ensure the funds for his public and royal expend-itures led to a confrontation between Rehoboam and the N kingdom. His arrogance led him to accept ill-considered advice to increase this bürden, which Israel would not accept. When Rehoboam sent his corvee-officer to the N, he was stoned, and *Jeroboam was made king over the ten tribes of Israel (1 Ki. 12:1-20; 2 Ch. 10). When Rehoboam mustered troops to quell the revolt, Shemaiah, a prophet, forestalled him (1 Ki. 12:21 —

24).

Judah built fortified towns (2 Ch. 11:5-12), probably against incursions by the Philistines (cf. 1 Ki. 15:27; 16:15) and Egypt. Rehoboam was also in conflict with Israel (14:30), from which the priests and Levites had fled, in reaction to the pagan practices there (2 Ch. 11:13-17). The Egyp. king, ’Shishak (Shoshenq), came against Pales-tine c. 926 bc and plundered it from end to end (LOB, pp. 283-290; fully studied by K. A. Kit-chen, The Third Intermediate Period in Egypt. 1972, pp. 432-447), pillaging Jerusalem (1 Ki. 14:25-27).

Pagan cultic practices appeared in Judah (1 Ki. 14:22-24), possibly influenced by the presence of foreign women in important positions, such as the king’s mother, Naamah (1 Ki. 14:21, 31), and his favourite wife, Maacah (15:13; cf. W. F. Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel, 1968, pp. 152f). When Shemaiah the prophet pointed out that the invasion by Egypt was divine punishment for this apostasy, Rehoboam repented (2 Ch. 12:5 8, 12).

When he died, Rehoboam was buried in Jerusalem, ‘with his fathers’ (1 Ki. 14:31; 2 Ch. 12:16). His name is mentioned in the genealogy of Jesus (Mt. 1:7).    d.w.b.

REHOBOTH (Heb. r'höböt, ‘broad places, room’; lxx eurychöria). I. A well dug by Isaac near Gerar (Gn. 26:22), so named because no quarrel ensued with the herdsmen of Gerar. 2. A city ‘by the river’ (Gn. 36:37), probably beside the Wadi el-Hesä, which divides Moab from Edom. ‘The River’ is nor-mally the Euphrates (see rsv), but the context here forbids it.    j.w.c.

REHOBOTH-IR (Heb. rrhöböt_ Ir). One of four cities built by As(s)hur (rsv ♦ Nimrod) in Assyria (Gn. 10:11-12). Of these Nineveh and Calah are well known, but no Assyr. equivalent is known for this place. Since the large and ancient city of Assur (80 km S of Nineveh) would be expected in the context, some consider this name an inter-pretation from the Sum. AS. UR (AS = Assyr. rebätw, UR = Assyr. älu\ Heb. Tr). A suburb of Nineveh (rebit Ninua) is mentioned in Assyr.

texts (Esarhaddon), and this may have been founded at the same time. The phrase ‘open-places of the city’ may here be a description of Nineveh itself. The lxx read as a proper name(Rhoöböth).

Bibliography. G. Dossin, Le Museon 47, 1934, pp. 108fT.; J. M.Sasson, RB 90, 1983, pp. 94-96.

D.J.W.

REHUM. A name borne by several men in post-exilic times, including Rehum the ‘commander’ (rsv), or ‘high commissioner’ (neb), who joined in writing the letter of complaint in Ezr. 4:8. His title b'‘el fern means Mord of judgment’ (or ‘report’), and may refer either to administration or to com-munication (A. H. Sayce suggested ‘postmaster’).

j.s.w.

REI. Occurs in 1 Ki. 1:8 only. evv render it as a personal name, thus linking Rei with the group of Solomon’s supporters. J. Taylor (HDB, ad loc.) suggests that he was an officer of the royal guard. Josephus (Ant. 7. 346) translates ‘the friend of David’ instead of ‘and Rei, and the mighty men which belonged to David’, but this indicates that he was probably following a shorter Heb. text, and the longer form is difficult to account for if it is not original. Suggested conjectural emendations and identification with other persons of the Davidic period are unconvincing.    g.w.g.

RELIGION. The word ‘religion’ came into Eng. from the Vulg., where religio is in a 13th-century paraphrase of Jas. l:26f. In Acts 26:5 it denotes Judaism (cf. Gal. !:13f.). Here and in the Apoc-rypha, threskeia refers to the outward expression of belief, not the content, as when we contrast the Christian religion with Buddhism. rsv uses the word, however, in something approaching this sense in 1 Tim. 3:16, to translate Gk. eusebeia (av ‘godliness’), and in 2 Tim. 3:5, where again our instinct would be to use the word ‘Christianity’. Because of the association of threskeia with Judaism, James’s use is probably ironical. The things which he calls the elements of ‘threskeia that is pure and undefiled’ would not in the view of his opponents, who restricted it to ritual, have counted as threskeia at all.

Hesitance today in using the word ‘religion’ either of the content of the Christian faith or of its expression in worship and Service, is due to the conviction that Christianity is not simply one among many religions, but differs from all others in that its content is divinely revealed and its outward expression by believers is not an attempt to secure salvation but a thank-offering for it.

J.B.J.

REPENTANCE. In the OT two words are regu-larly translated ‘repent’ or some near equivalent— näham (‘be sorry, change one’s mind’) and süb (in the sense, ‘turn back, return’).

näham is used infrequently of man (Ex. 13:17; Jb. 42:6; Je. 8:6; 31:19), but regularly of God, where it is often said that God Tepents of evil’ proposed or initiated. This vigorous Speech arises out of Israel’s understanding of God’s attitude to men in terms of personal relationship. The lan-guage of course did not imply anything fickle or arbitrary on God’s side, but simply that the rela-tion was a changing one. In particular, when man removes himself by his self-will from God’s direc-tion and care he finds that the God-willed con-scquence of his evil is more evil (Gn. 6:6f; 1 Sa 15:11, 35; 2 Sa. 24:16; Je. 18:10). But whoever re-pents, even at the eleventh hour, whoever turns (again) to God, finds a God of mercy and love, not of judgment (Je. 18:8; 26:3, 13, 19; Jon. 3:9f.; the importance of the intercessor who is willing to stand before God on behalf of his people is em-phasized in Ex. 32:12-14 and Am. 7:3, 6). So even though God’s firmness of judgment against *sin is in no doubt (Nu. 23:19; 1 Sa. 15:29; Ps. 110:4; Je. 4:28; Ezk. 24:14; Zc. 8:14), he has shown himself more often as a gracious God, faithful to his people even when they are faithless—a God, in other words, ‘who repents of evil’ (Ex. 32:14; Dt. 32:36; Jdg. 2:18; 1 Ch. 21:15; Pss. 106:45; 135:14; Je. 42:10; Joel 2:13f.; Jon. 4:2).

The call for repentance on the part of man is a call for him to return (süb) to his creaturely (and covenant) dependence on God. Such calls are par-ticularly frequent in the pre-exilic prophets. Am. 4:6-11 makes it clear that the evil that God intends as a consequence of Israel’s sin is not malicious or vindictive, but rather is intended to bring Israel to repentance. He who commits evil finds further evil willed by God. But he who repents of his evil finds a God who repents of his evil. One of the most eloquent pleas for repentance comes in Ho. 6:1-3 and 14:1-2—a plea alter-nating with hope and despair (3:5; 5:4; 7:10), with 11:1-11 particularly poignant. Equally moving are the hopes of Isaiah expressed in the name of his son, Shearjashub (‘a remnant shall return’, 7:3; see also 10:21 f.; 30:15; cf. 19:22) and the pleadings of Jeremiah (3:l-4:4; 8:4-7; 14:1-22; 15:15-21), both mingled with foreboding and despair (Is. 6:10; 9:13; Je. 13:23).

Other powerful expressions are Dt. 30:1-10; 1 Ki. 8:33-40, 46-53; 2 Ch. 7:14; Is. 55:6-7; Ezk. 18:21-24, 30-32; 33:11-16; Joel 2:12-14. See also particularly 1 Sa. 7:3; 2 Ki. 17:13; 2 Ch. 15:4; 30:6-9; Ne. 1:9; Ps. 78:34; Ezk. 14:6; Dn. 9:3; Zc. l:3f; Mal. 3:7. The classic example of national repentance was that led by Josiah (2 Ki. 22-23; 2 Ch. 34-35).

In the NT the words translated ‘repent’ are metanoeö and metamelomai. In Gk. they usually mean ‘to change one’s mind’, and so also ‘to regret, feel remorse’ (i.e. over the view previously held). This note of remorse is present in the par-able of the tax collector (Lk. 18:13), probably in Mt. 21:29, 32; 27:3 and Lk. 17:4 (‘I am sorry’), and most explicitly in 2 Cor. 7:8-10. But the NT usage is much more influenced by the OT süb; that is, repentance not just as a feeling sorry, or changing one’s mind, but as a turning round, a complete alteration of the basic motivation and direction of one’s life. This is why the best translation for metanoeö is often Mo convert’, that is, Mo turn round’ (* Conversion). It also helps to explain why John the Baptist demanded *baptism as an expression of this repentance, not just for obvious ‘sinners’, but for ‘righteous’ Jews as well—baptism as a decisive act of turning from the old way of life and a throwing oneself on the mercy of the Coming One (Mt. 3:2, II; Mk. 1:4; Lk. 3:3, 8; Acts 13:24; 19:4).

Jesus’ call for repentance receives little explicit mention in Mk. (1:15; cf. 6:12) and Mt. (4:17;

11:20f; 12:41), but is emphasized by Lk. (5:32; 10:13; 11:32; 13:3, 5; 15:7, 10; 16:30; 17:3f.; cf. 24:47). Other sayings and incidents in all three Gospels, however, express very clearly the char-acter of the repentance which Jesus’ whole minis-try demanded. Its radical nature, as a complete turning round and return, is emphasized by the parable of the Prodigal Son (Lk. 15:11-24). Its un-conditional character appears from the parable of the Pharisee and tax collector—repentance means acknowledging that one has no possible Claim upon God, and submitting oneself without excuse or attempted justification to God’s mercy (Lk. 18:13). The ‘turn round’ in previous values and life-style is highlighted by the encounter with the rieh young man (Mk. 10:17-22) and Zacchaeus (Lk. 19:8). Above all, Mt. 18:3 makes it clear that to convert is to become like a child, that is, to ac-knowledge one’s immaturity before God, one’s in-ability to live life apart from God, to accept one’s total dependence on God.

The call for repentance (and promise of forgive-ness) features regularly in Luke’s record of the preaching of the first Christians (Acts 2:38; 3:19; 8:22; 17:30; 20:21; 26:20). Here metanoeö is com-plemented by epistrephö (‘to turn round, return’— Acts 3:19; 9:35; 11:21; 14:15; 15:19; 26:18, 20; 28:27), where metanoeö means more a turning away (from sin) and epistrephö a turning to (God) (see particularly Acts 3:19; 26:20), though each by itself can embrace both senses (as in Acts 11:18; 1 Thes. 1:9).

It is clear from Acts 5:31 and 11:18 that no dif-ficulty was feit in describing repentance both as God’s gift and as man’s responsibility. At the same time Is. 6:9-10 is cited several times as an explan-ation of men’s failure to convert (Mt. 13:14f.; Mk. 4:12; Jn. 12:40; Acts 28:26f.).

The writer to the Hebrews also indicates the im-portance of initial repentance (6:1), but whereas he questions the possibility of a second repentance (6:4-6; 12:17), others are even more emphatic in their belief that Christians can and need to repent (2 Cor. 7:9f.; 12:21; Jas. 5:19f; I Jn. !:5-2:2; Rev. 2:5, 16, 21 f; 3:3, 19).

There are only a few other references to repentance in the NT (Rom. 2:4; 2 Tim. 2:25; 2 Pet. 3:9; Rev. 9:20f; 16:9, 11). We should not assume that talk of repentance and *forgiveness invariably featured in the earliest preaching. In particular Paul rarely uses either concept, and they do not occur at all in the Gospel and Epistles of John, whereas both strongly emphasize that the Christian life Starts from the positive commitment of * faith.

Bibliography. G. Bertram, epistrephö, TDNT 7, pp. 722-729; G. Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth, 1960, pp. 82-84; J. P. Healey and A. B. Luter, ABD 5, pp. 671-674; J. Jeremias, New Testament The-ology, 1: The Proclamation of Jesus, 1971, pp. 152— 158; O. Michel, metamelomai, TDNT 4, pp. 626-629; E. Würthein and J. Behm, metanoeö, TDNT 4, pp. 975-1008; F. Laubach, J. Goetzmann, NIDNTT 1, pp. 353-359; D. Guthrie, New Testament Theology, 1981, pp. 574-601 passim.

J.D.G.D.

as having been defeated by Chedorlaomer (Gn. 14:5). They are also listed among the inhabitants of the land God promised to Abraham’s seed (Gn. 15:20). At the time of the conquest the Rephaim seem to have inhabited a wide area, but were known by different local names. In Moab the Moabites, who succeeded them there, called them *Emim (Dt. 2:11), and likewise in Ammon, where they preceded the Ammonites, they were known as *Zamzummim (Dt. 2:20-21).

They were a formidable people, being compared in stature with the Anakim (*Anak) (Dt. 2:21), and lxx renders the name by gigas, ‘giant’ in Gn. 14:5; Jos. 12:4; 13:12, and 1 Ch. 11:15; 14:9; 20:4, a rendering adopted by av in Dt. 2:11, 20; 3:11, 13; Jos. 12:4; 13:12; 15:8; 17:15; 18:16; 1 Ch. 20:4. (lxx translates it Titanes in 2 Sa. 5:18, 22.)

It may be that the forms räpa and räpä (2 Sa. 21:16, 18, 20,22; 1 Ch. 20:6, 8), which are rendered ‘giant’ in evv (lxxgigas in 2 Sa. 21:22; 1 Ch. 20:6), are variant forms of the name r'paim, but the con-text of these occurrences, in Connection with a Philistine, is perhaps better suited by the meaning *‘giant’. The name is unknown in an ethnic sense outside the Bible.

In Ps. 88:11 (v. 10, rsv); Pr. 2:18; 9:18; 21:16; Jb. 26:5; Is. 14:9; 26:14, 19, the word r'paim occurs in the sense of ‘ghosts of the dead’, and it is sug-gested by some that the name Rephaim was applied by the Israelites to the early inhabitants of the land as persons long since dead. The word occurs in Ugaritic (rpu’m), perhaps referring to a dass of minor gods or a sacred guild, though the meaning is uncertain, and in Phoenician tomb inscriptions (rp’m) in the sense of ‘ghost’.

Bibliography. J. Gray, The Rephaim’, PEQ 81. 1949, pp. 127-139, and 84, 1952, pp. 39^11; H. W. F. Saggs, FT 90, 1958, pp. 170-172.

T.C.M.

REPHAN (av REMPHAN). The name of a god identified or connected with the planet Saturn, quoted in Acts 7:43 from the lxx of Am. 5:26. The lxx reading, Rhaiphan (cod. B, A; Rhemphan 239), is thought by some to be a mistaken transliteration of the MT reading, kiyyün (rsv * Kaiwan, av Chiun), by others to be a deliberate Substitution of Repa, a name of Seb, the Egyp. god of the planet Saturn.    d.w.g.

REPHIDIM. The last stopping-place of the Israelites on the Exodus from Egypt, before they reached Mt Sinai (Ex. 17:1; 19:2; Nu. 33:14-15). Here the Israelites under Joshua fought against Amalek, and the successful outcome of the battle depended on Moses’ holding up his hands, which he did with the support of Aaron and Hur (Ex. 17:8-16). After the battle, Jethro, Moses’ father-in-law, persuaded Moses to give up judging the people entirely by himself, and to appoint deputies for this purpose (Ex. 18). The site of Rephidim is uncertain, the usual Suggestion being the Wadi Refayid in SW Sinai.

Bibliography. B. Rothenberg, Gods Wilderness, 1961, pp. 143, 168.    t.c. m.

REPHAIM (Heb. r'paim). One of the pre-Israelite peoples of Palestine mentioned, together with the Zuzim and Emim, in the time of Abraham

REPROBATE. It is convenient to retain the av term as a heading under which to include words used in rsv (unfit, refuse, dross, disqualified) to translate Heb. and Gk. equivalents which present the idea of divine investigation leading to rejection because of an ineradicable sin. OT prophets com-pare the sin of Israel to impurity in metal (Is. 1:22; Je. 6:30; Ezk. 22:19-20). In Je. 6:30, ‘Refuse silver they are called, for the Lord has rejected them’, the Heb. verb maas is rendered ‘reprobate’ in av (Avmg., rsv, rv ‘refuse’), i.e. ‘tested and rejected by Yahweh because of ineradicable sin’. In Is. 1:22 lxx renders Heb. sigim by the adjective adokimos, which occurs eight times in the NT with the mean-ing ‘rejected after a searching test’.

In Rom. 1:28, the Gk. puns dokimazein with adokimos, and may be rendered ‘since they did not see fit to retain God in their mind he handed them over to an unfit mind’, where ‘unfit’ (av ‘reprobate’, Avmg. ‘a mind void of judgment’) means ‘unfit to pass judgment’, in the active or passive sense, because of wickedness, etc. (vv. 29-30).

In I Cor. 9:27 Paul concludes ‘an exhortation to self-denial and exertion’ (Hodge), given in athletic metaphors, by attributing his personal bodily dis-cipline to fear of disqualification, ‘lest I . . . be dis-qualified (adokimos)’. But from what? Salvation or ministerial reward? The context favours reward (cf. 3:10-15) and stresses the need of ceaseless vigil-ance against sin (cf. 10:12). The remaining occur-rences of adokimos are in 2 Cor. 13:5-7, where the test proposed is ‘whether you are holding to your faith’, and the context implies that faith has empir-ical proofs, lacking which the Corinthians are fail-ures, and even Paul himself would be a failure, since he would be unable to demonstrate his apos-tolic authority; in 2 Tim. 3:8 and in Tit. 1:16, where adokimos means ‘proved to be morally worthless’; and in Heb. 6:8, where ‘barren’ (adokimos) soil il-lustrates the Situation of hardened backsliders. None of these occurrences necessarily implies ju-dicial abandonment to ’perdition, yet all are consonant with such a doctrine: in each case the rejection follows demonstrable faults; in some God, in others man, makes the test. The human verdict anticipates the divine.

Bibliography. J Denney in HDB\ E. K. Simpson, Words Worth Weighing in the Greek New Testament, 1946, p. 17; H. Haarbeck, NIDNTT 3, pp. 808-810; R. E. Davies, ZPEBS.p. 66. m.r.w.f.

RESEN (Gk. Dasen). The city located between Nineveh and Calah founded by * Nimrod or Ashur (so av) and with them part of a great populated area (Gn. 10:12). res-eni (‘fountain-head’) desig-nated a number of places in Assyria. The sites of this name on the Habur and Khosr Rivers (NE of Nineveh) do not, however, easily fit the geo-graphical Situation given in Gn. 10. The proposed equation with Selamiyeh (3 km N of Calah) is based on the false identification of this place with Larissa (Xenophon, Anabasis 3. 4), now known to be the Gk. name for Calah itself. A possible site for Resen is the early ruins of Hamam Ali with its adjacent sulphur springs on the right bank of the river Tigris about 13 km S of Nineveh.

D.J.W.

REST. The non-theological sense of ‘rest’ is prominent in the Bible. Eg the Lord rests from activity (Gn. 2:2f); the sabbath is to be a day of rest (Ex. 31:15); the land of promise was to have rest every 7th year (Lv. 25:4f); and the Temple was the

Lord’s resting-placc among his people (Ps. 132:8, 14).

In its theological sense ‘rest’ is even more prominent in the Bible. Israel was promised rest by the Lord in the land of Canaan (Dt. 3:20), and to this rest the exiles would return from Babylon (Je. 46:27). Rest and felicity were to be David’s great gifts to Israel (1 Ch. 22:7-10). Alas, this great ideal of rest remained unfulfilled in Israel’s experience (Heb. 3:7—4:10) because of unbelief and disobedi-ence (Ps. 95:8-11).

However, although rest in the OT remains in the sphere of promise, in the NT there is fulfilment. Christians, by faith in Christ, have entered into rest (Heb. 12:22-24). He is their peace. To all who come to him he gives rest, rest that is relief, release and satisfaction to the soul (Mt. 11:28-30).

But ‘rest’ in Scripture has also an eschatological content. ‘There remains a sabbath rest’ for the Christian as for Israel (Heb. 4:9). The celestial city and the heavenly country (Heb. 11:10, 16) are still in the future. Today there is the task (1 Cor. 3:9), the good fight of faith (Eph. 6:10-20), the pilgrim-age (Heb. 11:13-16). And even the rest to which death is the prelude (Rev. 14:13) is not fullness of rest (Rev. 6:9-11). But those who have entered into the rest of faith, by casting anchor within the veil where Christ has gone, know that the final state of rest is secure.    j.g.s.s.t.

RESTORATION. The Gk. noun apokatastasis is found only in Acts 3:21, while the corresponding verb is used three times in the sense of a final restoration.

The idea goes back to the great prophets of the OT. They foresaw the Exile, but they also proph-esied that God would restore his people to their own land (Je. 27:22; Dn. 9:25, etc.). When this took place conditions in Judah were far from ideal, and thus men looked and longed for a fur-ther restoration, a restoration of prosperity and bliss.

In time this came to be associated with the Messiah. The Jews as a whole understood this restoration in terms of material prosperity. but Jesus saw it in the work of John the Baptist, who fulfilled the prophecy of Mal. 4:5 (Mt. 17:11; Mk. 9:12). Here, as elsewhere, he reinterpreted the Messianic cat-egory which had become distorted among the Jews.

In the full sense the restoration is yet future. Though they had Jesus’ interpretation of the prophecy of Malachi, the disciples could ask on the eve of the ascension, ‘Lord, will you at this time restore the kingdom to Israel?’ (Acts 1:6). Jesus’ answer discourages them from speculation about matters which do not concern them, but it does not deny that there will be a restoration. The füllest reference comes in Acts 3:19ff. Here Peter looks for ‘times of refreshing’ which he associates with the return of the Lord Jesus Christ (v. 20), who is in heaven ‘until the time for establishing (i.e. restoration) all that God spoke ...’. From one point of view the restoration awaits the return of the Lord, and Peter sees this as a subject of prophecy from the very first. It is legitimate to infer that the restoration points to some such state as that of pre-fallen man, though there is no biblical passage which says this in so many words. Some have reasoned from the expression ‘time for establishing all that God spoke’ to the thought of universal salvation. This is more than the expression will bear. That question must be determined by the teaching of Scripture as a whole.

Bibliography. H.-G. Link, NIDNTT3, pp. 146— 148.    L.M.

RESURRECTION. The most startling character-istic of the first Christian preaching is its emphasis on the resurrection. The first preachers were sure that Christ had risen, and sure, in consequence, that believers would in due course rise also. This set them off front all the other teachers of the an-cient world. There are resurrections elsewhere, but none of them is like that of Christ. They are mostly mythological tales connected with the change of the season and the annual miracle of spring. The Gospels teil of an individual who truly died but overcame death by rising again. And if it is true that Christ’s resurrection bears no resemblance to anything in paganism it is also true that the atti-tude of believers to their own resurrection, the corollary of their Lord’s, is radically different from anything in the heathen world. Nothing is more characteristic of even the best thought of the day than its hopelessness in the face of death. Clearly the resurrection is of the very first importance for the Christian faith.

The Christian idea of resurrection is to be dis-tinguished from both Greek and Jewish ideas. The Greeks thought of the body as a hindrance to true life and they looked for the time when the soul would be free from its shackles. They conceived of life after death in terms of the immortality of the soul, but they firmly rejected all ideas of resurrection (cf the mockery of Paul’s preaching in Acts 17:32). The Jews were firmly persuaded of the values of the body, and thought these would not be lost. They thus looked for the body to be raised. But they thought it would be exactly the same body (Apocalypse of Baruch 1:2). The Christians thought of the body as being raised, but also trans-formed so as to be a suitable vehicle for the very different life of the age to come (1 Cor. 15:42ff). The Christian idea is thus distinctive.

I. Resurrection in the Old Testament

There is little about resurrection in the OT. That is not to say that it is not there. It is. But it is not prominent. The men of the OT were very practical men, concentrating on the task of living out the present life in the Service of God, and they had little time to spare for speculation about the next. Moreover, it must not be forgotten that they lived on the other side of Christ’s resurrection, and it is this which gives the doctrine its basis. Sometimes they used the idea of resurrection to express the national hope of the re-birth of the nation (e.g. Ezk. 37). The plainest Statement on the resurrection of the individual is undoubtedly that in Dn. 12:2, ‘many of those who sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake, some to everlasting life, and some to shame and everlasting contempt’. This clearly envisages a resurrection both of the right-eous and of the wicked, and it sees also eternal consequences of men’s actions. There are other passages which look for resurrection, chiefly some in the Psalms (e.g. Pss. 16:1 Of.; 49:14f). The precise meaning of Job’s great affirmation (Jb. 19:25-27) is disputed, but it is difficult to think that there is no thought of resurrection here. Sometimes the prophets also give utterance to this thought (e.g. Is. 26:19). But on the whole the OT says little about it.

This may, perhaps, be due to the fact that some doctrine of resurrection was found among such peoples as the Egyptians and Babylonians. At a time when syncretism was a grave danger this would have discouraged the Hebrews from taking too great an interest in it.

Düring the period between the two Testaments, when that danger was not so pressing, the idea is more prominent. No uniformity was reached, and even in NT times the Sadducees still denied that there was a resurrection. But by then most Jews accepted some idea of resurrection. Usually they thought that these same bodies would be brought back to life just as they were.

II. The resurrection of Christ

On three occasions Christ brought back people from the dead (the daughter of Jairus, the son of the widow of Nain, and Lazarus). These, however, are not to be thought of as resurrection so much as resuscitation. There is no indication that any of these people did other than come back to the life that they had left. And Paul teils us explicitly that Christ is ‘the first fruits of those who have fallen asleep’ (1 Cor. 15:20). But these miracles show us Christ as the master of death. This comes out again in the fact that he prophesied that he would rise 3 days after he was crucified (Mk. 8:31; 9:31; 10:34, etc.). This point is important. It shows Christ as supremely the master of the Situation. And it also means that the resurrection is of the very first importance, for the veracity of our Lord is involved.

The Gospels teil us that Jesus was crucified, that he died and that on the third day the tomb in which he had been placed was found to be empty. Angels told certain women that he had risen from the dead. Over a period of some weeks Jesus appeared to his followers from time to time. Paul lists some of these appearances but he does not explicitly mention the empty tomb and some scholars ac-cordingly suggest that it was absent from the earli-est tradition. But it may be fairly countered that Paul implies that the tomb was empty. What eise does he mean by saying that Jesus ‘was buried, that he was raised on the third day . . .’ (1 Cor. 15:4)? The express mention of burial is pointless if he does not have the empty tomb in mind. And it is referred to in all four Gospels. It must be accepted as part of the authentic Christian tradition. Some have suggested that the disciples went to the wrong tomb, where a young man in white said, ‘He is not here', meaning ‘He is in another tomb’. But in the first place this is pure speculation, and in the second it raises all sorts of questions. It is impos-sible to hold that the right tomb was completely forgotten by all, friend and foe alike. When the first preaching laid such stress on the resurrection we can be sure that the authorities would have spared no effort in the attempt to find the body.

But if the tomb was empty it would seem that there are only three possibilities: that friends took the body away, that foes took the body away, or that Jesus rose. The first hypothesis is more than difficult to maintain. All our evidence goes to show that there was no thought of resurrection in the minds of the disciples, and that they were men without hope on the evening of the first Good Friday. They were dispirited, beaten men, hiding away for fear of the Jews. Moreover, Matthew teils us that a guard was set over the tomb, so that they could not have stolen the body even had they wanted to do so. But the crowning improbability is that they would have suffered for preaching the resurrection as Acts teils us they did. Some were imprisoned, and James was executed. Men do not suffier such penalties for upholding what they know to be a lie. It must also be borne in mind that when the Christian sect was troublesome enough for the authorities to persecute it, the chief priests would have been very ready to have paid for information as to the stealing of the body, and the case of Judas is sufficient to show that a traitor could be found in the ranks. All in all, it is impossible to hold that Christians stole away the body of Christ.

It is just as difficult to maintain that his foes removed the body. Why should they? There seems no conceivable motive. To have done so would have been to Start the very rumours of a resurrection that the evidence shows they were so anxious to prevent. Moreover, the guard over the tomb would have been just as big an obstacle to them as to the friends of the Lord. But the absolutely decisive ob-jection is their failure to produce the body when the first preaching began. Peter and his allies put great emphasis on the resurrection of their Lord. Clearly it had gripped their imagination. In this Situation, had their enemies produced the body of Jesus, the Christian church must have dissolved in a gale of laughter. The silence of the Jews is just as significant as the speech of the Christians. The failure of the enemies of Jesus to produce the body is conclusive evidence that they could not do so.

Since it seems impossible to hold either that friends or foes removed the body, and since the tomb was empty, it seems that we are shut up to the hypothesis of the resurrection. This is confirmed also by the resurrection appearances. Altogether there are ten different appearances recorded in our five accounts (the four Gospels and 1 Cor. 15). These accounts are not easy to harmonize (though this is not impossible, as is often asserted; the at-tempt made in the Scofield Reference Bible, for ex-ample, may or may not be the right one, but it certainly shows that harmonization is possible). The difficulties show only that the accounts are independent. There is no stereotyped repetition of an official Story. And there is impressive agreement on the main facts. There is great variety in the wit-nesses. Sometimes one or two saw the Lord, some-times a larger ntimber, as the eleven apostles, once as many as 500 disciples. Men as well as women are included in the number. Mostly the appearances were to believers, but possibly that to James was to one who had not believed up tili that point. Spe-cially important is Paul. He was not credulous, but an educated man who was bitterly hostile to the Christians. And he is emphatic that he saw Jesus after he had risen from the dead. Indeed, so sure was he of this that he based the whole of the rest of his life on the certainty. Canon Kennen puts this point trenchantly. He speaks of Paul as having been converted within 5 years of the crucifixion and says, ‘within a very few years of the time of the crucifixion of Jesus, the evidence for the resurrection of Jesus was in the mind of at least one man of education absolutely irrefutable’ (Interpreter 5, 1908-9, p. 267).

We should not overlook the transformation of the disciples in all this. As noted before, they were beaten and dispirited men at the crucifixion, but they were ready to go to prison and even to die for the sake of Jesus shortly afterwards. Why the change? Men do not run such risks unless they are very sure of themselves. The disciples were com-pletely convinced. We should perhaps add that their certainty is reflected in their worship. They were Jews, and Jews have a tenacity in clinging to their religious customs. Yet these men observed the Lord’s day, a weekly memorial of the resurrection, instead of the sabbath. On that Lord’s day they celebrated the holy communion, which was not a commemoration of a dead Christ, but a thankful remembrance of the blessings conveyed by a living and triumphant Lord. Their other sacrament, bap-tism, was a reminder that believers were buried with Christ and raised with him (Col. 2:12). The resurrection gave significance to all that they did.

Sometimes it is said that Christ did not really die, but swooned. Then in the coolness of the tomb he revived. This raises all sorts of questions. How did he get out of the tomb? What happened to him? Why do we hear no more? When did he die? Questions multiply and the answers do not appear. Some have thought the disciples to have been the victims of hallucination. But the resurrection appearances cannot be so explained. Hallucinations come to those who are in some sense looking for them, and there is no evidence of this among the disciples. Once started they tend to continue, whereas these stop abruptly. Hallucinations are individual affairs, whereas in this case we have as many as 500 people at once seeing the Lord. There seems no point in exchanging a miracle on the physical level for one on the psychological level, which is what this view demands.

But many scholars today deny outright the pos-sibility of a physical resurrection. They may lay it down that ‘the bones of Jesus rest in the soil of Palestine’. They may say that Jesus rose into the kerygma\ the disciples came to see that he had sur-vived through death and that they could thus preach that he was alive. Or they may locate the change in the disciples. These men had known Jesus to live in true freedom and now they entered that experience for themselves. This meant that they came to see that Jesus was not dead but a living influence. There are two big difficulties in the way of all such views. The first is that this is not what the sources say. As plain as words can do it they say that Jesus died, was buried, and rose to life again. The second is the moral difficulty. There is no question but that the disciples believed that Jesus had risen. It was this that gave them their drive and it was this that formed the theme of their preaching. If Jesus was in fact dead then God has built the church on a delusion, an unthinkable conclusion. Moreover, such views ignore the empty tomb. This is a stubborn fact. Perhaps it is worth adding that these views are quite modern (though occasionally there have been forerunners, cf. 2 Tim. 2:17f). They form no part of historic Christi-anity, and if they are correct nearly all Christians have at all times been in serious error concerning a Cardinal doctrine of the faith.

III. The resurrection of believers

Not only did Jesus rise, but one day all men too will rise. Jesus refuted the scepticism of the Sad-ducees on this point with an interesting argument from Scripture (Mt. 22:31-32). The general NT Position is that the resurrection of Christ carries with it the resurrection of believers. Jesus said, T am the resurrection and the life; he who believes in me, though he die, yet shall he live’ (Jn. 11:25). Several times he spoke of raising believers up at the last day (Jn. 6:39-40, 44, 54). The Sadducees were grieved because the apostles were ‘proclaiming in Jesus the resurrection from the dead’ (Acts 4:2). Paul teils us that ‘as by a man came death, by a man came also the resurrection of the dead. For as in Adam all die, so also in Christ shall all be made alive’ (1 Cor. 15:21 f.; cf. 1 Thes. 4:14). Likewise Peter says, ‘we have been born anew to a living hope through the resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead’ (1 Pet. 1:3). It is plain enough that the NT writers did not think of Christ’s resurrection as an isolated phenomenon. 1t was a great divine act, and one fraught with consequences for men. Because God raised Christ he set his seal on the atoning work wrought out on the cross. He demon-strated his divine power in the face of sin and death, and at the same time his will to save men. Thus, the resurrection of believers follows immedi-ately from that of their Saviour. So characteristic of them is resurrection that Jesus could speak of them as ‘sons of God, being sons of the resurrection’ (Lk. 20:36).

This does not mean that all who rise rise to bless-ing. Jesus speaks of ‘the resurrection of life’ but also of ‘the resurrection of judgment’ (Jn. 5:29). The plain NT teaching is that all will rise, but that those who have rejected Christ will find the resurrection a serious matter indeed. For believers the fact that their resurrection is connected with that of the Lord transforms the Situation. In the light of his atoning work for them they face resurrection with calmness and joy.

Of the nature of the resurrection body Scripture says little. Paul can speak of it as ‘a spiritual body’ (1 Cor. 15:44), which appears to mean a body which meets the needs of the spirit. He expressly differentiates it from the ‘physical body’ which we now have, and we infer that a ‘body’ answering to the needs of the spirit is in some respect different from that which we now know. The spiritual body has the qualities of incorruptibility, glory, and power (1 Cor. 15:42f). Our Lord has taught us that there will be no marriage after the resurrection, and thus no sexual function (Mk. 12:25).

Perhaps we can gain some help by thinking of the resurrection body of Christ, for John teils us that ‘we shall be like him’ (1 Jn. 3:2), and Paul that ‘our lowly body’ is to be ‘like his glorious body’ (Phil. 3:21). Our Lord’s risen body appears to have been in some sense like the natural body and in some sense different, Thus on some occasions he was recognized immediately (Mt. 28:9; Jn. 20:19fi), but on others he was not (notably the walk to Emmaus, Lk. 24:16; cf. Jn. 21). He appeared sud-denly in the midst of the disciples, who were gathered with the doors shut (Jn. 20:19), while con-trariwise he disappeared from the sight of the two at Emmaus (Lk. 24:31). He spoke of having ‘flesh and bones’ (Lk. 24:39). On occasion he ate food (Lk. 24:41-43), though we cannot hold that physical food is a necessity for life beyond death (cf. 1 Cor. 6:13). It would seem that the risen Lord could conform to the limitations of this physical life or not as he chose, and this may indicate that when we rise we shall have a similar power.

IV. Doctrinal implications of the resurrection

The Christological significance of the resurrection is considerable. The fact that Jesus prophesied that he would rise from the dead on the third day has important implications for his Person. One who could do this is greater than the sons of men. Paul clearly regards the resurrection of Christ as of Cardinal importance. ‘If Christ has not been raised,’ he says, ‘then our preaching is in vain, and your faith is in vain. . . . If Christ has not been raised, your faith is futile and you are still in your sins’ (1 Cor. 15:14, 17). The point is that Christianity is a gospel, it is good news about how God sent his Son to be our Saviour. But if Christ did not really rise, then we have no assurance that our salvation has been accomplished. The reality of the resurrection of Christ is thus of deep significance. The resurrection of believers is also important. Paul’s view is that if the dead do not rise we may as well adopt the motto ‘Let us eat and drink, for tomorrow we die’ (1 Cor. 15:32). Believers are not men for whom this life is all. Their hope lies elsewhere (1 Cor. 15:19). This gives them perspective and makes for depth in living.

The resurrection of Christ is connected with our salvation, as when Paul says that ‘Jesus our Lord was put to death for our trespasses and raised for our justification’ (Rom. 4:25; cf. 8:33f). There is no need here to go into the precise significance of the two uses of ‘for’. That is a task for the com-mentaries. We content ourselves with noting that the resurrection of Christ is connected with the central act whereby we are saved. Salvation is not something that takes place apart from the resurrection.

Nor does it stop there. Paul speaks of his desire to know Christ ‘and the power of his resurrection' (Phil. 3:10), and he exhorts the Colossians, ‘If then you have been raised with Christ, seek the things that are above . ..’ (Col. 3:1). He has already re-minded them that they were buried with Christ in baptism, and in the same sacrament were raised with him (Col. 2:12). In other words, the apostle sees the same power that brought Christ back from the dead as operative within those who are Christ’s. The resurrection is ongoing.

Bibliography. G. Vosin/’7'R27,1929, pp. 1-35, 193-226; K. Barth, The Resurrection of the Dead,

E.T. 1933; A. M. Ramsey, The Resurrection of Christ, 1946; N. Clark, Interpreting the Resurrection, 1967; W. Marxsen, The Resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth, 1970; L. Coenen, C. Brown in NIDNTT 3, pp. 257-309; M. J Harris, Raised Im-mortal, 1983; P. Perkins, Resurrection, 1984; P. Carnley, The Struclure of Resurrection Belief, 1987; From Grave to Glory, 1990; G. Lüdemann, The Resurrection of Jesus, 1994.    l.m.

REUBEN (MTr’’üben\ lxx Rouben\ Pesh. Roubil; Jos. Roubelos; Arab. Ra'übin; Lat. Rubin). 1. The first-born of Jacob by Leah (Gn. 29:32), whose choice of name is connected with the phrase, ‘the Lord has looked upon my afjiiclion' (Heb. raä . . . br‘onyi). That this meaning was attached to the name is clear from the other names in this section: ‘Simeon (Heard) ... the Lord has heard’, ‘Levi (Attached) . . . my husband . . . will be attached', ‘Judah (Praise) ... I will praise the Lord’, ‘Dan (Judge). . . God has judgedme’, etc. Attempts have been made to give the desired meaning, ‘He has looked upon my affliction’, to the Heb. consonants for ‘Reuben’, which in our present text appears to mean, ‘Behold a son’. Possibly the vocalization of the name is at fault.

Reuben had some admirable qualities in his character; unfortunately, they were offset by his in-cestuous act with Bilhah, his father’s concubine


REUEL

Jacob m. Leah    c. Bilhah c. Zilpah m. Rachel

REUBEN    Simeon Levi Judah Issachar Zebulun Dinah

(Gn. 29:32; 30:14-16;    ,-

37:21-30)    !

I I

Dan Naphtali Gad Asher Joseph Benjamin


	
Hanoch
	
Pallu
	
1

Hezron
	
1

1

Carmi


	
(Nu. 26:5-6)
	

	

	

	





Eliab

(Nu. 26:8)

Nemuel Dathan Abiram    Joel

(Nu. 26:9)

Shemaiah etc.    m. = marries

(1 Ch. 5:3-7)    c. = concubine

• • • = possible line of descent

The family and descendants of Reuben

(Gn. 35:22). It was Reuben who advised his brothers not to kill Joseph, and returned to the pit to release him (Gn. 37:21, 29). Later he accused them of bringing calamity upon themselves, when they were held in the Egyp. court as suspected spies (Gn. 42:22). Again, it was Reuben who offered his own two sons as sufficient guarantee for the safety of Benjamin (Gn. 42:37).

In the Messing of the sons of Jacob, Reuben is recognized legally as the first-born, although in actual fact the double-portion which went with the birthright (Dt. 21:17) was symbolically bequeathed to Joseph, through his two sons, Ephraim and Ma-nasseh. However, after a eulogy of Reuben, no doubt sincerely meant, there is added a significant and prophetic utterance by the Patriarch: ‘Un-stable as water, you shall not have pre-eminence . . .’ (Gn. 49:4). This legal recognition as first-born is upheld in 1 Ch. 5:1, where we are told that the birthright belonged to Joseph de facto but not de jure, for ‘he [Joseph] is not to be enrolled in the genealogy according to the birthright’ (cf. Gesen-ius, Heb. Gram.lt, p. 349, § 114k). So it is that in Gn. 46:8; Ex. 6:14; Nu. 26:5, Reuben retains his Status as first-born. Reuben had four sons before the descent into Egypt.

2. The tribe of Reuben was involved in the rebel-lion in the wilderness (Nu. 16:1). The tribe was linked with Gad and occupied territory E of Jordan. In the N it was contiguous with Gad, in the S it was bounded by the Arnon. The tribe’s pursuits would be mainly pastoral, but those to the W of Jordan were mainly agricultural. This may have led to a Separation of interests, for Reuben took no part in repelling the attack of Sis-era (Jdg. 5:15f). In the time of Saul they united with Gad and Manasseh in an attack on the Hagarites, apparently a nomad people (1 Ch. 5:10, 19f.).

Though there is mention of Gad on the Moabite Stone, there is none of Reuben, and thus it appears that at that time, c. 830 bc, they had lost their im-portance as warriors. However, they were never forgotten by their brethren; a place is reserved for the tribe of Reuben in Ezekiel’s reconstructed Israel (Ezk. 48:7, 31), and they are numbered among the 144,000, sealed out of every tribe of the children of Israel, in the Apocalypse of John (Rev. 7:5).    R.j.A.s.

REUEL (Heb. rc'uel, Gk. raguei, the name appears to mean ‘friend of God’).

l.Asonof Esau (Gn. 36:4,10,17; 1 Ch. 1:35). 2.

REL'EL

A Midianite priest, also called *Jethro, who re-ceived Moses when he fled from Egypt, and gave him his daughter Zipporah (Ex. 2:18; Nu. 10:29).

3. Father of Eliasaph of Gad, a Commander under Moses (Nu. 1:14; 2:14; 7:42, 47; 10:20). 4. A Ben-jaminite chief living at Jerusalem under Solomon (1 Ch. 9:8).    j.p.u.l.

REVELATION.

I. The idea of revelation

The Eng. word ‘reveal’, from Lat. revelo, is the regulär rendering of the Heb. gälä and the Gk. apokalyptö (noun, apokalypsis), which corresponds to gälä in the lxx and NT. gälä, apokalyptö and revelo all express the same idea—that of unveiling something hidden, so that it may be seen and known for what it is. Accordingly, when the Bible speaks of revelation, the thought intended is of God the Creator actively disclosing to men his power and glory, his nature and character, his will, ways and plans —in short, himself—in order that men may know him. The revelation vocabulary in both Testaments is a wide one, covering the ideas of making obscure things clear, bringing hidden things to light, showing signs, speaking words and causing the persons addressed to see, hear, per-ceive, understand and know. None of the OT words is a specifically theological term—each one has its profane usage—but in the NT apokalyptö and apokalypsis are used only in theological con-texts, and the ordinary profane use of them does not appear, even where one might have expected it (cf 2 Cor. 3:13fT); which suggests that for the NT writers both terms possessed quasi-technical Status.

Other NT words expressing the idea of revelation are phaneroö, ‘manifest, make clear’; epiphainö, ‘show forth’ (noun, epiphaineia, ‘mani-festation’); deiknuö, ‘show’; exegeomai, ‘unfold, explain, by narration’, cf. Jn. 1:18; chrematizö, ‘in-struct, admonish, warn’ (used in secular Gk. of divine oracles, cf Arndt, MM, s. v.; noun, chrema-lismos, ‘answerof God’, Rom. 11:4).

From the standpoint of its contents, divine revelation is both indicative and imperative, and in each respect normative. God’s disclosures are always made in the context of a demand for trust in, and obedience to, what is revealed—a response, that is, which is wholly determined and controlled by the contents of the revelation itself. In other words, God’s revelation comes to man, not as in-formation without Obligation, but as a mandatory rule of faith and conduct. Man’s life must be gov-erned, not by private whims and fancies, nor by guesses as to divine things unrevealed, but by reverent belief of as much as God has told him, leading to conscientious compliance with as many imperatives as the revelation proves to contain (Dt. 29:29).

Revelation has two focal points: (1) God’s pur-poses; (2) God’s person.

l.On the one hand, God teils men about himself—who he is, what he has done, is doing and will do, and what he requires them to do. Thus he took Noah, Abraham and Moses into his con-fidence, telling them what he had planned and what their part in his plan was to be (Gn. 6:13-21; 12:1 ff.; 15:13-21; 17:15-21; 18:17ff; Ex. 3:7-22). Again, he declared to Israel the laws and promises of his covenant (Ex. 20-23, etc:, Dt. 4:13f.; 28, etc.; Pss. 78:5fT.; 147:19). He disclosed his purposes to the prophets (Am. 3:7). Christ told his disciples ‘all that I have heard from my Father’ (Jn. 15:15), and promised them the Holy Spirit to complete his work of instructing them (Jn. 16:12fT.). God revealed to Paul the ‘mystery’ of his eternal purpose in Christ (Eph. l:9ff.; 3:3-11). Christ revealed to John ‘what must soon take place' (Rev. 1:1). From this standpoint, as God’s own precise disclosure of his saving purpose and work, Paul calls the gospel ‘the truth’, in contrast with error and falsehood (2 Thes. 2:11-13; 2 Tim. 2:18; etc.). Hence the use of the phrase ‘revealed truth’ in Christian theology to denote what God has told men about himself.

2,On the other hand, when God sends men his word, he also confronts them with himself. The Bible does not think of revelation as a mere broad-casting of information, divinely guaranteed, but as God’s personal coming to individuals to make himself known to them (cf. Gn. 35:7; Ex. 6:3; Nu. 12:6-8; Gal. 1:15f.). This is the lesson to be learnt from the theophanies of the OT (cf. Ex. 3:2ff.; 19:11-20; Ezk. 1; erc.), and from the part played by the enigmatic ‘angel (messenger) of Yahweh’, who is so evidently a manifestation of Yahweh himself (cf. Gn. 16:10; Ex. 3:2ff.; Jdg. 13:9-23): the lesson, namely, that God is not only the author and sub-ject of his messages to men but he is also his own messenger. When a man meets God’s word, how-ever casual and accidental the meeting may seem to be, God meets that man, addressing the word to him personally and calling for a personal response to himself as its Author.

Speaking generally, the older Protestant theo-logians analysed revelation in terms entirely of God’s communicating truths about himself. They knew, of course, that God ordered biblical history and that he now enlightens men to accept the biblical message, but they dealt with the former under the heading of providence and the latter under the heading of illumination, and did not formally relate their concept of revelation to either. The focal centre of their doctrine of revelation was the Bible; they viewed Holy Scripture as revealed truth in writing, and revelation as the divine activity that led to its production. They correlated revelation with inspiration, defining the former as God’s communication to the biblical writers of otherwise inaccessible truth about himself, and the latter as his enabling them to write it all down truly, accord-ing to his will. (This formulation evidently has its roots in the book of Daniel: cf. Dn. 2:19, 22, 28ff, 47; 7:1; 10:1; 12:4.)

Many modern theologians, reacting against this view under pressure of a supposed need to aban-don the notion of Scripture as revealed truth, speak of revelation wholly in terms of God’s directing biblical history and making individuals aware of his presence, activity and Claims. The focal centre of the doctrine of revelation is thus shifted to the redemptive history which the Bible records. With this commonly goes the assertion that there is, properly speaking, no such thing as communicated truth (‘propositional revelation’) from God; revelation is essentially non-verbal in character. But this is to say in effect that the biblical idea of God speaking (the commonest and most fundamental revelatory act which Scripture ascribes to him) is only a misleading metaphor; which seems implausible. On these grounds, it is further held that the Bible is not, properly speaking, revelation, but a human response to revelation. This, however, seems unbiblical, since the NT unifortnly quotes OT Statements—prophetic, poetic, legal, historical, factual and admonitory— as authoritative utterances of God (cf. Mt. 19:4f.; Acts 4:25f.; Heb. l:5ff.; 3:7ff.; etc.). The biblical view is that God reveals himself by both deeds and words: first by ordering redemptive history, then by inspiring a written explanatory record of that history to make later generations ‘wise unto salvation’ (cf. 2 Tim. 3:l5ff.; I Cor. 10:11; Rom. 15:4), and finally by enlightening men in every age to discern the significance and acknowledge the authority of the revelation thus given and recorded (cf. Mt. 16:17; 2 Cor. 4:6). Thus, the positive emphases in the two sets of ideas contrasted above are comple-mentary rather than contradictory; both must be combined in order to cover the full ränge of the biblical concept of revelation.

II. The necessity of revelation

The Bible assumes throughout that God must first disclose himself before men can know him. The Aristotelian idea of an inactive God whom man can discover by following out an argument is quite unbiblical. A revelatory initiative is needed, first, because God is transcendenl. He is so far from man in his mode of being that man cannot see him (Jn. 1:18; 1 Tim. 6:16; cf. Ex. 33:20), nor find him out by searching (cf. Jb. 11:7; 23:3-9), nor read his thoughts by shrewd guesswork (Is. 55:8f.). Even if man had not sinned, therefore, he could not have known God without revelation. In fact, we read of God speaking to Unfällen Adam in Eden (Gn. 2:16). Now, however, there is a second reason why man’s knowledge of God must depend on God’s revelatory initiative. Man is sinful. His powers of perception in the realm of divine things have been so dulled by Satan (2 Cor. 4:4) and sin (cf. 1 Cor. 2:14), and his mind is so prepossessed by his own fancied ‘wisdom’, which runs contrary to the true knowledge of God (Rom. 1:21 ff.; 1 Cor. 1:21), that it is beyond his natural powers to apprehend God, however presented to him. In fact, according to Paul, God presents himself constantly to every man through his works of creation and providence (Rom. 1:19ff.; Acts 14:17; cf. Ps. 19:1 ff.), and the spontaneous operations of natural conscience (Rom. 2:12-15; cf. 1:32); yet he is not recognized or known. The pressure of this continual self-disclosure on God’s part produces idolatry, as the fallen mind in its perversity seeks to quench the light by turning it into darkness (Rom. l:23ff.; cf. Jn. 1:5), but it does not lead to knowledge of God, or to godliness of life. God’s ‘general revelation’ (as it is usually called) of his eternity, power and glory (Rom. 1:20; cf. Ps. 19:1), his kindness to men (Acts 14:17), his moral law (Rom. 2:12ff.), his demand for worship and obedience (Rom. 1:21) and his wrath against sin (Rom. 1:18, 32), thus serve only to render men ‘without excuse’ for their ‘ungodliness and wickedness’ (Rom. 1:18-20).

This shows that fallen man’s need of revelation goes beyond Adam’s in two respects. First, he needs a revelation of God as a redeemer and re-storer, one who shows mercy to sinners. God’s revelation through creation and conscience speaks of law and judgment (Rom. 2:14f; 1:32), but not of forgiveness. Second, supposing that God grants such a revelation (the Bible is one long proclam-ation that he does), fallen man still needs spiritual enlightenment before he can grasp it; otherwise he will pervert it, as he has perverted natural revelation. The Jews had a revelation of mercy in the OT, which pointed them to Christ, but on most of their hearts there was a veil which kept them from understanding it (2 Cor. 3:14ff.), and so they feil victim to a legalistic misconception of it (Rom. 9:31-10:4). Even Paul, who calls attention to these facts, had himself known the Christian gospel before his conversion—and tried to stamp it out; not tili ‘it pleased God . . . to reveal his Son in me’—in, by inward enlightenment — did Paul rec-ognize it as the word of God. The need of divine enlightening to reveal to individuals the reality, authority and meaning of revelation objectively given, and to conform their lives to it, is occasion-ally indicated in the OT (Ps. 119:12, 27, etc.', Je. 31:33f); in the NT it isstressed most by Paul and in the recorded teaching of Christ (Mt. 11:25; 13:11— 17; Jn. 3:3ff.; 6:44f, 63ff.; 8:43-47; 10:26ff; cf. 12:37fr.).

III. The content of revelation

a. Old Testament

The foundation and framework of Israel’s re-ligious outlook was the covenant which God an-nounced between himself and Abraham’s seed (Gn. 17:1 ff.). A *covenant is a defined relationship of promise and Obligation binding two parties to-gether. This covenant was a royal imposition whereby God pledged himself to Abraham’s clan as their God, thus authorizing them to invoke him as our God and my God.

The fact that God made known his name (Yahweh) to Israel (Ex. 3:11-15; 6:2ff.; on the exe-gesis, cf. J. A. Motyer, The Revelation of the Divine Name, 1960) was a witness to this relationship. The ‘name’ Stands for all that a person is, and for God to teil the Israelites his name was a sign that, such as he was, in all his power and glory, he was pledg-ing himself to them for their welfare. The goal of his relationship with Israel was the perfecting of the relationship itself: that is, that God should bless Abraham’s seed with the fullness of his gifts, and that Abraham’s seed should perfectly bless God by a perfect worship and obedience. Hence God con-tinued to reveal himself to the covenant Community by his words of law and promise, and by his redemptive deeds as Lord of history for the real-izing of this covenant eschatology.

God made the royal character of his covenant more explicit at Sinai, where, having dramatically shown his saving power in the Exodus from Egypt, he was formally acknowledged as Israel’s Sovereign (Ex. 19:3-8; Dt. 33:4f), and through the mouth of Moses, the archetypal prophet (cf. Dt. 18:15), promulgated the laws of the covenant, making it clear that enjoyment of covenant Messing was conditional upon obedience to them (Ex. 19:5; cf. Lv. 26:3ff.; Dt. 28). These laws were com-mitted to writing, the Decalogue in the first in-stance by God himself (Ex. 24:12; 31:18; 32:15f.), the whole code eventually by Moses, as, in eflfect, God’s amanuensis (Ex. 34:27f; Dt. 31:9ff., 24ff.; cf. Ex. 24:7). It is noteworthy that God through Hosea later spoke of the entire work of writing the law as his own work, though tradition was unanimous that Moses did it (Ho. 8:12); here are some of the roots of the idea of biblical * inspiration. The law, once written, was regarded as a definitive and per-manently valid disclosure of God’s will for his people’s life, and the priests were made perman-ently responsible for teaching it (Dt. 31:9ff.; cf. Ne. 8:1 ff.; Hg. 2:1 lf; Mal. 2:7f.).

God forbade Israelites to practise sorcery and divination for day-to-day guidance, as the Canaan-ites did (Dt. 18:9fT); they were to seek guidance from him only (Is. 8:19). He promised them a suc-cession of prophets, men in whose mouths he would put his own words (Dt. 18:18; cf. Je. 1:9; 5:14; Ezk. 2:7-3:l 1; Nu. 22:35, 38; 23:5), to give his people such periodic direction as they needed (Dt. 18:15fr.). Prophets in Israel fulfilled a vital minis-try. The great prophets, at Yahweh’s bidding, spoke God’s words and interpreted his mind to kings and to the nation; they expounded and applied his law, pleading for repentance and threatening judgment in his name, and they declared what he would do, both in judgment and also in fulfilling the covenant eschatology by bringing in his kingdom after the judgment was over. And prophets may also have had a place in the cult as seers, men who could give answers from God to individuais who asked par-ticular questions about guidance and the future (cf. 1 Sa. 9:6ff.; 28:6-20; 1 Ki. 22:5ff.; see A. R. Johnson, The Cultic Prophet in Ancient Israel, 1944). A further means of guidance in pre-exilic Israel was the sacred lot, * Urim and Thummim, manipulated by the priests (Dt. 33:8ff.; cf. 1 Sa. 14:36^12; 28:6). Divine guidance for life of a more general sort was supplied also by the maxims of the ‘wise men’, whose wisdom was held to be from God (cf. Pr. 1:20; 8).

In addition to these arrangements for verbal or quasi-verbal communication from God, Israel knew certain theophanic and experimental mani-festations which betokened the nearness of God: the *‘glory’ (cf. Ex. 16:10; 40:34; Nu. 16:19; 1 Ki. 8:10f.; Ezk. 1, etc.)\ the thunderstorm (Pss. 18:6— 15; 29); the sight of his ‘face’ and the joyful aware-ness of his ‘presence’ to which faithful worshippers aspired (Pss. 11:7; 16:11; 17:15; 51:1 lf.).

The chief emphases in the OT revelation of God are upon: (a) God’s uniqueness, as the Maker and Ruler of all things; (b) his ‘holiness, i.e. the con-junction of awesome characteristics which set him apart from men—majesty and greatness and strength, on the one hand, and purity and love of righteousness and hatred of wrongdoing, on the other; (c) his covenant faithfulness and patience and mercy, and his loyalty to his own gracious purposes towards the covenant people.

b. New Testament

In the NT Christ and the apostles are Organs of new revelation, corresponding to Moses and the prophets in the OT. The fulfilment of OT covenant eschatology is found in the kingdom of Christ and the Christian hope of glory. The one God of the OT is revealed as Triune, by the coming first of Christ and then of the Spirit, and the disclosing of the divine redemptive purpose as one in which all three Persons of the Godhead work together (cf. Eph. 1:3-14; Rom. 8). Two events which will bring God’s plan of human history to its climax are spoken of as acts of revelation still to come (the appearing of antichrist, 2 Thes. 2:3, 6, 8, and of Christ, 1 Cor. 1:7; 2 Thes. 1:7-10; 1 Pet. 1:7, 13). The NT Claims that the revelation of the OT has been augmented along two chief lines.

(i) The revelation of God in Christ. The NT pro-claims that ‘God ... in these last days . .. has spoken to us by a Son’ (Heb. 1:1 f.). This is God’s crowning and final revelation, his last word to man. By his words and works, and by the over-all character of his life and ministry, Jesus Christ per-fectly revealed God (Jn. 1:18; 14:7-11). His personal life was a perfect revelation of the character of God; for the Son is the image of God (2 Cor. 4:4; Col. 1:15; Heb. 1:3), his logos (‘word’, regarded as expressing his mind, Jn. 1:1 ff.), in whom, as in-carnate, all the divine fullness dwelt (Col. 1:19; 2:9). Equally, his Messianic work revealed perfectly the saving purposes of God; for Christ is the wisdom of God (1 Cor. 1:24), through whom, as Mediator (1 Tim. 2:5), all God’s saving purposes are worked out and all the wisdom that man needs for his salvation may be found (Col. 2:3; 1 Cor. 1:30; 2:6f). The revelation of the Father by the Son, whom the Jews condemned as an impostor and blasphemer for declaring his Sonship, is a major theme of John’s Gospel.

(ii) The revelation of God’s plan through Christ. Paul declares that the ‘mystery’ (secret) of God’s ‘good pleasure’ for the saving of the church and the restoring of the cosmos through Christ is now revealed, after having been kept hidden up to the time of the incarnation (Rom. 16:25f; 1 Cor. 2:7-10; Eph. l:9ff.; 3:3-11; Col. l:19flf). He shows how this revelation abolishes the old wall of partition between Jew and Gentile (Rom. 3:29fif; 9-11; Gal. 2:15-3:29; Eph. 2:11-3:6); similarly, the writer to the Hebrews shows how it abolishes the old priestly and sacrificial Jewish cultus (Heb. 7-10).

IV. The nature of revelation

It is clear from the foregoing that the Bible con-ceives of revelation as primarily and funda-mentally verbal communication—God’s törä (‘teaching, instruction, law’), or d'bärim (‘words’), in the OT, and his logos or rhema, ‘word, utter-ance’, in the NT. The thought of God as revealed in his actions is secondary, and depends for its val-idity on the presupposition of verbal revelation. For men can ‘know that he is Yahweh’ from seeing his works in history only if he speaks to make it clear that they are his works, and to explain what they mean. Equally, men could never have guessed or deduced who and what Jesus of Nazareth was, apart from God’s Statements about him in the OT, and Jesus’ own self-testimony (cf. Jn. 5:37-39; 8:13-18). (‘Inspiration, ‘Prophecy.)
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REVELATION, BOOK OF. The last book of the Bible is, for most Christians, one of the least read and most difficult. A few passages from it are well known and well loved (e.g. 7:9-17); but for the most part modern readers find the book unintelli-gible. This is largely because it abounds in symbol-ism of a type that we do not use and to which we no longer possess the key. Yet this kind of imagery was readily comprehensible to the men of the day. Indeed, this partly accounts for our difficulties. The author could assume that his readers would detect his allusions, and therefore he feit no need to make explanations.
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The ‘seven churches of Asia’ of Rev. 1-3 and the Island of Patmos where John received the revelation.



Revelation is classed with the literature known as *apocalyplic. It is the only book of this type in the NT, though there are apocalyptic passages in other books (e.g Mt. 24), and the OT visions of Daniel belong to the satne dass. Characteristic of apocalyptic is the thought that God is sovereign, and that ultimately he will intervene in cata-strophic fashion to bring to pass his good and perfect will. He is opposed by powerful and varied forces of evil, and these are usually referred to symbolically as beasts, horns, etc. There are visions; angels speak; there is the clash of mighty forces; and ultimately the persecuted saints are vindicated. Much of this is conventional (which is why the first readers of Revelation would have understood it quite easily), but in the hands of many enthusiasts it led to turgid and grotesque phantasies. Biblical apocalyptic is much more restrained.

Another difference between Revelation and the usual run of apocalyptic is that the author’s name is given, whereas apocalypses were usually pseud-onymous. The writers took names from the great ones of the past and ascribed their works to them. For our present purpose it is important to notice that in this book the Holy Spirit has made use of a recognized literary form, but that the book is not simply a conventional apocalypse. It has features of its own, and is a genuine prophecy, as the first three verses indicate.

I. Outline of contents

The book begins with a vision of the risen Lord, who gives messages to seven churches, those in Ephesus, Smyrna, Pergamum, Thyatira, Sardis, Philadelphia and Laodicea, a group of cities in the Roman province of Asia (1:1-3:22). The messages rebuke these churches where they have failed and

encourage them on the path of Christian Service. Then come visions of God and of the Lamb (4:1-5:14), after which we read of the 7 seals. As each seal is opened there is a vision recorded (6:1-17; 8:1). This leads on to the 7 trumpets, with a vision recorded after each trumpet is sounded (8:2-9:21; 11:15-19). Between the 6th and 7th seals there is an interlude (7:1-17), and another between the 6th . and 7th trumpets (10:1 — 11:14). John then records various wonders in heaven, a woman bringing forth a man child, and opposed by Satan (12:1-17), beasts opposing themselves to God (13:1—18), the Lamb on Mount Zion and his followers (14:1-20). Next the 7 last plagues are recounted. John sees 7 angels with bowls, and as each pours out his bowl upon the earth one of the plagues follows (15:1 — 16:21). Further judgments are then denounced on the scarlet woman and on Babylon (17:1-19:21), and the book concludes with visions of the millen-nium, of the new heavens and the new earth (20:1-22:21).

It is uncertain how much of the book duplicates other sections. The recurrence of the number 7 makes it fairly clear that some, at least, of the series are described in more than one way. What is cer-ta:n is that the book envisages terrific Opposition to God and the people of God, but that in the end God will triumph over every evil thing.

II. Authorship and datc

The author teils us that his name was John, and he describes himself as God’s ‘servant’ (Rev. 1:1), as one of the ‘prophets’ (Rev. 22:9) and as ‘y°ur brother’ (Rev. 1:9). Tradition has affirmed this John to be identical with John the apostle, and further, that he was the author of the Fourth Gospel and of the three Johannine Epistles. The view that the author was John the apostle goes back to Justin

Martyr (c. ad 140), and is supported by Irenaeus and many others. The principal objection is the style of Revelation. The Greek is in many respects unlike that of the other Johannine writings. It is so unusual and sometimes shows such scant respect for the rules of Gk. grammar that it is feit that it cannot come from the same pen as do the Gospel and the Epistles. (Charles speaks of it as ‘unlike any Greek that was ever penned by mortal man’.) The question is too intricate to be discussed fully here. Suffice to say that, whereas most scholars today deny the apostolic authorship, there are some who find it best to think of all five Johannine writings as from one author, and that author the apostle John (e.g. E. Stauffer).

The book was obviously written at a time when the church was undergoing persecution and dif-ficulty. Düring the possible time for the com-position of the book the two most important periods when this was so were during the reigns of Nero and of Domitian. The principal argument for the former date is Rev. 17:9f, ‘This calls for a mind with wisdom: the seven heads are seven mountains on which the woman is seated; they are also seven kings, five of whom have fallen, one is, the other has not yet come.’ If this refers to the emperors of Rome, then Nero was the fifth, and the writing would date from shortly after his reign. This is strengthened by the prophecy that ‘the beast that was and is not, it is an eighth but it belongs to the seven’ (Rev. 17:11). This appears to refer to the ‘Nero redivivus’ myth, the idea that Nero, though dead, would appear once more on this earth. Support is adduced from Rev. 13:18, which gives ‘the number of the beast’ as 666. Numbers were written in the Ist Century, not with our convenient nota-tion, but with letters of the alphabet. Each letter had a numerical value. By taking the numerical values of the letters making up ‘Nero Caesar’ in Hebrew we get 666. But it is difficult to see why it should be in Hebrew (when the book is in Greek), and anyway to get the desired result a variant spell-ing has to be adopted.

The later date is attested by a number of ancient authors, such as Irenaeus and Eusebius, who state categorically that the book was written in the time of Domitian. This is supported by certain indica-tions of a general type within the book, though not by specific allusions to identifiable events. Thus the book speaks of certain groups of Christians as complacent and declining in spirituality. In Nero’s reign the church was still very young and vigorous. By the time of Domitian there is much more possi-bility of development and of degeneration. Most scholars today are agreed that the later date is to be preferred.

III. Interpretation

How are we to understand all this? Four chief ways of looking at the book have emerged in the Christian church.

a. The preterist view

This takes the book to describe past events. It sees all the visions as arising out of conditions in the Roman empire of the Ist Century ad. The seer was appalled at the possibilities for evil inherent in the Roman empire and he used symbolic imagery to Protest against it, and to record his conviction that God would intervene to bring about what pleased him. In general, liberal scholars endorse this point of view. It enables them to understand the book without finding much place for predictive prophecy, and at the same time to see in Revelation a much-needed assertion of the truth of God’s moral government of the world. Such a view roots the book in the circumstances of the writer’s own day, which is surely right. But it overlooks the fact that the book calls itself a ‘prophecy’ (Rev. 1:3), and that some at any rate of its predictions refer to what is still future (e.g. chs. 21-22).

b.    The historicist view

This regards the book as setting forth in one grand sweep a panoramic view of history from the Ist Century to the second coming of Christ. The writer’s own day is mentioned, and so is the final time, but there is no indication of a break any-where. Therefore, upholders of such views reason, the book must be held to give a continuous story of the whole period. Such views were held by most of the Reformers, who identified papal Rome with the beast. But the difficulties seem insuperable, and it is significant that, while stoutly maintaining that all history is here set forth, historicists have not been able to agree among themselves as to the pre-cise episodes in history which the various visions symbolize. In 1,900 years at least the main outlines should have emerged with clarity. It is also difficult to see why the outline of history should confine itself to W Europe, especially since in earlier days at least much of the expansion of Christianity was in E lands.

c.    The futurist view

This maintains that from ch. 4 onwards Revelation deals with events at the end-time. The book is not concerned with the prophet’s own day, nor with later historical events, but with those happenings that will take place in connection with the second coming of the Lord. This view takes seriously the predictive element in the book (Rev. 1:19; 4:1). And it has in its favour the fact that Revelation undeniably leads up to the final establishment of the rule of God, so that some of the book must refer to the last days. The principal objection is that this view tends to remove the book entirely from its historical setting. It is not easy to see what meaning it would have had for its first readers if this is the way it is to be understood.

d.    The idealist or ihe poetic view

This insists that the main thrust of the book is concerned with inspiring persecuted and suffering Christians to endure to the end. To bring about this aim the writer has employed symbolic lan-guage, not meaning it to be taken for anything other than a series of imaginative descriptions of the triumph of God. Such views can be linked with other views, and are often found, for example, in combination with preterist ideas. The difficulty is that the seer does Claim to be prophesying of later days.

None of the views has proved completely satisfy-ing, and it is probable that a true view would com-bine elements from more than one of them. The outstanding merit of preterist views is that they give the book meaning for the men of the day in which it was written, and, whatever eise we may say of the book, this insight must be retained. Historicist views similarly see the book as giving light on the church throughout its history, and this cannot be surrendered. Futurist views take with the great-est seriousness the language of the book about the end-time. The book does emphasize the ultimate triumph of God and the events associated with it. Nor can the idealist view be abandoned, for the book does bring before us a stirring challenge to live for God in days when the Opposition is fierce. Moreover, the Christian must always welcome the assurance that God’s triumph is sure.
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M.R.W.F.

REZEPH. A town destroyed by the Assyrians and named in a letter to Hezekiah sent by Sennacherib as a warning to Jerusalem of the fate of those cities who resisted their demands for surrender (2 Kl 19:12 = Is. 37:12). The details of any revolt or sack of Assyr. Rasappa are not known, though Assyr. texts mention the town and name several gov-ernors in the years 839-673 bc. This important caravan-centre on the route from the Euphrates to Hamath was identified by Ptolemy (5. 16; Gk. Rhesapha) and is the modern Resäfa, about 200 km ENE of Hama, Syria.    d.j.w.

REWARD. Thirteen Heb. roots, of which säkär and söhad are the chief, lie behind OT expressions of ‘reward’. In Gk. the verb apodidömi and noun misthos are used. All convey the meaning of payment, hire or wages, and there are instances of ‘reward’ as pay for honest work done (1 Tim. 5:18) and dishonest gain, i.e. bribe (Mi. 3:11).

1.    Any reward depends for its significance upon the character of its bestower, and God’s rewards, with which the biblical writers are chiefly con-cerned, both as blessings and as punishments, are manifestations of his justice, i.e. of himself (e.g. Ps. 58:11) and inseparable from the covenant (Dt. 7:10) to which his commands are annexed. Thus the second commandment relates the penalty of disobedience to the jealousy of God, and the reward of obedience to his mercy (Ex. 20:5). Dt. 28 explains Israel’s well-being in terms of Submission to the covenant, a theme developed by the later prophets (e.g. Is. 65:6-7; 66:6). That obedience to God will bring visible temporal rewards is rightly expected throughout the Bible, but two l'alse con-clusions were also drawn from such teaching as Dt. 28, namely (i) that righteousness is automatically rewarded materially, and (ii) that suffering is a cer-tain sign of sin (Job; Pss. 37; 73, all reflect the ten-sion created by these false deductions, and Ec. 8:14 marks an extreme cynicism). Yet it must be noted that in the OT God himself and his Salvation are already known to be the supreme reward (Is. 62:10-12; Ps. 63:3), rather than his gifts.

2.    Jesus promised rewards to his disciples (Mk. 9:41; 10:29; Mt. 5:3-12), so coupled with self-denial and sufTering for the gospel’s sake as to pre-vent a mercenary attitude. He slew the Pharisaic notion of meritorious Service (Lk. 17:10) and dis-couraged desire for human reward (Mt. 6:1), since the Father is the disciple’s best reward. Jesus shows that reward is inseparable from himself and from God, and the apostles laboured to establish the complete dependence of man’s obedience and faith upon mercy and grace (Rom. 4:4; 6:23). Work, and therefore reward, is certainly looked for, but simply as an index of living faith (Jas. 2:14-16; Jn. 6:28), not as a basis of Claim upon God. The reward of salvation in Christ begins in time (2 Cor. 5:5) and its fulfilment is looked for after ♦judgment (final rewards and punishments) when the covenant people enter into full enjoyment of the vision of God which is their enduring reward (Rev. 21:3).

REZIN. The king of * Damascus who, in alliance with *Pekah of Samaria, threatened *Ahaz of Judah (2 Ki. 15:37; 16:5). Their aim was probably to form an anti-Assyrian front, but in fact they drove Ahaz into alliance with Assyria, despite Isai-ah’s advice that Rezin was not to be feared (Is. 7:1, 8; 8:6). ‘Tiglath-pileser III listed Rezin as tributary about 738 bc, but captured Damascus and killed him in 732 bc (2 Ki. 16:9). See W Pitard, Andern Damascus, 1987, pp. 179-187.    arm.

REZON. The son of Eliadah, who fled with a band of followers when David attacked Hadadezer of Zobah (1 Ki. 11:23-24). He occupied Damascus and became its ruler, opposing Israel during the reign of Solomon in alliance with Hadad of Edom (v. 25). He later Teigned over Syria’, and is thus thought to have outlived the united Hebrew mon-archy and to be identified with Hezion, father of Tab-Rimmon and grandfather of ‘Benhadad I, the king of * Damascus, with whom Asa of Judah made an alliance (1 Ki. 15:18). If this is correct, Rezon was the founder of the dynasty of *Aram who opposed Israel. Rezon (and Rezin) may be a title meaning ‘prince’ (cf. Pr. 14:28). Cf. M. F. Unger, Israel and the Aramaeans of Damascus, 1980; W T Pitard, Andern Damascus, 1987.

D.J.W.

RHEGIUM. The modern Reggio di Calabria, a port-city on the Italian shore of the Strait of Messina, in S Italy. An old Gk. colony, Rhegium owed its importance under the Roman empire to its Position in relation to the navigation of the Strait and the Italian W coast. With the Whirlpool of Charybdis and the rock of Scylla endangering navigation through the Strait, it was important to attempt the passage only with the most favourable sailing wind, and shipping moving N would wait at Rhegium for a S wind. This was done by the master of the ship which was taking Paul to Rome (Acts 28:13).    j.h.p.

RHODA (Gk. rhode, Tose’). A slave-girl in the house of John Mark’s mother who announced Peter’s arrival (Acts 12:13fF.) after the angel had released him from prison. See BRD, pp. 209ff.

J.D.D.

RHODES. The large island extending towards Crete from the SW extremity of Asia Minor, and thus lying across the main sea route between the Aegean and the Phoenician ports. It was par-titioned among threc Gk. States, of Dorian stock, early federated and sharing a common Capital at the NE point of the island. It was this city, also called Rhodes, that Paul touched at on his last journey to Palestine (Acts 21:1). After Alexanders conquests, and the establishment of the Macedo-nian kingdoms and many Hellenized States throughout the E periphery of the Mediterranean, Rhodes grew to be the leading Gk. republic, out-stripping those of the old homeland. This was not only because she was now the natural clearing-house for the greatly increased E-W traffic, but because her position gave her an effective diplo-matic leverage against the pressures of the rival kingdoms who disputed the hegemony of the Strategie Aegean islands. As the Champion of the old autonomy principle, she took the lead in call-ing for Roman Intervention to protect it. Rhodes feil from favour with the Romans, however, who deliberately advanced Delos to destroy her ascend-ancy. By Paul’s time her importance was gone, except as a resort of mellow distinction in learning and leisure.

Bibliography. M. Rostovtzeflf, CAH, 8, pp. 619-642.    e.a.j.

RIBLAH, RIBLATH. 1. A place in the district of Hamath, on the river Orontes in Syria, on the right bank of which are ruins near a modern village, Ribleh, 56 km NE of Baalbek and S of Hama. The site is easily defended and commands the main route from Egypt to the Euphrates as well as the neighbouring forests and valleys, from which ample supplies of food or fuel are obtained. For such reasons Riblah was chosen by Neco II as the Egyp. headquarters, following his defeat of Josiah at Megiddo and the sack of Qadesh in 609 bc. Here he deposed Jehoahaz, imposed tribute on Judah and appointed Jehoiakim its king (2 Ki. 23:31-35). When Nebuchadrezzar II defeated the Egyptians at Carchemish and Hamath in 605 bc he likewise chose Riblah as his military base for the subjugation of Palestine. From it he directed oper-ations against Jerusalem in 589-587 bc, and here was brought the rebel Zedekiah to be blinded after watching the death of his sons (2 Ki. 25:6, 20-21; Je. 39:5-7; 52:9-27). The av Diblath (rv ‘Diblah’) of Ezk. 6:14 may be the same place (see rsv), since an otherwise unknown Situation is unlikely in the context.

2. Riblath at the NE corner of the ideal bound-ary of Israel (Nu. 34:11) might be the same place as 1, though the border is generally considered to lie farther S (cf. Ezk. 47:15-18). The Suggestion commonly adopted, that this is to be read ‘to Harbel’ (lxx), modern Harmel in the Beqa‘, helps little in evaluating the border, since this place lies only 13 km SW of Riblah 1 itself.    d.j.w.

RIGHTEOUSNESS (Heb. sedeq, s'däqd, Gk. lxx and NT, dikaiosyne). The Heb. sedeq probably de-rives from an Arab. root meaning ‘straightness’, leading to the notion of an action which conforms to a norm. There is, however, a considerable rich-ness in the biblical understanding of this term and it is diflicult to render either the Heb. or Gk. words concerned by a simple Eng. equivalent. One basic ingredient in the OT idea of righteousness is rela-tionship, both between God and man (Ps. 50:6; Je. 9:24) and between man and man (Dt. 24:13; Je. 22:3).

Referred to relations between men, righteous action is action which conforms to the require-ments of the relationship and in a more general sense promotes the well-being and peace of the community (1 Sa. 24:17; Pr. 14:34). It is therefore linked in a forensic sense with * justice though even then the idea is less that of conformity to some formal legal norm as the strongly ethical notion of action which is to be legally upheld because it is productive of communal well-being (Dt. 1:16; Am. 5:7). In the prophetic period righteousness comes to include the idea of helping the poor and needy (Dn. 4:27; Am. 5:12, 24), and hence almsgiving (Mt. 6:1 f ).

When we move from relations between men to those between God and men (though this distinction is arguably somewhat formal since the thought of God was probably never completely absent whenever the Hebrew used the word sedeq) righteousness implies a correct relationship to the will of God which was particularly expressed and in-terpreted by Israel’s covenant with God. Righteous action is hence action which flows out of God’s gracious election of Israel and accords with the law of the covenant (Dt. 6:25; Ezk. 18:5-9). God himself is righteous (2 Ch. 12:6; Ps. 7:9), and hence may be relied upon to act in accordance with the terms of his relationship with Israel. God is therefore a righteous judge who acts for his people (Ps. 9:4; Je. 11:20), and upon whose righteousness his people depend for deliverance and vindication (Ps. 31:1; Je. 11:20).

Thus emerges the conflation of the notions of righteousness and salvation. God is ‘a righteous God and (therefore) a Saviour’ (Is. 45:21; cf. Ps. 36:6; Is. 61:10). For the OT God is Creator and therefore he is the ground and guarantor of the moral order. His righteousness is hence intimately related to other more general moral attributes such as his holiness. The Creator, however, is also the Redeemer, and his righteousness is interpreted by his redemptive activity. Further, Israel’s experience of God’s righteous deliverance in the past led her to an expectation of a future act of salvation. The coming Messianic ruler is seen as the special re-cipient and instrument of the divine righteousness (Ps. 72:lf; Is. 11:3-5; 32:1-20; Je. 23:5). The ‘Righteous One’ was a Messianic title (Is. 53:11; cf. Acts 3:14; 7:52; 22:14).

The NT uses righteousness in the sense of conformity to the demands and obligations of the will of God, the so-called ‘righteousness of the law’ (Gal. 3:21; Phil. 3:6, 9; cf. Tit. 3:5). Human attain-ment of righteousness is at points relatively posi-tively viewed (Lk. 1:6; 2:25; Mt. 5:20), but in the end this attainment in all men falls far short of a true conformity to the divine will (Rom. 3:9-20; Lk. 18:9-14; Jn. 8:7). In contrast to this human unrighteousness Stands the righteousness of God (Rom. 1:17) which in consistency with OT understanding conveys the thought of God’s active suc-cour of man in the miracle of his grace.

This righteousness is proclaimed by Jesus as a gift to those who are granted the kingdom of God (Mt. 5:6). By faith in Jesus Christ and his work of atonement man, unrighteous sinner though he is, receives God’s righteousness, i.e. he is given a true relationship with God which involves the forgive-ness of all sin and a new moral Standing with God in union with Christ ‘the Righteous One’ (Rom. 3:21-31; 4:1-25; 10:3; 1 Cor. 1:30; 2 Cor. 5:21; Phil. 3:9). By dealing with all the consequences of man’s sin and unrighteousness (both Godward and man-ward) in the cross, God at once maintains the moral Order in which alone he can have fellowship with man and in grace delivers the needy (Rom. 3:26).

The gift of God’s righteousness involves entry into the new realm of divine salvation, the gift of eternal life under the reign of God (Rom. 6:12-23; 2 Cor. 6:7, 14; Phil. 1:11; Eph. 4:24). Hence the extrinsic righteousness imputed through the cross finds inevitable expression in the intrinsic righteousness of a life which in a new way conforms to the will of God, even though the ultimate realiz-ation of this conformity must await the consum-mation of the kingdom (1 Jn. 3:2; Phil. 3:12-14; 1 Cor. 13:12f., 2 Pet. 3:11-13). (*Justification.)

Bibliography. G. Schrenk, in TDNT2, pp. 192— 210; N. Snaith, Distinctive Ideas of the Old Testament, 1944; J. Denney, The Death of Christ, re-printed 1951; A. Nygren, Commenlary on Romans, E T. 1952; H. Seebass, C. Brown, in NIDNTT 3, pp. 352-377; A. H. Leitch, ZPEB 5, pp. 104-118;
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RIMMON. 1. Thunderer’, a title of the storm-god Hadad (cf. * Hadad-rimmon) worshipped in Da-mascus. Gratefui for his eure from leprosy by Elisha, the Syrian army commander Naaman re-quested two mule-loads of earth from Israel. He proposed to erect an altar on this soil in Rimmon’s temple so that he might worship Israel’s God on his own ground (2 Ki. 5:17-18). The temple was probably on the site in Damascus occupied by the Roman temple of Zeus, whose emblem, like Rimmon’s, was a thunderbolt. The famous Umayyad mosque now Stands there. See J. C. Greenfield, IEJ 26, 1976, pp. 195-198.

2. A Benjaminite from Beeroth, father of Baanah and Rechab, who assassinated Ishbosheth (2 Sa. 4:2, 9). This personal name, like the similar place-names, if not an abbreviation of a form in-cluding the divine element Rimmon, is probably to be derived from the Heb. rimmon, ‘pomegranate’. See following articie.    d.j.w.

RIMMON (Heb. rimmon, ‘pomegranate’). 1. En (Ain)-Rimmon was a place in the Negeb near Edom assigned to Simeon (Jos. 19:7; 1 Ch. 4:32) but incorporated into the Beersheba district (Jos. 15:32). Zechariah envisaged it as the S part of the high plateau seen from Jerusalem (14:10). It was settled by returning exiles (Ne. 11:29), and usually identified with Khirbet er-Ramamim c. 16 km NNE of Beersheba. Some identify this with the Rimmon-perez between Hazeroth and Moseroth where the Israelites encamped (Nu. 33:19-20).

2. A village in Zebulun (Jos. 19:13), possibly mod. Rummaneh 10 km NNE of Nazareth (the Crusader Romaneh). av ‘Remmon-methoar’ is to be translated ‘Rimmon as it bends towards . . .’, as in rsv. A Levitical city (1 Ch. 6:77), Dimnah (Jos. 21:35), read by some vss as Remmon, may be the site; it was captured by the Assyrians en route to Jerusalem (so Is. 10:27, rsv).

3. A rocky cliff with caves near Gibeah, to which the Benjaminites escaped (Jdg. 20:45-47); perhaps modern Rammon, 8 km E of Bethel.

D.J.W.

RIVER. Hebrew has a good many different words often rendered ‘river’, although this is not always an accurate translation of the original term.

The Heb. word nahal is common, meaning a wadi or torrent-valley; in summer a dry river-bed or ravine, but a raging torrent in the rainy season. The Jabbok was such a wadi (Dt. 2:37), as were all the streams mentioned in the Elijah stories. Be-cause these river-beds could suddenly become raging torrents, they often symbolize the pride of nations (Is. 66:12), the strength of the invader (Je. 47:2), and the power of the foe (Ps. 124:4). In his vision it was a nahal that Ezekiel saw issuing from the Temple (47:5-12).

The second term, nähär, is the regulär word for ‘river’ in Heb. It is used of particular rivers: e.g the rivers of Eden (Gn. 2:10, 13-14), the Euphrates (Dt. 1:7), and the rivers of Ethiopia (Is. 18:1), Damascus (2 Ki. 5:12), etc. In Ex. 7:19; Ps. 137:1, the word should almost certainly be rendered ‘canals’. The waters from the rock struck by Moses formed a nähär (Ps. 105:41).

The word used most frequently of the Nile is y’’ör. The term is also found in Coptic, and was probably an Egyp. loan-word (BDB): see, e.g., Gn. 41:1; Ex. 1:22. It is used by Jeremiah (46:7f.) as a similitude of Egyp. invasion.

Other Heb. terms for ‘river’ are peleg, irrigating canals (Pss. 1:3; 65:9); 'äpiq, channel or river-bed (Ps. 42:1; Is. 8:7; and yübäl or ’übäl, a stream or watercourse (Is. 30:25; Dn. 8:2-3, 6). In the NT the word for ‘river’ is polamos. It is used of the Euphrates (Rev. 16:12) and the Jordan (Mk. 1:5); of the river issuing from God’s throne (Rev. 22: lf.); and of the Holy Spirit under the figure of living water (Jn. 7:38f).    j.g.s.s.t.

RIZPAH (Heb. rispä, ‘a hot stone’, ‘a live coal’). 1. Feminine form of resep, ‘a live coal (from the altar)’ (Is. 6:6); ‘a cake baked on heated stones’ (1 Ki. 19:6).

2.    A town in N Mesopotamia (2 Ki. 19:12). Sen-nacherib, king of Assyria, spoke of its gods, as well as the gods of other nations, as being powerless to resist him (2 Ki. 19:12; Is. 37:12). Israel too was unable to resist the Assyrians.

3.    A daughter of a certain Aiah, a concubine (pileges) of Saul (2 Sa. 3:7; 21:8, 10, 11). On Saul’s death, Abner took Rizpah himself (2 Sa. 3:7-11).

Rizpah gave two sons to Saul, Mephibosheth and Armoni (2 Sa. 21:8). When, in later years, King David learnt that the Gibeonites required the death of seven of Saul’s sons as an atonement for the bloody deeds of Saul among them, he surrendered the two sons of Rizpah along with the sons of Michal (2 Sa. 21 TAT.). All were hanged and left unburied, and the grief-stricken Rizpah watched over the bodies for several months. This devotion led David to undertake the proper burial of the bones of Jonathan and Saul along with those of the men who had been hanged. j.a.t.

ROCK. In the OT rock (Heb. sela'; sür) symbolizes the security and defence of a steep and inaccessible refuge (cf. Is. 32:2; 33:16). Similarly, it is used of an immovable Foundation (cf. Ps. 40:2): to remove ‘the rock' is equivalent to shaking the world (cf. Jb. 18:4). In an interplay of these Symbols it is not surprising to find God spoken of as a rock who gives security and safety to his people (cf. 2 Sa. 22:32). In Is. 8:14 sür is used of the Messianic stone rejected by the Jewish ‘temple builders’. Together with Ps. 118:22 and Is. 28:16 it becomes important for NT typology: Jesus Christ, the rejected ‘rock of offence’, becomes the ‘cornerstone of God’s true Temple, the Christian ekklesia (Rom. 9:33; 1 Pet. 2:6fif.; cf Ellis, Paul, pp. 88ff ). In Paul the typology is extended to the identification of Christ with the rock whose nourishing water followed the Israel-ites in the wilderness (1 Cor. 10:lff.; cf. Ellis, Prophecy, pp. 209-212). The relation (and probable identification) of ‘Peter with the rock in Mt. 16:18 is the subject of continuing discussion (cf. Cullmann, pp. 155-212).

Bibliography. ‘Cornerstone’, Baker's Dictionary of Theology, 1959; O. Cullmann, Peter: Dis-ciple, Apostle, Martyr, 1953; E. E. Ellis, Paul's Use of the Old Testament5, 1991; idem., Prophecy and Hermeneutic4, 1993; O. Cullmann, in TDNT6, pp. 95-112; W. Mundle et al, in NIDNTT 3, pp. 381-394.    E.E.E.

ROD (STAFF). A word with a variety of mean-ings. 1. A stem, branch (Gn. 30:37; Je. 1:11). 2. A support carried by travellers (Gn. 32:10; Mk. 6:8), shepherds (Ex. 4:2; Ps. 23:4, ‘staff’), old men (Zc. 8:4; Heb. 11:21) and men of rank (Gn. 38:18); fig-urative in 2 Ki. 18:21; Is. 3:1; Ezk. 29:6. Passing under a rod or staff was a shepherd’s way of count-ing his sheep (Lv. 27:32; cf. Ezk. 20:37). 3. An in-strument of punishment (Pt. passim; 1 Cor. 4:21).

4. A club carried by soldiers (1 Sa. 14:27; 2 Sa. 23:21) and shepherds (1 Sa. 17:40; cf. Ps. 23:4, where rod and staff respectively are used figura-tively of divine protection and guidance; cf. Mi. 7:14). 5. A symbol of authority, both human (Jdg. 5:14), e.g. a sceptre (Gn. 49:10; Je. 48:17), and divine, like Moses’ rod (Ex. 4:20) and Aaron’s which confirmed the levitical priesthood (Nu. 17; Heb. 9:4). 6. A pole upon which ring-shaped loaves were hung. Breaking it is figurative of famine (Lv. 26:26; Ps. 105:16; Ezk. 4:16; 5:16; 14:13). Alter-natively it may be simply a symbol for bread as a staple means of supporting life. 7. A magician’s or diviner’s wand (Ex. 7:12; Ho. 4:12). 8. A threshing-stick (Is. 28:27). 9. A measuring stick (Rev. 11:1; 21:15f.;c/. Ezk. 40:3).

In Ezk. 7:10 probably MT hammalteh, ‘rod’ (Rsvmg.), has been rightly revocalized as hamm-utteh, ‘injustice’.

Bibliography. BAGD; BDB.    l.c.a.

ROMAN EMPIRE. The term in its modern usage is neither biblical nor even classical, and does not do justice to the delicacy and complexity of Roman methods of Controlling the peoples of the Mediterranean. The word imperium signified pri-marily the Sovereign authority entrusted by the Roman people to its elected magistrates by special act (the lex curiata). The imperium was always complete, embracing every form of executive power, religious, military, judicial, legislative and electoral. Its exercise was confined by the collegial-ity of the magistracies, and also by the customary or legal restriction of its Operation to a particular provincia, or sphere of duty. With the extension of Rom. interests abroad, the province became more and more often a geographica! one, until the sys-tematic use of the magisterial imperium for Controlling an ‘empire’ made possible the use of the term to describe a geographical and administrative entity. In NT times, however, the System was still far from being as complete or rigid as this implies.

I.    The naturc of Roman imperialism

The creation of a Rom. * province, generally speak-ing, neither suspended existing governments nor added to the Rom. state. The ‘governor’ (there was no such generic term, the appropriate magisterial title being used) worked in association with friend-!y powers in the area to preserve Rome’s military security, and if there was no actual warfare his work was mainly diplomatic. He was more like the regional Commander of one of the modern treaty organizations which serve the interests of a major power than the colonial governor with his monar-chical authority. The solidarity of the ‘empire’ was a product of the sheer preponderance of Roman might rather than of direct centralized adminis-tration. It embraced many hundreds of satellite States, each linked bilaterally with Rome, and each enjoying its individually negotiated rights and Privileges. While the Romans obviously had it in their power to cut their way clean through the web of pacts and traditions, this suited neither their inclination nor their interest, and we find them even struggling to persuade dispirited allies to enjoy their subordinate liberties. At the same time there was going on a process of piecemeal assimi-lation through individual and community grants of Rom. citizenship which bought out the loyalty of local notabilities in favour of the patronal power.

II.    Growth of the provincial System

The art of diplomatic imperialism as explained above was developed during Rome’s early dealings with her neighbours in Italy. Its genius has been variously located in the principles of the fetial priesthood, which enforced a strict respect for boundaries and allowed no other grounds for war, in the generous reciprocity of early Rom. treaties, and in the Rom. ideals of patronage, which re-quired strict loyalty from friends and clients in return for protection. For whatever reason, Rome soon acquired the leadership of the league of Latin cities, and then over several centuries, under the impact of the sporadic Gallic and German inva-sions, and the struggles with overseas powers such as the Carthaginians and certain of the Helienistic monarchs, built up treaty relations with all of the Italian States S of the Po valley. Yet it was not until 89 bc that these peoples were offered Rom. citizenship and thus became municipalities of the repub-lic. Meanwhile a similar process was taking place throughout the Mediterranean. At the end of the first Punic War Sicily was made a province (241 bc), and the Carthaginian threat led to further such steps in Sardinia and Corsica (231 bc), Hither and Further Spain (197 bc), and finally to the creation of a province of Africa itself after the de-struction of Carthage in 146 bc. By contrast the Romans at first hesitated to impose themselves on the Helienistic States of the E, until after the re-peated failure of free negotiation provinces were created for Macedonia (148 bc) and Achaia (146 bc). ln spite of a certain amount of violence, such as the destruction of both Carthage and Corinth in 146 bc, the advantages of the Rom. provincial System soon became recognized abroad, as is made clear by the passing of three States to Rome by their rulers’ bequest, leading to the provinces of Asia (133 bc), Bithynia and Cyrene (74 bc). The Romans had been busy tidying up on their own account, and the threat to Communications caused by piracy had by this time led to the creation of provinces for Narbonese Gaul, Illyricum and Cilicia.

The careerism of Rom. generals now began to play a prominent part. Pompey added Pontus to Bithynia and created the major new province of Syria as a result of his Mithridatic command of 66 bc, and in the next decade Caesar opened up the whole of Gaul, leaving the Romans established on the Rhine from the Alps to the North Sea. The last of the great Hellenistic States, Egypt, became a province after Augustus’ defeat of Antony and Cleopatra in 31 bc. From this time onwards the policy was one of consolidation rather than expan-sion. Augustus pushed the frontier up to the Danube, creating the provinces of Raetia, Noricum, Pannonia and Moesia. In the next generation local dynasties were succeeded by Rom. governors in a number of areas. Galatia (25 bc) was followed by Cappadocia, Judaea, Britain, Mauretania and Thrace (ad 46).

The NT thus Stands at the point where the series of provinces has been completed and the whole Mediterranean has for the first time been provided with a uniform supervisory authority. At the same time the pre-existing governments still flourished in many cases, though with little prospect of future progress. The process of direct incorporation into the Rom. republic went ahead until Caracalla in ad 212 extended citizenship to all free residents of the Mediterranean. From this time onwards the provinces are imperial territories in the modern sense.

III. The administration of the provinces

Until the Ist Century bc tlne provinces had fallen to the Rom. magistrates eithier for their year of office itself or for the immediatejy subsequent year, when they continued to exerciise the Imperium as pro-magistrate. For all the high sense of responsibility of the Rom. aristocrat, and his life-long training in politics and law, it was inevitable that his province was governed with a single eye to his next Step in the capital. The first Standing court at Rome was established for the trial of provincial governors for extortion. So long as the eompetition for office re-mained unrestrained, the creation of 3-, 5- and 10-year commands only worsened the position. They became the basis for outright attempts at military Usurpation. The satellite States were left in a hope-less plight. They had been accustomed to protect their interests against capricious governors by seeking the patronage of powerful houses in the Senate, and justice was done in the long run. Now during the 20 years of civil war that followed the Crossing of the Rubicon (49 bc) they were com-pelled to take sides and risk their wealth and lib-erty in an unpredictable conflict. Three times the great resources of the East were mustered for an invasion of Italy itself, but in each case the in-vasion was abortive. It then feil to the victor, Augustus, during 45 years of unchallenged power to restore the damage. He first accepted a province for himself embracing most of the regions where a major garrison was still needed, notably Gaul, Spain, Syria and Egypt. This grant was renewed periodically until the end of his life, and the custom was maintained in favour of his successors. Regional Commanders were appointed by his dele-gation, and thus a Professional dass of adminis-trators was established, and consistent long-term planning was possible for the first time.

The remaining provinces were still allotted to those engaged in the regulär magisterial career, but the possibilities of using the position improperly were ruled out by the overwhelming strength of the Caesars, and inexperience tended to defer to them in any case, so that the Caesarian Standard of administration was widely maintained.

If it came to the worst a maladministered province could be transferred to the Caesarian allot-ment, as happened in the case of Bithynia in Pliny’s day.

Three of the main responsibilities of the governors are well illustrated in the NT. The first was military security and public Order. Fear of Rom. intervention on this ground led to the betrayal of Jesus (Jn. 11:48-50), and Paul was arrested by the Romans on the assumption that he was an agitator (Acts 21:31-38). The governments at Thessalonica (Acts 17:6-9) and at Ephesus (Acts 19:40) demon-strate the paralysis that had crept in through fear of intervention. On the other hand, among the Phoenician States (Acts 12:20) and at Lystra (Acts 14:19) there are violent proceedings with no sign of Rom. control. The second major concern was with the revenues. The Caesars straightened out the tax-ation System and placed it on an equitable census basis (Lk. 2:1). Jesus (Lk. 20:22-25) and Paul (Rom. 13:6-7) both defended Rom. rights in this matter. The third and most onerous of their duties was jurisdiction. Both by reference from the local authorities (Acts 19:38) and by appea! against them (Acts 25:9-10) litigation was concentrated around the Rom. tribunals. Long delays ensued as the cost and complexity of procedure mounted up. Hard-pressed governors struggled to force the onus back on to local shoulders (Lk. 23:7; Acts 18:15). Christians, however, freely joined in the chorus of praise for Rom. justice (Acts 24:10; Rom. 13:4).

IV. The Roman empire in New Testament thought

While the intricate relations of governors, dynasts and republics are everywhere apparent in the NT and familiär to its writers, the truly imperial at-mosphere of the Caesarian ascendancy pervades it all. Caesar’s decree summons Joseph to Bethlehem (Lk. 2:4). He is the antithesis of God in Jesus’ dictum (Lk. 20:25). His distant envy seals Jesus’ death warrant (Jn. 19:12). Caesar commands the perjured loyalty of the Jews (Jn. 19:15), the spuri-ous allegiance of the Greeks (Acts 17:7), the fond confidence of the apostle (Acts 25:11). He is the ‘emperor’ to whom Christian obedience is due (1 Pet. 2:13). Yet his very exaltation was fatal to Christian loyalty. There was more than a grain of truth in the repeated insinuation (Jn. 19:12; Acts 17:7; 25:8). In the last resort the Christians will defy him. It was the hands of Mawless’ men that crucified Jesus (Acts 2:23). The vaunted justice is to be spurned by the saints (1 Cor. 6:1). When Caesar retaliated (Rev. 17:6) the blasphemy of his Claims revealed his doom at the hand of the Lord of lords and King of kings (Rev. 17:14).

Thus, while Rom. imperial peace opened the way for the gospel, Rom. imperial arrogance flung down a mortal challenge.
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ROMANS, EPISTLE TO THE.

I. Outline of contents

a. Introduction (1:1-15)

The apostle gives a long greeting followed by his reasons for his desire to visit the Roman church.

b.    Doclrinal exposition (1:16-8:39)

The major theme is the righteousness of God.

(i)    Both Gentiles and Jews are equally guilty in face of God’s righteousness (1:18-3:20). This is in spite of the many Privileges of the Jews.

(ii)    God has nevertheless dealt with this Situation. He has provided a propitiatory sacrifice in Christ (3:21-26). Since the benefits of this are appropriated by faith, the way is open for both Jews and Gentiles (3:27-31). The example of Abraham shows justification to be by faith and not works (4:1-25). Many blessings attend the believer's justification (5:1-11). As sin is universal through Adam, so life comes through Christ (5:12-21).

(iii)    Righteousness must have an application to life. This is achieved through union with Christ, for as the believer has died with him so he now lives in him (6:1-14). This new life involves a new type of Service, for the believer, although freed from the law, has becorne a slave of God (6:15-7:6). Law is no help towards sanctification, since it produces inner conflict (7:7—25). But life in the Spirit brings victory to the believer, for sin is robbed of its power and a new Status of sonship replaces the bondage of sin (8:1-17). The believer has great hope for the future, which is shared even by the material creation (8:18-25). The present life is strengthened by the Spirit’s intercession and by the security provided by God’s love (8:26— 39).

c.    The problem of Israel (9:1-11:36)

The theme of God’s righteousness is now treated historically in answer to its apparent conflict with the rejection of Israel.

(i)    God’s actions are sovereign and just. No crea-ture has the right to question the Creator’s de-cisions (9:1-29).

(ii)    Israel’s rejection is not arbitrary but due to their own fault, for they have had ample opportun-ity to repent (9:30-10:21).

(iii)    Nevertheless Israel may hope for restor-ation. God has always preserved a remnant (11:1-6). Israel’s own failing has led to the inclusion of the Gentiles (11:7-12). The Gentiles will be the means of Israel’s restoration (the olive-tree ana-logy) (11:13-24). The final state of Israel is in the hands of God in whom is inscrutable wisdom (11:25-36).

d.    Practical exhorlalions (12:1-15:13)

(i)    Duties resulting from dedicated lives of a personal and general character (12:1-21).

(ii)    Duties affecting society as a whole, such as the duty of civic obedience, neighbourliness and sober conduct (13:1-14).

(iii)    The need for toleration among Christians. This is worked out in relation to the special problem offoods (14:1-15:13).

e.    Conclusion( 15:14-16:27)

(i)    The writer States his motive in writing (15:14-

21).

(ii)    His future plans are then mentioned (15:22— 29).

(iii)    He asks for prayer support for his Jerusalem visit (15:30-33).

(iv)    Many Christians are greeted by name (16:1-16).

(v)    Warnings are given about false teachers (16:17-19).

(vi)    Further personal greetings, a benediction and doxology close the Epistle (16:20-27).

II. The Christian church at Rome

In the world of Paul’s day the name of Rome meant much and was not without its strong fascin-ation for the apostle himself, since he expresses a strong desire to preach the gospel there. As a mis-sionary strategist he recognized the immense im-portance of the Christian church at the centre of the empire, and this may well have influenced the form of the Epistle which he addressed to it. Of the origin of this important church we know little, and it is perhaps useless to conjecture. It may have been founded by converts from the day of Pentecost who returned to their Roman homes rejoicing in their new-found faith, but, although some Romans are mentioned in Acts 2, there is no indication whether any of these were converted to Christian-ity on that day. But travel between Rome and her provinces was relatively easy in those days, and many Christians must have been among the travel-lers along the imperial highways. All that is cer-tainly known is that by the time Paul writes to them the church was not only established but of considerable proportions. If the expulsion of Jews from Rome under the emperor Claudius had any-thing to do with the Christian church, as seems most probable from the reference to ‘Chrestus’ in the report of Suetonius, it is evident that it was of sufficient dimensions for such drastic action to be taken. And certainly under the Neronian persecu-tions not many years after this Epistle was written the Christians numbered a considerable multitude.

The question of Peter’s Connection with Rome cannot be answered with any conciseness, although any Claims that Peter was founder of the church there may at once be dismissed. The apostle was still in Jerusalem at the time of the edict of Claudius, and the church must have been started many years before this. Moreover, Paul makes no men-tion of Peter in this Epistle, which would be hard to explain if Peter were in fact the head of the church at Rome at this time, as well as being directly opposed to his Statement in 15:20. Nevertheless, tradition strongly Supports the view that Peter and Paul both suffered martyrdom in Rome, since so early a witness as Clement of Rome attests to this.

There has been some discussion regarding the composition of the Roman church, but it would seem most probable that it consisted of both Gen-tiles and Jews, with the former in the majority. Such a composition is to be expected in a cosmo-politan city with a strong Jewish colony, and is supported by an analysis of the Epistle itself. In some parts of his argument Paul seems to be ad-dressing Jews, as, for instance, when he appeals to Abraham as ‘our father’ (4:1) and his direct address to a Jewish questioner in ch. 2; in other parts he turns his thought exclusively towards Gentiles (cf. l:5ff.; 11:13, 28-31). It is an interesting ques-tion front what source the Christian tradition within this church had been mainly derived, but there is little indication that it had been derived front the narrower Jewish-Christian stream and it is most natural to suppose that these Christians maintained an Outlook similar to that of Paul him-self. There is no evidence of the tension of the Jewish-Gentile controversy so apparent in the Ga-latian Epistle.

III.    Date and place of writing

Such indications as are given in this Epistle about Paul’s present location all point to the period of his stay in Greece at the close of his third mission-ary journey (Acts 20:2). His face is now definitely turned towards the W, for he plans not only soon to visit Rome but to proceed with further mission-ary work in Spain (Rom. 15:24, 28). His E travels are therefore at an end. and this would well fit his Situation in Acts 20. Moreover, he is there on his way to Jerusalem, and in Rom. 15:25 he says that his present plans are to go to Jerusalem with the contributions which many churches have made for the support of poverty-stricken Christians there. No doubt can exist, therefore, that the apostle writes this letter just before the final part of his third journey.

ln confirmation of this conclusion there are cer-tain indications in ch. 16 which point to Corinth as the place of despatch, although not all scholars are prepared to appeal to this chapter in support, since some believe it was sent to Ephesus and not Rome (see below). But leaving this aside, it is significant that * Phoebe is commended, and she was a dea-coness of the church at Cenchrea, one of the two ports of Corinth. There is also a passing reference to a certain * Gaius who was Paul’s host at the time of writing, and it is possible that he is the Christian mentioned in 1 Cor. 1:14. Possibly the ’Erastus referred to in Rom. 16:23 is the Erastus mentioned in 2 Tim. 4:20 as being left at Corinth, but this is by no means certain. More significant is the mention of Timothy and Sopater (Sosipater) (Rom. 16:21), both of whom accompanied Paul on his visit to Jerusalem (Acts 20:4).

The Epistle may therefore be dated with relative accuracy, although the problems of NT *chron-ology in general and Paul-ine chronology in par-ticular forbid any absolute dating. Some time be-tween ad 57 and 59 would fit all the known data.

IV.    The purposc of the Epistle

Certain immediate circumstances suggest them-selves as the occasion which prompted the produc-tion of this Epistle. Paul’s intention to do further missionary work in Spain caused him to appeal to the Christians at Rome to support him in this venture (cf. Rom. 15:24). As he contemplates his visit to the Roman church he realizes that he may have a spiritual gift to impart to them and that he as well as they may be mutually encouraged (1:11-12).

The apostle may have heard of some practical difficulties which the Christians were experiencing, and he intends to correct in the ethical part of his letter (especially in ch. 14) any wrong emphases. There is an allusion to false teachers in 16:17-19, where the Christians are told to avoid them. but this cannot be considered as part of the primary purpose of the letter, since it is appended almost as an afterthought. Clearly an anti-heretical purpose does not dominate the Epistle.

But the incidental purposes so far considered do not account for the theological form of the main part of the letter. What prompted the apostle to give such a prolonged theological exposition? He scarcely needed to have done this in order (on his approaching visit) to encourage interest in his Western missionary plans. He must obviously have had some other dominating purpose. The first eleven chapters after the introductory portion (1:1-15) read more like a treatise than a letter, and it is important to consider the reason for this.

The view that Paul wished to deposit with the Roman church a full Statement of his doctrinal Position has much to commend it. Here are en-shrined for posterity some of the noblest concepts of Christianity which have rightly been accorded an honoured place in Christian theology. But a clear distinction must be made between the basic use that Christians have made of this Epistle and the purpose for which Paul originally intended it. It cannot be maintained that he envisaged laying the foundations of Pauline theology in this way. Moreover, there are some aspects of this theology which find no part in the argument of this Epistle, such as eschatology and the doctrine of the church. It is not possible, therefore, to regard this Epistle as a full Statement of Paul’s doctrine. Nevertheless, it provides a well-reasoned presentation of some of his most dominant concepts, and it may well be that it was Paul’s intention to inform the Roman church of these so that when he visited them the Christians would be intelligently acquainted with his teaching.

It is most probable that the apostle is deeply conscious that he has now reached the turning-point of his missionary career and his mind dwells upon some of the major concepts which have formed part of his continuing teaching work. In this case the inclusion of his matured reflections in a letter addressed to Rome may have been no more than an accident of circumstances in that at the time his face was turned Romeward. But it seems better to attach some importance to Paul’s own esteem for the Strategie importance of this church and to suppose that consciousness of this played some part in the character of his letter.

A more precise problem relating to the dogmatic purpose of the letter is the relative importance of the section dealing with the Jews’ position (chs. 9-11). Some of the earlier critical scholars (i.e. of the Tübingen school) regarded this portion as the kernel of the letter, in which case the purpose was supposed to be an endeavour to reconcile opposing Jewish and Gentile elements. But this theory is now wholly discounted. It is more in harmony with the facts to maintain that this section naturally follows on the earlier, more theological, debate. The problem in these chapters is the difficulty of reconciling the righteousness of God, the theme of the earlier chapters, with the apparent non-fulfilment of the ancient promises in the rejection of Israel. This theme must have been a burning one for all Jewish

Christians, and would have been relevant in an address to any church with a group of such Christians.

V.    The integrity of the Epistle

Few scholars have had the temerity to question the authenticity of this Epistle, and the arguments of those who have done so are now recognized as wholly unfounded and subjective. But there are many scholars who question the concluding chap-ter, not on grounds disputing Pauline authorship but on the grounds that it does not belong to this Epistle. This opinion is based on several consider-ations: the large number of personal greetings which are supposed to be improbable to a church which Paul had never visited; the fact that three people, Aquila, Priscilla and Epaenetus, had Connections with Asia rather than Rome (although the first two originally came from Rome); the com-mendation of Phoebe, which is considered less ap-propriate when addressed to a church where Paul was unknown; the unexpectedness of the allusions to the false teachings in vv. 17-19; and the suit-ability of 15:33 as an ending to the Epistle. But these considerations are not conclusive and can be otherwise explained. It was not Paul’s practice to single out individuals in churches where he was known, and in view of travel facilities it is not sur-prising that he knew many at Rome or that some last heard of in Asia were then at Rome. Since Paul was well enough known at Rome to write them an Epistle, the commendation of Phoebe presents no difficulty, while the warnings regarding false teachers may have been abruptly introduced either because Paul’s notice had just been drawn to them or eise because he purposely left the matter to the end so as not to emphasize it disproportionately. The ending 15:33 may be possible as an ending, but is unparalleled in Paul’s other Epistles. On the internal evidence from the Epistle there would seem to be insufficient grounds for regarding the chapter as originally detached and as sent to a quite different destination, either Ephesus or anywhere eise.


Something must be said about the textual evidence for the ending of this Epistle, although this is not the place for a full discussion. It is sufficient to mention that there are different streams of textual evidence for the Position of the benediction and the doxology, and some variations in the refer-ence to Rome in 1:7, 15. There are even some indi-cations that in some quarters the Epistle circulated without its two concluding chapters. This seems to have been particularly associated with Marcion. It is by no means easy to find a theory which ac-counts for all the variations in the textual evidence, and many different hypotheses have been pro-posed, some regarding chs. 1-14 as original, some 1-15, and others 1-16. It is probable that the Epistle is original as it now Stands, but that Marcion shortened it. In that case his text would have been responsible for the various textual traditions.

VI.    The leading themes of the Epistle

fl. The righteousness of God At the commencement of the doctrinal part of the Epistle Paul introduces the theme of God’s righteousness, which he Claims is now revealed to the believer (1:17). To understand the development of Paul’s argument as a whole it is necessary to con-sider in what ways he uses the concept of * righteousness (dikaiosyne). Sanday and Headlam, in their excellent article on the righteousness of God (A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, 1895, pp. 34-39), point out four different aspects of the manifestation of divine righteousness in this Epistle. The first is fi-delity; for the promises of God must be fulfilled to accord with the divine nature (3:3-4). The second is wrath, a particular aspect of righteousness in its abhorrence of all sin, and not as is sometimes supposed a quality opposed to righteousness (cf. l:17f.; 2:5). Righteousness and wrath are, in fact, indivisible, and it is a false exegesis which can treat of God’s righteousness without allowing for the Operation of God’s wrath. The third is the manifestation of righteousness in the death of Christ, of which the classic Statement is found in 3:25f. More will be said of this later, but for the present purpose it is necessary to note that in some way God’s gift of Christ as a propitiatory sacrifice manifests his righteousness. It is not considered arbitrary or capricious, but is pre-eminently right and just. Only so could it reveal righteousness. The fourth aspect is the linking of righteousness with faith. It may be said to be characteristic of Pauline theology that the righteousness of God which has been manifested can also be appropriated by faith. God’s righteousness is therefore considered as being active as well as passive, and in its active role it deciares as righteous those who by nature are at enmity with God (see 5:10). This is the meaning of justification; not that men are actually made righteous but that they are accounted as righteous. The whole Epistle is in reality an exposition of this theme, and it has become basic not only to Pauline theology but to the subsequent Reformed theology which draws so much from it.

b. The goodness of God

In case anyone should think that Paul’s conception of God was mainly influenced by God’s righteousness irrespective of his other attributes, it is well to be reminded that in this Epistle Paul has much to say about the loving character of God. The mere fact that God’s righteousness is conceived of as active in man’s salvation points to a motive of love linked with holiness. But Paul specifically draws attention to God’s kindness and forbearance and pa-tience (2:4). He points out that the supreme manifestation of God’s love is in the amazing fact that Christ died for us while we were still sinners (5:8). And the classic Statement of the enduring quality of that love is found in 8:35ff., where Paul can think of nothing, either circumstantial or spiritual, which could possibly separate us from God’s love.

When dealing with the problem of the rejection of Israel, Paul makes much of God’s mercy and flatly refuses to acknowledge the possibility of his injustice (9:15). He quotes approvingly the Statement of Isaiah that all day long God had stretched out his hands to the disobedient people of Israel (10:21). Even when the apostle is obliged to speak of the severity of God, he at once reminds his readers of God’s kindness to those who continue to abide in him (11:22). It is the great prerogative of God to have mercy (11:32). Even in the practical part of the Epistle, Paul frequentiy thinks of the gracious character of God. His will is good, ac-ceptable and perfect (12:2). He receives both the weak and the strong, and this is cited as a reason why the one should not judge the other. He is called the God of steadfastness and encourage-ment (les hypomones kai tes parakleseös, 15:5), and this forms the basis of an exhortation to develop similar qualities in ourselves. Similarly, because God is a God of hope (15:13), Christians by the powcr of the Spirit are to abound in hope. Throughout the Epistle, in fact, Paul’s thought is dominated by his conception of God. But one other aspect demands a brief comment on its own.

c.    The sovereignty of God

It is mainly in chs. 9-11 that God’s sovereignty comes into focus. Here Paul is discussing the des-tiny of Israel and its relationship to the destiny of the Gentiles. The theme at once raises the problem of the justice of God, and Paul sets out his view of God’s choice. He illustrates his point by reference to both patriarchal and Mosaic times. To any who still dispute the sovereign choice of God through Israel’s past history, he uses the illustration of the potter and the clay (9:19ff.) and shows that the power of God is always mixed with mercy. His sovereign purposes are seen not only in the inclusion of the Gentiles, but also in the promise of Israel’s restoration. Throughout this discussion Paul is at pains to affirm the sovereignty of God even if it leads to problems. It is the conviction that God’s ways must be right which leads the apostle to the majestic doxology in 11:33—36.

d.    The grace of God

No account can be given of God’s grace until full appreciation has been made of man’s sin, and this is well illustrated in this Epistle. The first three chapters are designed to show man’s failure to attain to God’s righteousness. Not only does Paul give a startling inventory of Gentile sins (ch. 1) but he points out Israel’s culpability in spite of their Privileges. As his argument develops, Paul lays stress on the sinful nature of man under the ter-minology of flesh (rar.x), by which he means moral rather than physical sinfulness. When speaking of Christ Paul is careful to diflerentiate his flesh, which was only in the likeness of sinful flesh, and man’s flesh. It is clear that Christ had to become man to redeem man, for that is basic to Paul’s doc-trine of the two *Adams (5:12fif.). In his descrip-tion of his own struggles with sin (ch. 7) Paul has an acute sense of the power of sin. It is almost a personal enemy which does its utmost to destroy the soul. It takes advantage of the flesh. It brings all the members into bondage to its principles, which Paul calls the law of sin (7:23). It reduces man to the utmost wretchedness, from which only God through Christ can deliver.

This leads to a consideration of the saving activ-ity of God in Christ. There has been much discussion over the significance of the word hilasterion (propitiatory) in 3:25, and this is not the place to discuss its meaning. But it is important to remem-ber that the most significant aspect of Paul’s Statement is that God took the initiative. This is in line with Paul’s whole approach to the processes of redemption in this Epistle. The work of Christ on the cross is seen as an objective sacrifice provided by God on the basis of which sins may be remitted.

Paul deals in ch. 6 with the Operation of God’s grace and shows that the superabundance of that grace must never be regarded as an occasion to commit greater sin. This is impossible because of the believer’s close Union with Christ, a doctrine which has an important place in Paul’s thought. The illustration of baptism is used to show the character of the transformation which has been ef-fected. Sin no longer has dominion because we are now under grace (6:14). Nevertheless, grace has made us slaves of God, so that a new Obligation has replaced the old (6:20f).

e. The law of God

That the apostle had a high regard for the Jewish law is made clear by his Statement that the com-mandment is holy, just and good (7:12). He also recognizes the useful function of the law in manifesting the character of sin (7:7). Yet he is convinced by bitter experience that the law is completely ineffective as a means of salvation, not because of any inherent deficiencies in the law, for man’s better seif delights in the law (7:22), but because of man’s own deficiencies.

Yet as he considers the law of God, the apostle at once perceives that for the Christian this com-prises more than the mere letter of the Mosaic law. It involves what he calls the law of the Spirit (8:2), and his doctrine of the Holy Spirit, especially in his work of sanctification (in ch. 8), ought not to be divorced from its close connection with the law of God. Under the new covenant the commandments were to be written on the heart, and this is eflected only through the indwelling Spirit. He introduces a new way of looking at God’s requirements, for these become the laws of a Father under an entirely new relationship.

The Spirit of God is set over against the flesh (8:4f.), gives life in place of death (8:11), bears wit-ness to the Christian’s sonship (8:14f.) and inter-cedes for them in accordance with God’s will (8:26f). Christian life is, therefore, not a matter of Submission to a legal code, but a life controlled by the Spirit on the basis of a new law which involves such qualities as righteousness. peace, joy, hope and love (c/. 5:3f; 12:11; 14:17; 15:13,30).
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ROME. Founded traditionally in 753 bc on its seven hills (the blufls formed where the Latin plain falls away into the Tiber bed at the first easy Crossing up from the mouth), Rome, as the excavations have shown, was in origin a meeting-place and a melting-pot, rather than the home of a pre-existing people. The process of accretion, stimulated at an early stage by the Strategie requirements of the Etruscan States to the N and S, acquired its own momentum, and by a liberal policy of enfranchise-ment unique in antiquity Rome attracted to herseif men and ideas from all over the Mediterranean, until nearly 1,000 years from her beginning she had incorporated every other civilized community from Britain to Arabia. Rome was cosmopolitan and all the world was Roman. Yet this very compre-hensiveness destroyed the uniqueness of the city, and the Strategie centrality that had dictated her growth was lost with the opening up of the Danube and the Rhine, leaving Rome in the Middle Ages little more than a provincial city of Italy.

ln NT times Rome was in the full flush of her growth. Multi-storey tenement blocks housed a Proletariat of over a million, drawn from every quarter. The aristocracy, becoming just as international through the domestic favours of the Caesars, lavished the profits of three continents on suburban villas and country estates. The Caesars themselves had furnished the heart of the city with an array of public buildings perhaps never equalled in any Capital. The same concentration of wealth provided the overcrowded masses with gen-erous economic subsidies and entertainment. It also attracted literary and artistic talent from for-eign parts. As the seat of the Senate and of the Caesarian administration Rome maintained dip-lomatic contact with every other state in the Medi-terranean, and the traffic in foodstuffs and luxury goods fortified the links.

I.    Rome in New Testament thought

The Acts of the Apostles has often been supposed to be an apostolic odyssey set between Jerusalem and Rome as the Symbols of Jew and Gentile. The opposite pole to Jerusalem is, however, given as the ‘end of the earth’ (Acts 1:8), and, while the narrative certainly concludes at Rome, no great em-phasis is laid on that. Attention is concentrated on the legal struggle between Paul and his Jewish op-ponents, and the journey to Rome serves as the resolution of this, culminating in Paul’s denunci-ation of the Jews there and the unhindered preach-ing to the Gentiles. The theme of the book seems to be the release of the gospel from its Jewish matrix, and Rome provides a clear-cut terminal point in this process.

In Revelation, however, Rome acquires a posi-tively sinister significance. ‘The great city, which has dominion over the kings of the earth’ (Rev 17:18), seated upon seven mountains (v. 9), and upon ‘the waters’ which are ‘peoples and multi-tudes and nations and tongues’ (v. 15), is un-mistakably the imperial Capital. The seer, writing in Asia Minor, the greatest centre of luxury trade in antiquity, discloses the feelings of those who suf-fered through the consortium with Rome. He scorns the famous compromise with ‘the kings of the earth’ who ‘were wanton with her’ (Rev. 18:9), and cata-logues the sumptuous traffic (vv. 12-13) of the ‘mer-chants of the earth’ who have ‘grown rieh with the wealth of her wantonness’ (v. 3). He stigmatizes the artistic brilliance of the city (v. 22). How widespread such hatred was we do not know. In this case the reason is plain. Rome has already drunk the ‘blood of the martyrs of Jesus’ (Rev. 17:6).

II.    The origin of Christianity at Rome

So far as the NT goes, it is not clear how the circle of Christians was established in Rome, nor even whether they constituted a church in the regulär way. There is no unequivocal reference to any meet-ing or activity of the church as such, let alone to bishops or sacraments. The church of Rome simply fails to appear in our documents. Let it be said at once that this need not mean that it was not yet formed. It may merely be the case that it was not intimately connected with Paul, with whom most of our information is concerned.

Paul’s first known link with Rome was when he met *Aquila and Priscilla at Corinth (Acts 18:2). They had left the city as a result of Claudius’ expulsion of the Jews. Since it is not stated that they were already Christians, the question must be left open. Suetonius says (Claudius, 25) that the trouble in Rome was caused by a certain Chrestus. Since this could be a variant of Christus, it has often been argued that Christianity had already reached Rome. Suetonius, however, knew about Christianity, and, even if he did make a mistake, agitation over Christus could be caused by any Jewish Mes-sianic movement, and not necessarily by Christianity alone. There is no hint in the Epistle to the Romans that there had been any conffict between Jews and Christians at Rome, and when Paul him-self reached Rome the Jewish leaders professed personal ignorance of the sect (Acts 28:22). This not only makes it unlikely that there had been a clash, but sharpens the question of the nature of the Christian Organization at Rome, since we know that by this stage there was a considerable Community there.

Some few years after meeting Aquila and Priscilla, Paul decided that he ‘must also see Rome’ (Acts 19:21). When he wrote the Epistle shortly afterwards his plan was to visit his friends in the city on the way to Spain (Rom. 15:24). A considerable circle of these is named (ch. 16), they had been there ‘many years’ (Rom. 15:23), and were well known in Christian circles abroad (Rom. 1:8). Paul’s reference to his not building ‘on another man’s foundation’ (Rom. 15:20) does not necessarily refer to the Situation in Rome; it need only mean that this was the reason why his work abroad had been so lengthy (Rom. 15:22-23); indeed, the au-thority he assumes in the Epistle leaves little room for an alternative leader. The most natural assump-tion, on the internal evidence, is that Paul is writing to a group of persons who have collected in Rome over the years after having had some contact with him in the various churches of his foundation. A number of them are described as his ‘kinsmen’, others have worked with him in the past. He intro-duces a new arrival to them (Rom. 16:1). Although some bear Roman names, we must assume that they are recently enfranchised foreigners, or at least that the majority of them are not Romans, since Paul’s references to the government allude to its Capital and taxation powers over non-Romans in particular (Rom, 13:4, 7). Although some are Jews, the group seems to have a life of its own apart from the Jewish community (ch. 12). The reference in at least five cases to household units (Rom. 16:5, 10-11, 14-15) suggests that this may have been the basis of their association.

When Paul finally reached Rome several years later, he had been met on the way by ‘the brethren’ (Acts 28:15). They do not appear again, however, either in connection with Paul’s dealings with the Jewish authorities or, so far as the brief notice goes, during his 2 years’ imprisonment. The seven letters that are supposed to belong to this period do sometimes contain greetings from ‘the brethren’, though they are mainly concerned with personal messages. The reference to rival preachers (Phil. 1:15) is the nearest we come to any positive NT evidence for a non-Pauline contribution to Roman Christianity. On the other hand, the as-sumption of a church organized independently of Paul might explain the amorphous character of Roman Christianity in his writings.

III. Was Peter ever in Rome?

In the late 2nd Century ad the tradition appears that Peter had worked in Rome and died there as a martyr, and in the 4th Century the Claim that he was first bishop of the Roman church appears. These traditions were never disputed in antiquity and are not inconsistent with NT evidence. On the other hand, nothing in the NT positively Supports them. Most students assume that ‘Babylon’ (1 Pet. 5:13) is a cryptic designation for Rome, but, al-though there are parallels fbr this in apocalyptic literature, it is difficult to see what the need for secrecy was in a letter, nor who was likely to be deceived in this case when the meaning was sup-posed to be plain to so wide a circle of readers. The so-called First Epistle of Clement, written when the memory of the apostles was still pre-served by living members of the church at Rome, refers to both Peter and Paul in terms which imply that they both died martyrs’ deaths there. The tan-talizing fact that this is not positively asserted may, of course, simply mean that it was taken for gran't-ed. From about a Century later comes the Information that there were ‘trophies’ of Peter on the Vati-can hill and of Paul on the road to Ostia. On the assumption that these were tombs, the two churches bearing the apostolic names were erected over them at later times. The Vatican excavations have revealed a monument which could well be the 2nd-century ‘trophy’ of Peter. It is associated with a burial-ground that was used in the late Ist Century.

We still lack any positive trace of Peter in Rome, however. The excavations strengthen the literary tradition, of course, and in default of further evidence we must allow the distinct possibility that Peter died in Rome. That he founded the church there and ruled it for any length of time has much feebler support in tradition, and faces the almost insuperable obstacle of the silence of Paul’s Epistles.

The tradition of the martyrdom of the apostles is supplied with a lurid occasion by the massacre of ad 64 (*Nero). The account by Tacitus (Annals 15. 44) and the shorter notice by Suetonius (Nero 16) supply us with several surprising points about the Christian community at Rome. Its numbers are described as very large. It« connection with Jesus is clearly understood, and y<et it is distinguished from Judaism. It is an object oF populär fear and disgust for reasons which are not explained, apart from a reference to ‘hatred of the human race’. Thus Nero’s mad atrocities merely highlight the revul-sion with which the Christians were received in the metropolis of the world.

Bibliography. See under * Roman Empire. G. Alfoldy,The Social History of Rome, 198S; J. P. V. D. Balsdon, Life and Leisure in Andern Rome, 1974.    e.a.j.

ROSH. 1. ln the rv this word occurs in the title of Gog who is described as ‘prince of Rosh’ (Ezk. 38:2—3; 39:1). av, Rvmg. and rsv interpret as a title itself, ‘chief’, ‘prince’. However, the name of a N people or country such as Meshech and Tubal is more probable. Gesenius suggested Russia, but this name is not attested in the area, and a very distant people named thus early is unlikely in the context. Most follow Delitzsch in identifying Rosh with Assyr. Rasu on the NW border of Elam (Le. in Media).

2. The name of the seventh son of Benjamin (Gn. 46:21). lxx makes him son of Bela, grand-

son of Benjamin; but cf. lists in Nu. 26:38f; 1 Ch. 8:1-5.    d.j.w.

RUFUS (‘red’). A name of Italic rather than Latin origin, found twice in the NT (Mk. 15:21; Rom. 16:13), probably referring to the same man. In Mk. 15:21 Simon of Cyrene is identified for the benefit of a later generation as the father of Alexander and Rufus, brothers who were presumably known in Rome when Mark’s Gospel was published there. The Roman Rufus who is greeted by Paul (on the assumption that Rom. 16 was sent to Rome) can hardly have been a different man. Paul describes him as a choice Christian. His mother had shown herseif a mother to Paul (perhaps in Antioch, if we may further identify Simon of Cyrene with Simeon of Acts 13:1).    f.f.b.

RUHAMAH (Heb. ruhämä, ‘pitied’). A symbolic name of Israel (Ho. 2:1, av; cf. Rom. 9:25-26; 1 Pet. 2:10) used to indicate the return of God’s mercy. A play on words is involved, for the second child of Gomer, wife of *Hosea, was called Lo-ruhamah (‘unpitied’), denoting a time when God had turned his back on Israel because of her apostasy.    j.d.d.

RUMAH. Mentioned in 2 Ki. 23:36 only. Josephus, in a parallel account, calls it ‘Abouma’, and probably means ‘Arumah’, a place mentioned in Jdg. 9:41, in the vicinity of Shechem. But the name Rumah is quite possible; the name and site are probably preserved in Khirbet al-Rumah, some 35 km inland from Mt Carmel.    d.f.p.

RUNNER. Urgent messages were sent in antiquity by a swift runner (Heb. räs), offen a member of the royal bodyguard or ‘out-runners’ (2 Sa. 15:1). So the late term ‘runner’ or royal messenger (Je. 51:31) was used for those who carried letters between cities (2 Ch. 30:6, 10), usually on fast horses (Est. 8:10, 14). Thus the term ‘post’ (av) was synony-mous with speed (Jb. 9:25). Throughout the Per-sian empire, as in earlier Babylonian times, regulär posts were established between provincial capitals (G. R. Driver, Aramaic Documents of the Fifth Century BC, 1956, pp. 10-12).    d.j.w.

RUTH (Heb. rät, perhaps contracted from r’’ül, ‘female companion’). Ruth is the heroine of the book which bears her name (see next article). She was a Moabitess who lived in the time of the Judges.

In her own land Ruth had married Mahlon (Ru. 4:10), the elder son of Elimelech and Naomi, Isra-elites from Bethlehem-judah who came to Moab during a famine. Naomi was widowed and then her two sons died without heirs. She determined to return to her native country, whereupon Ruth an-nounced that she intended to accompany her, ad-opting both her nation and her God. Only by death would they be separated (Ru. 1:17).

During the barley harvest in Bethlehem Ruth went to glean in the fields of Boaz, a wealthy relative of Elimelech. Boaz noticed her and gave her his protection in acknowledgment of her loyalty to Naomi. She was invited to eat with the reapers, and was favoured throughout the barley harvest and the wheat harvest.

When all was harvested and the threshing had begun, acting on Naomi’s instructions Ruth wem to the threshing-floor at night and claimed Boaz’s protection by appealing to his chivalry. He sent her back home as soon as it was light, with a present of six measures of barley, and the undertaking that, if her near kinsman was not prepared to marry her under the levirate marriage law, he would act as her kinsman-redeemer (cf. Lv. 25:25, 47-49).

With ten elders of the city as witnesses, he ap-pealed to Naomi’s kinsman to redeem a plot of land which had belonged to Elimelech, and which was a sacred trust that must not pass out of the family (cf. Lv. 25:23). To this he added the Obligation of levirate marriage to Ruth (Ru. 4:5). The kinsman could not afford this and renounced his right in l'avour of Boaz.

Ruth was married to Boaz, and their first child Obed was given to Naomi to continue the names of Elimelech, Mahlon and Chilion. He was the grandfather of David (1 Ch. 2:12; Mt. 1:5).

MB.

RUTH, BOOK OF. ln the Heb. Bible Ruth is one of the five Megilloth or ‘rolls’, included in the ‘Writ-ings’, the third division of the Canon. 1t is read annually by the Jews at the Feast of Weeks. In the lxx, Vulg., and most modern versions it comes immediately after Judges; Josephus (Contra Api-onem 1. 8) apparently reckons it to be an appen-dix to Judges and does not count it separately in enumerating the total number of books in the Canon.

For the plot of the book, see * Ruth.

I. Outline of contents

a. Naomi, widowed and bereft of her sons, returns from Moab to her native Bethlehem with her Mo-abite daughter-in-law Ruth (1:1-22).

b.    Ruth gleans in the field of Naomi’s wealthy kinsman Boaz (2:1-23).

c.    Ruth appeals to Boaz to perform the part of a kinsman-redeemer (3:1-18).

d.    Ruth is married to Boaz and gives birth to Obed (4:1-17).

e.    Genealogy from Perez to David (4:18-22).
[image: ]
The family of Ruth.



II. Authorship, datc and purpose

The book of Ruth is fraught with difficulties for the critic, because, like Job, it contains no clue to its authorship. Tradition alone ascribes this idyllic pastoral to the last of the Judges, the prophetpriest Samuel.

The setting is that of the period of the Judges (Ru. 1:1), but its writing belongs to a later date. This is indicated when the author explains former customs (Ru. 4:1-12). A very wide ränge of dating is offered for its actual composition, ranging from early pre-exilic times to a late post-exilic date.

The classical style and language do point to an early date, as does the attitude to foreign mar-riages, for under the Deuteronomic law a Moabite could not enter the congregation (Dt. 23:3). The late dating is based on the antiquarian interest dis-played in the book, and on its supposed Connection with the reforms of Ezra and Nehemiah. One school of thought sees evidence of both early and late work in the book, supposing that the geneal-ogy of David (Ru. 4:18-22) and the explanations of early customs belong to a much later date than the book itself.

Many suggestions as to the purpose of the book have been put forward, among them the fol-lowing. It was intended to supply a family tree for the greatest of the kings of Hebrew history, David, because this was omitted from the books of Samuel. It was a political pamphlet, an anti-separatist tract, written to counteract the strin-gency of Ezra and Nehemiah on the subject of mixed marriages. It was a humanitarian plea on behalf of the childless widow so that the next of kin would assume responsibility for her. It was designed to depict an overruling providence. It was to present a case for racial tolerance. Perhaps there was no ulterior motive at all, but it was a tale that had to be told. It certainly presents a most pleasing contrast with the narratives at the end of Judges, which belong to the same general period (Jdg. 17-21).

Bibliography. H. H. Rowley, ‘The Marriage of Ruth’, HTR 40, 1947, pp. 77ff.;'E. Robertson, The Plot of the Book of Ruth’, BJRL 32, 1949-50, pp. 207IT.; A. E. Cundall and L. Morris, Judges and Ruth, TOTC, 1968; R. E. Murphy, FOTL 13, 1981; M. D. Gow, The Book of Ruth, 1992.

MB.

s

SABBATH (Heb. sabbä[, from the root säbai, ‘to cease’, ‘to desist’). In the Bible the principle is laid down that one day in 7 is to be observed as a day holy to God. From the reason given for keeping the sabbath day in the Ten Commandments we learn that the example for the sabbath rest had been set by God himself in the creation. The sabbath there-fore is a creation ordinance (Ex. 20:8-11).

In the account of creation the actual word ‘sabbath’ is not found, but the root from which the word is derived does occur (Gn. 2:2). The work of creation had occupied 6 days; on the 7th God rested (lit. ‘ceased’) from his labour. Thus there appears the distinction between the 6 days of labour and the one day of rest. This is true, even if the 6 days of labour be construed as periods of time longer than 24 hours. The language is anthro-pomorphic, for God is not a weary workman in need of rest. Nevertheless, the pattem is here set for man to follow. Ex. 20:11 States that God ‘rested’ (Heb. wayyänah) on the 7th day, and Ex. 31:17 says that he ceased from his work and ‘was refreshed’ (wayyinnäpas). The language is pur-posely strong so that man may learn the necessity of regarding the sabbath as a day on which he himself is to rest from his daily labours.

It has been held in contradistinction to what has been stated above that the institution of the sabbath derived from Babylonia. It is true that the Babylonian word sabbatum is related to the corres-ponding Hebrew word, but the force of the words is quite different. For one thing the Babylonians had a 5-day week. Examination of contract tablets reveals that the days designated sabbatum were not days of cessation from labour. Contracts from Mari (Tel el-Hartri) show that work was performed, sometimes over a period of several days, without any interruption every 7th day. The Bible clearly attrib-utes the origin of the sabbath to the divine example.

The fourth commandment enjoins observance of the sabbath. In Genesis there is no mention of the sabbath apart from the creation account. There is, however, mention of periods of 7 days (cf. Gn. 7:4, 10; 8:10, 12; 29:27ff.). We may also note in the narrative in Job that the seven sons celebrated a feast each on his day, and this was followed by the prayers and sacrifices of Job for the benefit of his children (Jb. 1:4-5). This was not a single round, but was regularly practised. It may be that here is an intimation of worship on the Ist day of the cycle. At least the principle that one day in 7 is holy to the Lord appears to be recognized here.

In Ex. 16:21-30 explicit mention is made of the sabbath in connection with the giving of manna. The sabbath is here represented as a gift of God (v.

29) , to be for the rest and benefit of the people (v.

30) . It was not necessary to work on the sabbath (i.e. to gather manna), for a double portion had been provided on the 6th day.

The sabbath was therefore known to Israel, and the injunction to remember it was one that would be understood. In the Decalogue it is made clear that the sabbath belongs to the Lord. It is therefore primarily his day, and the basic reason for observ-ing it is that it is a day which belongs to him. It is a day that he has blessed and that he has set apart for observance. This is not contradicted by the Decalogue given in Dt. 5:12ff. In this latter passage the people are commanded to keep the sabbath in the manner in which the Lord has already commanded them (the reference is to Ex. 20:8-11), and the fact that the sabbath belongs to the Lord is again stated (v. 14). An additional reason, however, is given for the observance of the command. This reason is merely additional; it does not conflict with those already given. Israel is commanded to observe the sabbath day, in order ‘that your manservant and your maidservant may rest as well as you’. Here is a humanitarian emphasis; but here also is emphasis upon the fact that the sabbath was made for man. Israel had been a slave in Egypt and had been delivered; so Israel must show the mercy of the sabbath towards those in her own midst who were slaves.

Throughout the remainder of the Pentateuch the sabbath legislation is found. It is interesting to note that there is a reference to the sabbath in each of the four last books of the Pentateuch. Genesis presents the divine rest; the remaining books em-phasize the sabbatical legislation. This shows the importance of the institution. Sabbath legislation, it may be said, is integral and essential to the basic law of the OT and the Pentateuch (cf Ex. 31:13— 16; 34:21; 35:20.; Lv. 19:3, 30; 23:3, 38).

In this connection the significance of the sabbatical legislation appears in the severe punishment that is meted out upon a sabbath-breaker. A man had been gathering sticks upon the sabbath day. For this act a special revelation from God decreed that he should be put to death (cf. J. Weingreen, From Bible to Mishna, 1976, pp. 83fT.) This man had denied the basic principle of the sabbath, namely, that the day belonged to the Lord, and therefore was to be observed only as the Lord had commanded (cf. Nu. 15:32-36).

Upon the Pentateuchal legislation the prophets build; their utterances are in accordance with what had been revealed in the Pentateuch. The ‘sab-baths’ are often linked together with the ‘new moons’ (2 Ki. 4:23; Am. 8:5; Ho. 2:11; Is. 1:13; Ezk. 46:3). When prophets like Hosea (2:11) pro-nounced divine judgment on new moons, sabbaths and other appointed feasts, they were not con-demning the sabbath as such; they were condemn-ing a misuse of the sabbath and of the other Mosaic institutions.

On the other hand, the prophets do point out the blessings that will follow from a proper observance

of the sabbath. There were those who polluted the sabbath and did evil on that day (Is. 56:2-4), and it was necessary to turn from such things. In a classic passage (Is. 58:13) Isaiah sets forth the blessings that will come from a true observance of the day. It is not a day in which man is to do what pleases him, but rather one on which he is to do the will of God. God, not man, must determine how the sabbath is to be observed. Recognizing that the day is holy to the Lord will bring the true enjoyment of the promises.

Düring the Persian period emphasis was again laid upon observance of the sabbath day. The pre-exilic ban on engaging in commercial transactions on the sabbath (Am. 8:5) or carrying burdens on that day (Je. 17:21 f.) was reinforced by Nehemiah (Ne. 10:31; 13:15-22). Düring the period between the Testaments, however, a change gradually crept in with respect to the understanding of the purpose of the sabbath. In the synagogues the law was stud-ied on the sabbath. Gradually oral tradition made its growth among the Jews, and attention was paid to the minutiae of observance. Two tractates of the Mishnah, Shabbath and ‘Erubin, are devoted to a consideration of how the sabbath was to be observed in detail. It was against this burdening of the commands of God with human tradition that our Lord inveighed. His remarks were not directed against the institution of the sabbath as such and not against the OT teaching. But he did oppose the Pharisees who had made the Word of God of none eflfect with their tradition. Christ identified himself as the Lord of the sabbath (Mk. 2:28). In so speak-ing, he was not depreciating the importance and significance of the sabbath nor in any way contra-vening the OT legislation. He was simply pointing out the true significance of the sabbath with respect to man and indicating his right to speak, in-asmuch as he himself was the Lord of the sabbath.

As Lord of the sabbath, Jesus went to the syna-gogue on the sabbath day, as was his custom (Lk 4:16). His observance of the sabbath was in accord with the OT prescription to regard the day as holy to the Lord.

In his disagreement with the Pharisees (Mt. 12:1-14; Mk. 2:23-28; Lk. 6:1-11) our Lord point-ed out to the Jews their complete misunderstand-ing of the OT commands. They had sought to make the observance of the sabbath more rigorous than God had commanded. It was not wrong to eat on the sabbath, even if the l'ood must be ob-tained by plucking com from the ears. Nor was it wrong to do good on the sabbath day. To heal was a work of mercy, and the Lord of the sabbath is merciful(c/also Jn. 5:1-18; Lk. 13:10-17; 14:1-6).

On the first day of the week the Lord rose from the dead, and therefore it early and increasingly became the day above all others—‘the * Lord’s day’ (Rev. 1:10)—on which Christians met for wor-ship (cf. Acts 20:7; also Didache 14. 1; Justin, First Apology 67. 3).

Bibliography. W. Rordorfif, Sunday, 1968; F. N. Lee, The Covenantal Sabbath, 1972; A. Lamaire, RB 80, 1973, pp. 161-185; R. T. Beckwith and W. Stott, This is the Day, 1978; W. Stott, NIDNTT 3, pp. 405-415; D. A. Carson (ed.), Front Sabbath to Lord’s Day, 1982; S. Bacchiocchi, The Sabbath in the New Testament, 1985; G. Robinson, The Origin and Development of the Old Testament Sabbath, 1988; E. Fisher (ed.), The Jewish Roots of Christian Liturgy, Part 3, 1990, pp. 119-157.    e.j.y.

F.F B.

SABBATICAL YEAR. This term refers to the Provision made concerning the land. Lv. 25:2 has w'säbUäh aäres sabbä), ‘the land shall keep a sabbath'. It is also called ‘sabbath of solemn rest’ and ‘year of solemn rest’ (Lv. 25:4-5). After 6 years of sowing, pruning and gathering, the land lay fallow for one year. The unattended growth of the field was for the poor to glean and what remained was for the beasts (Ex. 23:11; Dt. 15:2-18). To quiet fears of privation the Israelites were assured by the Lord that the 6th year would provide enough for 3 years (Lv. 25:201'.). From the time of its institution this year of rest was observed in Israel (Ne. 10:31; 1 Macc. 6:49, 53; cf. Jos., Ant. 12. 378; 14. 206). Lv. 26:34-43; 2 Ch. 36:21; Je. 34:14-22 refer to God’s anger concerning the violation of this ordinance.

The culmination of the sabbatical years was reached each 50th year. This was a jubilee (Heb. yöbel, Tarn’, thence ‘trumpet’ (ram’s homj by which the year was heralded). The sanctions of the sabbatical year were enforced. In addition, prop-erty reverted to its original owners, debts were re-mitted, and Hebrews who had been enslaved for debt were released. It was a time of thanksgiving and an occasion for the exercise of faith that God would provide food (Lv. 25:8, etc.).

The significance of rest for the land every 7th year does not lie merely in principles of soil Chemistry. Neither does it follow the Canaanite pattem of a 7-year cycle without a harvest followed by 7 years of plenty. In the text the land lies fallow for one year. (See C. H. Gordon, Ugaritic Literature, 1949, pp. 5f.) The underlying reason for this ar-rangement lies in the disclosure that the 7th year of rest is a sabbath of rest both for the land and for the Lord (Lv. 25:2, 4). There is evident here a rela-tion to the * sabbath institution which is grounded in God’s Creative activity. In accord with this disclosure other elements may be observed, namely, that man is not the sole owner of the soil and he does not hold property in perpetuity but possesses it in trust under God (Lv. 25:23). The Israelite was also to remember he possessed nothing by inherent right, for he was a slave in Egypt (Dt. 15:15). Gen-erosity is motivated by gratitude.    d.f.

SABTA, SABTAH. The third son of Cush (Gn. 10:7, sabta: 1 Ch. 1:9, sabta) whose name also applied to his descendants. From the fact that among the other descendants of *Cush there are names later associated with S Arabia, it is probable that Sabta refers to a tribe in this area.

Bibliography. J. A. Montgomery, Arabia and the Bible, 1934, p. 42.    t.c.m.

SABTECA. The fifth son of Cush (Gn. 10:7= 1 Ch. 1:9) whose name also referred to his descendants. The other descendants of Cush include names later associated with S Arabian tribes, indicating that the descendants of Sabteca probably later lived in this area. The name is otherwise un-known.    t.c.m.

SACKCLOTH. A coarse cloth (Heb. saq, Gk. sakkos, from which the Eng. word is derived), usu-ally made of goats’ hair (Siphra 53b) and black in colour (Rev. 6:12). The same Heb. word sometimes means ‘sack’ (e.g. Gn. 42:27), which was evidently made of this material.

Sackcloth was worn as a sign of mourning for the dead (Gn. 37:34; 2 Sa. 3:31; Joel 1:8; Judith 8:5), or of mourning for personal or national dis-aster (Jb. 16:15; La. 2:10; Est.4:l; 1 Macc. 2:14), or of penitence for sins (1 Ki. 21:27; Ne. 9:1; Jon. 3:5; Mt. 11:21), or of special prayer for deliverance (2 KJ. 19:1-2; Dn. 9:3; Judith 4:10; Baruch 4:20; 1 Macc. 3:47).

The form of the symbolic sackcloth was often a band or kilt tied around the waist (1 Ki. 20:31-32; Is. 3:24; 20:2; 2 Macc. 10:25). It was usually worn next to the skin (2 Ki. 6:30; Jb. 16:15; 2 Macc. 3:19), and was sometimes kept on all night (1 Ki. 21:27; Joel 1:13). In one case it replaces a robe, presumably over other clothes (Jon. 3:6). Sometimes the sackcloth was spread out to lie on (2 Sa. 21:10; Is. 58:5), or spread out before the altar or on the altar (Judith 4:11).

Palestinian shepherds wore sackcloth because it was cheap and durable (TB, Shabbath 64a). Prophets sometimes wore it as a Symbol of the re-pentance which they preached (Is. 20:2; Rev. 11:3). According to Jon. 3:8 and Judith 4:10 even animals were clothed in sackcloth as a sign of national supplication. Wearing sackcloth for mourning and penitence was practised not only in Israel but also in Damascus (1 Ki. 20:31), Moab (Is. 15:3), Ammon (Je. 49:3), Tyre (Ezk. 27:31) and Nineveh (Jon. 3:5).

Clothing with sackcloth is used figuratively of the darkening of the heavenly bodies in Is. 50:3.

Bibliographv. G. Dalman, Arbeit und Sitte, 5, 1939, pp. 18, 165, 176, 202; H. F. Lutz, Textiles and Costumes among the Peoples of the Andern Near East, 1923, pp. 25-26, 176-177; P. Heinisch, ‘Die Trauergebräuche bei den Israeliten’, Biblische Zeitfragen 13, 1931,7-8, pp. 16-17.    j.t.

SACRAMENTS. The word ‘sacrament’ (Lat. sac-ramentum) in its technical theological sense, when used to describe certain rites of the Christian faith, belongs to the period of the elaboration of doc-trine much later than the NT. The Vulgate in some places thus renders Gk. mysterion (Eph. 5:32; Col. 1:27; 1 Tim. 3:16; Rev. 1:20; 17:7), which was, how-ever, more commonly rendered mysterium (* Mys-tery). In early ecclesiastical usage sacramentum was used in a wide sense of any ritual observance or sacred thing.

In everyday usage the word had been applied in two ways: (1) as a pledge or security deposited in public keeping by the parties in a lawsuit and for-feited to a sacred purpose; (2) as the oath taken by a Roman soldier to the emperor, and thence to any oath. These ideas later combined to produce the concept of a sacred rite which was a pledge or token, the receipt of which involved an oath of loyalty, and this led in time to the limitation of the word ‘sacrament’ to the two major rites of divine institution, Baptism and the Lord’s Supper. The wider use continued for many centuries. Hugo of St Victor (12th Century) can speak of as many as thirty sacraments, but Peter Lombard in the same period estimated seven as the number. The latter estimation is officially accepted by the Roman Church.

The common definition of a sacrament accepted by the Reformed and Roman Churches is that of an outward and visible sign, ordained by Christ, setting forth and pledging an inward and spiritual blessing. The definition owes much to the teaching and language of Augustine, who wrote of the visible form which bore some likeness to the thing invisible. When to this ‘element’, or visible form, the word of Christ’s institution was added, a sacrament was made, so that the sacrament could be spoken of as ‘the visible word’ (see Augustine, Tracts on the Gospel of John 80; Epistles 98; Contra Faustutn 19. 16; Sermons 272).

Does the NT teach the Obligation of sacra-mental rites on all Christians? What spiritual benefit is there in their reception, and how is it conveyed?

The Obligation to continue sacramental rites de-pends on: (1) their institution by Christ; (2) his express command for their continuance; (3) their essential use as Symbols of divine acts integral to the gospel revelation. There are only two rites ob-ligatory in these ways on all Christians. There is no scriptural warrant for giving the other so-called sacramental rites (i.e. Confirmation, Orders, Matrimony, Penance, Extreme Unction) the same Status as * Baptism and the * Lord’s Supper, which from the beginning are together associated with the proclamation of the gospel and the life of the church (Acts 2:41-42; cf I Cor. 10:1-4). They are linked with circumcision and the Passover, the ob-ligatory rites of the OT (Col. 2:11; 1 Cor. 5:7; 11:26). The Christian life is associated in its beginning and in its continuance with sacramental observance (Acts 2:38; I Cor. 11:26). Some of the deepest lessons of holiness and perfection are im-plicit in what Scripture says regarding the Chris-tian’s sacramental obligations (Rom. 6:1-3; 1 Cor. 12:13; Eph. 4:5). References to the sacraments may underlie many passages where there is no explicit mention of them (e.g Jn. 3; 6; 19:34; Heb. 10:22). The risen Lord’s great Commission to the disciples to go to all nations with the gospel specifically commands the administration of Baptism and clearly implies observance of the Lord’s Supper (Mt. 28:19-20). Christ promises to be with his ser-vants until the end of time. The work to which he has called them, including the observance of the sacraments, will not be completed before then. Paul also has no doubt that the Lord’s Supper is to be continued, as a showing forth of the death of Christ, tili he comes again (1 Cor. 11:26). It is true that Matthew and Mark do not record the command ‘this do in remembrance of me’, but the evi-dence of the practice of the early church (Acts 2:42; 20:7; 1 Cor. 10:16; 11:26) more than compen-sates for this.

The eflicacy of the sacraments depends on the institution and command of Christ. The elements in themselves have no power; it is their faithful use that matters. For through them men are brought into communion with Christ in his death and res-urrection (Rom. 6:3; 1 Cor. 10:16). Forgiveness (Acts 2:38), cleansing (Acts 22:16; cf Eph. 5:26) and spiritual quickening (Col. 2:12) are associated with baptism. Participation in the body and blood of Christ is realized through Holy Communion (1 Cor. 10:16; 11:27). Baptism and the cup are linked together in the teaching of our Lord when he speaks of his death, and in the mind of the church when it remembers its solemn obligations (Mk. 10:38-39; I Cor. 10:1-5).

The sacraments are covenant rites: ‘This cup is the new covenant’ (Lk. 22:20: 1 Cor. 11:25). We are baptized ‘into the name’ (Mt. 28:19, rv). The new

covenant was initiated by the sacrifice of the death of Christ (cf Ex. 24:8; Je. 31:31-32). Its blessings are conveyed by God through his Word and prom-ise in the gospel and its sacraments. There is clear evidence that many in apostolic days received bless-ing through the administration of the sacraments accompanied by the preaching of the word (Acts 2:38fT). It was the gospel word or promise ac-companying administration which gave meaning and efficacy to the rite. Those who had received only John’s baptism were baptized again ‘in the name of the Lord Jesus’ (Acts 19:1-7). 1t is appar-ent also that some received the sacraments without spiritual benefit (Acts 8:12, 21; 1 Cor. 11:27; 10:5-12). ln the case of Cornelius and his household (Acts 10:44-48) we have an example of some who received the gifts which baptism seals, before they received the sacrament. Nevertheless, they still received the sacrament as bestowing benefit and as an Obligation.

In the NT there is no conflict suggested belween the use of sacraments and spirituality. When they are rightly received the sacraments do convey blessings to the believer. But these blessings are not confined to the use of the sacraments, nor when they are conveyed through the sacraments does their bestowal conflict in any way with the strong, scriptural emphasis on faith and godliness. The sacraments, when administered in accordance with the principles laid down in Scripture, recall us con-tinually to the great ground of our salvation, Christ in his death and resurrection, and remind us of the obligations we have to walk worthily of the caliing wherewith we are called.

Bibliography. J. Jeremias, The Eucharistie Words of Jesus, 1955; W. F. Flemington, The New Testament Doctrine of Baptism, 1957; A. M. Stibbs, Sacrament. Sacrifice and Eucharist, 1961;

G. R. Beasley-Murray, Baptism in the New Testament, 1962; J. I. Packer (ed.), Eucharistie Sacrifice, 1962; D. Cairns, In Remembrance of Me, 1967; C.

K.. Barrett, Church, Ministry and Sacraments in the New Testament, 1985.    R.j.c.

SACRIFICE AND OFFERING.

I. In the Old Testament

a. Terms

The OT has no general word for ‘sacrifice’, except the rather sparsely used qorbän, ‘that which is brought near’ (qrb), which is practically confined to the levitical literature. (av renders this term ‘Corban’ in the single NT reference of Mk. 7:11.) ’isseh may also serve this purpose in the laws, but it is debated whether it should not be limited to ‘fire-ofierings’ ('es) (but cf Lv. 24:9). The other fre-quently used words describe particular kinds of sacrifice, and are derived either from the mode of sacrifice, as zebah (sacrifice), ‘that which is slain’ (zäbah), and 'ölä (burnt-oflering), ‘that which goes up’, or from its purpose, as ’äsäm (guilt-offering), ‘for guilt’ (’äsäm), and haitat (sin-oflering), ‘for sin’ (hattat). These may be distinguished in pari by the disposal of the victim, whether wholly burnt ('ölä, Lv. 1), or eaten by priests and worshippers together (zebah, Lv. 3), or eaten by the priests alone (hattat and ’äsäm, Lv. 4-5). For the distinc-tion of ‘ölä and zebah, see Dt. 12:27 (cf. Je. 7:21, where the prophet ironically suggests an obliter-ation of the distinction).

Also included under qorbän were the non-blood offerings ‘oflering, oblation’, the cereal-offering (minhä, Lv. 2), the firstfruits (re'sit, bikkürim), the sheai' of 16 Nisan, the dough of the Feast of Weeks, and the tithes.

b. Theories of the beginnings Sacrifice was not confined to Israel among the na-tions of antiquity (cf Jdg. 16:23; 1 Sa. 6:4; 2 K.i. 3:27; 5:17), and many parallels from surrounding nations have been adduced in explanation of Isra-elite sacrifice. W. R. Smith (‘Sacrifice’, EBr\ 21, 1886, pp. 132-138; The Religion of the Semites, 1889) constructed, from the pre-Islamic nomadic Arabs, a hypothetical ‘Semite’, to whom the sacri-ficial meal was the earliest form, and the com-munion of the worshippers and the deity the Controlling idea. The Pan-Babylonian movement (H. Winckler, A. Jeremias, from c. 1900 onwards) looked to the higher civilization of Mesopotamia, and to the developed ritual of propitiatory sacrifice practised there.

R. Dussaud preferred a Canaanite background, and found parallels first in the Carthaginian sacri-ficial tarifls (Le sacrifice en Israel et chez les Pheniciens, 1914; Les origines cananeennes du sacrifice israelite, 1921), and later in the Ras Shamra texts (Les decouvertes de Ras Shamra et TAnden Testament, 1937). Here the materials of ancient Ugarit (r. 1400 bc) indicated a developed ritual of sacrifices bearing names similar to those of the OT. The srp was a burnt-oflering, the dbh, a slain-offering for a meal, the slm, possibly a propitiatory sacrifice, and the ’aUn, the equivalent of the Heb. ’äsäm. (These were not Dussaud’s identifications.) The myth and ritual school (S. H. Hooke, The Ori-gins of Early Semitic Ritual, 1938; I. Engnell, Stud-ies in Divine Kingship in the Ancient Near East, 1943) stressed this sedentary background and laid weight on the substitutionary role of the suflering king in the cult.

This was not convincing to A. Alt, who had earl-ier claimed (Der Gott der Väter, 1929, now in Essays on OT History and Religion, 1966, pp. 1-77) that the real antecedents of Israelite faith were to be sought rather among the nomad Patriarchs, who had practised a form of religion centring in the god of the head of the clan (the ‘God of Abraham’, the ‘God of Isaac’, the ‘God of Jacob’). V. Maag (‘Der Hirte Israels’, Schweizerische Theologische Umschau 28, 1958, pp. 2-28) took this fur-ther by noticing the dominance of the shepherd metaphor in the descriptions of this God, and from a background of the migrant shepherd cul-tures of the Asiatic steppes, suggested that their sacrifice was the fellowship meal in which the god took over the responsibility of the shed blood, which would otherwise have exacted vengeance (cf. A. E. Jensen, ‘Über das Töten als kulturgeschichtliche Erscheinung’, Paideuma 4, 1950, pp. 23-38;

H. Baumann, ‘Nyama, die Rachemacht’, ibid., pp. 191-230). Israelite religion, as it appears in the OT, is a syncretism in which the nomadic zebah sacrifice exists alongside of gilt sacrifices of the ‘ölä type, which come in from the sedentary Canaanite side (V. Maag, VT6, 1956, pp. 10-18).

Such a view finds place for both the sedentary and nomadic aspects, but becomes subjective when applied to particular OT narratives. The OT de-picts early Israel less as nomadic than as a people in process of sedentarization. The Patriarchs al-ready have the larger bovines and engage in some


	
Animals to be offered
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Day 8
	
1
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71
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105
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Chart of the occasions laid down for public sacrifice and offerings (Nu. 28-29).

Numbers of animals to be offered at the public sacrifices, daily, weekly and at festivals.

The two lambs on the Sabbath are additional to the usual daily 2.

The total for seven days refers to the seven days of the Festival of Unleavened Bread (i.e.

2 bu llocks per day for 7 days = 14).

Similarly, the total for eight days refers to the eight days of the Feast of Tabernacles (i.e. 1 goat per day for 8 days = 8 goats).


agriculture, and it may well be that a closer parallel to Hebrew sacrifice may be found among a tribe such as the African Nuer, whose sacrifice, as de-scribed by E. Evans-Pritchard (Nuer Religion, 1956) involved the oflfering of an ox in Substitution for sin. The Wellhausen school, which traced an evolution from a joyous sacrificial meal in the earl-ier time to sin-offerings and guilt-oflerings only in the post-exilic period (J. Wellhausen, Prolegomena to the History of Israel, 1885; W. R. Smith, op. cit.), regarded the connection of sacrifice with sin as the latest element. But this is no longer probable (cf. the writer’s Penitence and Sacrifice in Early Israel, 1963), as the following historical sketch will show.

c. The development in the history

1. Patriarchal. It is significant that the first sacrifices mentioned in Gn. were not z'bähim meals, but the gift-offerings of Cain and Abel (minhä, Gn. 4:3-4), and the burnt-offering of Noah ('Slä, Gn. 8:20; we have here the first reference to an altar). Patriarchal altars are often described (eg. Gn. 12:6-8), but unfortunately details as to the type of sacrifice are lacking. Maag thinks of the zebah communion meal, but T. C. Vriezen (An Outline of Old Testament Theology, 1958, p. 26) thinks the ’ölä more typical. Gn. 22 gives some support to the latter Position. Isaac knows that Abraham is in the habit of ofTering ‘ölä and that a lamb is the likely viclim (v. 7). Sacrificial meals do, however, seal covenants (Gn. 31:54, first use o( zebah), but not all covenants are of this type. Gn. 15:9-11 is best understood as a purificatory ritual like that of the Hittite text translated by O. Masson (RHR 137, 1950, pp. 5-25; cf. O. R. Gurney, The Hittites, 1952, p. 151).

As to the motives of sacrifice in this period, honouring of God and thanksgiving for his good-ness were prominent, but more solemn thoughts cannot be ruled out. Noah’s ofifering is to be seen, not simply as a thank-offering for deliverance, but as an expiation or atonement. When Jacob goes to Egypt (Gn. 46:1), he pauses to seek God’s will, and öfters sacrifices (zebah), which were possibly expi-atory (cf I. Rost, VTSupp 7, 1960, p. 354; ZDPV 66, 1943, pp. 205-216). In Egypt Israel is called to a solemn sacrifice in the wilderness (Ex. 5:3, zebah), which required animal victims (Ex. 10:25— 26) and was distinguished from any ofTered by the Egyptians (Ex. 8:26).

2.    Tribal. The establishment of Israel as a tribal Organization, which Noth thinks of as coming into being only on the soil of Palestine in the time of the Judges (cf. The History of Israel, 1958), is taken back by strong biblical tradition to the time of Moses. Chief among tribal occasions were the three festivals, at which sacrifice was to be ofTered: ‘none shall appear before me empty-handed’ (Ex. 23:15). The sacrifices we know best were those of the * Passover and the * covenant. The Passover combined the elements of sacrifice as an apo-tropaic and sacrifice as a communion meal. Secure in the knowledge that the blood had been shed to ward oflf evil, the members of each family could sit down to joyful fellowship (Ex. 12; Jos. 5:5-12). Similar elements probably entered into the covenant sacrifice and its renewals (Ex. 24:1-8; Dt. 27:1fr.; Jos. 8:30ft; 24; cf. Ps. 50:5). The blood-sprinkling purified the covenant and the eating of the meal marked its consummation.

In addition, many other sacrifices both national and local were ofTered. Typical of national sacrifices were those in times of disaster or war (Jdg. 20:26; 21:4; 1 Sa. 7:9), when penitence seems to have been the main note (cf. Jdg. 2:1-5). Dedica-tions and new beginnings were marked by sacrifice (Jdg. 6:28; Ex. 32:6; I Sa. 6:14; 11:15; 2 Sa. 6:17), as were individual occasions of celebration (1 Sa. 1:3), intercession (Nu. 23:lfT), and perhaps hospi-tality (Ex. 18:12).

3.    Monarchie. The building of the Temple by Solomon provided opportunity for initiatory (1 Ki. 8:62fT.) and regulär sacrifices (I Ki. 9:25), but as the sources are books of ‘kings’ they speak rather of royal participation (cf. 2 Ki. 16:1 Off.) than of that of the people. That the everyday cult was in progress, however, is attested by such a verse as 2 Ki. 12:16, and by the frequent mention of sacrifice in the prophets and psalms. The many favour-able references in the latter show that the con-demnations of the former are not to be taken in an absolute sense, as if prophet and priest were opposed. The prophets object less to the cult itself than to the magic-working ideas borrowed from the fertility cults (Am. 4:4-5; Is. 1:11-16), and to such innovations as idolatry and child sacrifice introduced by apostatizing rulers (Je. 19:4; Ezk. 16:21).

An Isaiah can receive his call in the Temple (Is. 6), and a Jeremiah or an Ezekiel can find a place for a purified cult in the future (Je. 17:26; Ezk. 40-48). This is also the predominant feeling of the psalmists, who constantly speak of their sacrifices of thanksgiving in payment of their vows (e.g. Ps. 66:13-15). Expressions of penitence and the joy of forgiveness are also present (Pss. 32; 51) and, al-though sacrifice is not often mentioned in diese contexts, it is probably to be assumed from the fact that forgiveness is experienced in the Temple (Ps. 65:1-5). While there is no need to make all such references post-exilic, the prophets’ complaint that penitence did not often enough accompany sacrifice in the late kingdom period should also be borne in mind.

4. Post-exilic. The disaster of the Exile is usually seen as resulting in a deeper sense of sin, and no doubt this is true (cf. 2 Ki. 17:7ff.; Ne. 9), but not in the sense of Wellhausen that only then could the expiatory note of Lv. 1-7 and Lv. 16 have entered Israelite religion. References to sacrifice in the non-levitical writings before and after the Exile, al-though usually too fragmentary to decide the issue, give little support to such an evolution. Joy, as well as penitence, continues to characterize sacrifice (Ezr. 6:16—18; Ne. 8:9fT.). Temple and cult are valued (Hg. 1-2; Joel 2:14, and especially Chron-icles), but only as they are the vehicles of sincere worship (Mal. l:6ff.; 3:3ff.). Apocalyptic and Wisdom literature take the cult for granted (Dn. 9:21,27; Ec. 5:4; 9:2) and also continue the proph-etic moral emphasis (Ec. 5:1; Pr. 15:8).

d. The regulalions of the laws Laws for sacrifice are scattered through all the codes (Ex. 20:24fr.; 34:25fT.; Lv. 17; 19:5fT.;Nu. 15; Dt. 12, etc), but the sacrificial ‘torah’ par excel-lence is Lv. 1-7. Chs. 1-5 deal in turn with the burnt-ofTering ('ölä), cereal-offering (minhä), peace-offering (zebah), sin-offering (hattat) and guilt-oftering (’äsäm), while chs. 6-7 give additional regulations for all five—6:8-13 (burnt); 6:14-18 (cereal); 6:24-30 (sin); 7:1-10 (guilt); 7:11 ff. (peace). From these and other references the following synthetic account is compiled.

1. The materials. The sacrificial victim had to be taken from the clean animals and birds (Gn. 8:20), and could be bullock, goat, sheep, dove or pigeon (cf. Gn. 15:9), but not camel or ass (Ex. 13:13) (* Clean and Unclean). These provisions are not to be traced to the idea of sacrifice as ‘food for the gods’ (viz. that the gods ate what man ate)—as might be suggested by Lv. 3:11; 21:6; Ezk. 44:7— for fish (Lv. 11:9) and wild animals (Dt. 12:22) could be eaten but not sacrificed. The principle seems rather to have been that of property (cf. 2 Sa. 24:24), the wild animals being regarded as in some sense already God’s (Ps. 50:9ff.; cf. Is. 40:16), while the domestic animals had become man’s by his la-bours (Gn. 22:13 is only apparently an exception), and were in a kind of ‘biotic rapport’ with him. This was even more clearly the case with the non-blood ofierings, which had been produced by ‘the sweat of his brow’ (cereals, flour, oil, wine, etc), and were also staple articles of the kitchen. Property unlawfully acquired was not acceptable (Dt. 23:18).

The principle of ‘the best for God’ was observed throughout—as to sex, males being preferred to females (Lv. 1:3; but cf. Lv. 3:1; Gn. 15:9; 1 Sa. 6:14; 16:2); as to age, maturity being especially valuable (1 Sa. 1:24); as to physical perfection, ‘without blemish’ being constantly emphasized (Lv. 1:3; 3:1; Dt. 15:21; 17:1; 22:17-25; cf. Mal. l:6ff., but note the exception for free-will offerings Lv. 22:23); and in some cases as to colour, red being chosen (Nu. 19:2), perhaps as representing blood (cf. prehistoric cave paintings of animals). The difference between Israel and her neighbours is clearly seen in the rejection of the extension of this principle to what might be thought its logical climax in the human first-born. The child sacrifice, which was present in the late kingdom (2 Ki. 21:6), and the human sacrifices occasionally reported of earlier times (Jdg. 1 l:29ff.), were from outside in-fluences, and were condemned by prophet (Je. 7:31 fT.), precept (Lv. 20:4) and example (Gn. 22). Ex. 22:29b is clearly to be interpreted by Ex. 34:19-20 and Ex. 13:12-16. The principle of Substitution is present, not only in this replacing of the human first-born by an animal victim but in the Provision given to the poor to offer the cheaper doves for a sin-offering (Lv. 5:7) and, if even this was too much, a cereal-offering (Lv. 5:11). The words ‘such as he can afford’ (Lv. 14:22, etc.) are very signifi-cant here.

Libations of oil (Gn. 28:18), wine (Gn. 35:14) and water (?1 Sa. 7:6) seem to have had a place in the cult, but only the wine-offerings are referred to in the basic laws (Nu. 28:7, etc.). The prohibition of leaven and honey (with some exceptions), and possibly also of milk, is probably to be put down to their liability to putrefaction. For the opposite reason salt was probably added to the sacrifices, because of its well-known preservative qualities (mentioned only in Lv. 2:13 and Ezk. 43:24, but cf. Mk. 9:49). * Incense (Tbönä, q'löret) played a con-siderable role, both as an independent offering (Ex. 30:7, cf. the instructions for its making in vv. 34-38) and as an accompaniment of the cereal-offering (Lv. 2). Many scholars, doubting its early use on the ground that it was neither edible nor home-grown property (Je. 6:20), think q'töret in the historical books describes the burning of the fat (qtr) rather than incense, but this is not certain. (See N. H. Snaith, IB, 3, 1954, p. 40, and J. A. Montgomery, ICC, Kings, 1952, p. 104, also VT 10, 1960, pp. 113-129.)

2. The occasions. The regulations cover both national and individual offerings, and daily and Festival occasions. The first public sacrifices with good attestation are the seasonal ones, the Feast of Un-leavened Bread, Firstfruits or Weeks and Ingathering or *Tabernacles (Ex. 23:14-17; 34:18-23; Dt. 16). With the first the ‘Passover was early connected (Jos. 5:10-12), and with the last, in all prob-ability, covenant renewal ceremonies (cf. Ex. 24; Dt. 31:1 OfT.; Jos. 24) and possibly new year and atoning rites (cf Lv. 23:27ff.) (* Pentecost.) A full tariff of sacrifices for these, and for additional ob-servances, monthly (new moon), weekly (sabbath) and daily (morning and evening), is found in Nu. 28-29, and may be set out in tabular form (see the chart on p. 1046).

The date of the beginning of the twice-daily burnt-offering is controverted, and certainty is dif-ficult to arrive at, because of the ambiguous nature of minhä for both cereal- and burnt-offerings. (See the chart on p. 1050.) ‘ölä and minhä are also referred to without time notes in 1 Sa.3:14;Je. 14:12; and Ps. 20:3, and continual ölöl and minhöt in Ezr. 3:3ff. and Ne. 10:33.

Sacrifices of a more private nature were the Passover, for which the unit was the family (Ex. 12; cf. 1 Sa. 20:6, but this was a new moon, not a full moon), and individual sacrifices, such as those in fulfilment of a vow (1 Sa. 1:3, cf. v. 21; 2 Sa. 15:7(T), or in confirmation of a treaty (Gn. 31:54), veneration of God (Jdg. 13:19), personal dedica-tion (1 Ki. 3:4), consecration (1 Sa. 16:3) or expi-ation (2 Sa. 24:17fT.). Whether the extending of hospitality to a guest was always regarded as a sac-rificial occasion is not clear (Gn. 18; Nu. 22:40; 1 Sa. 28:24 may not have involved altar rites, but cf. 1 Sa. 9). Additional occasions mentioned in the laws are the cleansing of the leper (Lv. 14), purification after child-birth (Lv. 12), the consecration of a priest (Lv. 8-9) or a Levite (Nu. 8), and the release of a Nazirite from his vows (Nu. 6). Less frequent sacrifices were those of sanctuary dedication (2 Sa. 6:13; 1 Ki. 8:5ff.; Ezk. 43:18ff.; Ezr. 3:2ff.), royal coronations (1 Sa. 11:15; 1 Ki. 1:9), and days of national penitence (Jdg. 20:26; 1 Sa. 7) or prepar-ation for battle (1 Sa. 13:8ff.; Ps. 20).

Among seasonal offerings brought annually in recognition of God’s share in productivity were firstlings and firstfruits (Ex. 13; 23:19; Dt. 15:19fT.; 18:4; 26; Nu. 18; cf Gn. 4:3-4; 1 Sa. 10:3; 2 Ki. 4:42), ‘tithes, and the offerings of the first sheaf (Lv. 23:9fT.) and the first dough (Nu. 15:18-21; Ezk. 44:30; cf. Lv. 23:15ff ). Their purpose was probably not to consecrate the rest of the crop, but to deconsecrate it. All was God’s until the first por-tion had been offered and accepted in lieu of the whole. Only then was the restriction on the human use of the remainder removed (Lv. 23:14, cf. 19:23—

25). Even the portion brought was usually pre-sented only in token at the altar, and afterwards taken away for the use of the priests or for a sacri-ficial meal. This was also the final fate of the weekly ‘showbread.

3. The ritual. The major altar sacrifices of Lv. 1-5 are described in a framework of a stereotyped ritual comprising six acts, of which three belong to the worshipper and three to the priest. They may be illustrated from the ‘ölä and the zebah (cf. R. Rendtorff, Die Gesetze in der Priesterschrift, 1954). (See the chart on p. 1051.) The provisions for the sin-offering, several times repeated for various classes (Lv. 4:1-12, 13-21, 22-26, 27-31), follow the same scheme, except in minor details. The burnt-offering of a bird (Lv. 1:14-17) and the cereal-offering (Lv. 2) of necessity present greater variations, but are not entirely dissimilar. A similar formula for the guilt-offering is not given (cf, how-ever, 7:1-7), but it may be understood as coming under the law of the sin-offering (Lv. 7:7).

(i)    The worshipper brings near (hiqrib) his offering (also hebt’, ’äsäh). The place of the sacrifice is the tabernacle forecourt on the N side of the altar (for burnt-, sin- and guilt-offerings, but not for the more numerous peace-offerings), although in earlier times it may have been the door of the tabernacle (Lv. 17:4), or local sanctuary (1 Sa. 2:12ff.), or a rough altar of stone or earth (Ex. 20:24ff.) or a rock (1 Sa. 6:14) or pillar (Gn. 28:18). Killing on the altar, although implied by Gn. 22:9 and Ex. 20:24 (Ps. 118:27 is corrupt), is not normal in the cult.

(ii)    He lays (sämak) his hands, or in the biblical period more probably one hand (cf. Nu. 27:18), upon the victim, and possibly confesses his sin. This latter is mentioned, however, only in Connection with the scapegoat, where the blood was not shed (Lv. 16:21) and with some sin-offerings (Lv. 5:5) and guilt-offerings (Nu. 5:7) (cf, however, Dt. 26:3; Jos. 7:19-20), so that the s'mikä cannot cer-tainly be claimed as a transferring of sin. On the other hand, it seems inadequate to regard it simply as an identification by the owner of his property, for such an identification is not made with the non-blood sacrifices, where it would have been equally appropriate. Representation, if not transference, seems to be clearly involved (cf. the use of the same word for the commissioning of Joshua (Nu. 27:18) and the Levites (Nu. 8:10) and the stoning of a blasphemer (Lv. 24:13f.)). See P. Volz, ZAW 21, 1901, pp. 93-100, and for an opposite view J. C. Matthes, ibid. 23, 1903, pp. 97-119.

(iii)    The slaughtering (sähat) is performed by the worshipper, except for the national ofTerings (Lv. 16:11; 2 Ch. 29:24). In the non-levitical literature the verb zäbah is used, but this may have referred to the subsequent cutting up of the sacrifice, and the laying of the parts on the altar (mizbeah, not mishat) (so K. Galling, Der Altar, 1925, pp. 56ff). For this, however, nth isnormaily used (1 Ki. 18:23; Lv. 1:6), and zäbah describes rather the z'bähint sacrifices, except for a few passages (Ex. 20:24; 1 Ki. 3:4; cf. 2 Ki. 10:18ff.) where it occurs with ölöt. These are perhaps to be put down to a loose use of the verb, which in the cognate languages can even be used of vegetable offerings, and in the Piel in Heb. seems to be used quite generally for the whole round of the (usually apostate) cult. It is not cer-tain, then, that every use of zebah was sacrificial, or that meat could be eaten only on occasions of sacrifice, although this was often the case in an-tiquity (cf. the problem of the idol-meat at Cor-inth) (see N. H. Snaith, VT25, 1975, pp. 242-246).

(iv)    The manipulation (zäraq) of the blood is in the hands of the priest, who collects it in a basin and dashes it against the NE and SW corners of the altar in such a way that all four sides are spat-tered. This takes place with the animal burnt-oflTerings (Lv. 1), peace-offerings (Lv. 3) and guilt-offerings (Lv. 7:2), but not with the burnt-offering of birds (Lv. 1:15), where the quantity of blood was insufficient, and so was drained out on the side of the altar. The sin-offering (Lv. 4) uses a different set of verbs, hizzä (‘sprinkle’) or nät_an (‘put’) ac-cording to whether the offering is of primary or secondary rank (see below). The remainder of the blood is then poured out (Säpak) at the base of the altar. The blood rite is referred to in the histor-ical books only in 2 Ki: 16:15 (but cf. 1 Sa. 14:31 — 35; Ex. 24:6-8). (See Th. C. Vriezen, OTS 7, 1950, pp. 201-235; D. J. McCarthy, JBL 88, 1969, pp. 166-176; 92, 1973, pp. 205-210; N. H. Snaith, ExpT 82, 1970-71, pp. 23f.)

(v)    Some burning (hiqtir) took place with all the sacrifices. Not only the blood but also the fat be-longed to God, and this was first burnt (Gn. 4:4; 1 Sa. 2:16). This was not the fat in general, but specif-ically the fat of the kidneys, liver and intestines. Front the peace-, sin- and guilt-offerings only this was burnt, from the cereal-offerings a portion called the ’azkärä was separated off and burnt, but the burnt-offering was wholly burnt except for the skin, which became the perquisite of the priests (Lv. 7:8). A different kind of burning (särap) away front the altar was the fate of the primary rank sin-offerings. In this burning the skin was also included

(vi)    The retnaining portions of the sacrifice were eaten (’äkal) in a sacrificial meal, either by the priests and worshippers together (peace-offering), or by the priests and their families, or by the priests alone. Priestly food was classified as either holy or most holy. The formier included the peace-offerings (Lv. 10:14; 22:1 Off.) and firstfruits and tithes (Nu. 18:13), and could be eaten by the priest’s family in any clean place, but the lauer included the sin-offerings (Lv. 6:26), guilt-offerings (Lv. 7:6), cereal-offerings (Lv. 6:16), and showbread (Lv. 24:9), and could be eaten only by the priests themselves, and within the Temple precincts. The people’s sacrificial meal from the peace-offering was the populär accompaniment of local worship in early times (1 Sa. 1; 9), but with the centralization of the cult in Jerusalem (cf. Dt. 12) tended to recede before the formal aspects of worship. As late as Ezk. 46:21-24, however, Provision continued to be made for it.

4. The kinds. (i) ’ölä. The burnt-offering seems to have a better claim to be regarded as the typical Hebrew sacrifice than the zebah favoured by the Wellhausen school. It is present from the beginning (?Gn. 4; 8:20; 22:2; Ex. 10:25; 18:12; Jdg. 6:26;

13:16), early became a regulär rite (1 Ki. 9:25; cf. 1 Ki. 10:5), was never omitted on great occasions (1 Ki. 3:4; Jos. 8:31), and retained its dominant role to the latest times (Ezk. 43:18; Ezr. 3:2-4) (see R. Rendtorff, Studien zur Geschichte des Opfers int alten Israel, 1967). Whatever may be said for Robertson Smith’s view of a primary peace-offering, from which the burnt-offering later developed, as far as the OT is concerned it is from the ’ölä that the trtinhä, ’äsänt, hattä't and even S'lämtm seem to have arisen. The kälilreferred to five times (1 Sa. 7:9; Ps. 51:19; Dt. 33:10; cf. Dt. 13:16 and Lv. 6:22-23) is also another name for the ’ölä, although ap-parently differing somewhat in the Carthage and Marseilles tariffs.

While there is truth in Rost’s view that the inci-dence of the ’ölä is confined to Greece and the region ‘bordered by the Taurus in the N, the Medi-terranean in the W and the desert in the E and S’ (‘Erwägungen zum israelitischen Brandopfer’, Von Ugarit nach Qutttran (Eissfeldt Festschrift), 1958, pp. 177-183), it does not follow that its origins in Israel are in human sacrifice (2 Ki. 3:27) or rites of aversion of the Greek kind. Its undoubted gift character is apparent from the Sublimation of the elements into a form in which they can be trans-ported to God (Jdg. 6:21; 13:20; cf Dt. 33:10), but this does not say anything about the purpose of the gift, which may have been of homage and thanks-giving, or to expiate sin. The latter note is present in Jb. 1:5; 42:8 and many early passages, and is given as the reason for the sacrifice in Lv. 1:4 (cf. the Ugaritic Text 9:7, where the burnt-offering (srp) is connected to forgiveness of soul (slh nps)). When the sin-offering came to take precedence as the first of the series of sacrifices (Mishnah, Zeba-him 10. 2) it tended to take over this function, but this was not originally the case (cf. Nu. 28-29, and cf. Nu. 6:14 with 6:11).

(ii) trtinhä (‘meal-offering’, av ‘meat-offering’, rsv ‘cereal-offering’). It is somewhat confusing that this term is used in three different ways in the OT: 34 times it simply means ‘present’ or Tribute’ (cf. Jdg. 3:15; 1 Ki. 4:21—the root is probably tttänah, ‘to give’, cf. the peculiar form of the plural in the MT of Ps. 20:3), 97 times in the levitical literature it is the cereal-offering (e.g. in Lv. 2), and an indeterminate number of the remaining in-stances also have this meaning (e.g. Is. 43:23; 66:20), but in the others it refers to sacrifice generally (1 Sa. 2:29; 26:19, and probably in Malachi), and to animal sacrifice in particular (1 Sa. 2:12-17; Gn. 4:3-4; but see N. H. Snaith, VT 7, 1957, pp.

314-316). S. R. Driver rightly defines minhä as not merely expressing the neutral idea of gift, but as denoting ‘a present made to secure or retain good-will’ (HDB, 3, 1900, p. 587; cf. Gn. 33:10), and this propitiatory sense is to the fore also in such sacrificial references as 1 Sa. 3:10-14; 26:19.

In these references the minhä is an independent sacrifice, whereas in the laws it is the accompani-ment of burnt-offerings and peace-offerings (Nu. 15:1-16), except in Nu. 5:15,25; Lv. 5:11-13; 6:19-23. According to Lv. 2, it is to consist of either flour (2:1-3), baked cakes (2:4-10) or raw grain (2:14-16), together with oil and frankincense (l'bönä). With this ‘minhä of the forecourt’ may be compared what J. H. Kurtz called the ‘minhä of the holy place’—the altar of incense, the showbread on the table and the oil in the lamp (The Sacrificial Worship of the Old Testament, 1865). Other in-gredients might be salt (Lv. 2:13) and wine (Lv. 23:13). None of these offerings was eaten by the worshippers (but ?Lv. 7:11-18). They went to the priests, but only after a ‘memorial portion’ (Lv. 2:2) had been bumt on the altar. This rsv transla-tion implies a derivation of ’azkärä from zäkar, but G. R. Driver has suggested the meaning ‘token’, a part for the whole (JSS 1, 1956, pp. 97-105), and this would be yet another instance of the principle of Substitution in the sacrifices.

(iii) zebah and s'lämim. Again there is a variety of usage, in which zebah and s'lämim are some-times interchangeable (Lv. 7:11-21; 2 Kl 16:13,

15), sometimes distinguished (Jos. 22:27; f. Ex. 24:5; 1 Sa. 11:15), sometimes independent (2 Sa. 6:17-18; Ex. 32:6), and sometimes combined into a compound expression zebah s'lämim or zib'he s'lämim (so usually in the levitical law). It is doubt-ful if all these uses are to be understood as refer-ring simply to the zebah sacrificial meal. s'lämim, when used alone, was possibly not a meal at all (cf, however, 2 Sa. 6:19), but a solemn expiatory offer-ing akin to the ‘ölä (so R. Rendtorff, Studien zur

Geschichte des Opfers), and in conjunction with other sacrifices may still have retained this meaning. A slm of a propitiatory kind seems to have been known at Ugarit (D. M. L. Urie, 'Sacrifice among the West Semites’, PEQ 81, 1949, pp. 75-77) and is reflected in such passages as Jdg. 20:26; 1 Sa. 13:9; 2 Sa. 24:25. It is in no way inconsistent that a joyous meal followed, if the joy was the joy of forgiveness, for the zebah covenant meal also usually marked a reconciliation after estrangement (Gn. 31:54; cf. S. I. Curtiss, ‘The Semitic Sacrifice of Reconciliation’, The Expositor, 6th series, 6, 1902, pp. 454-462).

Either of the proposed derivations of selem— from sälöm, ‘peace’, so ‘to make peace’ (cf. G. Fohrer, ‘to make complete’ so ‘concluding offer-ing’; TDNTl, pp. 1022-1023) or from sillem, ‘com-pensate’, so ‘to pay off, expiate’ (cf. B. A. Levine, ‘a tribute, a present, a gift of greeting’, In the Pres-ence of the Lord, 1974)—would be in keeping and preferable to the reduction of the peace-offering to what were in fact only Segments ‘vow-offering’ or ‘thank-offering’. These two, together with the freewill-offering, made up three classes within the peace-offering proper, and the regulations governing them (Lv. 7:11 ff.) are a Supplement to those of Lv. 3. All three were thank-offerings, but the vow-offering, which discharged an earlier promise at the time of its accomplishment, was no longer optional, while the others were. Possibly it was for this reason that the vow reverted to the stricter regulation of a victim without blemish (Lv. 22:19; cf. Mal. 1:14, where it is added that it should be a male), while this requirement was relaxed for the freewill-offering (Lv. 22:23). Lv. 7 also adds the rules for the sacrificial meal, which had been miss-ing in Lv. 3—viz. that the thank-offering was to be eaten the same day, and the vow and freewill-offering not later than the next. The priests’ por-tions are defined (Lv. 7:32ff.) as the ‘wave’ breast and the ‘heave’ shoulder (thigh). G. R. Driver (op.
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eit.) suggests some such meaning as ‘contribution’ for the terms ‘wave’ (t'nüpä) and ‘heave’ (t'rümä), and this seems better than the older Suggestion of horizontal and vertical motions at the altar, which are scarcely appropriate when rams, he-goats and Levites are the objects of the actions (Nu. 8:11). (See W. B. Stevenson, ‘Hebrew 'Olah and Zebach Sacrifices’, Festschrift Alfred Bertholet, 1950, pp 488-497; cf. J. Milgrom, ‘The Alleged Wave-Offering in Israel and in the Ancient Near East’, IEJ 22, 1972, pp. 33-38.)

(iv) ’äsäm and hattat,. The names of these offer-ings, guilt-offering (trespass-offering) and sin-offering, are the names of the offences for which they are to atone, ’äsäm (‘guilt’) and hattat, (‘sin’). In a cultic context these terms rel'er, not so much to moral ofTences, as to those which are ceremoni-ally defiling, although the moral aspect is by no means ruled out. Of the former kind are the sin-ofTerings of the leper (Lv. 14; cf. Mk. 1:44) and the mother after childbirth (Lv. 12; cf. Lk. 2:24), and of the lauer, those of deception and misap-propriation in Lv. 6:1-7, and passion in Lv. 19:20-22. These examples can have been but little more than random specimens to illustrate the laws, and should not be regarded as giving a full account of sacrifice for sin in these laws, much less in the cult as a whole. In the history, for example, these sacrifices scarcely figure at all. They are not mentioned in Deuteronomy (cf. Dt. 12), and are probably not to be understood in Ho. 4:8. But this is to be put down less to their post-exilic origin as Wellhausen argued—for they are well known to Ezekiel (cf. 40:39; 42:13) and may be hinted at in Ps. 40:6; 2 Ki. 12:16; 1 Sa. 6:3 (unless these are only monetary)—than to their individual nature (this might explain the silence concerning the ’äsäm, which was not a festival sacrifice), and the fragmentary character of the records. They are equally silent for the post-exilic period (’äsäm is mentioned, doubtfully, only in Ezr. 10:19 and hattat, in Ne. 10:33 and what appears a formula of the Chronicler in Ezr. 6:17; 8:35; 2 Ch. 29:21 ff.).

Equally obscure is the relation between the two offerings (e.g. they are used synonymously in Lv. 5:6). All that can certainly be said is that sins against the neighbour are more prominent in the aiäm and those against God in the hattä't. The ’äsäm therefore requires a monetary compensation in addition to the sacrifice. The value of the misap-propriation plus a fifth is to be repaid to the wronged neighbour (Lv. 6:5) or, if he or his repre-sentative is not available, to the priest (Nu. 5:8). The sacrificial victim in the guilt-offering, usually a ram, also became the priest’s, and after the regulär blood and lat ritual could be eaten by the priests as ‘most holy’ (Lv. 7:1-7). The same Provision applies (Lv. 6:24—29) to the sin-ofTerings of the ruler (Lv. 4:22-

26) and the common man (Lv. 4:27-31), but in these cases the blood is put on the horns of the altar.

The sin-offerings of the high priest (Lv. 4:1-12) and the whole Community (Lv. 4:13-21) follow a still more solemn ritual, in which the blood is sprinkled (hizzä, not zäraq) bel'ore the veil of the sanctuary, and the bodies of the victims are not eaten but burnt (särap, not hiqtir) outside the camp (Lv. 6:30; cf. I leb. 13:11). In addition to these four classes provisions are made for substitute offerings front the poor (Lv. 5:7-13). Chs. 4 and 5 thus con-tain a graduated scale of victims: bull (high priest and congregation, but cf. Nu. 15:24; Lv. 9:15; 16:5), he-goat (ruler), she-goat or lamb (common man), turtle-doves or pigeons (poor), flour (very poor). The following principles may be remarked: everyone must bring some sin-offering, no-one may eat of his own sin-offering, and the more pro-pitiatory the rite the nearer the blood must come to God. On the Day of Atonement the veil itself was penetrated and the blood sprinkled on the ark. (See D. Schötz, Schuld- und Sündopfer im Alten Testament, 1930; L. Morris, *'Asham’, EQ 30, 1958, pp. 196-210; J. Milgrom, VT 21, 1971, pp. 237-239: D. Kellerman, TDOT 1, pp. 429^)37.)

5. The meaning The oft-staled purpose of the sacrifices in Lv. is ‘to atone’ (kipper, Lv. 1:4, etc.). This verb may be explained in one of three ways: ‘to cover’, from the Arab. kafara\ ‘to wipe away’, front the Akkad. kuppurw, ‘to ransom by a Substitute’, from the Heb. noun köper. Although the second is favoured by most modern writers, it is the third which seems most in keeping with the theory of sacrifice given in Lv. 17:11, av, ‘the life of the flesh is in the blood ... it is the blood that maketh an atonement for the soul’ (but cf. rsv and J. Mil-grom, JBL 90, 1971, pp. 149-156), and with the principle at work in many of the practices en-countered above: the choice of offering material in ‘biotic rapport’; their designation by the laying on of the hand; the burning of a token such as the fat or the ’azkärä; the offering of a first portion and the redemption of the first-born (cf. S. H. Hooke, ‘The Theory and Practice of Substitution’, VT 2, 1952, pp. 1-17, and for an opposite view A. Metz-inger’s articles, Bib 21, 1940). To these might be added the ritual of the heifer in Dt. 21 and the scapegoat in Lv. 16, which, although not blood sacrifices, reflect ideas which must a fortiori have been true of blood sacrifices. It was in this light that Lv. 16 was understood in the Jewish tradition (e.g. Mishnah, Yoma 6. 4, ‘bear our sins and be gone’).

Such passages are a warning against confining the atonement to a single act, as if it were the death alone, or the presentation of the blood, or the dis-posal of the victim, which atoned. The death was important—the live goat is only half of the ritual in Lv. 16 (cf. v. 15 with 14:4-7; 5:7-11). The blood manipulation was also important—in 2 Ch. 29:24 it seems to make atonement subsequent to the killing. The final disposal of the victim by fire or eating or to Azazel also had its place—in Lv. 10:16-20 the priestly eating of the sin-offering is more than just declaratory. The view that the death of the victim was only to release the life that was in the blood, and that the atonement consisted only of the latter, is as one-sided as that which sees the death as a quantitative penal satisfaction. To the latter view it has been objected that the sins for which sacrifice was offered were not those meriting death, that sin-offerings did not always require death (cf. Lv. 5:11 — 13), and that the killing could not have been central or it would have been in the hands of the priest, not the Iayman. These objections teil only against extreme forms of the Substitution theory, not against the principle of Substitution itself.

The real advantage of the Substitution theory is that it retains the categories of personal relation-ships, where other views tend to descend to subpersonal dynamistic categories, in which the blood itself is thought of as effecting mystic Union or revitalizing in a semi-magical way (cf the theories of H. Hubert and M. Mauss, Sacrifice: Its Nature and Function, 1964; A. Loisy, RHLR n.s. 1, 1910, pp. 1-30, and Essai historique sur le sacrifice, 1920;

S. G. Gayford, Sacrifice and Prieslhood, 1924; A. Bertholet, JBL 49, 1930, pp. 218—233, and Der Sinn des kultischen Opfers, 1942; E. O. James, The Origins of Sacrifice, 1933).

A weightier objection to the Substitution theory is that which finds difficulty in the description of the sin-offering after the sacrifice as ‘most holy’, and as fit for priestly food. If a transfer of sin had taken place, would it not be unclean and fit only for destructive burning (särapfi. This was in fact the case with the primary rank sin-offerings. In the other cases the priestly eating is perhaps to be simi-larly interpreted, as if the power of superior ‘holi-ness’ in the priests through their anointing ab-sorbed the uncleanness of the offering (cf. Lv. 10:16-20 and the article ‘Sin-Eating’, ERE, 11, 1920, pp. 572-576 (Hartland)). That we are dealing here with categories of ‘holiness’, which are not ours, is evident from the instruction to break the earthen vessels in which the sin-offering has been boiled (Lv. 6:28; cf ‘Clean and Unclean). Al-ternatively, the death of the victim could be understood as neutralizing the infection of sin, so that the fat and blood could come unimpeded to the altar as an offering to God.

Whether other views of sacrifice such as ‘homage’ and ‘communion’ are possible alongside that outlined here, as favoured by most scholars (A. Wendel, Das Opfer in der altisraelitischen Religion, 1927; W. O. E. Oesterley, Sacrifices in Andern Israel, 1937; H. H. Rowley, The Meaning of Sacrifice, 1950), or whether certain types of sacrifice express one of these aspects more than another (e.g. burnt-offering, homage, and peace-offering, communion) is best left an open question. But in the laws at least the burnt-offering, the cereal-offering and even the peace-offering (but only rarely; cf. Ex. 29:33; Ezk. 45:15), as well as the sin-and guilt-offerings, are said to atone. And what is true of the laws seems to be true also of the history.


The question as to whether the offering was both an expiation (i.e. of sins) and a propitiation (i.e. of wrath) or only an expiation is also difficult to answer. kipper undoubtedly means propitiation in some instances (Nu. 16:41-50; Ex. 32:30), and this is supported by the use of the expression reah nihöah, ‘sweet-smelling savour’, throughout the laws (cf. also Gn. 8:21, and lxx of Dt. 33:10). reah nihöah may, however, have a weakened sense (G. B. Gray, Sacrifice in the Old Testament, 1925, pp. 77-81, points out that it is used where we should hardly expect it, with cereal and zebah offerings, but not where we do expect it with sin- and guilt-offerings), and this is even more evidently the case with kipper when it is used in Connection with such material things as the tabernacle furniture (Ex. 29:37; Ezk. 43:20; 45:19), and must be rendered simply ‘cleanse’.

Of importance to the discussion here is the rec-ognition that God himself gave the ritual to sinful man (Lv. 17:11, ‘the blood ... I have given it for you upon the altar to make atonement for your souls’). The sacrifices are to be seen as operating within the sphere of the covenant and covenanting grace. They were not ‘man’s expedient for his own redemption’ as L. Köhler (Old Testament The-ology, 1957) suggests, but were 'the fruit of grace, not its root’ (A. C. Knudson, The Religious Teach-ing of the Old Testament, 1918, p. 295). The question as to whether within this context propitiation has a place is similar to the NT one, and will depend on the view taken of sin, and law and the nature of God (‘Atonement; also L. Morris, The Apostolic Preaching of the Cross, 1955).

It remains to be said that within the OT itself there is much to suggest that its System was not a final one. No sacrifices availed, for example, for breach of covenant (cf Ex. 32:30ff.)—it is in this light that the prophetic rejection of sacrifice is to be understood—or for sins of a ‘high hand’ that put man outside the covenant (Nu. 15:30), though perhaps idolatry and apostasy would be illustra-tions here. While not accepting the view, on the one hand. that the efficacy of sacrifice was limited to inadvertent sins, which were no real sins at all, or, on the other, that prophets and pious psalmists saw no value in sacrifice whatsoever, it remains true that the cult was liable to abuse, when the inward tie between worshipper and means of worship was loosed, and prophetic religion became necessary to emphasize the priority of a personal relation to God. It is no accident, however, that when priestly and prophetic religion meet in the figure of the Servant of the Lord in Is. 53 the highest point of OT religion is reached, as all that is valuable in cult is taken up into a person, who both makes a sacri-ficial atonement (hizzä, ‘lamb’, ‘guilt-offering’) and calls for the love and personal allegiance of the human heart.
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II. In the New Testament

The Greek words used are thysia, döron, prosphora and their cognates, and anapherö, translated ‘sacrifice, gift, ofTering, offer’ (thysia in Mk. 12:33 prob-ably means ‘meal-offering’); holokautöma, ‘whole burnt ofTering’; thymiama, ‘incense’; spendö, ‘pour out as a drink-oflering’. All were adopted, with the other terms given below, from lxx.

a. Old Testament sacrifices in the New The OT sacrifices (see I, above) were still being ofiered during practically the whole period of the composition of the NT, and it is not surprising, therefore, that even their literal significance comes in for some illuminating comment. Important maxims are to be found in Mt. 5:23-24; 12:3-5 and parallels, 17:24-27; 23:16-20; 1 Cor. 9:13-14. It is noteworthy that our Lord has sacrifice ofiered for him or öfters it himself at his presentation in the Temple, at his last Passover, and presumably on those other occasions when he went up to Jerusalem for the feasts. The practice of the apostles in Acts removes all ground from the opinion that after the sacrifice of Christ the worship of the Jewish Temple is to be regarded as an abomination to God. We find them frequenting the Temple, and Paul himself goes up to Jerusalem for Pentecost, and on that occasion öfters the sacrifices (which included sin-oßerings) for the interruption of vows (Acts 21; cf. Nu. 6:10-12). However, in principle these sacrifices were now unnecessary, for the old covenant was now indeed ‘old’ and ‘ready to vanish away’ (Heb. 8:13), so that when the Romans des-troyed the Temple even the non-Christian Jews ceased to öfter the sacrifices.

The Epistle to the Hebrews contains the füllest treatment of the OT sacrifices. The teaching of this writer has its positive side (11:4), but his great con-cern is to point out their inadequacy except as types. The fact that they cannot gain for men en-trance into the Holy of hohes proves that they cannot free the conscience from guilt, but are simply carnal ordinances, imposed until a time of reformation (9:6-10). Their inadequacy to atone is shown also by the fact that mere animals are ofiered (10:4), and by the very fact of their repeti-tion (10:1-2). They are not so much remedies for sin as reminders of it (10:3).

b.    'Spiritual sacrifices’

‘Spiritual sacrifices’ (1 Pet. 2:5; cf Jn. 4:23-24; Rom. 12:1; Phil. 3:3) are the NT substitute for carnal ordinances, and appear frequently (Rom. 12:1; 15:16-17; Phil. 2:17; 4:18; 2 Tim. 4:6; Heb. 13:15-16; Rev. 5:8; 6:9; 8:3^4). Even in the OT, however, the psalmists and prophets sometimes use the language of sacrifice metaphorically (e.g. Pss. 50:13-14; 51:16—17; Is. 66:20), and the usage is continued in the intertestamental literature (Ecclus. 35:1-3; Testament of Levi 3. 6; Manual of Discipline 8-9; Philo, De Somniis 2. 183). The at-tempt of F. C. N. Hicks (The Fulness of Sacrifice3, 1946) to refer such passages to literal sacrifices must be reckoned on the whole a failure. The sacrifices mentioned in these passages are not always immaterial, and sometimes involve death: the sense in which they are ‘spiritual’ is that they belong properly to the age of the Holy Spirit (Jn. 4:23-24; Rom. 15:16). But sometimes they are immaterial, and they never have a prescribed ritual. It appears, in fact, that every act of the Spirit-filled man can be reckoned as a spiritual sacrifice, and the sense in which it is a sacrifice is that it is devoted to God and is acceptable to God. It does not, of course, atone. The antitype of atoning sacrifice is to be sought not here but in the sacrifice of Christ, with-out which spiritual sacrifices would not be acceptable (Heb. 13:15; 1 Pet. 2:5).

c.    The sacrifice of Christ

The sacrifice of Christ is one of the chief themes of the NT. His saving work is sometimes spoken of in ethical, sometimes in penal, but often also in sacri-ficial terms. He is spoken of as the slain lamb of God, whose precious blood takes away the sin of the world (Jn. 1:29, 36; 1 Pet. 1:18-19; Rev. 5:6-10; 13:8)—a lamb being an animal used in various sacrifices. More specifically, he is spoken of as the true Passover lamb (pascha, 1 Cor. 5:6-8), as a sin-oflering (peri hamartias, Rom. 8:3, cf. lxx Lv. 5:6-7, 11; 9:2-3; Ps. 40:6, etc.), and in Heb. 9-10 as the fulfilment of the covenant sacrifices of Ex. 24, the red heifer of Nu, 19, and the Day of Atonement ofterings. The NT constantly identifies our Lord with the suflering Servant of Is. 52-53, who is a guilt-oflering (Is. 53-10), and with the Messiah (Christ) of Dn. 9, who is to atone for iniquity (v.

24). The NT uses the terms ‘propitiate’ and ‘ransom’ (* Propitiation, * Redeemer) of Christ in a sacrificial sense, and the idea of being cleansed by his blood (1 Jn. 1:7; Heb. passim) is sacrificial (♦Atonement, III. b\ *Sanctification).

The doctrine is most fully worked out in the Epistle to the Hebrews. The writer stresses the im-portance, in Christ’s sacrifice, of his death (2:9, 14; 9:15-17, 22, 25-28; 13:12, 20), and the fact that his sacrifice is over (1:3; 7:27; 9:12, 25-28; 10:10, 12-14, 18), but his other Statements have led some Anglo-Catholics (e.g. S. C. Gayford, Sacrifice and Priesthood, 1924) and the Presbyterian W. Milligan (The Ascension and Heavenly Priesthood of our Lord, 1892) to suppose, on the contrary, that the death is not the important element in Christ’s sacrifice, and that his sacrifice goes on for ever. It is quite true that the Epistle confines Christ’s priest-hood and sanctuary to heaven (8:1-5; 9:11,24), but it emphatically does not confine his sacrifice there. It States indeed that he offered there (8:3), but ‘öfter’ is a word used equally of the donor who brings and kills a sacrifice outside the sanctuary and of the priest who presents it, either there on the altar or within. The reference here is doubtless to the sprinkling or ‘oflering’ of blood in the Holy of hohes on the Day of Atonement by the high priest (9:7, 21-26), a typical action fulfilled by Christ. All that was costly in the sacrifice—the part of the donor and the victim—took place at the cross: there remained only the priestly part—the presentation to God by an acceptable mediator— and this Christ performed by entering into his Father’s presence at the ascension, since when his sprinkled blood has remained there (12:24). There is no call to think of any literal presentation of himself or of his blood at the ascension: it is enough that he entered as the Priest of the sacrifice slain once for all at the cross, was immediately wel-comed, and sat down in glory. His everlasting priestly intercession in heaven (7:24f; cf Ps. 99:6; Joel 2:17) is not some further activity, but is all part of his ‘now appearing in the presence of God on our behalf’ (9:24). On the basis of his finished work on the cross, and with his sufferings now all past, his simple appearance in God’s presence on our behalf is both continual intercession for us and continual *‘expiation’ or *‘propitiation’ for our sins (2:10, I7f; note present tense in the Gk.). See also * Priests and Levites.

It is a mistake to view Christ’s sacrifice as being any more a literal sacrifice than the spiritual sacri-fices are. Both transcend their OT types, and nei-ther is ritual. The contention of Owen and others that Christ’s sacrifice was a real sacrifice was dir-ected against the Socinian view that Christ’s death does not fulfil what the OT sacrifices set out to do, and failed to do—the view which denied that Christ’s death makes propitiation. But apart from the slaying (and this is not performed, as in OT ritual, by the donor), everything in his sacrifice is spiritualized. For the body of an animal we have the body of God’s Son (Heb. 10:5, 10). For spot-lessness, we have sinlessness (Heb. 9:14; 1 Pet. 1:19). For a sweet smell, we have true acceptable-ness (Eph. 5:2). For the sprinkling of our bodies with blood, we have forgiveness (Heb. 9:13-14, 19-

22). For symbolica! atonement, we have real atonement (Heb. 10:1-10).

d. Sacrifice and the Lords Supper Sacrifice and the * Lord’s Supper are indissolubly connected—not indeed in the way that Romanists, Non-jurors and Tractarians have wished to con-nect them, by making the eucharist an act of obla-tion, but as complementary to each other. To give ‘do’ and ‘remembrance’ (Lk. 22:19; 1 Cor. 11:24-

25) a technical sacrificial sense is merely an after-thought of those who have already accepted the eucharistic sacrifice on non-scriptural grounds. The same is true of the attempt to exclude a future meaning from the participles ‘given’ and ‘shed’ (Mt. 26:28; Mk. 14:24; Lk. 22:19-20). And to cor-relate the eucharist with the eternal sacrifice of Christ in heaven is impossible if the eternal sacrifice is disproved. But to regard the eucharist as a feast upon Christ’s sacrifice is demanded by the argument of 1 Cor. 10:14-22, in which it is made to correspond with Jewish and Gentile sacrificial meals; by the allusion to Ex. 24:8 in Mt. 26:28 and

Mk. 14:24; and by the traditional interpretation of Heb. 13:10. Since the sacrifice of Christ is in so many points to be spiritualized, the language about the feast on his sacrifice is doubtless to be spiritualized also, but it is not to be bereft of its meaning. The meaning of the sacrificial meal was not so much the appropriation of atonement as the fellowship with God which it effected, and this was betokened by a feast with God upon the victim. Whether in enjoying this fellowship with God we also truly partake of Christ or of his body and blood is the central point of controversy about the sacrament. But since Jn. 6 teaches that those who believe on Christ when they see him or hear his words do feed on him, on his body and blood. through the Spirit, there does not seem to be any reason for doubting that what happens through his words also happens through the tokens of bread and wine which he instituted. though in an equally spiritual manner.

Bibuography. Commentaries on the Epistle to the Hebrews; B. B. Warfield, The Person and Work of Christ, 1950, pp. 391-426; N. Dimock, The Doc-trine of the Death of Christ, 1903; A. Cave, The Scriptural Doctrine of Sacrifice and Atonement, 1890; G. Vos, The Teaching of the Epistle to the Hebrews (ed. J. G. Vos), 1956; T. S. L. Vogan, The True Doctrine of the Eucharist, 1871; H.-G. Link et al, NIDNTT 3, pp. 415-438; F. M. Young, The Use of Sacrificial Ideas in Greek Christian Writers, 1979.    R.T.B.

SADDUCEES. On the various problems in re-constructing the nature of Jewish groups in the Ist Century see *Pharisees.

No materials survive from the Sadducees them-selves. Our only sources are the NT itself, Josephus (BJ 2. 119, 164-166; Am. 13. 171-173, 293-298; 18. 11, 16-17; 20. 199; Vit. 10-11) and scattered rabbinic texts of varying value. These are all to a greater or lesser extent hostile. It is therefore impossible to derive a balanced view of this group. Their name has been derived from saddiq (‘right-eous’) and from the name Zadok (either the high priest or another). They have been seen as a pri-marily religious group (of priestly conservatives); as the Judaean aristocracy (again through a sup-posed link with the priesthood), and as a political party. They have been identified by some scholars (and by some of the later rabbinic traditions) with the Boethusians, an equally obscure group whose major difference with the Pharisees appears to have been over the *calendar.

None of our sources actually link the Sadducees with the priesthood, stating only that certain priests were also Sadducees. 1 Macc. 2:1 derives the Hasmonean priesthood not from Zadok (as one might expect on the conventional understanding of Sadducee origins) but from one Joarib. When the polemic is stripped from the rabbinic materials, all that remains is that the Pharisees and Sadducees had diflering understandings of certain laws, par-ticularly purity laws, and the afterlife. They first appear as an entity in Josephus’ narrative of John Hyrcanus (Ant. 13. 293-299), as a political group subordinate to the Pharisees, until the Sadducee, Jonathan, persuades the ruler to support their cause - a move which Josephus regards as ex-tremely unpopulär. Apart from Ananus the high priest, who is incidentally identified as a Sadducee (Ant. 20. 199), they otherwise feature very little in

SAUM

Josephus’ narrative of poütical events. We are therefore left quite uncertain about their origins, social Status and raison d'etre.

In his descriptions of the three philosophies, Josephus contrasts the Sadducees with the Phari-sees and ‘Essenes as denying divine action in the world, affirming human freedom, and believing that the soul perishes along with the body. He also notes that they have the support of the rieh and accept only the written laws in contrast to the Pharisaic traditions.

The only issue on which all our sources agree is that the Sadducees rejected beliefs in the afterlife, resurrection and a post-mortem judgment. How-ever, even here one must be cautious. Josephus sees no incongruity in people switching allegiance be-tween Pharisees and Sadducees (John Hyrcanus, Ant. 293-299, and himself, Vita 2), which suggests that he did not see such beliefs as central or burn-ing issues.

In the gospels, they appear only once in Mark and Luke (Mk. 12:18; Lk. 20:27; Mt. 22:23), with their question about the resurrection. Matthew, however, adds them to two other narratives (as-suming Marcan priority), at 3:7 and 16:1-12, simply as part of the Jewish religious scene.

In Acts their concerns are again primarily over the question of resurrection (4:2; 23:6-8). They are said to be the party of the high priest (5:17), and we are also informed that they were represented in the ‘Sanhedrin (23:6).

Bibliography. G. W. E. Nickelsburg, Resurrection, Immortality and Eternal Life in Intertestamental Judaism, 1972; J LeMoyne, Les Sadduceens, 1972; G. G. Porton, ‘Diversity in Postbiblical Judaism’, in R. A. Kraft and G. W. E. Nickelsburg (ed.), Early Judaism and its Modern Interpreters, 1986, pp. 57—80; S. J. D. Cohen, ‘The Political and Social History of the Jews in Greco-Roman Antiquity: The State of the Question’, in R. A. Kraft and G. W. E. Nickelsburg (ed.), Early Judaism and its Modern Interpreters, 1986, pp. 33-56; A. J. Saldarini, Pharisees, Scribes and Sadducees in Pal-estinian Society, 1988; G. Baumbach, ‘The Sadducees in Josephus’, in L. H. Feldman and G. Hata (ed ), Josephus, the Bible, and History, 1989, pp. 173-195; J. C. VanderKam, ‘The People of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Essenes or Sadducees?’ Bible Review 7, 1991, pp. 42-47; L. L. Grabbe, Judaism from Cyrus to Hadrian, 2, 1992, pp. 463ff; S. Mason, Josephus and the New Testament, 1992.

D R. de L.

SAKKUTH, S1KKUTH, SICCUTH. MT sikkül is translated ‘tabernacle’ (as though it were equiva-lent to sukkat) in Am. 5:26, av—a verse which refers to Israel’s adoption of Assyrian gods. In this verse the unvocalized consonants are skkt mlkkm, which are better translated, ‘Sakkuth your king’, than by av and lxx, ‘the tabernacle of your Moloch’. The consonants skkt were vocalized to read sikküt, ‘tabernacle’, probably by using the vowels of siqqüs, ‘an abominable thing’. However, the verse makes good sense if we read Sakkuth instead of ‘tabernacle’. Sakkuth was the name of the god of war, and of sun and light, Adar-malek or Saturn (cf 2 Ki. 17:31, Adrammelech), other-wise known as Ninurta (SAG.KUT). Kaimanu or Kaiwanu are alternative names for the planet. Hence Am. 5:26 should be translated, as in rsv, ‘You shall take up Sakkuth your king, and Kaiwan your star-god, your images, which you made for yourselves . . .’ (Others, however, like neb, regard this astral interpretation as improbable, and follow lxx in seeing in Sikkuth a reference to tent-shrines, while translating Kaiwan as ‘pedestal(s)’—an interpretation attested as early as the Zadokite Work of the Ist Century bc.) (‘Remphan.) j.a.t.

SALAMIS. A town on the E coast of the central plain of ‘Cyprus, not to be confused with the iarnous island off the coast of Attica. It rivalled in importance Paphos, the Roman Capital of the whole island, and eventually superseded it. The harbour which made Salamis a great commercial centre is now completely silted up. In the Ist Century ad the Jewish Community there was large enough to have more than one synagogue (Acts 13:5). Destroyed by earthquakes, the town was re-built in the 4th Century ad as Constantia. Its ruins are 5 km from Famagusta.    k.l.mck.

SALECAH, SALCAH. A place in the extreme E of »Bashan (Dt. 3:10; Jos. 12:5; 13:11). Though Bashan feil to the lot of Manasseh, the area occu-pied by Gad included Salecah (1 Ch. 5:11). It probably was within the area conquered by David, but after Solomon’s time it lay outside Israelite territory. The site is possibly the modern Sal()ad (Na-bataean slhd) on a S spur of the Hauran, though this identification is not universally accepted. See LOB, p. 383.    t.c.m.

SALEM. The place where Melchizedek ruled (Gn. 14:18; Heb. 7:1, 8) near the valley of Shaveh (Gn. 14:17; explained as ‘the King’s Valley’). It is men-tioned in parallel with Zion (Ps. 76:2). Following Jos. (Ant. 1. 180), it is usually identified with the ancient site of ‘Jerusalem, the city of Salem, Uru-salem, uru-salimmu of the cuneiform and Egyptian inscriptions. This would suit the route probably taken by Abraham on his return from Damascus to Hebron when he encountered Melchizedek. Those who assume his return down the Jordan valley look for a more E location such as * Salim. The Samaritans link Salem with * Shalem, a city of Shechem (Gn. 33:18, av), E of Nablus, but this may be due to their ancient rivalry with Judah, where a ‘Valley of Salem’ is known as late as Mac-cabean times (Judith 4:4). In Je. 41:5 the lxx (B) reads Salem for Shiloh.

The name sälem (Gk. Salem) means ‘safe, at peace’, though Jerusalem has been interpreted as ‘Salem founded’ implying a divine name Salem. For the early occurrence of this name form, cf. sillem (Gn. 46:24; Nu. 26:49).    d.j.w.

SALIM. An apparently well-known place (Gk. Saleim) near Aenon on the river Jordan where John baptized (Jn. 3:23). Of the many identifica-tions proposed, the Salim (Salumias) or Teil Abu Sus about 12 km S of Beisan (‘Bethshan-Scythopolis) is the most likely. The ruins of Teil Ridgha or Teil Sheikh Selim, as it is also called after the local shrine, lie near several springs which might have been called Aenon (Arab. 'ain, ‘spring’). This site would be under the control of Scythopolis. Salim is mentioned by Eusebius, and marked on the 6th Century ad Medaba map. The

Salim E of Nablus with which the Samaritans identit'y the * Salem of Gn. 14:18 lies in the heart of Samaria. The land of Salim (rsv ‘Shaalim’) is a region in hilly Ephraim, possibly between Aijalon and Ramah (1 Sa. 9:4). Cf. W. F. Albright, The Archaeology of Palest ine, 1960, p. 247; idem, in The Background of the New Testament and its Eschat-ology (ed. W. D. Davies and D. Daube), 1956, p. 159. (‘Shaalbim.)    d.j.w.

SALMON, SALMA. 1. Of Judah’s line (Mt. 1:4-5; Lk. 3:32). The son of Nahshon, and father of Boaz the husband of Ruth and the great-grandfather of David the son of Jesse (Ru. 4:20; 1 Ch. 2:11). According to Mt. 1:5 he married Rahab (of Jericho). 2. Also of Judah’s line. A son of Caleb (not to be confused with Caleb, son of Jep-hunneh), and father of the Bethlehemites, Ne-tophathites and other groups associated with the Kenites (1 Ch. 2:51-54).    c.h.d.

SALMONE. A promontory at the extreme E end of Crete, now known as Cape Sidero. On his way to Rome Paul’s ship was prevented by a NW wind from proceeding from off Cnidus along the N coast of Crete, and, tacking past Salmone, shel-tered in the lee of the island (Acts 27:7).

K.L.McK.

SALOME (Heb. sälöm, ‘peace’, with Gk. suffix). 1. According to Mk. 15:40 and 16:1, of three women who saw the crucifixion and went to the tomb on Easter morning two were called Mary and one Salome. Mt. 27:56 names two women called Mary, and the mother of the sons of Zebedee, who is probably to be identified with Salome. Jn. 19:25 refers to two women called Mary, plus the mother of Jesus and his mother’s sister, who stood near the cross. If his mother’s sister is identified with Salome, then James and John, the sons of Zebedee, would be cousins of Jesus. It is equally possible, however, that John has made a different selection of names out of the ‘many other women’ who, according to Mk. 15:41, were present at the crucifixion.

2. The daughter of Herodias, by her first husband Herod Philip (Josephus, An/. 18. 136f). Though not named in the Gospel accounts, she is usually identified with the girl who danced before Herod (Mk. 6:22; Mt. 14:6). She married her father’s half-brother Philip the tetrarch.

D.R.H.

SALT. Whereas the Phoenicians obtained quan-tities of salt from the Mediterranean by evapor-ation in salt-pans, the Hebrews had access to an unlimited supply on the shores of the Dead Sea (Zp. 2:9) and in the hill of Salt (Jebel Usdum), a 15-square-mile (4,000 hectares) elevation at the SW corner of the Dead Sea. This area was traditionally associated with the fate of Lot’s wife (Gn. 19:26).

Such salt was of the rock or fossil variety, and, because of impurities and the occurrence of Chemical changes, the outer layer was generally lacking in flavour. The reference in Mt. 5:13 is to this lat-ter, much of which was discarded as worthless. Salt was valued as a preservative and for season-ing food (Mt. 5:13; Mk. 9:50; Col. 4:6). It was offen used among Oriental peoples for ratifying agreements, so that salt became the Symbol of fidelity and constancy. ln the levitical cereal-offerings (Lv. 2:13) salt was used as a preservative to typify the eternal nature of the ‘covenant of salt’ existing between God and Israel (Nu. 18:19; 2 Ch. 13:5).

The effect of salt on Vegetation was to render the land infertile (Dt. 29:23). Thus the ‘parched places of the wilderness’ (Je. 17:6) were synonymous with a barren salt land (Jb. 39:6). Abimelech followed an ancient custom in sowing ruined Shechem with salt (Jdg. 9:45) as a token of perpetual desolation. Elisha used salt to sweeten the brackish waters of the Jericho spring (2 Ki. 2:19-22). New-born in-lants were normally rubbed with salt prior to swaddling (Ezk. 16:4). Under Antiochus Epiphanes Syria imposed a tax upon salt, which was paid to Rome.

Bibliography. E. P. Deatrick and F. C. Fen-sham, BA 25, 1962, pp. 41-49; L. G. Hew, ISBE 4, pp. 286-287.    r.k.h.

SALT, CITY OF (Heb. 'ir hammeiah). In Jos. 15:62 one of the frontier posts of the tribal territory of Judah ‘in the wilderness’, S of Middin, Secacah and Nibshan (now identifiable, on the basis of ex-cavations, with the Buqei'a Iron Age II Settlements at Khirbet Abu Tabaq, Khirbet es-Samrah and Khirbet el-Maqäri), and N of Engedi. Its identifi-cation with Khirbet Qumran, first suggested by M. Noth (Josua, 1938, p. 72; ZDPV 71, 1955, pp. 111 ff.), has been confirmed by the discovery of an Iron Age II fortress beneath the ‘Qumran Community Settlement (cf. F. M. Cross Jr., J. T. Milik, BASOR 142, 1956, pp. 5ff.; R. de Vaux, Archaeology and the Dead Sea Scrolls, 1973, pp. 91 ff.

F.F.B.

SALT, VALLEY OF. Saline encrustations in steppe and desert lands are common. Some are of climatic origin; in other cases the climate has pre-served geological salinity in the rocks. It is not possible to identify one topographic location from the biblical relerences. David and his lieutenant Abishai had memorable victories over the Edomites in the Valley of Salt (2 Sa. 8:13; 1 Ch. 18:12). Later Amaziah had a similar victory (2 Ki. 14:7; 2 Ch. 25:11). Traditionally the site has been accepted as the plain SSW of the Dead Sea, oppos-ite the oasis of the Zered delta, where a plain 10—13 km Iong is overlooked by the salt ränge of Jebel Usdum, 8 km long and 200 m high. This plain passes imperceptibly into the glistening lowland of the Sebkha to the SE, a soft, impassable waste of salt marsh, where an army could well be routed in confusion. But, equally well, the site could be Wadi el-Milh (salt), E of Beersheba, also overlooked by a rocky hill, Tel el-Milh. All that the more precise reference of 2 Ch. 25:11 suggests is that the plain was overlooked by a rocky hill, somewhere between Judah and Edom, presumably in the Arabah.    j.m.h.

SALVATION (Heb. yesa'\ Gk. söteria).

I. In the Old Testament

The principal Heb. term translated ‘salvation’ is yesa and its cognates. Its basic meaning is ‘bring into a spacious environment’ (cf. Pss. 18:36; 66:12), but it carries from the beginning the metaphorical sense of ‘freedom from limitation’ and the means to that; i.e. deliverance from factors which con-strain and confine. It can be referred to deliverance from disease (Is. 38:20; cf. v. 9), from trouble (Je. 30:7) or enemies (2 Sa. 3:18; Ps. 44:7). ln the vast majority of references God is the author of Salvation. Thus God saves his flock (Ezk. 34:22); he rescues his people (Ho. 1:7) and he alone can save them (Ho. 13:10—14); there is no other saviour besides him (Is. 43:11). He saved the fathers from Egypt (Ps. 106:7-10) and their sons from Babylon (Je. 30:10). He is the reftige and saviour of his people (2 Sa. 22:3). He saves the poor and needy when they have no other helper (Ps. 34:6; Jb. 5:15). The word of Moses, ‘stand firm, and see the salvation of the Lord’ (Ex. 14:13), is of the essence of the OT idea. Thus to know God at all is to know him as a saving God (Ho. 13:4) so that the words ‘God’ and ‘Saviour’ are virtually identi-cal terms in the OT. The great normative instance of God’s saving deliverance was the exodus (Ex. 12:40-14:31). The redemption from Egyptian bondage through the Intervention of God at the Red Sea was determinative of all Israel’s sub-sequent reflection on God’s nature and activity. The exodus was the mould into which all the sub-sequent interpretation of the drama of Israel’s history was poured. It was sung in worship (Ps. 66:1-7), retold in story (Dt. 6:20-24), re-enacted in ritual (Ex. 13:3-16). Thus the notion of salvation emerged from the exodus indelibly stamped with the dimension of God’s mighty acts of deliverance in history.

This profoundly significant element laid the basis in turn for a further major OT contribution to the idea of salvation, viz. eschatology. Israel’s experience of God as saviour in the past projected her faith forward in anticipation of his full and final salvation in the future. Precisely because Yahweh has shown himself to be the Lord of all, creator and ruler of the whole earth, and because he is a righteous and faithful God, he will one day eflfect his total victory over his foes and save his people from all their ills (Is. 43:11-21; Dt. 9:4-6; Ezk. 36:22-23). In the earlier period this hope of salvation centres more upon immediate historic intervention for the vindication of Israel (cf. Gn. 49; Dt. 33; Nu. 23f.). In the prophetic period it finds expression in terms of a ‘Day of Yahweh’ in which judgment would combine with deliverance (Is. 24:19f.; 25:6-8; Joel 2:lf., 28-32; Am. 5:18f.; 9:1 lf). The experience of the Exile gave concrete imagery and a concrete setting for the expression of this hope as a new exodus (Is. 43:14-16; 48:20f.; 51:9f.; cf Je. 31:31-34; Ezk. 37:21-28; Zc. 8:7—13); but the disappointing and limited results of the restoration projected the hope forward again and transmuted it into what has been termed the transcendental-eschalological (Is. 64:1 f.; 65:17f.; 66:22), the hope of the ’oläm habba', the new world at the end of the present age in which God’s sovereign rule and righteous character would be manifested among all the nations.

Reference should also be made to other related terms which the lxx renders by soteria\ in particu-lar the root g'l, ‘to redeem’, to recover property which had fallen into alien hands, to ‘purchase back’, often by payment. The person eflecting this redemption, or salvation, is the gö’el, the ‘kinsman-redecmer’ (cf Lv. 25:26, 32; Ru. 4:4, 6). God is the great gö'el of Israel (Ex. 6:6; Ps. 77:14f). This usage is synonymous with yesa in the latter part of Isaiah (Is. 41:14; 44:6; 47:4). They appear as parallel terms in Is. 43:1-2; 60:16; 63:9 (cf. TD NT 7, pp. 977-978).

Finally we note that the saving activity of God in the OT is expanded and deepened in terms of a particular instrument of this salvation, the Messiah-Servant. Salvation implies an agent, or saviour, though not necessarily one other than Yahweh himself. In general while Yahweh may employ particular human agents, or saviours, at particular historical junctures (Gn. 45:7; Jdg. 3:9,15; 2 Ki. 13:5; Ne. 9:27), he alone is the saviour of his people (Is. 43:11; 45:21; Ho. 13:4). This general assertion however requires qualification in the context of the development of the hope of salvation in the OT where in the Servant Songs we en-counter a personal embodiment of Yahweh’s moral salvation, even though the Servant is never directly referred to as saviour. Corporate imagery is clearly present here but the personification of the Servant’s ministry is clear in the text, and in the light of NT fulfilment needs no further defence. In the song, Is. 49:1-6, he is to be the instrument of God’s universal salvation (v. 6; cf. too v. 8). The final song, 52:13-53:12, does not contain the term but the idea of salvation is everywhere present in terms of a deliverance from sin and its con-sequences. Thus the OT leads us finally to the understanding that God delivers his people through his saviour-Messiah.

II. In the New Testament

In the NT we begin with the general observation that the ‘religious’ usage of a moral/spiritual deliverance becomes almost wholly dominant as far as the idea of salvation is concerned. Non-religious usage is virtually confined to saving from acute danger to life (Acts 27:20, 31; Mk. 15:30; Heb. 5:7).

a.    The Synoptic Gospels

The word salvation is mentioned by Jesus only once (Lk. 19:9), where it may refer either to himself as the embodiment of salvation imparting pardon to Zacchaeus, or to that which is evidenced by the transformed conduct of the publican. Our Lord, however, used ‘save’ and kindred terms to indicate first what he came to do (by implication, Mk. 3:4; and by direct Statement, Lk. 4:18; Mt. 18:11; Lk. 9:56; Mt. 20:28), and secondly, what is demanded of man (Mk. 8:35; Lk. 7:50; 8:12; 13:24; Mt. 10:22). Lk. 18:26, and context, shows that salvation calls for a contrite heart, childlike, receptive helplessness, and the renunciation of all for Christ—conditions it is impossible for man un-aided to fulfil.

The testimony of others to our Lord’s saving activity is both indirect (Mk. 15:31) and direct (Mt. 8:17). There is also the witness of his own name (Mt. 1:21,23). All these varied usages suggest that salvation was present in the person and ministry of Christ and especially in his death.

b.    The Fourlh Gospel

This double truth is underlined in the Fourth Gospel, in which each chapter suggests different aspects of salvation. Thus in 1:12f. men are born as sons of God by trusting in Christ; in 2:5 the Situation is remedied by doing ‘whatever he teils you’; in 3:5 new birth from the Spirit is essential for entering the kingdom, but 3:14, 17 make it clear that this new life is not possible apart from trust in the death of Christ, without which men are already under condemnation (3:18); in 4:22 Salvation is of the Jews—by revelation historically channelled through God’s people—and is a gift inwardly transforming and equipping men for worship.

In 5:14 the one made whole must sin no more lest a worse thing come; in 5:39 the Scriptures test-ify of life (=salvation) in the Son, to whom life and judgment are committed; in 5:24 believers have already passed from death to life; in 6:35 Jesus de-clares himself the bread of life, to whom alone men should go (6:68) for the quickening words of eter-nal life; in 7:39 water is the Symbol of the saving life of the Spirit who was to come after Jesus had been glorified.

In 8:12 the Evangelist shows the safety of the guidance of light and in vv. 32, 36 the liberty through truth in the Son; in 9:25,37,39 Salvation is spiritual sight; in 10:10 entrance into the safety and abundant life of the fold and of the Father is through Christ; in 11:25f. resurrection-life belongs to the believer; in 11:50 (cf. 18:14) the saving pur-pose of his death is unwittingly described; in 12:32 Christ, lifted up in death, draws men to him; in 13:10 his initial washing signifies Salvation (‘clean all over’); in 14:6 he is the true and living way to the Father’s abode; in 15:5 abiding in him, the Vine, is the secret of life’s resources; in 16:7-15 for his sake the Spirit will deal with the obstacles to salvation and prepare for its realization; in 17:2-3, 12 he keeps safely those who have knowledge of the true God and of himself; in 19:30 salvation is accom-plished; in 20:21-23 the words of peace and pardon accompany his gift of the Spirit; in 21:15— 18 his healing love reinstils love in his follower and reinstates him for Service.

c. The Acts

Acts traces the proclamation (cf. 16:17) of salvation in its impact first upon the crowds which are exhorted to be saved ‘from this crooked gener-ation’ (2:40) by repentance (itself a gift and part of salvation, 11:18), remission of sins, and receiv-ing the Holy Spirit; then upon a sick individual, ignorant of his true need, who is healed by the name of Jesus, the only name whereby we must be saved; and thirdly, upon the household of him who asked ‘What must I do to be saved?’ (16:30fr.).

d The Pauline Epistles

Paul Claims that the Scriptures ‘are able to instruct you for salvation through faith in Christ Jesus’ (2 Tim. 3:15fr.) and provide the ingredients essential for the enjoyment of a full-orbed salvation. En-larging and applying the OT concept of the right-eousness of God, which itself had adumbrations of the saving righteousness of the NT, Paul shows how there is no salvation by means of the law, since it could only indicate the presence and excite the reactionary activity of sin and stop men’s mouths in their guilt before God (Rom. 3:19; Gal. 2:16). Salvation is provided as the free gift of the right-eous God acting in grace towards the undeserving sinner who, by the gift of faith, trusts in the righteousness of Christ who has redeemed him by his death and justified him by his resurrection. God, for Christ’s sake, justifies the unmeriting sinner (i.e. reckons to him the perfect righteousness of Christ and regards him as if he had not sinned), forgives his sin, reconciles him to himself in and through Christ ‘making peace by the blood of his cross’ (2 Cor. 5:18; Rom. 5:11; Col. 1:20), adopts him into his family (Gal. 4:5f; Eph. 1:13; 2 Cor. 1:22), giving him the seal, earnest, and firstfruits of his Spirit in his heart, and so making him a new Creation. By the same Spirit the subsequent resources of salvation enable him to walk in newness of life, mortifying the deeds of the body increasingly (Rom. 8:13) until ultimately he is conformed to Christ (Rom. 8:29) and his salvation is consum-mated in glory (Phil. 3:21).

e.    The Epistle to the Hebrews

The ‘great’ salvation of the Epistle to the Hebrews transcends the OT foreshadowings of salvation. The NT salvation is described in the language of sacrifice; the oft-repeated ofierings of the OT ritual that dealt mainly with unwitting sins and provided only a superficial salvation are replaced by the one sacrifice of Christ, himself both saving Priest and Offering (Heb. 9:26; 10:12). The outpouring of his life-blood in death efiects atonement, so that henceforth man with a cleansed conscience can enter the presence of God in terms of the new cov-enant ratified by God through his Mediator (Heb. 9:15; 12:24). Hebrews, which lays such stress on Christ’s dealing with sin by his suffering and death to provide eternal salvation, anticipates his second appearing, not then to deal with sin, but to con-summate his people’s salvation and, presumably, their attendant glory (9:28).

f.    The Epistle of James

James teaches that salvation is not by ‘faith’ only but also by ‘works’ (2:24). His concern is to disillu-sion anyone who relies for his salvation on a mere intellectual acknowledgment of the existence of God without a change in heart resulting in works of righteousness. He does not discount true faith, but urges that its presence be shown by a conduct that in turn indicates the saving energies of true religion at work through the ingrafted Word of God. He is as concerned as any to bring back the sinner from the error of his way and save his soul from death (5:20).

g.    1 and 2 Peter

1 Peter strikes a similar note to Hebrews about the costly salvation (1:19) which was searched for and foretold by the prophets but is now a present real-ity to those who, like straying sheep, have returned to the Shepherd of their souls (2:24f). Its future aspect is known by those who ‘are guarded ... for a salvation ready to be revealed’ (1 Pet. 1:5).

In 2 Peter salvation involves escaping the cor-ruption that is in the world through lust by being partakers of the divine nature (1:4). ln the context of sin the believer yearns for the new heavens and the new earth wherein dwells righteousness, but recognizes that the postponement of the parousia is due to the longsufiering of his Lord, which is itself an aspect of salvation (3:13, 15).

h.    1.2 and 3 John

For 1 John the sacrificial language of Hebrews is congenial. Christ is our salvation by being the pro-pitiation for our sins, as the outcome of God’s love. It is God in his love in Christ’s outpoured life-blood who covers our sins and cleanses us. As in the Fourth Gospel, salvation is conceived in terms of being born of God, knowing God, possessing eternal life in Christ, living in the light and truth of God, dwelling in God and knowing bis dwelling in us through love by his Spirit (3:9; 4:6, 13; 5:11). 3 John has a significant prayer for general prosperity and bodily health (natural well-being) to accom-pany prosperity of soul (v. 2).

i.    The Epislle of Jude

Jude 3, in referring to the ‘common salvation’, has in mind something akin to the ‘common faith’ of Tit. 1:4, and allies it to the ‘faith’ (cf. Eph. 4:5) for which believers are to contend. This salvation comprises the saving truths, Privileges, demands and experiences common to the variety of his readers. In vv. 22f. he would urgently present this salvation to various groups in doubt, danger and degradation.

j.    The Revelation

Revelation reiterates the theme (of 1 Jn.) of salvation as liberation or cleansing front sin by virtue of the blood of Christ and its Constitution of believers as royal priests (l:5f). In a manner reminiscent of the psalmist, the seer, in adoration, ascribes salvation in its comprehensiveness to God (7:10). The closing chapters of the book depict salvation in terms of the leaves of the tree of life which are for the healing of the nations, to which tree, as to the city of salvation, admission is given only to those whose names are written in the book of life.

III. Relation to other views of salvation

a.    The Essenes

Considerable attention has been given in the years since the discovery of the * Dead Sea Scrolls (1947 onwards) to this monastic movement within Juda-ism, and various attempts made to evaluate its con-tribution to NT origins. As far as the doctrine of salvation is concerned the Qumran Essenes shared the biblical sense of man’s inherent sinfulness apart from God, and one notable passage (IQS II. 9f.; cf. also the Hymn of Thanksgiving) approaches very near to the NT doctrine of salvation as acquit-tal by the action of God’s righteousness, salvation through utter reliance upon the grace and mercy of God. This however is not altogether surprising bearing in mind the debt of the Qumran covenant-ers to the psalter and the great OT prophets. It would be wrong to overstress the points of cor-respondence; at other points the parallel with NT teaching is much more tenuous. The universalism of the Christian gospel is totally lacking; salvation is certainly not for the common mass of sinners. The Qumran understanding of the Suffering Ser-vant of Is. 53 is disputed, but the prophecy appears to have been seen as fulfilled in the inner council (söd) of the community. Nor can one entirely evade the simple fact that there is not one unambiguous reference to the Essenes in the entire NT.

b.    Gnosticism

The precise dating of gnostic teaching is disputed, and the attempt to demonstrate a Christian de-pendence upon gnostic ideas is today a distinctly uncertain enterprise. There is however evidence in the NT (cf. 1 and 2 Cor.; Col.; I and 2 Tim; Tit.; 1 Jn.; Rev.) that the early church had to distinguish its salvation teaching from views which were em-bodied in later gnostic doctrines. In essence the gnostic claimed salvation by an immediate knowledge of God. This knowledge was intellectual as against moral, and esoteric in its being confined to the elite circle of initiates. Gnosticism also taught a dualism of soul and body, only the former being significant for salvation; and a hierarchy of spiritual and angelic intermediaries between God and man. Salvation was the escape from the domin-ation of alien astrological forces and human pas-sions by coming to ‘know’ in response to a ‘call’ from the divine world expressed in the so-called 'gnostic-redeemer myth’, the story of the heavenly man who came down from the world of celestial light to ‘save’ ‘fallen’ men by the impartation of this secret knowledge.

As has already been implied, the attempt to locate such a view in the pre-Christian period and hence to see it as lying behind NT notions of salvation falls a long way short of demonstration. The evidence is far more compatible with the view that in the syncretistic religious atmosphere of the time certain latent gnostic tendencies were in the 2nd and 3rd centuries wedded to Christian salvation motifs to produce the doctrines of the gnostic sects which we have outlined above and of which we hear from writers such as Irenaeus in the post NT period. Against incipient forms of such notions of salvation the biblical writers stress the universal scope of God’s offer of salvation, its essentially moral nature, the true humanity and the true deity of the mediator, and the focus of salvation in the historic acts of God in the birth, life, death and resurrection of Jesus Christ (cf. NT sections cited above).

c.    The myslery religions

Another point at which the NT writers had to distinguish their doctrine of salvation from current ideas was in relation to the mystery cults. This Ist-century phenomenon was a combination of Hel-lenistic and oriental elements which had their origin in ancient fertility rites. They claimed to offer ‘salvation’ from fate, and a life beyond the grave free from the unsatisfactory and oppressive conditions of the present. Salvation was attained by the meticulous performance of certain cultic rituals. Language similar to the NT occurs at points. The initiates could be referred to as ‘born again to eternal life’. Cult deities such as Dionysius attained the title ‘Lord and Saviour’. Links with Christian theology have been alleged, particularly at the sacramental level, since sacred lustrations and the idea of uniting with the gods in a solemn meal were known. At even a cursory examination, however, the difierences from the early Christian message and the life of the early Christian com-munities are stark and obvious. Salvation in the mysteries was essentially non-moral. The ‘saved’ worshipper was not expected to be a better man than his pagan neighbour, nor in most cases was he. The rational element was minimal; there were no great saving acts, and so no great common theo-logical affirmations.

The alleged parallels to the Christian (Pauline) baptismal and eucharistic teaching have also been shown to be almost certainly without foundation; the evidence rather pointing to the apostle’s debt to biblical salvation-history centred in God’s mighty deed of redemption in Jesus Christ.

d.    The imperial cult

The age-long mirage of salvation through political power and Organization was reflected in the Ist

Century in the imperial cult. The myth of a God-King who was the saviour and benefactor of his people appears widely in various forms in the andern world particularly in the Orient. In Rome the impetus for the official cult stems from the career of Augustus who after Actium in 31 bc established the Pax Romana, the golden age of peace after decades of bloodshed. He was commonly ad-dressed as söter, ‘Saviour of the world’, and through his relationship to Julius Caesar, ‘the Son of God’. Even in Augustus’ case however some caution needs to be exercised since it has been shown that the title söter was certainly not con-fined to the emperor, nor was the title always in-vested with the full oriental implications. The suc-cessive emperors of the Ist Century showed varying degree of enthusiasm for the Claims made on their behalf in the official cult. Caligula, Nero and Domitian certainly took their divine Status ser-iously and this may account to some extent for some of the appearances of the title referred to Jesus Christ and the Father in the NT (cf. 1 Tim. 1:1; 4:10; Tit. 1:3; 3:4; 1 Jn. 4:14; Jude 25; Rev. 7:10; 12:10; 19:1).

e. Summary

In general, while there are clear parallels in lan-guage, the case for the dependence of Christian salvation teaching upon any or all of these Contemporary movements has certainly not been made. In attempting to communicate the gospel to their contemporaries the NT preachers and writers certainly were not unprepared to translate the mes-sage, including its salvation language, into lst-century thought-patterns, but the true origin and justification of their salvation language lies outside that world, in the salvation-history tradition of the OT as focused and fulfilled in the person and mis-sion of Jesus Christ.

IV. Biblical salvation: Summary

1. Salvation is historical. The OT view of salvation as effected through historic, divine intervention is fully honoured in the NT. As against Gnosticism, man is not saved by wisdom; as against Judaism, man is not saved by moral and religious merit; as against the Hellenistic mystery cults, man is not saved by a technique of religious practice; as against Rome, salvation is not to be equated with political order or liberty. Man is saved by God’s action in history in the person of Jesus Christ (Rom. 4:25; 5:10; 2 Cor. 4:10f.; Phil. 2:6f; 1 Tim. 1:15; 1 Jn. 4:9-10, 14). While the birth, life and ministry of Jesus are not unimportant, the stress falls upon his death and resurrection (1 Cor. 15:5f); we are saved by the blood of his cross (Acts 20:28; Rom. 3:25; 5:9; Eph. 1:7; Col. 1:20; Heb. 9:12; 12:24; 13:12; 1 Jn. 1:7; Rev. 1:5; 5:9). As this message is proclaimed and men hear and come to respond in faith God’s salvation is brought to them (Rom. 10:8, 14f.; 1 Cor. 1:18-25; 15:11; I Thes. 1:4 f.).

2. Salvation is moral and spiritual. Salvation re-lates to a deliverance from sin and its consequences and hence from guilt (Rom. 5:1; Heb. 10:22), from the law and its curse (Gal. 3:13; Col. 2:14), from death (1 Pet. 1:3-5; 1 Cor. 15:51-56), from judg-ment (Rom. 5:9; Heb. 9:28), also from fear (Heb. 2:15; 2 Tim. 1:7, 9f.) and bondage (Tit. 2:11-3: 6; Gal. 5:1 f.). It is important to indicate the negative implications of this, i.e. what Christian salvation does not include. Salvation does not imply material prosperity or worldly success (Acts 3:6; 2 Cor. 6:10), nor does it promise physical health and well-being. One must be careful not to overstate this particular negative, as clearly remarkable healings did and do take place and ‘healing’ is a gift of the Spirit to the church (Acts 3:9; 9:34; 20:9f.; 1 Cor.

12:28). But healing is not invariable, and hence is in no sense a ‘right’ of the saved man (1 Tim. 5:23; 2 Tim. 4:20; Phil. 2:25f; 2 Cor. 12:7-9). Further, salvation does not include deliverance from physical hardship and danger(l Cor. 4:9-13; 2 Cor. 11:23-28), nor even, perhaps, seemingly tragic events (Mt. 5:45?). It does not mean being absolved from social injustice and ill-treatment (1 Cor. 7:20-24; 1 Pet, 2:18-25).

3. Salvation is eschatological. There is a danger of stating the meaningof salvation too negatively. Here we recall the recognition above of the paucity of references to salvation from the lips of Jesus. His central category was the kingdom of God, the manifestation of God’s sovereign rule. In Rev. 12:10 however salvation and the kingdom are vir-tually equated. For the author of the Apocalypse as for Jesus salvation is equivalent to life under the reign of God, or, as in the witness of the Fourth Gospel, eternal life. Salvation therefore gathers up all the contents of the gospel. It includes deliverance from sin and all its consequences, and posi-tively, the bestowal of all spiritual blessings in Christ (Eph. 1:3), the gift of the Holy Spirit and the life of blessedness in the future age. This future perspective is crucial (Rom. 8:24; 13:11; 1 Cor. 5:5; Phil. 3:20; Heb. 1:14; 9:28; 1 Pet. 1:5, 9). All that is known of salvation now is but a preliminary and foretaste of the fullness of salvation which awaits the fullness of the kingdom at the parousia of the Lord.

(’Atonement; * Election; * Forgiveness; *Jus-tification; * Sanctification; *Sin; *Grace; * Reconciliation.)

Bibliography. W. Foerster, G. Fohrer, in TDNT 7, pp. 965-1003; M. Green, The Meaning of Salvation, 1965; G. Wagner, Pauline Baptism and the Pagan Mysteries, E.T. 1967; M. Black (ed.), The Scrolls and Christianity, 1969; E. Yamauchi, Pre-Christian Gnosticism, 1973; J. R. W. Stott, Christian Mission in the Modern World, 1975, ch. 5; Let the Earth Hear His Voice, 1975; NIDNTT 3, s. v. ‘Reconciliation’, ‘Redemption’; D. F. Wells, The Search for Salvation, 1978; H. D. McDonald, Salvation, 1982.    G.w.
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SAMARIA. The name of the N Israelite Capital and of the territory surrounding it.


I. History

After reigning 6 years at Tirzah, Omri built a new Capital for the N kingdom on a hill 11 km NW of Shechem commanding the main trade routes through the Esdraelon plain. He purchased the site for two talents of silver and named it after its owner Shemer (I Ki. 16:24). The place is otherwise unknown unless it is to be identified with Shamir, the home of Tola (Jdg. 10:1; F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 2, p. 444). The hill, which is c. 100 m high and commands a view over the plain, was impregnable except by siege (2 Ki. 6:24), and the name (söm'rön) may be connected with the Heb. ‘watch-post’.

Omri allowed the Syrians of Damascus to set up bazaars (av ‘streets’) in his new city (1 Ki. 20:34). For 6 years he worked on the construction of' Sa-maria, and this was continued by Ahab, who built a house decorated or panelled with ivory (1 Ki. 22:39). In a temple for Baal of Sidon (Melqart), the deity whose worship Jezebel encouraged (1 Ki. 18:22), Ahab set up a pillar (’äserä) near the altar which Jehoram later removed (2 Ki. 3:2). Other shrines and buildings used by the idolatrous priests must have been in use from this time until the reform undertaken by Jehu (2 Ki. 10:19). Sa-maria itself was long considered by the prophets a centre of idolatry (Is. 8:4; 9:9; Je. 23:13; Ezk. 23:4; Ho. 7:1; Mi. 1:6).

Ben-hadad II of Syria besieged Samaria, at first unsuccessfully (1 Ki. 20:1-21), but later the Syrians reduced it to dire famine (2 Ki. 6:25). It was re-lieved only by the panic and sudden withdrawal of the besiegers, which was discovered and reported by the lepers (2 Ki. 7). Ahab was buried in the city, as were a number of Israelite kings who made it their residence (1 Ki. 22: 37; 2 Ki. 13:9, 13; 14:16). His descendants were slain there (2 Ki. 10:1), in-cluding Ahaziah, who hid in vain in the crowded city (2 Ch. 22:9). Samaria was again besieged in the time of Elisha and miraculously delivered (2 Ki. 6:8 ff.).

•Menahem preserved the city from attack by paying tribute to ‘Tiglath-pileser III (2 Ki. 15:17-20). His son *Pekah, however, drew the Assyrian army back again by his attack on Judah, then a vassal-ally of Assyria. The city, called Samerina or Bil-ffumri (‘House of Omri’) in the Assyrian Annals, was besieged by Shalmaneser V of Assyria in 725-722 bc. 2 Ki. records that he captured the city, agreeing with the Babylonian Chronicle, but evidently his death intervened betöre it was finally secured for Assyria. The citizens, incited by Iau-bi’di of Hamath, refused to pay the tax imposed on them, and in the following year (721 bc) Sargon 11, the new king of Assyria, initiated a scheme of mass deportation for the whole area. According to his annals, Sargon carried off 27,270 or 27,290 cap-tives, and the efTect was to terminate the existence of the N kingdom of Israel as a homogeneous and independent state. The exiles were despatched to places in Syria, Assyria and Babylonia and replaced by colonists from other disturbed parts of the Assyrian empire (2 Ki. 17:24). The resultant failure to cultivate the outlying districts led to an increase in the incursions of lions (v. 25). Some Israelites, called ’Samaritans (v.    29), still

inhabited part of the city and continued to worship at Jerusalem (Je. 41:5). The town, according to a cuneiform inscription (HES, 247) and to other records, was under an Assyrian governor and both Esarhaddon (Ezr. 4:2) and Ashurbanipal (Ezr. 4:9-10) brought in additional peoples from Babylonia and Elam. The contention between Samaria and Judah, of earlier origin, gradually increased in intensity, though Samaria itself declined in importance.

The discovery of papyri from Samaria in a cave of the Wadi ed-Däliyeh 14 km N of Jericho seems to confirm the reports of ancient historians that Samaria was initially favourable to Alexander who captured the city in 331 bc. However, while Alexander was in Egypt they murdered his prefect over Syria. On his return, Alexander des-troyed Samaria, massacred the city’s leaders in the cave to which they had fled and resettled the area with Macedonians. Information contained in the papyri enables a list of Samaritan governors to be constructed, beginning with Sanballat I c. 445 bc.

Samaria was besieged by John Hyrcanus, and the surrounding countryside was devastated c. 111-107 bc. Pompey and Gabinius began to re-build (Jos., Am. 14. 75), but it was left to Herod to embellish the city, which he renamed Sebaste (Au-gusta) in honour of his emperor. In it he housed 6,000 veterans, including Greeks. On his death, Samaria became part of the territory of Archelaus and later a Roman colony under Septimus Severus. Despite the mutual antagonism between Judah and Samaria, Jesus Christ took the shorter route through Samaria to Galilee (Lk. 17:11), resting at Sychar near Shechem, a Samaritan city (Jn. 4:4). Philip preached in Samaria, but perhaps the dis-trict rather than the city is intended, since the definite article is absent in Acts 8:5.

II. Archaeology

The site was occupied in the Early Bronze Age, then deserted until the Iron Age. Sixteen levels of occupation were recognized by the Harvard (1908— 10) and, later, joint Harvard-Hebrew University-British School of Archaeology in Jerusalem exped-itions (1931-5). Further excavations were made by the Department of Antiquities of Jordan in 1965 and the British School of Archaeology in Jerusalem in 1968. The site is difficult to work because of the dense and continuous habitation, with con-stant rebuilding. Of the periods of occupation un-earthed, seven have been assigned to the Israelites: Levels I-II = Omri-Ahab (28 years). The inner (1-5 m thick) and outer (6 m thick) fortification wall, completed by the latter king, enclosed the summit. A main gateway seems to have had a col-umned entrance court. The palace, which was later adapted by Jeroboam II, had a wide court in which lay a reservoir or pool (10 by 5m), probably the one in which Ahab’s bloodstained chariot was washed down (1 Ki. 22:38). In an adjacent storeroom more than 200 plaques or fragments of ivories were discovered. These show Phoenician and pseudo-Egyptian styles and influences and may well have been inlays for furniture in Ahab’s ivory house (1 Ki. 22:39) (* Ivory). Sixty-five ostraca, inscribed in Old Hebrew, noted the capacity and original owners of the wine-jars, with the date of their Contents (DOTT, pp. 204-208; *Writing). These are probably to be assigned to the reign of Jeroboam II

Level III marks the period of Jehu with adapta-tions of earlier buildings. Then, after an interval, come levels IV-VI, the Israelite period covering Jeroboam and the 8th Century bc. The city was repaired in the last decades before its fall to the Assyrians in 722 bc, which is marked by the de-struction level VII.

The remains of the Hellenistic buildings are well preserved, with a round tower Standing nineteen courses of stone high, a fortress, the city wall (near the West Gate), coins, stamped jar-handles and Greek pottery remaining.

The Roman city of Herod is notable for the great temple dedicated to Augustus, built over the Israelite palaces. Other remains include the enclosure wall, and West Gate, with three round towers, a 820-m long colonnaded Street bordered by porticos and shops, the temple of Isis rededicated to Kore, a basilica (68 by 32 m), divided into three naves by

Corinthian columns, a forum, a Stadium and an aqueduct. Many of the visible ruins are probably to be dated to later restorers, especially Septimus Severus (ad 193-211).
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SAMARITANS. In evv of the OT, Samaritans are mentioned only in 2 Ki. 17:29, a passage which describes the syncretistic religion of those peoples whom the king of Assyria transported to the N kingdom of Israel to replace the exiled native population after the fall of Samaria (722/721 bc).

Several reasons argue strongly against the iden-tification, favoured by Josephus and many others since, of this group with the Samaritans as they are more widely known from the NT (Mt. 10:5; Lk. 9:52; 10:33; 17:16; Jn. 4:9, 39^40; 8:48; Acts 8:25), some of whose descendants survive to the present day in two small communities at Nablus and Holon: (i) the word used (hassömrönim) seems merely to mean ‘inhabitants of (the city or prov-ince of) Samaria (sömrön)', and this fits the context of 2 Ki. 17 best; (it) there is no evidence that the later Samaritans inhabited Samaria. The earliest certain references to them, by contrast, all point clearly to their residence at Shechem (Ecclus. 50:26; 2 Macc. 5:22f; 6:2; cf Jn. 4:5f, 20), whilst one of Josephus’ sources refers to them as ‘Shechemites’ (cf. Ant. 11. 340-347; 12. 10); (iitj nothing whatever that is known of later Samaritan religion and practice suggests the pagan infiuence of 2 Ki. 17 or Ezr. 4.

The origins of the Samaritans of the NT as a distinctive group should probably not be sought before the Start of the Hellenistic period (end of the 4th Century bc), when Shechem was rebuilt after a long period of desolation. The enemies of the Jewish community in the earlier Persian period mentioned in Ezr. and Ne. would then be some of the inhabitants of the N province whose Opposition to the rebuilding of Jerusalem was mainly stirred by political motives. That some adhered to the Israelite faith (Ezr. 4:2) is not surprising, since the OT itself acknowledges that not all the inhabitants of the old N kingdom were exiled in 721 bc (2 Ch. 30) and some of the newcomers could well have assimilated to those who remained.

It is not known precisely what factors led to the resettlement of Shechem and the consequent crys-tallization of the Samaritan community. An at-tractive Suggestion is that following the complete Hellenization of Samaria after the conquests of Alexander the Great, a group of religious purists (possibly joined by some priests whose marriage to women of the N made their continued residence in Jerusalem impracticable) decided to make a fresh Start where they could practise their religion un-molested. The find of over 200 skeletons (together with papyri which originated in Samaria) in a remote cave in Wadi ed-Däliyeh, about 14 km N of Jericho, suggests that other refugees may not have been so fortunate.

Be that as it may, once the community had taken on a distinctive identity, and a temple had been built on Mt Gerizim (both Josephus, Ant. 11. 321 ff., for all the other difficulties of his narrative at this point, and archaeological remains, if cor-rectly identified, agree on a date in the Hellenistic period), it was inevitable that attitudes between the Jews of Jerusalem and the Samaritans should have begun to harden. Whilst it may be misleading to speak of a particular schism, it is clear that Ben-Sira (c. 180 bc) regarded the Samaritans as a quite separate group (Ecclus. 50:26), and this would have been accentuated by their capitulation in the period of the Maccabean revolt, when their temple was dedicated to Zeus Xenios. Perhaps, however, the breach was made final when, c 128 bc, John Hyrcanus extended the Hasmonaean dominance of the area by capturing Shechem and destroying the Gerizim temple.

This by no means marked the end of the friction, however. From the scanty sources available, we learn that between ad 6 and 9 some Samaritans scattered bones in the Jerusalem Temple during a certain Passover. In ad 52 Samaritans massacred a group of Galilean pilgrims at En-gannim, though in the consequent dispute before Claudius, which followed a Jewish reprisal raid, the decision was given in lavour of the Jews. Furthermore, the Samaritans sufiered at the hands of the Roman rulers: in ad 36 a Samaritan fanatic assembled a crowd on Mt Gerizim, promising to reveal the sacred vessels thought to have been hidden there by Moses, and many of them were massacred by Pilate. A year after the Start of the Jewish War (ad 66-70), a group of Samaritans switched allegiance to join the revolt, only to be slaughtered on Mt Gerizim by Vettulenus Cerealis.

Since the main theological writings of the Samaritans (e.g. Memar Marqah, the Samaritan lit-urgy known as the Defter, and a number of Chron-icles) come from only the 4th Century ad, and often much later, it is almost impossible to reconstruct in detail their beliefs in the NT period. For this reason, attempts to find a distinctively Samaritan background to (e.g.) Jn., Acts 7 or Heb. should be treated with the greatest caution.

Only the five books of the Pentateuch in their Samaritan recension (2nd Century bc) were regarded as canonical, and this is reflected in their creed, whose elements must date back to early times: belief in one God, in Moses the prophet, in the law, in Mt Gerizim as the place appointed by God for sacrifice (which is made the tenth com-mandment in the SP), in the day of judgment and recompense, and in the return of Moses as Taheb (the ‘restorer’ or ‘returning one’).

The attitude of the Jewish Mishnah and Talmud towards the Samaritans, as of Josephus, is am-biguous. This may reflect a favourable attitude which recognized an essential affinity of both race and religion with the Samaritans, but which was subsequently heavily overlaid with later polemic, encouraged by the developing antagonism and based on 2 Ki. 17 and Ezr. 4.

It is thus noteworthy that the NT is almost con-sistently favourable towards them (see refs. above), and that the Samaritans are portrayed as respond-ing enthusiastically both to Jesus himself and to the preaching of the early Christian church.

Bibliography. Still of valueis:J. A. Montgomery, The Samaritans, 1907, repr. 1968. More recent studies include: J. Macdonald, The Theology of the Samaritans, 1964; J. D. Purvis, The Samaritan Pentateuch and the Origin of the Samaritan Sect, 1968;
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SAMGAR-NEBO (Heb. samgar-n'bö-, Gk. many variants, e.g. Samagoth, Eissamagath). Je. 39:3 lists officers of Nebuchadrezzar who sat in the middle gate of Jerusalem after its capture in 587 bc: 'Nergal-sharezer, Samgar-nebo, Sarsechim the Rabsaris, Nergal-sharezer the Rabmag’. Since a list of Nebuchadrezzar’s courtiers includes a Nergal-shar-usur with the title Sinmagir (ANET, p. 308), it is thought that the text is confused and should read ‘Nergal-sharezer the Simmagir’. The following Nebo would then belong with ‘Sarsechim as the name of the ‘Rabsaris, perhaps corrupted from Nebushazban as in v. 13. All this remains con-jecture.    a.r.m.

SAMOS. One of the larger islands in the Aegean Sea, off the coast of Asia Minor SW of Ephesus. An Ionian Settlement, it had been an important maritime state. Under the Romans it was part of the province of Asia until Augustus made it a free state in 17 bc. On his way back to Judaea from his third missionary journey Paul sailed between Samos and the mainland (Acts 20:15).

K.L.McK.

SAMOTHRACE (modern Samothraki). A small mountainous island in the N of the Aegean off the coast of Thrace, with a town of the same name on the N side. One of its peaks rises above 1,700 m, forming a conspicuous landmark. Sailing NW from Troas on his way to Neapolis, Paul must have had a favourable wind to reach Samothrace in one day and Neapolis in one more (Acts 16:11; cf 20:6).

Samothrace was renowned as a centre of the mystery cult of the Kabeiroi, ancient fertility deines who were supposed to protect those in danger, especially at sea.    K.L.McK.

SAMSON. Greater attention is given to Samson than to any other of lsrael’s judges before Samuel (Jdg. 13-16). His name, sirnsön (Jdg. 13:24), de-rives from Heb. semes, ‘sun’, which has led some scholars to suggest a connection with a sun-mythology, Samson’s exploits being equated with the ‘twelve labours’ of Gilgamesh or Hercules. The proximity of Beth-shemesh to Samson’s birth-place, Zorah, the fact that one of his feats of strength took place ‘at the time of wheat harvest’ (Jdg. 15:1), i.e. approaching mid-summer, and his death between the pillars of a Philistine temple, possibly symbolic of sunset, are used in support of this view. But the essential historicity of the bib-lical record can hardly be doubted. Samson’s birth and death are carefully documented and there is a close connection with an actual historical Situation. Names like Samson are found in Ugaritic texts of the 14th and I5th centuries bc and most likely a common Canaanite name like this was widely used by Israel also.

I.    Historical hackground

The Samson narratives provide an invaluable background to the earlier part of the Philistine op-pression. The Philistines settled on the Coastal plain c. 1200 bc, a generation after the Conquest, and once established they attempted to expand into the Israelite hill-country. Shamgar’s exploit probably gave temporary relief (Jdg. 3:31), but a combination of Philistine and Amorite pressure (Jdg. 1:34) forced part of Samson’s tribe, the Dan-ites, to migrate N (Jdg. 18). The Danite remnant which remained, with Judah, bore increasingly the brunt of Philistine pressure. At this Stage Philistine rule was not onerous, Judah accepting it without demur (Jdg. 15:11). It was established by infiltra-tion rather than by force, and promised obvious economic advantages to the subject peoples. The insidious nature of this domination was a major threat to Israel’s continued independence. Samson’s activities were significant in this light. No-where had he armed support from his compatriots but his one-man campaign highlighted the danger and brought the conflict into the open. Even so, Israel eventually overcame the Philistines only with the greatest difficulty. Samson may be dated in the period of open Philistine aggression, c. 1070 bc, Contemporary with Jephthah, who dealt with the Ammonite menace (cf. Jdg. 10:7) and c. 20 years before Israel’s double defeat at Aphek (1 Sa. 4:1-II).

II.    Personal history

a. Samson was the son of Manoah, whose wife, like Sarah, Hannah and Elizabeth, was barren. His birth, lik£ those of Isaac and John the Baptist, was announced by an angel (Jdg. 13:3). He was to be a ‘Nazirite (Heb. näzir, ‘separated’ or ‘consecrated’) from birth. Usually the Nazirite vow was voluntar-ily taken for a limited period (Nu. 6:1-21). Of the stipulations required by the Nazirite vow, Samson took only one seriously, that concerning his hair. He was often in contact with corpses (e.g. 14:8f.) and it is unlikely that he abstained from strong drink.

Samson’s parents lived at Zorah, on the border between Dan and Judah, in the Shephelah c. 22 km W of Jerusalem.

b. Samson's first love (14:1-15:8). Seeing a Philistine woman in Timnah, 6 km SW of Zorah, he demanded that his unwilling parents arrange a marriage. Understandably they were aggrieved that he should seek a wife outside the covenant-community. At the wedding least he used a riddle to test the tlrirty young men, who appear more as protection against Samson than as guests (14:11). They put pressure upon Samson’s bride to extract the answer, whereupon an enraged Samson slew thirty Philistines at Ashkelon to pay his debt and then departed (14:13-19). To escape disgrace his bride was given to his ‘best man’ (14:20). The type of marriage indicated did not involve permanent cohabitation, but when Samson arrived back in the early summer with the present customary in such a relationship (15:1) he was refused entrance. He took his revenge by catching 300 ‘foxes’, probably jackals, which unlike foxes are not solitary and are more easily caught, tying fire-brands to their tails and releasing them (15:2-5). At harvest-time the loss would be considerable. The Philistines, in their turn, took an equally vicious revenge upon the Timnite and his family (15:6). In a further escal-ation of violence Samson retaliated by slaughter-ing the offending Philistines (15:7f.).

c.    The attempt to caplure Samson at Lehi (15:9-20). Seeking refuge at the rock of Etam, Samson was taken into custody by 3,000 men of Judah, resentful that he had disturbed their peaceful Situation under the Philistines (15:9-13). His abnormal strength enabled him to break free and attack the surprised Philistines with a jawbone of an ass, a formidable weapon in the hands of a determined man (15:14-17). Samson was weakened with thirst after this spectacular success and God provided miraculously for his need (15:1 Sf.). V. 20, with its formal Statement of Samson’s judgeship, probably marked the end of one account of his lil'e.

d.    His downfall and death (16:1-31). Samson’s uncontrolled sexual urge, involving foreign prosti-tutes, eventually proved his undoing. A warning of his vulnerability in such circumstances was given at Gaza, but his unique strength enabled him to escape (16:1-3). Gaza, the southernmost of the five Philistine cities, was 60 km from Hebron, but the narrative may indicate that Samson lifted the city-gates to a hill in the general direction of Hebron.

After this Samson became infatuated with Deli-lah, whose home in the valley of Sorek lay just below Zorah (16:4). She collaborated with the Philistines and with heartless tenacity extracted from Samson the secret of his strength (16:5-20). Blinded and humiliated, ‘eyeless in Gaza’, he was paraded as the butt at a festival (16:21-27). For the first time a religious act on Samson’s part is noted, and in answer to his prayer, coupled with the fact that the Philistines had carelessly allowed his hair to grow again, Samson was able to demol-ish a probably over-stressed temple, killing both himself and more Philistines than he had slain during his life (16:28-31). As the Philistines formed a ruling dass superimposed upon native Population, the effect of this decimation would be considerable.

e.    Moral problems raised by the Samson narratives. Most of the judges had moral and religious shortcomings, but these are greatly accentuated in the case of Samson, whose sensuality, irresponsi-bility and lack of true religious concern are appar-ent. Yet he is included in the catalogue of heroes of faith (Heb. 11:32). Especially perplexing is the rela-tionship of his enduement with the Spirit of God to his character. A clue to the significance of chs. 13-16 is the absence of the religiously motivated comment which abounds elsewhere in the book of Judges, as though the editor deems further comment unnecessary, the narratives themselves testi-fying openly to the prevailing low Standards. We should distinguish between the level of appreci-ation of the average Contemporary Israelite, who would thoroughly approve of the hated Philistines’ discomfiture, and that of the godly men who finally collected Israel’s traditions; they would be well aware of Samson’s blemishes. Nor must we read back the clear NT Connection between Spirit-endowment and holiness—a charismatic anointing in the OT period did not necessarily produce purity of life. God could still make use of a person apart from the quality of his life. Amongst his unlikely instruments were Balaam (Nu. 22-24), Nebuchad-rezzar (Je. 25:9; 27:6; 43:10) and Cyrus (Is. 44:28;

45:1-4). We may question his use of an agent like Samson, and be embarrassed by the details, but God is Sovereign, and he used Samson, in the ‘Dark Ages’ of the Judges’ period, to fulfil a tone but vital role.

Bibliography. J. Gray, Joshua. Judges and Ruth. CB, 1967, pp. 342-362; A. E. Cundall and L. Morris, Judges and Ruth. TOTC, 1968, pp. 153— 181; F. F. Bruce, ‘Judges’, NBCR, 1970, pp. 269-272; R. G. Boling, Judges, AB, 1975, pp. 217-253; J. C. Moyer, ‘Samson’, ZPEB, 5, pp. 249-252; J. A Soggin, Judges, OTL, 1981, pp. 225-259.
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Israel and Judah at the time of Samuel.

basis of 1 Sa. 9:6, 18. Few scholars, however, would deny that he not only superintended the Institution of the Monarchy but also later broke with Saul and repudiated him. Saul’s subsequent insecurity strongly supports the biblical picture of Samuel as a man of power and influence.

The chief arguments against historicity are (i) the ‘legendary’ character of some of the stories (e.g. the infancy narrative), (ii) the fact that Samuel is depicted in such a diversity of roles (prophet, judge, war-leader, national leader and perhaps priest), and (iii) the problem of aligning these vari-ous roles with the supposed literary sources or un-written traditions underlying 1 Sa. ln the absence of extra-biblical data about Samuel, the first of these arguments admits of no objective criteria. The third problem, moreover, öfters no secure basis for judgment in view of the fact that there is so little certainty about the sources utilized in the *books of Samuel. The second problem is therefore the main issue. Two points may be made about the rotes Samuel is said to have filled. First, white it may be admitted that different literary strata may have emphasized or highlighted different rotes, it is nevertheless true that the latter were not so disparate as might appear: the book of Judges shows that the Offices of war-leader, national leader and judge (in the judicial sense) could be combined in ancient Israel; and there is evidence from inside and outside Israel that * prophecy at times embraced sacrificial rotes, and that prophets at times appointed and repudiated kings. Secondly, Samuel lived in a period of crisis and transition, and in the absence of any other figurehead, the Israelite tribes may well have looked to him to fill an exceptional role. Basically, he combines the Offices of judge and prophet; Deborah offers a minor analogy (cf. Jdg. 4:4).

Bibuography. J. L. McKenzie, ‘The Four Samuels’, Biblical Research 7, 1962, pp. 3-18; B. C. Birch, The Rise of the Israelite Monarchy, 1976. See also Standard histories of Israel and Standard commentaries.    d.f.p. 1 2

(v) Defeat and death of Saul and Jonathan (31:1-13)

d.    The early years of Davids reign (2 Sa. 1:1-8:18)

(i)    David’s reaction to the news of Saul’s death (1:1-27)

(ii)    David and Ish-bosheth (2:1-4:12)

(iii)    David defeatsthe Philistines (5:1-25)

(iv)    David, the ark and the house of God (6:1-7:29)

(v)    Further victories (8:1-18)

e.    King David and Ins court (9:1-20:26)

(i)    David and Mephibosheth (9:1-13)

(ii)    Warfare with Ammon and its consequences (10:1-12:21)

(iii)    David and his eldest sons (13:1-18:33)

(iv)    David’s return and Sheba’s revolt (19:1-20:26)

f.    Appendix (21:1 -24:25)

(i)    Famine and warfare (21:1-22)

(ii)    Two psalms of David (22:1-23:7)

(iii)    His mighty men (23:8-39)

(iv)    Census and plague (24:1-25)

II. Sources and composition

There can be no doubt at all that the writer of the books of Samuel made use of some earlier docu-ments, though it is impossible to know how many. No single individual lived right through the eras of Samuel, Saul and David; and Statements incorpor-ating the phrase ‘to this day’ (e.g. 1 Sa. 27:6) sug-gest a further lapse of time betöre the author’s own date. Attempts have therefore been made to isolate the sources from which the author took his material; and a number of quite different schemes have resulted.

Some scholars (notably K. Budde and O. Eiss-feldt) have argued that documentary strata under-lying the * Pentateuch are also visible in Samuel. Few Contemporary scholars would agree. The present trend is to consider Samuel an amalgam of individual narratives, brought together by stages (see, e.g.. Weiser, Fohrer). The chief interest centres in the attempt to isolate the earlier units or docu-ments. A. R. S. Kennedy long ago proposed (CB, 1904) that five basic documents had been utilized by the author of Samuel: a history of Samuel’s early years, a history of the ark of the covenant, a history of the Monarchy favourable to it, a history of the Monarchy hostile to it and a court history of David. British scholarship has tended to follow this hypothesis (e.g. Anderson, Rowley); the strongest case can be made for the second and fifth of Kennedy’s documents. There is wide agreement that a history of the ark underlies 1 Sa. 4:1—7:1, and many scholars have also agreed that 2 Sa. 9-20, with 1 Ki. I f, constitute a distinct unit (usually known as ‘The Succession Narrative’), though some recent studies have challenged this view (Delekat, Würthwein). The Succession Narrative is usually considered to have been composed by, or at least to derive from, an eyewitness. Absent from this section are ‘doublets’, a feature characteristic of the rest of Samuel; many scholars have stressed the significance of such ‘duplicate narratives’ in ar-guing for a variety of (conflicting) sources. This argument has been over-pressed (see D. F. Payne, ‘Duplicate Accounts’, in NBCR, pp. 284f), but on the other hand it may be admitted that such doublets tend to suggest separate sources: historicity is, or should be, a different issue from source criti-cism. Thus 1 Sa. 16:14-23 teils how Saul first met David as a musician; 1 Sa. 17:55-58 may well derive from a separate source, in which the chal-lenge from Goliath provided the circumstances for David’s first coming to the attention of the king. If so, the Compiler of the book has drawn on both earlier sources, and made his own clear decision as to which was the earlier event; the ‘duplication’ denies the historicity of neither story.

Both the number and the nature of the sources of Samuel remain unclear and disputed, then. The author himself undoubtedly made his own contri-bution, as references to his own day (1 Sa. 27:6) and explanatory remarks (1 Sa. 9:9) make clear. By general consent, however, his activity was very dis-creet; apart from such minor touches, it is only in 1 Sa. 7, 12 and 2 Sa. 7 that his hand is generally thought to be clearly visible. It is noteworthy that the clear editorial structures and formulae of *Judges and * Kings are absent from Samuel; this fact, among others, argues for a distinct origin for Samuel and militates against the hypothesis of a unified Deuteronomic history, Joshua-Kings. It may be, nevertheless, that a final redaction, of limited extent, took place when Samuel and Kings were brought together, in the exilic period or soon afterwards.

III.    Purpose

In covering the era of the transition from a loose tribal Constitution under the judges to a monarchy, the books of Samuel necessarily offer a view on the value of the monarchy; but different passages give rather differing impressions. 1 Sa. 8 offers a biting critique of kingship, and in 1 Sa. 12:19 the people acknowledge that they had done evil in seeking a king; but in 1 Sa. 10:24-27; 11:14f. a positive view is taken. Recent studies have found a similar ten-sion within the Succession Narrative, some passages being favourable to David and Solomon, while others are distinctly critical of them. These differing viewpoints have often been used as a cri-terion, as regards sources and historicity; but as Bright and others have argued, the tension is cer-tainly an original one, on any credible historical reconstruction, and the value of the criteria is du-bious. In any case, since he incorporated material tending in both directions, it is unlikely that the final author was either pro-monarchic or anti-monarchic. Rather his attitude was typically prophetic, seeing the monarchy as a Constitution which had been ordained by God, but taking a detached and objective view of each individual monarch. J. A. Soggin is right to emphasize that the primary interests of the author are election and rejection.

It is important not to overlook the biographical motive. There was a genuine interest in the careers and achievements of leading Israelites. It was the biblical writers’ conviction that God had involved himself in history, and that he governed its whole course, which gave the historical books of the OT their theological quality and content. Theo-logically-coloured history is none the less history.

IV.    Text

There are numerous problems in the Heb. text (MT) of Samuel, and commentaries and transla-tions often turn to the lxx (especially lxxb and lxx2) for help. The lxx mss not only elucidate many verses where the Heb. is obscure or problem-atic but also offer variant readings where the Heb. makes good sense. The most notable Variation is in 1 Sa. 17f, where lxx” is much shorter than MT (17:12-31 and 17:55-18:5 are entirely absent). (See

D. F. Payne, NBCR, p. 318.) Two other sources of evidence are parallel passages in Chronicles, and fragmentary copies of Samuel found at Qumran. The Qumranic material tends to Support lxx where it differs from MT, and recent evv, especially neb, have made considerable use of its evidence. It is widely held that the evidence suggests not so much that the Heb. text of Samuel was poorly preserved as that there existed different re-censions of the book.

Bibliography. R. A. Carlson, David, the Chosen King, 1964; R. N. Whybray, The Succession Narrative, 1968; G. Wallis, Geschichte und Überlieferung, 1968, pp. 45-66. Commentaries by H. W. Hertzberg, OTL, E.T. 1960; J. Mauchline, NCB, 1971; H. J. Stoebe, KAT, 1973; P. K. McCarter, AB, 1980-84; R. P. Gordon, 1986; R. W. Klein (on 1 Sa.), WBC, 1986; J. Baldwin, TOTC, 1988; A. A. Anderson (on 2 Sa ), WBC, 1989. See also Standard introductions to the OT.    d.f.p.

SANBALLAT. The name is Babylonian, Sinuballit, i.e. ‘Sin (the moon-god) hasgiven life’. In Ne. 2:10, 19; 13:28 he iscalled the Horonite, probably denot-ing that he came from Beth-horon, about 30 km NW of Jerusalem (cf. Jos. 10:10, etc.). He was one of the chief opponents of Nehemiah. The Ele-phantine Papyri show that in 407 bc he was gov-ernor of Samaria. If when Nehemiah came in 445 bc he was either governor or hoping to be gov-ernor, he doubtless wanted to have control of Judaea also. The Elephantine Papyri speak of his two sons, Delaiah and Shelemiah, and these names may show that Sanballat was a worshipper of Yahweh. This means that he was descended either from an Israelite family which had not gone into captivity in 721 bc or from one of the peoples whom the Assyrian kings had imported into Pales-tine. In either case his religion was probably syn-cretistic (2 Ki. 17:33), though he put Yahweh first, and so won sympathy even from the high priest’s family, into which his daughter married (Ne. 13:28). Josephus (Ant. 11.302) makes Sanballat re-sponsible for the building of the Samaritan temple, which he dates under Darius III (336-331 bc). If the story is true, Josephus has confused the date; unless he is referring to a second governor with the same name. (There was at least one further Sanballat, if not two, among the governors of Samaria under the Persian empire.)

Bibliography. H. H. Rowley, ‘Sanballat and the Samaritan Temple’, BJRL 38, 1955-6, pp. 166ff. F.

M. Cross, ‘Discovery of Samaria Papyri’, BA 26, 1963, pp. 11 Off.; H. G. M. Williamson, TynB 39, 1988, pp. 59-82.    J.s.w.

SANCTIFICATION, SANCTIFY

a. Meaning

Sanctification is one of several possible English translations of qds, hagios and their cognates. See ♦Holiness for usage. Context alone determines whether the translation should be holy, holiness, holy one, saints, consecrate, consecration, sanctify or sanctification. Even in individual passages translators do not always agree. Its broad meaning is the process by which an entity is brought into relationship with or attains the likeness of the holy.

b.    Old Testament

In the OT, the primary use of the qds word group, in the sense of consecration or sanctification, has to do with the way in which the holiness necessary for earthly people or things to relate to the holy God could be received. The primary means of sanctification in the OT was through the cultic System.

The whole cultic System centred on the way the earthly realm relates to the divine. Crucial to this relationship was the consecration of the pure but profane person or thing to God through the means provided by God. Recent studies have shown that the priestly theology of holiness structured all Is-raelite society in terms of earthly relations to the divine. This is seen in the holiness word group: holy - profane and clean - unclean (Lv. 10:10). Both pairs have gradations between them, with varying levels of sanctity and cleanness. ‘The sense of the distinction, however, is less a gradation of the holiness which derives from God than a gradation of human dealings with the Holy One’ (Seebass, 227).

Consecration does not rest upon intrinsic holiness: ‘it requires a special act of God to make a thing or person holy’ (Jenson, 48). The sacrificial System was God’s gracious means to enable his people to move from uncleanness or defilement to cleanness as the basis upon which to approach the holy God. Holiness and purity are not synonym-ous, however; purity is a presupposition for ap-proaching the holy ‘because antipathy between holiness and impurity was absolute’ (Jenson, 53). Hence, in the priestly tradition, there is a great deal of emphasis on purity and Separation. Sanctification occurs as a consequence of movement to-wards the Holy One, not as the basis for holiness.

Earlier studies sought to contrast priestly ritual-istic notions of holiness and sanctification with the ethical Standards of the prophets. But that dichot-omy does justice to neither. The highest ethical Standards, centred in wholehearted love of God and neighbour (Dt. 6:4; Lv. 19:18b), are embedded in the priestly cultus: ‘Consecrate yourselves there-fore, and be holy; for I am the Lord your God. Keep my Statutes, and do them; I am the Lord who sanctify you’ (Lv. 20:7). The prophets demanded worship which issued in concrete expression of covenantal Standards in societal and personal ethics. They saw clearly that the expenence of God’s holiness would necessarily result in the transformation of the person (Is. 6:5-7) and society (Am. 4:4f; 5:21-24; Mi. 6:6-8). In short, ‘for Israel to be and remain the people of God, it must be holy, not merely in the ritual sense but also in the ethical sense’ (Müller, 322).

c.    New Testament

Fundamental to all NT theology is the shift in eschatological perspective brought about by the coming of Jesus Messiah, and the coming of the Holy Spirit. God has come amongst his people to reconcile them to himself and the future has al-ready been set in motion, although the end has only just begun. Sanctification cannot be under-stood outside this framework.

The terminology of sanctification is rare in the gospels. In John, sanctification concerns relationship with the triune God on the one hand and mis-sion on the other. Jesus is the one sanctified by the Father and sent into the world (10:36). If the dis-ciples are to continue that mission, they too must be sanctified, i.e. brought into that intimate fellowship enjoyed by Father and Son (20:20-23). Jesus prays that the Father would sanctify the disciples in the truth (17:17). In order that they may be filled with God’s being and power, Jesus sanctifies himself (17:19) through his death, then sends the disciples into the world just as the Father had sent him (20:21-22), imparting to them the Holy Spirit.

The presence of the Holy Spirit is the key to Paul’s view of sanctification. Paul holds that sanctification is based on the historical reality of the atoning death of Christ which is brought to experi-ential reality by the Spirit (Gal. 3:2-5; 1 Cor. 6:11; Eph. 1:13-14; Tit. 3:4-7). It partakes fully of the eschatological tension of salvation: ‘alreadyVnot yet’.

Paul’s main emphasis is ethical rather than cultic. He echoes Jesus’ own summation of God’s ethical requirements for the new people as given in the great commandments (Gal. 5:14; Rom. 13:8— 10) and models them before his converts (1 Thes. 2:10; 3:12). He urges them to continue to work out these principles of wholehearted devotion to God and love of neighbour in the context of everyday existence (1 Thes. 4:9-10). In 1 Thes. 3:10-13 and 5:23, Paul prays that his readers will be established in holiness and that God will sanctify them wholly. They are ever to be what they are now, i.e. a people called to be holy.

But these are also wish-prayers which means that the ‘not yet’ is equally important here. Paul has the Parousia, which perhaps he expected before his death (1 Thes. 4:17; 5:6), firmly in his view. He prays that these Christians will be found blameless (note, not faultless) in holiness on that soon-to-arrive day, with lives that reflect their anticipation of it.

The ethical thrust of sanctification continues in Rom. 6, where Paul uses the term hagiasmos twice. In 6:19, he urges his readers to yield their members to righteousness for sanctification, clearly focusing on the ethical living expected of those who have been freed from the dominion of sin. Since in and with Christ they have died to the lordship of sin (6:6), they are now to live lives which reflect their new relationship to God as sharers in Christ’s risen life (6:13-14). In no sense, however, is Paul stating that holiness is achieved by personal striving (see Wynkoop, 326).

Paul uses the terms ‘righteousness’ and ‘sanctification’ here in a way which shows their insepar-ability. Paul could not conceive of a person brought into a right relationship with God whose life would not issue in sanctification (6:22), i.e. in a life of holiness. Debate about whether Paul has in mind a state or a process of sanctification is beside the point. Paul intends both.

That Paul can speak of both aspects of sanctification is confirmed in 2 Cor. 7:1. Here, in language reminiscent of the OT cultic context of purity and holiness, he urges his alienated readers to ‘cleanse [yjourselves from every defilement of body and spirit, and make holiness perfect.’ His Christian readers are to purge themselves in every part, in-wardly and outwardly (see Ps. 24:2-3, ‘clean hands and pure heart’), and live out the implications of their grace-given relationship to the holy God.

Were it not for the indwelling presence of the

Spirit, all of this might seem to be mere wishful thinking. But Paul considers the sanctified life to be possible because of the indwelling presence of God's empowering Spirit (2 Thes. 2:13). Indeed, he says. anyone who rejects this way of living, rejects God who gives his Holy Spirit to you (1 Thes. 4:8). It is the presence of the Spirit which enablcs the believer to live a life which is not according to the flesh (Gal. 5:16, 24; Rom. 8:5) although life is still lived in the flesh (Gal. 2:20; Rom. 8:11, 23). To be sure, the Spirit has not brought the fulness of the end but only its beginning, so the Spirit’s presence does not confer final perfection in the present age but rather leads to growing maturity in Christ, whereby Christians are ripened for their final trans-formation. ‘We are both already and not yet’ (Fee,

p. 826).

The writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews is in conscious dialogue with Judaism. For this writer, sanctification is the work of Christ, the eternal high priest (5:8-10; 7:23-25) and the sanctifier (2:11; 13:12) who, as the enthroned Lord, now exercises all the prerogatives of God (ch. 1). The means of sanctification is through the death of Christ, who through the shedding of his blood, established the new and better covenant relation-ship between God and humans (10:10, 14). This new sacrifice is efficacious because, in contrast to sacrifices under the old covenant which could pur-ify the flesh and restore a defiled Israelite to the community (Nu. 19:9), the blood of Christ is able to deal with the inner condition of sinful people (9:13f.; 10:22).

The heart of the matter in Hebrews, therefore, is the new covenant relationship promised in the OT (Je. 31:31-34; Ezk. 36:25-27). The verb hagiadzein is used ‘with reference to the establishment of New Covenant relations between God and man’ (D.

F.Peterson, Hebrews and Perfection, SNTSMS 47, 1982, p. 72). The notion of the perfecting of believers (7:11, 19; 10:14), relates primarily to their covenantal acceptance by God (Peterson, p. 136).

Hebrews is the most explicit of the epistles on the present reality and enjoyment of the sanctified life. A crucial verse in this regard is Heb. 10:14 which emphasizes the single oflering for sanctification made by Christ on the one hand and the experiential realization of the new relationship between God and humanity on the other. The new covenant relationship has already been established in Christ’s death and exaltation; Christians are consciously to embrace in their ongoing experi-ence what has already been accomplished for them. ‘The terminology of perfection is used by our writer here to stress the realized aspect of Christian salvation’ (Peterson, p. 153).

But Hebrews also applies the ‘alreadyVnot yet’ tension to sanctification. For while it is the present experience of believers, it is neither static nor final (12:10, 14, 22-24). This relationship is the earnest of that ultimate goal of sanctification which ‘is to share Christ’s glory (2:10), to enter God’s rest (4:11 fT.), to see the Lord (12:14), and to inhabit the heavenly Jerusalem (12:22; 13:14)’ (Peterson, p. 129).

In some ways, 1 Pet. provides a summary of the NT view of sanctification: it has to do with God’s choice (1:2; 2:9), the work of the Spirit in applying the benefits of Christ’s sacrificial death and resur-rection (1:2-3), and lives lived in obedience to God’s call to holiness (1:14-15; 2:5) and love (1:22; 4:8). Sanctification, in sum, is essentially a relational reality, completed in Christ’s death on the cross, experienced through the indwelling Holy Spirit and brought to its final goal when we see God (Heb. 12:14; 1 Jn. 3:2-3).

Bibliography. E. C. Blackman, ‘Sanctification’, IDB 4, pp. 211-213; M. E. Dieter, et ai, Five Views on Sanctification, 1987; G. Fee, God's Empowering Presence, 1994; P. P. Jenson, Graded Holiness, JSOTSS 104, 1992; R. A. Müller, ‘Sanctification’, ISBE 4, pp. 321-331; D. F. Peterson, Hebrews and Perfection, SNTSMS 47, 1982; H. Seebass and C. Brown, ‘Holy, Consecrate, Sanctify, Saints, Devout’, DNTT 2, pp. 223-238; D. F. Peterson, Possessed by God, 1995; M. B. Wynkoop, A The-ology of Love, 1972.    k.b.

SANCTUARY. The Heb. words miqdäs, and its correlative qödes, define a place set apart for the worship of God or gods. Whereas the Bible uses these words almost entirely of the place where Yahweh was worshipped, a study of cognate lan-guages such as Canaanite shows that the same terms were used for the worship of the earlier in-habitants of Palestine. Excavation has revealed a wide variety of sanctuaries extending back to the 4th millennium bc. The most complete ränge of these at present known was excavated at Megiddo. A considerable variety of cult images and tools is now available for study.

Israel’s earliest sanctuary was the movable tent known as the * tabernacle where the ark containing the tables of the covenant was housed (Ex. 25:8, etc.). Detailed descriptions of the various parts of this structure occur in Ex. 25-31 and 36-40, and the elaborate ritual associated with it is detailed in Leviticus.

With the Settlement of Israel in the land, David planned, and Solomon completed, a permanent place of worship (1 Ch. 22:19; 28:10, etc.).

Apostasy during the days of the kings brought foreign cult-practices into the Temple. Ezekiel and Zephaniah reproached God’s people for defiling his sanctuary (Ezk. 5:11; 23:39; 28:18, etc.-, Zp. 3:4).

Israel’s early sanctuaries were set up in the places where God appeared to his people or ‘caused his name to dwell’. Finally Jerusalem became the official centre of worship. (*High Place; * Temple.)

ln NT the ‘sanctuary’ (Gk. naos) is the holy house, the dwelling-place of God, whether literal (e.g. Mk. 14:58; 15:38;Jn. 2:19) or figurative (e.g. 1 Cor. 3:16f.; 6:19), as distinct from ‘temple’ (hieron), the whole sacred enclosure (e.g. Mk. 11:11, 15; Lk. 2:27, 46; Jn. 2:14).    j.a.t.

SAND (Heb. hol; Gk. ammos). The Heb. word de-rives from the verb hül (‘to whirl, dance’), doubt-less a reference to the ease with which the light particles of silex, mica, felspar, etc., are lifted and whirled by the wind. Sand is found extensively along the Mediterranean shores of S Palestine and Egypt, and in desert regions, thus providing a strik-ing symbol of countless multitude (e.g. Gn. 22:17; Is. 10:22; Rev. 20:8). It is used also to convey an idea of weight (Jb. 6:3), longevity (Jb. 29:18) and instability (Mt. 7:26). A somewhat obscure allu-sion (Dt. 33:19) speaks of ‘the hidden treasures of the sand’; perhaps a source of prosperity would be found in the seas (fishing, maritime commerce) and

on the shores (shellfish; dye, from shellfish; glass, from sand; cf. Jos., BJ 2. 190; Pliny, NH 5. 17; 36. 65). The promise probably applies only to Zebulun, the tribe associated with the sea in the last words of Jacob (Gn. 49:13-15).    j.d.d.

SANHEDRIN, the transcription used in the Talmud for Gk. synedrion (from which Heb. sanhe-drin is a loan-word). Both before and at the time of Christ, it was the name of the highest tribunal of the Jews which met in Jerusalem and also for vari-ous lesser tribunals. In evv the term is often trans-lated ‘counciP. There are parallels in classical writ-ings to similar courts in Greece and Rome. Josephus used the word for the council that gov-erned the five districts into which the Roman Gab-inius, proconsul of Syria 57-55 bc, divided Judaea (Am. 14. 90; BJ 1.170). Josephus first uses it of the Jews when referring to the summoning of the young Herod before it for alleged misdemeanours (Am. 14. 163-184). In the NT the term refers either to the supreme Jewish court (Mt. 26:59; Mk. 14:55; Lk. 22:66; Jn. 11:47; Acts 4:15; 5:21ffi; 6:12fT.; 22:30; 23:1 ff.; 24:20) or simply to any court of just-ice (Mt. 5:22). In a few cases other words are sub-stituted for synedrion, e.g. presbyterion, ‘body of elders’ (Lk. 22:66; Acts 22:5), and gerousia, ‘Senate’ (Acts 5:21).

I. History

The history of the Sanhedrin is not clear at all points. Traditionally it originated with the seventy elders who assisted Moses (Nu. 11:16-24). Ezra is supposed to have reorganized this body after the Exile. The Persians gave authority to the Jews in local aflairs (Ezr. 7:25—26; 10:14), and it is possible that the elders of Ezr. 5:5, 9; 6:7, 14; 10:8, and the rulers of Ne. 2:16; 4:14, 19; 5:7; 7:5, made up a body which resembled the later Sanhedrin. Later, the Greeks permitted a body known as the gerousia (‘senate’) which was made up of elders and repre-sented the nation (Jos., Am. 12. 142; 1 Macc. 12:3, 6; 14:20). In the days of the Seleucids this gerousia had dealings with such rulers as Antiochus the Great in 208 bc and with Antiochus V (Jos., Am. 12. 128), and was then apparently composed of elders drawn from the aristocracy (1 Macc. 12:6; 2 Macc. 1:10; 4:44; 11:27). In the days of the Mac-cabean revolt it was this council that United with Jonathan, the high priest and leader of the people, to make an alliance with Sparta (1 Macc. 12:5ff ), and it was they who advised him about building fortresses in Judaea (1 Macc. 12:35; cf. 13:36; 14:20, 28, 47). It would appear that the high priest presided over this body.

Under the Romans, except for a short period under Gabinius, this body had wide powers. The term used for the district councils was sub-sequently adopted for the more powerful gerousia at Jerusalem, and by the close of the Ist Century bc this council was known as the synedrion, though other terms such as gerousia and boule (‘council’) were also used at times. It was Julius Caesar who reversed the plan of Gabinius and extended the power of the Sanhedrin once again over all Judaea, although during the reign of * Herod (37-4 bc) its powers were severely curtailed. Under the procur-ators (ad 6-66) the powers of the Sanhedrin were extensive, the internal government of the country being in its hands (Jos., Am. 20. 200), and it was recognized even among the diaspora (Acts 9:2;

22:5; 26:12) in some ways. From the days of Archelaus, son of * Herod the Great, its direct powers were, however, limited to Judaea, since it had no power over Jesus while he was in Galilee. In Judaea there were, of course, the local authorities who tried cases locally but reported certain cases to the central authority. The councils (synedria) of Mt. 5:22; 10:17; Mk. 13:9, and the boulai of Jos., Am. 4. 214, etc. were local courts of at least seven elders, and in large towns up to twenty-three elders.

After ad 70 the Sanhedrin was abolished and replaced by the Beth Din (Court of Judgment) which is said to have met at Jabneh (ad 68-80), Usah (80-116), Shafran (140-163), Sepphoris (163-193) and Tiberias (193-220). Though re-garded in the Talmud as continuous with the Sanhedrin, it was essentially different, being composed of scribes whose decisions had only moral and re-ligious authority.

II.    Constitution and composition

The Constitution of the Sanhedrin was modified during the years. Originally composed basicaliy of the predominantly Sadducean priestly aristocracy, its membership changed from the days of Queen Alexandra (76-67 bc) when ‘Pharisees were included, as well as ‘scribes. The method of appointment is not clear, but the aristocratic origin of the body suggests direct appointment of members of ancient families, to which were added secular rulers. Under Herod, who favoured the Pharisees and desired to restrict the * Sadducees and the influence of the old nobility, the Sadducean element became less prominent, and the Pharisaic element, which had been growing in strength since the days of Queen Alexandra, became more influential. In NT times the Great Sanhedrin in Jerusalem comprised the high priests (i.e. the acting high priest and those who had been high priest), members of the privileged families from which the high priests were taken, the elders (tribal and family heads of the people and the priesthood), and the scribes, i.e. the legal experts. The whole comprised both Sadducees and Pharisees (Mt. 26:3, 57, 59; Mk. 14:53; 15:1; Lk. 22:66; Acts 4:1, 5fT; 5:17, 21, 34; 22:30; 23:6). The members were councillors (bouleutes, Mk. 15:43; Lk. 23:50), as, for example, Joseph of Arimathaea.

According to Josephus and the NT, the high priest at the time was President (Jos., Am. 4. 224; 20. 224fr.; Mt. 26:57; Acts 5:17fT.; 7:1; 9:!flf; 22:5; 24:1). Thus, Caiaphas was President at the trial of Jesus, and Ananias at the trial of Paul (Acts 23:2). It would seem that in earlier times the high priest had supreme authority, but this was curbed somewhat later. The appointment was no longer hereditary, but political, and ex-high priests with their close associates (such as the captain of the Temple) were the ‘rulers’ (Jn. 7:26; Acts 4:5-8, etc.).

III.    Extent of jurisdiction

The jurisdiction was wide at the time of Christ. It exercised not only civil jurisdiction according to Jewish law but also criminal jurisdiction in some degree. It had administrative authority and could order arrests by its own officers of justice (Mt. 26:47; Mk. 14:43; Acts 4:1 ff.; 5:l7fT.; 9:2). It was empowered to judge cases which did not involve Capital punishment (Acts 4-5). Capital cases re-quired the confirmation of the Roman procurator (Jn. 18:31), though the procurator’s judgment was normally in accordance with the demands of the Sanhedrin, which in Jewish law had the power of life and death (Jos., Ant. 14. 168; Mt. 26:66). In the special case where a Gentile passed the barrier which divided the inner court of the Temple from that of the Gentiles the Sanhedrin was granted the power of death by Roman administrators (Acts 21:28ff.); and this concession may have extended to other offences against the Temple by deed or, as with Stephen (Acts 6:13f.), by word. The only case of Capital sentence in connection with the Sanhedrin in the NT is that of our Lord, but the execu-tion was carried out by the judgment of the Roman governor. The case of Stephen has some features of an illegal mob act.

A study of the NT will give a cross-section of the kinds of matters that came before the Sanhedrin. Thus, Jesus was charged with blasphemy (Mt. 26:57fT., Jn. 19:7), Peter and John were charged with teaching the people false doctrine (Acts 4), Paul with transgressing the Mosaic law (Acts 22-24). These, of course, were religious matters. But at times the collection of revenue was the responsibil-ity of the Sanhedrin, as in the time of Florus (Jos., BJ 2. 406). There was, however, always a theor-etical check on the powers of the Sanhedrin, for the Romans reserved the right to interfere in any area whatever, if necessary independently of the Jewish court. Paul’s arrest in Acts 23 is a case in point. It is probably best to regard the Sanhedrin as having two main areas of responsibility, polit-ical (administrative and judicial) and religious. It is not always clear how these two were carried out, and some writers have even suggested two different bodies, each known as the Sanhedrin. This is probably not necessary, but is suggested because of our lack of clear knowledge of procedures.

IV. Procedure

There were correct times and places for meeting, according to the tradition preserved in the Mishna-ic tractate Sanhedrin. Local courts met on the 2nd and 5th days of the week, and the Sanhedrin in Jerusalem at definite (though unknown to us) times. They did not meet on festival days and on sabbaths.

There were proper procedures. The Sanhedrin sat in a semicircle and had two clerks of court, one to record votes of acquittal and the other votes of condemnation. Disciples attended the courts and sat in front. Prisoners attended dressed in humble fashion. In capital cases the arguments for acquittal were presented, then those for conviction. If one spoke for acquittal he could not reverse his opinion, but if he spoke for condemnation he could later change his vote. Students could speak in favour of acquittal but not for condemnation. Acquittal might be declared on the day of the trial, but condemnation must wait tili the day following. In voting, members stood, beginning with the youngest. For acquittal a simple majority sufficed, for condemnation a two-thirds majority was re-quired. If 12 of the 23 judges necessary for a quorum voted for acquittal, and 11 for conviction, the prisoner was discharged. If 12 voted for conviction, and 11 against, the number of judges had to be increased by 2, and this was repeated up to a total of 71, or until an acquittal was achieved. The benefit of the doubt was allowed to persons where the case was as doubtfu! as this. Indeed, always, the benefit lay with the accused (Mishnah, Sanhedrin

5.5).

In this regard, the legality of the trial of Jesus has been discussed by many writers, and it is fairly clear that there are elements about it which point in the direction of a miscarriage of justice.

Bibliography. E. Schürer, IMP, 1901, 2, i, pp. 163-195; J. Z. Lauterbach, JewE, 11, 1905, pp. 41-44; I. Abrahams, ERE, 2, 1920, pp. 184-185; H. Danby, The Mishnah, E.T. 1933, tractate Sanhedrin, pp. 382-400; idem, 'The Trial of Jesus’, JTS 21, 1919-20, pp. 51-76; P. Winter, On the Trial of Jesus, 1961; W. J. Moulder, ISBE, 4. pp. 331-334.
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SAPPHIRA (Gk. sappheira, transliteration of Aram. sappirä, fern, sing., ‘beautiful’). In Acts 5:1 ff. wife of ‘Ananias, a member of the primitive Jerusalem church. The name, in Greek and Ara-maic, was found on an ossuary in Jerusalem in 1923, but J. Klausner’s theory (Front Jesus to Paul, 1944, pp. 289f.) that the Sapphira of Acts is in-tended requires confirmation.    f.f.b.
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ham and Sarah among thosc whose faith was counted for righteousness (Rom. 4:19), and he writes of Sarah as the mother of the children of promise (Rom. 9:9). The writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews includes Sarah in the list of the faith-ful (11:11). She is named also as an example of a wife’s proper regard for her husband (I Pet. 3:6).

MB.

Great. Though it lay on an important trade route down the Hermus valley, it never regained under Roman rule the spectacular prominence it had had in earlier centuries. In ad 26 its Claim for the honour of building an imperial temple was rejected in favour of its rival Smyrna. There is now only a small village (Sart) near the site of the ancient city.

The letter to ‘the angel of the church in Sardis’ (Rev. 3:1-6) suggests that the early Christian Community there was imbued with the same spirit as the city, resting on its past reputation and without any present achievement, and failing, as the city had twice failed, to learn from its past and be Vigilant. The Symbol of ‘white garments’ was rieh in meaning in a city noted for its luxury ciothing trade: the faithful few who are vigilant shall be ar-rayed to share in the triumphal coming of their Lord.

Important current excavations have brought much to light, including a superb late synagogue. Sardis had evidently been for centuries a principal centre of the Jewish Diaspora, and was probably the Sepharad of Ob. 20.

Bibliography. G. M. A. Hanfmann, regulär re-ports in BASOR; C. J. Hemer, Buried History 11, 1975, pp. 119-135; E. M. Yamauchi, New Testament Cities in Western Asia Minor, 1980; C. J. Hemer, The Leiters to the Seven Churches of Asia in Their Local Setting, 1986.    e.m.b.g.
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king of Sais (j'tv = So; BASOR 171, 1963, pp. 64-67).

Düring these operations Isaiah warned Judah of the inadvisability of participating, or of trusting, in Egyptian help, illustrating his message by the fate of Carchemish, Hamath, Arpad, Samaria and Damascus (Is. 10:9). On his return from the Egyptian border Sargon deported a large part of the Population of Samaria, which he began to rebuild as the Capital of a new Assyrian province of Samaria. The process of repopulating the city with foreigners took several years and appears to have continued in the reign of Esarhaddon (Ezr. 4:2).

In 716 bc Sargon sent his army commander (turtan; the 3 ‘tartan’) to war against the Arabs in Sinai. This led to the reception of tribute from the pharaoh Shilkanni (Osorkon IV) of Egypt and from Samsi, queen of the Arabs. Despite these Assyrian successes, the people of Ashdod displaced their Assyrian-nominated ruler, Ahimetu, by a usurper Iadna (or Iamani) who initiated yet another Syro-Palestinian league against Assyria, doubtless relying on Egyptian help. In 712 bc the same turtan was sent to con-quer Ashdod (Is. 20:1), which was reduced to the Status of an Assyrian province. Since Azaqa (’Azeqah or Teil es-Zakariye) on the Judaean border near Lachish surrendered in this cam-paign, it will be seen how narrowly independent Judah escaped a further invasion. Iamani fled to Nubia for refuge, only to be extradited to Nineveh by the ruler Shabaka.

On other fronts Sargon fought many battles, de-feating the Mannaeans and Rusas of Urartu in 719-714 bc, and incorporating the defeated Carchemish as a provincial centre. In 710 and 707 bc, following raids into Media to neutralize the hill tribes, Sargon once more advanced against Merodach-baladan, who fled to Elam. Sargon’s latter years were spent in suppressing rebellions in Kummukh and Tabal (where he was killed in action). He was succeeded by his son Sennacherib on 12 Ab, 705 bc. That he was ‘not buried in his house’ was later attributed to his sin in adopting a pro-Babylonian policy following his ‘taking the hands of the god Bel (Marduk)’ as king there in 709 bc.
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SARID. A town on the S boundary of Zebulun (Jos. 19:10, 12). Some ancient mss of lxx read Sedoud, and this has given rise to the common identification with Teil Shadud, 8 km SE of Nazareth (LOB, p. 106). The weight of textual evidence, however, favours the MT Sarid of unknown loca-tion.    w.o.

SARSECHIM. The name of a Babylonian oflicial present in Jerusalem after the capture of the city in 587 bc (Je. 39:3). The name is as yet unidentified. It has been proposed to identify him with Nebushaz-ban the 3Rabsaris (Je. 39:13). This would require taking Nebo from the preceding 3 Samgar-nebo to read Nebo-sar-sechim as a corruption of Nabü-üezibanni (n'bö-sazibönl). Or sar-s'kim could be a title, ‘chief of the .. .’    d.j.w.

SATAN. The name of the prince of evil, Heb. sätän, Gk. Satanas, means basically ‘adversary’ (the word is so rendered, e.g, in Nu. 22:22). In the first two chapters of Job we read of ‘the Satan’ as presenting himself before God among ‘the sons of God’. It is sometimes said that in such passages Satan is not thought of as especially evil, but as simply one among the heavenly hosts. Admittedly we have not yet the fully developed doctrine, but the activities of ‘the Satan’ are certainly inimica! to Job. The OT references to Satan are few, but he is consistently engaged in activities against the best interests of men. He moves David to number the people (1 Ch. 21:1). He Stands at the right hand of Joshua the high priest ‘to accuse him’, thus draw-ing down the Lord’s rebuke (Zc. 3:1 f.). The psalmist thinks it a calamity to have Satan stand at one’s right hand (Ps. 109:6, av, but cf. rv ‘an adversary’, rsv ‘an accuser’). John teils us that ‘the devil sinned from the beginning’ (1 Jn. 3:8), and the OT references to him bear this out.

Most of our information, however, comes from the NT, where the supremely evil being is referred to as Satan or as ‘the devil’ (ho diabolos) indifler-ently, with Beelzebub (or Beelzeboul, or Beeze-boul) also employed on occasion (Mt. 10:25; 12:24,

27). Other expressions, such as ‘the ruler of this world’ (Jn. 14:30) or ‘the prince of the power of the air’ (Eph. 2:2), also occur. He is always depicted as hostile to God, and as working to overthrow the purposes of God. Matthew and Luke teil us that at the beginning of his ministry Jesus had a severe time of testing when Satan tempted him to go about his work in the wrong spirit (Mt. 4; Lk. 4; see also Mk. 1:13). When this period was completed the devil left him ‘until an opportune time’, which implies that the contest was later resumed. This is clear also from the Statement that he ‘in every re-spect has been tempted as we are’ (Heb. 4:15). This conflict is not incidental. The express purpose of the coming of Jesus into the world was 'to destroy the works of the devil’ (1 Jn. 3:8; cf. Heb. 2:14). Everywhere the NT sees a great conflict between the forces of God and of good, on the one hand, and those of evil led by Satan, on the other. This is not the conception of one writer or another, but is common ground.

There is no doubting the severity of the conflict. Peter stresses the ferocious Opposition by saying that the devil ‘prowls around like a roaring lion, seeking some one to devour’ (I Pet. 5:8). Paul thinks rather of the cunning employed by the evil one. ‘Satan disguises himself as an angel of light’ (2 Cor. 11:14), so that it is small wonder if his min-ions appear in an attractive guise. The Ephesians are exhorted to put on ‘the whole armour of God, that you may be able to stand against the wiles of the devil’ (Eph. 6:11), and there are references to ‘the snare of the devil’ (1 Tim. 3:7; 2 Tim. 2:26). The eflect of such passages is to emphasize that Christians (and even archangels, Jude 9) are engaged in a conflict that is both relentlessly and cunningly waged. They are not in a position to retire from the conflict. Nor can they simply assume that evil will always be obviously evil. There is need for the exercise of discrimination as well as stout-heartedness. But determined Opposition will always succeed. Peter urges his readers to resist the devil ‘firm in your faith’ (1 Pet. 5:9), and James says, ‘Resist the devil and he will flee from you’ (Jas. 4:7). Paul exhorts ‘give no opportunity to the devil’ (Eph. 4:27), and the implication of putt-ing on the whole armour of God is that thereby the believer will be able to resist anything the evil one does (Eph. 6:11, 13). Paul puts his trust in the faithfulness of God. ‘God is faithful, and he will not let you be tempted beyond your strength, but with the temptation will also provide the way of escape’ (1 Cor. 10:13). He is well aware of the re-sourcefulness of Satan, and that he is always seeking to ‘gain the advantage over us’. But he can add ‘we are not ignorant of his designs’ (or, as F. J. Rae translates, T am up to his tricks’) (2 Cor. 2:11).

Satan is continually opposed to the gospel, as we see throughout the Lord’s ministry. He worked through Jesus’ followers, as when Peter rejected the thought of the cross and was met with the rebuke ‘Get behind me, Satan’ (Mt. 16:23). Satan had fur-ther designs on Peter, but the Lord prayed for him (Lk. 22:31 f). He worked also in the enemies of Jesus, for Jesus could speak of those who opposed him as being ‘of your father the devil’ (Jn. 8:44). All this comes to a climax in the passion. The work of Judas is ascribed to the activity of the evil one. Satan ‘entered into’ Judas (Lk. 22:3; Jn. 13:27). He ‘put it into the heart of Judas Iscariot, Simon’s son, to betray him’ (Jn. 13:2). With the cross in prospect Jesus can say ‘the ruler of this world is coming’ (Jn. 14:30).

Satan continues to tempt men (1 Cor. 7:5). We read of him at work in a professed believer, Ana-nias (‘why has Satan filled your heart .. .?’, Acts 5:3), and in an avowed Opponent of the Christian way, Elymas (‘You son of the devil’, Acts 13:10). The general principle is given in 1 Jn. 3:8, ‘He who com-mits sin is of the devil’. Men may so give themselves over to Satan that they in eflect belong to him. They becomehis‘children’(l Jn. 3:10). Thus we read of‘a synagogue of Satan’ (Rev. 2:9; 3:9), and of men who dwell ‘where Satan’s throne is’ (Rev. 2:13). Satan hinders the work of missionaries (I Thes. 2:18). He takes away the good seed sown in the hearts of men (Mk. 4:15). He sows ‘the sons of the evil one’ in the field that is the world (Mt. 13:38f). His activity may produce physical eflects (Lk. 13:16). Always he is pictured as resourceful and active.

But the NT is sure of his limitations and defeat. His power is derivative (Lk. 4:6). He can exercise his activity only within the limits that God lays down (Jb. 1:12; 2:6; 1 Cor. 10:13; Rev. 20:2, 7). He may even be used to set forward the cause of right (I Cor. 5:5; cf. 2 Cor. 12:7). Jesus saw a preliminary victory in the mission of the Seventy (Lk. 10:18). Our Lord thought of ‘eternal fire’ as ‘prepared for the devil and his angels’ (Mt. 25:41), and John sees this come to pass (Rev. 20:10). We have already noticed that the conflict with Satan comes to a head in the passion. There Jesus speaks of him as ‘cast out’ (Jn. 12:31), and as ‘judged’ (Jn. 16:11). The victory is explicitly alluded to in Heb. 2:14; 1 Jn. 3:8. The work of preachers is to turn men ‘from the power of Satan unto God’ (Acts 26:18). Paul can say confidently, ‘the God of peace will soon crush Satan under your feet’ (Rom. 16:20).

The witness of the NT then is clear. Satan is a malignant reality, always hostile to God and to God’s people. But he has already been defeated in Christ’s life and death and resurrection, and this defeat will become obvious and complete in the end of the age. (* Antichrist; * Evil Spirits.)

Bibliography. W. O. E. Oesterley in DCG; E. Langton, Essentials of Demonology, 1949; W. Robinson, The Devil and God, 1945; H. Bietenhard, C.

Brown, in NIDNTT 3, pp. 468—473; E. Ferguson, Demonology of the Early Christian World, 1985; P.

L. Day, An Adversary in Heaven, 1988. l.m.

SATRAP (Heb. '“hasdarpän\ Aram. '“hasadrpän, Akkad. ahsad(a)rapannu\ from Old Persian hsal_apävan, ‘protector of the kingdom’, originally

*    Median khshathrapä). Provincial governor under the Persians (Ezr. 8:36; Est. 3:12; Dn. 3:2; 6:1, etc.). The provincial System in the ancient Near East had been in use since the 3rd millennium bc (eg. at * Ur and under *Assyria and ‘Babylonia). The System was adopted by the Persians. Possibly under

*    Darius I the empire was divided into twenty sat-rapies, each comprising smaller units (Herodotus

3. 89-95). Syro-Palestine was part of the satrapy ‘Beyond the River’ (Ne. 3:7).

Bibliography. J. M. Cook, The Persian Empire, 1983.    d.w.b.

SATYR (sair, ‘hairy one’, ‘he-goat’). The Heb. plural (s"lrim) is rendered ‘satyrs’ in Lv. 17:7 and 2 Ch. 11:15 (av ‘devils’, rv ‘he-goats’). A similar meaning may be intended in 2 Kl 23:8 if Heb. sr'ärim (‘gates’), which seems meaningless in the context, be regarded as a slip for s'lrim. The pre-cise nature of these ‘hairy ones’ is obscure. They may have been he-goats in the ordinary sense, or gods having the appearance of goats. Sacrifices were made to them in high places, with special priests performing the ritual.

From goat to demon in Semitic belief was an easy transition (cf. ‘Scapegoat). Satyrs, appar-ently demonic creatures, danced on the ruins of Babylon (Is. 13:21), and figured also in the picture of the desolation of Edom (Is. 34:14).

Bibliography. Oesterley and Robinson, Hebrew Religion, 1930, pp. 13, 64ff.; EBi (i.v. ‘satyr’).

J.D.D.

SAUL (Heb. saül, ‘asked’, i.e. of God). 1. King of ancient Edom, from Rehoboth (Gn. 36:37). 2. A son of Simeon (Gn. 46:10; Ex. 6:15; Nu. 26:13).

3. First king of Israel, son of Kish, of the tribe of Benjamin. The story of Saul occupies most of 1 Sa. (chs. 9-31) and depicts one of the most pathetic of all God’s chosen servants.

Head and shoulders above his brethren, a man whose personal courage matched his physique, king-ly to his friends and generous to his foes, Saul was the man chosen by God to institute the monarchy, to represent within himself the royal rule of Yahweh over his people. Yet three times over he was declared to have disqualified himself from the task to which he had been appointed, and even in that appoint-ment there was a hint of the character of the man whom God, in his sovereignty, chose to be king.

1

SAMUEL, BOOKS OF. The two books of Samuel ■were originally one; not until the 15th Century were they ever divided in the Heb. Bible. The division into two books goes back to the lxx. The English title ‘Samuel’ is the same as the Heb.; the lxx linked the four books of Samuel and * Kings to-gether as 1-4 ‘Reigns’ (or ‘Kingdoms’), while the Vulg. calls them 1^4 ‘Kings’ (cf. the titles of these books in av). In the Heb. Bible Samuel Stands third in the ‘Former Prophets’, i.e. the four-volume his-tory Joshua-Judges-Samuel-Kings. Many modern scholars consider that these four were from the be-ginning a single, connected history (styled ‘the Deuteronomic History’). It is at least true that Samuel provides the transition from the era of the judges to the period of the Monarchy, and that the divisions between the books seem to be arbitrary at some points.

The title ‘Samuel’ is not altogether appropriate; the prophet Samuel is only the first of the three major ngures whose lives are recorded in these books; the other two are Saul and David. Samuel’s death is recorded in 1 Sa. 25:1; he cannot then have been the author, in spite of the tradition in TB (Baba Bathra 14b). ‘The Chronicles of Samuel the seer’ (1 Ch. 29:29) may be a source document of the books of Samuel; the books of Samuel them-selves cannot be meant.

2

 Outline of contents

The books of Samuel span a period of roughly a Century, c. 1050-950 bc. There are six sections:

fl. Samuel’s early years (I Sa. 1:1-7:14)

(i)    Samuel and Eli (1:1-3:21)

(ii)    War with the Philistines (4:1-7:14)

b.    Samuel and Saul (7:15-15:35)

(i)    Saul becomes king (7:15-12:25)

(ii)    War with the Philistines (13:1-14:52)

(iii)    The defeat of Amalek (15:1-35)

c.    Saul and David (16:1-31:13)

(i)    David reaches the royal court (16:1-17:58)

(ii)    David and Jonathan (18:1-20:42)

(iii)    David as a fugitive (21:1 —26:25)

(iv)    David in Philistine territory (27:1-30:31)

3

 Nimrod), there is evidence that he was the legal successor to the throne and not a usurper.

Düring the first months of his reign he faced a major domestic crisis which was settled only by the grant of Privileges to the citizens of Assur. In the spring of 720 bc he moved S against the Chaldean Marduk-apla-iddina II (3 Merodach-baladan), who had seized the Babylonian throne. An indeci-sive battle at Der arrested the advance of the sup-porting Elamites and Arabian tribes, but disturb-ances in the W rendered it expedient for Sargon to leave Marduk-apla-iddina as king in Babylon (721-710 bc).

In the W, Yaubi’di of Hamath led Damascus, Arpad, Simirra, Samaria, and possibly Hatarikka, in an anti-Assyrian coalition. Late in 720 bc Sargon marched to defeat these allies in a battle near Qarqar, N Syria, and, reducing the participating cities once more to vassalage, he moved to destroy Raphia and thus cut off the rebel Hanun of Gaza from an Egyptian force, under its Commander, which was defeated. This interpretation follows the identification of 3So or Sib’e (2 Ki. 17:4) as a Hebrew rendering of the term for leader (re’e) and not as the proper name of an unidentified Egyptian king (JNES 19, 1960, pp. 49-53) or of a


Under the pressure of the Philistine suzerainty, the Israelites came to think that only a visible warrior-leader could bring about their deliverance. Rejecting the spiritual leadership of Yahweh, me-diated through the prophetic ministry of Samuel, they demanded a king (1 Sa. 8). After warning them of the evils of such government—a warning which they did not heed—Samuel was instructed by God to grant the people’s wish, and was guided to choose Saul, whom he anointed secretly in the land of Zuph (1 Sa. 10:1), confirming the ap-pointment later by a public ceremony at Mizpeh (10:17-25). Almost immediately Saul had the op-portunity of showing his mettle. Nahash the Ammonite besieged Jabesh-gilead and offered cruel terms of surrender to its inhabitants, who sent for help to Saul, who was on the other side of the Jordan. Saul summoned the people by means of an object-lesson typical of his race and age, and with the army thus raised won a great victory (11:1-11). It is an evidence of his finer instincts that he re-fused at this time to acquiesce in the desire of his followers to punish those who had been unwilling to pay him homage (10:27; 11:12-13).

Following this, a religious ceremony at Gilgal confirmed the appointment of Saul as king, which had obviously received divine approval in the defeat of the Ammonites. With a parting exhort-ation to the people to be assiduous in their obedi-ence to God, which was accompanied by a miracu-lous sign, Samuel left the new king to the government of his nation. On three occasions only, one of them posthumously, was the old prophet to emerge from the background. Each time it was to remon-strate with Saul for disobeying the terms of his appointment, terms involving utter obedience to the slightest command of God. The first occasion was when Saul, through impatience, arrogated to himself the priestly office, offering sacrifice at Gilgal (13:7-10). For this sacrilege his rejection from kingship was prophesied by Samuel, and Saul received the first hint that there was already, in the mind of God, the ‘man after his heart’ whom the Lord had selected to replace him.

The second occasion was when Saul’s disobedi-ence brought forth the prophet’s well-known dictum that ‘to obey is better than sacrifice, and to hearken than the fat of rams’ (15:22). Again Saul’s rejection from rule over Israel is declared and sym-bolically shown, and Samuel severs all contact with the fallen monarch. It is from the grave that Samuel emerges to rebuke Saul for the third and last time, and, whatever problems are raised by the story of the medium of Endor (ch. 28), it is clear that God permitted this supernatural interview with the unhappy king in order to fill Saul’s cup of iniquity and to foretell his imminent doom.

For the long conflict between Saul and David, see ‘David, which deals with other aspects of Saul’s character. It is significant that when the public anointing of David was made in Bethlehem, Samuel rejected Eliab, David’s most manly brother, and was warned against assuming that natural and spiritual power necessarily went to-gether (16:7).

Saul is an object-lesson in the essential differ-ence between the carnal and the spiritual man, as his NT namesake was to distinguish the two (1 Cor. 3, etc.). Living in a day when the Holy Spirit came upon men for a special time and purpose, rather than indwelling the children of God per-manently, Saul was peculiarly susceptible to moodiness and uncertainty within himself (‘Health). Yet his disobedience is presented by the authors of 1 Sa. and 1 Ch. as inexcusable, for he had access to the Word of God, as it was then ministered to him through Samuel.

His downfall was the more tragic because he was a public and representative figure among the people of God.

4. The Jewish name of the apostle * Paul (Acts 13:9).

Bibliography. J. C. Gregory, ‘The Life and Character of Saul’, ExpT 19, 1907-8, pp. 510-513;
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A. C. Welch, Kings and Prophels of Israel, 1952, pp. 63-79; E. Robertson, The Old Testament Problem, 1946, pp. 105-136; J. Bright, A History of Israel*, 1981.    t.h.j.

SAVOUR. With one exception (Joel 2:20) the word is used in av of a sweet or acceptable smell. It is characteristic of sacrifice; and in this connection it is used pointedly of the effect of the Christian’s life on his fellows (2 Cor. 2:15-16; rsv ‘aroma’, ‘fra-grance’). In Eph. 5:2 it is used of the sacrifice of Christ (rsv ‘fragrant offering’).

Two other references, referring to a loss of savour (Mt. 5:13; Lk. 14:34), connect this with in-sipidity or foolishness.

Common to all is the implicit association of cost, or distinctiveness, or strength with savour. Something is missing from God’s people or the worship of God when there is no ‘savour’.

In Mt. 16:23; Mk. 8:33, av ‘savour’ renders Gk. phronein, ‘to set the mind on’ (rsv ‘be on the side of’).    C.H.D.

SCAPEGOAT. The word Azazel (Heb. zä'zel) occurs only in the description of the Day of

Atonement (Lv. 16:8, 10 (twice), 26). There are four possible interpretations. 1. The word denotes the ‘scapegoat’ and is to be explained as ‘the goat ('ez) that goes away (from ’äzal)’. 2. It is used as an infinitive, ‘in order to remove’; cf. Arab. 'azala, ‘to remove’ 3. It means a desolate region (cf. Lv. 16:22) or ‘precipice’ (G. R. Driver; cf. neb). 4. It is the name of a demon haunting that region, derived from 'äzaz ‘to be strong’ and '<?/ ‘God’.

Most scholars prefer the last possibility, as in v. 8 the name appears in parallelism to the name of the Lord. As a fallen angel Azazel is often mentioned in Enoch (6:6 onwards), but probably the author got his conception from Lv. 16. The meaning of the ritual must be that sin in a symbolical way was removed from human society and brought to the region of death (cf. Mi. 7:19). It is not implied that a sacrifice was presented to the demon (cf. Lv. 17:7).

Bibliooraphy. G. R. Driver, JSS 1, 1956, pp. 97f; D. P. Wright, The Disposal of Impurity, 1987.

A. van S.

SCEPTRE. A statf or rod (Heb. sehet) carried by kings and high officials. It was also used as a weapon (Is. 30:31), as a symbol of the exercise of

justice and law (Ps. 45:6) or to indicate political and military oppression (Is. 14:5; Am. 1:5; Zc. 10:11). Judah was God’s sceptre (Nu. 24:17; Pss. 60:7; 108:8; Ezk. 21:13). Rulers of Egypt (Zc. 10:11). Syria (Am. 1:5), Ashkelon (Am. 1:8), Babylon (Is. 14:5), Persia (Est. 4:11) and Israel (Ezk. 19:14) held a sceptre. The handle was of wood (Ezk. 19:11-14), metal (Ps. 2:9; Rev. 2:29) or gold (Est. 4:1).

Decorated sceptres are found in excavations (Royal Graves, Ur, Tel Dan) or depicted on palace reliefs and paintings (e.g. Darius I relief from Persepolis; cf. Gn. 49:10). A tiny ivory pomegran-ate, perhaps found in Jerusalem, seems to have decorated a ceremonial stafT. It is inscribed in old Heb. script ‘Belonging to the te[mple of the Lor]d? holy for the priests’ (lby[t yhw]h qds Ikhnm) and was made about 700 bc. (A. Lemaire, RB 88, 1981, pp. 236-239; BAR 10, 1984, pp. 24-29; cf. BAR 18, 1992, pp. 42-45).    d.j.w.

SCEVA. Actual or putative father of a group of seven magical practioners who, endeavouring to imitate Paul in Ephesus, used a spell with the name of Jesus for exorcism, were repudiated by the demon and set upon by the demoniac: an incident which deeply impressed Jew and Gentile alike (Acts 19:13fr.). The story wasdoubtless valued as a demonstration that the ‘name’ was no magical formula with automatic effect.

Sceva is described as a ‘Jewish high priest’. Though this could denote a member of the senior priestly families, it is probably here a self-adopted title for advertisement—rather as a modern con-juror styles himself ‘Professor’. ‘The Sons of the High Priest Sceva’ may have been the collective designation for this ‘firm’ of itinerant mounte-banks (c/ v. 13); a Jewish high priest would, in the eyes of superstitious pagans, be an impressive source of esoteric knowledge. B. A. Mastin, how-ever, argues that, as befitted priests, they were genuine, if unsuccessful, exorcists.

The mss show many variants in detail.

Bibliography. K. Lake and H. J. Cadbury, BC, 1.4, pp. 241-243; B. A. Mastin, JTS n.s. 27, 1976, pp. 405-412.    A.F.w.

SCHOOL.

I. In the Old Testament

From the earliest times in the ancient Near East schools were used for regulär instruction in reading and writing. Among the Hebrews Moses, trained in Egypt (Acts 7:22), was commanded to teach the people the law (Dt. 4:10) and Statutes (Lv. 10:11). This was done by repetition and example (Dt. 11:19), public reading (Dt. 31:10-13), and the use of specially composed songs (v. 19). Parents were responsible for their children’s education (Gn. 18:19; Dt. 6:7).

With the establishment of local sanctuaries and the Temple, young men were doubtless taught by the prophets (1 Sa. 10:11-13; 2 Ki. 4:1), and among other instruction reading and writing was given (Jdg. 8:14; Is. 10:19). The alphabet was learn-ed by repetition (Is. 28:10, ‘precept upon precept .. .’ being literally 's after s, q after q . . .’), but most subjects were imparted orally by question and answer (Mal. 2:12, av ‘master and scholar’, lit.

‘he who rouses and he who answers’, may, however, refer to watchmen).

The pupils (limmüdim, av ‘disciples’) were taught by the prophets (Is. 8:16; 50:4; 54:13), as were kings (e.g. 2 Sa. 12:1-7). There are no direct references in the OT to special school buildings, but the introduction c. 75 bc in Judah by Simon ben-Shetah of compulsory elementary education for boys aged 6-16 indicates the prior existence of such schools from the time of the second Temple. 1 Ch. 25:8 refers to scholars (talmid) at the time of the first Temple.

* Education played a significant part in the cul-tural influence of Mesopotamia from the 3rd mil-lennium, and its school texts and curriculum appear to have been copied in Anatolia, Syria (*Ugarit, *Mari) and Palestine itself (*Meg-iddo). For Mesopotamian education and the part played by the scribe, see S. N. Kramer, The Sumer-ians, 1963, pp. 229-248; and for the Egyptian, R. J. Williams, JAOS 92, 1972, pp. 214-222.

D.J.W.

II. In the New Testament

There is no trace in the NT of schools for Hebrew children. It seems that the home was the place of elementary instruction. The synagogue was the centre of religious instruction with teaching in the hands of the scribes (Mt. 7:29; Lk. 4:16-32; Acts 19:9). The word ‘school’ occurs in only one NT context (Acts 19:9, av; rsv, ‘hall’). There is nothing to indicate whether ‘the school of Tyrannus’ was devoted to elementary teaching (6—14 years) or to the advanced subjects of the Greek curriculum, philosophy, literature and rhetoric (14-18 years). A ‘Western’ addition to Acts 19:9 runs: ‘from the fifth to the tenth hour’. Tyrannus’ accommodation was available for hire from 11 a.m. onwards. Instruction began at dawn simultaneously with the obliga-tionsof Paul’s own calling(Acts 18:3). He used the afternoon for teaching in the hired school-house. (* Education.)    e.m.b.

SCHOOLMASTER, av thus renders the Greek paidagögos in Gal. 3:24-25 (rsv ‘custodian’; rv reads ‘tutor’, as also in 1 Cor. 4:15). There is no satisfactory rendering, for the word has passed into a derivative of quite dissimilar meaning, and the office it signified passed with the social conditions which devised it. The Greek and Roman peda-gogue was a trusted male attendant, commonly a slave, who had the general supervision of the boy and saw him safely to and from school. This is the point of Paul’s metaphor.    e.m.b.

SCOURGING, SCOURGE. The Eng. translation of several Heb. and Gk. words. 1. Heb. biqqöret, translated in Lv. 19:20, av as ‘she shall be scourged’; or (Avmg.), ‘there shall be a scourging’. The Heb. term, however, expresses the idea of in-vestigation, conveyed by rsv, ‘an inquiry shall be held’.

2.    Heb. Sät (Jb. 5:21; Is. 10:26, etc.), Sätet (Jos. 23:13), ‘a scourge’, but generally used in a meta-phorical sense.

3.    Gk. mastigoö (Mt. 10:17; Jn. 19:1, etc.), mastizö (Acts 22:25), ‘to whip’, ‘to scourge’; phrag-elloö, derived from Lat. flagello (Mt. 27:26; Mk. 15:15). The scourging in Mt. 27:26; Mk. 15:15, was a preliminary stage in the execution of the sentence
[image: ]
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Roman scourges, barbed with lumps of lead and pieces of bone.

to *crucifixion; that proposed in Lk. 23:16, 22 (paideuö) and carried out in Jn. 19:1 preceded the death-sentence and may have been intended as a milder penalty.    j.d.d.

f.f.b.

SCR1BE. In ancient Israel, following the spread of the alphabet, the scribes’ monopoly of writing was broken, but theirs remained an important profes-sion. The words for ‘scribe’ in Heb. (söper, from säpar, ‘to count, teil’; Pi'el, ‘to recount’), Canaan-ite (spr) and Akkad. (sapäru, ‘to send’, ‘write’) cover the main duties of this highly skilled trade. Many scribes were employed by the public as sec-retaries to transcribe necessary legal contracts (Je. 32:12), write letters, or keep accounts or records, usually from dictation (Je. 36:26). Others, known as ‘the king’s scribes’ (2 Ch. 24:11), were employed in public administration and were attached to the royal household, where the Chief Scribe acted as ‘Secretary of State’ and ranked before the Chronicler (mazkir), who kept the state records (2 Sa. 8:16; 1 Ki. 4:3). As a high official the Chief Scribe was one of the royal advisers (1 Ch. 27:32). Thus Shebna the scribe, who later rose to be ‘over the household’ (i.e. Prime Minister), was sent by Hezekiah with the Prime Minister and elders to parley with the Assyrians besieging Jerusalem (2 Ki. 18:18; 19:2; Is. 36:3). Some scribes were espe-cially employed for military duties, which included the Compilation of a list of those called out for war (Jdg. 5:14) or of the booty won, their senior official being designated ‘principal scribe of the host’ (2 Ki. 25:19; Je. 52:25). Although other scribes were allotted to tasks in the Temple involving the Collection of revenues (2 Ki. 12:10), the scribal profes-sion was, until the Exile, separate from the priest-hood, who had their own literate officials. Senior scribes had their own rooms in the palace (Je. 36:12-21) or Temple (Je. 36:10).

Shaphan the scribe was given the newly dis-covered scroll of the law to read before the king (2 Ki. 22:8), but it was only in the post-exilic period that the scribes assumed the role of copyists, pre-servers and interpreters of the law (Ezr. 7:6). * Ezra was both priest and scribe (7:11) and may well have acted as adviser on Jewish affairs to the Babylo-nian court, in the same way as did the specialist scribes of Assyria and Babylonia. By the 2nd Century bc the majority of scribes were priests (1 Macc. 7:12) and were the prototypes of the re-ligious ‘scribes of the NT day.

The scribe, as a person of education and means, was able to wear fine garments with a pen-case or ‘inkhorn’ hanging from his girdle (Ezk. 9:2). His equipment included reed-pens (Je. 8:8); a small knife for erasures and cutting papyrus (Je. 36:23), and, in some cases, styli for ‘writing in the cunei-form script. The profession was often followed by whole families (1 Ch. 2:55), and several sons are named as following their fathers in office. (‘Education; ‘Writing.)

d.j.w. 1 2 3 4

with the administration of the law as judges in the Sanhedrin (cf. Mt. 22:35; Mk. 14:43, 53; Lk. 22:66; Acts 4:5; Jos., Ant. 18. 16f.). ‘Lawyer’ and ‘scribe’ are synonymous, and thus the two words are never joined in the NT. For their Services in the Sanhedrin they were not paid. They were therefore ob-liged to earn their living by other means if they had no private wealth.

The OT Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha are sources for the origin of the scribal party. The books of Ezra, Nehemiah, Daniel, Chronicles and Esther also indicate something of the beginnings of the movement, whereas Josephus and the NT speak of this group in a more advanced stage of development. There is no mention of the scribes in the Fourth Gospel. They belonged mainly to the party of the Pharisees, but as a body were distinct from them. On the matter of the resurrection they sided with Paul against the Sadducees (Acts 23:9). They clashed with Christ, for he taught with au-thority (Mt. 7:28-29), and he condemned external formalism which they fostered. They persecuted Peter and John (Acts 4:5), and had a part in Stephen’s martyrdom (Acts 6:12). However, al-though the majority opposed Christ (Mt. 21:15), some believed (Mt. 8:19).

Bibliography. G. F. Moore, Judaism, 1, 1927, pp. 37-47; G. H. Box in EBr, 1948 edn.; J. D. Prince in EBi; D. Eaton in HDB; E. Schürer, HJP, 2, 1978; W. Robertson Smith, The Old Testament in the Jewish Church, 1892, pp. 42-72 (with bibliography on p. 42); A. Finkei, The Pharisees and the Teacher of Nazareth2, 1974; J. W. Bowker, Jesus and the Pharisees, 1973; N. Hillyer, NIDNTT 3, pp. 477-482; J. Jeremias, TDNT 1, pp. 740-742; idem, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus, 1969, ch. 10; EJ (s.v. ‘Scribes’).    c.l.f.

Though the av, rsv translation of 2 Tim. 3:16 (‘every [all] scripture is inspired . ..’) is probably preferable to that of rv, neb, no Contemporary would doubt the extent of ‘every inspired scripture’. It was what Christians called the OT, in which the gospel was rooted, of which Christ was the fulfilment, which was through faith in Christ able to lead a man to Salvation, and was used in the primitive church for all the purposes outlined in 2 Tim. 3:15-17.

The question arises, however, at what date and in what sense Christians began to use the term ‘Scriptures’ for Christian writings. It has sometimes been suggested that ‘according to the scriptures’ in 1 Cor. 15:3f. refers to Christian testimony books or early Gospels, since no OT passage specifies the resurrection on the third day. This is unacceptable: Paul means the OT, as the groundwork of Christian preaching (* Gospel), and probably relates simply the fact of resurrection, not its occurrence on the third day, to prophecy (cf. B. M. Metzger, JTS n.s. 8, 1957, pp. 118ff.). Still less acceptable is Selwyn’s Suggestion that the anarthrous en graphei in 1 Pet. 2:6 means ‘in writing’ (e.g. in a hymn), for the passage quoted is from the OT. Nevertheless, there were undoubtedly collections of authoritative sayings of the Lord in the apostolic church (cf.

O. Cullmann, SJT 3, 1950, pp. 180fT.; ♦Tradition), and 1 Tim. 5:18 seems to represent a quotation from such a collection, linked with an OT cit-ation, the two together being described as ‘scripture’. Again, Paul in 1 Cor. 2:9 cites by gegraptai a passage which, unless it is an extremely free render-ing of Is. 64:4; is unidentifiable. It occurs in various forms elsewhere in early literature, however, and now as Logion 17 of the Gospel of Thomas (* New Testament Apocrypha). It is perhaps worth considering whether Paul is quoting a saying of the Lord not recorded in our Gospels (as in Acts 20:35) and citing it as he would ‘scripture’.

If indeed the tradition of the Lord’s words was so early called ‘Scripture’ it would be an easy Step so to describe apostolic letters read in church; and, despite many dogmatic Statements to the contrary, there would be no reason why this should not have occurred in apostolic times, as 2 Pet. 3:16, as usu-ally translated, represents: though perhaps we should translate ‘they wrest the Scriptures as well’ (cf. C. Bigg, St. Peter and St. Jude5 6 7, ICC, 1901, in loc.).

We have, however, reached a dark place in NT history, though one where we may hope for future light. (*Bible; * Canon; ♦ Inspiration.)

Bibliography. C. H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures, 1952; E. E. Ellis, Paul's Use of the Old Testament, 1957; J. Barton, Reading the Old Testament, 1984; H. G. Reventlow, The Authority of the Bible and the Rise of the Modern World, 1985.
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SCYTHIANS. Though sometimes used of highly skilled semi-nomadic horsemen migrating from the Russian steppes, Scythian denotes a group of tribes who lived N and E of the Black Sea. They had invaded E Anatolia (Urartu) and NW Iran (Media) by the 8th Century bc, driving the Cim-merians (*Gomer) betöre them. Their progress was checked by the Assyrians under Sargon II (722-705 bc) and they were defeated in 676 by Esarhad-don. According to Herodotus (1.116, 4.1) they dominated the Near. East for 28 years (653-625 bc). At one time they were allied with the Assyr-ians to relieve Nineveh in 630 but later sided with the Babylonians, perhaps as part of the Umman-manda hordes, to conquer that same city in 612 bc. A raid against Egypt was bought off in the reign of Psammetichus I (664-610). Later they were involved with Cyrus in the capture of Babylon. Some descendants or mercenaries settled at Beth Shean, called Scythopolis (Jdg. 1:27, lxx). By the Ist Century bc they still controlied trade N of the Black Sea and were known to the Greeks as ruth-less warriors with a reputation for savagery, reflected in 2 Macc. 4:47, 3 Macc. 7:5,4 Macc, 10:7 and known to Paul in Col. 3:11.

The Scythians, known as Ashkenaz (Gn. 10:2; 1 Ch. 1:6; Je. 51:27) and by the Assyrians as Ishkuza have left no writings of their own. However, arch-aeological finds indicate a highly cultured people (Karmir Blur, the Ziwiye Treasure and widespread distinctive three-bladed barbed arrows).

Bibliography. E. Yamauchi, Foes from the Northern Frontier, 1982, pp. 63-85; BA 46, 1983, pp. 90-99.    d.j.w.

SEA (Heb. yäm; Gk. thalassa and pelagos: this latter term, meaning ‘open sea’. occurs only once, Acts 27:5).

The predominating sea in the OT is, of course, the Mediterranean. Indeed, the word yäm also means ‘west’, ‘westward’, i.e. ‘seaward’, from the geographical position of the Mediterranean with reference to Palestine. The Mediterranean is termed ‘the Great Sea’ (Jos. 1:4), ‘the Western sea’ (Dt. 11:24), and ‘the sea of the Philistines’ (Ex. 23:31).

Other seas mentioned in the OT are the Red Sea, lit. ‘sea of reeds’ (Ex. 13:18); the Dead Sea, lit. ‘sea of salt’ (Gn. 14:3); the Sea of Galilee, lit. ‘sea of kinneref (Nu. 34:11). The word yäm was also used of a particularly broad river, such as the Euphrates (Je. 51:35f.) and the Nile (Na. 3:8). 1t is used with reference to the great basin in the Temple court (1 Ki. 7:23).

As one would expect, the NT thalassa is used with reference to the same seas as are mentioned in the OT.

The Hebrews betrayed little interest in, or en-thusiasm for, the sea. Probably their fear of the ocean stemmed from the ancient Semitic belief that the deep personified the power that fought against the deity. But for Israel the Lord was its Creator (Gn. !:9f.), and therefore its Controller (Ps. 104:7—9; Acts 4:24). He compels it to contrib-ute to man’s good (Gn. 49:25; Dt. 33:13) and to utter his praise (Ps. 148:7). In the figurative lan-guage of Isaiah (17:12) and Jeremiah (6:23) the sea is completely under God’s command. Many of the manifestations of the Lord’s miraculous power were against the sea (Ex. 14-15; Ps. 77:16; Jon. 1-2). So also Christ’s walking on the sea and stilling the storm (Mt. 14:25-33; cf. G. Bornkamm, ‘The Stilling of the Storm in Matthew’, in G. Bornkamm, G. Barth and H. J. Held, Tradition and Interpretation in Matthew, 1963, pp. 52ff.). God’s final triumph will witness the disappearance of the sea in the world to come (Rev. 21:1). j.g.s.s.t.

SEA OF GLASS, Twice John saw in heaven ‘as it were a sea of glass’ (hös thalassa hyaline), ‘before

the throne’ of God ‘like crystal’ (Rev. 4:6) and later ‘mingled with fire’ (Rev. 15:2). The picture of a sea in heaven may be traced through the apocalyptic literature (e.g. Testament of Levi 2:7; 2 Enoch 3:3) back to ‘the waters which were above the firma-ment’ of Gn. 1:7; Pss. 104:3; 148:4. The likeness to crystal Stands in contrast with the semi-opacity of most ancient ‘glass and speaks of the holy purity of heaven; the mingling with fire suggests the wrath of God (cf Gn. 7:11; I Enoch 54:7-8). Beside or on the sea stand the Victors over the beast: their song (Rev. 15:3) recalls that of the Israelites beside the Red Sea (Ex. 15:1 ff.).    m.h.c. 8 9 10 were in use in the Canaanite period. The latter pre-dominated for use on wax or clay lumps appended to papyrus. With the Monarchy, stamp seals, ‘button’, conoid or scaraboid prevail.

The seal was pierced so that it could be worn on a cord round the neck (Gn. 38:18; Je. 22:24; Ct. 8:6) or on a pin, traces of which sometimes remain, for attachment to the dress. The scaraboid seals or seal stones were set in a ring to be worn on the hand or arm (Est. 3:12).

c.    Materials

Poor persons could purchase roughly engraved seals made of local terracotta, bitumen, limestone, frit or wood. The majority of seals, however, were specially engraved by a skilled seal-cutter who used copper gravers, a cutting wheel, and sometimes a small bow-drill, perhaps the ‘pen of iron; with a point of diamond’ (Je. 17:1; *Arts and Crafts), to work the hard semi-precious stones (*Art). In Palestine, as elsewhere, carnelian, chalcedony, agate, jasper, rock crystal and haematite were im-ported and frequently used. Imported Egyptian scarabs were of glazed steatite and, iater, glazed composition.

Engraved stones (Ex. 28:11-23; 39:8) were used as insets in the high priest’s breast Ornament. The fine stones and workmanship led to these seal stones or signet-rings (Heb. tabba'at; Akkad. timbu'u) being used as Ornaments (Is. 3:21), votive oflerings, or for sacred purposes (Ex. 35:22; Nu. 31:50), like the group of seals in the Canaanite shrine at Hazor, or as * amulets. The Heb. tabba'at is used also of rings in general (Ex. 25:12).

d.    Designs

Before the Monarchy cylinder-seals followed the Phoenician or Syrian style, showing patterns, well-filled designs, rows of men or designs characteristic of the different fashions prevailing at various periods in Mesopotamia. The later Palestinian seals, usually oval, bear representations of lions (see IBA, fig. 52), winged human-headed lions or sphinxes (cherubim), griflins or the winged uraeus-snake. Egyptian motifs, with the lotus flower, the anJr/t-symbol of life or the Horus-child, frequently occur. Scenes of worship, seated deities and ani-mals and birds seem to show that this art did not offend Hebrew religious feeling. After the 7th Century bc, however, the majority of seals bear only a two-line inscription.

e.    Inscriptions

More than 200 Hebrew seals have been recovered, inscribed with their owners’ names. The name may stand alone, or be followed by the father’s name or by a title. Several belonged to royal retainers, de-scribed as ‘servant of the king’. The finest of them is the jasper seal ‘Of Shema, servant of Jeroboam’ (i.e. Jeroboam II), found in excavations at Meg-iddo. Another shows a cock, with an inscription reading ‘Of Jaazaniah, servant of the king’, and may indicate as owner the Jaazaniah of 2 Ki. 25:23, or a Contemporary of the same name (Je. 35:3; 40:8; cf. Ezk. 11:1). The seals were impressed into lumps of clay, and some of these have been recovered, carrying on the back the marks of the papyrus documents they once secured. One such sealing, termed bnlla, had been stamped by the seal ‘Of Gedaliah who is over the household’. It was found at Lachish, and may have belonged to the governor of Judah (2 Ki. 25:22-25; for the title cf 2 Ki. 18:18, and *Shebna). One impression is par-ticularly important because its date is certain. The seal was inscribed ‘Of Jehozerah, son of Hilkiah, servant of Hezekiah’ (IEJ 24, 1974, pp. 27-29), Hezekiah being the king of Judah, and Hilkiah his steward’s father (2 Ki. 18:18, etc.). Several men are entitled ‘son of the king’, although it is not clear whether these were members of the royal family or of the larger palace Community. Also uncertain is the identity of the master on the seal inscribed ‘Of Eliakim, retainer (na'ar) of Yawkin’. Yawkin may have been 'Jehoiachin, king of Judah, but the masters on other seals so inscribed were not all kings. Some seals certainly belonged to women, e.g. the seal of one Hannah (hnh\ PEQ 108, 1976, pp. 59-61), or ‘Of Abigail, wife of Asaiah’.

The value of these seals lies in the ränge of Hebrew personal names they reveal, not all known from the OT (e.g. Gamariah, Halasiah). The titles they reveal widen our knowledge of the adminis-tration. The large number of seals, many bearing no design apart from the names, implies a wide-spread ability to read in the relatively small state of Judah, whence most of the seals come.

Important historical information is supplied by a collection of clay sealings and some stamps on jar-handles, apparently carrying the names of three post-exilic governors of Judah (Einathan, Yehoezer, Ahzai) each styled peha, to be placed after Zerubbabel, and before Ezra. These names are otherwise unknown. (See N. Avigad, Bullae and Seals from a Post-Exilic Judaean Archive, 1976.)

f. Stamped jar-handles

Excavations in Palestine have produced about

I, 000 jar-handies bearing seal impressions. Some appear to be royal pottery marks (cf. 1 Ch. 4:23) giving the place of manufacture. The impressions are usually of four-winged scarabeus or a flying scroll with ‘Of the king’ (lammelek) above, and (below) a place, e.g. Hebron, Ziph, Socoh and mmst. Others bear personal names (perhaps of the potter), e.g. Shebnaiah, Azariah, Yopiah. Such stamped jar-handles have been found in quantity at Megiddo, Lachish and Gibeon. A group of fiscal stamp impressions inscribed in Aramaic yhd (Judah) dated 400-200 bc are of special interest (*Money; BASOR 147, Oct. 1957, pp. 37-39; 148, Dec. 1957, pp. 28-30; IEJ 7, 1957, pp. 146-153).

Bibliography. (I) Palestinian seals: A. Rowe, Catalogue of Egyptian Scarabs in the Palestine Archaeological Museum, 1936; B. Parker, ‘Cylinder Seals of Palestine’, Iraq 11, 1949; J. Nougayrol, Cy-lindres sceaux et empreintes. . . trouves en Palestine au cours des fouilles regulieres, 1939; A. Reifenberg, Andern Hebrew Seals, 1950; D. Diringer, in DOTT, pp. 218-226. (2) For other Near Eastern seals: H. Frankfort, Cylinder Seals, 1939; D. J. Wiseman, Cylinder Seals of Western Asia, 1958.
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II.    In the New Testament

a. Literal use

The verb sphragizö (noun sphragis) is occasionally used in the NT in a literal sense, eg. of the sealing of the tomb of Christ after his burial (Mt. 27:66 cf. Ev. Petr. 8:33), the sealing of Satan in the abyss (Rev. 20:3) and the sealing of the apocalyptic roll against unauthorized scrutiny (Rev. 5:1-8:1, passim). The practice of ‘sealing’ mentioned in this latter context would have been as familiär to Jews as to Romans (cf. Rev. 22:10, where the logoi are not ‘sealed’ because 'the time is at hand', and they are to be imminently used; contrast Dn. 12:4, 9).

b. Figuralive use

(i) In Rom. 15:28 Paul refers to bis intention of delivering a contribution (koinönia) of the Gentiles to the saints in Jerusalem, and so of having 'sealed' (sphragisamenos) their offering. This may possibly imply a guarantee of his honesty (‘under my own seal’, neb), but it will in any case denote Paul’s approval of the Gentile action (so Theodore of Mopsuestia; cf. Jn. 3:33, where esphragisen is used of man’s ‘approval’ of the truth of God, and Jn. 6:27, where precisely the same form of the verb is used with reference to God's attestation of the Christ).

(ii)    An unusual use of the word sphragis, which carries still the sense of ‘authentication’, occurs in 1 Cor. 9:2, when Paul describes his converts in the church at Corinth as the ‘seal’ affixed by Christ to his work; the vindication, indeed, of his apostolate.

(iii)    In the discussion of Abraham’s exemplary faith in Rom. 4, Paul mentions the semeion of cir-cumcision as the confirming ‘seal’ (v. 11; neb ‘hallmark’) of a righteousness which existed, by faith, before the rite itself was instituted. This use of the term ‘seal’ compares with that in the Apocalypse (Rev. 7:2-8; 9:4), where the servants of God are described as being ‘sealed’ with ‘the seal of the living God’ (7:2f; cf. Ezk. 9:4; Rev. 14:1), as a safe-guard as well as a mark of possession, A. G. Hebert suggests (TWBR, p. 222) that these pas-sages ‘readily fall into a baptismal context’.

III. Sealing by the Spirit

One important NT image associates sphragis with pneuma. The Pauline characterization of the Christian inheritance in Eph. 1, for example, proceeds against a background filled with Christian hope. In v. 13, accordingly, the Ephesian Christians are described as ‘sealed with the promised Holy Spirit’; they have received in time, that is to say, an earnest of what they will become in eternity. Once more this use of ‘sealing’ includes the concept of ‘possession’ (cf 2 Tim. 2:19; Gal. 6:17). Similarly, men-tion of the Holy Spirit in Eph. 4:30, during a piece of practical exhortation to Christ-like behaviour, is followed by the qualifying phrase, ‘in whom (en ho) you were sealed for the day of redemption’; while in 2 Cor. 1:21 f. believers are described as ‘anointed’ by God, who has ‘put his seal’ upon them, and given them the Holy Spirit as an eternal guarantee. We have to consider the nature of this ‘seal’, as well as the moment and results of the ‘sealing’.

a. The nature of the seal Considerable discussion has taken place on this point. R. E. O. White, for example (The Biblical Doctrine of Initiation, 1960, p. 203 and n.), takes the aorists of sphragizö in Eph. 1:13; 4:30; 2 Cor. 1:22 to refer to the gift of the Spirit, acting as a ‘divine seal upon baptism’. He discovers in Support of this Suggestion a ‘regulär’ NT use of the aorist tense in connection with the reception of the Spirit by the believer in baptism. W. F. Flemington, on the other hand (The New Testament Doctrine of Baptism, 1953, pp. 66f), proposes baptism itself as the seal, and re-lates this to the word sphragis used in connection with the Jewish rite of circumcision. (So also O. Cullmann, Baptism in the New Testament, 1950, p. 46.)

Clcarly the Heb. background to the theology of baptism, and to the notion of ‘seal’ itself, cannot be discounted; and Gregory Dix has indicated the extern to which the early Fathers were indebted to their Jewish antecedents in this respect (Th 51, 1948, pp. 7-12). At the same time, as Dix points out, it is not necessarily the NT which justifies any later connection made between ‘baptism’ and ‘seal’; even the Didache does not call water baptism a ‘sealing’, or connect the sacrament in any way with the gift of the Holy Spirit.

b.    The moment of sealing. These considerations will suggest the doubt that also exists about the precise moment of the believer’s ‘sealing’. If we are right to associate the gift of the Holy Spirit with baptism (which is a frequent but not altogether regulär pattem in the NT, cf Acts 8:36fT.; 10:44), we may consider that this 'sealing’ by the Spirit takes place at baptism, or more precisely, perhaps, at the moment of commitment that finds its focus and expression in the sacrament of baptism. So, e.g. G. W. H. Lampe (The Seal of the Spirit, 1951) has carefully examined the origin and meaning of the cognate NT terms sphragis and chrisma, as-sociated with the ‘chrism’ of Christ himself in whom the Spirit of God was actively present, and shown that (in Pauline language) incorporation into the body of Christ is effected by baptism (rather than by any equivalent of ‘confirmation’, incidentally), and ‘sealed’ by the gift of the Holy Spirit (pp. 6, 61 f; for a summary of the arguments involved, and their proponents, see further White, op. cit., pp. 352ff.).

c.    The results of sealing. It has become clear from lst-century papyri that the language of ‘sealing’ came to acquire in the E the extended and important meaning, particularly in legal circles, of giving validity to documents, guaranteeing the genuine-ness of articles and so on. (The possible parallels that exist between sphragizö and initiation into Gk. mystery cults are less likely to be significant.) It is easy as a result to see how the word sphragis and its cognates fit naturally into NT contexts which pre-suppose the theology of the covenant, and denote, in terms of the gift of the Holy Spirit, authentication as well as ownership. We have already dis-covered these to be aspects of the meaning of the term in other NT passages.

The occurrence of similar ideas in other contexts may be noticed in this connection. The ‘mark’ of initiation administered by John the Baptist, e.g, was an entirely eschatological rite (Lk. 3:3fT.; note the reaction of the people to John’s identity in v.

15); and in line with normative Jewish apocalyptic his baptism signified an ‘earmarking’ for salvation in view of coming judgment comparable to certain parts of the Psalms of Solomon (e.g. 15:6f, 8; cf. 2 Esdras 6:5), and of the NT itself (2 Tim. 2:19; and cf. the thought of ‘sealing for security’ already noticed in Rev. 7:2ff., etc. ; see White, op. cit.. p. 88).

In the NT uses of the term ‘seal’ we have con-sidered, the ideas of ownership, authentication and security predominate. The three Pauline passages reviewed (Eph. 1:13; 4:30; 2 Cor. 1:22) together in-dicate that the arrabön of the Holy Spirit given to the believer, incorporated en Christo by baptism through faith, is a ‘token and pledge of final redemption’ (Lampe, op. cit., p. 61). In this way the gift of the Spirit is equivalent to ‘putting on’ Christ, sharing his chrisma, and becoming mem-bers of his body, the true Israel of God (ibid.; cf. 1 Cor. 12:13). The gift of the Holy Spirit, in fact, confirms the covenant in which believers are ‘sealed’ as God’s own.

Bibliography. The Standard English work on this subject (NT) is G. W. H. Lampe, The Seal of the Spirit, 1951 (esp. Part 1). For the history of the idea see also G. Dix, Th 51, 1948, pp. 7-12. For a fuller discussion of the relevant texts see the major works on baptism in the NT, notably O. Cullmann, Baptisni in the New Testament, 1950; W. F. Flem-ington, The New Testament Doclrine of Baptism, 1953; P.-Ch. Marcel, The Biblical Doctrine of Infam Baptism, 1953; R. E. O. White, The Biblical Doctrine of Initiation, 1960; R. Schnackenburg, Baptism in the Thought of St. Paul, 1964; J. D. G. Dünn. Baptism in the Holy Spirit, 1970; R. Schippers, NIDNTT 3, pp. 497-501.    s.s.s.

SEBA. 1. Son of Cush, classed under Flam (Gn. 10:7; 1 Ch. 1:9). 2. Land and people in S Arabia, apparently closely related to the land and people of * Sheba; in fact s'ba (Seba) and s’ba (Sheba) are commonly held to be simply the Old Arab. and Fleb. forms of the one narae of a people, i.e. the well-known kingdom of Sheba. In a psalm (72:10) dedicated to Solomon, he is promised gifts from ‘the kings of Sheba and (or: “yea”) Seba’. In Isai-ah’s prophecies, Israel’s ransom would take the wealth of Egypt, Ethiopia (Cush) and Seba (Is. 43:3), and the tall Sabaeans were to acknowledge Israel’s God (Is. 45:14), first fulfilled in the wide spread of Judaism and first impact of Christianity there during the first 5 centuries ad. The close as-sociation of Seba/Sheba with Africa (Egypt and Cush) may just possibly reflect Connections across the Red Sea between S Arabia and Africa from the 1 Oth Century bc onwards; for slender indications of this, see W. F. Albright, BASOR 128, 1952, p. 45 with nn. 26-27. Strabo (16. 4. 8-10) names a town Sabai and harbour Saba on the W or Red Sea coast of Arabia.    k.a.k.

SECACAH (Heb. s'käkäh). A Settlement in NE Judah (Jos. 15:61); probably Khirbet es-Samrah, the largest (68 m by 40 m) of three fortified sites in el-Buqei ‘a, Controlling irrigation works which made it possible to settle in this area; first occupied in the 9th Century bc, doubtless to secure the fron-tier. See L. E. Stager, BASOR 221, 1976, pp. 145— 158; NEAEHL, pp. 267-269.    j.p.u.l.

SECU (rsv), SECHU (av). The Heb. name, per-haps meaning ‘outlook’, of a place near Ramah, which Saul visited when seeking David and Samuel (1 Sa. 19:22). A possible but uncertain identifica-tion is Khirbet Shuweikeh, 5 km N of el-Räm (biblical Ramah). Some mss of lxx read the unknown town Sephi, which represents, according to some scholars, Heb. s'pi, ‘bare hill’; and the Pesh. simi-larly renders süpä, ‘the end’; but other Gk. mss and the Vulg. support the Massoretic Hebrew.

Bibliography. F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palesline, 2, 1938, p. 453; C. R. Conder and H. H. Kitchener, The Survey of Western Palestine, 3, 1883, p. 52.    j.t.

SECUNDUS. A Thessalonian Christian ac-companying Paul (Acts 20:4), probably as a dele-gate, with Aristarchus, of his church, to bring the collection for Jerusalem (cf. 1 Cor. 16:1 (T.). Agreement on the precise significance of Acts 20:4 is in-complete, but Secundus seems included among those who awaited Paul at Troas. Zahn (INT, 1, 1909, p. 213) conjectured that Secundus was an-other name of the Macedonian Gaius (mentioned with Aristarchus in Acts 19:29), distinguished here from his companion * Gaius of Derbe.

The name is Latin, and attested in Thessalonian inscriptions.    a.f.w.

SEED. The fertilized and mature ovule of a flower-ing plant which enables the species to perpetuate itself. Seed-bearing plants are of great antiquity (Gn. 1:11).

The progeny of the species Homo sapiens was also regarded as ‘seed’ (Gn. 3:15; 13:15). Thus the seed of Abraham constituted Isaac and his des-cendants (Gn. 21:12; 28:14). The relationship between God and his people provided a perpetual establishment for the seed of Israel (Ps. 89:4), who would be ruled over by a descendant of the house of David (Acts 2:30), interpreted by the early Christians in terms of Christ the Messiah (2 Tim. 2:8).

The idea of the seed as the unit of reproduction of plant life found expression in several of Christ’s parables. The spiritual significance of the seed varied with the differing circumstances under which the parables were narrated. In that of the seeds and the sower (Mt. 13:3-23; Lk. 8:5-15), the seed was interpreted in Matthew as the ‘word of the kingdom’, while in Mark (4:3-20) and Luke it was the ‘word of God’. In the parable of the seed and the tares (Mt. 13:24-30), the ‘good seed’ repre-sented the children of the kingdom, while in the parable of the mustard seed (Mt. 13:31-32; Mk. 4:30-32) the seed represented the kingdom of heaven. In Mk. 4:26-29 the mystery surrounding the development of the divine kingdom was likened to that connected with thegermination and growth of a seed.

The Pauline doctrine of the resurrection body (1 Cor. 15:35fT.) reflected the thought of Christ con-cerning the necessity of wheat-grains dying before they could produce abundantly (Jn. 12:24). The resurrection body of the believer will be signifi-cantly different in kind and degree from that laid to rest in the grave, bearing a relationship to it similar to that existing between an acorn and the mature oak.    r.k.h.

SEIR. 1. The word seir defines a mountain (Gn. 14:6; Ezk. 35:15), a land (Gn. 32:3; 36:21; Nu. 24:18) and a people (Ezk. 25:8) in the general area of old Edom. Esau wem to live there (Gn. 32:3), and his descendants overcame the original inhabit-ants, the Horites (Gn. 14:6; 36:20; Dt. 2:12; Jos. 24:4). The Simeonites later destroyed some Amalekites who took refuge there (1 Ch. 4:42-43).

2. A landmark on the boundary of Judah (Jos. 15:10).    j.a.t.

SELA. Etymologically the Heb. word (has-)sela means ‘(the) rock’ or ‘clifT and may be used of any rocky place. The name occurs several times in the Bible.

1. A fortress city of Moab, conquered by Amaziah king of Judah and renamed Joktheel (2
[image: ]


Ki. 14:7; 2 Ch. 25:12). Obadiah, in condemning Edom, refers to those who dwelt in the clefts of the rock (Sela, Ob. 3). Is. 42:11 may refer to the same place. For centuries the site has been identified with a rocky outcrop behind Petra, an identifica-tion which goes back to the lxx, Josephus and Eusebius. The massive rocky plateau Umm el-Biyara towers 300 m above tlie level of Petra (the Gk. translation of Sela), and 1,130 m above sea level. 1t was investigated by Nelson Glueck in 1933 and W. H. Morton in 1955. C. M. Bennett un-covered parts of Iron Age stone houses there in 1960-65, built in the 7th Century bc. The site was taken by the * Nabataeans c. 300 bc and they con-verted the great valley to the N, some 1,370 m long and 225-450 m across, quite enclosed by mountain walls, into the amazing rock-cut city of Petra—the ‘rose-red city half as old as time’.

More recently it has been claimed that another Iron Age site, es-Sela', 4 km NW of Bozra (Bu-seira) suits the biblical and post-biblical evidence better. This site was overlooked because of the im-pressive and continuous Support for Petra. (See A. F. Rainey, IDBS, p. 100.)

2. An unidentified site, on the border of the Amorites in the time of the Judges (Jdg. 1:36), ap-parently within Judah. 3. Isaiah, referring to the coming judgment of Moab, spoke of fugitive Moabites sending tribute to Judah from distant Sela (Is. 16:1). The site is unidentified.

Bibliography. On Umm el-Biyara, see P. C. Hammond, ISBE 4, pp. 383-384; W. H. Morton, BA 19, 1956, pp. 26f; RB 71, 1964, pp. 250-253; C.

M. Bennett, RB 73, 1966, pp. 372-403. On the identity of Sela, see J. Starcky, DBS, 1966, cols. 886-900; NEAEHL, pp. 1488-1490. j.a.t.

SELAH. An isolated Word occurring 71 times in the Psalms and three times in Habakkuk (3:3, 9, 13; ‘the minor Psalter’). Since all of these, except Pss. 41 and 81, name the kind of melody or psalm-ody in the title, it is generally agreed that Selah must be a musical or liturgical sign, though its pre-cise import is not known. The following are the main suggestions:

1.    A term in *music or a musical direction to the singers and/or Orchestra to ‘lift up’, i.e. to sing or play forte or crescendo. Thus lxx has diapsalma in each instance, perhaps a musical rather than a doxological interlude.

2.    A liturgical mark (sälal, ‘to lift up’; cf. Akkad. sullu, ‘prayer’), perhaps to lift up the voice or the hands in prayer. It may have come into use, possibly in the exilic period, in connection with psalms used in public worship to denote those places at which the priest should pronounce a benediction. Some take it to mean ‘to lift up’ the eyes, for the purpose of repeating the verse, thus the equivalent of ‘da capo’. Others would derive it from an Aramaic root sl, ‘to bow’, and so interpret it as directing the wor-shipper at this point to prostrate himself.

3.    The Targ. Aquila and Vulg. render Selah by phrases implying an ejaculation ‘for ever’, and make it a cry of worship like ‘Amen’ and ‘Halle-lujah’ (Ps. 46:3) at the close of the liturgy or at specified points within it (Ps. 3:2, 4, etc).

D.J.W.

SELEUCIA. 1. The former port of Antioch in Syria (1 Macc. 11:8) which lay 8 km N of the

Seleucia was a seaport near the mouth of the R. Orontes in Syria.

mouth of the Orontes river and 25 km away from Antioch. Seleucia (Seleukeia) was founded by Se-leucus Nicator in 301 bc, 11 years after he had established the Seleucid kingdom. The city lay at the foot of Mt Rhosus, to the N, and was itself in the NE corner of a beautiful fertile plain still noted for its beauty. It was fortified on the S and W and surrounded by walls, but, although regarded as impregnable, it was taken by the Ptolemy Euer-getes (1 Macc. 11:8) in the Ptolemaic-Seleucid wars and remained in the hands of the Ptolemies tili 219 bc, when Antiochus the Great recaptured it. He greatly beautified it, and, although it was lost again for a short time to Ptolemy Philometor in 146 bc, Seleucia was soon retaken. The Romans under Pompey made it a free city in 64 bc, and from then on it flourished until it began to decay fairly early in the Christian era. It is known in the Bible only in Acts 13:4, as the port of embark-ation of Paul and Barnabas after they had been commissioned by the church in Antioch. From Seleucia they set sail for Cyprus on their first missionary journey. It is probably the port inferred in Acts 14:26; 15:30, 39, though it is not named.

Seleucia today is an extensive ruin, subject to archaeological investigation by a number of exped-itions since 1937. The city area can be traced, and evidence of buildings, gates, walls, the amphi-theatre, the inner harbour and the great water con-duit built by Constantius in ad 338 in solid rock to carry off the mountain torrent from the city are all to be seen. The channel which connected the inner harbour to the sea has long been silted up.

2.    A city in Gaulanitis SE of Lake Huleh cap-tured by Alexander Yannai during his campaign in Transjordan in the Ist Century ad. Josephus re-cords that Agrippa II persuaded the people of the strongly fortified town to surrender to the Romans.

3.    A city on the Tigris S of Baghdad founded by Seleucus I (312-280 bc) and occupied by Greeks and Syrians. It became a home for Jews in the Ist

Century of the Christian era. Animosity against them led to the siaughter of 50,000; the survivors fied to Nisibis and other towns. This site has been partially excavated by the Italians.    j.a.t.

SELEUCUS. One of Alexander’s lesser generals, who took control of the far E satrapies after his death and became a leading advocate of partition. After the battle of Ipsus in 301 bc he founded the port of *Seleucia (in Pieria) (Acts 13:4) to serve his new W Capital of Antioch, and the Seleucid do-mains were later extended over most of Asia Minor. The dynasty, many of whose kings bore the names of Seleucus or Antiochus, ruled from Syria for c. 250 years, until suspended by the Romans. The vast and heterogeneous population called for a policy of active hellenization if their power was to be established. This and the fact that Palestine was the disputed frontier with the Ptolemies of Egypt caused trouble for the Jews. The Maccabaean revolt, with its legacy of petty kingdoms and prin-cipalities, and the religious sects of Jesus’ time, was the result of the Seleucid attempt to secure Palestine.

Bibliography. E. R. Bevan, The House of Seleucus, 1902; V. Tcherikover, Hellenistic Civilization and the Jews, 1959.    e.a.j.

is to drunkenness, and the word is actually opposed to ‘drunkard’ in 1 Tim. 3:2-3. It can broad-en out, however, to include other forms of self-control, as in Tit. 2:2 and I Tim. 3:11. This extended application should be recollected when rendering the verb nephö, which in rsv is translated ‘to be sober’, but which usually means ‘to be Vigilant’ in contexts like 1 Thes. 5:6 and 1 Pet. 1:13; 4:7; 5:8. In 1 Cor. 9:25 the widest possible reference is given to enkrateuomai when the Christian athlete is said to exercise self-control in all things.

In the NT self-control isessentially a ‘fruit of the Spirit’ (Gal. 5:22-23). A deliberate antithesis be-tween spiritual life and carnal drunkenness is introduced into several passages describing proph-etic inspiration (e.g. Acts 2:15-17 and Eph. 5:18). Believers who ‘drink of the Spirit’ (1 Cor. 12:13) are thought by the world to be ‘drunk’; and indeed so they are, not with wine, but with zeal for the Christian warfare. This passion to be good soldiers of Christ expresses itself not in excess but in sober discipline; it is the true imitation of a Master, whose life, as Bernard says, was the ‘mirror of temperance’.

Bibliography. R. L. Ottley in ERE (s. v. ‘Temperance’); BAGD, H. Rashdall, Theory of Good and Exil, 1907; H. Baltensweiler, NIDNTT 1, pp. 494-497.    d.h.t.
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Sardis, one of the 'seven churches of Asia’ (Rev. 1-3).



SELF-CONTROL (av ‘temperance’) translates the Gk. enkrateia, which occurs in three NT verses. The corresponding adjective enkrates and verb enkrateuomai are used both positively and nega-tively. Another word translated ‘temperate’, nephalios, sometimes carries a restricted reference to drinking, such as is often read into the modern word ‘temperance’.

The verb enkrateuomai is first used in the lxx in Gn. 43:31 to describe Joseph’s control of his af-fectionate impulses towards his brothers. It refers also to the false self-restraint of Saul in 1 Sa. 13:12, and of Haman in Est. 5:10. According to Josephus, the Essenes exercised ‘invariable sobriety’ (BJ 2. 133), and some of them rejected marriage as in-compatible with continence. The Greeks held temperance to be a Cardinal virtue.

A very significant use of enkrateia is found in Acts 24:25. Since an adulteress sat beside Felix while Paul discussed self-control, its bearing on unchastity is easily apparent, and the verse com-pares naturally with 1 Cor. 7:9. This restricted reference to chastity often features in later literature. The Encratites enjoined complete abstinence from marriage; and some Christian clergy today may not marry. This distorted interpretation is called demonic in 1 Tim. 4:2-3, and the qualification ‘self-controlled’ (enkrates) is applied to the married bishop in Tit. 1:8 (cf. 1 Pet. 3:2).

The association of enkrateia with righteousness in Acts 24:25 is parallel to other contexts where it is listed in catalogues of graces. In Gal. 5:22-23 it is the last of nine virtues, and seems to be opposed to drunkenness and carousing in the corresponding list of vices. In 2 Pet. 1:6 it forms a midway stage in a distinct moral progress of the believer, which commences in faith and culminates in love. (The form of the passage recalls expositions of Stoic moral prokope.) The related words nephalios and söphrön (sober-minded) appear in a list of virtues demanded of older Christian men in Tit. 2:2, 12.

The precise reference of nephalios, ‘temperate’,

SENAAH. In the list of exiles who returned with Zerubbabel there are 3,630 (Ezr. 2:35) or 3,930 (Ne. 7:38) belonging to the town of Senaah. In Ne. 3:3 the name of the town occurs again with the definite article. Since in both passages Jericho is mentioned in close proximity, Senaah may have been near Jericho.    j.s.w.

SENATE, SENATOR. 1. The av translation in Ps. 105:22 (Heb. z'qenim\ lxx presbyteroi), where rsv has *‘elders’. 2. Gk. gerousia, ‘assembly of elders’, Acts 5:21 (*Sanhedrin).    j.d.d.

SENEH (‘pointed rock’) and BOZEZ (‘slippery’?) were two rocks between which Jonathan and his armour-bearer entered the garrison of the Philistines (1 Sa. 14:4ff.). (’Michmash.) No precise identification of the location of these two rocky crags has been made, but see GTT, p. 317.

J.D.D.

SENIR. According to Dt. 3:9, the Amorite name for Mt Hermon (s'nir\ av Shenir); but in Ct. 4:8 and 1 Ch. 5:23, apparently one of the peaks in the ridge, the name being loosely applied to the whole. Manasseh expanded N to Senir (1 Ch. 5:23), and the slopes supplied fir (*Trees) for Tyrian ships, Lebanon yielding cedars (Ezk. 27:5). Shalmaneser III names Senir (sa-ni-ru) as a stronghold of Hazael (ANET, p. 280).    a.r.m.

SENNACHERIB. Sennacherib (Heb. sanherib [but possibly pronounced snhrib as in Aram. papyri; JSS 21, 1976, p. 9]; Assyr. Sm-aljl]e-eriba, ‘Sin [moon-god] has increased the brothers’) ruled Assyria 705^-681 bc. When his father, whom he had served as governor of the N frontier, was assassin-ated, Sennacherib first marched to Babylonia, where Marduk-apla-iddina II (* Merodach-baladan) was in revolt. He had ousted a local nominee Marduk-zakir-Sum in 703 bc and was rallying Support against Assyria. It was probably about this time that Merodach-baladan sent envoys to Hezekiah of Judah (2 Ki. 20:12-19; Is. 39). Late in 702 bc Sennacherib defeated the Chal-dean and his Elamite and Arab allies in battles at Cutha and Kish. He was then welcomed in Babylon, where he set Bel-ibni on the throne. The Assyr-ians ravaged Blt-Yakin and returned to Nineveh with many prisoners, Merodach-baladan himself having escaped to Elam.

Sennacherib had little difficuity in Controlling his N frontier, an area well known to him while crown prince. After a series of raids against the hill peoples in the E he moved against the W, where an anti-Assyrian coalition, backed by Egypt, was gaining power. The leader, Hezekiah of Judah, had seized Padi, the pro-Assyrian ruler of Ekron (2 Ki. 18:8), strengthened the fortifications and improved the water supplies at Jerusalem by building the ’Siloam tunnel (2 Ki. 20:20), and called for help from Egypt (Is. 30:1-4).

Sennacherib’s third campaign in Hezekiah’s 14th year (701 bc) was directed against this coalition. He first marched down the Phoenician coast, capturing Great and Little Sidon, Zarephath, Ma-halliba (*Ahlab), Ushu, Akzib and Acco, but not attempting to lay siege to Tyre. He replaced Luli (Elulaeus), king of Sidon, who fled and died in exile, by Ethba'al (Tuba'al). The kings of Sidon, Arvad, Byblos, Beth-ammon, Moab and Edom submitted, but Ashkelon refused and, with its neighbouring towns, including Beth-Dagon and Joppa, was despoiled. Sennacherib Claims to have marched to Eltekeh, where he defeated an Egyp-tian army. He then slew the nobles of Ekron for handing over Padi to Hezekiah, and sent detach-ments to destroy forty-six walled towns and many villages in Judah, from which he took 200,150 people and much spoil. He himself took part in the siege and capture of *Lachish, and is depicted on his palace reliefs reviewing the spoil. From here he sent officers to demand the surrender of Jerusalem (2 Ch. 32:9).

Sennacherib’s own account of this campaign Claims tribute from Hezekiah (Annals) and de-scribes how he besieged ‘Hezekiah the Jew ... I shut him up like a caged bird within his royal Capital, Jerusalem. I put watch-posts closely round the city and turned back to his fate anyone who came out of the city gate’ (Taylor Prism, BM). Hezekiah paid the Assyrians tribute (2 Ki. 18:13-16; Is. 36: lf.) which was later sent to Nineveh (Taylor Prism, dated 691 bc) and freed Padi, to whom some of the former Judaean territories were now given.

Sennacherib’s account makes no mention of any conclusion of the siege (c/ 2 Ki. 19:32-34) or of the defeat of the Assyrian army by the hand of the Lord, perhaps by a plague (v. 35) described by Herodotus (2. 141) as ‘a multitude of field mice which by night devoured all the quivers and bows of the enemy, and all the Straps by which they held their shields . . . next morning they commenced their fight and great numbers feil as they had no arms with which to defend themselves’.

The majority of scholars hold that the mention of the approach of the Egyptian forces under ‘Tirhakah (2 Ki. 19:9; Is. 37:9) is an anachronism (but see K. A. Kitchen, Third Intermediate Period in Egypt, 1972). Moreover, they consider 2 Ki. 19:37 implies that the death of Sennacherib oc-curred soon after his return to Nineveh. They therefore postulate a second, and unsuccessful, Assyrian campaign against Jerusalem, perhaps fol-lowing the attack on the Arabs 689-686 bc. Nei-ther the extant Assyrian annals nor Babylonian chronicles mention such a campaign, and vv. 36f do not necessarily state the length of time between Sennacherib’s return from Palestine and his death in 681 bc, and this must have been some years on any Interpretation. Thus the theory of a single campaign in 701 bc can still reasonably be held.

In 700 bc the Assyrians once more marched to Babylonia, where Bel-ibni had rebelled. Sennacherib placed his own son, Assur-nadin-sum. on the throne, and he held sway until captured by the Elamites. In the series of campaigns which fol-lowed, Sennacherib fought the Elamites, and in 694 mounted a naval expedition across the Persian Gulf directed against those who had harboured Merodach-baladan. Erech was captured and, fi-nally, Babylon sacked in 689 bc. On other frontiers Sennacherib invaded Cilicia and captured Tarsus, as well as raiding the Arabs S and E of Damascus.

At home Sennacherib was aided by his energetic W Semitic wife, Naqi’a-Zakutu, in the reconstruc-tion of Nineveh, where he built a ‘palace without a rival’, an armoury, new city walls and gates. By providing a new source of water-supply from the river Gomel (Bavian), led by an aqueduct (Jerwan) down to a dam (Ajeila) E of the metropolis, he was able to irrigate parks and large tracts of land as well as to improve the natural defences of Nineveh formed by the rivers Tigris and Khosr.

He also built extensively at Assur and Kakzi and introduced many technological advances.

Sennacherib was assassinated by his sons while worshipping in the temple of Nisroch (2 Ki. 19:37). The flight of the sons, possibly *Adrammelech and "Sharezer, may be reflected in an account of the disturbances following his death in December 681 bc given by his younger son Esarhaddon, who had been elected crown prince in 687 bc, and now suc-ceeded to the throne (v. 37). There is little Support for the theory that Esarhaddon was the unnamed ‘son’ mentioned as assassin by the Babylonian Chronicle, or that the death took place in Babylon.

Bibuography. D. D. Luckenbill, The Annals of Sennacherib, 1924; D. J. Wiseman in DOTT, pp. 64-73.    d.j.w.

SEPHAR. The name of a ‘mountain of the east’ (har haq-qedem), mentioned in the Table of *Na-tions in defining the boundary of the territory of the sons of Joktan (Gn. 10:30). Judging from the names of other sons of Joktan, a mountain or promontory in S Arabia seems likely, and the Coastal town of Zafär in the E Hadramaut has been suggested. In view, however, of the lack of precision in the Bible Statement, and the discrepancy in the sibilants, there can be no certainty.

See J. A. Montgomery, Arabia and the Bible, 1934, p. 41.    t.c.m.

SEPHARAD. The place in which captives from Jerusalem were exiled (Ob. 20). The location is as yet unidentified. Of many conjectures, the most plausible identifies the place as Sardis, Capital of Lydia in Asia Minor. Known in Persian times as Sfard, it

is written in Aramaic with the same consonants as in Obadiah. It may be the Saparda named in the Assyrian Annals of Sargon and Esarhaddon as a country allied to the Medes. The Targum of Jonathan interpreted it as Spain, hence the term Sephardim for Spanish Jews. A location in Anato-lia is favoured by the Vulgate (in Bosphoro). See JNES 22, 1963, pp. 128-132.    d.j.w.

SEPHARVAIM. A city captured by the Assyrians (2 Ki. 17:24,31; 18:34; 19:13; Is. 36:19; 37:13). The context implies that it lies in Syria or adjacent territory and this is supported by the name of its deities (*Adrammelech; ‘Anammelech). The place is un-identified, though Halevy’s Suggestion that it is the same as the later Sibraim near Damascus (Ezk. 47:16) is possible. It cannot be the same as the Sab/mara’in of the Babylonian Chronicle, as this is Samaria. The usual Interpretation of Sephar-vaim as the twin cities of Sippar (of Samas and Anunitum) in Babylonia is unsupportable (though Sippar-amnanim is mentioned in texts), as Sippar had no independent king (cf. 2 Ki. 19:13).

D.J.W.

SEPULCHRE OF THE KINGS, SEPULCHRE OF DAVID. The Bible indicates that the kings of Israel were buried in a special area near Jerusalem. Expressions like ‘tombs of the kings of Israel’ (2 Ch. 28:27), ‘sepulchres of David’ (Ne. 3:16), ‘tombs of the sons of David’ (2 Ch. 32:33), refer specifically to the royal tombs of the Judaean kings of David’s line in the city of David. These tombs were close to the King’s Garden and the pool of Shelah (1 Ki. 2:10; 2 Ch. 21:20; Ne. 3:15-16). Thus when Nehemiah was building the wall of Jerusalem one of his parties worked ‘over against the sepulchres of David’, not far from the ‘pool of Shelah (Shiloah)’ (Ne. 3:15-16).

Most of the kings from David to Hezekiah were buried in the city of David, though some kings had their own private sepulchres, e.g. Asa (2 Ch. 16:14), and possibly Hezekiah (2 Ch. 32:33), Manasseh (2 Ki. 21:18), Amon (2 Ki. 21:26) and Josiah (2 Ki. 23:30; 2 Ch. 35:24). Several kings died outside the bounds of Palestine: Jehoahaz in Egypt, Jehoia-chin and Zedekiah in Babylon. Possibly Jehoiakim was not buried at all (Je. 22:19), and Jehoram, Joash, Uzziah and Ahaz were not admitted to the royal sepulchre (2 Ch. 21:20; 24:25; 26:23; 28:27).

The location of the tombs in the city of David was still referred to after the Exile. Josephus re-ported that they were plundered by the Hasmon-ean king John Hyrcanus and also by Herod (Am.

13. 249; 16. 179).

In the NT the sepulchre of David was still re-membered (Acts 2:29) and Josephus (BJ, 5. 147) spoke of the third wall passing by the sepulchred caverns of the kings. An inscribed tablet tound by

E. Sukenik States that the bones of King Uzziah had been removed to the top of the Mount of Olives.

The exact site of the tombs of the kings is not known today. Monuments in the Kedron Valley are late, both architecture and epigraphy pointing to the time of Herod the Great.

The term ‘City of David’ in the vicinity of which these tombs lay does not denote the entire city of Jerusalem but merely the citadel of the stronghold of Zion. Evidence points to the spur which juts S between the Tyropoean and Kedron valleys, later known as Ophel. as the location of the City of David. It overlooks the gardens and pools of Siloam. In this general area long horizontal tun-nels have been found in the rock and these may have been the burial-place of the kings of David’s line. But the site was desecrated and destroyed, possibly at the time of the Bar-Kokhba revolt (ad 135), and thereafter the exact location forgotten.

Various other sites have been proposed over the centuries. A populär tradition reaching back for 1,000 years places the tomb of David on the W hill at the place now called Mt Zion. The tradition was accepted by Jewish, Muslim and Christian tradi-tions, and Benjamin of Tudela (c. ad 1173) re-ported the miraculous discovery of David’s Tomb on Mt Zion during the repair of a church on the site. Pilgrimages are still made to the site, but there is little to commend its authenticity.

The so-called Tombs of the Kings of Judah some distance to the N of the modern wall mark the tomb of Helen, queen of Adiabene, a district in Upper Mesopotamia referred to by Josephus (Am. 20. 17,35).

Bibliography. S. Krauss, ‘The Sepulchres of the Davidic Dynasty’, PEQ 1947, pp. 102-112; S. Yeivin, ‘The Sepulchres of the Kings of the House of David’, JNES 7, 1948, pp. 30-45. j.a.t.

SERAIAH (Heb. s'räyä, s'räyähü, ‘Yahweh has prevailed’). 1. David’s scribe (2 Sa. 8:17, rsv ‘sec-retary’), called also ‘Sheva’ (2 Sa. 20:25), ‘Shisha’ (1 Ki. 4:3), and »‘Shavsha’ (1 Ch. 18:16).

2. Son of Azariah and a chief priest in the time of Zedekiah. He was put to death by the king of Babylon at Riblah (2 Ki. 25:18= Je. 52:24). 3. A son of Tanhumeth the Netophathite, and a captain who was among those whom Gedaliah, governor of Judaea, advised to submit to the Chaldeans (2 Ki. 25:23 = Je. 40:8). 4. A son of Kenaz(! Ch. 4:13-14). 5. A Simeonite, son of Asiel (1 Ch. 4:35). 6. A priest who returned with Zerubbabel to Jerusalem (Ezr. 2:2; Ne. 12:1, 12). 7. One who sealed the cov-enant (Ne. 10:2), perhaps the same as 6 above. 8. A priest, son of Hilkiah (Ne. 11:11) and ‘ruler of the house of God’ in post-exilic Jerusalem. 9. One of the officers of King Jehoiakim, ordered by him to arrest Baruch and Jeremiah (Je. 36:26). 10. A prince of Judah who accompanied King Zedekiah to Babylon in the 4th year of his reign. Seraiah carried Jeremiah’s prophecy against Babylon (Je. 51:59, 61). Some would associate him with 3 above.

J.D.D.

SERAPHIM. The only mention of these celestial beings in Scripture is in the early vision of Isaiah (Is. 6). The Seraphim (incorrectly rendered in av as ‘seraphims’) were associated with * Cherubim and ophanim in the task of guarding the divine throne. The heavenly beings seen by Isaiah were human in form, but had six wings, a pair to shield their faces, another to conceal their feet and a third for flight. These Seraphim were stationed above the throne of God, and appear to have led in divine worship. One chanted a refrain which Isaiah recorded: ‘Holy, holy, holy is the Lord of hosts; the whole earth is full of his glory.’

So vigorous was this act of worship that the thresholds of the divine Temple shook, and the holy place was filled with smoke. The prophet lay in self-abasement before God and confessed his iniquity. Then one of the Seraphim flew to him with a burning coal taken from the altar, and in an act of purification announced to Isaiah that his sin had been forgiven and his guilt removed.

It would appear that for Isaiah the Seraphim were angelic beings responsible for certain iunc-tions of guardianship and worship. However, they appear to have been distinct moral creatures, not just projections of the imagination or personifica-tions of animals. Their moral qualities were em-ployed exclusively in the Service of God, and their Position was such that they were privileged to exer-cise an atoning ministry while at the same time ex-tolling the ethical and moral character of God.

The origin and meaning of the Heb. term are uncertain. The särap of Nu. 21:6; Dt. 8:15 was a venomous serpent which bit the Israelites in the desert, while Is. 14:29; 30:6 referred to a reptile populär in folklore (see D. J. Wiseman, TynB 23, 1972, pp. 108-110). If the noun be derived from Heb. särap ‘to bum up’, the Seraphim may be agents of purification by fire, as Is. 6. indicates. A meaning ‘bright, shining ones’ cannot be taken from särap.

1

SCRIBES (Heb. söp'rim; Gk. grammateis, nomikoi (lawyers) and nomodidaskaloi (teachers of the law)). Scribes were experts in the study of the law of Moses (Torah). At first this occupation be-longed to the priests. Ezra was priest and scribe (Ne. 8:9); the Offices were not necessarily separate. TThe chief activity of the scribe was undistracted study (Ecclus. 38:24). The rise of the scribes may be dated after the Babylonian Exile. 1 Ch. 2:55 would suggest that the scribes were banded to-gether into families and guilds. They were probably not a distinct political party in the time of Ben-Sira (beginning of the 2nd Century bc), but became one by the repressive measures of Antiochus Epiphanes. Scribes were found in Rome in the later imperial period, and in Babylonia in the 5th and 6th centuries ad. Not until about ad 70 are there detailed facts concerning individual scribes. They were mainly influential in Judaea up to ad 70, but they were to be found in Galilee (Lk. 5:17) and among the Dispersion.

The scribes were the originators of the syna-gogue Service. Some of them sat as members of the Sanhedrin (Mt. 16:21; 26:3). After ad 70 the im-portance of the scribes was enhanced. They pre-served in written form the oral law and faithfully handed down the Heb. Scriptures. They expected of their pupils a reverence beyond that given to parents (Aboth 4. 12).

The function of the scribes was threefold.

2

    They preserved the law. They were the Professional students of the law and its defenders, espe-cially in the Hellenistic period, when the priest-hood had become corrupt. They transmitted un-written legal decisions which had come into exist-ence in their efforts to apply the Mosaic law to daily life. They claimed this oral law was more important than the written law (Mk. 7:5ff.). By their efforts religion was liable to be reduced to heartless formalism.

3

    They gathered around them many pupils to instruct them in the law. The pupils were expected to retain the material taught and to transmit it without Variation. They lectured in the Temple (Lk. 2:46; Jn. 18:20). Their teaching was supposed to be free of Charge (so Rabbi Zadok, Hillel and others), but they were probably paid (Mt. 10:10; 1 Cor. 9:3-18, for Paul’s Statement of his right), and even took advantage of their honoured Status (Mk. 12:40; Lk. 20:47).

4

    They were referred to as ‘lawyers’ and ‘teachers of the law’, because they were entrusted

5

SCRIPTURE, SCRIPTURES.

6

    Voeabulary

Two Gk. words are translated ‘Scripture(s)’ in evv. gramma, originally ‘an alphabetical character’, is used in NT for ‘document’ (Lk. 16:6; Acts 28:21), in a special sense by Paul for the law (Rom. 2:27, 29; 7:6; 2 Cor. 3:6) and in the plural for the ‘writ-ings’ of Moses (Jn. 5:47); for ‘learning’, sacred or profane (Jn. 7:15; Acts 26:24), and only once in the phrase ta hiera grammata, ‘the holy scriptures’ (2 Tim. 3:15). graphe, on the other hand, which in secular Gk. meant simply ‘a writing’ (though sometimes an authoritative writing in particular), is in the NT appropriated to ‘the Scriptures’ in a technical sense some 50 times, in most cases un-mistakably the OT. Associated with graphe is the {orrmi\<t gegraptai, ‘it is written’, occurring some 60 times in the NT, and found in Greek usage for legal pronouncements (cf. A. Deissmann, Bible Studies', 1909, pp. 112fT.). Analogous forms occur in the Mishnah, but the rabbis more often used formulae like ‘It is said . ..’. The term ‘the Scripture’ (ha-kälüb) is also employed. (See B. M. Metzger, JBL 70, 1951, pp. 297ff., for quotation formulae in rab-binic and NT documents.)

7

    Signifkance

gegraptai meant ‘It Stands written in the Scriptures’, and all Christians or Hellenistic Jews recog-nized that these comprised (Lk. 24:44) ‘the law,. . . the prophets, and .. . the psalms’ (i.e. the JCtubim, or Writings; * Canon of the Old Testament).

8

SEAL, SEALING.

9

    In the Old Testament

In the Near East, from which many thousands of individual seals have been recovered, engraved seals were common in ancient times, the Hebrews using a general term which did not specify the form of the seal itself (hötäm; Egyp. htm). The varied uses of such seals were much the same as in modern times.

a.    Uses

(i) As a mark of authenticity and authority. Thus pharaoh handed a seal to Joseph his deputy (Gn. 41:42) and Ahasuerus sealed royal edicts(Est. 3:10; 8:8-10). The action describes the passing of the master’s word to his disciples (Is. 8:16) and Yahweh granting authority to Zerubbabel (Hg. 2:23; cf. Je. 22:24). For a non-biblical example of delegated seals on a covenant, see Iraq 21, 1958.

(ii)    To witness a document. The seal was im-pressed on the clay or wax (‘Writing). Thus, his friends witnessed Jeremiah’s deed of purchase (Je. 32:11-14) and Nehemiah and his contemporaries attested the covenant (Ne. 9:38; 10:1) and Daniel a prophecy (Dn. 9:24).

(iii)    To secure by affixing a seal. Thus, a clay document within its envelope or other receptacle, or a scroll tied by a cord to which was attached a lump of clay bearing a seal impression, could be examined and read only when the seal had been broken by an authorized person (cf. Rev. 5:1 f.). A sealed prophecy (Dn. 12:9) or book (Is. 29:11) was thus a symbol for something as yet unrevealed.

To prevent unauthorized entry doors would be sealed by a cord or clay, with the sealing stretched across the gap between the door and its lock. This was done to the lions’ den at Babylon (Dn. 6:17; Bel and the Dragon 14) and to tombs (Herodotus,

10

    121; cf. Mt. 27:66). A crocodile’s close-knit scales were likened to a sealed item (Jb. 41:15).

Metaphorically the seal stood for what is se-curely held, as are the sins of man before God (Dt. 32:34; Jb. 14:17), who alone has the authority to open and to seal (Jb. 33:16). He sets his seal as a token of completion (Ezk. 28:12). The metaphor in Ct. 4:12 is probably of chastity.

b.    Form

With the invention of writing in the 4th millen-nium bc seals were used in large numbers. The cylinder-seal was the most common and was rolled on clay, though stamp seals are also found in Contemporary use. In Palestine, under both Mesopo-tamian (offen through Syrian and Phoenician) and Egyptian influences, cylinder-seals and scarabs


A sculpture found at Teil Halaf (*Gozan) de-picts a creature with a human body, two wings at the shoulders and four below the waist (ANEP, no. 655). It is dated about 800 bc. For other ancient representations, see ‘Cherubim.

Bibuography. H. S. Nash in SHERK (s.v. ‘angel’); J de Savignac, VT 22, 1972, pp. 320-325;

S. Steck, BZ 16, 1972, pp. 188-206; G. V. Smith, ISBE4, p. 410.    r.k.h.

ARM.

SERMON ON THE MOUNT. The Sermon on the Mount is the title commonly given to the teach-ings of Jesus recorded in Mt. 5-7. Whether the name can be properly used for the somewhat parallel portion in Luke (6:20-49) depends upon one’s interpretation of the literary relationship between the two. The latter is often called the Sermon on the Plain because it is said to have been delivered on ‘a level place’ (Lk. 6:17) rather than ‘on the mountain’ (Mt. 5:1). But both expressions prob-ably denote the same place approached from two different directions (see W. M. Christie, Palesline Calling, 1939, pp. 35f).

Canon Liddon, in his Bampton Lectures, refers to the Sermon as ‘that original draught of essential Christianity’. If this be interpreted to mean that the Sermon on the Mount is Christianity’s message to the pagan world, we must counter with the re-minder that it is manifestly didache (teaching), not kerygma (proclamation). By no Stretch of the imagination can it be considered ‘good news’ to one depending upon fulfilment of its demands for en-trance into the kingdom. (Imagine a man outside of Christ, without the empowering aid of the Holy Spirit, trying to exceed the righteousness of the scribes and Pharisees.) It is rather a character sketch of those who have already entered the kingdom and a description of the quality of ethical life which is now expected of them. In this sense, it is true, it is ‘essential Christianity’.

I. Composition

In times past it was taken for granted that the Sermon on the Mount was a single discourse delivered by Jesus on a specific occasion. Certainly this is what appears to be the case as it is reported in Matthew. The disciples sat down (v. 1), Jesus opened his mouth and taught them (v. 2), and when it was over the crowds were astonished at his teaching (7:28). However, most scholars are of the opinion that the Sermon is really a Compilation of sayings of the Lord—‘a kind of epitome of all the sermons that Jesus ever preached’ (W. Barclay, The Gospel of Matthew, 1, p. 79). It is argued that: (1) There is far too much concentrated material here for one sermon. The disciples, not noted for acute spiritual perception, could never have assimilated such a wealth of ethical teaching. (2) The wide ränge of topics (description of kingdom blessed-ness, counsel on divorce, admonition concerning anxiety) is inconsistent with the unity of a single discourse. (3) The abruptness with which certain sections emerge in the Sermon (e.g. the teaching on prayer in Mt. 6:1-11) is very noticeable. (4) Thirty-four verses occur in other, and often more suitable, contexts throughout Luke (e.g. the Lord’s Prayer in Luke is introduced by a request from his disciples that he teach them to pray, Lk. 11:1; the saying about the narrow gate comes in response to the question, ‘Will those who are saved be few?’ Lk. 13:23), and it is more likely that Matthew trans-posed sayings of Jesus into the Sermon than that Luke found them there and then scattered them throughout his Gospel. (5) It is characteristic of Matthew to gather together teaching material under certain headings and insert them into the narrative of Jesus’ life (cf. B. W. Bacon, Studies in Matthew, 1930, pp. 269-325), and that the Sermon on the Mount is therefore simply the first of these didactic sections. (Others deal with the themes of disciple-ship (9:35-10:42), the kingdom of heaven (13), true greatness (18) and the end of the age (24-25).)

These considerations, however, do not force one to view the entire Sermon as an arbitrary composition. The historical setting in Mt. 4:23-5:1 leads us to expect an important discourse delivered on a specific occasion. Within the Sermon itself are various sequences which appear to be ‘sermon-ettes’ of Jesus and not topical collections of separate logia. A comparison with Luke’s Sermon shows enough points of similarity (both begin with Beatitudes, close with the parable of the builders, and the intervening Lucan material—on loving one’s enemies (6:27-36) and judging (6:37-42)— follows in the same sequence in Matthew) to sug-gest that behind both accounts there was a common source. Before either Evangelist wrote there was in all probability a primitive framework which corresponded to an actual discourse delivered on a definite occasion. Such questions as whether the Sermon as it occurs in Matthew is closer to the original than the Lucan Version, or whether Matthew followed a framework supplied by an earlier source, are still matters of scholarly debate. For our purpose it is enough to conclude that Matthew took a primitive sermon source and expanded it for his particular purpose by the intro-duction of relevant material.

II. Language of the Sermon

In the last generation Aramaic scholarship has taught us much about ‘The Poetry of Our Lord’— to borrow the title of C. F. Burney’s book (1925). Even in translation we can recognize the various types of parallelism, which are the distinguishing feature of Semitic poetry. Mt. 7:6, for example, is a fine illustration of ‘synonymous’ parallelism:

‘Do not give dogs what is holy;

and do not throw your pearls before swine.’

It appears that the Lord’s Prayer is a poem of two stanzas, each of which has three lines of four beats apiece (cf. Burney, pp. 112f). The practical value of recognizing poetry where it occurs is that we are not so likely to interpret the text with such an inflexible literalism as we might employ in interpret-ing prose. How tragic if someone should (and his-tory records that some have done so) literally ‘pluck out his eye’ or ‘cut off his hand’ in an at-tempt to do away with the passion of lust. A. M. Hunter notes that ‘proverbs indeed are principles stated in extremes’. We must always avoid inter-preting paradox with a crude literalism, but rather seek the principle that underlies the proverb (Design for Life, pp. 19-20).

In this connection let us consider the quality of absoluteness in Jesus’ moral imperatives. Verses like Mt. 5:48, ‘You, therefore, must be perfect, as your heavenly Father is perfect’, have long troubled men. Part of the answer lies in the fact that these are not ‘new laws’ but broad principles set forth in terms of action. They fall into the category of prophetic injunction, which was always deeper and demanded more than the mere letter of the law. And they were ethics of the new age, designed for those who partook of a new power (cf. A. N. Wilder, ‘The Sermon on the Mount’, IB, 7, 1951, p. 163).

III. Circumstances

Both Matthew and Luke place the Sermon in the first year of Jesus’ public ministry; Matthew a lit-tle earlier than Luke, who locates it immediately after the choosing of the Twelve and implies that it should be understood as somewhat of an ‘Ordination sermon’. In either case, it came in that period before the religious teachers could muster their Opposition, and yet late enough for Jesus’ fame to have spread through the land. The first months of his Galilean ministry were spent in synagogue preaching, but soon the enthusiasm of his crowds necessitated some sort of outdoor preaching. A corresponding change can be seen in the character of his message. The early proclam-ation, ‘Repent: for the kingdom of heaven is at hand’ (Mt. 4:17), has given way to exposition on the nature of the kingdom for those who seriously desired to learn.

Since the Sermon falls within the Galilean ministry of Jesus, it is natural to assume that the scene of the Sermon would be one of the foothills which surrounded the N plain. As Jesus entered Caper-naum soon after (Mt. 8:5), it was perhaps located in that general area. A Latin tradition, dating from the 13th Century, names a two-peaked hill, Karn Hattin, which lies a bit farther to the S, but only guides and tourists seem to take this identification with any degree of seriousness.

The Sermon is addressed primarily to disciples. This is the apparent meaning of both Mt. 5:1-2 and Lk. 6:20. Luke’s use of the second person in the Beatitudes, in sayings like ‘You are the salt of the earth’ (Mt. 5:13), and the exalted ethic of the Sermon as a whole, can only mean that it was designed for those who had deserted paganism for life in the kingdom. Yet at the close of each ac-count (Mt. 7:28-29; Lk. 7:1) we learn of the pres-ence of others. The solution seems to be that the crowd was there and heard Jesus as he taught, but that the discourse itself was directed primarily to the circle of disciples. Occasional utterances, such as the ‘woes’ of Lk. 6:24-26, unless rhetorical de-vices, seem to be ‘asides’ to some who might be listening in and who necded such admonition.

IV.    Analysis

Regardless of whether one sees the Sermon as the summary of an actual discourse or as a mosaic of ethical sayings arranged by Matthew, there is little doubt that Mt. 5-7 has a real unity marked by the logical development of a basic theme. This theme is presented in the Beatitudes and can be expressed as ‘the quality and conduct of life in the kingdom’. The following is a descriptive analysis of the con-tent of the Sermon.

a.    The blessedness of those in the kingdom, 5:3-16

(i)    The Beatitudes (5:3-10).

(ii)    An expansion of the final Beatitude and a digression to show the role of the disciple in an unbelieving world (5:11-16).

b.    The relationship of the message of Jesus to the old Order, 5:17-48

(i)    The thesis stated (5:17). Jesus’ message ‘ful-fils’ the law by penetrating behind the letter and clarifying its underlying principle, thus bringing it to its ideal completion.

(ii)    The thesis enlarged (5:18-20).

(iii)    The thesis illustrated (5:21^18).

1.    In the command not to kill, anger is the culpable element (5:21-26).

2.    Adultery is the fruit of an evil heart nourished on impure desire (5:27-32).

3.    Kingdom righteousness demands an honesty so transparent that oaths are unnecessary (5:33-37).

4.    Lex talionis must give way to a spirit of non-retaliation (5:38—42).

5.    Love is universal in application (5:43-48).

c.    Practical instructions for kingdom conduct, 6:1-7:12

(i)    Guard against false piety (6:1-18).

1.    In almsgiving (6:1 -4).

2.    ln prayer (6:5-15).

3.    In fasting (6:16-18).

(ii)    Dispel anxiety with simple trust (6:19-34).

(iii)    Live in love (7:1-12).

d.    Challenge to dedicated living, 7:13-29

(i)    The way is narrow (7:13-14).

(ii)    A good tree bears good fruit (7:15-20).

(iii)    The kingdom is for those who hear and do (7:21-27).

V.    Interpretation

The Sermon on the Mount has had a long and varied history of interpretation. For Augustine, who wrote a treatise on the Sermon while still a bishop at Hippo (ad 393-396), it was the ‘perfect rule or pattem of Christian life’—a new law in con-trast with the old. Monastic Orders interpreted it as a ‘counsel of perfection’ designed not for the popu-lace but for the chosen few. The Reformers held it to be the ‘uncompromising expression of divine righteousness directed towards all’. Tolstoy, the Russian novelist and (in later life) social reformer, resolved it into five commandments (suppression of all anger, chastity, no oaths, non-resistance, un-reservedlove of enemies), which if literally obeyed would do away with the existing evils and usher in a Utopian kingdom. Weiss and Schweitzer held that the demands were too radical for all times, and thus declared them ‘interim ethics’ for the early Christians, who believed that the end of all things was at hand. Still others, making great allowance for figurative language, understood the Sermon as the expression of a noble way of thinking— teaching which dealt with what man should be rather than with what he should do.

Thus the 20th-century Interpreter is presented with a bewildering number of ‘keys’ with which to unlock the essential meaning of the Sermon on the Mount. With Kittel he can take the demands as purposely exaggerated so as to drive man to a sense of failure (and hence to repent and believe), or with Windisch he can differenti-ate between historical and theological exegesis and defend the practicability of the demands. With Dibelius he can interpret the great moral imperatives as the absolute ethic of the inbreak-ing kingdom, or with the Dispensationalists he can relegate the entire sermon to a future millen-nial reign of Christ.

How, then, shall we interpret the Sermon? The following will at least give us our guide-lines: a. Although couched in poetry and symbol, the Sermon still demands a quality of ethical conduct which is breath-taking in its dimensions. b. Jesus is not laying down a new Code of legal regulations but stating great ethical principles and how they affect the lives of those within the kingdom. ‘It would be a great point gained if people would only consider that it was a Sermon, and was preached, not an act which was passed’ (J. Denney). c. The Sermon is not a Programme for the direct im-provement of the world, but is directed to those who have denied the world in Order to enter the kingdom. d. It is neither an impractical ideal nor a fully attainable possibility. In the words of S. M. Gilmour, it is ‘the ethic of that transcendental order which broke into history in Jesus Christ, has built itself into history in the church, but whose full realization lies beyond history when God will be “all in all’” (Journal of Religion 21, 1941, p. 263).

Bibliography. In addition to the extensive lit-erature cited in other Bible dictionaries (see, e.g, Votaw’s article in HDB, extra vol., pp. 1-45), see H. K. McArthur, Underslanding the Sermon on the Mount, 1960; J. W. Bowman and R. W. Tapp, The Gospel front the Mount, 1957; W. D. Davies, The Setting of the Sermon on the Mount, 1964; M. Dibelius, The Sermon on the Mount, 1940; A. M. Hunter, Design for Life, 1953; D. M. Lloyd-Jones, Sludies in the Sermon on the Mount1 2 3 4 5 6, 1976; A. N. Wilder’s article in IB, 7, 1951, pp. 155-164; H. Windisch, The Meaning of the Sermon on the Mount, 1951 (translation of revised edition of Der Sinn der Bergpredigt, 1929); D. Bonhoeffer, The Cost of Discipleship, 1948; C. F. H. Henry, Christian Personal Ethics, 1957, pp. 278-326; J. Jeremias, Die Bergpredigt7, 1970; J. R. W. Stott, The Message of the Sermon on the Mount, 1978.    r.h.m.

ing or eating the dust (Gn. 3:14; cf ls. 65:25: Mi. 7:17; and implicitly, Pr. 30:19). In simile, compare the nations creeping like snakes, to acknowledge Israel’s God (Mi. 7:17) and Egypt’s flight l'rom battle like a hissing snake down its bolt-hole (Je. 46:22, in contrast to the Egyptian concept of the sacred uraeus-snake on a pharaoh's brow leading him to victory). The ability of various snakes to inject deadly poison into a wound when they bite or strike (Gn. 49:17; Ec. 10:8, II; implicitly, Mt. 7:10; Lk. 11:11) enters into many biblical similes. Subjects of such similes include the harmfulness of the wicked (Dt. 32:33 (rebellious Hebrews); Pss. 58:4; 140:3) or of overmuch wine (Pr. 23:32), the Day of the Lord (Am. 5:19), and in metaphor for-eign oppressors (Is. 14:29). Like war, famine, etc., snake-bite could feature among divine judgments and punishments (Nu. 21:4-6; Je. 8:17; Am. 9:3), and deliverance from this harm could be granted to God’s servants (Mk. 16:18; Lk. 10:19; cf. Acts 28:3-6). Some snakes could be charmed (Ec. 10:11), others were considered ‘deaf’ to the charmer’s techniques (Ps. 58:4-5; Je. 8:17). Snake-charmers may possibly be represpnted on Egyptian scarab-amulets (P. Montet, L'Egypte et la Bible, 1959, pp. 90-94, fig. 17). On snake-charming in Egypt, ancient and modern, cf. L. Keimer, His-toires de Serpents dans l’Egyple Ancienne et Moderne, 1947, and for Mesopotamia, see N. L. Corkill, ‘Snake Specialists in Iraq’, Iraq 6. 1939, pp. 45-52.

Besides the general Word nähäs, ‘snake, serpent’ and säräp, ‘burning’ (see II, beiow). Heb. possesses several other words for serpents. The old Word pe[en (Dt. 32:33; Jb. 20:14, 16; Pss. 58:4; 91:13; Is. 11:8; av ‘adder, asp’) occurs as bin in the Ugaritic texts of the 14th Century bc. This is often considered to be the Egyptian cobra (Arab. naja haje\ and the related naja nigricollis, M. A. Murray, JEA 34, 1948, pp. 117-118), and is the ‘asp’ of classical writers. The cobra gave rise to two Egyptian hiero-glyphs. This venomous beast gave point to pas-sages like Dt. 32:33 and Jb. 20:14, 16. The word epeh (Jb. 20:16; Is. 30:6; 59:5; av ‘viper’) is identi-cal with Arab. afa'ä, and like that word appears to be a further general term for serpents and some-times more specifically for vipers (cf L. Keimer, Eludes d’Egyptologie, 7, 1945, pp. 38-39, 48-49). In Gn. 49:17 (av ‘adder’), Heb. s'pipön is often thought to represent the cerastes vipers: either or both the ‘horned viper’, Cerastes cornulus, and the hornless Vipera cerastes. In Egypt and Palestine these have been familiär from ancient times, and in Egypt became the hieroglyph for T, from the onomatoppeic wo;ds fy, fyt, ‘cerastes-viper’ (Keimer, Etudes d’Egyptologie 7, 1945; P. E. New-berry, JEA 34, 1948, p. 118). The Identification of ’aksüb in Ps. 140:3 is uncertain; in Rom. 3:13 it is rendered by Gk. aspis, ‘asp’. The Word sip'öni is rendered by av as ‘adder’ in Pr. 23:32, and, like sepd in Is. 14:29, as ‘cockatrice’ in Is. 11:8; 59:5; Je. 8:17; these words certainly denote snakes of some kind. The animal that fastened on Paul’s hand in Acts 28:3 is often considered to be the common viper of the Mediterranean region; the same Greek word (echidna) is used in the powerful metaphors of Mt. 3:7; 12:34; 23:33; Lk. 3:7.

II. Specific

a. The first serpent in Scripture is the subtle crea-ture of Gn. 3, used by Satan to alienate man from God (Rom. 16:20; 2 Cor. 11:3), controlled by the devil like the demons in men and swine in NT days. For its part, the serpent was put under a curse that it would never rise above its (already customary) creeping posture (Gn. 3:14). The serpent thus re-mained a biblical Symbol of deceit (Mt. 23:33), and the arch-deceiver himself is ‘that old serpent’ (Rev. 12:9, 14—15; 20:2); Christians should match the serpent in his fabled wisdom if in no other respect (Mt. 10:16).

b.    A sign performed by Moses before Israel (Ex. 4:2-5, 28-30) and by Moses and Aaron before pharaoh (Ex. 7:8-12) was to cast down his rod so that it became a serpent and take it up again as a rod, having on the latter occasion swallowed up the serpent-rods of the Egyptian magicians (‘Magic AND SORCERY, 2. II. f).

c.    In the wilderness rebellious Israel was once punished by the onset of ‘fiery serpents’ (nähäs säräp), whose venom was fatal (Nu. 21:4—9; cf. Dt. 8:15). When Israel sought deliverance God com-manded Moses to set up a bronze figure of a serpent on a pole, that those bitten might look to it, trusting in God’s healing power, and live (‘Serpent, Bronze). The term säräp, ‘burning’, or ‘fiery’, may refer to the effect of the venom or poison of the snakes concerned; it recurs in Is. 14:29 and 30:6 (where ‘flying’ might refer to the speed with which such reptiles may strike, as though ‘winged’—so, modern Arab usage; for this and other explanations, see Keimer, Histoires de Serpents, p. 10, n. 2; D. X Wiseman, TynB 23, 1972,

pp. 108-110).

d.    Some Hebrew references to ‘serpents’ apply rather to other fearful creatures, or are meta-phorical of certain great military powers in the biblical world. Thus, the ‘serpent’ of Am. 9:3 is prob-ably some large denizen of the deep rather than a snake. In Is. 27:1 the sword to be raised against ‘Leviathan the fleeing (or, swift) serpent, Leviathan the twisting (or, winding) serpent, and ... the dragon that is in the sea’ (cf. rsv) most probably expressed coming judgment upon Assyria (land of the swift Tigris), Babylonia (of the winding Euphrates) and Egypt (tannin, ‘dragon, monster’, as in Ezk. 29:3; 32:2) respectively. Isaiah may here be announcing God’s judgment on these pagan lands in terms of the ancient Canaanite myth of Baal’s destruction of Lötan or Leviathan and the many Mesopotamian tales of slaying dragons and serpents (Labbu, Zu, etc.), not to mention the Egyptian overthrowing of ‘Apep, condemning them under their own populär imagery. In Jb. 26:13 the identity of the ‘fleeing serpent’ as associ-ated with the sky is uncertain. Since the serpent can stand for Satan (cf. a, above, and Rev. 12:7-10, 14-15; 20:2) one may possibly compare here his alternative (?) designation of fallen Day Star (av ‘Luci-fer’), to whom the king of Babylon is likened in Is. 14:12, 15; cf. Jude 6 and 2 Pet. 2:4.

In no case does any of these passages, biblical or non-biblical, refer to a creation-struggle of deity and monster, as all the serpent-slaying in them is done within an already created world. Further-more, the Babylonian Ti’amat, whose death at Marduk’s hands is associated with creation, was not a serpent or dragon, and therefore gives no Support for assuming a struggle of deity and ser-pent/dragon at creation either (cf. A. Heidel, The Babylonian Genesis, 1951, pp. 83-88, 102-114). (* Dragon; * Leviathan; * Rahab.)

In Canaanite, Mesopotamian, Anatolian and Egyptian mythology and cults, serpent deities are

known, and serpents in various contexts are Symbols of protection (Egyptian uraeus), of evil (e.g. Egyptian ‘Apep or Apopis), of fecundity (Egypto-Canaanite goddesses of sex; AN EP, figs. 471 —474), or of continuing life (symbolized by repeated shedding of its skin, cf. A. Heidel, The Gilgamesh Epic and Old Testament Parallels, 1949, p. 92, n. 212). For Canaanite altar-stands with serpents modelled on them, see ANEP, figs. 585, 590. In the texts from Ugarit note the prescribed sacrifice of ‘a head of small cattle (for) ‘Anat-Lötan’ (C. H. Gordon, Ugaritic Literature, 1949, pp. 114, 107, n. 1) and an incantation against snakes (C. Virol-leaud, in Ugaritica 5, 1968, pp. 564fT, No. 7; M. Astour, JNES 27, 1968, pp. 13-36; A. F. Rainey, JAOS 94, 1974, pp. 189f., 194; M. Dietrich et ai, UFT, 1975, pp. 121-125.    k.a.k.

SERPENT, BRONZE. On the borders of Edom, rebelious Israel suflered deadly snakebite as a pun-ishment and begged Moses to intercede with God for them, to save them from the serpents. God then commanded Moses to make a bronze figure of a serpent and set it up on a pole, so that anyone bitten by a serpent need only look at the bronze serpent-figure and he would live (Nu. 21:4-9; 1 Cor. 10:9, 11). By this means God granted the people deliverance and enforced the lesson of de-pendence upon himself both for that deliverance and as a general principle. Centuries later, during his purge of idolatrous objects and customs, King Hezekiah of Judah destroyed the bronze serpent because the people had turned it into an idol, burning incense to it (2 Ki. 18:4). The following phrase wayyiqrä' Id n'hnstän may mean either ‘he (= Hezekiah) called it Nehushtan’ i.e. ‘only a bit of bronze’), or ‘it was called Nehushtan’ (i.e. by the people from of old). In either case it is a pun on the phrase n'has-n'hosel, ‘serpent of bronze’, two very similar-sounding words in Heb. The significance of serpents in surrounding paganism made Hezeki-ah’s action especially imperative (cf. ‘Serpent, end of section II. d\ see also H. II Rowley, ‘Zadok and Nehushtan’, JBL 58, 1939, pp. 113ff.). A bronze serpent was found at Gezer (see R. A. S. Macalister, The Excavation of Gezer, 2, 1912, pp. 398-399 and fig.; or I. Benzinger, Hebräische Archäologie', 1927, p. 327, fig. 418), a serpent Standard at Hazor, and a gilded copper snake from a shrine at Timna (B. Rothenberg, Timna. Valley of the Biblical Copper Mines, 1972, pp. 152, 183-184, pls. XIX-XX).

When speaking of his coming crucifixion, Jesus Christ used the incident of the serpent, which was lifted up that man might look in faith and live, in order to illustrate the significance of that impend-ing event. Those who put faith in him, uplifted on the cross for their sins, would have life eternal (Jn. 3:14).    k.a.k.

SERPENT’S STONE (‘Stone of Zoheleth’, av) ('eben hazzöhelet). A stone near En-rogel, to the SE of Jerusalem, the scene of the slaughtering of ani-mals by Adonijah (1 Ki. 1:9). The meaning of zöhelet is uncertain. but it is usually connected with zähal, ‘to withdraw, crawl away’. From this, some would interpret the phrase as ‘the stone of slipping’ and connect it with a steep and slippery rock slope, called by the Arabs zahweileh, or some neighbouring surface, near Siloam. The translation ‘serpent’s stone’ may be linked with a possible identification of *En-rogel with the Jackal’s Well (Ne. 2:13).

Bibliography. J. Simons, Jerusalem in the Old Testament, 1952, pp. 160-162.    t.c.m.

SERVANT OF THE LORD.

I. In the Old Testament

a.    The ‘Servant Songs'

B. Duhm’s commentary on Isaiah (1892) dis-tinguished four passages which have since been re-garded as the ‘Servant Songs’: Is. 42:1-4; 49:1-6; 50:4-9; 52:13-53:12. Some scholars (e.g. S. Mow-inckel) have gone so far as to assign these passages to a separate author and period from the surround-ing text. Modern scholarship is generally agreed, however, that they are an integral part of Isaiah 40fT., with many echoes in neighbouring passages. The term ‘servant’ (’ebed) occurs as frequently out-side Duhm’s selected passages as within them (e.g. Is. 41:8f.; 43:10; 44:lf, 21; 45:4; 48:20), with refer-ence to the nation of Israel. It is also used in the OT for individuals in a close relationship with God, such as the Patriarchs, prophets and kings, and particularly Moses and David (e.g. Gn. 26:24; Ex. 14:31; Dt. 34:5; 2 Sa. 7:5; Is. 20:3; Am. 3:7). But in the ‘Servant Songs’ a distinctive conception of ‘servanthood’ comes into sharper focus, so that without divorcing these passages from their con-text most scholars continue to speak of a ‘Servant figure’ as a distinct element in the prophet’s mes-sage; and the most distinctive element in this figure is that of obedient, undeserved suflfering, leading to death, as the means of taking away the sin of his people and ‘making many to be accounted righteous’.

For a fuller treatment of the character and mis-sion of the Servant in the context of the message of Is. 40fT., see * Messiah, I. b. I.

b.    The identity of the Servant

The following are the main lines of interpretation suggested.

1.    Collective. The explicit description of Israel as God’s ‘servant’ both in the ‘Servant Songs’ (Is. 49:3) and in the surrounding text leads many to regard the Songs as a description of the prophet’s ideal for Israel, identifying the Servant either as the nation as a whole or, more probably, a pious rem-nant within the nation, with a mission to Israel (49:5f), involving suffering to redeem the whole nation (53:4—6, 8, 1 lfi).

2.    Individual. The language about the Servant is often strongly individual, describing the birth, suffering, death and eventual triumph of what is apparently a person rather than a group. Various historical identifications have been proposed, such as Moses, Jeremiah, Cyrus, Zerubbabel or the prophet himself. But the traditional interpretation, Jewish and Christian, is that the Servant is an ideal individual figure of the future, God’s agent in redeeming his people, i.e. the * Messiah. In later Palestinian Judaism this was the dominant interpretation (Hellenistic Judaism was apparently more favourable to a collective interpretation), so that the ‘Targum of Jonathan on Is. 53, while clearly embarrassed by the idea of Messianic suffering to the extern of drastically reconstructing the text to eliminate this implication, still explicitly identifies the Servant as the Messiah (see text in Zimmerli and Jeremias, The Servant of God1, pp. 69-71; and for other early Jewish interpretations, ibid, pp. 37-79).

3.    Cultic. Some Scandinavian scholars find the background to the Servant in the Babylonian myth of the dying and rising god * Tammuz and its as-sociated liturgy. The Servant would then be a mythological concept rather than a historically identifiable figure or group. The existence of such myth and ritual in Israel is, however, highly debatable.

4.    ‘Corporate personality’. Interpretations 1 and 2 above reflect important characteristics of the texts: both collective and individual aspects are clearly present in the Servant figure. Most scholars today tend, therefore, to look for an exegesis simi-lar to H. W. Robinson’s concept of ‘corporate personality’, i.e. the recognition that in the OT an individual (e.g. king or father) may represent and embody the group of which he is the head, so that he both is that group and yet can also be placed over against it as its leader. So the Servant is Israel (49:3), he sums up in himself all that Israel repre-sents, and yet he is an individual with a mission to Israel (49:5f.) and his experiences on their behalf are the object of the nation’s interest (53:1-6). The close juxtaposition of 49:3 and 49:5f. shows that these two aspects of the Servant are inseparable. The individual character of the Servant is most clearly expressed in 52:13-53:12, so that in this passage ‘what began as a personification (has) become a person’ (Rowley), and here all the em-phasis is on the vicarious nature of his suffering as a substitute for his people. But this role is only possible because he is Israel, as its representative head.

II. In the New Testament

Some recent scholarship (esp. M. D. Hooker; also

C. K. Barrett, C. F. D. Moule) has argued that the Servant figure was a minor element in the NT understanding of Jesus’ redemptive work, and that the OT ground for his role of suffering and rejec-tion was found rather in the ‘son of man’ of Dn. 7. It is pointed out that relatively few formal quota-tions from Servant passages occur in the NT, and that several of these quotations are of parts of the Songs which do not speak explicitly of suffering, or at least of redemptive suffering.

It is not legitimate, however, to restrict con-sideration to formal quotations, as allusive refer-ences are if anything even more impressive evi-dence of the influence of the Servant figure, and even where the words alluded to are not directly concerned with redemptive suffering, it is hard to believe that these passages could be referred to with no thought of their most distinctive theme and of its relevance to the mission of Jesus. Above all, it is indisputable that Is. 53 is by far the clear-est indication of Messianic suffering in the OT, so that even if no explicit allusions to the Servant occurred, it would be very likely that this was the main source (together with certain psalms and parts of Zc. 9-13) of the repeated conviction that the Messiah must suffer, because ‘it is written’ of him. No such role of Messianic suffering is explicit in Dn. 7, nor did Contemporary Jewish exegesis find it there.

In fact the explicit evidence of the influence of the Servant figure (esp. Is. 53, where the redemptive element is emphatic) is far from negligible.

a.    In the teaching of Jesus

Is. 53:12 is explicitly quoted in Lk. 22:37. There are further clear allusions to Is. 53:10-12 in Mk. 10:45 and 14:24. Mk. 9:12 probably echoes Is. 53:3, and other possible allusions have been found in Mt. 3:15 (cf. Is. 53:11), Lk. 11:22 (cf. Is. 53:12; not a very likely allusion) and in the use of paradidosthai (‘be delivered’) in Mk. 9:31; 10:33; 14:21 (cf Is. 53:12). ln addition the voice at Jesus’ baptism (Mk. 1:11), outlining his mission in terms of Is. 42:1, must have influenced Jesus’ thinking.

Note the concentration in these allusions on Is. 53, and particularly on vv. 10-12 where the re-demptive role of the Servant is most explicit. In Mk. 10:45 and 14:24 in particular the vicarious and redemptive character of Jesus’ death is stressed, in terms drawn from Is. 53.

b.    In the rest of the New Testament

The actual title ‘servant’ (pais) is confined to Peter’s Speech in Acts 3:13, 26 and the prayer of the church in Acts 4:27, 30, but the influence of the Servant figure is clear also in 1 Pet. 2:21-25; 3:18, suggesting that it featured prominently in Peter’s understanding of Jesus’ mission. Paul’s explan-ations of Christ’s redemptive work often contain ideas, and sometimes verbal allusions, which sug-gest that he too saw Jesus’ work foreshadowed in Is. 53. (See e.g. Phil. 2:6-11; Rom. 4:25; 5:19; 8:3f., 32-34; 1 Cor. 15:3; 2 Cor. 5:21.) The use of ‘lamb of God’ by John (1:29, 36) also probably shows the influence of Is. 53:7. Heb. 9:28, ‘to bear the sins of many’, echoes Is. 53:12.

There are also a number of formal quotations from Servant passages, with reference to Jesus and the gospel, v/'z. Mt. 8:17; 12:18-21; Jn. 12:38; Acts 8:32f.; Rom. 10:16; 15:21. None of these is with specific reference to Jesus’ redemptive work, and some focus on other aspects of his mission, but all testify further to the early church’s conviction that the Servant figure, and particularly Is. 53, was a divinely ordained pattem for the Messianic mission of Jesus.

Bibliography. For the whole article: W. Zim-merli and J. Jeremias, The Servant of God1, 1965 (=TDNT 5, pp. 654-717).

For section I: C. R. North, The Suffering Servant in Deutero-Isaiah, 1948; H. H. Rowley, The Servant of the Lord, 1952, pp. 1-88; H. Blocher, Songs of the Servant, 1975; D. J. A. Clines, I. He. We and They. A Lilerary Approach to Isaiah 53, 1976; J. E. Goldingay, God1's Prophet. God's Servant, 1984, pp. 77-159; R. N. Whybray, Thanksgiving for a Liber-ated Prophet: an Interpretation of Isaiah Chapter 53, 1978; J. D. W. Watts, Isaiah (Word Biblical Themes), 1989, pp. 47-109.

For section II: C. K. Barrett, in A. J. B. Higgins (ed.), New Testament Essays, 1959, pp. 1-18; O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, 1959. pp. 51-82; M. D. Hooker, Jesus and the Servant. 1959; C. F. D. Moule, The Phenomenon of the New Testament, 1967, pp. 82-99; R. T. France, TynB 19, 1968, pp. 26-52; idem. Jesus and the Old Testament, 1971, pp. 110-132; J. Jeremias, New Testament Theology 1, 1971, pp. 286-299; D. J. Moo, The Old Testament in the Gospel Passion Narratives, 1983. pp. 79-172; D. Juel, Messianic Exegesis, 1988, pp. 119-133.    r.t.f.

SETH. 1. The third son of Adam and Eve, born after the murder of Abel, and called Seth (sef) be-cause, Eve said, ‘God has appointed (säl) me an-other seed instead of Abel’ (Gn. 4:25). It was through Seth that the genealogy of Noah passed (Gn. 5:3-4; 1 Ch. 1:1; Lk. 3:38). His son Enosh was born when he was 105 years old (MT and SP; lxx reads 205) and he lived to the great age of 912 years (MT, SP and lxx agree; Gn. 4:26; 5:6-8). The individual in the Sumerian King List, Alalgar, who corresponds to Seth is credited with a reign of 36,000 years.

2. An unknown individual whose name is ren-dered Sheth (Nu. 24:17, av and rsv; rv gives ‘tumult’), the ancestor of a people mentioned by Balaam as enemies of Israel.    t.c.m.

SEVEN WORDS, THE. The ‘seven words’ are so reckoned by bringing the data of all four Gospels together and identifying the ‘loud cry’ of Mk. 15:37 with one of the articulate utterances quoted by another Evangelist.

The first of the words spoken by our Lord from the cross (Lk. 23:34) reveals a love that is utterly unexpected and utterly undeserved. He prayed for the Roman soldiers and even, as Peter suggests (Acts 3:17), for the religious guides of the nation. (This saying is omitted by some ancient witnesses to the text, but the omission is probably due to an editor who considered that the events of ad 70 showed that God had not forgiven the Jewish au-thorities who accused Jesus before Pilate, as though the prayer had them in view.)

The second word was spoken to the penitent brigand (Lk. 23:43), who, beyond the cross, saw the crown and the coming glory, and who said, ‘Jesus, remember me when you come in your kingly power’ (v. 42). To him Jesus said in effect, ‘Not far down the ages, but before the sun sets, you will be with me in the bliss of Paradise’.

The third word (Jn. 19:25-27), comprising say-ings addressed both to the mother of Jesus and to the beloved disciple, proves that we have in Jesus the supreme example of a ‘heart at leisure from itself, to soothe and sympathize’. Though suffering severe physical pain and enduring far more awful agony of soul, he thought of his mother and made Provision for her future. The sword was piercing her heart (Lk. 2:35), but the tender words of her Son must have brought to her deep comfort and healing.

The first three words were spoken during the bright morning hours before noon. The fourth awe-inspiring word (Mt. 27:46; Mk. 15:34) was probably spoken by Jesus as the mysterious, supernatural 3 hours’ darkness was lifting (*Eloi, Eloi, Lama Sabachthani).

The fifth word (Jn. 19:28) followed close upon the fourth. It is the only word that speaks of physical suffering. Jesus had refused a drugged drink (Mk. 15:23), but he accepted another kind of drink, in order to moisten his parched throat and lips, so that, with a loud voice, he might make the declaration contained in the sixth word. The Evangelist notes the fulfilment of Ps. 69:21b.

That word (Jn. 19:30) consists of one com-prehensive Gk. verb, tetelestai, Tt is finished’. It is the cry, not of a vanquished victim but of a Victor, who has finished the work he had to do, has ful-filled all the OT prophecies and types, and has once for all offered the one final sacrifice for sin (Heb. 10:12).

In the final word (Lk. 23:46) Jesus quoted Ps. 31:5, traditionally the pious Jew’s evening prayer.

The redeemed are so really brothers of the Re-deemer (Heb. 2:11-13) that, in the moment of dying, they can use the same language, as they commend their souls into the hands of the Father—his Father, and their Father in him.

Bibliography. V. Taylor, Jesus and His Sacri-fice, 1937, pp. 157ff., 197fT.; R. G. Turnbull, The Seven Words frotn the Cross, 1956.    a.r.

F.F.B.

SEVENEH. The rv, asv rendering of the MT s'weneh (Egyp. Swn, ‘place of harter’, ‘market’, Coptic Suan, Arab. ’Aswän) in Ezk. 29:10; 30:6, where av, rsv retain the classical form, ‘Syene. Located on the first cataract of the Nile, Syene (modern ’Aswän) marked the boundary between Egypt and Ethiopia. ‘Front Migdol (‘tower’ in av, rv) to Syene’ means ‘the length of Egypt from N to S’. MT s'weneh should be read s'wenä or s'wänä, the ä signifying direction: ‘to Syene’. A border fortress and a base for expeditions up the Nile, a terminus for river traffic and a source of red gran-ite for Egyp. monuments (Syenite), Syene was of special importance to the Jews because of its prox-imity to the island of Elephantine, which housed a colony of Jews who sought refuge in Egypt after Jerusalem feil (587 bc). The Qumran ms of Is. sug-gests that ‘Syenites’ should replace sinim (Is. 49:12); lxx reads Syene for Sin in Ezk. 30:16.

Bibliography. BA 15, 1952, pp. 50-68; B. Porten, Archives from Elephantine, 1968.

D.A.H.

SHAALBIM. A village inhabited by Amorites near Mt Heres and Aijalon when they withstood the Danites. Later the Amorites were subjugated by the house of Joseph (Jdg. 1:35). With Makaz, Beth-shemesh and Elon-beth-Hanan, Shaalbim formed part of Solomon’s second administrative district (1 Ki. 4:9). It is almost certainly the same as Shaalabbin, included with Aijalon in the list of Dan’s territory (Jos. 19:42), and Shaalbon, the house of Eliahba, one of David’s warriors (2 Sa. 23:32; 1 Ch. 11:33). Because of the similar area covered it has been suggested that Shaalbim of Jdg. 1:35; 1 Ki. 4:9 may also be the same place. The Position of modern SelbTt, 5 km NW of Aijalon and 13 km N of Beth-shemesh, suits all these con-texts well, though the name is philologically different. Shaalbim, etc., may mean ‘haunt of foxes’.

D.J.W.

SHAARAIM (Heb. sa‘"raim). 1. On the line of the Philistine flight from Azekah, before the parting of the ways to Gath and Ekron (1 Sa. 17:52). This is compatible with Jos. 15:36. See GTT, p. 318. 2. In 1 Ch. 4:31, for ‘Sharuhen.    j.p.u.l.

SHADOW (Heb. sei, ‘shadow’, ‘shade’, ‘defence’; Gk. skia, ‘a shade’, ‘a shadow’; both words with derivative forms). The representation made by any solid body interposing between the sun or light and another body. As a shadow is constantly varying tili at last, perhaps suddenly, it ceases to be, so are our days unsubstantial and fleeting, our death sudden (1 Ch. 29:15; Jb. 14:2; 17:7). Darkness and gloominess are associated with shadows, and thus with ‘the shadow of death’ (Jb. 3:5; 16:16; 24:17;

Ps. 23:4), though this common interpretation of Heb. salmüt is strictly inaccurate and should be rendered ‘deep darkness’, as usually in rsv.

As a man can find welcome relief in the shade from the scorching heat (cf. Jon. 4:5-6), so the rule and shelter of the Almighty are called a shadow (La. 4:20; Ezk. 31:6; Ps. 91:1; Is. 25:4; cf. Ct. 2:3). The servant’s eagerly anticipated time for stopping work is called the ‘shadow’ (Jb. 7:2). In contrast to the signs of approaching desolation and ruin, the ‘shadows of evening’ (Je. 6:4), the day of everlasting glory is when ‘the shadows flee’ (Ct. 2:17).

The ancient ceremonies are called a ‘shadow of the good things to come’ (Heb. 10:1; cf. Col. 2:17). The unchangeableness of God is contrasted with the ‘play of passing shadows’ (Jas. 1:17, neb). ln Heb. 9:5 av ‘shadowing’ (rsv ‘overshadowing’) comes from kataskiazö, ‘to (cause a) shadow’ or ‘to shade fully’ (cf. Heb. sälal).    j.d.d.

SHALEM. A word treated by av as the name of a place near Shechem, which was visited by Jacob (Gn. 33:18). rv (‘in peace’) and rsv (‘safely’), how-ever, prefer to take it in an adverbial sense, from the verb sälern, ‘to be complete, sound’, and this appears to make better sense. The word sälem, identical in form, does occur as a place-name in connection with Melchizedek, but is given as ‘Salem in evv.    t.c.m.

SHALISHAH. The district reached by Saul after passing through the hills of Ephraim and before reaching the land of Shaalim, or * Salim, in pursuit of his father’s lost asses (1 Sa. 9:4). The place seems to have had its own deity or shrine, Baal-shalishah (2 Ki. 4:42). Since the places in conjunc-tion with which Shalishah is cited are of uncertain location, its own Situation is not known. Conder proposed the ruins of Khirbet Kefr Thilth, 30 km NE of Jaffa.    d.j.w.

SHALLUM (Heb. salhim, sallunt). 1. A Jerahmeel-ite through the line of an ancestress who married an Egyp. slave (1 Ch. 2:40-41; cf. vv. 34-35). 2. A descendant of Korah who served under David as chief gatekeeper at the King’s Gate in the sanctu-ary (1 Ch. 9:17-19; Ezr. 2:42). Apparently this was an inherited position of some importance (cf. Ezr. 2:42; Ne. 7:45). Possibly a short form of Meshe-lemiah (1 Ch. 26:1; 9:21) and of Selemiah (26:14).

3. Son of Jabesh and 16th king of the N kingdom of Israel (c. 745 bc). By assassinating ‘Zechariah, son of ‘Jeroboam II, he brought an end to the dynasty of *Jehu (2 Ki. 15:10), thus fulfilling prophecy (10:30; cf. 15:12). He was killed in turn in Samaria by * Menahem after a reign of only 1 month (15:13-15). 4. The husband of ‘Huldah, the prophetess who was ‘keeper of the wardrobe’ (2 Ki. 22:14; 2 Ch. 34:22). 5. Son of ‘Josiah (1 Ch. 3:15; Je. 22:11) and 18th king of Judah (c. 609 bc) whose throne-name was ‘Jehoahaz. He was de-posed after a 3-month reign (2 Ki. 23:31). 6. An Aaronide predecessor of ‘Ezra (Ezr. 7:2; cf. 1 Ch. 6:12-13). Possibly an abbreviated form of Meshul-lam (1 Ch. 9:11; Ne. 11:11; 12:13).

The various forms of this name are based on the same root in different nominal patterns.

d.w.b

SHALMAN. The person who sacked Beth-arbel (Ho. 10:14). This action was sufficiently well known to serve as a warning to Israel. It is gener-ally assumed that this could be a reference to •Shalmaneser V, the Assyr. king who besieged Samaria in 725-723 bc. In this event Arbel might be Arbela, W of Galilee (1 Macc. 9:2). But against this, Shalmaneser’s name is elsewhere written fully and the Galilee area feil to Tiglath-pileser III in 734-732 bc. Thus Shalman may refer to Salamanu, king of Moab, mentioned in the annals of •Tiglath-pileser. Identification remains uncertain.

D.J.W.

SHALMANESER (Heb. salman’eser\ Gk. Sal-mennasar; Assyr. Sulmanu-asaridu, ‘the god Sulman is chief’). The Heb. may have been read slmn'sr (JSS 21, 1976, p. 8).

Shalmaneser was the name borne by several rulers of *Assyria. The king of Assyria to whom Hoshea of Israel became subject (2 Ki. 17:3) was Shalmaneser V (727-722 bc), son of Tiglath-pileser III. When Hoshea failed to pay tribute in his 7th regnal year Shalmaneser began a 3-year siege of the Israelite Capital * Samaria. There are no annals of this king extant, but the Assyr. Eponym List records the siege and the Bab. Chron-icle says that Shalmaneser ‘broke (the resistance of) the city of Shamara’in'. It is likely that the ‘king of Assyria’ to whom the city feil (2 Ki. 17:6) was this same Shalmaneser, though the final cap-ture of the city is claimed by his successor Sargon II in 722/1 bc. It is possible that Sargon usurped the throne during the siege and continued the campaign (DOTT, pp. 58-63).

Shalmaneser III, king of Assyria 859-824 bc, frequently raided the W, and the first recorded Assyr. contact with the Israelites is found in his Annals. In 853 bc he fought a coalition of Syrian kings under Irhuleni of Hamath and Hadadezer of Damascus at Qarqar. Among their allies was ‘Ahab the Israelite’, who, according to the Assyr-ians, provided 2,000 chariots and 10,000 men as his contribution. The Assyr. advance was temporary and Shalmaneser did not return for 3 years (1 Ki. 16:29;20:20; 22:1).

In his account of operations against Syria in 841 bc, Shalmaneser III Claims to have defeated Hazael of Damascus (see 1 Ki. 19:15). He did not, how-ever, capture the city and moved via the Hauran to the Lebanon, where he received tribute from ‘Jehu, son of Omri’, an event not mentioned in the OT portrayed on the Black Obelisk from Nimrud (* Calah).

Bibliography. CAH\ 3, 1978.    d.j.w.

SHAME. The Eng. word and its cognates appear about 190 times in OT and 46 times in NT. These occurrences are translations of original forms rep-resenting at least 10 different Heb. and 7 different Gk. roots and a considerably larger number of Heb. and Gk. words.

Two main meanings can be distinguished: de-scriptions of States of mind, and descriptions of physical States. The States of mind may be classified into three broad categories: first, those where an individual is or might be the object of contempt, derision or humiliation; second, those where he feels bashfulness or shyness; third, those where he feels respect or awe. The physical States involve a degree of exposure or nudity, or the words are used as euphemisms for the sexual Organs.

The most frequent usage by far involves the ideas connected with contempt, derision and humiliation. Shame follows when the law of God is disregarded or forgotten (Ho. 4:6-7). God sends it upon the enemies of his people (Ps. 132:18). It is the result of sin and is removed in the day of liberty and restoration (Is. 61:7). It appears at times to be a punishment (Ps. 44:7, 9, 15). In contrast, it is also sometimes a positive preventive manifestation of the grace of God (Ezk. 43:10). It may induce positive action (Jdg. 3:25). False shame at that which is not shameful, viz. allegiance to Christ, is to be avoided (Mk. 8:38). There is also a figurative use of the term, as in Is. 24:23 and in Jude 13.

The usage representing shyness or bashfulness is not as important, since it occurs infrequently. A clear example is the Statement concerning the man and his wife before the fall in Gn. 2:25. The usage which represents awe or respect is also rare. An OT instance is Ezr. 9:6; and there is the apostolic in-junction of 1 Tim. 2:9. In the former instance the common Heb. root bös, which appears on over 90 other occasions in the OT text in the Qal stem alone, is used; whereas 1 Tim. 2:9 is the only pas-sage where aidös occurs in the NT.

The uses of the words with a physical reference are concerned with nakedness. These occurrences are not frequent.

The biblical concept of shame is basically that of the mental state of humiliation due to sin, and to departure from the law of God, which brings obloquy and rejection by both God and man. The development of the concept is most extensive in the prophets and in the Pauline Epistles. The refer-ences to matters connected with sex are illustrative or figurative, and do not indicate that there is any more basic connection between shame and sexual functions than between shame and other functions which may occasion embarrassment by sinful use.

Bibliography. R. Bultmann, TDNT l,pp. 189— 191; H.-G. Link, E. Tiedtke, NIDNTT3, pp. 561-564.    p.w.

SHAMGAR (Heb. samgar, probably from Hurrian simiqarf). A personal name repeatedly attested in Nuzian texts (cf. R. H. Pfeiffer and E. A. Speiser, AASOR 16, 1936, p. 161), called ‘the son of Anath’ (Jdg. 3:31; 5:6), i.e. a native of Beth-anath (pre-sumably a S Beth-anath; cf. Jos. 15:59). His killing of 600 Philistines must belong to the earliest period of Philistine Settlement in Canaan, since the reference to him in the Song of Deborah (Jdg. 5:6) indicates that he fiourished before the battle of Kishon (c. 1125 bc). The ox-goad (Heb. malmäd) with which he wrought such havoc would have a metal tip which was sharpened as required (*Goad). He is not described as ajudge of Israel— indeed, he may well have been a Canaanite—but his exploit afforded the neighbouring Israelites some relief. Some lxx and other recensions repeat Jdg. 3:31 at the end of ch. 16, in a more ‘Philistine’ context. J. Garstang’s surmise that Shamgar is identical with Ben-anath, a Syrian sea-captain and son-in-law of Rameses II (c. 1260 bc) is not con-vincing (Joshua-Judges, 1931, pp. 63f, 284ff.); still less so is Sir C. Marston’s Suggestion that ‘The Ox-goad’ was the name of his ship (The Bible is True, 1934, pp. 247fT).

Bibliography. G. F. Moore, ‘Shamgar and Sisera’, JAOS 9, 1898, pp. 159t'.; F. C. Fensham, JNES 20, 1961, pp. 197-198; B. Maisler, ‘Shamgar ben Anath’, PEQ 66, 1934, pp. !92fT.; E. Danelius, JNES 22, 1963, pp. 191-193.    f.f.b.

SHAMMAH. 1. A tribal chieftain (Heb. ’allüp) of Edom, descended (Vom Esau (Gn. 36:17). 2. A brolher of King David, and son of Jesse (1 Sa. 16:9). Variant forms of the name are Shammua, Shimea, Shimeah, Shimeam and Shimei. 3. One of the outstanding three of David’s warriors (2 Sa. 23:11), described as a Hararite. The Shammah of 2 Sa. 23:30 is almost certainly the same man, but there are textual problems; cf. neb. 4. Another of David’s warriors, a Harodite (2 Sa. 23:25). I Ch. 11:27 renders his name as Shammoth (a plural form of the name), and the Shamhuth of 1 Ch. 27:8 may well be the same man.    d.f.p.

SHAPHAN. 1. The son of Azaliah who was state secretary (av ‘scribe’) to Josiah. Hilkiah reported to him the discovery of the book of the law in the Temple (2 Ki. 22:3; 2 Ch. 34:8-24). He read from this book before Josiah who sent him to the prophetess Huldah. Shaphan was father of at least three sons. (i) Ahikam who assisted the prophet Jer-emiah (2 Ki. 22:12; 2 Ch. 34:20; Je. 26:24); (ii) Elasah who, with another man, was entrusted by Jeremiah with a letter to the exiles in Babylonia (Je. 29:3); (iii) Gemariah who tried to prevent Jehoi-akim from burning the scroll containing Jeremiah’s prophecies (Je. 36:10-12, 25). Shaphan had as grandsons Micaiah (Je. 36:11, 13) and Gedaliah, the governor of Judah after the Babylonian inva-sions of 589-587 bc, who helped Jeremiah (Je. 39:14).

2. The father of Jaazaniah, seen sacrificing to idols in Ezekiel’s vision (Ezk. 8:11).

Even if the name is to be connected with Heb. säpän, ‘rock-badger’, there is no evidence that it betokens totem worship (as G. B. Gray, Hebrew Proper Names, 1896, p. 103).    d.j.w.

SHAPHIR (av Saphir). A town in the Philistine plain against which Micah prophesied (Mi. 1:11). The exact site is uncertain, but may be one of the three hut settlements es-Süäfir near Ashdod. The identification of Shaphir with Shamir (Jos. 15:48; Jdg. 10:1-2) is tenuous.    r.j.w.

SHAREZER. 1. A brother of Adrammelech who with him murdered their father Sennacherib in 681 bc (2 Ki. 19:37; Is. 37:38). His name is known only from this reference and is probably an abbreviation from the Assyr.-Bab. sar-usur, ‘He has protected the king’, normally prefixed by the name of a deity. By reference to Nergilus in the account by Abyde-nus of the same event Nergal-sharezer has been proposed. Johns considered the name a corruption of Szar-etir-AsSur, the known name of a son of Sennacherib. Alternatively, a Nabü-Sar-usur, governor of Marqasi and eponym for the year 682 bc, may be in mind.

2. A Contemporary of Zechariah who inquired concerning the propriety of continuing the fast celebrating the anniversary of the destruction of the Temple (Zc. 7:2). Because the text is difficult

(see Rvmg.) it has been suggested that ‘the people of Bethel’ may imply that the full name was the common Belshazzar (Bab. Bel-sar-usur) or Bethel-sharezer.    d.j.w.

SHARON (Heb. särön; ‘Saron’, Acts 9:35, av) means a level place or plain. It comprises the larg-est of the Coastal plains in N Palestine. Lying be-tween the extensive marshes of the lower Crocodile river (Nähr ez-Zerka) and the valley of Aijalon and Joppa in the S, it runs some 80 km N-S and is 15 km wide. Its features have been largely deter-mined by the Pleistocene shorelines and deposits. Inland from the beit of recent sand-dunes which divert and choke some of the Coastal rivers, rises a zone of Mousterian red sands to c. 60 m. forming in the N a continuous beit of some 30 km. For-merly, this zone was thickly forested with oaks, probably Quercus infectoria. and today this is one of the richest agricultural districts of Israel, plant-ed with citrus groves. Inland from the beit of Mousterian sands, the streams have partially ex-cavated a longitudinal trough along the foothills of an earlier Pleistocene shoreline. The river valleys, especially in the N of this trough, tended to be marshy until modern drainage developments. In the past, only in the S border of Sharon was the land more favourable for Settlement, and it is clear that most of Sharon was never colonized by the Israelites (but Teil Qasile, N of Joppa, was founded

c. 1200 bc). In the N, Socoh, a district centre under Solomon (1 Ki. 4:10), and Gilgal, seat of the petty kings defeated by Joshua (Jos. 12:23), lay in the Samaritan foothills E of the plain.

References to Lod and Ono in the S, which were both fortified outposts (1 Ch. 8:12; Ezr. 2:33; Ne. 7:37), and ‘the valley of the craftsmen’ separating them (Ne. 11:35;«/. 1 Sa. 13:19-20) appear to indi-cate they were settled by the returning exiles.

The ‘majesty’ of Sharon (Is. 35:2), like the ‘jungle’ of Jordan (Je. 12:5; 49:19), would suggest the dense Vegetation cover rather than the fertility which Sharon has subsequently proved to possess in its Pleistocene sands, now under orange groves. For Settlement it has long remained a ‘desert’ (Is. 33:9), and was used only for pasturage (1 Ch. 5:16; Is. 65:10). It was here that Shitrai supervised King David’s flocks (1 Ch. 27:29). The Tose of Sharon’ (Ct. 2:1-3) suggests the flowers (’Plants) of the dense undergrowth. Four red flowers still follow each other in quick succession, an anemone (Anemone coronaria), a buttercup (Ranunculus asi-aticus), a tulip (Tulipa montana) and a poppy (Papa ver sp ).

Bibliography. D. Baly, The Geography of the Bible, 1957, pp. 133-137.    j.m.h.

SHARUHEN. A Simeonite Settlement (Jos. 19:6). Egyp. sources mention Srhn, a Hyksos fortress which resisted Ahmose for 3 years c. 1550 bc, barring his way to further conquests; usually identified with Teil e!-Far‘a, 24 km S of Gaza (NEAEHL, pp. 441-444). Petrie’s brief excavation revealed a strong Philistine occupation. The Joshua context also suits Teil el-Huweilfeh, Vi km N of Khirbet Rammamein (Ain Rimmon?), proposed earlier by Albright, JPOS 4, 1924, p. 135. See also A. Kempinski, IEJ 24, 1974, pp. 145-152; W. Shea, IEJ 29, 1979, pp. 1-5; J. M. Weinstein, BASOR 241, 1981, pp. 7f.    j.p.u.l.

SHAUL (Heb. saül, ‘asked for’). In Heb., the same as *‘Saul’. 1. A king of Edom (1 Ch. 1:48-49; cf Gn. 36:37-38), belonging to Rehoboth. 2. A son of Simeon by a Canaanitess (Gn. 46:10), from whom the Shaulites took their name (Nu. 26:13). 3. A son of Kohath (1 Ch. 6:24), called ‘Joel’ in 1 Ch. 6:36.

G.W.G.

SHAVEH, VALLEY OF. A valley near Salem (Gn. 14:17f.), also known as ‘the King’s Valley’, where Absalom raised his memorial pillar (2 Sa. 18:18). If Salem is Jerusalem, the site may be at the top of the Valley of Hinnom. But an ancient Jewish trad-ition reads s-r-h, another Word meaning ‘king’, for s-w-h (‘Shaveh’). (This involves only one slight consonantal change.)    d.f.p.

SHAVSHA. The name of a secretary of state under David (2 Sa. 8:17, where he is called Ser-aiah). He is called Shisha in 1 Ki. 4:3, Shavsha in 1 Ch. 18:16, and Sheva in 2 Sa. 20:25. Following de Vaux, Grollenberg (Atlas of the Bible) suggests that the form which must underlie these names indi-cates that the official was an Egyptian. His eldest son’s name, Elihoreph, could mean ‘my god is the Nile (god)’, or in its lxx form Elihaph, ‘my god is Apis’. If so, then the Egyp. father gave his son a hybrid name, the first element being Heb. but the second expressing his allegiance to the religion of his Egyp. ancestors. This would further suggest that David brought in Egyptians to fill Offices in his kingdom, organizing it at least in part on Egyp. models. But both of these names (and their bearers) may in fact be Semitic; if so, the evidence for Egyp. influence in the Organization of David’s kingdom is then much less.

T. N. D. Mettinger (Solomonic State Officials, 1971, pp. 25-30), largely following A. Cody (RB 72, 1965, pp. 381-393), explains Shavsha as a mis-understood corruption of the Egyp. title sh-?, ‘secretary’ (‘scribe of letters’); while possible, the as-sumed phonetic changes are highly dubious.

Bibliography. KB, p. 958 (s.v. ‘Shavsha’); K. A. Kitchen, VT Suppl. 40, 1988, pp. 112-113; G. H. Jones, 1 and 2 Kings, NCBC, 1984, p. 135; P. K. McCarter, Jr„ II Samuel, AB, 1984, pp. 254, 433.

R.A.H.G.

K.A.K.

SHEAR-JASHLB. A symbolical name (‘a rem-nant will return’) given to one of Isaiah’s sons to express the truth that out of the judgment God would save a remnant (e.g. Is. 1:9). When Isaiah went to Ahaz, Shear-jashub accompanied him as a reminder that the nation, even at that dark time, would not completely perish (Is. 7:3). e.j.y.

SHEBA. 1. A city (Heb. seba') in the territory al-lotted to Simeon in S Palestine near Beersheba and Moladah (Jos. 19:2; MT at 1 Ch. 4:28 omits it in the parallel list, but lxx has ‘Santa’), lxx reads ‘Samaa’ in ms B (cf. Jos. 15:26) and ‘Sabee’ in ms A.

S. Cohen (IDB, 4, p. 311) suggests that Sheba (‘seven’) was named for the seven lantbs with which Abraham made covenant with Abimelech (Gn. 21:28-29) and may have been the older part of Beersheba.

2. A Benjaminite (seba’) who rcvolted unsuccess-fully against David after Absalom’s death (2 Sa. 20:1-2, 6-7, 10, 21-22). 3. A leader (seba) of the tribe of Gad (1 Ch. 5:13). 4. A descendant (Tba) of Cush through Raamah (Gn. 10:7; 1 Ch. 1:9); brother of *Dedan. 5. A descendant (s‘bä) of Shem through Joktan (Gn. 10:28; 1 Ch. 1:22). 6. Son of Jokshan (s'ba) and grandson of Abraham and Keturah (Gn. 25:3; 1 Ch. 1:32); brother of Dedan.

7. The land (s'ba) whose queen (* Sheba, Queen of) visited Solomon (1 Ki. 10:1 ff.; 2 Ch. 9:1 ff.) was in all probability the home of the Sabaeans in SW Arabia. J. A. Montgomery (ICC, Kings, 1951, pp. 215f.) contends that the Sabaeans were still in N Arabia in the 10th Century bc although they con-trolled the trade routes from S Arabia. On the other hand, J. Bright (History of Israel1, 1972, p. 211), while recognizing that the Sabaeans were ori-ginally camel nomads, affirms, with greater probability, that by Solomon’s time they had settled in the E area of what is modern Yemen. So also G. W. Van Beek, IDB, 4, p. 145.

The relationship between the Sabaeans and the three Shebas mentioned in Gn. is by no means clear. They may be distinct tribes, but the similar-ities among the groupings are striking: Raamah’s sons (Gn. 10:7, Hamites, bear the same names as Abraham’s grandsons—Sheba and Dedan (25:3); both Cush, the Hamite (10:7), and Joktan, the Semite, have descendants named Sheba and Havi-lah (10:28-29). The Table of »Nations in Gn. 10 may reflect both the Semitic origin of the Sabaeans and also the fact that they settled in close proxim-ity to Hamitic groups, i.e. Egyptians and Ethiopi-ans. Indeed, classical Abyssinian culture testifies to a biending of Hamitic and Semitic elements, and the role that S Arabians who crossed the Bab al-Mandab as traders and colonists played in shaping this culture is impressive.

It is as traders or raiders (Jb. 1:15, although E. Dhorme, Job, E.T. 1967, p. xxv, identifies Sheba here with an area near Tema and Dedan, oases substantially N of the Sabaean homeland) that the OT most frequently speaks of the people of Sheba. Gold (1 Ki. 10:2; Ps. 72:15; Is. 60:6), frankincense (Is. 60:6; Je. 6:20), spices and jeweis (1 Ki. 10:2; Ezk. 27:22) were brought to N markets in their caravans (Jb. 6:19). Commercial opportunists, they were not above engaging in slave trade according to Joel 3:8 (where less preferably lxx reads ‘into captivity’ for ‘to the Sabaeans’). This extensive trading activity apparently led the Sabaeans to found colonies at various oases in N Arabia. These served as caravan bases and probably gave the colonists a degree of control over the N area. Testi-mony to intercourse between Sheba and Canaan is found in a S Arabian clay stamp (c. 9th Century bc) unearthed at Bethel (BASOR 151, 1958, pp. 9-

16).

The most prominent of the Arab States (which included Hadramaut, Ma‘In and Qatabän) during the first half of the Ist millennium bc, Sheba was ruled by mukarribs, priest-kings, who supervised both the political affairs and the polytheistic wor-ship of the sun, moon and star gods. Explorations by the University of Louvain with H. St J. Philby (1951-2) and the American Foundation for the Study of Man (1950-3) found some outstanding examples of Sabaean art and architecture, espe-cially the temple of the moon-god at Märib, the Capital, which dates from the 7th Century bc, and the sluices, hewn through solid rock at the dam in Märib (c. 6th Century bc).

Bibliography. R. L. Bowen, Jr., and F. P. Albright, Archaeological Discoveries in South Arabia, 1958; GTT. S. Moscati, Ancienl Semitic Civiliza-lions, 1957, pp. 181-194; G. Ryckmans, Les reli-gions arabes preislamiques\ 1951; J. Ryckmans, L'institulion monarchique en Arabie meridionale avant ITslam, 1951;G.W. Van BeekinS/1 15, 1952, pp. 2-18; ibid., ‘South Arabian History and Archaeology’, in G. E. Wright (ed.), The Bible and the Near East, 1961; A. K. Irvine in POTT, pp. 299ff.    D.A.H.

SHEBA, QUEEN OF. An unnamed Sabaean (* Sheba) monarch who journeyed to Jerusalem to test Solomon’s wisdom (1 Ki. 10:1-10, 13; 2 Ch. 9:1-9, 12). A major purpose of her costly (1 Ki. 10:10) yet successful (1 Ki. 10:13) visit may have been to negotiate a trade-agreement with Solomon, whose control of the trade routes jeopard-ized the income which the Sabaeans were accus-tomed to receive from the Caravans which crossed their territory—an income on which Sheba (or better Saba) was dependent despite considerable achievement in agriculture due to favourable rainfall and an effective irrigation System. The spices, gold and precious stones with which she sought Solomon’s favour (1 Ki. 10:3, 10) would have been typical of the luxurious cargoes of these Caravans, which linked the resources of E Africa, India and S Arabia to the markets of Damascus and Gaza by way of oases like Mecca, Medina and Tema.

Both Assyr. and S Arab. inscriptions testify to the presence of queens in Arabia as early as the 8th Century bc. (See N. Abbott, ‘Pre-Islamic Arab Queens’, AJSL 58, 1941, pp. 1-22.) The wide-spread domestication of the camel 2 centuries or so before Solomon’s time made the Queen of Sheba’s trip of about 2,000 km feasible (1 Ki. 10:2).

Her willingness to make this arduous journey is contrasted by Christ with the Jews’ complacency in Mt. 12:42, where she is called ‘Queen of the South’, a title which reflects a Semitic construction like malkat s'ba or malkat yämin, Queen of Sheba or Yemen.

This queen is enshrined in Ethiopian legends, particularly the Kebra Nagast (‘Glory of the Kings’), as the queen of Ethiopia who bore by Solomon the first king of Ethiopia. This legend reflects the close tie which existed in antiquity be-tween S Arabia and E Africa, which Josephus also notes when he calls this ruler ‘Queen of Egypt and Ethiopia’ (Am. 8. 165-175; cf. also Gregory of Nyssa, Homilies on the Song of Songs 1). Arabian legends remember her as Bilqis.

Bibliography. Samuel Abramsky, EJ, 15, pp. 96-111; J. Gray, I and II Kings1, 1970, pp. 258-262; James B. Pritchard (ed.), Solomon and Sheba, 1974.

D.A.H.

SHEBNA. A high official under Hezekiah, vari-ously designated minister (‘which is over the house’, Is. 22:15), secretary (söper, ‘scribe’, 2 Ki. 18:18; 19:2; Is. 36:3), and state official (söken, ‘treasurer’, Is. 22:15). A man of wealth, he was re-buked by Isaiah for preparing a conspicuously monumental rock-hewn tomb and his downfall predicted (Is. 22:15-19). Part of the inscribed lintel from such a tomb has been recovered (N. Avigad, IEJ 3, 1953, pp. 137-152; D. J. Wiseman, IBA, 1958, p. 59). The full name of Shebna may be She-banyah(u), a name which occurs in Contemporary inscriptions and on Heb. seals (IEJ 18, 1968, pp. 166-167), and which may be compared with that later borne by levitical priests (Ne. 9:4-5; 10:10; 1 Ch. 15:24).    d.j.w.

SHECHEM. 1. The son of Hamor, the Hivite, prince of Shechem (Gn. 34; Jos. 24:32; Jdg. 9:28) who defiled Jacob's daughter Dinah. 2. A descend-ant of Joseph’s son Manasseh (Nu. 26:31), founder of a family (Jos. 17:2). 3. Son of Shemidah, of the tribe of Manasseh (1 Ch. 7:19).

4. An important town in central Palestine with a long history and many historical associations. Normally it appears in the Bible as Shechem (s'kem), but also once as Sichern (Gn. 12:6, av) and twice as Sychem (Acts 7:16, av). It was situated in the hill country of Ephraim (Jos. 20:7), in the neighbourhood of Mt Gerizim (Jdg. 9:7). The original site is today represented by Teil Balata, which lies at the E end of the valley running between Mt Ebal on the N and Mt Gerizim on the S, about 50 km N of Jerusalem and 9 km SE of Samaria.

Shechem (Sichern) is the first Palestinian site mentioned in Gn. Abram encamped there at the ‘oak of Moreh’ (Gn. 12:6). The ‘Canaanite was then in the land’, but the Lord revealed himself to Abram and renewed his covenant promise. Abram thereupon built an altar to the Lord (Gn. 12:7).

Abram’s grandson, Jacob, on his return from Harran, came to Shalem, a city of Shechem, and
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The early Hebrew inscription formed the lintel of the tomb of one []-yahu, a royal Steward (‘he who is over the house’), at Siloam, Jerusalem. This may well be the tomb of Shebna, accused by Isaiah of carving a sumptuous grave for himself in the rock (Is. 22:15-16). Length 2-2 m. 7th cent. bc
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Threshold
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Plan and suggested reconstruction of the early phase of the fortress-temple (migdol) excavated at Shechem. The Standing stones may not have been erected until the later phase of the building. 17th cent. bc
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flickering tongue they are often described as lick-


pitched his tent (Gn. 33:18-19) on a parcel of ground which he bought from Hamor, the Hivite prince of the region (Gn. 33:18-19; 34:2). When Shechem, the son of Hamor, defiled Dinah, Simeon and Levi killed the men of the region (Gn. 34:25-26), and the other sons of Jacob pillaged the town (vv. 27-29), though Jacob condemned the action (Gn. 34:30; 49:5—7).

Here Jacob buried the ‘stränge gods’ under the oak (Gn. 35:1-4) and raised an altar to El-elohe-Israel (‘God, the God of Israel’, Gn. 33:20; *God, Names of). Joseph later sought his brothers near the rieh pasture-lands round Shechem (Gn. 37:12fr.).

In the 15th Century bc the town feil into the hands of the Habiru, as we learn from the Teil el-Amarna letters (ANET, pp. 477, 485-487, 489-490). The name probably occurs earlier in Egyp. records dating back to the 19th—18th centuries bc (ANET, pp. 230, 329).

After the Israelite conquest of Pelestine Joshua called for a renewal of the covenant at Shechem. Various features of the typical covenant pattem well known in the East, 1500-700 bc, may be iden-tified in Jos. 8:30-35 (‘Sacrifice and Offerino, I. c. 2). Before his death, Joshua gathered the elders again to Shechem, reiterated the covenant, and re-ceived the oath of allegiance to God, the King (Jos. 24). Many modern scholars see in these assemblies a strong Suggestion of an amphictyonic league centred at Shechem (cf. M. Noth, The History of Israel, 1958).

The boundary between Ephraim and Manasseh passed near the town (Jos. 17:7), which was one of the cities of refuge, and a levitical city assigned to the Kohathite Levites (Jos. 20:7; 21:21; 1 Ch. 6:67). The town lay in Ephraim (1 Ch. 7:28). Here the Israelites buried the bones of Joseph which they had brought from Egypt (Gn. 50:25; Jos. 24:32).

In the time of the judges, Shechem was still a centre of Canaanite worship and the temple of Baal-berith (‘the lord of the covenant’) features in the story of Gideon’s son Abimelech (Jdg. 9:4), whose mother was a Shechemite woman. Abimelech persuaded the men of the city to make him king (Jdg. 9:6; cf 8:22-23). He proceeded to slay the royal seed, but Jotham, one son who escaped the bloody purge, spoke a parable about the trees as he stood on Mt Gerizim (Jdg. 9:8-15), appeal-ing to the citizens of Shechem to forsake Abimelech. This they did after 3 years (vv. 22-23), but Abimelech destroyed Shechem (v. 45) and then at-tacked the stronghold of the temple of Baal-berith and burnt it over the heads of those who sought refuge there (vv. 46-49).

After Solomon’s death the assembly of Israel re-jected Rehoboam at Shechem and made Jeroboam king (1 Ki. 12:1-19; 2 Ch. 10:1-11). Jeroboam re-stored the town and made it his Capital for a time (1 Ki. 12:25), but later moved the Capital to Penuel, and then to Tirzah. The town declined in import-ance thereafter, but continued in existence long after the fall of Samaria in 722 bc, for men from Shechem came with offerings to Jerusalem as late as 586 bc (Je. 41:5).

In post-exilic times Shechem became the chief city of the Samaritans (Ecclus. 50:26; Jos., Am. 11. 340), who built a temple here. In 128 bc John Hyr-canus captured the town (Jos., Am. 13. 255). In the time of the first Jewish revolt Vespasian camped near Shechem, and after the war the town was re-built and named Flavia Neapolis in honour of the emperor Flavius Vespasianus (hence the modern Nablus).

Important excavations conducted at Teil Balata by C. Watzinger (1907-9), E. Sellin and his col-leagues (between 1913 and 1934) and by G. E Wright (1956-66) have revealed the story of this site from the mid-4th millennium bc down to c. 100 bc when the Hellenistic city came to an end. Al-though there was a sizeable Chalcolithic village during the 4th millennium bc, the city of the his-torical period arose c. 1800 bc in the Middle Bronze Age and reached the height of its prosper-ity during the Hyksos period (c. 1700-1550 bc). During these years several courtyard temples and city walls were built. About 1600 bc a massive stone wall was erected, earlier walls covered over and a fortress temple built on the filling, which was to remain with some changes tili c. 1100 bc and may well represent in its later stages the temple of Baal-berith (Jdg. 9:4) known to the early Israelites. The town remained important until the 9th-8th centuries bc when it began to deteriorate. Masses of fallen brick and burnt debris attest the destruc-tion of the city by the Assyrians in 724-721 bc. For 4 centuries the town reverted to a village until it gained new life, probably as a Samaritan centre, between c. 325 and c. 108 bc. There is a continuous coin record for this period. The town ceased to exist after its destruction by John Hyrcanus c. 108 bc.

The question of whether Shechem is the same as the ‘Sychar of Jn. 4:5 has not been solved. There are only a few traces of Roman occupation at Teil Balata. Sychar may have lain in the same general vicinity.

Bibuography. E. F. Campbell, Jr.. and J. F. Ross, BA 26, 1963, pp. 2-26; E. Sellin, ZDPV, 1926, 1927, 1928; E. Sellin and H. Steckeweh, ZDPV, 1941; G. E. Wright, Shechem. The Biog-raphy of a Biblical City, 1965; in AOTS, pp. 355— 370; G. E. Wright et al., ISBE 4, pp. 458-462; NEAEHL, pp. 1345-1359.    j.a.t.

SHEERAH (rsv), SHERAH (av). The Heb. name, meaning ‘a female relative’, of a daughter of Ephraim, or of the daughter or sister of his son, Beriah (1 Ch. 7:24). She built or rebuilt three towns in the territory assigned to Ephraim, Lower and Upper Beth-horon and Uzzen-sheerah. This is the only example in the Bible of a woman builder of towns. Codex Vaticanus of the lxx takes this name as a common noun, ‘those remaining’, and the Pesh. translates the name as a verb, ‘she was left’, but other Gk. mss and the Vulg. Support the inter-pretation as a proper name.    j.t.

SHEET. 1. Heb. sädin, rsv ‘linen garments’ (Jdg. 14:12-13). See reference to ‘shirt’ in * Dress. 2. Gk. othone, ‘a piece of linen’, ‘a linen sheet’, used in describing Peter’s vision at Joppa (Acts 10:11; 11:5).    j.d.d.

SHEKINAH. The Shekinah (Heb. s'kinä), the ra-diance, glory or presence of God dwelling in the midst of his people, is used by Targumist and Rabbi to signify God himself, for legal Judaism dis-likes ascribing form or emotion to deity. Neverthe-less the God conceived in purified human terms inspired the noblest prophetic utterances, whereas the legalist God became cold, abstract, aloof. The

Shekinah, nearest Jewish equivalent to the Holy Spirit, became, with other OT ideas or derivatives (Word, Wisdom, Spirit, etc.) a bridge between man’s corporeality and God’s transcendence. The term is post-biblical, but the concept saturates both Testaments. It underües the teaching that God dwells in his sanctuary (Ex. 25:8, etc.), or among his people (Ex. 29:45f., etc.). These and cognate passages use the root verb säkan, ‘to dwell’, front which Shekinah is derived.

The glory of God (käböd in the Heb. Bible, doxa in lxx and NT) is another name for the Shekinah. The Heb. and Gk. words may be applied to the glory of mere human beings, such as Jacob (Gn. 31:1, av) or Solomon (Mt. 6:29), but it is clear enough when they refer to God. Thunder, light-ning and cloud may be the outward concomitants of God’s glory (Ex. 19:16; 24:15ff.; Pss. 29; 97; Ezk. 1:4); or it may be specially associated with the tent of meeting (Ex. 40:34-38) or with the Temple (Ezk. 43:2,4); but it is manifest also in Creation (Ps.

19), and possesses elements more numinous and mysterious than any of these (Ex. 33:18-23). In fact, the glory of God regularly becomes more glorious when it is deliberately divorced from Temple or mercy-seat.

In the NT as in the OT, glory may be predicated of God (Lk. 2:9; Acts 7:55; 2 Cor. 3:18) or ascribed to him (Lk. 2:14; Rom. 11:36; Phil. 4:20; Rev. 7:12, etc.). The attribution of this glory is mentioned as a human duty, whether fulfilled (Rom. 4:20) or un-fulfilled (Acts 12:23; Rev. 16:9). The glory is present in a special way in the heavenly temple (Rev. 15:8) and in the heavenly city (Rev. 21:23).

The NT freely ascribes comparable glory to Christ as divine, before as well as after the dividing-point of Easter. The Synoptics are slightly reticent about associating this glory with the earthly Jesus, except in reference to the parousia (Mk. 8:38; 10:37; 13:26; also parallels), or in reference to Christ transfigured (Lk. 9:32). John ascribes this glory much more freely (cf. 1:14; 2:11; 11:4); never-theless he distinguishes a fuller or final revelation as subsequent to the earthly ministry (7:39; 12:16, etc.). This seeming fluctuation is not unnatural— the view of the earthly Jesus and the heavenly Christ would sometimes become foreshortened after the Passion. The cognate verb doxazö frequently replacesthe noun (Jn. 12; 17, etc). The resemblance between the Heb. word and Gk. skene, etc., may suggest the shekinah motif in Jn. 1:14 (eskenösen, ‘dwelt’) and Rev. 21:3 (skene, ‘dwelling’).

Other passages are worthy of special attention— cf. 1 Tim. 3:16; Tit. 2:13; Heb. 1:3; 13:21; Jas. 2:1; 1 Pet. 1:11,21; 4:13; 5:1; Rev. 5:12f

Bibliography. See HOB Uv. ‘Shekinah’); JewE (s.v. ‘Anthropomorphism’, ‘Shekinah’); EJ, 14, 1971 (s. v. ‘Shekhinah’); G. Kittel, G. von Rad, in TDNT 2, pp. 237-251; R. A. Stewart, Rabbinic Theology, 1961, pp. 40-42.    r.a.s.

SHELAH. 1. Son of Arpachshad of the family of Shem, and father of Eber (Gn. 10:24; 11:12-15; 1 Ch. 1:18, 24; Lk. 3:35). 2. Youngest son of Judah by Shua (Gn. 38:5; 46:12; 1 Ch. 2:3; 4:21), prom-ised by Judah to his daughter-in-law Tamar after Er and Onan had died (Gn. 38:11, 14, 26). Father of the Shelanites (Nu. 26:20). The Syr. gives ‘Shela-nite’ for ‘Shilonite’ in Ne. 11:5 (cf. I Ch. 9:5). 3. In Ne. 3:15 (rsv) the name of the pool better known as Siloam. av gives ‘Siloah’.    j.g.g.n.

SHEM. The eldest son of Noah (Gn. 5:32; 6:10; 1 Ch. 1:4), and the ancestor of many descendants (Gn.10). He was one of the eight people to escape the Flood in the ark (Gn. 7:13), and after it, when Noah was drunk, he and Japheth covered their father’s nakedness (Gn. 9:18,23,26-27). Two years after the Flood, when Shem was 100 years old, he became father of Arpachshad (Gn. 11:10), through whom passed the line of descent to the Messiah (Lk. 3:36), and it may be in reference to this fact that Noah made his prophetic Statement (Gn. 9:26). Since among the descendants of Shem listed in Gn. 10:21-31 a number are identified with peoples who are known to have spoken related lan-guages in antiquity, the term ‘Semitic’ has been applied for convenience to this group by modern philologists. This is a modern use of the term, however, and does not imply that all the descendants of Shem spoke Semitic languages. It is stated that Shem lived for 500 years after the birth of Arpachshad (Gn. 11:11), giving him a life of 600 years. All the major versions agree on these figures. An early theory (Poebel) has been recently revived (Kramer), to the efifect that the name sein is derived, through various phonetic changes, from sumer, written ki.en.gi by the Sumerians, the Akkadian name of this people who formed an important element in the early population of Meso-potamia. This theory has not been widely accepted.
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Bibliography. S. N. Kramer, Analecta Biblica 12, 1959, pp. 203-204; The Sumerians, 1963, pp. 297-299.    t.c.m.

SHEMUEL (Heb. s'muel, ‘(?) name of God’; cf. Samuel).

1. The son of Ammihud, leader of the tribe of Simeon, appointed to assist in the division of Canaan (Nu. 34:20). In Nu. 1:6; 2:12; 7:36, 41; 10:19 the leader of the tribe is called Shelumiel, the son of Zurishaddai, and the lxx gives the name Salamiel in all these instances.

2.    A grandson of Issachar (1 Ch. 7:2).

R.A.H.G.

SHEOL. This word is used in the OT for the place of the dead. The derivation of the Heb. word sr’öl is uncertain. Two main theories have been proposed.

a.    Some have suggested that it comes from a weakened form of the root S'l, from which derive the words for a hollow hand (Is. 40:12) and a hollow way (between vineyards, Nu. 22:24). In post-biblical Heb. sa'al means the ‘deep’ of the sea. If this derivation is correct, the original sense will be the hollow, or more probably deep, place.

b.    More scholars now hold the view that it is derived from the root S'l meaning ‘ask’ or ‘enquire’. In this case it may have been originally the place of enquiry, where oracles could be obtained. The root S’l is frequently used in the OT of Consulting oracles, but the idea is certainly not a leading one in the conception of Sheol. There is a connection of thought with this root in the per-sonification of Sheol as a gaping, craving monster (Is. 5:14; cf. Hab. 2:5, etc.). Delitzsch (Commen-tary on Is. 5:14) thought that an equivalent Assyr. word had been found in sualu, but Jensen and others have disputed the existence of this word (cf. Transactions of the Society of Biblical Archaeology S, 1885, p. 269).

The meaning of Sheol moves between the ideas of the grave, the underworld and the state of death. Throughout the ancient Near East, as elsewhere, the dead were pictured as existing in a subter-ranean realm known in Bab. as aralu and in Ugar-itic as 'eres, ‘earth’. But whereas these were ruled by their own gods, Yahweh was the ruler of Sheol.

Sheol was below the surface of the earth (Ezk. 31:15, 17; Ps. 86:13), a place of dust (Jb. 17:16), darkness (Jb. 10:21), silence (Ps. 94:17) and forget-fulness (Ps. 88:12). Sometimes the distinctions of earthly life are pictured as continuing in Sheol (Is. 14:9; Ezk. 32:27), but always it is a place of weak-ness and joylessness.

In some passages Sheol has a punitive aspect (e.g. Ps. 49:13-14) and premature committal to Sheol is a form of judgment. The OT sees earthly life as the arena for the Service of Yahweh; it is there that his word can be received, his sacrifices offered, his interventions experienced. Therefore in a real sense to be in Sheol is to be cut off from his hand (Ps. 88:3-5). However, Yahweh is both present in Sheol (Ps. 139:8) and able to deliver from it (Ps. 16:10).

Some have seen in words such as '“baddön, ‘de-struction’ (Jb. 31:12; 26:6; 28:22; Ps. 88:11; Pr. 15:11; 27:20), Sahaf ‘pit’ and perhaps sometimes also ‘corruption’ (E. F. Sutcliffe, The Old Testament and the Fulure Life, 1946, pp. 39f; Jb. 33:24;

Ps. 16:10; Ezk. 28:8, etc.) and bör, ‘pit’ (Ps. 30:3; Ezk. 31:14), a place of punishment within Sheol. But no passage where they occur necessitates this Interpretation, and the idea is not explicitly formu-lated in the OT. These words are better regarded as Synonyms of Sheol, with which they all sometimes occur in parallelism.

In the later Jewish literature we meet with divi-sions within Sheol for the wicked and the right-eous, in which each experiences a foretaste of his final destiny (Enoch 22:1-14). This idea appears to underlie the imagery of the parable of the rieh man and Lazarus in Lk. 16:19-31. The Gk. hades used in this passage represents the underworld, or realm of the dead, in the classics. In the lxx it almost always translates sr’öl, and in the NT the Pesh. renders it by s’yül. It is therefore the NT equivalent of Sheol. It is used in connection with the death of Christ in Acts 2:27, 31, which quotes Ps. 16:10. In Mt. 16:18 Christ says that the gates of Hades (cf. Is. 38:10; Pss. 9:13; 107:18) shall not prevail against his church. As the gates of a city are essential to its power, the meaning here is probably the power of death. The phrase ‘brought down to Hades’ in Mt. 11:23 is best understood metaphorically of the depths of shame. In Rev., Christ holds the keys of Death and Hades (1:18). Their power (6:8) is broken and they are banished to the lake of fire (20:13-14).

Bibliography. R. H. Charles, A CriticalHistory of the Doclrine of a Future Life, 1913; A. Heidel, The Gilgamesh Epic and OT Parallels, 1946, pp. 137-223; N. J. Tromp, Primitive Conceptions of Death and the Nether World in the OT, 1969; H. Bietenhard, in NIDNTT2, pp. 205-210. d.k.i.

SHEPHELAH (Heb. s'pelä), a geographical term for the low hill tract between the Coastal plain of * Palestine and the high central ranges. The term is used oniy in the av of 1 Macc. 12:38, which elsewhere translates as ‘vale’, ‘valley’ or (low) ‘plain(s)’, although the district is frequently re-ferred to in the OT. The rv rendering ‘lowland’ (sometimes also in rsv) would give a truer picture if used in the plural form, to indicate its rolling relief of both hills and valleys. But its root-meaning (‘to humble’ or ‘make low’) suggests more accurately a district of relatively low relief at the foot of the central mountains. In rsv ‘Shephelah’ occursin 1 Ki. 10:27; I Ch. 27:28; 2 Ch. 1:15; 9:27; 26:10; 28:18; Je. 17:26; 32:44; 33:13; Ob. 1:19. Passages such as 2 Ch. 26:10 and 28:18 clearly dis-tinguish it from the Coastal plain. The location of the ‘Shephelah’ of Jos. 11:2, 16 is distinct. There it refers to the hills around the town of Carmel (v. 2). Tsraelite Shephelah’ in v. 16, according to G. A. Smith, may mean the land between Carmel and Samaria, a structural continuation of the true Shephelah farther S.

Bibliography. D. Baly, The Geography of the Bible, 1957, pp. 142-147; LOB    j.m.h.

SHEPHERD. Biblical shepherds may be literal or metaphorical: those in Charge of sheep; those also, divine or mortal, in Charge of men. Similar praise or censure may be applied to both types. The Heb. term for shepherd is the participial rö'eh, the Gk. poimen. Care exercised over fellow-mortals may be political or spiritual. Homer and other secular writers frequently called kings and governors shepherds (Iliad 1. 263; 2. 243, etc.), a usage re-flected, in deeper metaphors, in Ezk. 34.

The literal shepherd pursued, and still pursues, an exacting calling, one as old as Abel (Gn. 4:2). He must find grass and water in a dry and stony land (Ps. 23:2), protect his charges from weather and from fiercer creatures (cf Am. 3:12), and re-trieve any strayed animal (Ezk. 34:8; Mt. 18:12, etc.). When his duties carried him far from human haunts, a bag held his immediate necessities (1 Sa. 17:40, 49), and a tent might be his dwelling (Ct. 1:8). He might use dogs to assist him, like his modern counterpart (Jb. 30:1). When shepherds and Docks take up their more permanent abode in any city, this is a mark of depopulation and dis-aster through divine judgment (Je. 6:3; 33:12; Zp. 2:13-15). The shepherd on duty was liable to make restitution for any sheep lost (Gn. 31:39), unless he could efiectively plead circumstances beyond his foresight or control (Ex. 22:10-13). Ideally the shepherd should be strong, devoted and selfiess, as many of them were. But ruffians were sometimes found in an honourable profession (Ex. 2:17, 19), and some shepherds inevitably failed in their duty (Zc. 11, passim] Na. 3:18; Is. 56:11, etc.).

Such is the honour of the calling that the OT frequently delineates God as the Shepherd of Israel (Gn. 49:24; Pss. 23:1; 80:1), tender in his solicitude (Is. 40:11), yet able to scatter the Dock in wrath, or gather it again in forgiveness (Je. 31:10). Sometimes the note is predominantly one of judgment, when human shepherd and sheep alike stand condemned and punished (Je. 50:6; 51:23; Zc. 13:7; and Gospel applications). These unfaithful shepherds may well tremble to stand before the Lord (Je. 49:19; 50:44). Sometimes there is a note of compassion when the sheep are deserted by those responsible for them (Nu. 27:17; 1 Ki. 22:17; Mk. 6:34, etc.). Two shepherds mentioned with special approval are Moses (Is. 63:11) and, surprisingly enough, that heathen executor of God’s purposes, Cyrus (Is. 44:28). Scripture earnestly stresses the serious responsibil-ity of human Ieaders to those who follow them. One of the most solemn chapters in the OT is the denunciation of the faithless shepherds in Ezk. 34 (cf. Je. 23:1-4, and even more sternly Je. 25:32-38). These, for their belly’s sake, have fed themselves and not their sheep; they have killed and scattered their charges for their own profit; they have griev-ously neglected their proper pastoral care; there-fore God will re-gather the sheep and judge the shepherds. He will in fact appoint one shepherd (Ezk. 34:23). This is critically interpreted as signify-ing the Union of the N and S kingdoms, but it por-trays much better the expected Christ.

In the NT it is Christ’s mission to be Shepherd, even Chief Shepherd (Heb. 13:20 and 1 Pet. 2:25; also 1 Pet. 5:4). This is worked out in detail in Jn. 10, which merits detailed comparison with Ezk. 34. John’s main points are: the iniquity of those who ‘creep, and intrude and climb into the fold’; the using of the door as a mark of the true shepherd; the familiarity of the sheep with the voice of their appointed leader (modern shepherds in the E use precisely the same methods); the teachings regard-ing the Person of Christ, who is likened to the door (E shepherds frequently slept right across the ‘door’ or opening in the fold wall); likened to the good shepherd, but contrasted with the worthless hireling. John stresses also the relationship of Christ, his followers and God; the bringing into the ‘one Dock’ of the ‘other sheep’ (v. 16); and the re-jection of those who are not the true sheep of Christ. (Cf. Milton, Lycidas, esp. lines 113-131.)

Bibliography. E. Beyreuther, in NIDNTT1, pp. 564-569; J. Jeremias, in TDNT 6, pp. 485-502; J. Beutler and R. T. Fortna, The Shepherd Discourse of John 10 and Its Conlext, 1991.    r a s.

SHESHACH. Probably an artificial Word (Je. 25:26; 51:41, av, rsv mg.), formed by the device known as Athbash. The Eng. equivalent would be to replace a by z, b by y, c by ,v, etc. The Heb. consonants s-s-k, then, really represent b-b-l, i.e. bäbel, ‘Babylon’. The vowels have no value. The device is here word-play, not cipher, since Je. 51:41 later mentions Babylon explicitly. Possibly, how-ever, Sheshach was a genuine name for Babylon.

D.F.P.

SHESHBAZZAR. The person made governor (Heb. näsi, ‘prince’) of Judah by Cyrus (Ezr. 1:8), to whom the temple vessels captured by Nebucha-drezzar II were entrusted for return to Jerusalem (Ezr. 5:14-15). His name may represent the Bab. Sassu-aba-usur (‘May Sassu/Shamash protect the father’). His role and identity have been much discussed, some taking this as another, perhaps court, name for *Zerubbabel, others that he was the Bab. official leader of the returning party of Jewish exiles. He may well be the person entitled "Tirshatha in Ezr. 2:63; Ne. 7:65, 70. An identity with Shenazzar (Gk. Sanesar, cf. 1 Esdr. 2:11), an uncle of Zerubbabel (1 Ch. 3:8) is unlikely (P.-R. Berger, ZAW83, 1971, pp. 98-100). d.j.w.

SHIBAH. The name of a well dug by Isaac’s ser-vants and named Shibah (Heb. sib'ä), or Shebah (Gn. 26:33, av), because of a covenant with Abimelech. The word itself means ‘seven’ or ‘oath’. Already, before Isaac’s time, Abraham had encountered trouble with Abimelech king of Gerar and had finally entered into a covenant (Gn. 21:22-34). Seven ewe lambs were presented to Abimelech as a witness to the fact, and Abraham preserved the memory of this covenant by calling the place Beersheba (‘well of seven’, ‘well of an oath’). Isaac revived the old name, using the feminine form sib'ä of the word seba.    j.a.t.

SHIBBOLETH. A test-word by which the Gilea-dites under Jephthah detected the defeated Ephraimites who tried to escape across the Jordan after the battle (Jdg. 12:5-6). Since in the Ephraim local Semitic dialect initial sh became s, their true identity was disclosed when they pronounced sibbölet as sibbölet. Both words mean ‘a stream in fiood’ (cf. Ps. 69:2; Is. 27:12), though the former is also apt to be confused with sibbölet, ‘an ear of corn’. Those Ephraimites who were thus dis-covered were slain immediately (v. 6). In modern usage the word Stands for the catchword or mark of a sect or party, often used disparagingly.

D.J.W.

SHIHOR-LIBNATH. A small river forming part of the S boundary of the tribe of Asher (Jos. 19:26). Probably the modern Nähr ez-Zerqa, which runs S of Mt Carmel (*Egypt, River of). See

GTT, p. 190, n. 78; L. H. Grollenberg, Atlas of the Bible, 1957, pp. 58-59. Aharoni (LOB, pp. 237-238) argued for the * Kishon.    t.c.m.

SHILOH. According to Jdg. 21:19, Shiloh is situ-ated ‘north of Bethel, on the east of the highway that goes up from Bethel to Shechem, and south of Lebonah’. This identifies it as the modern Seilun about 14 km N of Bethel (Beitin) and 5 km SE of el-Lubban. The site was excavated by Danes be-tween 1926 and 1932, and by Finkeistein, 1981-84. A fortified town with a glacis existed in the Middle Bronze Age (2100-1600 bc); following its destruc-tion, occupation existed on a reduced scale until about 1200 bc when an Israelite Settlement was constructed which included complexes of store-houses on the slopes of the MBA glacis. The site was destroyed about 1050 bc, probably by the Philistines. No sign was found of a temple from this period.

According to the biblical record, it was at Shiloh that the tent of meeting was set up in the early days of the Conquest (Jos. 18:1), and it was the Principal sanctuary of the Israelites during the time of the Judges (Jdg. 18:31). It was the site of a local annual festival of dancing in the vineyards, per-haps at the Feast of Ingathering (Ex. 23:16), which once provided the men of Benjamin with an op-portunity to seize the maidens for wives (Jdg. 21:19fr.), and this festival probably developed into the annual pilgrimage in which Samuel’s parents were later to take part (1 Sa. 1:3). By the time of Eli and his sons the sanctuary had become a well-established structure for centralized worship, and the tent of Joshua had been replaced by a temple (hekäl) with door and door-posts (1 Sa. 1:9). Al-though Scripture does not refer directly to its de-struction, it is possible from archaeological evi-dence that this did take place and this would fit in well with the references to Shiloh as an example of God’s judgment upon his people’s wickedness (Ps. 78:60; Je. 7:12, 14; 26:6, 9). On the other hand, Ahijah the Shilonite is mentioned in 1 Ki. 11:29; 14:2, and other inhabitants of Shiloh in Je. 41:5. Some limited habitation must have continued after 1050 bc, but the priesthood transferred to Nob (1 Sa. 22:11; cf. 14:3) and Shiloh ceased to be a re-ligious centre.

A reference of peculiar difficulty comes in Gn. 49:10, ‘the sceptre shall not depart from Judah, nor the ruler’s staff from between his feet, until Shiloh come' (rv). The Heb. ‘ad ki-yäbö' silöh can be ren-dered in several ways. (ij As rv, taking Shiloh as a Messianic title, (ii) As Rvmg. ‘tili he come to Shiloh’, with the subject as Judah and the fulfil-ment in the assembling of Israel to Shiloh in Jos. 18:1, when the tribe of Judah nobly relinquished the pre-eminence it had formerly enjoyed. (iii) By emending silöh to sellöh and translating with the lxx ‘until that which is his shall come’, i.e. ‘the things reserved for him’, a vaguely Messianic hope. (iv) By emending silöh to say lo, as in neb, ‘so long as tribute is paid to him’. (v) Following a variant reading in lxx, ‘until he comes to whom it belongs’ (rsv), whatever ‘it’ may be (Onkelos says it is the kingdom).

The last of these was generally favoured by the Fathers, while the first does not seem to have been put forward seriously until the 16th Century except in one doubtful passage in the Talmud. Against (i) is its uniqueness: nowhere eise is Shiloh used as a title for the Messiah and the NT does not recognize it as a prophecy. If it were taken as a title it would have to mean something like ‘the peace-giver’, but this is not very natural linguistically. (ii) is plausible, but it scarcely fits in with what we know of the subsequent history of Judah; nor is it usual for a patriarchal blessing to have such a time-limit. A variant to get round that objection is the transla-tion ‘as long as people come to Shiloh', i.e. ‘for ever’, but it strains the Heb. (iii), (iv) and (v) in-volve a minor emendation, and the renderings leave much to the imagination, but Ezk. 21:27 (v. 32 in Heb.) shows that a similar construction can stand; indeed, Ezk. 21:27 is probably a deliberate echo and Interpretation of Gn. 49:10. The use of se- for the relative particle is, however. normally re-garded as late (but cf. Jdg. 5:7).

For reviews of the possible interpretations, see especially the commentaries of J. Skinner and E. A. Speiser; an interesting theory by J. Lindblom is found in VT Supp. I (= Congress Volume, 1953), pp. 78-87. For archaeological information, see H Kjaer, ‘Shiloh 1981’, IEJ 32, 1982; I. Finkeistein, Tel Aviv 12, 1985, pp. 123-180; idem. BAR 12, 1986; A. S. Kaufman, ‘The Site of the Tabernacle at Shiloh’, BAR 14, 1988, pp. 46f; NEAEHL, pp. 1364-1370.    J.B.Tr.

j.w.

SHIMEATH. In 2 Ki. 12:21 an Ammonitess, the mother of Jozacar (called Zabad in 2 Ch. 24:26), one of the murderers of Joash.    j.d.d.

SHIMEI (Heb. sim'i, perhaps abridged from s'ma'yähü, ‘Yahweh has heard’). The OT records 19 men named Shimei. The first of note was a grandson of Levi (Nu. 3:21), and his family (the Shimeites) had part of the responsibility for main-taining the tent of meeting as their sacred Charge (Nu. 3:25-26).

The best-known is Shimei the son of Gera, a Benjaminite and a kinsman of Saul, who cursed David for being a man of blood (2 Sa. 16:5ff.). The reference appears to be twofold: a. to David’s con-ciliation of the Gibeonites (2 Sa. 21:1-10) by de-livering to them seven of Saul’s sons and grand-sons to be hanged for Saul’s slaughter of the Gibeonites (v. 1); b. to Absalom’s rebellion, which would bring an end to David’s reign, a just recom-pense for the blood of Saul’s house which had been shed before the Union of Judah and Israel; in fact David had not been responsible for the killings (2 Sa. 3:6-27; 4:8-11). David seems to have accepted this meekly, believing that Shimei spoke an admon-ition from the Lord (2 Sa. 16:11-12), as if acknow-ledging that at all events he was the occasion of the deaths. Later in life, however, David concluded that Shimei had sown disscnsion, and was not therefore a guiltless man (1 Ki. 2:8-9). Solomon showed clemency to Shimei, giving him a place in Jerusalem; but, to take revenge on Shimei for his bitter-ness towards David, had him slain, after 3 years, on the (wrong) grounds of his suspected complicity with the Philistines of Gath (1 Ki. 2:36-46).

C.H.D.

SHIMRON-MERON. A Canaanite city whose king was allied with Hazor (Jos. 11:1, simply ‘Shim-ron’) and so defeated by Joshua in his Galilean war

(Jos. 12:20); probably identical with Shimron in the territory assigned to Zebulun, in the Bethlehem district (Jos. 19:15). 11' so, it is possibly the present Teil es-Semuniyeh, about 5 km SSE of Bethlehem, but this is disputed (see A. F. Rainey, Tel Aviv, 3.2, 1976, pp. 57-69). * Merom in ‘Waters of Merom’ is quite distinct from Shimron-meron. Whether Shimron should be identified with the Smw' nwlSm'n of the Egyp. lists of the 18th and 15th centuries bc (the Samljuna of the El-Amarna letters) through the lxx form Symoön is highly doubtful.    k.a.k.

SHINAR. The land in which were situated the great cities of Babylon, Erech and Akkad (Gn. 10:10). It lay in a plain to which early migrants came to found the city and tower of Babel (Gn. 11:2) and was a place of exile for the Jews (Is. 11:11; Dn. 1:2). The lxx interprets it as ‘Babylonia’ (Is. 11:11) or the ‘land of Babylon’ (Zc. 5:11), and this accords with the location implied in Gn. 10:10. (* Accad or Agade, which gave its name to N Babylonia.) Heb. sin'är represents sanhar of cunei-form texts from the Hittite and Syrian scribal schools of the 2nd millennium bc, and was cer-tainly a name for Babylonia. This equation is proved by several texts (see H. G. Güterbock, JCS 18, 1964, p. 3; R. Zadok, ZA 74, 1984, pp. 240-244), ruling out older ideas.    d.j.w.

SHIPS AND BOATS. Rafts constructed from bundles of reeds were in use from a very early period in both Egypt and Mesopotamia and appear as an early pictographic sign on a clay tablet from c. 3500 bc. The raft has remained a populär craft in the marshes of S Mesopotamia. A clay model of a boat found at Eridu from c. 3500 bc is very similar to the round coracle (quffa) made from wood and hide depicted in Assyr. relief sculp-ture of c. 870 bc and which remain in use on the river Euphrates. Rafts of skins, inflated or stuffed with straw, are another ancient craft with a long and continuous history. Official transport in Sumer, however, was undertaken in vessels with high swinging stems and Sterns which were pro-pelled by paddles or poles or maybe on occasions towed from the bank. A model of this type of craft was found in a tomb at Fara from c. 3000 bc, enabl-ing a reliable reconstruction of the hüll shape which also appears on Sumerian cylinder seals and in Egyp. carvings of the same period. Düring the 3rd millennium, overseas trade developed from Mesopotamia through the Persian Gulf and into the N Indian Ocean. One text from c. 2000 bc men-tions a craft weighing 300 gur (28,400 kg or 28 tonnes).

In Egypt the earliest wooden boats were replicas of reed craft, and although hüll shape developed to suit timber, decorative motifs such as lotus bud ends common on reed vessels continue. The oldest actual Egyp. boat was found adjacent to the pyra-mid of Cheops at Giza (c. 2600 bc) and is 43.4 m long; two others, about 10 m in length, were found at Dahshur and belong to the 12th Dynasty (1991-1786 bc). The absence of good timber in Egypt necessitated its importation from Lebanon and so seagoing ships were developed. The presence of Egyp. vessels along the coast of Palestine gives force to Moses’ warning that Israel may return to Egypt by ship (Dt. 28:68) especially as Asiatic slaves are depicted being transported to Egypt in ships as early as in the reign of Sahure, c. 2500 bc. Expeditions were also made on the Red Sea in ships of about 30 m length and powered by sail and oars. Early Egyp. seagoing ships were kept rigid by a rope truss which passed around each end of the vessel and over forked sticks above the deck where it was tensioned like a tourniquet.

I. In the Old Testament

The tribes of Zebulun, Issachar, Dan and Asher had at some time seaside territories (Gn. 49:13; Dt. 33:19; Jdg. 5:17) and Israel’s neighbours, the *Phoenicians and * Philistines, were leading maritime powers. The ship, however, remained a source of wonder for the Hebrews (Pr. 30:19) and a safe passage was considered a demonstration of God’s goodness and power (Ps. 107:23-30). A ship’s motion was reminiscent of the drunkard (Pr. 23:34) and its swift transit like the passing of life (Jb. 9:26).

The general Heb. word for ship, niyyä, refers most commonly to seagoing merchant vessels (e.g. Pr. 31:14) which are often described as ‘ships of Tarshish’ (1 Ki. 22:48f). Whether or not "Tarshish is to be identified with a geographical location such as Tartessus in S Spain or Tarsus in Cilicia or is thought to mean something like ‘ore-carrier’, the ship so described is a Phoenician long-range mer-chantman. Barnett (Anliquity 32, 1958, p. 226) be-lieves that the Phoenician transport vessels with round bows depicted on relief sculptures of Sen-nacherib (r. 700 bc) are ‘ships of Tarshish’, but the absence of sail makes this identification question-able. Phoenician shipping developed during the 2nd millennium bc and is known to us from Egyp. tomb paintings and from texts. The paintings reveal that, unlike Contemporary Egyp. ships, Ca-naanite (early Phoenician) vessels were built with a keel and had a fence-like structure along the deck, which some believe acted as a lee cloth, while others believe that it barricaded the cargo. A document from Ras Shamra, c. 1200 bc, refers to one of these merchantmen as having a cargo of 457,000 kg (450 tonnes) with no indication that it was at all unusual. Such a large vessel had to rely on sail power and could be rowed only for brief periods in an emergency.

The ship that Jonah embarked on at Joppa is called a s'pinä (Jon. 1:5), which may indicate that it was a large vessel with a deck, possibly similar to a Gk. merchantman painted on a cup of c. 550 bc. It was manned by sailors, Heb. mallähim (Jon. 1:5) and captained by one called ruh hahöbel (Jon. 1:6), the ‘chief pilot’.

Smaller vessels were used by the Phoenicians for short-range cargo assignments. These vessels were paddled and were distinctive because of their high stem and stern posts, one of which bore the carved head of a horse and so they were naturally called hippos by the Greeks. An Assyr. relief sculpture, c. 710 bc, depicts these vessels in a logging Operation which was no doubt similar to that undertaken by King Hiram of Tyre for Solomon (1 Ki. 5:9).

Another Heb. word for ship, si, would appear to apply specifically to warships. This vessel is men-tioned with a ‘galley with oars’, ’“ni sayit (Is. 33:21), where it is stated that no such ship wiil ap-proach Jerusalem when the city is at peace. These warships had streamlined hulls being built for speed and with a ram at the front. In order to shorten the vessel and increase its manoeuvrability without losing speed, the oarsmen, sätint (Ezk. 27:8), were double-banked on each side. The Greeks were particularly skilful at fighting in these vessels, which may be referred to as the feared ‘ships of Kittim’ (Dn. 11:30; cf. Nu. 24:24). Be-cause of their speed warships were particularly suited for delivering urgent messages over water (Ezk. 30:9; Thucydides 3. 49. 3).

Bibliograpny. G. Bass, A History of Seafaring, 1972; B. Landström, The Ship, 1971; L. Casson, Ships and Seamanship in the Andern World, 1971;

N. Avigad, ‘A Hebrew Seal Depicting a Sailing Ship’, BASOR 246, 1982, pp. 59-62 (8-7 cent. bc); R. R. Stieglitz, ‘Long Distance Seafaring in the Ancient Near East’, BA 47, 1984, pp. 134-142; BA 53, 1990, pp. 13-18; BAR 18, 1992, pp. 25-33.

C.J.D.

II. In the New Testament

a.    On the Sea of Galilee

The Galilean boats were used mainly for * fishing (e.g. Mt. 4:2lf; Mk. l:19f; Jn. 21:3fT), but also generally for Communications across the lake (e.g. Mt. 8:23fr.; 9:1; 14:13ff.; Mk. 8:10flf.). Our Lord sometimes preached from a boat so that his voice might not be restricted by the crowd’s pressing too close (Mk. 4:1; Lk. 5:2f).

These vessels were not large: one could accom-modate Jesus and his disciples (e.g. Mk. 8:10), but an unusually large catch of fish enclosed by a single net was enough to overload two of them (Lk. 5:7). While they were no doubt fitted with sails, they were regularly equipped with oars to enable them to progress in calm weather and in the heavy storms which occasionally sweep across the lake (Mk. 6:48; Jn. 6:19).

b.    On the Mediterranean

The main characteristics of Mediterranean ships had changed little over several centuries. Warships (‘long ships’, their length being eight or ten times their width) were regularly propelled by oars and rarely went far from the coast. Merchant ships (‘round ships’, their length being three or four times their width) relied on sails, but might carry some oars for emergencies. Under favourable con-ditions they would cross the open sea (* Patara). Most seagoing ships were of between 70 and 300 tonnes, but Pliny mentions one of apparently 1,300 tonnes.

Most of Paul’s missionary voyages were prob-ably undertaken in small Coastal vessels, but on his journey to Rome he sailed in two of the great grain ships plying between Egypt and Italy, which might easily carry a complement of 276 crew and passen-gers (Acts 27:37). About the same period Josephus travelled in a ship carrying 600 (Vita 15). Lucian (Navigium 1 ff.) gives a description of a large grain ship of ad 150; and in recent years underwater archaeologists have examined a number of ancient wrecks. Thus we can get some idea of Paul’s ‘Twin Brothers’ (’Castor and Pollux). Such a ship would have a central mast with long yard-arms carrying a large square mainsail and possibly a small topsail, and a small foremast sloping forward almost like a bowsprit, with a foresail (Gk. artemön) which might be used to give the ship steerage way when it was not desired to take full advantage of the wind (Acts 27:40), and to head the ship round and check drifting in a storm (in Acts 27:17 ‘lowered the gear’ may mean ‘set the foresail’ or Met out a sea-anchor’ or Met down the mast-top gear’). By bracing the sails these ships could sail within about 7 points of the wind.

The bows were swept up to a carved or painted figure to represent the name of the ship (Acts 28:11), and on the Stern, which was also raised, generally into a goose-neck shape, was a statue of the patron deity of the vessel’s home port. Two large oars in the Stern served as rudders, either op-erated separately or rotated together by means of tiller bars or ropes attached to a central piece of gear. These could be lashed in position in bad weather (cf. Acts 27:40).

Some anchors were wholly of iron, but most had a wooden stock with lead or stone arms. They might weigh more than 600 kg, and had small marker-buoys attached. There would be three or more on board, and when anchoring off a beach one or two of them would be let down from the bows, mooring cables from the Stern being attached to the shore. For manoeuvring or riding out a gale, however, anchors might be let out from the stern (Acts 27:29). A sounding-lead was used to check the depth when near shallows (Acts 27:28), and might be greased to bring up samples of the bottom.

A dinghy was towed astern in good weather, but hoisted on board in a storm (Acts 27:16f.) to pre-vent its being swamped or smashed. This was for use in harbour rather than as a lifeboat: if the ship was wrecked, survivors had to rely on spars. Paul had been shipwrecked three times before his journey to Rome (2 Cor. 11:25).

The risks of any voyage were great, but so were the profits if it was successful (cf. Rev. 18:19). The owner often commanded his ship, perhaps with the assistance of a Professional steersman or naviga-tor; but in doubtful situations the passengers might share in making decisions (Acts 27:9-12: the cen-turion was responsible for his party, not for the ship). There might be as many as three decks on a large merchantman, and some luxuriously fitted cabins, but most passengers camped on deck or in the hold.

Ships were normally dismasted and laid up to avoid the winter storms from mid-November to mid-February (Acts 20:3, 6; 28:11; 1 Cor. 16:6ff.; 2 Tim. 4:21; Tit. 3:12), and periods of about a month before and after this season were considered dan-gerous (Acts 27:9). The main difficulty seems to have been the obscuring of the sky by storm clouds, thus making navigation by the sun and stars impossible. Delays due to weather were common. According to Josephus (BJ 2. 203) one letter from the emperor Gaius in Rome to Petron-ius in Judaea took 3 months to get there (* Samothrace).

There is some doubt about the meaning of ‘undergirding the ship’ in Acts 27:17. The trad-itional, and most likely, view is frapping, that is, passing ropes under the ship, from side to side, to hold its timbers firm; but some explain it as the use of a hogging truss (unlikely in a large ship with decks to strengthen it), or horizontal cables round the hüll.

Our knowledge of Greeco-Roman boats is ex-tended by finds from underwater archaeology and boats raised. Construction techniques and equip-ment such as anchors are now well known. A 26-foot fishing boat with angular bow and high stern dating from the time of Jesus (c. 120 bc-ad 40) has been found near Ginosar, Galilee. It had a mast, could be rowed by four people (cf. Mk. 1:20) and is similar to that shown on a 2nd-century mosaic from nearby Migdal.

c. Figurative use

Nautical metaphors are rare in the NT. In Heb. 6:19 hope is called ‘an anchor of the soul’; and Jas. 3:4-5 compares the tongue with a ship’s rudder.

Bibuography. L. Casson, Ships and Seamanship in the Andern World, 1971; J. Smith, The Voyage and Shipwreck of St. Paul4, 1880; C. Torr, Andern Ships1, 1964; K. L. McKay, Proceedings of the Classical Association 61, 1964, pp. 25f.; H. J. Cadbury in BC, 5, pp. 345fT.; S. Wachsmann, ‘Ex-cavations of an Ancient Boat in the Sea of Galilee’, 'Atiqot 19, 1990, ‘The Galilee Boat’, BAR 19, 1988, pp. 19-33; BA 53, pp. 46-53; E. Linder, ‘Excavating an Ancient Merchantman’, BAR 18, 1992, pp. 204-^-235.    d.j.w.

K.L.McK.

SHISHAK. Libyan prince who founded Egypt’s 22nd Dynasty as the Pharaoh Sheshonq I. He reigned for 21 years, c. 945-924 bc. He harboured Jeroboam as a fugitive from Solomon, after Ahi-

jah’s prophecy of Jeroboam’s future kingship (1 Ki. 11:29-40). Late in his reign, Shishak invaded Palestine in the 5th year of Rehoboam, 925 bc. He subdued Judah, taking the treasures of Jerusalem as tribute (1 Ki. 14:25-26; 2 Ch. 12:2-12), and also asserted his dominion over Israel, as is evidenced by a broken Stele of his from Megiddo. At the tem-ple of Amün in Thebes, Shishak left a triumphal relief-scene, naming many Palestinian towns; see ANEP, p. 118, fig. 349, p. 290. See also * Libya. ♦Sukkiim. For Shishak’s invasion, see K. A. Kit-chen, The Third Intermediate Period in Egypl2, 1986.    K.A.K.

SHITTIM. 1. One of the names given to the final Israelite encampment before they crossed the Jordan, opposite Jericho (Nu. 25:1; Jos. 2:1; 3:1; cf. Mi. 6:5). Nu. 33:49 uses a longer form of the name, Abel-shittim (‘the brook(?) of the acacias’, since sittim means ‘acacias’), for one extremity of the camp. Josephus mentions a city of his time called Abila, which was 60 stades from the Jordan in this general area (Am. 5.4), which appears to represent the element ‘Abel’ of this name. Abila was probably located at Teil el-Hammam (Glueck, Aharoni),
[image: ]


The name of Pharaoh Shishak is shown in Egyptian hieroglyphs on this fragment of a triumphal inscription found at Megiddo. c. 926 bc.


though other scholars have preferred Teil el-Kefrein, which lies a little to the NW. See IDB, 4, p. 339.

2. The 'valley of Shittim/acacias’ in Joel 3:18, which is to be watered by a stream flowing from the Temple (cf. Ezk. 47:1-12), cannot be the same place, because a location for it W of the Jordan is required. It is most likely to be either a general term for the wadis of the Judaean wilderness or a name for the lower part of the Kidron valley, which leads into the Dead Sea from the W (rather than referring to the Wadi es-Sant).

Bibliography. H. W. Wolff, Joel and Arnos (Hermeneia), on Joel 4:18 (3:18). For Shittim wood see *Trees (Acacia).    g.i.d.

SHOA. Ezekiel (23:23) prophesies that this people, together with other dwellers in Mesopotamia, will attack Jerusalem. Shoa has been identified with the people called Sutu or Su in Akkadian sources, though some now question this identification. Ac-cording to the Amarna letters, they were Semitic nomads living in the Syrian desert in the 14th Century bc. Later they migrated to the area E of Baghdad, and Assyr. records often mention them with the Qutu, called Koa in Ezk. 23:23, as warring against Assyria. Some scholars (eg. O. Procksch) take the word usually translated ‘crying’ (rsv ‘shouting’) in Is. 22:5 to be the name Shoa.

Bibliography. F. Delitzsch, Wo lag das Paradies?, 1881, pp. 233-237; G. A. Cooke in ICC, 1936, on Ezk. 23:23; R. T. O’Callaghan, Aram Naharaint, Analecta Orientalia 26, 1948, pp. 88, 92-98,101.    j.t.

SHOBACH. The Aramaean general in command of the l'orces of Hadadezer, king of Aram, at the time of the war with Ammon (2 Sa. 10:16-18). He is not mentioned in the earlier operations at Rabbah when Joab and Abishai routed the Syrian army (vv. 10-14), but this could be due to the pres-ence of the king himself in command. It is there-fore assumed that he held office after the event and is named (söbak' Gk. söbak\ cf. söpak, I Ch. 19:16— 18) as the leader of the combined forces from Syria and E of the Euphrates in the battle at Helam, E of Jordan. Shobach was fatally wounded and the Ar-amaeans routed by David.    d.j.w.

SHOBAL. I. The second son of Seir, an Edomite (Gn. 36:20), father of a clan (v. 23) and a Horite leader (v. 29 = 1 Ch. 1:38,40). 2. A son of Caleb and ‘father’ (founder’ of Kiriath-jearim (I Ch. 2:50, 52), also a Judaean (1 Ch. 4:1-2). It is probable that 1 and 2 are related persons.    d.j.w.

SHOBI (2 Sa. 17:27-29). An Ammonite, a prince of Rabbah, whose father Nahash (perhaps the son of the Nahash referred to in 1 Sa. 11:1) had shown kindness to David (2 Sa. 10:2; 1 Ch. 19:2), appar-ently when he was a fugitive.

When David came to the height of his power he, in his turn, showed kindness to the house of Nahash. This kindness was appreciated by Shobi, so that when David was retreating to Mahanaim before Absalom, Shobi was one of those who pro-vided rest and refreshment for David’s Company.

C.H.D.

SHOVEL (Heb. ya). Bronze shovels were made for Clearing ashes from off the altar of burnt-oflering (Ex. 27:3) and later by Hiram for Solo-mon’s Temple (1 Ki. 7:40, 45). Some Canaanite shovels have been discovered, e.g. at Megiddo (BA 4, 1941, p. 29 and fig. 9).

Heb. rahat is mentioned in Is. 30:24; it was prob-ably wooden. (* Fan, * Agriculture.) a.r.m.

SHOWBREAD. Heb. lehem happänim, lit. ‘bread of the face’, i.e. bread set before the face or pres-ence of God (Ex. 25:30; 35:13; 39:36, etc.) or lehem hamma areket_, lit. ‘bread of ordering’ (1 Ch. 9:32, etc.). After Moses had received divine instructions concerning the making of a table, dishes, spoons, covers and bowls for the holy place of the taber-nacle, he was directed to place ‘showbread’ on the table. This arrangement was never to cease (Ex. 25:30). The showbread consisted of twelve baked cakes, made of fine flour, each containing two-tenths of an ephah (‘Weights and Measures). These were set in two rows, six to a row (ma'"reket_, Lv. 24:6). Upon each row (lit. ‘the row’, Lv. 24:7) of cakes frankincense was placed ‘as a memorial’ (P'azkärä) and was offered by fire to the Lord (Lv. 24:7). It was the duty of the priest each sabbath day to place fresh or hot bread on the table (1 Sa. 21:6). The old cakes then became the perquisite of Aaron and his sons who ate them in the holy place because they were ‘most holy’ (Lv. 24:5—9). It was these loaves that David requested of Ahimelech, the priest, for himself and his men (1 Sa. 21:1 -6; cf. Mt. 12:4; Mk. 2:26; Lk. 6:4).

The position of the table upon which the showbread was placed was in the holy place on the N side of the tabernacle opposite the lampstand (Ex. 26:35). The table was made of acacia wood over-laid with gold and bordered with a golden crown. It had a ring at each corner for the rods by which it was carried (Ex. 25:23-28). According to the original commandment it never failed to appear in the appointed place of God’s worship (2 Ch. 4:19; 13:11). The Kohathites had Charge of the showbread (1 Ch. 9:32).

The passages referred to do not themselves indi-cate the significance of the showbread, but it is possible to infer from these data that God is man’s provider and sustainer, and that man lives con-stantly in the presence of God. This truth makes it obligatory for man to offer his life to God (Rom. 12:1).    d.f.

SHUA. 1. Shua (Heb. sü'a ) the daughter of Heber of the tribe of Asher (1 Ch. 7:32). 2. Shua (süa) a Canaanite of Adullam whose daughter, Bathshua (1 Ch. 2:3), Judah took to wife (Gn. 38:2, 12). 3. Shuah (süah) a son of Abraham by his wife Ketu-rah (Gn. 25:2; 1 Ch. 1:32). 4. Shuhah (sühä) a des-cendant of Judah and brother of Chelub father of Mehir (I Ch. 4:11).    t.c.m.

SHUAL, LAND OF. A district in Benjamin mentioned as lying in the path of a Company of plun-dering Philistines, as they moved from Michmash to Ophrah (1 Sa. 13:17). Unknown outside the Bible, but probably near Michmash. Shual (‘fox’) is identified by some with Shaalim where Saul searched for lost donkeys (1 Sa. 9:4). t.c.m.

SHULAMMITE. A feminine noun (sülammU) applied to the heroine in Ct. 6:13, ‘Shulammite’ has been a formidable problem to scholars. Some (e.g. Koehler’s Lexicon) have connected it with an un-known town, Shulam; some (e.g. ISBE) classify it as a variant of Shunammite (below); others (e.g. L. Waterman and H. Torczyner) identify the Shulammite with ’Abishag, the Shunammite. E. J. Goodspeed (AJSL 50, 1934, pp. 102ff.) and H. H. Rowley (AJSL 56, 1939, pp. 84—91) deny any Connection with Shunem but view the Word as a feminine counterpart of Solomon, ‘the Solomoness’. Attempts have been made to derive the names Solomon and Shulammite from the god Shelem. See H. H. Rowley, The Servanl of the Lord, 1952, p. 223.    D.A.H.

SHUNEM, SHUNAMMITE. A town (probably modern Solem) in the territory of Issachar near Jezreel (Jos. 19:18), Shunem (sünem) was the site of the Philistine camp before the battle of Gilboa (1

Sa. 28:4).

Elisha sojourned in Shunem frequently in the home of a generous woman (called the Shunammite, a feminine adjective derived from Shunem) whose son, born according to Elisha’s prediction, was miraculously raised up by the prophet after being smitten with sun-stroke (2 Ki. 4:8ff.). It is this woman whose property was restored at Ge-hazi’s behest after she had temporarily abandoned it to seek relief from famine in Philistia (2 Ki. 8:1-6). From Shunem also David’s men brought the beautiful *Abishag to comfort their aged king (1 Ki. 1:3, 15). Adonijah’s request for her hand in marriage cost him his life (1 Ki. 2:17, 21-22). (•Shulammite.)    d.a.h.

SHUR. A wilderness-region in the NW part of the Sinai isthmus, S of the Mediterranean coastline and the ‘way of the land of the Philistines’, between the present line of the Suez Canal on its W and the ‘River of *Egypt’ (Wadi el-‘Arish) on its E. Abraham and Sarah’s handmaid Hagar fled to a well past Kadesh on the way to Shur (Gn. 16:7).

For a time Abraham 'dwelt between Kadesh and Shur’ and then sojourned at Gerar (Gn. 20:1); Ishmael’s descendants ranged over an area that reached as far as ‘Shur, which is opposite [i.e. E of] Egypt’ (Gn. 25:18). After passing through the sea (* Red Sea), Israel entered the wilderness of Shur before going S into Sinai (Ex. 15:22). Shur lay on the direct route to Egypt from S Palestine (1 Sa. 15:7 and; most explicitly, 27:8).    k.a.k.

SIBMAH. A town wrested from Sihon king of the Amorites and allotted by Moses to the tribe of Reuben (sibmä, Jos. 13:19, 21). It is identical with Sebam (‘Shebam’, av); possibly its name was changed when it was rebuilt (Nu. 32:3, 38). By the time of Isaiah and Jeremiah, who bewailed its dev-astation, it had reverted to the Moabites (Is. 16:8— 9; Je. 48:32). Originally a land for cattle (Nu. 32:4), it became farnous for its vines and summer fruit. Jerome (Comm. in Is. 5) placed it about 500 paces from Heshbon: Khirbet Qurn el-Qibsh, 5 km WSW, is a feasible site.    j.w.c.

SIDDIM, VALLEY OF (Heb. siddim, perhaps derived from Hittite siyantas, ‘sah’). In Gn. 14:3, 10 a valley identified with the ‘Salt Sea’ and described as ‘full of bitumen pits’. Here the kings of the Jordan pentapolis were defeated by Chedorlaomer and his allies from the E. It was probably a fertile, well-watered region S of the Lisan peninsula, later submerged by the S extension of the Dead Sea through earthquake action and consequent fault-ing of the rock-formation. From the bituminous Products of the Dead Sea (still in evidence) the Greeks called it Äsphaltitis.

Bibliography. J. P. Harland, ‘Sodom and Go-morrah’, BA 5, 1942, pp. 17ff.; 6, 1943, pp. 41 ff.

F.F.B.

SIDON (Heb. sidön, sidön). A major walled city and port in ancient *Phoenicia (now located on the coast of Lebanon). Sidon (av also ‘Zidon’; modern Saida) had twin harbours and was divided into Greater Sidon (Jos. 11:8) and Lesser Sidon.

According to tradition, Sidon was the first Phoenician city to be founded and became a Principal Canaanite stronghold (Gn. 10:19; I Ch. 1:13). For some centuries the harbour was sub-ordinate to the Egyptian 18th—19th Dynasties. With declining Egyptian military control the city ruler Zimri-ada committed defection c. 1390 bc (so •Amarna tablets). It is possible that the attempt to include Dor in Sidonian territory led to war with the Philistines, who c. 1150 bc plundered Sidon, whose inhabitants fled to Tyre. The city was, how-ever, strong enough to oppose Israel (Jdg. 10:12), and during a period of active colonization appar-ently made an unsuccessful attempt to settle at Laish in the Upper Jordan (Jdg. 18:7, 27). Opposition to Phoenician expansion came also from the Assyrians, who under ‘Tiglath-pileser I, c. 1110 bc, began to exact tribute from the ports, including Sidon. Ashurnasirpal II (c. 880 bc) claimed the city as a vassal, and in 841 bc *Sha!maneser III marched to the Dog river to receive the tribute of Tyre, Sidon and Israel (* Jehu), and depicted this on the temple gates at Balawat (now in BM). The Assyrian demands increased and the Sidonians rebelled. Tiglath-pileser III captured Tyre and perhaps Sidon in 739-738 (H. Tadmor, Scripta Hier-osolymitana 8, 1961, p. 269, makes Zc. 9:2 refer to this time). When Sennacherib marched, in an attack foretold by Isaiah (23:2-12), Luli fled and died in exile and was replaced by Ethba'al (Tuba'lu) when Great and Little Sidon had been captured.

On Sennacherib’s death Sidon once more re-volted and Esarhaddon invaded Sidon, killed the ruler Abdi-milkutti, sacked the port and moved its inhabitants to Kar-Esarhaddon, and brought prisoners from Elam and Babylonia to replace the depleted population.

Sidon recovered its independence with the de-clinc of the Assyrians, only to be besieged again and captured by Nebuchadrezzar c. 587 bc as foretold by Jeremiah (25:22; 27:3; 47:4). Under the Per-sians it provided the majority of the Persian fleet (cf. Zc. 9:2). About 350 bc, under Tabnit II (Tannes), Sidon led the rebellion of Phoenicia and Cyprus against Artaxerxes III (Ochus). The city was betrayed and 40,000 perished, the survivors burning the city and fleet. The fortifications were never rebuilt. The city under Strato II yielded to

Alexander the Great without Opposition and helped his siege of Tyre.

Under Antiochus III Sidon was a prosperous part of the kingdom of Ptolemy and later passed to the Seleucids and then to the Romans, who granted it local autonomy. Through all its history the principal temple was that of Eshmun, the god of healing. It is thus significant that it was in the region of Sidon that Christ healed the Syro-Phoenician woman’s daughter (Mk. 7:24-31; cf. Mt. 11:21). Many Sidonians listened to his teach-ing (Mk. 3:8; Lk. 6:17; 10:13-14). Herod Agrippa 1 received a delegation from Sidon at Caesarea (Acts 12:20) and Paul visited friends in the city on his way to Rome (Acts 27:3). The inhabitants of Sidon, which was renowned as a centre of philo-sophical learning, were mainly Greek (cf. Mk. 7:26). Many coins bear inscriptions of Sidonian rulers, and among the discoveries in the area are remains from the Middle Bronze Age onwards, the inscribed sarcophagus of Eshmunazar (c. 300 bc) and buildings in the port area of NT times (A. Poidebard and J. Lauffray, Sidon, 1951). For Phoe-nician inscriptions from Sidon, see G. A. Cooke, North Semitic Inscriptions, 1903, pp. 26-43, 401-403.    D.j.w.

SIGN. In the OT the Heb. word öt is used with several shades of meaning.

1.    A visible mark or object intended to convey a clear message, e.g. the sun and moon (Gn. 1:14), the mark of Cain (Gn. 4:15), tribal Standards (Nu. 2:2).

2.    An assurance or reminder, e.g. rainbow (Gn. 9:12), to Rahab (Jos. 2:12), stones from the Jordan (Jos. 4:6).

3.    Omens named by prophets as pledges of their predictions, e.g. the death of Eli’s sons (1 Sa. 2:34); Saul’s prophetic ecstasy (1 Sa. 10:6f); the young woman with c'nild (Is. 7:10-14); various symbolic acts (as in Is. 20:3; Ezk. 4:1-3).

4.    Works of God. When the word ‘sign’ is used in the plural together with ‘wonders’ (mäßet) the events are understood to be the works of God, or attestations of his active presence among his people. This is seen in the account of the Exodus, where the plagues are described as signs (Ex. 4:28; 7:3; 8:23). The Exodus itself, with the deaths of the Egyptian first-born, the Crossing of the Red Sea and the destruction of the Egyptian army, provides the supreme example of such signs and wonders (Dt. 4:34; 6:22; 7:19). This conviction is found through-out the OT (e.g. Nu. 14:11; Jos. 24:17; Ps. 78:43; Je. 32:21; Ne. 9:10), and Israel was assured that when God revealed himself again it would be with ‘signs and wonders’ to herald his coming (Joel 2:30).

Similarly in the NT Gk. semeion can mean simply some act or object conveying a recognizable meaning (Mt. 26:48; Lk. 2:12; Rom. 4:11; 2 Thes. 3:17). In 1 Cor. 14:22 tongues are ‘a sign for un-believers’, since Is. 28:11 f. shows that utterance in an unknown language is a sign of God’s judgment on unbelief. Signs in heaven are quite frequently mentioned as indications of the last days (Mt. 24:30; Lk. 21:11,25; Acts 2:19; Rev. 12:1,3; 15:1). In Mk. 13 the tribulations accompanying the fall of Jerusalem and the end of the age are not a sign (Mk. 13:4; Mt. 24:3; Lk. 21:7) which enables a cal-culation of the end (Mk. 13:32), but an assurance to those caught up in the tribulation that the end cannot be long delayed.

So too ‘signs and wonders’ (miraculous healings, exorcisms, etc.) are regarded as proofs of God’s powerful activity in the missionary work of the churches (Rom. 15:19; Heb. 2:4). Acts in particular gives a special prominence to such miracles (‘wonders and signs’, Acts 2:22, 43; 4:30; 5:12; 6:8; 7:36; 14:3; 15:12; see also 4:16, 22; 8:6, 13). Elsewhere however the NT writers (and Jesus) are a good deal more cautious in their talk of signs. Jesus responds critically to the Pharisees’ request for signs (Mk. 8:1 lf; Mt. 12:38f; 16:1-4; Lk. 11:16, 29; so with Herod, 23:8f), and warns against ‘false Christs and false prophets’ who ‘show signs and wonders’ (Mk. 13:22; Mt. 24:24). In similar vein Paul warns against the ‘pretended signs and wonders’ of ‘the lawless one’ (2 Thes. 2:9) and the seer of Rev. against the signs of the beast, the false prophet and the demonic spirits (Rev. 13:13f.; 16:14; 19:20). Paul is equally critical of the Jews’ demand for signs (1 Cor. 1:22); and although he can point to ‘signs and wonders’ in his own ministry (2 Cor. 12:12), the context of his ‘boasting’ shows that he values such acts much less highly than the ‘false apostles’ at Corinth (2 Cor. 10-13).

The Fourth Gospel uses semeion more often (17 times) than any other NT writing, almost always in reference to Jesus’ miracles. John is particularly concerned to demonstrate the true relation be-tween ‘sign’ (significant action) and faith. Thus he is critical of a faith based on miracles as such— faith in Jesus (merely) as a miracle worker is defect-ive faith, the shallow applause of the fickle crowd (Jn. 2:23-3:2; 4:48; 6:2, 14, 30; 7:31; 9:16; 12:18). The real significance of the miracles of Jesus is that they point forward to Jesus’ death, resurrection and ascension, to the transformation brought by the new age of the Spirit, and thus lead to a faith in Jesus the (crucified) Christ, the (risen) Son of God (2:11; 6:26; 12:37; 20:30f).

The problem with any sign is that it is ambigu-ous. It can be interpreted in different ways. The message it holds for faith can be seen only by faith. So, e.g, ‘the sign of the prophet Jonah’ (Mt. 12:39f.) means nothing to those who do not believe in the resurrection (cf. Jn. 2:18f.; Lk. 2:34; 16:31). Consequently a faith based or nurtured exclusively on signs, rather than on the reality to which they point, is immature and at grave risk. Mature faith rejoices in what signs it perceives, but does not depend on them. (*Miracle; ‘Power; ‘Symbol; * Wonder.)

Bibliography. K. H. Rengstorf, TDNT 7, pp. 200-261; A. Richardson, IDB, 4, pp. 346-347; O. Hofius, C. Brown, NIDNTT2, pp. 626-635.

J.D.G.D.

SIHON. An Amorite king (13th Century bc), whose Capital was ‘Heshbon. According to Nu. 21:26-30 and Je. 48:45, Sihon conquered the Moabites and took their territory as far S as the river Arnon. His vassals included five Midianite princes (Jos. 13:21). His domain included the area from the Arnon on the S to the Jabbok on the N, and from the Jordan on the W to the desert on the E (Nu. 21:24; Jdg. 11:22), and Jos. 12:3 and 13:27 seem to extend his control N of the Jabbok to the Sea of Chinnereth. Moses sent an embassy to Sihon asking permission for the Israelites to pass through his kingdom (Nu. 21:21-22; Dt. 2:26-28). When Sihon refused, the Israelites defeated and killed him at Jahaz and occupied his territory (Nu.

21:21-32). This area was assigned to the tribes of Reuben and Gad (Nu. 32:33-38; Jos. 13:10). The victory over Sihon is often recalled in the sub-sequent history of Israel (Dt. 31:4, by Moses; Jos. 2:10, by Rahab; Jos. 9:10, by the Gibeonites; Jdg. 11:19-21, by Jephthah; Ne. 9:22, by Levites in a prayer of conlession; and Pss. 135:11; 136:19). The name Jebel Sihän for the mountain S of Dibän (biblical Dibon) preserves in Arabic form the name of this king in the area which he once ruled. TB Niddah 61a records a tradition not found in the Bible that Sihon was the brother of King Og (also an Amorite), and a son of Ahijah, son of the legendary fallen angel Shamhazai.

Bibliography. G. A. Smith, The Historical Geography of the Holy Landv, 1931, pp. 588-591, 691-693; A. Musil, Arabia Petraea, 1. Moab, 1907, pp. 375-376; M. Noth, ZAW 58, 1940, pp. 161-189.    j.t.

SILAS. A leading member of the church at Jerusalem who also had prophetic gifts (Acts 15:22, 32). Silas may be a Semitic name, possibly sr'ila, the Aram. form of Saul. There is little doubt that he is to be identified with ‘Silvanus’ (2 Cor. 1:19; 1 Thes. 1:1; 2 Thes. 1:1; 1 Pet. 5:12), which is probably the Latinized form of ‘Silas’, though it may be a separate cognomen chosen for its similarity.

In Acts Silas was sent by the church at Jerusalem to welcome into fellowship the Gentiles converted through the church of Antioch (Acts 15:22-35). When Paul and Barnabas quarrelled about John Mark, Barnabas went off with Mark and Paul took Silas as his companion on his second mis-sionary journey (15:36-41). The fact of his Roman citizenship (16:37-39) may have been one of the reasons for the choice, and his membership of the Jerusalem church would have been helpful to Paul. His role seems to have been to replace Mark rather than Barnabas. Nowhere is he referred to in a general way as an ‘apostle’ (contrast Barnabas in Acts 14:14) and his position seems to be subordinate. Mark was the ‘minister’ (hyperetes) of the apostles before (13:5), and that may indicate that he had some function similar to the synagogue attendants (Lk. 4:20) in looking after the Scriptures and possibly catechetical scrolls later developed into his Gospel. If the function of Silas was similar we can more readily see how he could have the literary role assigned to Silvanus in the Epistles. He accom-panied Paul through Syria, Asia Minor, Macedo-nia and Thessalonica. When Paul left for Athens Silas stayed at Beroea and then joined Paul at Cor-inth (Acts 16-18). Paul mentions his work there in 2 Cor. 1:19. He was associated with Paul in the letters written from Corinth (1 Thes. 1:1; 2 Thes. 1:1) and is not named again until the reference to him in 1 Peter.

Peter says that he is writing dia Silouanou(\ Pet. 5:12). This implies a literary function with probably a good amount of freedom. This could ac-count for some of the resemblances in wording between 1 Peter, 1 and 2 Thessalonians, and the apostolic decree of Acts 15. See E. G. Selwyn, The First Epistle of St. Peter, 1946, pp. 9-17. r.e.n.

SILK. The rsv rendering of two biblical words. 1. Heb. tnesi (Ezk. 16:10, 13), perhaps ‘silken thread’, but the sense is obscure. Since the Heb. word seems to be an Egyp. loan-word (usually meaning linen in

Egyp.) and silk was not introduced into Egypt until the Roman period, some doubt is cast on the iden-tification. lxx has trichaptos, ‘woven hair’; variants occur in other versions. 2. Gk. serikon (Rev. 18:12) ‘silk’, ‘silken’, listed among the precious wares sold in the markets of Babylon.

av also renders as silk the Heb. ses (Pr. 31:22 and mg. of Gn. 41:42 and Ex. 25:4) which other versions consider to be fine * linen.

True silk is obtained from the cocoon of a Chinese moth fed on the leaves of white mulberry (Morus alba). Silk thread was a precious article of trade obtained direct from China, since the rearing of these moths did not take place in the W until the Middle Ages. There is, however, another species of silk moth indigenous to the E Mediterranean that feeds on cypress and oak. It has been generally overlooked that from it in ancient times an indus-try arose in Cos and Sidon producing transparent silk that may have been intended in the biblical references.    j.d.d.

F.N.H.

SILOAM. One of the principal sources of water supply to Jerusalem was the intermittent pool of Gihon (‘Virgin’s Fountain’) below the Fountain Gate (Ne. 3:15) and ESE of the city. This fed water along an open canal, which flowed slowly along the SE slopes, called silöah (‘Sender’; lxx Siloam, Is. 8:6). It followed the line of the later ‘second aque-duct’ (Wilson) which feil only 5 cm in 300 m, dis-charging into the Lower or Old Pool (mod. Birket el-Hamrd) at the end of the central valley between the walls of the SE and SW hills. It thus ran below ‘the wall of the Pool of Shelah’ (Ne. 3:15) and watered the ‘king’s garden’ on the adjacent slopes.


This Old Pool was probably the ‘Pool of Siloam’ in use in NT times for sick persons and others to wash (Jn. 9:7-11). The ‘Tower of Siloam’ which feil and killed 18 persons—a disaster well known in our Lord’s day (Lk. 13:4)—was probably sited on the Ophel ridge above the pool which, according to Josephus (BJ 5. 145), was near the bend of the old wall below Ophlas (Ophel). According to the Talmud (Sukkoth 4. 9), water was drawn from Si-loam’s pool in a golden vessel to be carried in pro-cession to the Temple on the Feast of Tabernacles. Though there are traces of a Herodian bath and open reservoir (about 18 m by 5 m, originally 22 m square with Steps on the W side), there can be no certainty that this was the actual pool in question. It has been suggested that the part of the city round the Upper Pool (‘Ain Silwän) 100 m above was called ‘Siloam’, the Lower being the King’s Pool (Ne. 2:14) or Lower Gihon.

When Hezekiah was faced with the threat of in-vasion by the Assyrian army under Sennacherib he ‘stopped all the springs’, that is, all the rivulets and subsidiary canals leading down into the Kedron ‘brook that flowed through the land’ (2 Ch. 32:4). Traces of canals blocked at about this time were found by the Parker Mission. The king then di-verted the upper Gihon waters through a ‘conduit’ or tunnel into an upper cistern or pool (the normal method of storing water) on the W side of the city of David (2 Ki. 20:20). Ben Sira teils how ‘Hezekiah fortified his city and brought water into the midst of it; he tunnelled the sheer rock with iron and built pools for water’ (Ecclus. 48:17-19). Hezekiah clearly defended the new source of supply with a rampart (2 Ch. 32:30). The digging
[image: ]


of the reservoir may be referred to by Isaiah (22:11).

In 1880 bathers in the upper pool (also called birket silwän) found about 5 m inside the tunnel a cursive Heb. inscription, now in Istanbul (*Writ-ing), which reads:    . . was being dug out. It was

cut in the following manner . . . axes, each man towards his fellow, and while there were still 3 cubits to be cut through, the voice of one man calling to the other was heard, showing that he was deviating to the right. When the tunnel was driven through, the excavators met man to man, axe to axe, and the water flowed for 1,200 cubits from the spring to the reservoir. The height of the rock above the heads of the excavators was 100 cubits’ (D. J. Wiseman, IBA, pp. 61-64).

When this remarkable Judaean engineering feat was excavated the marks of the picks and devi-ations to eflfect a junction midway were traced. The tunnel traverses 540 m (or 643 m, Ussishkin),
Yv \a*\ 11T

Facsimile of the inscription found in the Siloam tunnel describing how the rniners excavating the water conduit front each endfinally met. The archaic Hebrew script Supports a date in Hezekiah ’s reign. Jerusalem. Length 75 cm. c. 710 BC

twisting to avoid constructions or rock faults or to follow a fissure, to cover a direct line of 332 m. It is about 2 m high and in parts only 50 cm wide. Modern buildings prevent any archaeological check that the upper pool is the ‘reservoir’ (b'rekä) of Hezekiah or that from this the waters over-fiowed direct to the lower pool. The pool was probably Underground at first, the rock roof col-lapsing or being quarried away later.

Hezekiah’s tunnel begins from an earlier tunnel which channelled water from the spring of Gihon to the bottom of a shaft which rises to join an inclined tunnel which led to a point inside the Je-busite city. This shaft and tunnel System was built by the Jebusites to provide a secure water-supply and is possibly the ‘gutter’ or ‘water shaft’ (sinnör) that David’s men climbed to capture the city (2 Sa. 5:8).

Below the modern village of Siloam (Silwän, first mentioned in 1697)on the Eescarpmentoppos-ite the hill of Ophel are a number of rock-cut tombs. These were prepared for the burial of ‘Pharaoh’s Daughter’ and for ministers and nobles of the king-dom of Judah. Oneof these borea Heb. inscription, the epitaph of a royal Steward, probably the *Shebna who was rebuked by Isaiah (22:15-16). See IBA, p. 59; IEJ 3, 1953, pp. 137-152; D. Ussishkin, The Village of Siloam, 1986.

Bibliography. J. Simons, Jerusalem in the Old Testament, 1952; D. Ussishkin, ‘The Original Length of the Siloam Tunnel’, Levanl 8, 1976, pp. 82-95; J. Wilkinson, ‘The Pool of Siloam’, Levant 10, 1978, pp.l 16-125.    d.j.w.

tered (Gn. 49:5-7). The sons of Simeon were Jemuel, Jamin, Ohad, Jachin, Zohar and Shaul, the son of a Canaanite woman (Gn. 46:10; Ex. 6:15).

2.    The tribe of Simeon. The number of the tribe is given as 59,300 in Nu. 1:22-23 and 22,200 ‘fam-ilies’ in Nu. 26:14. They were to camp next to Reuben (Nu. 2:12-13). The tribe of Simeon was among those to be set on Mt Gerizim and blessed (Dt. 27:12), but it was not named (along with Is-sachar) in the blessing of Moses in Dt. 33. In the Promised Land it was given a portion at the S ex-tremity and it came almost to be absorbed into the territory of Judah (Jos. 19:1-9). The towns of the area were reckoned to belong to Judah in Jos. 15:26-32, 42 and elsewhere. Judah and Simeon joined forces at the beginning of the conquest of Canaan (Jdg. 1:3, 17), but Judah was clearly the more powerful tribe. The sons of Simeon, despite keeping a genealogical record, did not multiply as fast as Judah (1 Ch. 4:24-33). They did. however, win a victory over the Amalekites under Hezekiah (1 Ch. 4:41-43), and they provided more men for David than did Judah (I Ch. 12:24-25). The Chronicler seems to imply that Simeon belonged to the N kingdom, but numbers of Simeonites joined Asa in restoring the worship of Yahweh (2 Ch. 15:9). The tribe is not mentioned after the Exile, and the only other reference to it is among those sealed in Rev. 7:7, where it comes seventh in the list.

3.    An ancestor of Jesus (Lk. 3:30).

4.    A man in Jerusalem who was righteous and devout and who was looking for ‘the consolation of Israel’ (Lk. 2:25-35). He is not to be identified with Rabbi Simon ben Hillel. He was one of the remnant who were longing for the coming of the Messiah, and had received a direct revelation that he would not die before seeing the Messiah with his own eyes. When the presentation of Jesus was about to take place he was guided by the Spirit to come into the Temple. On seeing Jesus he uttered the hymn of praise now known as the * Nunc Dim-ittis. He saw that the Messiah would vindicate Israel in the eyes of the Gentiles. Simeon went on to speak to the astonished Mary of the role of Christ within Israel. He was to be like a stone caus-ing some to fall and some to rise. He was to be a sign which would not be heeded but spoken against (34). Her own suffering as she watched his life and death was to be acute and he was to reveal the
[image: ]


The family of Simeon.

inmost thoughts of men (35). Having given his tes-timony to the Christ, Simeon fades silently from the picture.

5.    A disciple at Antioch, with prophetic and teaching gifts, who was one of those who ordained Barnabas and Saul for their first missionary jour-ney (Acts 13:1-2). He was surnamed Niger, which suggests that he was an African, but he has not been proved to be the same person as Simon of Cyrene (Lk. 23:26, etc.). Here rv and rsv read ‘Symeon’, which is the more normal rendering of the Gk. but not of the Heb.

6.    The archaic Version of the name of Simon

Peter used by James in his speech to the Council of Jerusalem (Acts 15:14). rv and rsv render ‘Symeon’. Some good mss read Symeon also in 2 Pet. 1:1 (cf. Rvmg., neb).    r.e.n. 2 3 4 5 14:3), probably related to * Martha, ‘Mary and * Lazarus (see J. N. Sanders, ‘Those whom Jesus loved’, NTS 1, 1954-5, pp. 29-41). 5. A man of Cyrene who was compelled to carry the cross of Jesus (Mk. 15:21), possibly the Simeon of Acts 13:1 (*Rufus). 6. A Pharisee in whose house the feet of Jesus were washed with tears and anointed (Lk. 7:40). Some scholars equate this Simon with 4 above and regard the stories as doublets; but they are strikingly different in their details (*Mary). 7. Simon Iscariot, the father of ‘Judas Iscariot (Jn. 6:71; 12:4; 13:2). 8. ‘Simon Magus. 9. A tanner at Joppa in whose house Peter lodged (Acts 9:43).

F.S.F.

SIMON MAGUS. In the NT we meet Simon in ‘the city of Samaria’ (Sebaste?—Acts 8:9-24), where he has ‘swept the Samaritans off their feet with his magical arts’ (neb, v. 9). Luke does not suggest that Simon was himself a Samaritan. In essence a Levantine mountebank, Simon cultivated the legend that he was a divine emanation—‘that Power of God which is called the Great Power’. The concept and the title were pagan enough (cf. for analogies, Ramsay, BRD. p. 117; Deissmann, Bible Studies\ 1909, p. 336 n.), but the Samaritans would by ‘God’ intend ‘Yahweh’, and Simon must have acclimatized himself to his religious sur-roundings. He already represents, then, a signifi-cant syncretism of magical, Hellenistic and erratic Jewish elements.

In the mass movement attending Philip’s preach-ing Simon professed conversion and was baptized. Luke uses his regulär expression ‘believed’, and there is no reason to doubt Simon’s sincerity thus far. The sequel, however, shows that his basic atti-tudes were still those of the magician. So im-pressed was he with the visible manifestations of the Holy Spirit following the apostles’ laying on of hands, that he applied to them, as to higher profi-cients in the same trade, for the formula at an ap-propriate price. Peter’s crushing rebuke evidently terrified him, for he begged the apostles’ inter-cession to avert the threatened peril. Simon was obsessed with the idea of power: throughout he conceived of it as residing in the apostles as super-magicians.

Here, rather abruptly, Luke leaves Simon; but a tangle of traditions about his later career survive in primitive Christian literature. If they include in-congruities and Iegends there is no need, with E. de Faye, to discount the patristic descriptions, or to deny a Connection between the Simon of Acts and the Simonian sect. Even Lucian’s rascally oracle-monger Alexander discoursed on the errors of Epicurus: and there is nothing incredible in Simon, with striking ability and personality, and real psychic powers, and perhaps some education, combining the charlatan and the heresiarch.

Justin (Apology 26, cf. 56, and Trypho 120), him-self front Samaria, says that Simon was born in the village of Gitta; that his companion Helen, a former prostitute, was widely regarded as his first divine ‘idea’, while he himself was acclaimed by multitudes in Samaria and Rome as a divinity. Indeed, Roman adulation had erected a statue in-scribed Simoni Deo Sancto, ‘to Simon the Holy God’. (This statue may actually have been erected to the Sabine deity Semo Sancus, but the Simoni-ans, who worshipped at statues, perhaps saw op-portunities in this one.)

Irenaeus (Adv. Haer. 1. 16, Harvey), Hippolytus (Philos. 6. 7ff.) and Epiphanius (Panarion. 21.2ff.) describe Simonian doctrine, the two latter employ-ing publications which they allege, perhaps errone-ously in Hippolytus’ case, to emanate from the sect of Simon. He seems to have developed his old theme of ‘the Great Power of God’ into a Trinitar-ian scheme: Simon appeared to the Samaritans as the Father, to the Jews as the Son (he only seemed to suffer) and to the world at large as the Holy Spirit. He had a Redemption myth in which he rescued Helen (‘the lost sheep’) from the bondage of successive transmigrations in various female bodies; and he preached Salvation by grace, requir-ing faith in Helen and himself, but allowing un-restrained liberty in morals afterwards. But Simon also borrowed heavily from Gk. paganism and Gk. philosophy, and some concepts appear which recur in more sophisticated Christian ‘Gnosticism. Irenaeus and the others regard him as the first major heretic, the initiator of a long chain of interrelated errors. The modern association of Gnostic origins with heretical forms of Judaism may suggest that their instinct was not far wrong.

Literature such as the Clementine romance and the Acts of Peter has many imaginative stories of encounters between Simon and Peter in Rome. The once-popular idea that in the Clementines Simon is a cipher for Paul need no longer be taken ser-iously.) According to Hippolytus, his final exhib-ition misfired. He was buried alive, promising to reappear in 3 days; but he did not, for, in Hippolytus’ laconic phrase, ‘he was not the Christ’.

Bibliography. R. P. Casey in BC, 5, 1933, pp. 151 ff.; J. W. Dräne, ‘Simon the Samaritan and the Lucan Concept of Salvation History’, EQ 47, 1975, pp. 131-137; E. de Faye, Gnostiques et Gnos-ticisme3, 1925, pp. 413ff.; J. Fossum, in A. Crown (ed.), The Samaritans, pp. 357-389; R. M. Grant,

Gnosticism and Early Christianity, 1960, pp. 70-96;

G. Ludemann, NTS 33, pp. 420-426. a.f.w.

SIN. The Egyp. sinw, swn, ‘fortress’, is connected later with Egyp. sin, ‘clay, mud’, hence its Gk. name Pelusium, ‘mud-city’. A fortress-city, it is now Teil Farama, on the seashore about 32 km SE of Port Said; an Egyp. key defence-post against invasion from the E through Palestine. Emend-ation in Ezk. 30:15-16 to Seven(eh) (=Aswan) is unnecessary. On the name Sin, see Gardiner, JEA 5, 1918, pp. 253-254.    k.a.k. 6

Eph. 2:1; Mt. 6:14F.). parabasis is a similarly de-rived term with similar meaning, ‘transgression’, ‘going beyond the norm’ (Rom. 4:15; Heb. 2:2). asebeia is perhaps the profoundest NT term and commonly translates ps in the lxx. It implies active ungodliness or impiety (Rom. 1:18; 2 Tim. 2:16). Another term is anomia, lawlessness, a con-tempt for law (Mt. 7:23; 2 Cor. 6:14). kakia and poneria are general terms expressing moral and spiritual depravity (Acts 8:22; Rom. 1:29; Lk. 11:39; Eph. 6:12). The last of these references indi-cates the association of the latter term with Satan, the evil one, ho poneros (Mt. 13:19; 1 Jn. 3:12). adikia is the main classical term for wrong done to one’s neighbour. It is translated variously as ‘in-justice’ (Rom. 9:14), ‘unrighteousness’ (Lk. 18:6), ‘falsehood’ (Jn. 7:18), ‘wickedness’ (Rom. 2:8), ‘ini-quity’ (2 Tim. 2:19). 1 Jn. equates it with hamartia (I Jn. 3:4; 5:17). Also occurring are enochos, a legal term meaning ‘guilty’ (Mk. 3:29; 1 Cor. 11:27), and opheilema, ‘debt’ (Mt. 6:12).

The definition of sin, however, is not to be de-rived simply from the terms used in Scripture to denote it. The most characteristic feature of sin in all its aspects is that it is directed against God (cf. Ps. 51:4; Rom. 8:7). Any conception of sin which does not have in the forefront the contradiction which it offers to God is a deviation from the bib-lical representation. The common notion that sin is selfishness betrays a false assessment of its nature and gravity. Essentially, sin is directed against God, and this perspective alone accounts for the diver-sity of its form and activities. It is a violation of that which God’s glory demands and is, therefore, in its essence the contradiction of God.

II. Origin

Sin was present in the universe before the Fall of Adam and Eve (Gn. 3:1 f.; cf. Jn. 8:44; 2 Pet. 2:4; 1 Jn. 3:8; Jude 6). The Bible however does not deal directly with the origin of evil in the universe, being concerned rather with sin and its origin in human life (1 Tim. 2:14; Jas. l:13f.). The real thrust of the demonic temptation in the account of the Fall in Gn. 3 lies in its subtle Suggestion of man’s aspiring to equality with his maker (’you will be like God . .    3:5). Satan’s attack was directed

against the integrity, veracity and loving Provision of God, and consisted in an enticement to wicked and blasphemous rebellion against man’s proper Lord. In this act man snatched at equality with God (cf. Phil. 2:6), attempted to assert his in-dependence of God, and hence to call in question the very nature and ordering of existence whereby he lived as creature in utter dependence upon the grace and Provision of his creator. ‘Man’s sin lies in his pretension to be God’ (Niebuhr). In this act, further, man blasphemously withheld the worship and adoring love which is ever his proper response to God’s majesty and grace, and instead paid homage to the enemy of God and to his own foul ambitions.

Thus the origin of sin according to Gn. 3 ought not to be sought so much in an overt action (2:17 with 3:6) but in an inward, God-denying aspiration of which the act of disobedience was the immedi-ate expression. As to the problem of how Adam and Eve could have been subject to temptation had they not previously known sin, Scripture does not enter into extended discussion. However, in the person of Jesus Christ it witnesses to a Man who, though without sin, was subject to temptation ‘in every respect as we are’ (Heb. 4:15; cf. Mt. 4:3f.; Heb. 2:17f.; 5:7f; 1 Pet. 1:19; 2:22f). The ultimate origin of *evil is part of the ‘mystery of lawlessness’ (2 Thes. 2:7), but an arguable reason for Scripture’s relative silence is that a ‘rational ex-planation’ of the origin of sin would have the in-evitable result of directing attention away from the Scripture’s primary concern, the confession of my personal guilt (cf. G. C. Berkouwer, Sin, 1971, ch. 1). In the end, sin, by the nature of the case, cannot be ‘known’ objectively; ‘sin posits itself’ (S. Kierkegaard).

III. Consequences

The sin of Adam and Eve was not an isolated event. The consequences for them, for posterity and for the world are immediately apparent.

a.    Man’s attitude to God

The changed attitude to God on the part of Adam indicates the revolution that took place in their minds. They ‘hid themselves from the presence of the Lord God’ (Gn. 3:8; cf. v. 7). Made for the presence and fellowship of God, they now dreaded encounter with him (cf. Jn. 3:20). *Shame and fear were now the dominant emotions (cf. Gn. 2:25; 3:7, 10), indicating the disruption that had taken place.

b.    God's attitude to man

Not only was there a change in man’s attitude to God, but also in God’s attitude to man. Reproof, condemnation, curse, expulsion from the garden are all indicative of this. Sin is one-sided, but its consequences are not. Sin elicits God’s wrath and displeasure, and necessarily so, because it is the contradiction of what he is. For God to be com-placent towards sin is an impossibility, since it would be for God to cease to take himself ser-iously. He cannot deny himself.

c.    Consequences for the human race

The unfolding history of man furnishes a cata-logue of vices (Gn. 4:8, 19, 23f.; 6:2-3, 5). The sequel of abounding iniquity results in the virtual destruction of mankind (Gn. 6:7, 13; 7:21-24). The Fall had abiding effect not only upon Adam and Eve but upon all who descended from them; there is racial solidarity in sin and evil.

d.    Consequences for creation

The effects of the Fall extend to the physical cosmos. ‘Cursed is the ground because of you’ (Gn. 3:17; cf. Rom. 8:20). Man is the crown of creation, made in God’s image and, therefore, God’s vicegerent (Gn. 1:26). The catastrophe of man’s Fall brought the catastrophe of curse upon that over which he was given dominion. Sin was an event in the realm of the human spirit, but it has its repercussions in the whole of creation.

e.    The appearance of dealh

* Death is the epitome of sin’s penalty. This was the warning attached to the prohibition of Eden (Gn. 2:17), and it is the direct expression of God’s curse upon man the sinner (Gn. 3:19). Death in the phenomenal realm consists in the Separation of the integral elements of man's being. This dissolution exemplifies the principle of death, namely, Separation, and it comes to its most extreme expression in Separation from God (Gn. 3:231'.). Because of sin death is invested with a fear and terror for man (Lk. 12:5; Heb. 2:15).

IV. Imputation

The first sin of Adam had unique significance for the whole human race (Rom. 5:12, 14-19; 1 Cor. 15:22). Here there is sustained emphasis upon the one trespass of the one man as that by which sin, condemnation and death came upon all mankind. The sin is identified as ‘the transgression of Adam’, ‘the trespass of the one’, ‘one trespass’, ‘the disobedience of the one’, and there can be no doubt that the first trespass of Adam is intended. Hence the clause ‘because all men sinned’ in Rom. 5:12 refers to the sin of all in the sin of Adam. It cannot refer to the actual sins of all men, far less to the hereditary depravity with which all are af-fiicted, for in v. 12 the clause in question clearly says why ‘death spread to all men’, and in the suc-ceeding verses the ‘one man’s trespass’ (v. 17) is stated to be the reason for the universal reign of death. If the same sin were not intended, Paul would be affirming two different things with refer-ence to the same subject in the same context. The only explanation of the two forms of Statement is that all sinned in the sin of Adam. The same infer-ence is to be drawn from 1 Cor. 15:22, ‘in Adam all die’. If all die in Adam, it is because all sinned in Adam.

According to Scripture the kind of solidarity with Adam which explains the participation of all in Adam’s sin is the kind of solidarity which Christ sustains to those United to him. The parallel in Rom. 5:12-19; 1 Cor. 15:22. 45-49 between Adam and Christ indicates the same type of relationship in both cases, and we have no need to posit any-thing more ultimate in the case of Adam and the race than we find in the case of Christ and his people. In the latter it is representative headship, and this is all that is necessary to ground the solidarity of all in the sin of Adam. To say that the sin of Adam is imputed to all is but to say that all were involved in his sin by reason of his representative headship.

While the imputation of Adam’s sin was im-mediate according to the evidence of the relevant passages, the judgment of condemnation passed upon Adam, and hence upon all men in him, is in Scripture seen as confirmed in its justice and pro-priety by every man’s subsequent moral experi-ence. Thus Rom. 3:23 ‘all have sinned’ is amply proved by reference to the specific, overt sins of Jews and Gentiles (Rom. 1:18-3:8) betöre Paul makes any reference whatever to imputation in Adam. In similar vein Scripture universally relates man’s ultimate judgment bel'ore God to his ‘works’ which fall short of God’s Standards (cf. Mt. 7:21— 27; 13:41; 25:31-46; Lk. 3:9; Rom. 2:5-10; Rev. 20:11-14).

Rejection of this doctrine betrays not only fail-ure to accept the witness of the relevant passages but also failure to appreciate the close relation which exists between the principle which governs our relation to Adam and the governing principle of God’s Operation in salvation. The parallel between Adam as the first man and Christ as the last Adam shows that the accomplishment of salvation in Christ is based on the same operating principle as that by which we have become sinners and the heirs of death. The history of mankind is finally subsumed under two complexes, sin-con-demnation-death and righteousness-justification-life. The former arises from our union with Adam, the latter from union with Christ. These are the two orbits within which we live and move. God’s government of men is directed in terms of these relationships. If we do not reckon with Adam we are thereby excluded from a proper understanding of Christ. All who die die in Adam; all who are made alive are made alive in Christ.

V. Depravity

Sin never consists merely in a voluntary act of transgression. Every volition proceeds from some-thing that is more deep-seated than the volition itself. A sinful act is the expression of a sinful heart (cf. Mk. 7:20-23; Pr. 4:23; 23:7). Sin must always include, therefore, the perversity of heart, mind, disposition and will. This was true, as we saw above, in the case of the first sin, and it applies to all sin. The imputation to posterity of the sin of Adam must, therefore, carry with it involvement in the perversity apart from which Adam’s sin would be meaningless and its imputation an impossible abstraction. Paul States that ‘by one man’s dis-obedience many were made sinners’ (Rom. 5:19). The depravity which sin entails and with which all men come into the world is for this reason a direct implicate of our solidarity with Adam in his sin. We come to be as individuals by natural gener-ation, and as individuals we never exist apart from the sin of Adam reckoned as ours. Therefore the psalmist wrote, ‘Behold, I was brought forth in ini-quity, and in sin did my mother conceive me’ (Ps. 51:5) and our Lord said, ‘That which is born of the flesh is flesh’ (Jn. 3:6).

The witness of Scripture to the pervasiveness of this depravity is explicit. Gn. 6:5; 8:21 provides a closed case. The latter reference makes it clear that this indictment was not restricted to the period before the judgment of the Flood. There is no evading the force of this testimony from the early pages of divine revelation, and later assessments are to the same effect (cf. Je. 17:9-10; Rom. 3:10— 18). From whatever angle man is viewed, there is the absence of that which is well-pleasing to God. Considered more positively, all have turned aside from God’s way and become corrupted. In Rom. 8:5-7 Paul refers to the mind of the flesh, and flesh, when used ethically as here, means human nature directed and governed by sin (cf Jn. 3:6). Further, according to Rom. 8:7, The mind that is set on the flesh is hostile to God’. No strongercondemnatory judgment could be arrived at, for it means that the thinking of the natural man is conditioned and governed by enmity directed against God. Nothing less than a judgment of total depravity is the clear implication of these passages, i.e. there is no area or aspect of human life which is absolved from the sombre effects of man’s fallenness, and hence no area which might serve as a possible ground for man’s justification of himself in the face of God and his law.

Depravity however is not registered in actual transgression to an equal extern in all. There are multiple restraining factors. God does not give over all men to uncleanness, to a base mind, and to improper conduct (Rom. 1:24, 28). Total depravity (total, that is, in the sense that it touches every-thing) is not incompatible with the exercise of the natural virtues and the promotion of civil right-eousness. Unregenerate men are still endowed with conscience, and the work of the law is written upon their hearts so that in measure and at points they fulfil its requirement (Rom. 2:14f). The doctrine of depravity, however, means that these works, though formally in accord with what God com-mands, are not good and well-pleasing to God in terms of the full and ultimate criteria by which his judgment is determined, the criteria of love to God as the animating motive, the law of God as the directing principle, and the glory of God as the Controlling purpose (Rom. 8:7; I Cor. 2:14; cf. Mt. 6:2,5, 16; Mk. 7:6-7; Rom. 13:4; 1 Cor. 10:31; 13:3; Tit. 1:15; 3:5; Heb. 11:4,6).

VI.    Inability

Inability is concerned with the incapacity arising from the nature of depravity. If depravity is total, i.e. affecting every aspect and area of man’s being, then inability for what is good and well-pleasing to God is likewise comprehensive in its reference.

We are not able to change our character or act differently from it. In the matter of understanding, the natural man cannot know the things of the Spirit of God because they are spiritually dis-cerned (1 Cor. 2:14). In respect of obedience to the law of God he is not only not subject to the law of God but he cannot be (Rom. 8:7). They who are in the flesh cannot please God (Rom. 8:8). A corrupt tree cannot bring forth good fruit (Mt. 7:18). The impossibility in each case is undeni-able. It is our Lord who affirms that even faith in him is impossible apart from the gift and drawing of the Father (Jn. 6:44f, 65). This witness on his part is to the same effect as his insistence that apart from the supernatural birth of water and the Spirit no-one can have intelligent appreci-ation of, or entrance into, the kingdom of God (Jn. 3:3, 5f, 8; cf. Jn. 1:13; 1 Jn. 2:29; 3:9; 4:7; 5:1,4, 18).

The necessity of so radical and momentous a transformation and re-creation as regeneration is proof of the whole witness of Scripture to the bondage of sin and the hopelessness of our sinful condition. This bondage implies that it is a psycho-logical, moral and spiritual impossibility for the natural man to receive the things of the Spirit, to love God and do what is well-pleasing to him, or to believe in Christ to the salvation of his soul. It is this enslavement which is the premise of the gospel, and the glory of the gospel lies precisely in the fact that it provides release from the bondage and slavery of sin. It is the gospel of grace and power for the helpless.

VII.    Liability

Since sin is against God, he cannot be complacent towards it or indifferent with respect to it. He reacts inevitably against it. This reaction is specif-ically his wrath. The frequency with which Scripture mentions the wrath of God compels us to take account of its reality and meaning.

Various terms are used in the OT. In Heb., ’ap in the sense of ‘anger’, and intensified in the form h“rön ’ap to express the ‘fierceness of God’s anger’ is very common (cf. Ex. 4:14; 32:12; Nu. 11:10; 22:22; Jos. 7:1; Jb. 42:7; Ps. 21:9; Is. 10:5; Na. 1:6; Zp. 2:2); hemä is likewise frequent (cf. Dt. 29:23; Pss. 6:1; 79:6; 90:7; Je. 7:20; Na. 1:2); ’ebrä (cf Ps. 78:49; Is. 9:19; 10:6; Ezk. 7:19; Ho. 5:10) and qesep (cf. Dt. 29:28; Ps. 38:1; Je. 32:37; 50:13; Zc. 1:2) are used with sufficient frequency to be worthy of mention; za'am is also characteristic and expresses the thought of indignation (cf. Pss. 38:3; 69:24; 78:49; Is. 10:5; Ezk. 22:31; Na. 1:6). It is apparent that the OT is permeated with refer-ences to the wrath of God. Often more than one of these terms appear together in Order to strengthen and confirm the thought expressed. There is intensity in the terms themselves and in the constructions in which they occur to convey the notions of displeasure, fiery indignation and holy vengeance.

The Gk. terms are orge and thymos, the former frequently predicated of God in the NT (cf. Jn. 3:36; Rom. 1:18; 2:5, 8; 3:5; 5:9; 9:22; Eph. 2:3; 5:6; 1 Thes. 1:10; Heb. 3:11; Rev. 6:17), and the latter less frequently (cf. Rom. 2:8; Rev. 14:10, 19; 16:1, 19; 19:15; see zelos in Heb. 10:27).

The * wrath of God is therefore a reality, and the language and teaching of Scripture are calculated to impress upon us the severity by which it is char-acterized. There are three observations which par-ticularly require mention. First, the wrath of God must not be interpreted in terms of the fitful pas-sion so commonly associated with anger in us. It is the deliberate, resolute displeasure which the con-tradiction of his holiness demands. Secondly, it is not to be construed as vindictiveness but as holy indignation; nothing of the nature of malice at-taches to it. It is not malignant hatred but right-eous detestation. Thirdly, we may not reduce the wrath of God to his will to punish. Wrath is a positive outgoing of dissatisfaction as sure as that which is pleasing to God involves complacency. We must not eliminate from God what we term emo-tion. The wrath of God finds its parallel in the human heart, exemplified in a perfect manner in Jesus (cf. Mk. 3:5; 10:14).

The epitome of sin’s liability is, therefore, the holy wrath of God. Since sin is never impersonal, but exists in, and is committed by, persons, the wrath of God consists in the displeasure to which we are subjected; we are the objects. The penal in-flictions which we suffer are the expressions of God’s wrath. The sense of guilt and torment of conscience are the reflections in our consciousness of the displeasure of God. The essencc of final perdition will consist in the infliction of God’s indignation (cf Is. 30:33; 66:24; Dn. 12:2; Mk. 9:43, 45,48).

VIII. The conquest of sin

Despite the sombreness of the theme, the Bible never completely loses a note of hope and opti-mism when dealing with sin; for the heart of the Bible is its witness to God’s mighty offensive against sin in his historical purpose of redemption centred in Jesus Christ, the last Adam, his eternal Son, the Saviour of sinners. Through the whole work of Christ, his miraculous birth, his life of perfect obedience, supremely his death on the cross and resurrection from the dead, his ascension to the right hand of the Father, his reign in history and his glorious return, sin has been overcome. Its rebellious, usurping authority has been van-quished, its absurd Claims exposed, its foul ma-chinations unmasked and overthrown, the baleful eflects of the Fall in Adam counteracted and undone, and God’s honour vindicated, his holiness satisfied and his glory extended.

In Christ, God has conquered sin; such are the great glad tidings of the Bible. Already this conquest is demonstrated in the people of God, who by faith in Christ and his finished work are already delivered from the guilt and judgment of sin, and are already experiencing, to a degree, the conquest of sin’s power through their union with Christ. This process will be culminated at the end of the

S1NEW

age when Christ will return in glory, the saints will be fully sanctified, sin banished from God’s good creation and a new heaven and earth brought into being in which righteousness will dwell. (Cf. Gn. 3:15; Is. 52:13-53:12; Je. 31:31-34; Mt. 1:21; Mk. 2:5; 10:45; Lk. 2:11; 11:14-22; Jn. 1:29; 3:16f.; Acts 2:38; 13:38f.; Rom .passim; 1 Cor. 15:3f.,22f.; Eph. 1:3-14; 2:1-10; Col. 2:11-15; Heb. 8:1-10:25; 1 Pet.

1:18—21; 2 Pet. 3:11-13; 1 Jn. l:6-2:2; Rev. 20:7-14; 21:22-22:5.)

Bibliography. J. Orr, Sin as a Problem of Today, 1910; C. Ryder Smith, The Bible Doctrine of Sin, 1953; E. Brunner, Man in Revolt, 1939; R. Niebuhr. The Nature and Destiny of Man, 1941 and 1943; M. Luther, Bondage of the Will, E. T. 1957; J. Murray, The Imputation of Adam's Sin, 1959; G. C. Berkouwer, Sin, 1971; B. Ramm, OJfence lo Reason, 1985; W. Günther, W. Bauder, NIDNTT 3, pp. 573-587; TDNT1, pp. 149-163,267-339; 3, pp. 167-172; 5, pp. 161-166, 447^48, 736-744; 6, pp. 170-172, 883-884; 7, pp. 339-358.    j.m.

B.A.M.

SINAI, MOUNT.

I.    Situation

The location of this mountain is uncertain. The following mountains are regarded by various scholars as Mt Sinai: Jebel Müsa, Ras es-safsafeh, Jebel Serbäl and a mountain near al-Hrob. The trad-ition in favour of Jebel Serbäl can be traced back as far as Eusebius; the tradition in favour of Jebel Müsa only as far as Justinian. The Situation of Jebel Serbäl, e.g. the fact that there is no wilderness at its foot, makes it improbable as the mountain of the covenant. The once widely accepted view of A. Musil that the volcanic mountain near al-Hrob is to be identified with Mt Sinai is no longer populär with scholars, because it makes the reconstruction of the route of the Exodus impossible and it reads too much into Ex. 19. Modern attempts to identify Sinai with volcanic mountains E of the Gulf of Aqabah are so uncertain that not much can be derived from them. This leaves two possibilities: Jebel Müsa and Ras es-safsafeh. These two mountains are situated on a short ridge of granite of about 4 km Stretching from NW to SE. Ras es-safsafeh (1,993 m) is situated at the N edge and Jebel Msa (2,244 m) at the S one. Tradition and most of the modern scholars accept Jebel Müsa as Mt Sinai. There is, none the less, a strong preference among cer-tain scholars for Ras es-safsafeh as the mountain of the covenant because of the considerable plain at its foot which would have been spacious enough for the large body of Israelites (cf. Ex. 20:18: ‘they stood afar off). However, tradition in favour of Jebel Müsa is so ancient (about 1,500 years) and the granite formations so imposing that it is quite probably Mt Sinai. Furthermore, a few stations en route to the mountain point to the saine conclusion.

II.    In the Old Testament

Mt Sinai is also called Horeb in the OT. Travelling past Marah and Elim, the Israelites reached Sinai in the 3rd month after their departure from Egypt (Ex. 19:1), and camped at its foot on a plain from which the top was visible (Ex. 19:16, 18, 20). The Lord revealed himself to Moses on this mountain and gave the Ten Commandments and other laws.

The covenant made here between God and the people played a major role in binding the tribes together and moulding them into one nation serv-ing one God. Although the authenticity of this account is rejected by certain modern schools, it is clear from Jdg. 5:5 that the Sinai tradition is an ancient part of Israelite belief. The prominent role of Mt Sinai in the OT and the strong tradition attached to it provide ample evidence in Support of the historicity of the account (•Exodus).

At the foot of Jebel Müsa is the monastery of St Catherine. It was here that Tischendorf discovered the famous 4th-century uncial ms of the Greek Bible called Codex Sinaiticus. The library of St Catherine has ancient mss in Gk., Arabic, Ethiopic and Syriac (many of which have recently been made generally available on microfilm).

Bibliography. B. Rothenberg, God's Wilderness, 1961; W. Beyerlin, Origins and History of the Oldest Sinaitic Traditions, 1965; G. I. Davies, in J. A. Emerton (ed.), Studies in the Pentateuch, 1990.

F.C.F.

III. In the New Testament

1. Düring his last speech before martyrdom, Stephen twice mentions Mt Sinai in a reference to the theophany to Moses at the burning bush (Acts 7:30, 38; in Ex. 3:1 ff. the synonym Horeb is used). Stephen reminds his accusers that even a Gentile place like Sinai in NW Arabia became holy ground because God was pleased to reveal himself there; he was not limited by Jewish geography.

2.    In Gal. 4:21-31 Paul uses an allegory to identify Israel first with the slave-wife Hagar (Gn. 16:15; 21:2, 9) and then with Mt Sinai ‘in Arabia’ (i.e. appropriately in a barren wilderness area). Hagar and Sinai are symbolic respectively of being outside the covenant of promise and of bondage to the law of Moses. Together they are taken as representing‘the present Jerusalem’, i.e. Judaism, which is slavery (to the Law and its intolerable bürden of Pharisaic additions as well as to the Romans). By contrast ‘the Jerusalem above’ is ‘free’ (freeborn) and ‘our mother’, the mother of all who are Christians, i.e. ‘children of promise, as Isaac was’.

3.    In Heb. 12:19-29, although not named directly, Mt Sinai, symbolizing the old covenant, is contrasted with Mt Zion, symbolizing the offer of the gospel under the new covenant. The awesome terrors of Sinai at the giving of the Law are de-scribed in terms of Ex. 19:16-19; 20:18-21; Dt. 4:11 f.; and the reader is warned that rejecting the gospel and its Privileges incurs a far more dreadful judgment even than that which followed disobedi-ence to the Law.

Bibliography. C. Brown, NIDNTT3, pp. 1013-1015; E. Löhse, TDNT1, pp. 282-287. n.h.

SINEW. Heb. gid, the sinew viewed as that which bound the bones together (Ezk. 37:6; Jb. 10:11).

The custom mentioned in Gn. 32:32 is obscure. C. A. Simpson in IB quotes Robertson Smith as explaining it from the idea that the thigh was sacred as the seat of life, and Wellhausen as calling attention to a trace of it in ancient Arabia. The application of the custom involves the removing of the sinew in the thigh-joint before the flesh is cooked.

The term is not found in the NT.    b.o.b.

SIN, WILDERNESS OF

SIN, WILDERNESS OF. A wilderness through which the Israelites passed between Elim and Mt Sinai (Ex. 16:1; 17:1; Nu. 33:11-12). It is usually identified with Debbet er-Ramleh, a sandy tract below Jebel et-Tih in the SW of the Sinai pen-insula; but another suggested location is on the Coastal plain of el-Markhah. As its position de-pends on the fixing of Mt ‘Sinai, which is un-certain, it is impossible to determine the exact site.

J.M.H.

SION. A synonym for, or part of, Mt Hermon (Dt. 4:48, av; cf. rsv mg.). It is probably another form of ‘Sirion’ (Dt. 3:9); indeed, Pesh. reads ‘Sirion’ here, as also do rsv, neb. A different Word from ‘Zion’.    j.d.d.

SIRAH, CISTERN OF (av ‘well of Sirah'). The place from which Joab secretly recalled Abner, former captain of Saul’s armies, following his visit to David to discuss the surrender of Israel. Un-known to David, Joab siew Abner (2 Sa. 3:26). Probably modern Ain Sarah, 2Vi km NW of Hebron.    j.a.t.

SIRION (Heb. siryön). The Canaanite name for Mt * Hermon as used in the Bible by the Sidonians (Dt. 3:9; cf. Ps. 29:6) and found in the form sryn in the Ugaritic texts. See C. H. Gordon, Ugarilic Textbook, 1965, p. 495. (* Sion.)    t.c.m.

SISERA (sis'ra, a non-Semitic, possibly Illyrian name).

1.    The commander of * Jabin’s army (Jdg. 4:2f.) and possibly the petty king of Harosheth-ha-goiim (Haroseth of the nations), tentatively identified with Teil el-’Amr, 19 km NW of Megiddo, a Strategie location for the deployment of Jabin’s 900 chariots. His dominant military role in the battle against Deborah and Barak explains his promin-ence in the biblical record when compared with his overlord, Jabin (who is not mentioned at all in Jdg. 5). After his crushing defeat at Mt Tabor and sub-sequent flight, he was treacherously slain by *Jael (Jdg. 4:15-21; 5:24-27). See A. E. Cundall, Judges and Ruth, TOTC, 1968, pp. 81-100.

2.    The family-name of a dass of Temple servants of foreign origin who returned with Zerubbabel from Exile in 537 bc (Ezr. 2:53; Ne. 7:55).

A.E.C.

SITNAH (Heb. sitnä, ‘hatred’, ‘contention’). A name given to a well which Isaac’s servants dug in Gerar (Gn. 26:21) and which was seized by the servants of Abimelech. For general location, see ‘Gerar.    j.d.d.

SKIRT. The translation of three Heb. words. 1. känäp, ‘wing’, ‘extremity’, is the usual term (Ru. 3:9; 1 Sa. 24:4; etc.). 2. sül (Je. 13:22, 26; La. 1:9; Na. 3:5) means ‘hem’, and is so rendered elsewhere in av. i.peh (Ps. 133:2, av) is the common word for ‘mouth’, and the context is clearer if we follow rsv, which in the verse concerned renders the Heb. as ‘collar’.    j.d.d.

SLAVE, SLAVERY.

I. In the Old Testament

a.    Introduction

Under the influence of Roman law, a slave is usually considered to be a person (male or female) owned by another, without rights, and—like any other form of personal property—to be used and disposed of in whatever way the owner may wish. In the ancient biblical East, however, slaves could and did acquire various rights betöre the law or by custom, and these included ownership (even of other slaves) and the power to conduct business while they were yet under their masters’ control. Slavery is attested from the earliest times through-out the ancient Near East, and owed its existence and perpetuation primarily to economic factors.

b.    Sources of slaves

(i) By capture. Captives, especially prisoners of war, were commonly reduced to slavery (Gn. 14:21, claimed by the king of Sodom; Nu. 31:9; Dt. 20:14; 21:10IT; Jdg. 5:30; 1 Sa. 4:9 (cf. rsv); 2 Ki. 5:2; 2 Ch. 28:8, lOflf.), a custom that goes back as far as written documents themselves, to roughly 3000 bc and probably further (references in I. Mendelsohn, Slavery in the Ancient Near East, 1949, pp. 1-3).

(ii)    By purchase. Slaves could readily be bought from other owners or general merchants (cf. Gn. 17:12-13,27; Ec. 2:7). The law allowed Hebrews to buy foreign slaves from foreigners at home or abroad (Lv. 25:44f). In antiquity, slaves were sold among all kinds of other merchandise and from country to country. Thus, the Midianites and Ish-maelites sold ‘Joseph to an Egyptian high official (Gn. 37:36; 39:1), and Phoenician Tyre imported slaves and bronzeware from Asia Minor (Ezk. 27:13) and sold Jews to the Ionians, thereby incur-ring a threat of like treatment of her own nationals (Joel 3:4-8). For evidence of the large numbers of Semitic slaves that reached Egypt in Joseph’s general period, probably mainly by trade, see references in ‘Joseph or in Bibliography below. For Ba-bylonian merchant-enterprise in slave-trading abroad in places such as Tyre, see Mendelsohn, op. cit., pp. 3-5.

(iii)    By birth. Children ‘born in the house’ of slave-parents became ‘house-born slaves’; such are mentioned in Scripture from patriarchal times onward (Gn. 15:3; 17:12-13, 27; Ec. 2:7; Je. 2:14), and equally early in Mesopotamian documents (Mendelsohn, pp. 57-58).

(iv)    As restitulion. If a convicted thief could not make restitution and pay his fines and damages, funds towards this could be raised by selling him as a slave (Ex. 22:3; cf. a similar Provision in Ham-murapi’s Code, §§ 53-54: AN ET, p. 168).

(v)    By default on debts. Debtors who went bank-rupt were often forced to seil their children as slaves, or their children would be confiscated as slaves by the creditor (2 Ki. 4:1; Ne. 5:5, 8). The insolvent debtor himself, as well as his wife and family, commonly became the slave of his creditor and gave him his labour for 3 years to work off the debt and then go free, in Hammurapi’s Code (§ 117: DOTT, p. 30, or AN ET, pp. 170-171). This seems to be the background to the Mosaic law in Ex. 21:2-6 (and 7-11), and in Dt. 15:12-18, where a Hebrew slave must work 6 years, explicitly a ‘double’ period of time (Dt. 15:18) compared with

Hammurapi’s 3 years (cf Mendelsohn, pp. 32-33), bin on release he was to be granted stock to Start up on his own again (see also d.(i) 1, below). In-solvency was a major cause of reduction to slave Status in the bibhcal East (Mendelsohn, pp. 23, 26-29).

(vi)    Setf-sale. Selling oneself voluntarily into slavery, i.e. dependence on another, to escape pov-erty, was widely known (Mendelsohn, pp. 14—19, fbr data). Lv. 25:39-43, 47fT., recognized this, but provided for redemption at (or with foreign owners, even betöre) Jubilee year.

(vii)    Abduction. To steal a person, and to reduce a kidnapped person to slavery, was an offence pun-ishable by death in the laws of both Hammurapi (§ 14: DOTT, p. 30; ANET, p. 166) and Moses (Ex. 21:16; Dt. 24:7). The brothers of * Joseph were guilty of essentially such an offence (Gn. 37:27-28 with 45:4), and might well be ‘dismayed’ and need reassurance not to be ‘distressed’ (Gn. 45:3, 5, and cf Gn. 50:15).

c.    Price of slaves

The price of slaves naturally varied somewhat according to circumstances and the sex, age and condition of slaves, but the average price of slaves gradually rose like that of other Commodities dur-ing the course of history; the female of child-bearing age being always more valuable than the male slave. In the late 3rd millennium bc in Meso-potamia (Akkad and 3rd Ur Dynasties) the average price of a slave was 10-15 shekels of silver (refer-ences in Mendelsohn, pp. 117-155). About 1700 bc Joseph was sold to the Ishmaelites for 20 shekels of silver (Gn. 37:28), precisely the current price for the patriarchal period, where 1/3 of a mina is 20 shekels (§§ 116, 214, 252: DOTT, p. 35; AN ET, pp. 170, 175-176. in (e.g.) Hammurapi’s Code, c. 1750 bc), in Contemporary Old Babylonian tablets (cf Mendelsohn, loc. eil.), and at Mari (G. Boyer, Ar-chives Royales de Mari, 8, 1958, p. 23, No. 10, lines 1-4). By about the 15th Century bc the average price was 30 shekels at Nuzi (B. L. Eichler, Inden-ture at Nazi, 1973, pp. 16-18, 87), and could be 20, 30 or 40 shekels at Ugarit in N Syria (Mendelsohn, pp. 118-155; J. Nougayrol, Palais Royald'Ugarit, 3, 1955, p. 228: 2 with refs., p. 23 n. 1) in the I4th/I3th centuries bc, comparing well with the Contemporary price of 30 shekels reflected in Ex. 21:32. In later days the average price for a male slave rose steadily under the Assyrian, Babylonian and Per-sian empires, to about 50-60 shekels, 50 shekels and 90-120 shekels respectively (Mendelsohn, pp. 117-118, 155). For 50 shekels in Assyrian times, cf. 2 Ki. 15:20, where the Israelite notables under Menahem had to pay their value as slaves, presumably as ran-som to avoid deportation to Assyria (D. J. Wise-man, Iraq 15, 1953, p. 135, and JTVI87, 1955, p.

28). The successive and identical rises in average price for slaves in both the biblical and external records strongly suggest that the former are based directly on accurate traditions from the specific periods in question, i.e. the early and late 2nd millennium and early 1 st millennium bc, and are not at these points the elaboration of later traditionists or of over-statistical priestly redactors.

d.    Privately ownedslaves in Israel

(i) Hebrew slaves. 1. The law sought (like Hammurapi’s Code 5 centuries earlier) to avoid the risk of Wholesale population-drift into slavery and serfdom under economic pressure on small farmers, by limiting the length of Service that insolvent debtors (see b. (v), above) had to give to 6 years, their release to be accompanied by the Provision of sufficient assets to make a new Start (Ex. 21:2-6; Dt. 15:12-18). A man already married when thus enslaved took his wife with him at release, but if he was formerly single and was given a wife by his master, that wife and any children remained the master’s. Hence, those who wished to stay in Service and keep their family could do so permanently (Ex. 21:6; Dt. 15:16f.); at Jubilee he would be re-leased in any case (Lv. 25:40) in connection with the restoration of inheritance then (Lv. 25:28), even if he chose to stay on with his master permanently. Insolvent debtors in temporary enslavement similar to that of Ex. 21:2ff. are probably the sub-ject of Ex. 21:26-27, the permanent loss of a member cancelling the debt and so bringing im-mediate release from the creditor/ master (Mendelsohn, op. cit., pp. 87-88). ln Jeremiah’s day the king and the wealthy flagrantly abused the law of 7th-year release by freeing their slaves only to seize them again, and were duly condemned for this very sharp practice (Je. 34:8-17).

2.    A Hebrew who voluntarily sold himself into slavery to escape from poverty was to serve his master until Jubilee year, when he would go free (Lv. 25:39-43) and receive back his inheritance (Lv. 25:28). But if his master was a foreigner he had the Option of purchasing his freedom or being redeemed by a relative at any time before Jubilee (Lv. 25:47-55).

3.    Female slaves were the subject of further specific law and custom. That a chief wife’s servant-maids might bear children to their master for the childless wife is attested both in the patriarchal narrative (Gn. 16) and in cuneiform documents, e.g. from Ur (Wiseman, JTVI 88, 1956, p. 124). Under the law, if a Hebrew girl was sold as a slave (Ex. 21:7-11) her marital Status was carefully safe-guarded: she might marry her master (and be redeemed if rejected), or his son, or become a prop-erly maintained concubine, but would go free if the master failed to implement whichever of the three possibilities he had agreed to. In Mesopotamia such contracts were usually harsher, often having no safeguards whatever (c/ Mendelsohn, pp. 1 Off., 87).

(ii)    Foreign slaves. 1. Unlike Hebrew slaves, these could be enslaved permanently and handed on with other family property (Lv. 25:44-46). How-ever, they were included in the Commonwealth of Israel on patriarchal precedent (circumcision, Gn. 17:10-14, 27) and shared in festivals (Ex. 12:44, Passover; Dt. 16:11, 14) and sabbath-rest (Ex. 20:10; 23:12).

2. A woman captured in war could be taken as full wife by a Hebrew, and would thereby cease to have slave Status; thus, if she was subsequently di-vorced she went free and did not become a slave (Dt. 21:10-14).

(iii)    General conditions. I. The treatment ac-corded to slaves depended directly on the Personality of their masters. Ii could be a relationship of trust (cf. Gn. 24: 39:1-6) and affection (Dt. 15:16), but discipline might be harsh, even fatal (cf. Ex. 21:21), though to kill a slave outright carried a penalty (Ex. 21:20), doubtless death (Lv. 24:17, 22). It is just possible that Hebrew slaves, like some Babylonians, sometimes carried an outward token of their servitude (Mendelsohn, p. 49), though this remains uncertain. In some circumstances slaves could claim justice (Jb. 31:13) or go to law (Mendelsohn, pp. 65, 70, 72), but—like the Egyptian spared by David—could be abandoned by callous masters when ill (1 Sa. 30:13). In patriarchal times a childless master could adopt a house-slave and make him his heir, as is recorded of Abraham and Eliezer before the births of Ishmael and Isaac (Gn. 15:3), and of various people in cuneiform docu-ments (Ur, cf. Wiseman, JTVIH8, 1956, p. 124).

2. Throughout ancient history, the available documents bear witness to the large numbers of people who tried to escape from slavery by running away, and those who in any way aided and abetted them could expect punishment, especially in early times (Mendelsohn, pp. 58ff). However, slaves that fled from one country to another came under a different category. States sometimes had mutual extradition clauses in their treaties; this may ex-plain how Shimei so easily recovered two runaway slaves of his from King Achish of Gath in Philistia (I Ki. 2:39-40; cf. Wiseman, op. eil., p. 123). However, some States also at times decreed that if any nationals of theirs enslaved abroad returned to their homeland they would be set free and not be extradited. This was stipulated by Hammurapi of Babylon (Code, § 280: DOTT, p. 35; AN ET, p. 177; cf. Mendelsohn, pp. 63-64, 75, 77-78), and is probably the meaning of Dt. 23:15f. (Mendelsohn, pp. 63-64).

(iv) Manumission. In the Heb. laws an enslaved debtor was to be released after 6 years (Ex. 21:2; Dt. 15:12, 18), or as compensation for injury (Ex. 21:26—27), and a girl could be redeemed or set free if repudiated, or if conditions of Service were not honoured (Ex. 21:8, 11; see d. (i) 3 above). A Hebrew who sold himself into slavery was to be freed at Jubilee, or could be redeemed by purchase at any time from a foreign master (Lv. 25:39-43, 47-55; d. (i) 2 above). On Dt. 23:15f., see preceding section. A female captive could become a freed-woman by marriage (Dt. 21:10-14).

In 1 Ch. 2:34f., a Hebrew Sheshan had no sons, and so married his daughter to his Egyptian slave Jarha in Order to continue his family line; it is most probable that Jarha would be made free in these circumstances (Mendelsohn, p. 57), and likewise Eliezer of Damascus (Gn. 15:3), if he had not becn replaced as heir to Abraham by Ishmael and then Isaac.

In Heb. the term which denotes that a person is ‘free’, not (or no longer) a slave (e.g. Ex. 21:2, 5, 26-27; Dt. 15:12-13, 18; Jb. 3:19; Je. 34:9-11, 14, 16; etc.), is hopsi, which has a long history in the ancient East, occurring as hiipsu in cuneiform texts from the 18th to the 7th centuries bc, and usually referring to freedmen who are small landholders, tenant farmers or hired labourers. When a Hebrew was freed this is the dass he would be in. He would become a small landholder if he regained his in-heritance (as at Jubilee) or a tenant or labourer on land held by others. On manumission in the ancient East, see Mendelsohn, pp. 74-91; on hopsi, see Bibliography below.

e. State and Tentple slavery (i) State slavery in Israel. This was practised on a restricted scale. David caused the conquered Am-monites to do forced labour (2 Sa. 12:31), and Solomon conscripted the surviving descendants of the peoples of Canaan into his mas-'öbed, permanent state labour-levy, but not true Israelites (see 1 Ki. 9:15, 21-22; burden-bearers and quarriers, v. 15 and 2 Ch. 2:18). The Israelites served on tem-porary corvee (mas) in Lebanon only, by rota (I Ki. 5:13f). There is no contradiction between 1 Ki. 5 and 9 on the corvees; cf. M. Haran, VT 11, 1961, pp. 162-164, following and partly correcting Mendelsohn, pp. 96-98. Cf. A. F. Rainey, IEJ 20. 1970, pp. 191-202. The famous coppermines near Ezion-geber (* Elath) were most likely worked with Ca-naanite and Ammonite/Edomite slave-labour (N. Glueck, BASOR 79, 1940, pp. 4-5; Mendelsohn, p. 95; Haran, op. cit., p. 162). Such use of war-captives was common throughout the Near East, and in other countries outside Israel their less for-tunate nationals and ordinary slaves could sometimes be taken over by the state (Mendelsohn, pp. 92-99).

(ii) Temple slaves in Israel. After the war with Midian, Moses levied from the warriors and Israel at large 1 in 500 and 1 in 50 respectively of their spoils in persons and goods, for Service with the high priest and Levites at the tabernacle, obviously as menials (Nu. 31:28, 30, 47). Then there were added to these the Gibeonites spared by Joshua, who became ‘hewers of wood and drawers of water’ for the house and altar of the Lord (Jos. 9:3-27), i.e. menials for the tabernacle and its personne!. Also, David and his officers had dedicated foreigners (Nethinim) for similar Service with the Levites who served the Temple, some of their descendants returning from captivity with Ezra (8:20); to these were added ‘Solomon’s servants’ (Ezr. 2:58). Ezekiel (44:6-9) possibly warned against al-lowing these uncircumcised menials to usurp a place in the worship of a Temple that was not theirs. Under Nehemiah (3:26, 31) some of these lived in Jerusalem and helped repair its walls.

f. Conclusion: general trends Generally, a more humane spirit breathes through the OT laws and customs on slavery, as illustrated by the repeated injunctions in God’s name not to rule over a brother Israelite harshly (e.g. Lv. 25:43, 46, 53, 55; Dt. 15:14f.). Even when Heb. law and custom on slaves shares in the common heritage of the ancient Semitic world, there is this unique care in God’s name for these people who by Status were not people, something absent from the law codes of Babylon or Assyria. It should, moreover, be re-membered that, by and large, the economy of the ancient Near East was never one substantially or mainly based on slave-labour as in ‘classical’ and later Greece or above all in imperial Rome (cf. Mendelsohn, pp. 111-112, 116:117, 121; I. J. Gelb, Festschrift for S. N. Kramer, 1976, pp. 195-207, on statistics and comparisons; limited numbers and economic opportunities of Neo-Babylonian slaves, cf. F. I. Andersen (summary of Dandamayer), Buried History 11, 1975, pp. 191-194). And Job (31:13-15) heralds the concept of the equality of all men, of whatever Station, before their creator God.

Bibliography. A fundamental work which makes frequent reference to the OT data is I. Mendelsohn, Slavery in the Ancient Near East, 1949, following up earlier studies, and supplemented by IEJ 5, 1955, pp. 65-72. The biblical data are sum-marized and evaluated by A. G. Barrois, Manuel d’Archeologie BibHque, 2, 1953, pp. 38, 114, 211 — 215, and by R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel: its Life and Institutions, 1961, pp. 80-90, 525). On Temple slaves in Israel, see M. Haran, VT 11, 1961, pp. 159-169. On hopsi, ‘free(dman)’, see Mendelsohn, BASOR 83, 1941, pp. 36-39, and ibid, 139, 1955, pp. 9-11; E. R. Lacheman, ibid., 86, 1942, pp. 36-37; D. J. Wiseman, The Alalakh Tablets, 1953, p.

10.    For the Egyp. data on slavery, see the mono-

graph by A. M. Bakir, Slavery in Pharaonic Egypl, 1952, supplemented for Joseph’s period by W. C. Hayes, A Papyrus of the Late Middle Kingdom in the Brooklyn Museum, 1955, pp. 92-94, 98-99, 133-134, and especially G. Posener, Syria 34, 1957, pp. 147, 150-161.    k.a.k.

11.    In the New Testament

a. Systems of slavery in NT times Jewish slavery, to judge by the Talmud, remained governed as always by the tight national unity of the people. There was a sharp distinction between Jewish and Gentile slaves. The former were subject to the sabbath-year manumission, and the onus feil upon Jewish communities everywhere to ransom their nationals held in slavery to Gentiles. Thus no fundamental division into bond and free was rec-ognized. At the same time the whole people might be thought of as the servants of Yahweh.

By contrast, Greek slavery was justified in clas-sical theory by the assumption of a natural order of slaves. Since only the Citizen dass were, strictly speaking, human, slaves were merely chattels. While this idea was carried into practice only in the rare cases where common sense and humanity broke down, the fact remains that throughout clas-sical antiquity the institution of slavery was simply taken for granted, even by those who worked for its amelioration.

Therc was a very great diversity at different times and places in the extern and uses of slavery. Modern sentiment is dominated by the horrors of the mass agricultural slavery in Italy and Sicily during the 2 centuries between the Punic wars and Augustus, which were dramatized by a series of heroic slave-revolts. This was a by-product of the rapid Roman conquest of the Mediterranean, the main source of the glut of slaves being war prisoners. In NT times, however, there was very little warfare, and in any case the slave ranches were a peculiarly Roman method of farming. In Egypt, for instance, there was practically no agricultural slavery, the land being worked by a free peasantry under bureaucratic supervision. In Asia Minor and Syria there were great temple estates whose tenant farmers were in a kind of serfdom. In Palestine, to judge by the parables of Jesus, slaves were employed on country estates more in administrative positions, the labour being recruited on a casual basis.

Domestic and public slavery were the most wide-spread forms. In the former case the slaves were purchased and employed as an index of wealth. Where only one or two were owned, they worked beside their master at the same occupations. At Athens they were indistinguishable in the streets from free men, and the familiarity of slaves to-wards their owners was a stock theme of comedy. At Rome the great houses employed scores of slaves for sheer luxury. Their work was highly spe-cialized and often largely effortless. In the case of public slaves, their Status conferred a good deal of independence and respect. They performed all sorts of duties in the absence of a civil Service, in-cluding even police Services in some cases. Professions such as medicine or education were com-monly filled by slaves.

The main sources of slavery were: (1) birth, de-pending on the law of the particular state concern-ing the various degrees of servile parentage; (2) the widespread practice of exposing unwanted chil-dren, who were then available for the use of anyone who cared to rear them; (3) the sale of one’s own children into slavery; (4) voluntary slavery as a Solution to problems such as debt; (5) penal slavery; (6) kidnapping and piracy; (7) the traffic across the Roman frontiers. Not all these sources were open in one place at any one time; there was a great deal of Variation in local law and sentiment. The degree of slavery also varied greatly, and is impossible to calculate. It may have reached one-third of the population in Rome and the great metropolitan cities of the east. In areas where there was a peas-ant economy, however, it was reduced to a small fraction of that.

Manumission could be readily arranged at any time if owners wished. In Rome it was most com-monly performed by testament, and limits had to be placed on the generosity of owners to prevent the too rapid dilution of the Citizen body with per-sons of foreign extraction. In Gk. States 2 common forms were a type of self-purchase, in which the legal incompetence of the slave was overcome by the ownership technically passing to a god, and manumission in return for a contract of Services which simply meant that the slave continued in the same empioyment though legally free.

The condition of slavery was everywhere being steadily mitigated in NT times. Although slaves had no legal personality, owners recognized that they worked better the more their condition ap-proximated to freedom, and the owning of prop-erty and contracting of marriages were normally allowed. Cruelty was condemned by the growing sentiment of common humanity, and in some cases legally controlled; in Egypt, for instance, the death of a slave was subject to a coroner’s inquest. While in Gk. States emancipated slaves became resident aliens of their former master’s city, at Rome they automatically became citizens on manumission. Thus the vast flow of slaves into Italy, especially during the last 2 centuries betöre Christ, had the eflect of internationalizing the Roman republic, anticipating the government’s own policy of steadily broadening membership.

b. The NT attitude to slavery The twelve disciples of Jesus apparently had no part in the System of slavery. They included neither slaves nor owners. The institution figures fre-quently in the parables, however (e.g. Mt. 21:34; 22:3), because the regal and baronial households to which it belonged aflbrded a nice analogy for the kingdom of God. Jesus repeatedly spoke of the relation of the disciples to himself as that of servants to their lord (e.g. Mt. 10:24; Jn. 13:16). At the same time he stressed the inadequacy of this figure. The disciples were emancipated, as it were, and admitted to higher Privileges of intimacy (Jn. 15:15). Or again, to their acute embarrassment, Jesus himself adopted the servile role (Jn. 13:4-17), with the object of encouraging them to mutual Service.

Outside Palestine, however, where the churches were often established on a household basis, the membership included both masters and servants. Slavery was one of the human divisions that became meaningless in the new community in Christ (1 Cor. 7:22; Gal. 3:28). This apparently led to a desire for emancipation (1 Cor. 7:20) and
[image: ]


perhaps even to the active encouragement of it by some (1 Tim. 6:3-5). Paul was not opposed to manumission if the opportunity was offered (1 Cor. 7:21), but studiously refrained from putting pressure on owners, even where personal sentiment might have led him to do so (Phm. 8, 14). Not only was there the practical reason of not laying the churches open to criticism (1 Tim. 6:1 f.), but the point.of principle that all human stations are allot-ted by God (1 Cor. 7:20). Slaves should therefore aim to please God by their Service (Eph. 6:5-8; Col. 3:22). The fraternal bond with a believing master should be an added reason for serving him well (1 Tim. 6:2). A master, on the other hand, might well let the fraternal sentiment prevail (Phm.

16), and certainly must treat his slaves with re-straint (Eph. 6:9) and strict equity (Col. 4:1).

The fact that household slavery, which is the only kind referred to in the NT, was generally gov-erned by feelings of goodwill and affection, is implied by its figurative use in the ‘household of God’ (Eph. 2:19). The apostles are regularly God’s Stewards (1 Cor. 4:1; Tit. 1:7; 1 Pet. 4:10) and even plain servants (Rom. 1:1; Phil. 1:1). The legal character of ‘the yoke of slavery’ (Gal. 5:1) was not forgot-ten, however, and the idea of manumission and adoption into the family itself was a proud conclu-sion to this train of thought (Rom. 8:15-17; Gal. 4:5-7). Thus, whether in practice or by analogy, the apostles clearly branded the institution as part of the Order that was passing away. In the last resort the fraternity of the sons of God would see all its members free of their bonds.

Bibliography. W. L. Westermann, The Slave Systems of Greek and Roman Antiquity, 1955 (with full bibliography); M. I. Finley (ed.), Slavery in Classical Antiquity: Views and Controversies, 1960;

S. S. Bartchy, Malion Chresai: First-Century Slavery and the Interpretation of 1 Cor. 7:21, 1973; J. Vogt, Ancient Slavery and the Ideal of Man, 1974;

F. Lyall, Slaves, Citizens, Sons, 1984; K. R. Brad-ley, Slaves and Masters in the Roman Empire, 1987; A. Kirschenbaum, Sons, Slaves and Freedmen in Roman Commerce, 1987; A. Watson, Roman Slave Law, 1987.    e.a.j.

SLEEP. The OT uses several words for ‘sleep’, the NT has lewer; but no particular significance at-taches to them. They signify sleep in the sense of physical rest and recuperation.

As might be expected, ‘sleep’ is used in a figurative sense in both Testaments, ln Pr. 19:15, etc., it describes mental torpor, and in Pr. 24:33 it refers to physical sloth and laziness. Paul uses the figure to describe the state of spiritual torpor of the non-Christians (Eph. 5:14), which unmans them and renders them unprepared for Christ’s second advent (Mt. 25:22). By contrast, the Christian has awakened from this spiritual torpor, but he is chal-lenged to remain awake (1 Thes. 5:4-8; Rom. 13:1 lf.; Mt. 25:13; 26:41).

Sleep is also a synonym for physical death (Jb. 14:12; Jn. 11:11 — 14; 1 Cor. 15:18). This signifies that death, like sleep, is neither a permanent state, nor does it ‘destroy the identity of the sleeper’ (Lk. 24:39f), in spite of the change to be effected at the resurrection (1 Cor. 15:13fT.).

‘Deep sleep’, lardemä, was supernaturally in-duced (Gn. 2:21; 1 Sa. 26:12), and was equivalent almost to a *‘trance’ (Gn. 15:12), in which visions were granted (Jb. 4:13; Dn. 8:18). Its NT equiva

lent is hypnos (Acts 20:9). But visions also came in the course of ‘ordinary’ sleep (Gn. 28:lOff.; I Sa. 3:2ff.). See also *Dream; L. Coenen, NIDNTT 1, pp. 441-443.    j.g.s.s.t.

SLE1GHT. av rendering (rsv ‘cunning’) of Gk. kybeia, ‘dice-playing’, Eph. 4:14 (cf. kybeuö, ‘to de-ceive’, in Epictetus 2. 19; 3. 21). neb approaches the Greek differently from av and rsv, and renders the last part of the verse ‘dupes of crafty rogues and their deceitful schemes’. Paul is warning against instability and against those whose slick dealings present a plausible mixture of truth and error.

J.D.D.

SMYRNA. A city in the Roman province of Asia, on the Aegean shore of what is now Asiatic Turkey. There was a Gk. colony near by from very early times, but it was captured and destroyed by the Lydians about the end of the 7th Century bc and virtually ceased to exist until it was refounded on its present site by Lysimachus in the early 3rd Century bc. It grew to be one of the most prosperous cities in Asia Minor. It was the natural port for the ancient trade route through the Hermus valley, and its immediate hinterland was very fertile. Smyrna was a faithful ally of Rome long before the Roman power became supreme in the E Mediterranean. Under the empire it was famous for its beauty and for the magnificence of its public buildings. It is now Izmir, the second largest city in Asiatic Turkey.

The gospel probably reached Smyrna at an early date, presumably from Ephesus (Acts 19:10). The ‘angel of the church in Smyrna’ is the recipient of the second (Rev. 2:8-11) of the letters to the ‘seven churches ... in Asia’. As in other commercial cities, the church encountered Opposition from the Jews (Rev. 2:9; cf. 3:9). The description of the Christ as the one who was dead and lived again (v. 8) may allude to the resurgence of the city to new prosperity after a long period in obscurity. The ‘crown’ (v. 10) was rieh in associations at Smyrna. It may suggest the victor’s wreath at the games, or current forms of eulogy which used the image of

Smyrna, one of the 'seven churches of Asia' (Rev. 1-3).

the beauty and glory of the city and its buildings. Cf. also Jas. 1:12. The call to faithfulness (v. 10) is a call to the church to fulfil in the deepest way the historic reputation of the city. 1t was exemplified in the courage with which the aged bishop Polycarp refused to recant; he was martyred there c. ad 155 or later. (See C. J. Hemer, Buried History 11, 1975; The Leiters Io the Seven Churches of Asia in Their Local Selling, 1986; E. M. Yamauchi, New Testament Cilies in Western Asia Minor, 1980.)

E.M.B.G.

C.J.H.

SNARE. Mechanical device, often with a bait, for catching birds or animals. av uses ‘snare’ for 7 Heb. and 2 Gk. words, but rsv translates more accur-ately by other terms in Jb. 18:8, 10; La. 3:47; 1 Cor. 7:35. Heb. pah (cf. Egyp. pij') is translated ‘snare’ 22 times in rsv; literally it is used of bird traps only (see Ps. 124:7; Pr. 7:23; Ec. 9:12; Am. 3:5). The last passage mentions two kinds of traps used by fowl-ers, one which pins the bird to the ground and one with a noose which catches the bird around the neck and springs up. In the majority of casespah is used figuratively, for example in Jos. 23:13; Jb. 22:10; Ps. 119:110. av translates pah by ‘gin’ in Jb. 18:9; Is. 8:14. Heb. möqes, perhaps meaning ‘striker’, is translated ‘snare’ in rsv 22 times, literally only in Jb. 40:24, which implies that a snare cannot take the behemoth or hippopotamus. Ex-amples of the figurative use of möqes are: Ex. 10:7; 23:33; 2 Sa. 22:6; Ps. 64:5: Pr. 20:25; 22:25; Is. 8:14. av translates möqes by ‘gin’ in Pss. 140:5; 141:9; Am. 3:5. Other Heb. words translated ‘snare’ in a figurative sense are: mäsöd, ‘means of hunting’ (Ec. 7:26) and the related m'südä (Ezk. 12:13; 17:20).

In the Apocrypha ‘snare’ (Gk. pagis) is used in reference to a gazelle (Ecclus. 27:20) and also figuratively (Ecclus. 9:3, 13; 27:26, 29).

In the NT Gk. pagis is translated ‘snare’ in a literal sense only in Lk. 21:34, which compares the suddenness of the Lord’s coming to the springing of a trap. The figurative uses of pagis are Rom. 11:9; 1 Tim. 3:7; 6:9; 2 Tim. 2:26.

In Egypt today the following kinds of snares, some with ancient counterparts, are used: a clap-net, a clap-board over a hole, a clap-box, a springing noose, a trap with two jaws which close on the neck of the victim, and a cage with a sliding or springing door.

Bibliography. G. Dalman, Arbeit und Sille 6, 1939, pp. 321-340; G. Gerleman, Contributions lo the Old Testament Terminology of the Chase, 1946;

G. R. Driver, ‘Reflections on Recent Articles, 2. Heb. möqes, “striker” ’. JBL Ti, 1954, pp. 131-136.

J.T

SNOW (Heb. seleg). The few references to it indi-cate its rarity in Palestine, where it is scarcely ever found S of Hebron and is unknown along the sea coast and Jordan valley. Only twice is a snowfall recorded (in 2 Sa. 23:20 [= 1 Ch. 11:22] and in 1 Macc. 13:22). But the snow cover of Lebanon, ‘the white mountain’, is proverbial (Je. 18:14), and lower down in the Hauran it is not infrequent (Ps. 68:14). Elsewhere it is a rare feature, as the biblical incident of Benaiah would suggest (2 Sa. 23:20).

Snow as a symbol is variously employed. It is God-given and controlled (Jb. 38:22), one of the wonders of God’s power (Jb. 37:6; Ps. 147:16), and given for fertility (Is. 55:10f.) and to accomplish moral ends (Jb. 38:22-23). It expresses whiteness (Ex. 4:6; Nu. 12:10; 2 Ki. 5:27; La. 4:7; Dn. 7:9), and therefore moral purity (Dn. 7:9; Mk. 9:3; Mt. 28:3; Rev. 1:14). It describes the complete accept-ance of the penitent sinner (Ps. 51:7; Is. 1:18).

J.M.H.

SNUFFERS. For trimming and adjusting the wicks of the lamps in the tabernacle and Temple two, clearly distinct (see 1 Ki. 7:49-50; 2 Ch. 4:21 — 22), instruments were used: 1. m'zamm'röt, translated ‘snuflfers’ (1 Ki. 7:50; 2 Ki. 12:13 (\4); 25:14; 2 Ch. 4:22; Je. 52:18), probably a kind of scissors. 2. melqähayim. These lauer were ‘tongs’ (cf Is. 6:6), but they are variously translated: 1 Ki. 7:49; 2 Ch. 4:21, ‘tongs’; Ex. 37:23 ‘snuffers’; Ex. 25:38; Nu. 4:9, rsv ‘snuffers’, av ‘tongs’. See G. E. Wright, Biblical Archaeology, 1957, pp. 141 f.

1

SIMEON. l.The second son of Jacob by Leah (Gn. 29:33). Heb. sim’ön was derived from säma’ (‘to hear’), and its significance is given in Gn. 29:33. Simeon took part with Levi in the massacre of the men of Shechem for dishonouring their sister Dinah (Gn. 34). He also played a prominent part in the affair of Joseph and his brothers, being given as a hostage so that they should return with Benjamin. Simeon may have been chosen by Joseph because he played a leading part in selling him to Egypt, or it may be because he was second to Reuben, who had acted more responsibly than the others (Gn. 37:21-22; 42:22). In the blessing of Jacob, Simeon and Levi were rebuked for their violent nature, and they were to be divided and scat-

2

SIMON. A later form of the OT name of Simeon (see Acts 15:14, where James uses the older form; also 2 Pet. 1:1, Rvmg., neb).

3

    The chief disciple and apostle of Jesus, who was the son of Jonas (or John) and the brother of Andrew. Jesus gave him the name of * Peter.

4

    The ‘Canaanite’ (Mt. 10:4; Mk. 3:18, av). ‘Ca-naanite’ here cannot mean an inhabitant of Canaan, nor can it represent one who dwells at Cana. Rather it should be rendered ‘Cananaean (rv, rsv), an adherent of the party later known as the ‘Zealots and rendered so by Luke (Lk. 6:15; Acts 1:13). Whether Simon was a zealot in the pol-itical sense or the religious sense is a matter of some debate.

5

SIN.

6

 Terminology

As might be expected of a book whose dominant theme is human sin and God’s gracious salvation from it, the Bible uses a wide variety of terms in both OT and NT to express the idea of sin.

There are four main Heb. roots. hf is the most common and with its derivatives conveys the underlying idea of missing the mark, or deviating from the goal (cf. Jdg. 20:16 for non-moral usage). The vast proportion of its occurrences refer to moral and religious deviation, whether in respect of man (Gn. 20:9), or God (La. 5:7). The noun hattä’i is frequently used as a technical term for a sin-offering (Lv. 4, passim). This root does not address the inner motivation of wrong action but concentrates more on its formal aspect as deviation from the moral norm, usually the law or will of God (Ex. 20:20; Ho. 13:2; etc.), ps refers to action in breach of relationship, ‘rebellion’, Tevolution’. It occurs in a non-theological sense, e.g., with ref-erence to Israel’s secession from the house of David (1 Ki. 12:19). Used of sin it is perhaps the profoundest OT term reflecting as it does the in-sight that sin is rebellion against God, the defiance of his holy lordship and rule (Is. 1:28; 1 Ki. 8:50; etc.), ‘wh conveys a literal meaning of deliberate perversion or ‘twisting’ (Is. 24:1; La. 3:9). Used in relation to sin it reflects the thought of sin as deliberate wrongdoing, ‘committing iniquity’ (Dn. 9:5; 2 Sa. 24:17). It occurs in religious contexts particu-larly in a noun form ‘äwön which stresses the idea of the guilt which arises from deliberate wrongdoing (Gn. 44:16; Je. 2:22). It can also refer to the punishment which is consequent upon the sin (Gn. 4:13; Is. 53:11). sägäh has as its basic idea straying away from the correct path (Ezk. 34:6). It is indicative of sin as arising from ignorance, ‘erring’, ‘creaturely going astray’ (1 Sa. 26:21; Jb. 6:24). It often appears in the cultic context as sin against unrecognized ritual regulations (Lv. 4:2). Reference should also be made to rasa, to be wicked, to act wickedly (2 Sa. 22:22; Ne. 9:33); and ’ämal, mischief done to others (Pr. 24:2; Hab. 1:13).

The principal NT term is hamartia (and cog-nates), which is equivalent to ht'. In classical Gk. it is used for missing a target or taking a wrong road. It is the general NT term for sin as concrete wrongdoing, the violation of God’s law (Jn. 8:46; Jas. 1:15; 1 Jn. 1:8). In Rom. 5-8 Paul personifies the term as a ruling principle in human life (cf. 5:12; 6:12, 14; 7:17, 20; 8:2). paraptöma occurs in classical contexts for an error in measurement or a blunder. The NT gives it a stronger moral connota-tion as misdeed or trespass (cf. ‘dead through . . .’,


DWG.

SO. By conspiring with ‘So king of Egypt’ c. 726/ 5 bc (2 Ki. 17:4), Hoshea brought Assyrian retribu-tion upon Israel. If So is the proper name of an Egyp. king, he must be either the last shadowy Lib-yan pharaoh, Osorkon IV (Aa-kheper-re‘) c. 727-716 bc, or the de facto W-Delta ruler Tefnakht, c. 727-720 bc, or some lesser and unidentified E-Delta kinglet. No mere kinglet could have helped Hoshea, nor can Sö' derive from Tefnakht’s name; it is possible that Sö' could be an abbreviation for Osorkon (IV), as Egyp. Sese for Rameses (II).

Some identify So, vocalized Sine' or Sene’, with the Ethiopian Pharaoh Shabako (omitting normative -ko) who acted as army commander in Egypt betöre his accession. This is impossible in 726/5 bc, because the Ethiopians’ W-Delta rivals, Tefnakht and Bekenranef (Bocchoris), held Lower Egypt until 716 bc. Others identify So/Siwe with ‘Sib’e the turtan (army commander) of Egypt’ whom Sargon II of Assyria defeated at Raphia in 720 bc. But So cannot be a king in 726/5 bc and then simply army commander in 720 bc, unless he were throughout a petty Delta kinglet acting as commander for Osorkon IV (or Tefnakht and Bekenranef). Therefore, if So is an Egyp. ruler’s name, he would be either Osorkon IV abbreviated (but not Sib’e the turtan) or eise a lesser kinglet and army commander under Osorkon IV, Tefnakht or Bekenranef.

S. Yeivin’s Suggestion in VT 2, 1952, pp. 164— 168, that Sö' is not a proper name but merely a transcription of Egyp. ‘vizier’, then sö' melek misrayim =‘the vizier of the king of Egypt’ is phonetically unsuitable. The cuneiform name of the Egyp. commander of 720 bc, hitherto read as Sib’e, must now almost certainly be read as Re’e (R. Borger, JNES 19, I960, pp. 49-53); this name cannot be identified with So as a proper name. It is possible that Re’e could be the name of the Egyp. vizier. H. Goedicke (BASOR 171, 1963, pp. 64-66) improbably read ‘to (city) Sa(is), [to] the king of Egypt’, with Tefnakht in mind. See K. A. Kitchen, The Third Intermediate Period in Egypt, 1972, pp. 182,372-376.    k.a.k.

SOAP. ‘Soap’ is the rendering in the evv of Heb. börit_ (Mal. 3:2; Je. 2:22), a word derived from bärar, ‘to purify’. It probably means ‘lye’, a solution of potash (potassium carbonate) and soda (sodium carbonate) in water, which acts as a simple detergent. This is obtained by filtering water through vegetable ash, various alkaline salts being produced, of which potash is the principal. The Heb. term bör is also best rendered ‘lye’ in Is. 1:25 and Jb. 9:30 (Rvmg., rsv), though this is not ob-served by av. (* Arts and Crafts, III. h.)

Bibliograpiiy. R. Campbell Thompson, A Dictionary of Assyrian Chemistry and Geology, 1936, p. 14; M. Levey, Chemistry and Chemical Technology in Andern Mesopotamia, 1959, p. 122.

T.C.M.

SOCOH, SOCO. 1. A town SE of Azekah in the Shephelah, the scene of the Phiiistine defeat (1 Sa. 17; see G. A. Smith, The Historical Geography of the Holy Land25, 1966, pp. 161-162, for tactical description). The name is preserved in Khirbet Suweike (Roman and Byzantine); slightly farther W, the Early Iron fortification Khirbet Abbad commands the Wadi es-Sunt (Vale of Elah) from the S. Here the Wadi es-Sur from the S is joined by wadis coming down from the hills W of Bethlehem. Either this or 2 below was fortified by Reho-boam and later taken by the Philistines (2 Ch. 11:7; 28:18). Socoh is one of the cities named on royal jar-handle stamps found at *Lachish and other sites, which probably points to its importance as a major Judaean administrative centre in the reign of Hezekiah (* Writing). Cf. LOB, pp. 353, 394-398.

2.A place in the highlands near Debir (Jos. 15:48; v. 35 refers to 1); Khirbet Suweike, 3 km E of Dhahiriya (1 Ch. 4:18 probably refers to this place). 3. A town in Solomon’s tribute-area of Hepher (1 Ki. 4:10); probably the Bronze Age-Byzantine site Teil er-Ras by Suweike, N of Tulkarm in the plain of Sharon, and 24 km NW of Shechem (Tuthmosis III list no. 67). Cf. ANET, pp. 246f., LOB pp. 60, 310.    j.p.u.l.

G.I.D. 1 2

The news of Solomon’s coronation, for which David’s storied bodyguard of Cherethites and Pe-lethites oflfered protection, broke up Adonijah's festivities (1 Ki. 1:41 ff.) but not his stratagems to control the kingdom. He implored Bathsheba to influence Solomon to give him Abishag, David’s handmaiden (1 Ki. 1:3-4), as wife (1 Ki. 2:13ff ). Solomon, apparently fearing that such a marriage would give Adonijah leverage with which to prise him from the throne, refused. Adonijah paid with his life for his rash proposal (1 Ki. 2:25); when Abiathar the priest was banished from office (1 Ki. 2:26-27) and Joab vengefuily slain before the altar (1 Ki. 2:28ff.), Solomon reigned without a rival. The prominent role of the queen-mother in this whole intrigue is noteworthy. Bathsheba seems to have blazed the trail for other queen-mothers in Judah, for the author of Kings faithfully records the name of each king’s mother (e.g. 1 Ki. 15:2, 10). The arbitrary manner in which Solomon was chosen boded ill for the future. The elders of Judah and Israel, on whose goodwill true national har-mony depended, were bypassed in the decision.

II. The master sage

Solomon was IsraePs first dynastic ruler. Saul and David, like the judges, were chosen because God had given them a special measure of power: they were charismatic rulers. Although Solomon took office without God’s charisma, he received it during his vision at Gibeon, when the Lord oflered him his choice of gifts (1 Ki. 3:5fifi). Realizing the enormity of his task, Solomon chose an ‘under-standing heart’ (v. 9). The story of the harlots’ dis-pute over the baby (1 Ki. 3:16ff.) has become a classic display of Solomon’s royal wisdom.

Surpassing his contemporaries in Egypt, Arabia, Canaan, and Edom in wisdom (1 Ki. 4:29fT), Solomon became the great patron of Israel’s ♦Wisdom literature. No other period of the Mon-archy provided the combination of international contacts, wealth and relief from war necessary for literary productivity. Solomon took the lead in this movement, collecting and composing thousands of proverbs and songs (1 Ki. 4:32). The Statement that he spoke of trees, beasts, etc. (1 Ki. 4:33) probably refers to his use of plants and animals in his proverbs rather than to accomplishments in botany and zoology, although close Observation of these crea-tures would be necessary before he could use them in hissayings (cf Pr. 30:24-31).

Two extensive collections in Proverbs (10:1 22:16; 25:1-29:27) are credited to him, and the entire collection bears his name as the chief con-tributor (1:1). Canticles and Ecclesiastes have trad-itionally been ascribed to him, although the latter does not mention his name. Though the final com-position of these books seems to be much later than the 10th Century bc, both may contain accur-ate descriptions of Solomon’s glory and wisdom. Two psalms (72, a royal psalm; 127, a wisdom psalm) complete the list of canonical writings at-tributed to him. The relationship of corporate Personality (the view that members of a clan are so inter-related that when one member acts, the others may be viewed as taking part in the act) to Problems of authorship is not clear: it is possible that some of the Solomonic writings are products of sages who feit their kinship with their intel-lectua! father so strongly that they credited him with their work. Solomon’s literary sponsorship may also have included substantial endeavours in
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Solomons administrative districts as described in 1 Ki. 4:7-19.

collecting and recording Israel’s early traditions and the accounts of the beginning of the monarchy.

III. The iron ruler

Solomon’s task was to maintain and control the expanse of territory bequeathed him by David. Further, he had to eflfect as smooth a transition as possible from the tribal confederacy which had characterized pre-Davidic political life to the strong central government which alone could maintain Israel’s empire.

The traditional tribal boundaries were replaced by administrative districts: twelve in Israel (1 Ki.

4:7ff.) and perhaps one in Judah; cf. the problem-atic 4:19 in rsv. (See J. Bright, A History of Israel, 3, 1981, p. 206 n. 51, for the view that Jos. 15:20-62 contains the list of the twelve districts of Judah.) Each of these tax districts was obligated to provide support for the court for a month during the year (1 Ki. 4:7), which would appear an onerous task according to the list in 1 Ki. 4:22-23. (’Food, I. d (iü)-)

In addition to this, Solomon began recruiting labourers from among the Israelites, a measure unpalatable to a people who relished freedom. There is an apparent contradiction between 1 Ki. 5:13ff. and 9:22, the former stating that Solomon used 30,000 Israelites in forced labour and the latter affirming that Israelites held positions in the army but were not slaves. It may be that 5:13ff. deals with events subsequent to the summary given in 9:15(T. When Canaanite labour proved in-sufficient for Solomon’s enormous construction enterprises he was compelled to draft labourers from Israel. Further, there may be a technical dif-ference between forced labour (mas in 5:13) and the more permanent slave-labour (mas 'öbed in 9:21). The unpopularity of Solomon’s policy is evidenced in the assassination of Adoniram, the Superintendent of the labour crews (1 Ki. 4:6; 5:14; 12:18) and in the request for redress of grievances, the denial of which by Rehoboam led to the Secession of the N kingdom (1 Ki. 12:4ff.).

Resentment was also engendered, in all prob-ability, by Solomon’s pledging of twenty Galilean

cities to Hiram in return for financial aid (1 Ki. 9:10fr.). The fact that Hiram may have returned these later (as 2 Ch. 8:1-2 seems to hint) would not have completely relieved the resentment. Solomon had accomplished monumental tasks, including the building of the ‘Temple, but at an exorbitant price: the goodwill and loyalty of his people.

IV. The enterprising merchant

Trading was Solomon’s forte. Knowing full well the significance of Israel’s Strategie control of the land-bridge between Egypt and Asia, he set out to exploit his position by Controlling the major N-S caravan routes. His ties with Hiram of Tyre placed at his disposal fleets which enabled him to mon-opolize sea lanes as well.

Ezion-geber (*Elath), his manufacturing centre and seaport on the Gulf of Aqabah, was a main
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base of his trading activities. Frotn here his fleet, manned by Phoenicians (the Israelites apparently had neither love for nor knowledge of the sea), sailed to *Ophir carrying smelted copper, whose source is yet undiscovered. The phrase ‘ships of Tarshish’ is probably to be translated ‘refinery ships’, i.e. ships equipped to carry smelted ore. In return, these ships brought back splendid cargo: gold, silver, hardwood, jeweis, ivory, and varieties of apes (1 Ki. 9:26-28; 10:11-12, 22; ‘peacocks’ in v, 22 should probably be translated ‘baboons’, niv).

The visit of the Queen of *Sheba (1 Ki. 10:1-13) may have had a commercial purpose. Solomon’s control of the trade routes and his sea ventures in the S made him a serious financial threat to the Sabaeans, whose Strategie position in SW Arabia enabled them to control trade in incense and spiee. The queen’s journey was successful, but she probably had to share her profits with Solomon, as did other Arabian monarchs (10:13-15).

Solomon’s business acumen took advantage of Israel’s location when he became the exclusive agent through whom the Hittites and Aramaeans had to negotiate in order to buy horses from Kue (Cilicia) or chariots from Egypt (1 Ki. 10:28-29). These and other enterprises made silver as common as stone and cedar as sycamore in Jerusalem, where the king lived in oriental splendour, in marked con-trast to Saul’s rustic simplicity in Gibeah. Although Israel’s Standard of living was undoubtedly raised, Israelites did not profit uniformly. The tendency towards centralization of wealth which brought the censure of the 8th-century prophets began during Solomon’s golden reign.

V. The peaceful emperor

Solomon, who had inherited a large empire from his father, apparently conducted no major military campaigns. His task was to maintain Israel’s extensive boundaries and to exploit his position of strength during the power-vaeuum created by the temporary eclipse of Egypt and Assyria. The two main pillars of Solomon’s foreign policy were friendly alliances, sometimes sealed by marriage, and the maintenance of a formidable army. Among his wives Solomon numbered pharaoh’s daughter, an accomplishment almost un-precedented among andern oriental monarchs. Because of her high Station, Solomon built a special wing on his palace for her (1 Ki. 3:1; 7:8). This alliance was profitable for Solomon, for pharaoh (probably one of the last members of the impotent Dynasty 21) gave him the frontier city of Gezer as adowry(l Ki. 9:16; see J Bright, op. cit., p. 191, n. 63, for the view that ‘Gerar’ is a preferable reading to ‘Gezer’). In view of Solomon’s numerous foreign marriages (1 Ki. 11:1-3), it is not surprising that Arabian, Jewish, and especially Ethiopian tra-ditions describe his amorous relations with the Queen of *Sheba, who according to the Ethiopians bore him a son, Menelik I, the traditional founder of their royal house.

Solomon made the most of his alliance with Hiram (c. 969-936 bc) of Tyre (1 Ki. 5:1-12). The Phoenicians, just entering their colonial heyday, supplied the architectural skill and many of the materials, especially the fine Lebanese woods, for Solomon’s Temple and palaces; they designed and manned his ships; they provided a market for the

Palestinian crops of wheat and olive oil. On at least one occasion Hiram came to Solomon’s aid with a substantial loan (1 Ki. 9:11).

The backbone of Solomon’s military defence was a ring of cities strategically located near the borders of Israel and manned by Companies of charioteers (1 Ki. 9:15-19). His militia included 4,000 Stalls for horses (40,000 in 1 Ki. 4:26 is ap-parently a scribal error; cf. 2 Ch. 9:25), 1,400 cha-riots, and 12,000 horsemen (1 Ki. 10:26). Several cities have yielded Solomonic remains in recent years, e.g. 'Hazor, *Gezer and especially *Meg-iddo, where 450 Stalls with elaborate Systems for feeding and watering the horses were discovered. Y. Yadin (‘New Light on Solomon’s Megiddo’, BA 23, 1960, pp. 62-68) has disputed the customary crediting of these stables to Solomon. Having found a construction which resembles the Solomonic walls at Hazor and Gezer but differs from the stables, he attributed the latter to Ahab. Results of Yadin’s find are still being evaluated, as are sug-gestions that a chain of Iron Age fortresses in the central Negeb may be Solomonic (see Lemaire, p. 248 n. 85).

Solomon’s era of peace was marred by two re-corded incidents, both of which are interpreted by the author of Kings in terms of divine judgment (1 Ki. 11:14flf., 23flf.). Hadad, an Edomite prince, who had taken refuge in the court of Egypt during Joab’s massacre of the Edomite males, returned to his homeland and apparently harassed Israel’s S flank (1 Ki. 11:14-22, 25; Edom may be a scribal error for Aram. See Lemaire, p. 247 n. 59). Hadad’s activities may have been confined to scat-tered skirmishes, for there is no indication that he posed a major threat to Solomon’s S port, Ezion-geber. The zest with which the pharaoh courted Hadad’s favour is further indication of the Egyp-tian’s penchant for forming beneficial alliances during this period.

Solomon’s second antagonist was Rezon, who wrested Damascus from Israel and set up an independent kingdom in the city which had been David’s N headquarters (2 Sa. 8:6). Solomon’s loss of this strategically located, commercially important Aramaean city greatly weakened his control of N and central Syria. The monolithic empire, which at the outset of Solomon’s reign had stretched from the Gulf of Aqabah to the Orontes and Euphrates and from the Mediterranean coast to the Transjordan (cf. 1 Ki. 4:24), was in danger of crumbling. (See M. F. Unger, Israel and the Ara-maeans of Damascus, 1957, pp. 47-57.)

VI. The fatal flaw

Marrying foreign wives was expedient politically, but not spiritually,. The historian does not chide Solomon for sensuality but for disobedience to Is-rael’s monotheistic ideal. Foreign marriages brought foreign religions, and the king comprom-ised the convictions expressed in the dedicatory prayer for the Temple (1 Ki. 8:23, 27) by engaging in syncretistic worship to placate his wives. This violent breach of Israel’s covenant could not go un-punished. Though judgment was stayed during Solomon’s lifetime for David’s sake, the seeds of dissatisfaction sown among the people by Solomon’s harsh policies of taxation and corvee were to bear bitter fruit during the reign of his son and successor, Rehoboam (1 Ki. 11:1-13).

Bibliography. E. H. Heaton, Solomon’s New Men, 1974; T. Ishida (ed.), Sludies in the Period of

David and Solomon and Other Essays, 1982; A. Lemaire in Ancient Israel, H. Shanks (ed.), 1988, pp. 98-108; J. B. Pritchard (ed.), Solomon and Sheba, 1974.    d.a.h.

SONG OF SOLOMON. ‘Song of Songs' (sir hassirim, 1:1) is a Superlative denoting the best of songs. lxx Asma Asmatön and Vulg. Canticum Canticorum (whence the alternative title ‘Can-ticles’) are literal translations of the Hebrew. The first of the five scrolls read at Jewish feasts, the Song is used at the Passover. Since analysis must depend on the particular theory of interpretation adopted (see below), no outline of contents is at-tempted here.

I.    Canonicity

The Mishnah (Yadaim 3. 5) seems to indicate that the Song was not accepted without dispute. Fol-lowing an affirmative verdict by Rabbi Judah and a negative opinion by Rabbi Jose, Rabbi Akiba affirms the canonicity of the Song in superlatives: ‘the whole world is not worth the day on which the Song of Songs was given to Israel; all the Writings are holy, and the Song of Songs is the holy of hohes’. His strong denial of any dispute may well serve as evidence for one.

Undoubtedly the Opposition to canonizing the Song stemmed from its erotic nature. This objec-tion was outweighed by the traditional Solomonic authorship and by rabbinic and Christian allegor-ical interpretations which lifted the poems above a sensual level.

II.    Authorship and date

The traditional attribution to Solomon is based on the references to him (1:5; 3:7, 9, 11; 8:11), especially the title verse (1:1). The phrase lislömöh probably intimates authorship but can mean ‘for Solomon’. Solomon’s prowess as a song-writer is attested in 1 Ki. 4:32 (cf. Pss. 72; 127). The opinion expressed in Baba Bathra 15a that Hezekiah and his scribes wrote the Song of Songs is probably based on Pr. 25:1.

The presence of what seem to be Persian (pardes, ‘orchard’, 4:13) or Greek (’appiryön fromphoreion, av ‘chariot’, Setter rsv ‘palanquin’, 3:9) loan-words, a consistent (except for 1:1) use of Jas the relative pronoun, and numerous words and phrases akin to Aramaic (see S. R. Driver, Literature of the Old Testament, p. 448) suggest to some that the final redaction of the book, if not its actual com-position, took place after Solomon’s time. 1t seems unnecessary, however, to date the composition as late as the Greek period (c. 300 bc) in view of the evidences for intercourse between Canaan and Ionia from the Solomonic period onwards. Like-wise the presence of Aramaisms is no proof of a late date. S. R. Driver (op. cit., p. 449) notes that the linguistic evidence, together with a number of geographical allusions (e.g. Sharon, 2:1; Lebanon, 3:9; 4:8, 11, 15, etc/, Amana, Senir, Hermon, 4:8; Tirzah, 6:4; Damascus, 7:4; Carmel, 7:5), points to a northern origin. But there is no provincialism here. The author is acquainted with the geography of Palestine and Syria from En-gedi, by the Dead Sea (1:14), to the mountains of Lebanon.

III.    Literary qualities

The intensely personal Speeches of Canticles take two main forms: dialogue (e.g. 1:9ff.) and soliloquy (e.g 2:8—3:5). It is not easy to identify the partici-pants in the conversation apart from the two iovers. Daughters of Jerusalem are mentioned (1:5; 2:7; 3:5, etc.), and brief responses have been cred-ited to them (1:8; 5:9; 6:1, etc). Statements have been attributed to citizens of Jerusalem (3:6-11) and Shulem (8:5). In highly figurative lyrical poetry it is possible that the central figures are re-constructing the responses of others (e.g. the Shu-lammite seems to quote her brothers in 8:8-9).

The power of the poetry lies in the intensity of love and devotion expressed and especially in the rieh imagery which permeates the descriptions of the Iovers and their love. If these descriptions are too intimately detailed to suit Western tastes we must remember that they are the product of a dis-tant time and place. If some of the similes sound less than complimentary (e.g. teeth like ewes, neck like the tower of David, 4:2fF.), A. Bentzen’s re-minder is apposite: ‘Orientais fix the eye on one single striking point, which according to our con-ceptions is perhaps not characteristic’ (IOT, 1, p. 130). L. Waterman’s opinion that the compliments are back-handed (JBL 44, 1925, pp. 179flf.) has not gained scholarly support. The pastoral qualities of the imagery have been noted frequently. The poems abound in references to animals and especially plants. This fact has not gone unnoticed by those who find the source of the Song in pagan fertility rites (see below).

IV. Theories of Interpretation

Interpretations of the Song have been legion, and there is little agreement among scholars as to its origin, meaning and purpose. The vividly detailed, erotic lyrics, the virtual absence of overt religious themes, and the vagueness of its plot make it a challenge to scholarship and a temptation to imaginative ingenuity. Indispensable to the study of the varieties of interpretation is H. H. Rowley’s essay ‘The Interpretation of the Song of Songs’ in The Servant of the Lord, 1952.

The problem of accepting a group of love poems into the Canon was solved for rabbis and church Fathers by an allegorical method of interpretation. Traces of this method are found in the Mishnah and Talmud, while the Targum of the Song sees in the love-story a clear picture of God’s gracious dealings with Israel throughout her history. Once the allegorical trail had been blazed, the rabbis vied with one another in attempts to expand and redirect it. Allusions to Israel’s history were squeezed from the most unlikely parts of the Song. The church Fathers and many subsequent Christian interpreters baptized the Song into Christ, finding within it an allegory of Christ’s love for the church or the believer. Various mediaeval writers followed the example of Ambrose in finding the Virgin Mary foreshadowed in the *Shulammite. Christian interpreters have yielded nothing to the rabbis in imaginative interpretation of details. The allegorical approach has been predominant in Protestant thought until recently, and includes as its advocates such stalwarts as Hengstenberg and Keil.

Closely related is the typical method which pre-serves the literal sense of the poem but also dis-cerns a higher, more spiritual meaning. Avoiding the excesses in detailed interpretation of the allegorical method, typology stresses the major themes of love and devotion and finds in the story a picture of the love relationship between Christ and his believers. This approach has been justified by analogies from Arabic love-poems which may have esoteric meanings, by Christ’s use of the story of Jonah (Mt. 12:40) or the serpent in the wilderness (Jn. 3:14), and by biblical analogies of spiritual marriage, e.g. Ho. 1-3; Je. 2:2; 3:1 ff.; Ezk. 16:6ff; 23; Eph. 5:22ff. Not a few modern con-servatives have espoused the typical view, e.g. J. H. Raven (Old Testament Introduction, 1910), M. F. Unger (Inlroductory Guide to the Old Testament2, 1956).

Though Jews and Christians have found devo-tional benefits in allegorical or typical approaches to the Song, the exegetical basis of these approaches is questionable. Both the abundance of details and the absence of clues as to deeper spiritual significance within the book itself speak against the finding of allegory or type in the Song.

The dramatic interpretation of Canticles, sug-gested by both Origen and Milton, was developed in the 19th Century in two major forms. F. Delitzsch found two main characters, Solomon and the Shulammite girl. Taking her from her village home to Jerusalem, Solomon learnt to love her as his wife with an affection that rose above physical attraction. H. Ewald formulated an interpretation based on three main characters: Solomon, the Shulammite and her shepherd lover to whom she re-mains true despite the king’s desperate efforts to win her. While Ewald’s approach (called the shepherd hypothesis), which was accepted by S. R. Driver and refined by other scholars, avoids some of the difficulties of Delitzsch’s view by explaining why the lover is pictured as a shepherd (1:7-8) and why the poem ends in a N pastoral setting, it has its own difficulties, e.g. the absence of dramatic instructions, the complexities involved in the dia-logues when Solomon describes the Shulammite’s beauty while she responds in terms of her shepherd lover. Dramatic interpretations face another difficulty: the scarcity of evidence for dramatic lit-erature among the Semites, especially the Hebrews.

J. G. Wetzstein’s study of Syrian marriage cus-toms prompted K. Budde to interpret the Song as a collection of nuplial songs akin to those used in the week-long marriage feast in which the bride and groom are crowned as king and queen. Critics of this view have pointed out the danger of using modern Syrian customs to illustrate ancient Pales-tinian practices. Also, the Shulammite is not called by the name of ‘queen’ anywhere in the Song.

The view of T. J. Meek that the Song is derived from the liturgical rites of the * Tammuz cult (cf. Ezk. 8:14) has gained widespread attention. But it is unlikely that a pagan liturgy with overtones of immorality would be incorporated in the Canon without a thorough revision in terms of Israel’s faith, and the Song bears the marks of no such redaction.

Leroy Waterman, who had originally supported Meek’s theory (JBL 44, 1925), has recently re-turned to a historical basis for the Song. This he finds in the story of Abishag, David’s *Shun-ammite maiden (1 Ki. 1:3), who allegedly refused Solomon’s overtures in favour of her shepherd lover. This interpretation hangs on the conjectural connection between Shunammite and •Shulammite.

An increasing number of scholars have viewed Canticles as a collection of love-poems not neces-sarily connected with wedding festivities or any other specific occasion. Attempts to assign the various sections to different authors (e.g. W. O. E. Oesterley divided the Song into 28 distinct poems and emphatically denied the unity of the book; Song of Songs, 1936, p. 6b) have been resisted by a number of scholars, especially H. H. Rowley: ‘The repetitions that occur leave the impression of a single hand . . (op. cit., p. 212).

V. Purpose

If the Song is not an allegory or type conveying a spiritual message, what place does it have in the Canon? It serves as an object-lesson, an extended mäsäl (* Proverb), illustrating the rieh wonders of human love. As biblical teaching concerning phys-ical love has been emancipated from sub-Christian asceticism, the beauty and purity of marital love have been more fully appreciated. The Song, though expressed in language too bold for Western taste, provides a wholesome balance between the extremes of sexual excess or perversion and an as-cetic denial of the essential goodness of physical love. E. J. Young carries the purpose one Step fur-ther: ‘Not only does it speak of the purity of human love, but by its very inclusion in the Canon it reminds us of a love that is purer than our own’ (IOT, 1949, p 327).

Bibliography. J. C. Rylaarsdam, Proverbs to Song of Solomon, 1964; W. J. Fuerst, Ruth, Esther, Ecclesiastes, The Song of Songs, Lamentations, 1975; S. C. Glickman, A Song for Lovers, 1976; J. C. Exum, ZAW&5, 1973, pp. 47-79; G. L. Carr, The Song of Solomon, TOTC, 1984; M. V. Fox, The Song of Songs and the Ancient Egyptian Love Songs, 1985; D. A. Hubbard, Ecclesiastes, Song of Solomon, 1991; R. Murphy, The Song of Songs, 1990; M. Pope, Song of Songs, 1977. d.a.h.

cising power of life and death (cf 2 Ch. 19:6), as may be the case in Ps. 82:6.

Kings were titled ‘son of god X’ in the OT world, and in Israel in sense c, below. M. G. Kline has proposed that this usage be seen in Gn. 6:1-2, referring to rulers of the remote antediluvian era (WTJ 24, 1962, pp. 187-204).

c. Those who are related to Yahweh by covenant Sonship of God chiefly denotes relationship by * covenant and is used (i) of Israel as a whole (‘Israel is my first-born son’, Ex. 4:22; cf. Ho. 11:1); (ii) of the Israelites generally (‘You are the sons of the Lord your God’, Dt. 14:1; cf. Ho. 1:10—of an individual Israelite in later Judaism, e.g Wisdom 2:18); (iii) of the Davidic king, Yahweh’s anointed, who will rule his people for ever (‘You are my Son; today I have begotten you’, Ps. 2:7). This relationship is not biological, though metaphors of birth, infancy and growth are sometimes used (Ho. 11:1; Dt. 32:6; Is. 1:2; 63:8) and conformity to the Father’s character expected. But basically sonship is established by God through his covenant. Dt. 14:1-2 well illustrates the covenantal context of Israeli sonship. The Messiah-King, though called (like Israel with whom he is so closely identified) ‘my first-born’ (Ps. 89:27) and ‘begotten’ of Yahweh (Ps. 2:7), no less owes his Status to God’s covenant with him (Ps. 89:28; 2 Sa. 23:5). The terms of this covenant (‘I will be his father, and he shall be my son’, 2 Sa. 7:14) are parallel to the terms of the covenant with Israel (‘I ... will be their God, and they shall be my people’, Je. 31:33).

D.W.B.R.

ARM.

II. In the New Testament

Both expressions, ‘sons (Gk. hyioi) of God’ and ‘children (Gk. tekna) of God’, occur in the NT, but without obvious distinction in meaning. The NT usage is based on one or other of the OT uses of ‘sons of God’.

a.    Lk. 20:36

This reference, ‘they are equal to angels and are sons of God, being sons of the resurrection’, re-flects the use of ‘sons of God’ as in Pss. 29:1; 89:6; Dt. 32:8 (lxx), where it means non-terrestrial beings in the presence of God, in contrast to ‘the sons of this age’. That the elect should have this destiny before them was already the belief of many Jews, but it was to acquire a more distinctive meaning in the light of Christ’s resurrection.

b.    Those who act like God

Lk. 6:35, ‘you will be sons of the Most High’, means little more than ‘you will be like God’. ‘Son of . . .’ is an idiom for ‘having the characteristics of’ or ‘doing the work of’ (cf. the parabolic de-scription of the apprentice son in Jn. 5:19), and the ‘sons of God’ in Mt. 5:9 and 5:45 belong to this category. Ps. 82:6, discussed by Jesus in Jn. 10:34— 36, may be an OT example of this sense, judges being men who exercise God’s power of life and death. Paul’s simple metaphor in Eph. 5:1, ‘be imi-tators of God, as beloved children’, reflects this idiom, though it also presupposes a deeper relation between the ‘children’ and their Father.

c.    The sonship of Israel

The collective sonship of Israel (‘Israel is my first-born son’, Ex. 4:22) is prominent in the thought of

Paul (e.g. Rom. 9:4, ‘they are Israelites, and to them belong the sonship . . .’) and elsewhere in the NT. Sometimes this sonship is seen as represented and fulfilled in Jesus Christ, as in Mt. 2:15 and in the narratives of his baptism and temptation. Ilowever, even without a direct connection with Christ’s sonship, ‘sons (or children) of God’ recalls the OT application of the term to God’s covenant people who are to reflect his holiness. If Eph. 5:1 is little more than metaphorical, Phil. 2:15, ‘children of God without blemish in the midst of a crooked and perverse generation’, is based on the Song of Moses (Dt. 32:5-6, 18-20), and 2 Cor. 6:18 Combines a number of covenantal passages (e.g. Is. 43:6; 2 Sa. 7:14). ‘The children of God who are scattered abroad’ in Jn. II :52 are the lost sheep of the house of Israel (cf. 10:16). The idea is derived from Ezk. 34 and 37, though whether the reference in John is to Jewish believers only or all believers is a matter of debate.

The sonship of God’s people is, however, linked with the special sonship of Jesus in Heb. 2:10-17. (A different word, paidia, is used for ‘children’ in the quotation in vv. 13-14.) Here, Jesus’ sonship is that conferred on the Messiah-King, David’s son (Ps. 2:7; 2 Sa. 7:14, quoted in Heb. 1:5), which itself is parallel to, and perhaps epitomizes, Israel’s covenantal sonship. The ‘many sons’ are the ‘descend-ants of Abraham’ and ‘children’ by election even before Christ’s incarnation. But they are brought ‘to glory’ through the Son sharing in their ‘flesh and blood’ in which he secured their Salvation by his death.

d. Paul in Romans and Galatians Though Paul acknowledges that ‘the sonship’ be-longs to Israelites (Rom. 9:4), he insists that not all the oflfspring of Israel are ‘Israel’ in the true sense, and that therefore it is not ‘the children of the flesh’ but ‘the children of the promise’ who are ‘children of God’ and true partakers of the privil-ege (Rom. 9:6ff.).

By this test, Gentiles as well as Jews are in-cluded, ‘for in Christ Jesus you are all sons of God, through faith’ (Gal. 3:26). This doctrine of sonship is expounded in Rom. 8, where Paul invokes the idea of hyiothesia, usually rendered "“adoption’. But, though the term was used in Contemporary Gk. to denote legal adoption of children (see MM), it is not clear how far this enters Paul’s thought. Despite the contrast with a former Status of slavery, both in Rom. 8:15 (where rsv renders hyiothesia as ‘sonship’) and Gal. 4:5, at least in the latter passage hyiothesia seems to correspond to the entering of a child on his inheritance at ‘the date set by the father’. The primary model is the sovereign act of God’s grace when he declared Israel, and then the Davidic king, to be his son. Neither Israel’s sonship (Ex. 4:22) nor that of Messiah (Pss. 2:7; 89:27) was inconsistent with the recipient’s being called God’s ‘first-born’, and the hyiothesia of the believer is practically identical with the notion of spiritual generation. In Rom. 8:23 the hyiothesia is yet to come. Though again associated with the notion of ‘redemption’ (from slavery?), the positive act is really ‘the revealing of the sons of God’, showing them to be what they already are. This sonship is indissolubly linked with the sonship of Christ (Rom. 8:17), is attested and controlled by the Spirit (8:14, 16), and its ul-timate nature disclosed when Christ’s sonship is disclosed and when God’s elect are seen as ‘con-formed to the image of his Son, in Order that he might be the first-born among many brethren’ (8:19, 29).

e. John

John's concept of ‘children of God’ differs only in emphasis from that of Paul, although he employs simply tekna, and reserves hyios exclusively for Christ. Westcott held that John deliberately avoided hyios, ‘the name of definite dignity and privilege’, to describe the relation of Christians to God, since ‘he regards their position not as the result of an “adoption” (hyiothesia), but as the result of a new life which advances from the vital germ to full maturity’. However, Westcott overstated the case. While John undoubtedly exploits the imagery of natural birth and consequent relationship (e.g. 1 Jn. 3:9), he is also aware of the OT background where Israel became God’s son by election and calling. We have already referred to Jn. 11:52. In Jn. 1:12 the ‘children of God’ may be interpreted as believing Israelites before the Word became flesh. In any case, they are described not only as being ‘born of God’ but also as becoming ‘children of God’ by having that Status conferred on them: ‘to them gave he the right to become children of God’ (rv). Again in 1 Jn. 3 and 4 believers are described as ‘born of God’, with special reference to their reproducing God’s character of love and right-eousness; nevertheless the title ‘children of God’ is also a privilege bestowed through God’s ‘calling’ (3:1). Though it ‘may be seen’ now who are children of God by their behaviour (3:10), their final form ‘does not yet appear’, but will be mani-fested in the day when the Son of God is mani-fested and they fully reflect the image of their Father (3:2); which image is in the Son.
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SOPATER, SOSIPATER, a believer from Beroea in Macedonia (Acts 20:4), was one of the mission-ary party which waited for Paul at Troas, and then accompanied him to Asia on his way to Syria. Sosipater is called, in Rom. 16:21, a kinsman (syn-genes) of Paul. His greeting was sent to the church at Rome.

Some consider that the references are to the same man. Perhaps Sopater was a fruit of Paul’s preaching in Macedonia, and was therefore Paul’s kinsman in Christ. He probably represented the Beroean church in the delegation which was about to set sail with Paul to carry the Gentile churches’ contributions to Jerusalem.    c.h.d.

SOSTHENES. The chief ruler of the synagogue at Corinth, and successor (or possibly colleague) of the converted * Crispus. He was assaulted in court after Gallio disallowed a Jewish prosecution of Paul (Acts 18:17), either in an anti-Semitic demon-stration by Greeks (as Western Text) or in Jewish spite against an unsuccessful or lukewarm spokesman.

The lauer might indicate pro-Christian sym-pathy: did ‘Paul sow, Apollos water’ (cf. 1 Cor. 3:6)? ‘Sosthenes the brother’ is co-sender of 1 Cor-inthians (1:1), and Sosthenes is not the commonest of Gk. names. Paul’s tact and modesty, in ap-proaching a sensitive church in association with the ex-archisynagogue, then at Ephesus, best ex-plain the allusion. Joint-authorship is not implied.

Sosthenes’ inclusion in the Seventy (Clem. Alex., Hyp. 5, in Eus., EH 1. 12. 1-2) doubtless reflects his assumed participation in a canonical letter.

A.F.W.

tikos (1 Cor. 2:14-15). When he employs psyche along with pneuma (1 Thes. 5:23) he is merely de-scribing the same immaterial part of man in its lower and higher aspects.

Other NT writers provide examples of a some-what heightened use of psyche. The Word of God can save it and recovery from error rescues it from death (Jas. 1:21; 5:20). The outcome of faith is the salvation of the psyche (Heb. 10:29; 1 Pet. 1:10), while fleshly desires are inimical to it (1 Pet. 2:11). Hope of what shall be firmly anchors it (Heb. 6:19). In the description of what follows the open-ing of the fifth seal, psyche is used with reference to the martyrs seen below the altar (Rev. 6:9). (‘Spirit.)
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SPAIN. For the discussion of possible OT refer-ences to Spain, see ‘Tarshish. A series of Gk. commercial colonies founded from Massilia (Marseilles) introduced Spain into world history, and in the 3rd Century bc it became a theatre for the long struggle between Carthage and Rome. By 197 bc, the Carthaginians being dispossessed, two Roman provinces, Hispania Citerior and Hispania Ul-terior, were set up; but the forcible reconciliation of the Spanish tribes to Roman rule took almost 2 centuries more. Later, however, Spain developed, economically and culturally, perhaps faster than any other part of the empire. Augustus reorgan-ized the peninsula into three provinces, Hispania Tarraconensis, Baetica and Lusitania: Vespasian extended Latin Status to all the Spanish municipal-ities. The Senecas, Lucan, Quintilian, Martial and other prominent Latin writers of that age, as well as the emperors Trajan and Hadrian, were of Spanish birth.

These things show how forward-looking was Paul’s plan to travel beyond Rome to Spain (Rom. 15:24, 28), a project in which he clearly expects the co-operation of the Roman Christians. Even if his first object was the Hellenized towns, ‘it marks the beginning of an entirely new enterprise; behind it lies Gaul and perhaps Germany and Britain. He is about to pass over from the Greek into the dis-tinctly Roman half of the civilized world’ (J. Weiss, History of Primitive Christianity, 1, 1937, p. 359).

Whether ‘Paul achieved his ambition remains uncertain. The silence of the Pastorais may indicate a change of plan. Clement of Rome, c. ad 95, says that Paul reached ‘the boundary of the West’ (1 Clem. 5)—most naturally interpreted, not of Rome, but of the Pillars of Hercules. The 2nd-century Acts of Peter and the Muratorian Fragment are more explicit, but may reflect assumptions based on Rom. 15. The earliest sur-viving Spanish traditions are too late to help, and later Roman theory was interested in proving that all W churches were founded by Peter’s lieutenants (Innocent, Ep. 25. 2, ad 416).
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SPECK. The word occurs in Mt. 7:3-5, and almost identically in the Lucan parallel (Lk. 6:41-42 bis). The Gk. word is karphos (av ‘mote’), and is cog-nate with the verb karphö, ‘to dry up’. The noun means a small, dry stalk or twig, a light piece of straw, or even of wool such as might fly into the eye. Metaphorically it is used by Jesus to denote a minor fault.    s.s.s.

SPINNINC AND WEAVING. Two implements were used in spinning (Heb. täwä', Gk. netho). The distaff (Heb. kisör, Pr. 31:19; av ‘spindle’), on which were wound the unspun fibres, was held with the left hand, while the spindle (Heb. pelek, Pr. 31:19; av ‘distaff’) was worked by the fingers and thumb of the right hand to twist the short natural fibres into yarn. The spindle had a wooden shank 23 to 30 cm long, with a heavy whorl of stone or clay part way down to give momentum to its rota-tion. A hook at one end held the yarn which, when spun, was twisted on to the spindle shank. A var-iety of fibres such as flax and wool (Lv. 13:47), goat hair (Ex. 35:26), and camel hair (Mt. 3:4) were used in spinning, though the biending of different kinds of yarn was forbidden, for ritual purity (Lv. 19:19).

In Israel the task of spinning belonged to women (Ex. 35:25; Pr. 31:19). For weaving (Heb. ’ärag; Gk. hyphaino), however, both men (Ex. 35:35) and women (2 Ki. 23:7) were employed, and the existence of a guild of weavers is indicated in 1 Ch. 4:21. Whether the horizontal or the vertical loom was more common in Israel is uncertain, though the weaving of the sleeping Samson’s hair (Jdg. 16:13) suggests the former in this instance at least. In Egypt horizontal looms were common and such are still in use among Bedouin and peasants in Palestine. Egyp. weavers seem to have been famed particularly for their white cloth (Is. 19:9).

The weaver’s beam (mänör), to which the massive shaft of Goliath’s spear is compared (1 Sa. 17:7), was the means of raising and lowering the longitudinal warp threads (Tti) to allow the shuttle carrying the transverse woof thread ('ereb, Lv. 13:48) to pass between them. The woof was then beaten tight by a stick or ‘pin’ (yäted, Jdg. 16:14) to produce firm cloth.

The familiär art of weaving supplies some strik-ing similes in the OT; the speed of the weaver’s shuttle portrays the swift passing of man’s life (Jb. 7:6), and death is likened to the cutting of finished cloth from the thrums (dallä) attached to the loom (Is. 38:12). Spinning and weaving are singled out as examples of unremitting human toil from which the world of nature is free (Lk. 12:27, rsv mg.).
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I. Basic ränge of meaning of rüah and pneuma

From earliest Heb. thought rüah had various meanings, all more or less equally prominent. 1. Wind, an invisible, mysterious, powerful force (Gn. 8:1; Ex. 10:13, 19; Nu. 11:31; 1 Ki. 18:45; Pr. 25:23; Je. 10:13; Ho. 13:15; Jon. 4:8), regularly with the notion of strength or violence present (Ex. 14:21; 1 Ki. 19:11; Pss. 48:7; 55:8; Is. 7:2; Ezk. 27:26; Jon. 1:4). 2. Breath (i.e, air on a small scale), or spirit (Gn. 6:17; 7:15, 22; Pss. 31:5; 32:2; Ec. 3:19, 21; Je. 10:14; 51:17; Ezk. 11:5), the same mysterious force seen as the life and vitality of man (and beasts). It can be disturbed or activated in a particular direc-tion (Gn. 41:8; Nu. 5:14, 30; Jdg. 8:3; 1 Ki. 21:5; 1 Ch. 5:26; Jb. 21:4; Pr. 29:11; Je. 51:17; Dn. 2:1, 3), can be impaired or diminished (Jos. 5:1; 1 Ki. 10:5; Ps. 143:7; Is. 19:3) and revive again (Gn. 45:27; Jdg. 15:19; 1 Sa. 30:12). That is, the dynamic force which constitutes a man can be low (it disappears at death), or there can be a sudden surge of vital power. 3. Divine power, where rüah is used to de-scribe occasions when men seemed to be carried out of themselves—not just a surge of vitality, but a supernatural force taking possession. So particularly with the early charismatic leaders (Jdg. 3:10; 6:34; 11:29; 13:25; 14:6, 19; 15:14f; 1 Sa. 11:6), and the early prophets—it was the same divine rüah which induced ecstasy and prophetic speech (Nu. 24:2; I Sa. 10:6, 10; 19:20, 23f.).

These should not be treated as a set of distinct meanings; rather we are confronted with a Spectrum of meaning where the different senses merge into each other. Note, e.g., the overlap between I and 2 in Ps. 78:39, between 1 and 3 in 1 Ki. 18:12; 2 Ki. 2:16; Ezk. 3:12, 14, between 2 and 3 in Nu. 5:14, 30; 1 Sa. 16:14-16; Ho. 4:12, and between 1,2 and 3 in Ezk. 37:9. Initially at least these are all seen simply as manifestations of rüah, and the meanings of rüah are not kept strictly separate. In particular, therefore, we may not presuppose an initial distinction in Heb. thought between divine rüah and anthropological rüah', on the contrary, man’s rüah can be identified with God’s rüah (Gn. 6:3; Jb. 27:3; 32:8; 33:4; 34:14f; Ps. 104:29f).

It also becomes immediately evident that the concept rüah is an existential term. At its heart is the experience of a mysterious, awesome power— the mighty invisible force of the wind, the mystery of vitality, the otherly power that transforms—all rüah, all manifestations of divine energy.

In later usage the meanings human spirit, an-gelic or demonic spirit, and divine Spirit pre-dominate and are more distinct. Thus in the NT pneuma is used nearly 40 times to denote that di-mension of the human personality whereby rela-tionship with God is possible (Mk. 2:8; Acts 7:59; Rom. 1:9; 8:16; 1 Cor. 5:3-5; 1 Thes. 5:23; Jas. 2:26). Slightly more frequent is the sense of un-clean, evil, demonic spirit, a power which man ex-periences as an affliction, an injurious limitation to full relationship with God and with his feliows (chiefly in the Synoptic Gospels and Acts: Mt. 8:16; Mk. 1:23, 26f; 9:25; Lk. 4:36; 11:24, 26; Acts 19:12f., 15f; 1 Tim. 4:1; Rev. 16:13f). Occasionally there is reference to heavenly (good) spirits (Acts 23:8f; Heb. 1:7, 14), or to spirits of the dead (Lk. 24:37, 39; Heb. 12:23; 1 Pet. 3:19; cf. 1 Cor. 5:5). But by far the most frequent reference in the NT is to the Spirit of God, the Holy Spirit (more than 250 times). At the same time the earlier, wider ränge of meaning is still refiected in the ambiguity of Jn. 3:8; 20:22; Acts 8:39; 2 Thes. 2:8; Rev. 11:11; 13:15; and in particular there are several passages where it is not possible to decide with finality whether it is human spirit or divine Spirit that is meant (Mk. 14:38; Lk. 1:17, 80; I Cor. 14:14, 32; 2 Cor. 4:13; Eph. 1:17; 2 Tim. 1:7; Jas. 4:5; Rev. 22:6).

II. Characteristics of pre-Christian usage

In the earliest understanding of rüah there was little or no distinction between natural and supernatural. The wind could be described poetically as the blast of Yahweh’s nostrils (Ex. 15:8, 10; 2 Sa. 22:16 = Ps. 18:15; Is. 40:7). And man’s God-breathed rüah was from the first more or less syn-onymous with his nepes (soul) (especially Gn. 2:7). rüah was precisely the same divine, mysterious, vital power which is to be seen most clearly in the wind or in the ecstatic behaviour of prophet or charismatic leader.

Initially also the rüah of God was conceived more in terms of power than in moral terms, not yet as the (Holy) Spirit of God (cf. again Jdg. 14:6, 19; 15:14f.). A rüah from God could be for evil as well as for good (jdg. 9:23; 1 Sa. 16:14-16; 1 Ki. 22:19-23). At this early stage of understanding, God’s rüah was thought of simply as a supernatural power (under God’s authority) exerting force in some direction.

The earliest leadership in the emergence of Israel as a nation rested its claim to authority on particular manifestations of rüah, of ecstatic power—so with the judges (references above, 3), Samuel who had the reputation of a seer and was evidently the leader of a group of ecstatic prophets (1 Sa. 9:9, 18f.; 19:20, 24), and Saul (1 Sa. 11:6; cf. 10:11 f.; 19:24). Note the part apparently played by music in stimulating the ecstasy of inspiration (1 Sa. 10:5f.; 2 Ki. 3:15).

Various developments are evident in subsequent periods. We can recognize a tendency to open up a distinction between the natural and supernatural, between God and man. Just as the vivid anthro-pomorphisms of the earlier talk of God are aban-doned, so rüah becomes more clearly that which characterizes the supernatural and distinguishes the divine from the merely human (particularly Is. 31:3; so Jn. 4:24). So too a distinction between rüah and nepes begins to emerge: the rüah in man retains its immediate connection with God, denot-ing the ‘higher’ or Godward dimension of man’s existence (e.g. Ezr. 1:1, 5; Ps. 51:12; Ezk. 11:19), while nepes tends more and more to stand for the ‘lower’ aspects of man’s consciousness, the personal but merely human life in man, the seat of his appetites, emotions and passions (so regularly). Thus the way is prepared for the sharper Pauline distinction between the psychical and the spiritual (1 Cor. 15:44-46).

Also evident is a tendency for the focus of authority to shift from the manifestation of rüah in ecstasy to a more institutionalized concept. Possession of the Spirit of God is now conceived as permanent, and capable of being passed on (Nu. 11:17; Dt. 34:9; 2 Ki. 2:9, 15). So presumably the anointing of the king was more and more thought of in terms of an anointing with Spirit (1 Sa. 16:13; and the implication of Ps. 89:20f.; Is. 11:2; 61:1). And prophecy tended to become more and more attached to the cult (the implication of Is. 28:7; Je. 6:13; 23:11; it is likely that some of the psalms began as prophetic utterances in the cult; Hab. and Zc. were quite probably cult prophets). This development marks the beginning of the tension within the Judaeo-Christian tradition between Charisma and cult (see especially 1 Ki. 22:5-28; Am. 7:10-

17).

The most striking feature of the pre-exilic period is the stränge reluctance (as it would appear) of the classical prophets to attribute their inspiration to the Spirit. Neither the 8th-century prophets (Am., Mi., Ho., Is.) nor those of the 7th Century (Je.. Zp.. Na., Hab.) refer to the Spirit to authenticate their message—with the possible exception of Mi. 3:8 (often regarded as a later interpolation for that reason). In describing their inspiration they preferred to speak of the word of God (especially Am. 3:8; Je. 20:9) and the hand of God (Is. 8:11; Je. 15:17). Why this was so we cannot teil: perhaps rüah had become too much identified with the ecstatic both in Israel and in other near-Eastern reli-gions (cf. Ho. 9:7); perhaps they were reacting against cult professionalism and abuse (Is. 28:7; Je. 5:13; 6:13; 14:13fif.; etc.\ Mi. 2:11); or perhaps al-ready emerging was the conviction that the work of God’s rüah would be primarily eschatological (Is. 4:4).

In the exilic and post-exilic period the work of the Spirit came to renewed prominence. The role of divine rüah as inspirer of prophecy was reasserted (Pr. 1:23; cf. Is. 59:21—Spirit and word together; Ezk. 2:2; 3:1-4, 22-24; etc.—Spirit, word and hand). The inspiration of the earlier prophets too was freely attributed to the Spirit (Ne. 9:20, 30; Zc. 7:12; cf. Is. 63:1 lff.). The sense that God is present through his Spirit, expressed for example in Ps. 51:11, appears also in Ps. 143:10; Hg. 2:5; Zc. 4:6. And 2 Ch. 20:14; 24:20 may reflect a desire to bridge the gap between Charisma and cult.

The tradition which attributed the artistic skills and craftsmanship of Bezalel and others to the ac-tivity of the Spirit (Ex. 28:3; 31:3; 35:31), forged a link between the Spirit and more aesthetic and eth-ical qualities. It is perhaps with this in view, or simply out of the consideration that the Spirit is the Spirit of the holy and good God, that some authors specifically designate the Spirit as God’s ‘holy Spirit’ (only three times in the Old Testament—Ps. 51:13; Is. 63:1 Of.) or as God’s ‘good Spirit’ (Ne. 9:20; Ps. 143:10).

Another emphasis which appears only in-frequently and at different periods is the associ-ation of the Spirit with the work of creation (Gn. 1:2; Jb. 26:13; Pss. 33:6; 104:30). In Ps. 139:7 rüah denotes the cosmic presence of God.

Probably most important of all from a Christian perspective is the growing tendency in prophetic circles to understand the rüah of God in eschatological terms, as the power of the End, the hallmark of the new age. The Spirit would effect a new creation (Is. 32:15; 44:3f.). The agents of eschatological salvation would be anointed with God’s Spirit (Is. 42:1; 61:1; and later particularly Psalms of Solomon 17:42). Men would be created anew by the Spirit to enjoy a relationship with God much more vital and immediate (Ezk. 36:26f.; 37; cf Je. 31:31-34), and the Spirit would be freely dispensed to all Israel (Ezk. 39:29; Joel 2:28f; Zc. 12:10; cf. Nu. 11:29).

In the period between the Testaments the role attributed to the Spirit is greatly diminished. In Hellenistic Wisdom literature the Spirit is not given any prominence. In speaking about the divine/human relationship Wisdom is wholly dominant, so that ‘spirit’ is simply one way of defining Wisdom (Wisdom 1:6f; 7:22—25; 9:17), with even prophecy ascribed to Wisdom rather than to the Spirit (Wisdom 7:27; Ecclus. 24:33). In Philo’s attempt to merge Jewish theology and Gk. philosophy the Spirit is still the Spirit of prophecy, but his concept of prophecy is the more typically Gk. one of in-spiration through ecstasy leg., Quis Rerurn Diri-narutn Heres Sit 265). Elsewhere in his speculation about creation the Spirit still has a place, but the dominant category of thought is the Stoic Logos (the divine reason immanent in the world and in men).

In the apocalyptic writings references to the human spirit outweigh those to the Spirit of God by nearly 3:1, and references to angelic and de-monic spirits outweigh the latter by 6:1. ln only a handful of passages is the Spirit spoken of as the agency of inspiration, but this is a role which is thought of as belonging to the past (e.g, 1 Enoch 91:1; ^ Ezra 14:22; Marlyrdom of Isaiah 5:14).

In rabbinic Judaism the Spirit is specifically (almost exclusively) the Spirit of prophecy. But here, even more emphatically, that role belongs to the past. With the rabbis the belief becomes very strong that Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi were the last of the prophets and that thereafter the Spirit had been withdrawn (e.g, Tosefta Sotah 13:2; earlier expressions in Ps. 74:9; Zc. 13:2-6; 1 Macc. 4:46; 9:27; 2 Baruch 85:1-3). Most striking is the way in which the Spirit to all intents and purposes is subordinated to the Torah (law). The Spirit inspired the Torah—a view of course also carried over into early Christianity (Mk. 12:36; Acts 1:16; 28:25; Heb. 3:7; 9:8; 10:15; 2 Pet. 1:21; cf. 2 Tim. 3:16). But for the rabbis this means that the law is now in effect the only voice of the Spirit, that the Spirit does not speak apart from the law. ‘Where there are no prophets there is obviously no Holy Spirit’ (TDNT 6, p. 382). Likewise in the rabbinic hope for the age to come Torah fills a far more prominent role than Spirit. This diminished role for the Spirit is refiected too in the Targums where other words denoting divine activity become more prominent (Memra, Shekinah); and in the Babylonian Talmud ‘Shekinah’ (glory) has more or less completely supplanted talk of the Spirit.

Only in the Dead Sea Scrolls does ‘Spirit’ come back into prominence in speaking of present ex-perience (especially 1QS 3. 13-4. 26), reflecting a conviction of living in the last days not dissimilar to the eschatological consciousness of the first Christians.

III. The Spirit in the teaching of John the Baptist and ministry of Jesus

(1) In early Judaism, at the time of Jesus, God was tending to be thought of as more and more distant from man, the transcendent holy God, high and lifted up, dwelling in unapproachable glory. Hence the hestitation even to speak the divine name and the increasing talk of intermediary figures, the name, angels, the glory, wisdom, etc, these all being ways of speaking about God’s activity in the world without compromising his transcendence. In early days ‘the Spirit’ had been one of the chief ways of speaking about the presence of God (note, e.g., the implication of 1 Sa. 16:13f. and 18:12, and of Is: 63:1 lf., that the Spirit of the Lord is the presence of the Lord). But now that consciousness of divine presence was lacking too (with the excep-tion of Qumran). The Spirit, understood princi-pally as the Spirit of prophecy, had been active in the past (inspiring prophet and Torah) and would be poured out in the new age. But in the present, talk of the Spirit had become wholly subordinate to Wisdom and Logos and Torah, and in particu-lar with the rabbis, Torah was becoming more and more the exclusive focus of religious life and authority.

In this context John the Baptist created con-siderable excitement. Not that he himself claimed to have the Spirit, but he was widely recognized to be a prophet (Mt. 11:9f; Mk. 11:32) and so to be inspired by the Spirit of prophecy (cf. Lk. 1:15,

17). More striking was his message, for he pro-claimed that the outpouring of the Spirit was imminent—the one who was coming would bap-tize in Spirit and fire (Mt. 3:11; Lk. 3:16; Mk. 1:8 and Jn. 1:33 omit the ‘and fire’). This vigorous metaphor was probably drawn partly from the ‘liquid’ metaphors for the Spirit familiär in the OT (Is. 32:15; Ezk. 39:29; Joel 2:28; Zc. 12:10), and partly from his own characteristic rite of water baptism—his drenching with or immersion in water was a picture of an overwhelming experience of fiery Spirit. It would be an experience of judg-ment (note the emphasis of John’s message in Mt. 3:7-12 and particularly on fire in 3:10-12), but not necessarily wholly destructive, the fire could purge as well asdestroy (Mal. 3:2f.; 4:1). The Baptist here was probably thinking in terms of ‘the Messianic woes’, the period of suffering and tribulation which would introduce the age to come—‘the birth pangs of the Messiah’ (Dn. 7:19-22; 12:1; Zc. 14:12-15; 1 Enoch 62:4; 100:1-3; Sibylline Oracles

3. 632-651). The idea of entry into the new age by immersion in a stream of fiery rüah which would destroy the impenitent and purify the penitent was not a stränge or surprising one for John to formu-late in view of the parallels in Is. 4:4; 30:27f.; Dn. 7:10; 1QS4. 21; 1QH 3. 29fT; 4 Ezra 13:10f.

(2) Jesus created an even bigger stir, for he claimed that the new age, the kingdom of God, was not merely imminent but was already effective through his ministry (Mt. 12:41 f; 13:16f.; Lk. 17:20f.). The presupposition of this was clearly that the eschatological Spirit, the power of the End, was already working through him in unique measure, as evidenced by his exorcisms and suc-cessful deliverance of Satan’s victims (Mt. 12:24— 32; Mk. 3:22-29), and by his proclamation of good news to the poor (Mt. 5:3—6 and 11:5, echoing Is. 61:1 f.). The Evangelists of course were in no doubt that Jesus’ whole ministry had been in the power of the Spirit from the beginning (Mt. 12:18; Lk. 4:14, 18; Jn. 3:34; also Acts 10:38). For Matthew and Luke this special working of the Spirit in and through Jesus dates from his conception (Mt. 1:18; Lk. 1:35), with his birth in Luke announced by an outburst of prophetic activity heralding the beginning of the end of the old age (Lk. 1:41, 67; 2:25— 27, 36-38). But all four Evangelists agree that at Jordan Jesus experienced a special empowering for his ministry, an anointing which was also evidently bound up with his assurance of sonship (Mt. 3:16f.; Mk. 1:10f.; Lk. 3:22; Jn. l:33f.), hence in the subsequent temptations he is enabled to maintain his assurance and to define what sonship involves, sustained by the same power (Mt. 4:1,3f., 6f.; Mk. l:12f.; Lk. 4:1,3f„ 9-12, 14).

Jesus’ emphasis in his message was significantly different from that of the Baptist, not just in his proclamation of the kingdom as present, but in the character he ascribed to the present kingdom. He saw his ministry in terms more of blessing than of judgment. In particular, his reply to the Baptist’s question in Mt. 11:4f. seems deliberately to high-light the promise of blessing in the passages he there echoes (Is. 29:18-20; 35:3-5; 61:1 f.) and to ignore the warning of judgment which they also contained (cf. Lk. 4:18-20). On the other hand, when he looked towards the end of his earthly ministry he did evidently speak of his death in terms probably drawn from the Baptist’s preaching (Lk. 12:49-50, baptism and fire), probably seeing his own death as a suffering of the Messianic woes predicted by John, as a draining of the cup of God’s wrath (Mk. 10:38f.; 14:23f., 36). He also held out the promise of the Spirit to sustain his disciples when they experienced tribulation and trial in their turn (Mk. 13:11; more fully in Jn. 14:15-17, 26; 15:26f; 16:7-15). Otherwise, how-ever, ‘the Holy Spirit’ in Lk. 11:13 is almost cer-tainly an alternative to the less explicit ‘good things’ (Mt. 7:11); and the repetition of the Baptist’s promise in Acts 1:5 and 11:16 is probably in-tended by Luke as a word of the risen Jesus (cf. Lk. 24:49; perhaps also Mt. 28:19).

IV. The Spirit in Acts, Paul and John

The main NT writers agree on their understanding of the Spirit of God, albeit with differing emphases.

a. The gift of the Spirit rnarks the beginning of the Christian life

In Acts the outpouring of the Spirit at Pentecost is the time when the disciples first experienced ‘the last days’ for themselves (the free dispensing of the eschatological Spirit being the hallmark of the new age), the time when their ‘fully Christian’ faith began (Acts 11:17). So in Acts 2:38f. the promise of the gospel to the first enquirers centres on the Spirit, and in other evangelistic situations it is the reception of the Spirit which is evidently seen as the crucial factor manifesting the respondents’ ac-ceptance by God (8:14-17; 9:17; 10:44f.; 11:15-17; 18:25; 19:2, 6).

Similarly in Paul the gift of the Spirit is the beginning of Christian experience (Gal. 3:2f.), another way of describing the new relation of justification (1 Cor. 6:11; Gal. 3:14; so Tit. 3:7). Alternatively expressed, one cannot belong to Christ unless one has the Spirit of Christ (Rom. 8:9), one cannot be united with Christ except through the Spirit (1 Cor. 6:17), one cannot share Christ’s sonship without sharing his Spirit (Rom. 8:14-17; Gal. 4:6f.), one cannot be a member of the body of Christ except by being baptized in the Spirit (1 Cor. 12:13).

Likewise in John the Spirit from above is the power effecting new birth (Jn. 3:3-8; 1 Jn. 3:9), for the Spirit is the life-giver (Jn. 6:63), like a river of living water flowing from the Christ bringing life to him who comes and believes (7:37-39; so 4:10, 14). In 20:22 the language deliberately echoes Gn. 2:7; the Spirit is the breath of the life of the new Creation. And in 1 Jn. 3:24 and 4:13 the presence of the Spirit is one of the Tests of life’.

It is important to realize that for the first Christians the Spirit was thought of in terms of divine power clearly manifest by its effects on the life of the recipient; the impact of the Spirit did not leave individual or onlooker in much doubt that a sig-nificant change had taken place in him by divine agency. Paul refers his readers back to their initial experience of the Spirit again and again. For some it had been an overwhelming experience of God’s love (Rom. 5:5); for others of joy (1 Thes. 1:6); for others of illumination (2 Cor. 3:14-17), or of liber-ation (Rom. 8:2; 2 Cor. 3:17), or of moral trans-formation (1 Cor. 6:9-11), or of various spiritual gifts (1 Cor. 1:4-7; Gal. 3:5). In Acts themost regu-larly mentioned manifestation of the Spirit is in-spired speech, speaking in tongues, prophecy and praise, and bold utterance of the word of God (Acts 2:4; 4:8, 31; 10:46; 13:9-11; 19:6). This is why possession of the Spirit as such can be singled out as the defining characteristic of the Christian (Rom. 8:9; 1 Jn. 3:24; 4:13), and why the question of Acts 19:2 could expect a straightforward answer (cf. Gal. 3:2). The Spirit as such might be invisible, but his presence was readily detectable (Jn. 3:8).

The gift of the Spirit was thus not simply a cor-ollary or deduction drawn from baptism or laying on of hands but a vivid event for the first Christians. It is most probably to the impact of this experience that Paul refers directly in passages like 1 Cor. 6:11; 12:13; 2 Cor. 1:22; Eph. 1:13; also Tit. 3:5f, though many refer them to baptism. And al-though Rom. 6:3 and Gal. 3:27 (‘baptized into Christ’) are usually understood as references to the baptismal act, they could as readily be taken as an abbreviation of the fuller allusion to the experience of the Spirit, ‘baptized in Spirit into Christ’ (1 Cor. 12:13). Certainly according to Acts the first Christians adapted their embryonic ritual in accordance with the Spirit rather than vice versa (Acts 8:12-17; 10:44-48; 11:15-18; 18:25-19:6). And though Jn. 3:5 probably links baptism (‘water’) and the gift of the Spirit closely together in the birth from above, the two are not to be identified (cf. 1:33) and birth by the Spirit is clearly the primary thought (3:6-8).

Acts, Paul and John know of many experiences of the Spirit, but they know of no distinctively second or third experience of the Spirit. So far as Luke is concerned Pentecost was not a second experience of the Spirit for the disciples, but their baptism in Spirit into the new age (Acts 1:5 and above, III), the birth of the church and its mission. Attempts to harmonize Jn. 20:22 with Acts 2 at a straightforwardly historical level may be misguided, since John’s purpose may be more theological than historical at this point, that is, to emphasize the theological unity of Jesus’ death, resurrection and ascension with the gift of the Spirit and mission (Pentecost, Jn. 20:21-23; cf. 19:30, literally, ‘he bowed his head and handed over the spirit/Spirit’). Similarly in Acts 8, since Luke does not conceive of the coming of the Spirit in a silent or invisible manner, the gift of the Spirit in 8:17 is for him the initial reception of the Spirit (8:16, ‘they had only been baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus’). Luke seems to suggest that their earlier faith feil short of commitment to Christ or trust in God (8:12—‘they believed Philip’—as a description of conversion would be without parallel in Acts).

b. The Spirit as the power of the new life According to Paul the gift of the Spirit is also a beginning that looks to final fulfilment (Gal. 3:3; Phil. 1:6), the beginning and first instalment of a life-long process of transformation into the image of Christ which only achieves its end in the resur-rection of the body (2 Cor. 1:22; 3:18; 4:16-5:5; Eph. 1:13f.; 2 Thes. 2:13; also 1 Pet. 1:2). The Spirit is the ‘first fruits’ of the harvest of resurrection, whereby God begins to exercise his Claim over the whole man (Rom. 8:11, 23; 1 Cor. 3:16; 6:19; 15:45-48; Gal. 5:16-23).

Life for the believer is therefore qualitatively different from what it was prior to faith. His daily living becomes his means of responding to the Spirit’s Claim, enabled by the Spirit’s power (Rom. 8:4-6, 14; Gal. 5:16, 18, 25; 6:8). This was the de-cisive difference between Christianity and rabbinic Judaism for Paul. The Jew lived by law, the deposit of the Spirit’s revelatory work in past generations, an attitude which led inevitably to inflexibility and casuistry, since revelation from the past is not always immediately appropriate to the needs of the present. But the Spirit brought an immediacy of personal relationship with God, which fulfilled the ancient hope of Jeremiah (31:31-34) and which made worship and obedience something much more free, vital and spontaneous (Rom. 2:28f.; 7:6; 8:2-4; 12:2; 2 Cor. 3:3, 6-8, 14-18; Eph. 2:18; Phil. 3:3).

At the same time, because the Spirit is only a beginning of final Salvation in this life, there can be no final fulfilment of his work in the believer so long as this life lasts. The man of the Spirit is no longer dependent on this world and its Standards for his meaning and satisfaction, but he is still a man of human appetites and frailty and part of human society. Consequently to have the Spirit is to experience tension and conflict between the old life and the new, between flesh and Spirit (Rom. 7:14-25; 8:10, 12f; Gal. 5:16f; cf Heb. 10:29). To those who saw the characteristic life of the Spirit in terms of visions, revelations and the like, Paul re-plied that grace comes to its full expression only in and through weakness (2 Cor. 12:1-10; cf. Rom. 8:26f).

Luke and John say little of other aspects of the ongoing life of the Spirit (cf. Acts 9:31; 13:52), but focus attention particularly on the life of the Spirit as directed towards mission (Acts 7:51; 8:29, 39; 10:17-19; 11:12; 13:2, 4; 15:28; 16:6f.; 19:21; Jn. 16:8-11; 20:21-23). The Spirit is that power which bears witness to Christ (Jn. 15:26; Acts 1:8; 5:32; 1 Jn. 5:6-8; also Heb. 24; 1 Pet. 1:12; Rev. 19:10).

c. The Spirit of Community and of Christ A distinguishing feature of the Spirit of the new age is that he is experienced by all and works through all, not just the one or two (e.g., Acts 2:17f.; Rom. 8:9; 1 Cor. 12:7, 11; Heb. 6:4; 1 Jn. 2:20). In Paul’s teaching it is only this common participation (koinönia) in the one Spirit that makes a group of diverse individuals one body (1 Cor. 12:13; 2 Cor. 13:14; Eph. 4:3f.; Phil. 2:1). And it is only as each lets the Spirit come to expression in word and deed as a member of the body that the body grows towards the maturity of Christ (1 Cor. 12:12-26; Eph. 4:3-16). This is why Paul both en-courages a full ränge and free expression of the Spirit’s gifts (Rom. 12:3-8; 1 Cor. 12:4-11,27-31; Eph. 5:18fi; 1 Thes. 5:19f.; c/Eph. 4:30) and insists that the Community test every word and deed which Claims the authority of the Spirit by the measure of Christ and the love he embodied (1 Cor. 2:12-16; 13; 14:29; 1 Thes. 5:19-22; cf. 1 Jn. 4:1-3).

The same twin emphasis on a worship which is determined by immediate dependence on the Spirit (rather than in terms of sacred place or sanctuary) and in accordance with the truth of Christ is present in Jn. 21:24 {cf. Rev. 19:10). Similarly John emphasizes that the believer may expect an immediacy of teaching by the Spirit, the Counsel-lor (Jn. 14:26; 16:12f.; 1 Jn. 2:27); but also that the new revelation will be in continuity with the old, a reproclaiming, reinterpretation of the truth of Christ (Jn. 14:26; 16:13-15; 1 Jn. 2:24).

It is this tie-in with Christ which finally dis-tinguishes the Christian understanding of the Spirit from the earlier, less well-defined concep-tion. The Spirit is now definitively the Spirit of Christ (Acts 16:7; Rom. 8:9; Gal. 4:6; Phil. 1:19; also 1 Pet. 1:11; cf. Jn. 7:38; 19:30; 20:22; Acts 2:33; Heb. 9:14; Rev. 3:1; 5:6), the other Counsellor who has taken over Jesus’ role on earth (Jn. 14:16; cf. 1 Jn. 2:1). This means that Jesus is now present to the believer only in and through the Spirit (Jn. 14:16— 28; 16:7; Rom. 8:9f.; 1 Cor. 6:17; 1545; Eph. 3:16f; cf. Rom. 1:4; 1 Tim. 3:16; 1 Pet. 3:18; Rev. 2-3), and that the mark of the Spirit is both the recogni-tion of Jesus’ present Status (1 Cor. 12:3; 1 Jn. 5:6-12) and the reproduction of the character of his sonship and resurrection life in the believer (Rom. 8:11, 14-16, 23; I Cor. 15:45-49; 2 Cor. 3:18; Gal. 4:60; 1 Jn. 3:2).

The roots of subsequent Trinitarian theology are perhaps evident in Paul’s recognition that the believer experiences through the Spirit a twofold relation, to God as Father (Rom. 8:150; Gal. 4:6) and to Jesus as Lord (1 Cor. 12:3).

(♦Counsellor, ♦ Angels, *Baptism, * Body of Christ, * Conversion, * Demons, * Eschatology, ♦Exorcism, 'Guidance, * Inspiration, *Life, ♦Power, * Prophecy, ‘Spiritual Gifts, *Trin-ity, ♦ Wind.)
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SOLOMON. The third king of Israel (c. 971-931 bc), son of David and Bathsheba (2 Sa. 12:24); also named Jedidiah (‘beloved of the Lord’) by Nathan the prophet (2 Sa. 12:25). Solomon (S'Tömöh, probably ‘peaceful’) does not figure in the biblical narrative until the last days of David (1 Ki. 1:1Off.) despite the fact that he was born (in Jerusalem; 2 Sa. 5:14) early in his father’s reign.
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 The risc to power

Solomon’s path to the throne was far from smooth. Absalom’s Opposition was carried on by David’s oldest surviving son, Adonijah (2 Sa. 3:4), who made a strong bid for the throne during his father’s last days (1 Ki. l:5ff.). Supported by David’s deposed general, Joab, who had slain Ab-salom (2 Sa. 18:14-15), and the influential priest, Abiathar, Adonijah rallied Support and actually held a coronation feast at En-rogel. But Solomon was not without allies. Benaiah, the son of Je-hoiada, had his eye on the generalship; Zadok cov-eted a prominent priestly position. Their spokes-man was Nathan the prophet, a confidant of David and Bathsheba (1 Ki. 1:11 ff.). After Nathan and Bathsheba reminded David of his unexecuted promise concerning Solomon, the king gave in-structions for Solomon’s accession and sealed them with an oath (1 Ki. 1:28fT.).


SPIRITS IN PRISON. The single explicit refer-ence is 1 Pet. 3:19, with a possible hint at 4:6. The patristic exegesis of 3:19f. regarded the ‘disobedient’ of Noah’s day as typical of sinners who before the incarnation had no chance of hearing the gospel and repenting. The interval between the death and resurrection of Jesus came later to be understood, especially in the Eastern church, as the occasion when Christ, by his ‘descent into their ‘prison’, offered these spirits life. Another Suggestion for the meaning of this phrase (Reicke,

Dalton) links it with the proclamation of Christ’s victory alter his passion (with or without the öfter of life) to the angels who feil (cf. 2 Pet. 2:4f; Jude 6; note also the possible influence of 1 Enoch). This is supported by the unqualified use of pneumata (‘spirits’), which is used elsewhere in the Bible only of supernatural beings, never of departed humans.

Bibliography. Bo Reicke, The Disobedient Spirits and Christian Baptism, 1946; E. G. Selwyn, The First Epistle of St Peter, 1946, pp. 314-362; W. J. Dalton, Christ's Proclamation to the Spirits, 1965.
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SPIRITUAL GIFTS.

I.    Name and nature

The term ‘spiritual gifts’ represents the common rendering in Eng. of the Gk. neuter plural noun charismata, formed from charizesthai (to show favour, give freely), which is related to the noun charis (grace); they are the concrete expression of charis, grace coming to visible effect in Word or deed. The singulär form is used of God’s gift of salvation through Christ (Rom. 5:15 f.; 6:23) and of any special grace or mercy (Rom. 1:11; 1 Cor. 1:7; 7:7; 2 Cor. 1:11). The plural form is used chiefly in a technical sense to denote the extraordinary gifts of the Holy Spirit bestowed on Christians for special Service, and in a few instances the singulär form is similarly employed in a distributive or semi-collective sense (1 Tim. 4:14; 2 Tim. 1:6; 1 Pet. 4:10).

A general diffusion of the gifts of the Holy Spirit, marking the new dispensation, was foretold by the prophet Joel (2:28), and confirmed by the promises of Christ to his disciples (Mk. 13:11; Lk. 12:11F.; Jn. 14:12; Acts 1:8; cf. Mt. 10:1, 8 and par-allels; Mk. 16:17f.). On the day of Pentecost these prophecies and promises were fulfilled (Acts 2:1-21, 33). Later, numerous spiritual gifts are fre-quently mentioned by Luke (Acts 3:6ff.; 5:12-16; 8:13, 18; 9:33^1; 10:45f, etc.), by Peter (1 Pet. 4:10), and by Paul (Rom. 12:6-8; 1 Cor. 12-14), who also describes them as ‘spiritual things’ (Gk. pneumatika, 1 Cor. 12:1; 14:1), and ‘spirits’, that is, different manifestations of the Spirit (Gk. pnen-mata, 1 Cor. 14:12). The gifts are distributed bythe Holy Spirit according to his sovereign will (1 Cor. 12:11) and an individual believer may receive one or more of them (1 Cor. 12:8f; 14:5, 13).

II.    Purpose and duration

The purpose of these charismatic gifts is primarily the edification of the whole church (1 Cor. 12:4-7; 14:12), and, secondarily, the conviction and con-version of unbelievers (1 Cor. 14:21-25; cf. Rom. 15:18f). A disputed question is whether they should be regarded as permanently bestowed on the church or only as a temporary endowment.

The once populär view that the charismata were given for the founding of the church and ceased during the 4th Century when it became strong enough to continue without their assistance is con-trary to historical evidence (B. B. Warfield, Counterfeit Miracles, 1972, pp. 6-21). Warfield himself held the view that the charismata were given for the authentication of the apostles as messengers of God, one of the signs of an apostle being the pos-session of those gifts and the power to confer them on other believers. The gifts gradually ceased with the death of those on whom the apostles had con-ferred them (op. cit., pp. 3, 21 ff.). W. H. Griffiths Thomas saw the charismata as a testimony to Israel of the Messiahship of Jesus, becoming inoperative after the end of Acts when Israel had refused the gospel (The Holy Spirit of God, 1972, pp. 48f; cf.

O. P. Robertson, WTJ 38, 1975, pp. 43-53). Those holding these views naturally tend to deny the au-thenticity of subsequent allegedly charismatic manifestations.

On the other hand, strong evidence for the per-manence of charismata in the church is found in 1 Cor. 13:8-12, where Paul envisages them as con-tinuing to be manifest until the parousia. In that case their intermittent appearance in later history may have been affected by the fluctuating faith and spirituality of the church and by the sovereign purpose of the Spirit himself who distributes the gifts ‘as he wills’ (1 Cor. 12:11).

III. Individual gifts

The lists of charismata in the NT (Rom. 12:6-8; I Cor. 12:4-11, 28-30; cf. Eph. 4:7-12) are clearly incomplete. Various classifications of the gifts have been attempted, but they fall most simply into two main categories—those which qualify their posses-sors for the ministry of the Word and those which equip them for practical Service (cf. 1 Pet. 4:1 Of.).

a. Gifts of ulterance

(i) * Apostle (Gk. apostolos, lit. ‘one sent forth’, envoy, missionary, 1 Cor. 12:28f; cf. Eph. 4:11). The title of ‘apostle’ was originally given to the Twelve (Mt. 10:2; Lk. 6:13; Acts 1:25f), but was later claimed by Paul (Rom. 1:1; I Cor. 9:1 f., etc.), and applied in a less restricted sense to Barnabas (Acts 14:4, 14), Andronicus and Junias (or Junia) (Rom. 16:7), and possibly to Apollos (1 Cor. 4:6, 9), Silvanus and Timothy (1 Thes. 1:1; 2:6), and James the Lord’s brother (1 Cor. 15:7; Gal. 1:19). The special function of an apostle was, as its mean-ing suggests, to proclaim the gospel to the un-believing world (Gal. 2:7-9).

(ii)    * Prophecy (Gk. propheteia, Rom. 12:6; 1 Cor. 12:10, 28fi; cf. Eph. 4:11). The chief function of the NT prophet was to convey divine revelations of temporary significance which proclaimed to the church what it had to know and do in special cir-cumstances. His message was one of edification, exhortation (Gk. paraklesis) and consolation (1 Cor. 14:3; cf. Rom. 12:8), and included occasional authoritative declarations of God’s will in particu-lar cases (Acts 13:10), and rare predictions of future events (Acts 11:28; 21:100). His ministry was primarily directed to the church (1 Cor. 14:4, 22). Some prophets were itinerant (Acts 11:270; 21:10), but there were probably several attached to every church (Acts 13:1), as at Corinth, and a few of them are named (Acts 11:28; 13:1; 15:32; 21:90).

The ability to ‘distinguish between spirits’ (Gk. diakriseis pneumatön, 1 Cor. 12:10; cf 14:29) was complementary to that of prophecy, and enabled the hearers to judge Claims to prophetic inspiration (1 Cor. 14:29) by interpreting or evaluating prophetic utterances (1 Cor. 2:12-16), thus recognizing successfully those of divine origin (1 Thes. 5:200; I Jn. 4.1-6), and distinguishing the genuine prophet from the false.

(iii)    Teaching (Gk. didaskalia, Rom. 12:7; 1 Cor. 12:280; cf. Eph. 4:11). In contrast to the prophet, the teacher did not utter fresh revelations, but expounded and applied established Christian doctrine, and his ministry was probably confined

to the local church (Acts 13:1; cf. Eph. 4:11). The ‘utterance of knowledge’ (Gk. logos gnöseös, 1 Cor. 12:8), an inspired utterance containing or embodying knowledge, is related to teaching; but the ‘utterance of wisdom’ (Gk. logos sophias, 1 Cor. 12:8), expressing spiritual insight, may be related rather to the apostles and evangelists (cf. 1 Cor. 1:17-2:5, esp. 1:24-30), or to the prophets.

(iv) Kinds of tongues (Gk. gene glössön, 1 Cor. 12:10,28ff.) and the Interpretation of* tongues (Gk. hermeneia glössön, 1 Cor. 12:10, 30).

b. Giftsfor practical Service (i) Gifts of power. 1. Faith (Gk. pistis, 1 Cor. 12:9) is not saving faith, but a higher measure of faith by which special, wonderful deeds are accomplished (Mt. 18:19f.; 1 Cor. 13:2; Heb. 11:33-40). 2. Gifts of healings (Gk. plural charismata iamatön, 1 Cor. 12:9, 28, 30) are given to perform miracles of restoration to health (Acts 3:6; 5:15f; 8:7; 19:12, etc.). 3. Working of miracles (Gk. energ-emata dynameön, 1 Cor. 12:10, 28f), lit. ‘of powers’. This gift conferred the ability to perform other miracles of varied kinds (Mt. 11:20-23; Acts 9:36f.; 13:11; 20:9-12; Gal. 3:5; Heb. 6:5).

(ii)    Gifts of synipathy. 1. Helpers (Gk. antilemp-seis, lit. ‘acts of helping’, 1 Cor. 12:28) denotes the aid given to the weak by the strong (see lxx of Pss. 22:19; 89:19; the verb occurs in Acts 20:35), and refers to special gifts to care for the sick and needy. lt probably includes 2. the liberal almsgiver (Gk. ho metadidous, Rom. 12:8) and 3. the one who per-forms works of mercy (Gk. ho eleön, Rom. 12:8). 4. The Service (Gk. diakonia, Rom. 12:7; cf. Acts 6:1) of the deacon is doubtless in view (Phil. 1:1; 1 Tim. 3:1-13).

(iii)    Gifts of administration. 1. Administrators (Gk. kyberneseis, lit. ‘acts of guidance, giving dir-ections’) enjoyed the gifts and authority to govern and direct the local church. 2. The ‘leader’ (Rom. 12:8, neb, Gk. hoprohistamenos) apparently shares the same gift (the Gk. Word recurs in 1 Thes. 5:12; 1 Tim. 5:17), unless the term is to be translated (with rsv, Rom. 12:8), ‘he who gives aid’, in which case a gift of sympathy is indicated.

Some gifts, such as those of apostleship, proph-ecy and teaching, were exercised in regulär ministry; other gifts like tongues and healing were manifested occasionally. In some instances the gifts appear to involve a release or enhancement of natural ability, for example, the gifts of teaching, helping or leadership; others are clearly a special endowment: faith, gifts of healing and the power to work miracles.

Bibuography. H. Conzelmann, TDNT 9, pp. 402^106; D. Bridges and D. Phypers, Spiritual Gifts and the Church, 1973; J. D. G. Dünn, Jesus and the Spirit, 1975; R. B. Gaffin, Perspectives on Pente-cost, 1979; R. Stronstad, The Charismatic The-ology of St Luke, 1984; M. M. B. Turner, Vox Evangelica 15, 1985, pp. 7-64; D. A. Carson, Show-ing the Spirit, 1987; J. Ruthven, On the Cessation of the Charismata, 1992.    w.g.p.

SPITTING. From early times the Oriental gesture of spitting upon or in the face of a person con-veyed deep enmity (Nu. 12:14). Christ submitted to this indignity as the suffering Servant (Is. 50:6; Mt. 26:67).

The Essenes punished spitting in their assembly with a 30-day penance (Jos., BJ 2. 147, and the Qumran Manual of Discipline, 1. 13).

‘Saliva’ (Gk. ptysrna) was used by Christ to eure the blind (Mk. 8:23; Jn. 9:6) and a deaf mute (Mk. 7:33). It was probably placed in the mouth to facili-tate speech in the latter case. Its use with clay in Jn. 9:6 was said by Irenaeus to be Creative. The healing technique was common to both Jews and Greeks. Suetonius says Vespasian cured a blind man by spittle. The rabbis condemned its use when accom-panied with incantations. The usage persisted with the word ephphatha in baptismal rites in Rome and Milan. See A. E. J. Rawlinson, The Gospel accord-ing to St Mark*, 1942, p. 102.    d.h.t.

SPOKESMAN. The rhetör was a Professional teacher of rhetoric, or, as Tertullus (Acts 24:1, av ‘orator’) a speech-writer who might accept a bar-rister’s brief himself. The extreme refinement of the rhetorical art, which formed the hallmark of higher education, and the difficulties of a hearing before a foreign court, made his Services indispensable to the Jews. They were rewarded with a fine speech, notable for its ingratiating exordium. Paul, a master of the art himself, was able to reply in his own person. Elsewhere (1 Cor. 2:4) he disdained Professional skill.

Bibliography. G. A. Kennedy, The Art of Rhetoric in the Roman World, 1972.    e.a.j.

STACHYS. A friend of Paul (Rom. 16:9) with an uncommon Gk. name (but see instances in Arndt). Lightfoot (Philippians, p. 174) finds one Stachys a medicus attached to the Imperial household near this time. (*Amplias.)    a.f.w.

STARS

I. General use of the term

Stars (Heb. kökäbinr, Gk. (lxx, NT asteres) are nowhere in the Bible the subject of scientific curios-ity. The term is used generally of any luminous non-terrestrial body, other than sun and moon. The great number of the stars is symbolic of God’s prodigality (Ex. 32:13; Dt. 1:10; 10:22; 28:62; I Ch. 27:23; Ne. 9:23; Heb. 11:12). God promises Abram that his seed shall be numerous as the stars (Gn. 15:5; 22:17; 26:4). Pre-Christian astronomers (e.g. Hipparchus, 150 bc) mapped about 3,000 stars; not until the beginning of tele-scopic astronomy by Galileo in 1610 was it appreciated how many stars there were. This is, however, implied by the Bible references given above.

They are seen poetically as a majestic manifest-ation of God’s ‘otherness’ in relation to men. He alone makes, Controls, numbers them. Man’s arrogant pride sometimes endeavours to usurp this authority (Gn. 1:16; Pss. 8:3; 136:9; 147:4; Am. 5:8; Jb. 9:7; Je. 31:35; Is. 14:13; Ob. 4; Na. 3:16; cf Gn. 37:9). A constant temptation was to worship stellar deities: but the stars are insignificant compared with Yahweh himself (Dt. 4:19; Je. 7:18; Am. 5:26; Acts 7:43). He is at the zenith of the heavens (Jb. 22:12).

God’s final acts of redemption and judgment are foreshadowed by astronomical signs. The prophets and our Lord foretell such signs; and in Revelation they are prominent (Is. 13:10; Ezk. 32:7; Dn. 8:10;

Joel 2:!0; 3:15; Mt. 24:29; Mk. 13:25; Lk. 21:25; Rev. 6:13; 8:10-12; 9:1).

The word ‘star’ is also used metaphorically without astronomical reference, usually to imply dignity, either innate or usurped (Jb. 38:7; Dn. 12:3; Rev. 1:16, 20; 2:1; 3:1; 12:1; 22:16).

II.    Named constellations

A few constellations are mentioned in the Bible by name.

a.    The Bear (av ‘Arcturus’) (Jb. 9:9; 38:32). The prominent circumpolar constellation Ursa Major. Hence, ‘with its children’—the seven main stars of the group. neb renders ‘Aldebaran’.

b.    Mazzaroth (Jb. 38:32). Meaning obscure. Pos-sibly the (twelve) zodiacal signs (so neb), or the S ones only. (Aram. Mazzaloth, ‘girdling stars’, i.e. the Zodiacal circle.)

c.    Orion (Jb. 9:9; 38:31; Am. 5:8). ‘The Hunter’—an outstanding S constellation, contain-ing the first magnitude stars Betelguese (top left, red) and Rigel (bottom right, blue). The ränge of colour and brightness of these and adjacent stars is an interesting illustration of 1 Cor. 15:41.

d.    Pleiades (Jb. 9:9; 38:31; Am. 5:8). A compact duster of seven faint stars in Taurus, constituting a connected System enveloped in nebulous material about 300 light-years from the sun. The expres-sions ‘binding the chains’ and ‘loosing the cords’ may refer to the supposed heralding of spring and autumn respectively by the Pleiades and Orion. An attractive but probably unacceptable alternative is that the ‘binding’ of the Pleiades by their mutual attraction, or (poetically) by the nebulosity sur-rounding them, is contrasted with the ‘loosing’ of Orion, the stars of which are physically uncon-nected, and associated for us only by our line of sight.

e.    Chambers of the soulh (Jb. 9:9). Obscure; pos-sibly the constellations which appear over the hori-zon as one travels S along the trade route to Arabia. neb renders ‘the circle of the Southern stars’.

Particularly interesting is the neb rendering of Jb. 9:12-15, with its twofold mention of the Dog-star and its description of dawn, ‘when the light of the Dog-star is dimmed and the stars of the Navi-gator’s Line go out one by one’—a rendering which makes sense of an otherwise unintelligible passage.

III.    The star of Bethlehem

The star heralding the birth of Jesus is mentioned in Mt. 2 only, though seemingly foretold in Nu. 24:17 and Is. 60:3. It has historically been ex-plained in three ways: as a major comet; as a plan-etary conjunction or sequence of conjunctions; or as a Supernova.

A planetary conjunction occurs when two or more major planets appear to stand very close to each other, as Jupiter and Saturn did three times in 7 bc. The location of such an event in the sky would also be seen as significant in an age when astrology and astronomy were largely undiffe-rentiated.

A Supernova occurs when a star explodes with great violence and becomes extremely brilliant (perhaps a hundred million times as bright as the sun) for a short time before sinking back, usually into insignificance. Although no such stars have been observed within our own galaxy since 1604, they would be very spectacular indeed, and could easily dominate the night sky.

In recent years, many astronomers and scientific historians have taken the story of the star of Bethlehem very seriously indeed, and have put much efibrt into trying to identify it in relation to the astonishingly detailed and accurate Chinese astronomical records for that period. Their conclusions do, of course, vary (see bibliography), but a very attractive treatment by Humphreys suggests that planetary conjunctions were seen by the Magi as a sign that an important event was about to happen. A tailed comet observed by the Chinese for over 70 days in 5 bc could have been the actual ‘star’ that led them to Bethlehem.

IV. Astronomy

There is no real ‘astronomy’ in the Bible and the scientific approach of, for example, the Babyloni-ans, who by the 4th Century bc could predict many astronomical events, is not found there. But a view of the universe is assumed which is not inconsis-tent with modern scientific cosmology. It is, of course, easy to find references to a primitive and unacceptable world-view comparable, for example, with the Babylonian creation myths. But to judge the Bible only by these is as uncritical as to judge our modern knowledge of the universe by our use of such terms as ‘sunrise’ and ‘the canopy of heaven’. (* Creation.)

Our own star System, or galaxy, is estimated to contain at least 100 billion stars: light takes 100,000 years to cross it. Our sun is an average star about two-thirds of the way out from the centre. But billions of other similar galaxies may be observed, up to about ten billion light years away from us. (Estimates as of 1994; a billion is a thou-sand million.) The contrast between this cosmos and the three-decker universe of Semitic myth-ology is striking. The Bible is often closer to the former than the lauer in spirit. For the universe of the biblical writers is rational, and of awe-inspiring immensity. Ps. 104, for example, speaks of a world which is completely rational, and depends entirely on God’s laws; this is typical of the Outlook of the biblical writers. In the promise to Abram, God couples the number of stars with the number of grains of sand. Only c. 3000 stars are visible to the naked eye, so on the face of it this is a feeble com-parison. But the total number of stars in the galaxy is comparable with the number of grains of sand in all the world! The Bible is full of such implications of vastness quite beyond the knowledge of its day.

We assert, then, that the Bible consistently as-sumes a universe which is fully rational, and vast in size, in contrast to the typical Contemporary world-view, in which the universe was not rational, and no larger than could actually be proved by the un-aided senses. The books of I. Velikovsky (Worlds in Collision, 1950, etc.), though highly controversial, are written from a Jewish standpoint and are full of interest to the OT Student who is also interested in astronomy.

Bibliography. G. R. Driver and L. W. Clarke, ‘Stars’, HDB\ 1963, pp. 936ff.; R. A. Rosenberg, ‘The “Star of the Messiah” reconsidered’, Bib 53, 1972, pp. 105flf.; W. Foerster, TDNT, 1, pp. 503— 505; D. A. Hagner, NIDNTT, 3, pp. 734-736; D. Hughes, The Star of Bethlehem Myslery, 1979; C. J. Humphreys, ‘The Star of Bethlehem’, TynB 43.1, 1992.    m.t.f.

STEPHANAS. A Corinthian, whose family, one of the few baptized by Paul himself (1 Cor. 1:16), was known for its exertions in voluntary Christian Service; Paul, perhaps thinking of the Corinthian factions, bespeaks recognition of such leadership (1 Cor. 16:15ff.). The phrase ‘the first converts of Achaia’ (cf. Rom. 16:5) has been taken to indicate an Athenian origin (Acts 17:34), but it may rather indicate the first Christian family in the province, and thus the earnest of the church there (cf Ramsay, BRD, pp. 385ff.). The link sometimes made with the apostolic ordination of their ‘first-fruits’ in 1 Clement 42 is purely verbal.

Stephanas, with *Fortunatus and *Achaicus, delighted Paul with a visit at Ephesus (1 Cor. 16:17): no doubt they carried the Corinthians’ letter and returned with 1 Cor. No connection with the ‘household of *Chloe’ is likely.

The name is a pet-form (from Stephanephorosl). Two late mss of Acts 16:27 identify him with the Philippian jailor.    a.f.w.

STEPHEN (Gk. stephanos, ‘crown’). Stephen was one of the seven men chosen by the disciples soon after the resurrection to look after the distribution of assistance to the widows of the church, so that the apostles themselves should be free for their spiritual tasks (Acts 6:1-6). All seven had Gk. names, which suggests that they were Hellenistic Jews (one of them indeed, Nicolas of Antioch, was a proselyte). Stephen is recorded as Standing out from the others in faith, grace, spiritual power, and wisdom (6:5, 8, 10). He had time to do more than the special work assigned to him, for he was among those foremost in working miracles and preaching the gospel.

He soon feil foul of the Hellenistic synagogue, which brought him before the Sanhedrin on charges of blasphemy (6:9-14). Stephen, with an-gelic face, replied to the charges with a survey of the history of Israel and an attack upon the Jews for continuing in the tradition of their fathers and killingthe Messiah (6:15-7:53). This brought upon him the fury of the council, and when he claimed to see Jesus Standing at the right hand of God (probably as his advocate or witness in his defence) he was seized and stoned to death (7:54-60). He met his end courageously, as did his Master, on accusations by false witnesses of seeking to over-throw the Temple and law (cf Mt. 26:59—61). He prayed as Jesus had done (Lk. 23:34) for his per-secutors to be forgiven and committed his soul into Christ’s keeping (cf. Lk. 23:46). Whether it was a legal execution or not, it seems that Pilate, who normally lived in Caesarea, turned a blind eye to it all.

There were striking consequences from Stephen’s death. The persecution which followed (Acts 8:1) led to a more widespread preaching of the gospel (8:4; 11:19). Stephen’s death was also undoubtedly a factor in bringing Saul of Tarsus to Christ (7:58; 8:1, 3; 22:20). But above all, Stephen’s speech was the beginning of a theological revolu-tion in the early church, as the principles of the universal mission were clearly stated for the first time. Luke records it at great length, and this surely indicates the importance he attached to it.

Stephen’s theme in reviewing the history of Israel was that God’s presence cannot be localized, and that the people have always rebelled against the will of God. He showed first of all that Abraham lived a pilgrim life, not inheriting the land promised to him (7:2-8). Then he demonstrated how Joseph likewise left Canaan, sold by his brothers through jealousy (vv. 9-16). A long sec-tion deals with Moses, against whom Stephen was alleged to have spoken (vv. 17-43). Moses also was shown to have been rejected by his brethren when he came to deliver them. Yet God vindicated him by sending him back to Egypt to bring his people out. Again they turned aside to idolatry in the wilderness and refused to obey Moses. This idolatry continued until the Babylonian Exile owing to their desire to have visible gods.

The next section (vv. 44-50) deals with the tab-ernacle and the Temple. The tabernacle was mobile and went with God’s people on their pilgrimage. The Temple was static and too easily gave rise to a localized view of God. But the Most High does not dwell in manufactured houses (cf Mk. 14:58). The Jewish religion had become static and failed to move on towards the new Temple, the body of Christ.

The references to the tabernacle and the whole idea of the real but invisible Christian cultus is de-veloped in the Epistle to the Hebrews, which has been seen to have close affinities with this speech. It is certain that Paul, too, worked out the principles stated by Christ and developed here by Stephen. When these principles were understood by the church there ensued a break with the old Temple worship (Acts 2:46). The Christians saw in practice that they were not just a sect of the old Israel. They were the new people of God, with the true temple, altar and sacrifice, living the truly pilgrim life, and rejected, as the prophets and as Jesus had been, by the Jews.

Bibliography. R. J. McKelvey, The New Temple, 1969; F. F. Bruce, New Testament History, 1969, pp. 206fT; M. Hengel, ‘Between Jesus and Paul. The “Hellenists”, the “Seven” and Stephen’, in Between Jesus and Paul, 1983; BAI CS 6, f.c.

R.E.N.

STEPS (Heb. ma'“/ör, from ma'“lä, ‘a going up’, ‘ascent’, cf. Lat. gradus\ Gk. bathmos, ‘a Step’ (so lxx), ‘ascent’). That the shadow should go back ten Steps was the sign by which the Lord confirmed to Hezekiah his recovery from mortal illness (2 Ki. 20:8-11; cf. Is. 38:8). Josephus (Ant. 10. 29) sug-gested that the stairs of the king’s palace may have constituted a type of sun-dial, but for a detailed discussion of the whole incident and possible in-terpretations, see C. F. Keil, The Books of the Kings, 1854, pp. 463—465 and S. Iwry, ‘The Qumrän Isaiah and the End of the Dial of Ahaz’, BASOR 147, 1957.

The word is found also in the titles of Pss. 120— 134, which in av are called Songs of Degrees (rsv ‘ascents’) and said to have been sung by proces-sions of pilgrims while ascending Mt Zion during the great Temple festivals (‘Psalms).

The term occurs once in the NT (1 Tim. 3:13), where the Gk. word denotes ‘good Standing’. Ac-cording to Arndt, a technical term of the mysteries may be involved here, implying a ‘step’ in the soul’s journey heavenward.    j.d.d.

STEWARD. In the OT a Steward is a man who is ‘over a house’ (Gn. 43:19; 44:4; Is. 22:15, etc). In the NT there are two words translated Steward:

epitropos (Mt. 20:8; Gal. 4:2), i.e. one to whose care or honour one has been entrusted, a curator, a guardian; and oikonomos (Lk. 16:2-3; 1 Cor.4:l-2; Tit. 1:7;    1 Pet. 4:10), i.e. a manager, a

Superintendent—from oikos (‘house’) and nemo (‘to dispense' or ‘to manage’). The Word is used to describe the function of delegated responsibility, as in the parables of the labourers, and the unjust Steward.

More profoundly, it is used of the Christian’s responsibility, delegated to him under ‘Christ’s kingly government of his own house’. All things are Christ’s, and Christians are his executors or Stewards. Christians are admitted to the responsi-bilities of Christ’s overruling of his world; so that stewardship (oikonomia) can be relerred to simi-larly as a dispensation (1 Cor. 9:17; Eph. 3:2; Col. 1:25).    c.h.d.

STOCKS (Heb. mahpeket_, ‘pillory’; sad, ‘fetters’; sinöq, ‘a collar’). Referred to in later OT passages only, this instrument of punishment comprised two large pieces of wood into which were inserted the feet, and sometimes also the hands and neck, of the prisoner. The prophets Jeremiah (Je. 20:2-3; cf. 29:26) and Hanani (2 Ch. 16:10) were subjected to it, and Job uses the idea figuratively in mourning his affliction (Jb. 13:27; 33:11).

In the NT Gk. xylon, ‘wood’, is used in describ-ing the Philippian incident when Paul and Silas were put in the Stocks (Acts 16:24). ("’Prison.)

J.D.D.

STOICS. The Stoic school of philosophy derived its name from the Stoa Poikile, the portico in Athens where Zeno of Citium (335-263 bc) first taught its characteristic doctrines. His teaching was systematized and extended by Chrysippus (c. 280-207 bc), the ‘second founder’ of Stoicism. By the time when Paul encountered Stoics at Athens (Acts 17:18) their general attitude had been modi-fied by elements taken from Platonism; of this more syncretist Stoicism Posidonius was a leading exponent.

Grappling with that same uncertainty of life which led the Epicureans to seek happiness in serene detachment, the Stoics sought Salvation in aligning the will with the inherent Reason of the universe, * Logos. Man is happy when he does not want things to be any other than they are; let him, then, seek clear knowledge of the cycle of nature and cultivate a willing acceptance of it. Though a man must play his part willy-nilly in the outwork-ing of universal Reason, for his own peace of mind it is essential that he do so consciously and will-ingly; he must seek out the things which befit his place in the natural order (ta kalhekonta) and pursue them not with desire, which might be dis-appointed, but with disinterested virtue. His fellow men he must serve not from love, which would make him sufler if service failed to help them, but from a pure recognition that the life of service is the ‘natural’ life for man. The universal Reason is God; traditional mythologies were given a sym-bolic interpretation in this sense.

All this seems very formal and austere, but individual Stoics, including the Roman emperor Marcus Aurelius, set a high Standard of personal conduct. The form could, moreover, in part be ad-apted to receive a Christian content; much of

Paul’s language in the apologetic discourse on Mars’ Hill (* Areopagus) is drawn from that of Stoicism.

Bibliography. H. von Arnim, Sloicorum Vel-erum Fragmenta. 1903-5; J. M. Rist, Stoic Philosoph)’. 1969; F. H. Sandbach, The Stoics, 1975.

M.H.C.

STOMACH, BELLY. Principally, Heb. beten or me im; Gk. koilia. Indistinguishable from *bowels or * womb in OT and NT, these words being trans-lated by ‘stomach’ or ‘belly’ generally when refer-ring to eating, or wounding (Jdg. 3:21; Ezk. 3:3; Jon. 1:17; Lk. 15:16 [Rsvmg.j; often translated ‘body’ in rsv [e.g. Nu. 5:21]).

Once in the NT the word stomachos is used (I Tim. 5:23) of the stomach. In early Gk. usage it referred to an opening, or the *mouth (stoma). later the opening of the stomach, so having a more precise physiological reference than in the OT.

b.o.b.

STOMACHER. The somewhat misleading av translation of Heb. p'ljgil, a word of uncertain meaning which occurs only in Is. 3:24 as an anti-thesis for ‘a girding of sackcloth’. rsv ‘a rieh robe’ seems to fit this requirement.    j.d.d.

STONE. The chief biblical words are Heb. 'eben and Gk. lithos and akrogöniaios (‘cornerstone’).

The common word ‘stone’ is used in the Bible with a variety of reference. Small stones made a convenient weapon (1 Sa. 17:40), were a means of attack and even execution (Nu. 35:17; cf. Jn. 8:59; Acts 7:58h), formed a handy measure of weight (Lv. 19:36, where ‘eben is so translated), and were used, when sharpened, as knives (Ex. 4:25). Larger stones were used to cover wells (Gn. 29:2), to close the mouth of caves (Jos. 10:18) and of tombs (Mt. 27:60), to serve as a landmark (2 Sa. 20:8), as a memorial (Jos. 4:20ff.), and as a pillar or altar which had specifically religious associations (Gn. 28:18; Dt. 27:5). Stones were also, of course, a primary building material.

Figurative as well as literal uses of the term ‘stone’ occur in the Bible. Notably, the ‘stone’ image is used in the NT to describe the person of Jesus. In the Synoptic Gospels, for example, the parable of the vineyard (Mk. 12:1-11 and paral-lels) is followed by the Lord’s citation of Ps. 118:22, which is obviously applied to himself (‘The very stone which the builders rejected has become the head of the corner’). This provides us with an important clue to the self-understanding of Jesus. The meaning of ‘head stone’ (lxx, eis kephalen gönias) in this psalm is ‘top stone’ or ‘coping stone’, that is, the carefully chosen and perfectly made stone which completes a building (cf. Zc. 4:7). Probably the immediate reference here was to Israel herseif, rejected by men but chosen by God. The real significance of the passage in its NT set-ting is made abundantly clear from Peter’s quota-tion of Ps. 118:22, with reference to Jesus, during his speech before the Jewish court in Jerusalem (Acts 4:11). God has vindicated him whom the Jews cast out, and exalted him to the headship of the new Israel. In the Epistle of Barnabas (6:4) these words are quoted directly from the lxx (Ps. 118), and also applied to Christ.

The only OT occurrences of the phrase ‘corner stone’ are Jb. 38:6 (lxx lithos göniaios) and Is. 28:16 (lxx akrogöniaios)-, and these are both fig-urative (cf. Ps. 144:12). But unlike ‘head of the corner’, the stone rel'erred to here would seem to be part of the foundation of a building, and to bear its weight. This is evidently the meaning of akrogöniaios in 1 Pet. 2:6, where the writer quotes !s. 28:16 itself. Christ is now the corner-stone of the church, the location of which is the heavenly Zion (cf. Eph. 2:20, where the same Gk. word is used, and 1 Cor. 3:11). In v. 7 of the same passage, however, the writer goes on to quote the psalmic reference we have noted (118:22, echoed in v. 4), and he thus gives us the complementary truth that Christ is also the head of the church, exalted by God the Father to that position of vindication. In this exaltation, moreover, believers will share. The writer’s use of lilhos in v. 8 with reference to stum-bling suggests a confusion of images; although it is possible, as J. Y. Campbell points out (TWBR, p. 53), that a stone at the corner of the foundation of a building might also form a stumbling-stone (cf. also Rom. 9:32f.). Christ is described in the same passage (v. 4) as a ‘living stone’ (litlwn zönta), alive and giving life to those who as believers are incorporated into him, and built up as lithoi zöntes into the spiritual building of his church for pur-poses of worship (v. 5) and witness (v. 9).

Bibliography. J. R. Harris, Testimonies, 1, 1916, pp. 26-32; S. H. Hooke, The Corner-Stone of Scripture’, The Siege Perilous, 1956, pp. 235-249; F. F. Bruce, ‘The Corner Stone’, ExpT 84, 1972-3, pp. 231-235; J. Jeremias in TDNT 4, pp. 268-280; W. Mundle et ai, NIDNTT 3, pp. 381-394.    s.s.s.

STONING (Heb. säqal, ‘to stone’, ‘to be stoned’; Heb. rägam, ‘to collect or cast stones’; Gk. kata-lithazö, ‘to stone (thoroughly)’; Gk. lithazö, ‘to stone’; Gk. lilhoboleö, ‘to cast stones’). Stoning was the usual Heb. form of execution (Ex. 19:13; Lv. 20:27; Lk. 20:6; Acts 7:58, etc.). The prosecution witnesses (the law required at least two such) had to cast the first stone (Dt. 13:9f; cf. Jn. 8:7), and afterwards if the victim still lived the spectators carried out the sentence, and the body was sus-pended until sunset (Dt. 21:23).

For an excellent summary of offences for which stoning was prescribed, and further details of the execution, see W. Corswant, A Dictionary of Life in Bible Times, E.T. 1960, p. 261.    j.d.d.

STORE-CITIES. Towns (Heb. ‘“re-misk'nöi) where provisions, often revenue paid in kind (grain, oil, wine, etc.), and weapons were laid up in magazines or storehouses by the central govern-ment, for maintaining frontier and defence forces, and as reserve supplies, etc. The Hebrews had to labour on Pharaoh’s store-cities Pithom and Ra’amses on the eve of the Exodus (Ex. 1:11). The Delta-residence Ra’amses (Egyp. Pi-Ramesse) was frequently boasted of in Egyp. texts as being in a region of plenty, with Stores and treasuries abun-dantly filled (ANET, 1955, pp. 470-471; JEA 5, 1918, pp. 186f., 192, 194f.). Solomon had store-cities and depots in Israel and Hamath (1 Ki. 9:19; 2 Ch. 8:4-6). When summoned against Baasha of Israel by Asa of Judah, Ben-hadad I of Aram-Damascus smote Stores in (‘of’) cities of Naphtali

(2 Ch 16:4). Jehoshaphat built store-cities in Judah (2 Ch. 17:12), and Hezekiah was proud of his well-filled storage-magazines for revenue in grain, wine and oil (2 Ch. 32:28). And likewise some of his contemporaries: Asitawanda king of Cilicia (c. 725 bc) ‘filled the storehouses (or, depots) of (the city) Pa‘ar’ (ANET, p. 499; cf. Dupont-Sommer, Oriens 1, 1948, pp. 196-197). Remains, possibly those of government storehouses, have been excavated in Palestine. For remains at Beth-shemesh and La-chish, cf. Wright, Biblical Archaeology, 1957, p. 130. For Hazor and Samaria, cf. K. M. Kenyon, Archaeology in the Holy Land, 1960, pp. 271-272, 279, and Y. Yadin, Hazor, BM Exhibition Guide, 1958, p. 17 and fig. 30.    k.a.k.

STORM. The more violent activities of nature are usually associated with rain- and hail-storms. Gen-erally the incidence of violent rain-storms and cloud-bursts occurs at the commencement of the rainy season, or at the beginning of each renewed spell of rain during the cooler months. At Haifa, for example, on 9 December 1921, 28 cm feil in 24 hours. Thunder-storms are most frequent in Nov. and Dec. and occur most commonly in the Jordan Valley. Hail not infrequently accompanies thunder between Dec. and March. Scripture vividly describes its disastrous effects upon the growing crops (Ps. 78:47; Is. 28:2; Ezk. 13:13-14; Hg. 2:17). The wind-storms that sweep down upon the Sea of Galilee are vividly recorded in the events of Mk. 4:37ff., and perhaps in the parable of the badly founded house sited in some dried-up water-bed, when ‘the rain feil, and the floods came, and the winds blew and beat against that house’ (Mt. 7:27).

God spoke in the thunderstorm (Ex. 9:28; 19:16, 19; 1 Sa. 7:10; 12:18; Jb. 37:1-5; Pss. 18:13; 29:3-9; 104:7), as he judged in the earthquake (Je. 4:24-26; Na. 1:5). The Hebrews in conceiving how ‘thy glory passed through the four gates of fire and earthquake and wind and ice’ (2 Esdras 3:19) had to learn, however, that Yahweh was more revela-tory to them in the Exodus than in storm and earthquake. This certainly was the experience of Elijah, who had the consciousness of ‘the still small voice’ as more expressive of the divine pres-ence and power than earthquake, wind and fire (1 Ki. 19:11-13). (*Earthquake, ‘Euroclydon, •Rain, ‘Thunder, ’Whirlwind, ’Wind.)

j.m.h.

STRANGLED (THINGS). Gk. pnikla (Acts 15:20, 29; 21:25) refers to animals killed without shedding their blood, to eat which was repugnant to Jews (cf. Lv. 17:13; Dt. 12:16, 23). For general principles involved, see * Idols, Meats offered to.

j.d.d.

STRIPES. The rendering of several Heb. and Gk. words, only one of which (Gk. plege) occurs more than twice. The Deuteronomic law limited to forty the number of blows which a judge could prescribe (Dt. 25:2-3). The punishment was generally carried out by a three-thonged scourge, and the executioner himself was punished if the stipulated number were exceeded. Thus, what Paul describes in his ‘foolish boasting’ (2 Cor. 11:24) was in fact the maximum penalty, for the forty strokes were in practice reduced by one on the principle of ‘setting a hedge around the law’.

Stripes can be a Symbol of salutary correction (Ps. 89:32; cf. Pr. 13:24) and a reminder of the Lord’s sacrifice (Is. 53:5; 1 Pet. 2:24). (’Scourg-

ING.)    J.D.D.

STUMBLING-BLOCK. In the OT the Heb. root käsal, ‘to stagger’, ‘to stumble’, forms the basis of miksöl, makselä, ‘that against which anyone stum-bles’ (Lv. 19:14). It is used figuratively of idols (Is. 57:14; Ezk. 7:19, 14:3-4; Zp. 1:3).

In the NT two Gk. words are used. proskomma (lou lithou), ‘stone of stumbling’ (Rom. 9:32-33; 14:13; 1 Cor. 8:9; 1 Pet. 2:8), is used of any form of barrier. skandalon (Rom. 11:9; 1 Cor. 1:23; Rev. 2:14), originally the trigger stick of a trap, is used in lxx to translate Heb. miksöl, but also möqes, ‘a snare’, ‘a trap’ (cf. Pss. 69:22; 140:5). Cf. also Mt. 16:23, ‘you are a hindrance (skandalon; av ‘offence’) to me’. See W. Barclay, New Testament Wordbook, 1955 (s.v. skandalon, skandalizein).

j.B.Tr.

SUBURB. In av and rv most commonly the equivalent of Heb. migräs, more accurately ren-dered ‘pasture lands’ in Rvmg. and ‘common land’ in rsv in Lv. 25:34. It is used specially, but not exclusively, with regard to the uncultivated land, suitable for the pasturing of cattle, surrounding the levitical cities; its alienation from levitical owner-ship was forbidden (Lv. 25:34, etc.).

In 2 Ki. 23:11, av, the Word ‘suburbs’ is the ren-dering of Heb. parwärim (rv and rsv ‘precincts’), a word of doubtful origin and meaning, but possibly derived, like ‘Parbar’ in 1 Ch. 26:18, from Old Per-sian frabada, ‘forecourt’.    f.f.b.

SUCCOTH. 1. First site on the journey of the Is-raelites during the Exodus, possibly equivalent to the Old Egyp. (kw (Pithom), which was in the E part of Wadi Tumilat (Ex. 12:37; 13:20; Nu. 33:5— 6). This was the normal way in or out of Egypt for displaced persons. We find it mentioned in the Story of Sinuhe, in Papyrus Anastasi V and VI. (* ENCAMPMENT BY THE SEA, * PlTHOM.)

2.City of the tribe of Gad (Jos. 13:27) in the Jordan Valley not far from a water passage (Jdg. 8:5, 16) and from Zarethan (1 Kl 7:46). It is per-haps the modern Teil Akhsäs or Teil Der Allah.

The name Succoth is explained in Gn. 33:17, where it is connected with ‘booths’, since Jacob established himself there.    c.d.w.

SUCCOTH-BENOTH. The name of an object made by Babylonians exiled in Samaria c. 722 bc and named among the pagan deities worshipped there (2 Ki. 17:30). The MT sukköt-b’nöt implies an interpretation as ‘booths of daughters’ (cf. Gk. sokchöthbenithei). This has been explained either as places of Prostitution or as shrines in which were carried images of female deities, e.g. Banitu (an epithet of the Babylonian goddess Ishtar).

The parallelism with Nergal of Cutha seems to require the name of a deity here also. Following Rawlinson, Zer-bänTt (Zarpanitum) the consort of Marduk (* Merodach) has been proposed, but this is very doubtful.    d.j.w.

SUFFERING. In the Bible suffering is regarded as an intrusion into this created world. Creation was madegood (Gn. 1:31). When sin entered, suffering also entered in the form of conflict, pain, corrup-tion, drudgery and death (Gn. 3:15-19). In the new heaven and earth suffering has been finally abol-ished (Rev. 21:4; Is. 65:17ff). The work of Christ is to deliver man from suffering, corruption and death (Rom. 8:21; 1 Cor. 15:26), as well as from sin (Mt. 1:21). Though Satan is regarded as having power to make men suffer (2 Cor. 12:7; Jb. 1:12; 2:6), they suffer only in the hand of God, and it is God who Controls and sends suffering (Am. 3:6; Is. 45:7; Mt. 26:39; Acts 2:23).

The bürden of suffering was always keenly feit by God’s people (Gn. 47:9; 2 Sa. 14:14). Its pres-ence offen became a problem, since it was regarded as sent by God (Ps. 39:9), and thus had to be related to the fact of God’s love and righteousness (Ps. 73). Therefore, in the midst of suffering, man was forced to decide how far he could live by faith, and resist the demand for a rational explanation. The problem was not so acute at times when the sense of solidarity within the community was strong, and the individual, as a responsible member of his tribe or family in all circumstances, was able to accept the judgment and suffering that feil on his people as his own responsibility (Jos. 7). But the problem became more urgent as the responsible relation of each individual to God was emphasized (Je. 31:29; Ezk. 18:2-4).

True faith, wrestling with the problem and bürden of suffering, does not require an immediate and complete justification of God. It can wait in the darkness (Hab. 2:2—4).

It finds in the reality of God’s presence and goodness a more decisive factor in the present Situation than even the bitterness of pain (Ps. 73:21-

23), and is willing to set against the distorted shape of things present the perfect new order of things in the kingdom of God, of which it has already re-ceived a foretaste (Ps. 73:24-26; Rom. 8:18; 2 Cor. 4:16-18). But the man of faith is not insensitive to the baffling nature of the problem. The book of Job shows him experiencing in an extreme degree the bitterness and perplexity of unexplained suffering, refusing to acquiesce in rational theories that make God’s ways subject to simple human cal-culation, temporarily losing his balance, but able ultimately to recover, and finally, through an overwhelming vision of God himself, reaching a certainty in which he can triumph over all his diffi-culties even though he is not yet, and knows he never will be, able to provide a rational explanation for all circumstances in this life.

Though it is thus asserted that such Solutions are inadequate when applied generally, yet sometimes definite understandable reasons are given for in-stances of suffering (cf. Ps. 37), and several lines of thought on the problem appear and converge. Suffering can be the harvest of sin (Ho. 8:7; Lk. 13:1— 5; Gal. 6:8), both for the individual (Ps. 1) and for the community and nation (Am. 1-2). It can be regarded at times as a punishment administered by God, or a chastisement designed to correct the ways of his people (Pr. 3:12; Jdg. 2:22-3:6), or a means whereby men are tested or purified (Ps. 66:10; Jas. 1:3, 12; 1 Pet. 1:7; Rom. 5:3) or brought closer to God in a new relationship of dependence and fellowship (Ps. 119:67; Rom. 8:35-37). Thus suffering can be for good (Rom.

8:28f), or it can have the opposite effect (Mt. 13:21).

In bearing their witness to the sufferings of the coming Messiah (1 Pet. 1:10— 12) the OT writersare taught how God can give a new meaning to suffer-ing. Their own experience of serVing God in his redemptive purposes in Israel taught them that the love of God must involve itself in sharing the af-fliction and shame of, and in bearing reproach from, those he was seeking to redeem (Ho. 1-3; Je. 9:1-2; 20:7-10; Is. 63:9). Therefore his true Ser-vant, who will perfectly fulfil his redeeming will, will be a suffering Servanl. Such suffering will not simply arise as a result of faithfulness to God in pursuing his vocation, but will indeed constitute the very vocation he must fulfil (Is. 53). A new vic-arious meaning and purpose is now seen in such unique suffering in which One can suffer in the place of, and as the inclusive representative of, all.

Suffering can have a new meaning for those who are members of the body of Christ. They can share in the sufferings of Christ (2 Cor. 1:5ff.; Mk. 10:39; Rom. 8:17), and regard themselves as pledged to a career or vocation of suffering (Phil. 1:29; 1 Pet. 4:1-2), since the members of the body must be con-formed to the Head in this respect (Phil. 3:10; Rom. 8:29) as well as in respect of his glory. What-ever form the suffering of a Christian takes it can be regarded as a cross which may be taken up in following Christ in the way of his cross (Mt. 16:24; Rom. 8:28-29). Such suffering is indeed the inevit-able way that leads to resurrection and glory (Rom. 8:18; Heb. 12:1-2; Mt. 5:10; 2 Cor. 4:170). It is by tribulation that men enter the kingdom of God (Acts 14:22; Jn. 16:21). The coming of the new age is preceded by birth pangs on earth, in which the church has its decisive share (Mt. 24:21-22; Rev. 12:1-2,13-17; c/, eg, Dn. 12:1; Mi. 4:9-10; 5:2-4). Since the sufferings of Christ are sufficient in themselves to set all men free(Is. 53:4-6; Heb. 10:14), it is entirely by grace, and not in any way by necessity, that the sufferings in which his people participate with him can be spoken of as filling up what is lack-ing in his affliction (Col. 1:24), and as giving fellowship in his vicarious and redemptive suffering.

Bibliography. H. E. Hopkins, The Mystery of Suffering, 1959; J. Scharbert and J. Schmidt, in EBT, 3, 1970, pp. 890-897; J. Bowker, The Problem of Suffering in the World Religions, 1970; B. Gärtner, NIDNTT3, pp. 719-726; W. C. Kaiser, A Biblical Approach to Personal Suffering, 1982; D. A. Carson, How Long O Lord?, 1990, E. S. Gerstenberger and W. Schräge, Suffering, 1982; J. C. Beker, Suffering and Hope, 1987; T. E. Fretheim, The Suffering of God, 1984.    r.s.w.

SUKKIIM (Egyp. fftn, tk). Libyan auxiliaries in the Egyp. army when *Shishak invaded Palestine (2 Ch. 12:3). They were employed as scouts from 13th to 12th centuries bc. See references in R. A. Caminos, Late-Egyplian Miscellanies, 1954, pp. 176-177,180.    k.a.k.

SUMER is the land of the SUMERIANS, Sumer-ian its language. Sumer derives from the Akkadian term for the land, sumeru. Sumerians called their land, KI-EN-GI(R) and their language EME-GI7(R). Downstream from the later city of Bagh-dad, Sumer’s chief cities (eg Eridu, Kish, Lagash, Nippur, Ur and Uruk) lay near the Euphrates

River. Sumerian civilization flourished in the 3rd millennium bc. Archaic texts of Uruk from as early as 3100 bc attest to the presence of the Sumerian language. Because the names of cities in this region seem unrelated to the Sumerian language, many have argued that Sumerians emigrated from outside the country. However, no one has identified Sumerian language and culture elsewhere. The Sumerian name for Babylonians and other peoples as ‘black headed’, and Sumerian references to the Indus Valley may suggest Indian origin. The waters of the Persian Gulf moved N throughout the mil-lennia, reaching their present level about 4000 bc (Roux 1982). Earlier Sumerian habitation in this region may have disappeared under Gulf waters.

The Sumerian language and its literature became the most enduring legacy of this civilization. Sumerian is not a Semitic language. It has no relationship to any known language. There is some discussion as to whether the Sumerians designed the cunciform script that they used or imported it. Scholars have reconstructed much of the earlier history of Sumer, c. 3000-2500 bc, from later myths and legends. Contemporary seals, un-covered in the excavations of the Royal Tombs of Ur (c. 2600-2500 bc), feature early leaders such as Meskalamdug. The historicity of the most famous figure, Gilgamesh, is not certain. If he did live, he may exemplify the manner in which early figures took on semi-divine Status as the mythological literature developed. This common tendency has no parallel in the biblical literature with its mono-theism and consequent exclusion of other deities.

Detailed histories of Sumer focus on the kings of a succession of dominant city States through the 3rd millennium bc, relying on compositions that often date from later periods. The political history of Sumer divides between the earlier period of the 3rd millennium bc and the later period in the final Century of that millennium. The earlier period ended in the 23rd Century with the conquest by the Semitic king, Sargon of Akkad. The city of Ur dominated the second period and caused a revival of Sumerian culture. The kings, Ur-Nammu and Shulgi, dominated this third dynasty of Ur. The city feil e. 2000 bc. The Old Babylonian period that flourished in the following centuries preserved Sumerian as a language of scribes and special iit-erary compositions. This began a practice, con-tinued well into the Ist millennium bc, of writing literary and religious texts of special significance in Sumerian. Sumerian became the religious language of the Assyro-Babylonian worlds and beyond.

Some have identified Shinar, first mentioned in Gn. 10:10, with Sumer. However, Zadok (1984) has related Shinar to a name for Babylonia and its foreign rulers used by the Hittites and others in the Late Bronze Age (1550-1200 bc), i.e. Shantjar. There are two reasons why Sumer and Sumerians do not appear in the Bible. First, the Sumerians flourished earlier than most of the events of the Bible. Second, they lived in a region at the geographic periphery of the Bible. The exception to this is the departure of Abram from Ur of the Chaldees, a site often associated with the Ur of Sumer. If Abram lived in the 2nd millennium bc then Abram’s association would date from the period subsequent to Ur’s conquest by non-Sumerians. Sumer had an impact on the Bible in two important ways: the development of literary forms and the world of Gn. 1—11.

Walton (1989) and Hallo (1992) compare
[image: ]


Sumer, the S pan of Babylonia.

Sumerian literature with that of the Bible. Most types have parallels in other Near Eastern literature. There was no direct borrowing between the Bible and Sumerian. However, an identification of the types of literature serves as an important tool in the interpretation of the biblical texts. In the pre-Sargon era Hallo identifies incantations, hymns, epics, and wisdom literature. Of these, incantations have no parallel in the Bible. Incantations ascribe a magical power to the words recited to manipulate the spirit world. The Bible rejects contacts with the spirit world (Lv. 19:31; 20:6, 27; Dt. 18:10-12; 1 Sam. 28). It emphasizes the power of God’s Word that the believer should hear and obey (Dt. 6-8; Is. 55).

Hymns praise deities and temples. This form occurs in the Psalms where many hymns praise the God of Israel (Pss. 33; 93; 96—99) and express love for the Temple of Jerusalem (Pss. 46; 76; 87). Epics and mythologies recite the achievements of divine and human heroes (cf. the Judges of the Bible). There are no deities involved other than the God of Israel but hymns to God’s anointed as king appear in the Psalms (2, 110). Elegies to fallen kings also contain similarities to the Sumerian de-scriptions of the achievements of the kings (2 Sa.

1:19—27). Congregational laments over the destruc-tion of a city occur in Sumerian. The best known one is the lamentation over the destruction of Ur.

Sumerian treaties and legal collections have the sort of Ancient Near Eastern literary forms fol-lowed in the covenant and law codes found in the Pentateuch and Joshua.

Sumerian wisdom literature begins in the early period and continues into the 2nd millennium bc. Most frequent are the collections of proverbs. They are similar to the Proverbs of the Bibie. ‘A Petition to a man’s personal god’ laments the loss of health and wealth until the deity restores them. This form continues in the Akkadian theme of the righteous sufferer and appears in the book of Job.

The most important influences from Sumer occur in Gn. 1-11. Scholars have compared the accounts of creation and the flood, as well as the genealogies (Hess and Tsumura, 1994). A Sumerian Version of the Atra-Hasis epic demonstrates that it formed part of that language’s literary Corpus. Similar in general structure to the creation and flood stories of Genesis, it diverges on many points of detail and in its overall purpose. The Bible describes the purpose of flood as moral; the cuneiform myths as the reduction of the popula-tion of humans because they trouble the gods.

The genealogies of Gn. 4, 5 and 11 contain similarities and differences when compared with the Sumerian king list. The king list names only rulers. The Bible lists members of a family. While the Sumerian king list (and others) establishes the legitimacy of one dynasty over other rivals, the biblical genealogies demonstrate God’s gracious preservation of his chosen line through which bless-ing to all nations of the world would come (Gn. 12:

1 -3). The Sumerian king list also contains names of the apkallu, wisdom figures associated with ante-diluvian kings. Insofar as these resemble specific cultura! achievements, they appear similar to the figures in Cain's line of Gn. 4 whose names and epithets connect them with similar accomplish-ments. Some have also found here parallels to the Enoch who ascends to heaven (Gn. 5:24) and to the mysterious ‘giants’ of Gn. 6:1-4. Lambert (1988) suggests that the long lives of the pre-Flood figures and other matters have similarities with cuneiform king lists and wisdom figures associated with them. This material entered Israelite tradition before the Ist millennium, probabiy during the international period of the Amarna Age (14th Century bc).

Bibliography. J. S. Cooper, ‘Sumer, Sumerians’, ABD 6, 1992, pp. 231-234; W. W. Hallo, ‘Sumerian Literature’, ABD 6, 1992, pp. 234-237; R. S. Hess and D. Tsumura (eds.), 7 Studied Inscriptions Front Before the Flood'. Ancient Near Eastern Linguis-tiac and Lilerary Approaches to Genesis 1-11. Sources for Biblical and Theological Study 4. Eisenbrauns, 1994; T. Jacobsen, The Treasures of Darkness. A History of Mesopotamian Religion, 1976; S. N. Kramer, The Sumerians. Their History, Culture, and Character, 1963; W. G. Lambert in Congress Volume. Jerusalem 1986, 1988, pp. 124-143; VT Supp. 40, Leiden; G. Roux, L'historie 45, 1982, pp. 46-59; J. H. Walton, Ancient Israelite Literature in Its Cultural Context, 1989; R. Zadok, Zeitschrift für Assyriologie 74, 1984, pp. 240-244; For texts in translation: ANET, pp. 37-59 et passim; T. Jacobsen, The Harps that Once . . . Sumerian Poetry in Translation, 1987. r.s.h.

SUN (Heb. seines; Gk. helios). In addition to many references which merely indicate the time of day, the Bible mentions natural effects of the sun, such as causing the fruits of the earth to grow (Dt. 33:14; 2 Sa. 23:4), withering growth that is insuffi-ciently rooted (Mt. 13:6), producing physical injury (Ps. 121:6; Is. 49:10; Jon. 4:8; Rev. 7:16; 16:8, etc.), and inspiring the desire for life (Ec. 11:7).

Such poetical allusions as ‘a tabernacle for the sun’ (Ps. 19:4) and the ‘habitation’ of the sun (Hab. 3:11) may have been suggested by the Heb. term for the setting sun, bö', meaning literally ‘to go in’. A parallel idea finds expression on certain Bab. seals, which represent the sun issuing from a gate. Sun-worship, which was expressly forbidden (Dt. 4:19; 17:3), assumed various forms in Judah (2 Ki. 23:11; Ezk. 8:16-17). Several passages indicate God’s control of the sun (Jos. 10:12-14; 2 Ki. 20:8-11; Is. 38:7-8). Ahaz’s sundial (2 Ki. 20:11; Is. 38:8) probabiy had the form of a stairway (*Steps).

In the book of Psalms the sun is thrice men-tioned as an emblem of constancy (Pss. 72:5, 17; 89:36) and God himself is said to be a sun (Ps. 84:11), implying that he is the source of spiritual light and gladness. The face of Jesus at the time of the transfiguration is compared to the shining sun (Mt. 17:2) and it appeared to John in Patmos Mike the sun shining in full strength’ (Rev. 1:16). On the other hand the glory of God and of Christ is de-clared to be greater and more enduring than sun-light (Is. 24:23; 60:19; Acts 26:13; Rev. 21:23; 22:5). Malachi foretells that in the day of the Lord ‘the sun of righteousness’ shall rise with healing in its rays for them that fear God. In its context this implies that not only will the wicked be punished, but the justice of God will be vindicated and the desire for righteousness of person and environment fully met (Mal. 4:2). The Fathers understood the expression as referring to Christ, and the objection that semes is feminine cannot be pressed in view of its use in Ps. 84:11 (see above). Part of the imagery associated with ‘the day of the Lord’ in Scripture is an eclipse of the sun (Is. 13:10; Joel 2:10; 3:15; Am. 8:9; Mt. 24:29; Rev. 6:12), while a third of the sun ceases to function after the fourth trumpet sounds (Rev. 8:12).    w.j.c.

SUPERSCRIPTION (Lat. superscriptio, ‘a writ-ing on or above’, = Gk. epigraphe, which it trans-lates). The word is used on two occasions in the NT.

1.In Mt. 22:20 (Mk. 12:16; Lk. 20:24) it is used with the Word eikön to refer to the head of the
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The superscription ‘The King of the Jews', put on the cross, was mitten in Hebrew, Latin and Greek (Jn. 19:19-20). Here reproduced in letters of styles current in the Ist cent. ad.


emperor and accompanying inscription on the ob-verse of a silver denarius (* Money). The denarius then in circulation bore the eikön of the head of Tiberius and the epigraphe n. Caesar divi aug. f. augustus (‘Tiberius Caesar Auguslus, son of the divine Augustus’).

2.1n Mk. 15:26 (Lk. 23:38) the superscription is the placard, consisting of a board smeared with white gypsum and bearing in black letters the narrte of a condemned criminal and the offence for which he was being executed. Hence Mt. 27:37 calls it an aitia (accusation): Jn. 19:19-20 uses the official Roman word titulus, calling it a Udos. This was usually hung about the criminal’s neck on the way to execution, and subsequently affixed to the cross over his head. The superscription written by Pilate for Jesus in Hebrew, Greek and Latin was ‘This is Jesus of Nazareth, the King of the Jews’.

D.H.W.

SUPH. In Dt. 1:1 this may be a place-name (so in rv, rsv, ‘over against Suph’) whose location is quite uncertain (cf. GTT, §431, p. 255, n. 223). In rendering ‘over against the Red Sea’, av under-stands Suph as Standing for yam-süp, referring to the Gulf of Aqabah, which is also possible (‘Red Sea). In Nu. 21:14, Suph(ah), ‘storm’f?), is perhaps an area in which Waheb is located, in the brief quotation front the Book of the fVars of the Lord. Its relation to Suph in Dt. 1:1 is uncertain. Musil suggested it might be Khirbet Sufah, some 6 km SSE of Madaba (GTT, §441, pp. 261-262, n. 229 end). On Suph and Suphah, cf. also E. G. Kraeling, JNES 7, 1948, p. 201.    k.a.k.

SURETY. A surety is a person who undertakes re-sponsibility for a debt, or the fulfilment of an en-gagement by another. The word is also used to de-scribe a pledge deposited as a security against loss or damage. It means also ‘certainty’. In the latter sense we find the word used in the av of Gn. 15:13; 18:13; 26:9; Acts 12:11 (rsv translates variously: ‘indeed’, T am sure’, etc).

Scripture counsels extreme caution in Standing surety (Pr. 11:15; 17:18; 22:26-27). The phrase ‘to strike hands’ (av) is equivalent to being surety (Pr. 6:1-2; 17:18).

Judah undertook to be a personal surety for Benjamin’s safety (Gn. 43:9; 44:32). The giving of hostages (2 Ki. 18:23; Is. 36:8) is a similar idea. The word is used of our Lord (Heb. 7:22; cf. Ps. 119:122).    m.r.g.

SUSA (av Shushan), the ruins of which lie near the river Karun (*Ulai), SW Persia, was occupied almost continuously from prehistoric times until it was abandoned by the Seleucids. Here was the Capital of *E!am, whose royal inscriptions of the 2nd mülennium have been recovered. It maintained its importance under the Kassites and its independ-ence until sacked in 645 bc by Ashurbanipal, who sent men of Susa (Susanchites) to exile in Samaria (Ezr. 4:9). Under the Achaemenids Susa flourished as one of the three royal cities (Dn. 8:2; Ne. 1:1). Darius I built his palace here, the ruins of which, restored by Artaxerxes I (Longimanus) and II (Mnemon), remain, with the Apadana, one of the outstanding Persian architectural features of the 5th Century bc. This palace figures prominently in the book of ‘Esther (1:2, 5; 2:3; 3:15, etc). (* Ahasuerus.) The site was first excavated by Loftus in 1851, and subsequently extensive oper-ations have been undertaken there by the French.

Bibliography. R. Ghirshman, Iran, 1963; E. M. Yamauchi, Near East Archaeological Society Bulletin 8, 1976, pp. 5-14.    d.j.w.

SYCHAR. The Samaritan town whence the woman came to fetch water from Jacob’s well, where she met Jesus who taught her the nature of spiritual worship (Jn. 4). Sychar is commonly iden-tified with Askar, a village 1 km N of Jacob’s well, on the E slope of Mt Ebal.    a.r.m.

SYENE (av Sinim, Sinites). 1. Heb. sinim. A dis-tant land from which the people will return (Is. 49:12), named with the N and W, so either in the far S or E (so lxx ‘land of the Persians’). Scholars have looked for a connection with classical Sinae (China), but it is unlikely that Jews had settled in so distant a place by this period. Therefore Sin (Pelu-sium, Ezk. 30:15) or Sin in Sinai (Ex. 16:1) has been proposed. Most likely is identification with Syene of Ezk. 29:10; 30:6, on the far S border of Egypt. This is Egyp. swn ‘market’, Coptic Suan, modern ’Aswän. A Jewish community living there in the 5th Century bc has left us many Aram. papyri in which the place name is written swn, hence rv, rsv ’Seveneh in Ezk. 29 and 30, better taken as ‘to Seven’. ‘From Migdol (av, rv ‘tower’) to Syene’ means from one end of Egypt to the other. Syene, on the first cataract of the Nile, was a fortress and base for expeditions into Nubia (Cush), a terminus for river traffic and a source of red granite for monumental buildings (syenite). The Qumran ms of Isaiah (IQ Is“) suggests that ‘Syenites’ should replace sinim (Is. 49:12); lxx has Syene for Sin in Ezk. 30:16.

2. Sinites (Heb. sini) were a Canaanite people (Gn. 10:17; I Ch. 1:15), probably to be identified with a region, near Arqä, on the Lebanon coast, named in texts from *Mari and possibly *Ebla. The name survives in Nähr as-Sinn and is Ugaritic syn, Akkad. siyanu.

Bibliography. E. G. Kraeling, BA 15, 1952, pp. 50-68; The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri, 1953, p. 21.    d.j.w.

SYMBOL. This word is not found in the Bible, but the use of Symbols is common to all religions. The Gk. word syntbolon had several uses, e.g. as a sign, pledge, token, and its importance derived from the fact that it was a representative object which guar-anteed the reality of that which it symbolized. The Concise Oxford Dictionary defines a Symbol as a ‘thing regarded by general consent as naturally typifying or representing or recalling something (esp. an idea or quality) by possession of analo-gous qualities or by association in fact or thought’. This clear distinction between object and symbol is inevitable in analytical philosophy, but is not found in primitive thought. Malinowski emphasized that symbolism is founded, not in a relationship between an object and a sign, but in the influence that a sign or action has upon a receptive organism (A Scientific Theory of Culture, 1944). It is important to remember this when examining symbolism in the Bible.

I. In Ihc Old Testament

a.    Personal Symbols

In early Israelite thought the clan or the family was the fundamental unit, not the individual. The lil'e (nepes) of the individuals made up the life of the group; the life of the group was extended through all the individuals. This psychological conception has been termed corporate personality (Wheeler Robinson) or group consciousness (Radcliffe Brown), and helps to explain how one person could symbolize a group of people (2 Sa. 18:3) or the presence of God (Ex. 7:1).

There is an expression, is ha'löhtm, used more than 70 times and translated ‘man of God’, which could be translated ‘divine man’. 27 times it refers to Elisha, and in the remaining instances to prophets such as Elijah and Samuel, or Moses and David. Elisha is credited with divine powers, such as restoring life (2 Ki. 4:35) and mind reading (2 Ki. 5:26). He Stands in the place of God, does the works of God, and is the symbol of God’s presence. Similarly, Moses was as God to Aaron (Ex. 4:15) and to pharaoh (Ex. 7:1), in word and deed (Ex. 14:16; 17:9). All the prophets spoke the word of God, and when the Israelites heard them they heard God himself; consequently, the person of the prophet was immune from harm. There is little evidence to show that the Israelite monarchy was regarded as divine, but it is possible that Solomon set himself up as a symbol of God.

b.    Objective symbols

External objects were also used to symbolize the presence of God, in representative or conventional manner. The rainbow was accepted as the assur-ance that God’s wrath had passed and that he would remember his covenant (Gn. 9:13). Moses made a bronze serpent, symbolizing the wisdom and healing power of God (Nu. 21:9); golden calves were made to symbolize the great power of God (Ex. 32 and 1 Ki. 12). More frequently objects were made without representing particular charac-teristics of God, one important example being the altar. The Heb. word mizbeah, from the root zbh (‘slaughter’), suggests the place where the animal was prepared for sacrifice. One should note, how-ever, that in the earliest accounts the Patriarchs erected altars after an appearance by God, to mark the site and Claim it for him for ever. In Israelite worship the altar symbolized the meeting-place of God with man, while the ark symbolized the presence of God because it contained the tablets of the Decalogue, and where the Word of the Lord was, there was the Lord himself.

When the Temple was built it symbolized the universal power of God. The Temple itself was a symbol of the earth, the brazen laver a symbol of the sea and the golden candlestick a symbol of the sun. It was necessary that a priest should be prop-erly vested when he entered the tabernacle or Temple, and the vestments were clearly symbolic. They were made of linen (Ex. 28:39), which was regarded as having protective qualities (Lv. 6:8-12). Two reasons are possible. As the sacrifices were animal, the flax as vegetable conferred an immunity which would not have been found in woollen or leather garments. But it is more likely that, as in many folk stories, flax was regarded as the symbol of immortality or indestructibility. Jewish scholars have suggested symbolic meanings for the colours of the vestments, and for each separate item. The ephod and breastpiece symbolized the 12 tribes and judgment, and as the priest put them on they gave him power of judgment in the name of the Lord. His robe was decorated with pomegranates and bells—symbols of fertility and warnings to evil spirits. On his head was a mitre engraved with the words ‘Holy to the Lord’ (Ex. 28:36), which made the priest himself the extension of the presence of God—the divine symbol.

c. Acted symbols

These symbols were actions that were illustrative or purposive beyond their immediate context. They demonstrated or introduced new circum-stances. They must be distinguished from magic, which was designed to compel a particular action from God. When an Israelite slave preferred to surrender himself to permanent slavery rather than accept his freedom, the owner pierced the slave’s ear and fastened him to the doorpost to signify that the slave was from then on part of the house-hold (Ex. 21:6). Other symbolic actions of a domestic nature were the surrender of a shoe to symbolize the surrender of all personal rights of inheritance (Ru. 4:7) and the cutting of hair to symbolize the offering of the mourner’s life to a dead relative (Is. 22:12).

Among religious symbolic actions, *circumci-sion has always been a significant rite; originally connected with marriage, it was performed to avert the evil intentions of spirits that watch over the bridal chamber, but in Israel it was pushed back into childhood and then into infancy, and repre-sents the dedication of the reproductive powers to divine guidance, and the incorporation of the child into the Community.

The ceremony of the scapegoat by which the sins of the people were transferred to a goat on the Day of Atonement was a ritual of a type well known in many countries; it has been described as a clear instance of the principle of vicarious solidarity, here between priest, people and goat (C. Lattey, LT 1, 1951, p. 272).

Other instances of transference by symbolic action are the red heifer (Nu. 19), which transferred uncleanness, and anointing, which transferred spiritual power (eg. 1 Sa. 16:13).

Special attention should be paid to the import-ance of the symbolic actions of the prophets. These men not only proclaimed their message but performed actions to demonstrate what God would do, and thereby helped to bring about the result. They did not perform these actions to influence the will of God, but to prepare the way for that which he had decreed. Thus, Isaiah went about naked as a sign that God would bring poverty and exile upon Israel (Is. 20:2). Jeremiah buried a new girdle in damp earth and later dug it up, spoilt, to show how Israel, once so dose to God, had now been rejected and would be despoiled (Je. 13). Ezekiel drew a city on a tile and set model siege-engines round it to demonstrate the destruction of Jerusalem which God had already decided (Ezk. 4:1-3). Other examples are in 1 Sa. 15:27; Je. 19:11; 28:11.

II. In the New Testament

Here the Situation is quite different. There are no symbolic persons; Jesus Christ was not a symbol of God, for be was God, as he claimed in the words, T and my Father are one’ (Jn. 10:30). Neither could one describe the disciples as symbols, because they were servants under discipline, not representatives.

Bin Jesus performed symbolic actions and ap-proved them for the church. His healing miracles were not merely deeds of sympathy, but Symbols or signs demonstrating the approach of the kingdom of God. Similariy, when he took the bread and the wine and gave them to the disciples, saying, ‘Do this in remembrance of me’, he was not simply ex-horting them to good fellowship, but giving them a rite by which they could symbolize his presence eternally with his church. So the church has accepted the symbolism of the sacraments. In the bread and the wine the worshipper receives by faith the true body and blood of the Lord. In the waters of baptism sin is symbolically washed away and the person made a member of Christ’s flock. In these actions the church symbolizes its faith; the * sacraments are not only illustrations but the appointed channels of divine grace.

In addition to the sacramental symbols, the church has used the Symbol of the cross. This is a true Symbol in that it is a pictorial representation of a historical fact, a visual summary of certain essential features of the Christian faith, and at the same time a means of grace to the worshipper. In the history of Christian art there have crystallized accepted pictorial symbols of the 12 apostles, e.g. the keys for St Peter and the symbols of the four Evangelists. At one time the fish was a populär Symbol of the Christian faith as the letters of the Gk. word for fish, ichthys, formed the initials of words meaning ‘Jesus Christ, son of God, Sa-viour’. The Christian church has never forbidden the use of symbols, because they are rooted in the nature and experience of man, but it has not en-couraged them, lest in stressing the symbol the Christian should lose the Lord Jesus Christ himself.

Bibuography. F. W. Dillistone, Christianity and Symbolism, 1955; G. Cope, Symbolism in the Bible and the Church, 1958; Ä. Viberg, Symbols of Law, 1992._A.A.j.

SYNAGOGUE. In the OT ‘synagogue’ occurs only in Ps. 74:8, av (rsv ‘meeting places’), where it is a translation of Heb. mö'ed. It is not definite that the reference has its present connotation. The Gk. term synagöge is used frequently in the lxx for the assembly of Israel, and occurs 56 times in the NT. The basic sense is a place of meeting, and thus it came to denote a Jewish place of worship. The Heb. equivalent of the Gk. noun is k'nesel, a gath-ering of any persons or things for any purpose. In the Scriptures it is a gathering of individuals of a locality for worship or common action (Lk. 12:11; 21:12). It came to refer to the building in which such meetings were held.

I. Its significance

The importance of the synagogue for Judaism cannot be overestimated. More than any other Institution it gave character to the Jewish faith. Here Judaism learnt its interpretation of the law. Ezk. 11:16, ‘I have been a sanctuary to them for a while’, was interpreted by Jewish authorities to mean that in world-wide dispersion Israel would have the synagogue as a sanctuary in miniature to replace the loss of the Temple. Ünlike the Temple, it was located in all parts of the land, and put the people in touch with their religious leaders. A. Menes States: ‘On the Sabbaths and holy days the loss of the Temple and the absence of the solemn sacri-ficial celebrations were keenly feit by the exiles .. .

the synagogue . . . served as a Substitute for the Temple. In the synagogue there was no altar, and prayer and the reading of the Torah took the place of the sacrifice. In addition the prayer house performed an important social function . . . it was a gathering point and a meeting place where the people could congregate whenever it was necessary to take counsel over important community afiairs. The synagogue became the cradle of an entirely new type of social and religious life and established the foundation for a religious community of universal scope. For the first time Jewish monotheism emancipated itself in religious practice from its bonds to a specific and designated site. God was now brought to the people wherever they dwelt’ (The History of the Jews in Ancient Times’, The Jewish People, 1, pp. 78-152). Today the synagogue is still one of the dominant institutions of Judaism, and the centre of the religious life of the Jewish community. The book of Acts indicates the signifi-cant role the synagogue played in the propagation of the new Messianic faith.

II.    Its origin

Neither OT nor NT furnishes any definite informa-tion about the origin of the synagogue, nor do the Apocryphal books mention any burning of syn-agogues during the persecutions of Antiochus Epiphanes in the 2nd Century bc. Many see the Exile, when worship in the Temple at Jerusalem was an impossibility, as the time when the synagogue arose.

The oldest references to synagogues are in Gk. inscriptions from Egypt of the 3rd Century bc. At Delos in the Aegean there was a synagogue in the Ist Century bc, termed a proseuche, a ‘place of prayer’. The Gk. inscription of Theodotos, a ‘ruler of the synagogue’ (archisynagogos), found in Jerusalem and archaeological discoveries in Palestine (see III) prove the existence of synagogues there in the first Century.

III.    General description

In the Ist Century ad synagogues existed wherever Jews lived. Cf. Acts 13:5 (Salamis in Cyprus); 13:14 (Antioch in Pisidia); 14:1 (Iconium); 17:10 (Beroea). Large cities, such as Jerusalem and Alexandria, had numerous synagogues. One legend has it that there were 394 synagogues in Jerusalem when Titus destroyed the city in ad 70; another legend sets the number at 480.

The Gospels speak of the synagogues of Nazareth (Mt. 13:54; Lk. 4:16) and Capernaum (Mk. 1:21; Jn. 6:59) as places where our Lord minis-tered. The apostle Paul found them wherever he went in Palestine, Asia Minor and Greece. Accord-ing to the Talmud (Shabbath 11a), it was required that synagogues be built on high ground or above surrounding houses. Archaeological evidence does not confirm such a practice for Palestine. Examples excavated at Gamala, E of Galilee, and at Herodium and Masada reveal a common plan, a hall with columns at the edges of the floor and benches in tiers along each wall. There might be a cupboard to house the scrolls of the Law and the Prophets. For the readings, they would be carried to a reading desk or platform (bemä Megillah 3.1) in the centre of the hall. In later synagogues the bema often lay against one wall, facing towards Jerusalem. Seats near the reading desk were the more honourable (Mt. 23:6; Jas. 2:2-3), and there was a special place, ‘the seat of Moses’ (Mt. 23:2). Mai-
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monides said, They put a platform in the middle of the house, so that he who reads from the Law, or he who speaks words of' exhortation to the people, may stand upon it, and all may hear him.’ There is no evidence for men and women sitting separately in the early synagogues.

IV. Its purpose and practicc

The synagogue was, literally, a meeting-place, the term used in Theodotus’ inscription when he records his building of ‘a synagogue for reciting the Law and studying the commandments’. 1t was especially a place for prayer (proseuche), like the Temple (see Mt. 21:13, etc, Acts 16:13). Subject to the law of the land, the synagogue had its own government (Jos., Am. 19. 291). The congregation was governed by elders who were empowered to exercise discipline and punish members. Punish-ment was by scourging and excommunication. The chief oflicer was the ruler of the synagogue (cf. Mk. 5:22; Acts 13:15; 18:8). He supervised the Service to see that it was carried on in accord with tradition. The attendant (Lk. 4:20) brought the scrolls of Scripture for reading, replaced them in the ark, punished offending members by scourging and instructed children to read. The dispenser of alms received the alms from the synagogue and dis-tributed them. Finally, a competent interpreter was required to paraphrase the Law and the Prophets into the vernacular Aramaic.

Those qualified were permitted to conduct the Services (Christ, Lk. 4:16; Mt. 4:23; Paul, Acts 13:15). The Sabbath was the appointed day for public worship (Acts 15:21). The Mishnah (Megil-lah 4. 3) indicates that the Service consisted of five parts. First, the Shemd was read. This prayer covers Dt. 6:4-9; 11:13-21; Nu. 15:37-41. Then synagogical prayers were recited, the most ancient and best known being the eighteen petitions and benedictions.

The first of the ‘Eighteen Benedictions’ reads: ‘Blessed art Thou, the Lord our God, and the God of our fathers, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob: the great, the mighty and the terrible God, the most high God Who showest mercy and kindness, Who createst all things, Who rememberest the pious deeds of the patriarchs, and wilt in love bring a redeemer to their children’s children for Thy Name’s sake; O King, Helper, Saviour and Shield! Blessed art Thou, O Lord, the Shield of Abraham.’

Another prayer is worded: ‘And to Jerusalem, Thy city, Thou wilt return in mercy and wilt dwell in her midst, as Thou hast said. And do Thou build her soon in our days an eternal building, and the throne of David Thou wilt speedily establish in the midst of her.’

The restoration of Israel to the land of their fathers, the return of the Shekinah glory to the Temple and rebuilt city of Jerusalem, and the re-establishment of the Davidic dynasty are recurring themes in the prayers.

These were followed by the reading of the Law. The Pentateuch, which is now read in the synagogues in annual cycles, was originally covered in 3 years. After the reading from the first portion of the OT Canon a selection from the Prophets was read. In the time of Christ this portion was not yet fixed, but the reader was permitted to make his own choice (Lk. 4:16ff.). The reading of Scripture was central. The portion of the Prophets was ex-pounded, and an exhortation drawn from it. The benediction concluded the Service. Later additions were the translation and exposition of the Scripture portions read. To conduct public worship in the synagogue ten adult males were required.

‘Synagogue of the Libertines’ (av) (libertinoi, from Lat. libertini, * ‘freedmen’, rsv) was the name given to worshippers in a synagogue in Jerusalem who disputed with Stephen (Acts 6:9). They were Jews who had been captured in Pompey’s cam-paign, then were freed later by their masters. Thus the Privileges of Roman citizenship were accorded them.

Reference is made in Rev. 2:9 and 3:9 to the ‘synagogue of Satan’. Since the citations are general in character, it is impossible with certainty to identify those who are meant by John. A heretical party within the infant church would seem to be indicated.

Bibuography. Articles in JewE, HDB, HJP, EJ; G. F. Moore, Judaism, 1, 1927, pp. 281-307; I. Abrahams, Studies in Pharisaism and the Gospels, 1, 1917; L. I. Levine, Ancient Synagogues Re-vealed, 1981; C. W. Dugmore, The Influence of the Synagogue upon the Divine Office, 1944; A. E. Guilding, The Fourth Gospel and Jewish Worship, 1960; L. Coenen, NIDNTT 1, pp. 291-307; NEAEHL, pp. 1421-1424, with references.

C.L.F.

SYNZYGUS. Gk. synzygos (syzygos), ‘yokefellow’ (Phil. 4:3), is treated as a personal name by WH mg. and others, as though Paul meant ‘Yokefellow by name and yokefellow by nature’. The word, however, is certainly to be taken as a common noun, the person addressed being (not Lydia, sup-posed by S. Baring-Gould and others to have been Paul’s wife, but) possibly Luke, who seems to have stayed in Philippi for the 7 years separating the first ‘we’ section of Acts (ending 16:17) from the second (beginning 20:5). (This identification presupposes that the letter, or at least this part of it, was sent from Ephesus.)    f.f.b.

SYRACUSE. A city with a large harbour on the E. coast of Sicily. Founded in 734 bc by Corinthian colonists, it had by the end of the 5th Century bc become the most important city, politically and commercially, in Sicily, especially under the tyrants Gelon and Dionysius I. With its allies it was strong enough to defeat the great Athenian expedition to Sicily in 415-413 bc. The Romans captured it in 212 bc, in spite of a defence strengthened by the inventions of the great mathematician Archimedes, and made it the seat of government of the province of Sicily, which became one of the sources of grain for Rome. Syracuse continued to flourish down to the 3rd Century ad.

On the last stage of his journey to Rome Paul’s ship stayed there for 3 days (Acts 28:12), presum-ably waiting for a suitable wind.    k.l.McK.

SYRIA, SYRIANS. 1. In the Eng. OT this merely denotes * Aramaeans.

2.The geographica! entity Syria is bounded by the Taurus Mountains in the N, the W bend of the Euphrates river and the Arabian desert-edge from there to the Dead Sea in the E, the Mediterranean
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Sea on the W, and the Sinai isthmus at the extreme S (R. Dussaud, Topographie Hislorique de la Syrie Antique et Medievale, 1927, pp. 1-2, etc.] see this work generally).

3. ‘Syria’ is a Gk. term; Nöldeke derived it from Assyrios, ‘Assyria(n)’, and this Suggestion is open to the least objection. Cf. F. Rosenthal, Die Aramaistische Forschung, 1939, p. 3, n. 1.

4. Historically, ancient Syria existed as a political unit only during the period of the Hellenistic Se-leucid monarchy, founded by Seleucus I (312-281 bc), who ruled over a realm that stretched from E Asia Minor and N Syria across Babylonia into Persia to the border of India; in 198 bc all ‘Syria’ bekmged to this kingdom when Antiochus III finally gained Palestine from Ptolemy V of Egypt. But from 129 bc, with the death of Antiochus VII, everything E of the Euphrates was lost, and the Seleucids held Syria only. After this, internal dynastic strife disrupted the shrinking state until

Pompey annexed the region for Rome in 64 bc. Syria as defined in 2 above constituted the Rom. province of Syria, with which Cilicia was closely associated (Judaea being separate from ad 70). *Antioch (Syrian), * Antiochus, *Ugarit, * Alalah, etc., and also CAH.    k.a.k.


SYROPHOENICIAN. An inhabitant of Phoeni-cia, which in NT times was part of the Rom. province of Cilicia and Syria. It was a Syrophoenician woman (syrophoinikissa), a Greek from the region of Tyre and Sidon, who pleaded with Jesus to heal her daughter (Mk. 7:26; cf. Mt. 15:21-28). The parallel verse in Mt. 15:22 calls the woman a Canaanite, using the ancient name by which these people were known. The name Syrophoenician combines the area of Phoenicia which included Tyre and Sidon, and the larger Rom. province of Syria. Phoenicians who lived in Carthage were called Libyphoenicians.    j.a.t.
[image: ]


TAANACH. Modern Teil Ta‘annek on the S edge of the valley of Jezreel, guarding a pass across Mt Carmel following the Wadi Abdullah.

Thothmes III mentions Taanach in the account of his conquest of W Palestine (c. 1450 bc; ANET, pp. 234ff.), as does *Shishak. Amarna letter 248 complains of a raid by men of Taanach on Meg-iddo, which was loyal to Egypt. The Israelites de-feated the king of this city, but the tribe to which it was allotted, Manasseh, was unable to take posses-sion of it (Jos. 12:21; 17:11; Jdg. 1:27). It was one of the levitical cities (Jos. 21:25) and was also oc-cupied by Issachar (1 Ch. 7:29). Taanach and Meg-iddo are closely associated in Solomon’s administrative division of Israel (1 Kl 4:12) and in the Song of Deborah, where ‘Taanach, by the waters of Megiddo’ (Jdg. 5:19) is the site of the Canaanite defeat. Excavations in 1901-4, 1963,1966 and 1968 revealed an Early Bronze Age city, a Middle Bronze II occupation with typical glacis fortifica-tion, destroyed violently, and a prosperous town of Late Bronze I (14 Akkad. cuneiform tablets were found). At the end of the Late Bronze Age there was another destruction, perhaps the work of Deb-orah’s men. In the debris a clay tablet inscribed in a Canaanite cuneiform alphabet was found. The Early Iron Age city, containing a supposed cultic building with stone stelae, numerous pig bones and an elaborate pottery incense-stand, appears to have been destroyed by Shishak. Thereafter the city declined.

Bibliography. E. Sellin, Teil Taannek, 1904;

P. W. Lapp, BA 30, 1967, pp. 1-27; BASOR 173, 1964, pp. 4-44; 185, 1967, pp. 2-39; 195, 1969, pp. 2-49; D. R. Hillers, BASOR 173, 1964, pp. 45-50; A. Glock, BASOR 204, 1971, pp. 17-30; NEAEHL, pp. 1428-1433.    a r m.

TABERNACLE. 1. The tabernacle of the congre-gation (av), more properly ‘tent of meeting’, as in rv, rsv: a small, provisional meeting-place of God and his people in use before the large tabernacle was built (Ex. 33:7-11). This tent of meeting was pitched outside the camp. Moses would enter it and the Cloud, marking the divine Presence, would descend and stand outside it at the door. In this the function of the tent resembled that of the cleft of the rock in which Moses was placed (Ex. 34:22-23), and that of the cave in which Elijah stood (I Ki. 19:9-18), to be addressed by God while the glory of God passed by outside. The tabernacle, by contrast, was erected in the midst of the camp, and the Cloud of glory rested not outside but inside it, so that at first Moses had to stay outside (Ex. 40:34-35).

2. The tabernacle commonly so-called was the portable sanctuary in which God dwelt among the Israelites in the desert. After their entry into

Canaan, it was stationed successively at Shiloh (Jos. 18:1), at Nob (1 Sa. 21) and at Gibeon (1 Ch. 16:39). Eventually Solomon brought it up to the Temple (1 Ki. 8:4). It is called simply miskän = ‘dwelling’ (evv ‘tabernacle’), as in Ex. 25:9; or miskän yhwh = ‘dwelling of Yahweh’ as in Lv. 17:4; or miskän ha'edüt = ‘dwelling of the *coven-ant terms’ (av, rsv ‘of the testimony’), because it housed the covenant tablets, as in Ex. 38:21; or ’öhel mö‘ed = tent (av ‘tabernacle’) of meeting’, i.e. the appointed meeting-place between God and his people, as in Ex. 28:43; or miskän ’öhel mö’ed = ‘dwelling of the tent of meeting’, as in Ex. 39:32; or miqdäs = ‘sanctuary’ as in Ex. 25:8; or qödes = ‘ ‘holy place’ (av, rsv ‘sanctuary’), as in Ex. 38:24. It is also called bei yhwh = ‘house of Yahweh’, as in Ex. 34:26.

The materials used in its construction are listed at Ex. 25:3-7. The metal translated ‘bronze’ (av ‘brass’) was more probably copper. The colour ‘blue’ was probably a violet-blue and the colour ‘purple’ a reddish-purple. The material translated ‘goatskins’ (rsv; av ‘badgers’ skins’) was probably dugong (or ‘porpoise’, neb) skin.

I. Tabernacle, tent, coverings and frames

In its stricter technical meaning the term ‘tabernacle’ refers to a set of ten linen curtains, which when draped round a structure of wooden frames formed God’s dwelling-place. The curtains were of linen with figures of Cherubim woven into the violet-blue, reddish-purple and scarlet tapestry-work. Each measuring 28 cubits by 4, they were sewn together along their length into two sets of five, which when assembled were held together by fifty golden clasps (av ‘taches’) passing through loops on the edge of each set (Ex. 26: i-6). The tabernacle was covered by eleven goats’-hair curtains, called in strict terminology ‘the tent’ (Ex. 26:7-15). They each measured 30 cubits by 4, were sewn together into two sets, one of five, the other of six, which when assembled were held together, like the tabernacle, by loops and clasps, only their clasps were of copper.

Over the tent went a covering of tanned (liter-ally, ‘reddened’) rams’ skins, and over that again (cf. neb ‘an outer covering’; av, rv ‘above’) a covering of dugong skin (Ex. 26:14).

These curtains were spread over the top, back and two sides of a framework (Ex. 26:15-30) assembled from forty-eight units, each 10 cubits high and 1 Zi wide, called q'räsim. The most likely Interpretation of these q'räsim is that given by A. R. S. Kennedy (HOB, 4, pp. 659-662); they were not solid boards (as av, rv), nor planks (as neb), but open frames, each consisting of two long uprights (yädöv. not ‘tenons’ as in most versions) joined by cross-rails somewhat like a ladder. Such frames would have three advantages over solid planks:

they would be much lighter, less liable to whip, and instead of hiding the beautiful tabernacle curtains would allow them to be seen from the inside all round the walls. The feet of the two uprights in each frame stood in sockets made of silver ob-tained from the census tax (Ex. 30:11-16; 38:25—

27). Twenty frames in their sockets, stationed side by side, formed each side of the tabernacle; six formed the rear. In each comer at the rear was an extra frame. The purpose of these extra frames, to give rigidity to the whole structure, is clear; but the details of the specification are not.

Perhaps the best explanation is that given by U. Cassuto: each corner frame was coupled (not ‘separate’ as rsv) at the bottom and the top so as to form a twin with the end frame in the side, and then clamped to its twin by means of a metal ring (translating v. 24 ‘into the one ring’ and not ‘at the first ring’, as rsv). To keep the frames in alignment five bars ran along the sides and rear through gold rings attached to the cross-rails of each frame. The middle bar ran the whole length, the other four only part of the way. The frames and bars were made of acacia wood overlaid with gold.

When the frames were assembled the distance from the top of the frames at the front along the roof and down to the bottom of the frames at the rear was 20 x l'/2+10 = 40 cubits. The assembled tabernacle curtains measured 28 cubits by 10 x 4 = 40 cubits. They were spread over the frames so that the 40 cubits ran from the top front of the frames to the rear bottom. The assembled tent curtains measured 30 cubits by 11 x 4 = 44 cubits. When they were spread over the tabernacle curtains, the extra 2 cubits (30 as against 28) gave an overhang of 1 cubit on each side (Ex. 26:13). The extra 4 cubits in the other direction (44 as against 40) were disposed as follows: at the rear the tent extended 2 cubits beyond the tabernacle curtains (v. 12), and at the front the other 2 cubits were doubled back and, presumably, tucked under the tabernacle curtains all the way along the top and sides, so protecting what otherwise would have been an exposed edge of tabernacle curtain (v. 9). The word used for arranging the curtains over the frames is not the normal word for pitching a tent, natä, but päras, which means ‘to spread’ (it is used of wrapping cloths round the furniture). The roof was flat. To prevent the curtains from sagging at the roof and so causing the frames to collapse in-wards, there were probably (the text does not say so, but it omits many details which one would need to know to make a tabernacle) wooden struts run-ning across the top of the framework from side to side (see, for comparison, the portable pavilion of Hetep-heres). J. Fergusson (Smith's Dictionary of the Bible, 3, pp. 1452-1454) and many others have argued unconvincingly that the curtains must have been spread over a ridge-pole. Some of their argu-ments presuppose that the sides and rear of the tabernacle were formed of solid planks; since they were formed not of planks but of open fragments, their arguments are invalid, and would lead to the impossible result of exposing the holy place and the most holy to view from the outside. Other arguments are invalidated by their failure to observe that the term ‘tabernacle’ in Ex. 26:1-13 refers not to the building in general but to the ten linen curtains.

II. The interior

The interior of the dwelling was divided into two compartments by a veil hung under (not ‘from’ as rsv) the clasps that joined the tabernacle curtains (Ex. 26:31—34). Hence we know that the first com-partment was 20 cubits long, the second 10. The height of the frames, 10 cubits, gives us the second dimension, and in all probability the breadth of both compartments was 10 cubits likewise: for while the six frames at the back give a total breadth of 9 cubits, allowance must be made for the thick-ness of the side frames and corner frames. The first compartment is called ‘the holy place’, the second ‘the holy of hohes’, i.e. the most holy place, or simply ‘the holy place’ (Lv. 16:2-3; Heb. 9:12; 10:19, rv. rsv ‘sanctuary’ in these latter two verses is misleading: entry into the holy of hohes is in-tended). Again, the first compartment is some-times called ‘the first tabernacle’ and the second ‘the second tabernacle’ (Heb. 9:6-7, av, rv; rsv ‘the outer tent’ and ‘the second’ respectively). The div-iding veil (pärökev. a term used of no other hang-ing), made of the same material, colours and design as the tabernacle curtains, was hung by gold hooks on four acacia-wood pillars overlaid with gold and Standing in silver sockets. The pillars had no capitals. At the door (= doorway) was a linen screen of violet-blue, reddish-purple and scarlet (but without Cherubim). It hung by gold hooks on five acacia-wood pillars overlaid with gold Standing in copper sockets. These pillars did have capitals and were overlaid with gold, as were their fil-lets (Ex. 26:36; 37:38). To distinguish the päröket from this screen, the pärökei is sometimes called the second veil.

III. The furniture

In the most holy place stood the *ark of the cov-enant (Ex. 25:10—22). A slab (av, rsv ‘mercy seat’) of pure gold with a cherub at each end rested on top. The name of this slab, kappörei, means not ‘lid’ but ‘propitiatory’, i.e. place where the blood of propitiation was sprinkled. This is how the lxx (hi-lasterion) understood it, as does the NT (Heb. 9:5; rsv ‘mercy seat’). The poles for carrying the ark ran through rings attached to the feet (not ‘Corners’, as in av) of the ark (Ex. 25:12). There is no implied discrepancy between Ex. 25:15 and Nu. 4:8. The latter verse indicates that to facilitate the covering of the ark for transport the poles were temporarily removed and immediately replaced: the former verse directs that at all other times the poles were to be left in their rings even when the ark was not travelling.

ln the holy place in front of the veil was the incense-altar (Ex. 30:1-10). Made of acacia wood and overlaid with pure gold—hence its other name, ‘the golden altar’-it was a cubit square and 2 cubits high, with horns projecting at the four Corners and an ornamental gold moulding round the top. (For a pagan, stone incense-altar with horns, see *Altar.) For transport, two poles were shot through gold rings attached just under the moulding. The altar stood directly opposite the ark (note the emphasis of 30:6), and so was regarded as ‘be-longing to’ the most holy place (cf. 1 Ki. 6:22 and Heb. 9:4, where ‘golden altar of incense’ and not ‘censer’ seems to be the right translation). With the Position of the altar compare the position of the two incense-altars in the temple at Arad (BA 31, 1968, pp. 22fr.).

On the N side (Ex. 26:35) stood a table for the Bread of the Presence (av ‘shewbread’; *Show-bread) (Ex. 25:23-29). One such table and a lamp-stand (see below) from Herod’s Temple are repre-sented on Titus’ Arch at Rome. Some doubt is cast, however, on the accuracy of these sculptures, since on the lampstand’s base various non-Jewish figures appear. The detail of v. 25 is uncertain. Some translators envisage an 8-cm wide horizontal border, some an 8-cm high vertical rim, or frame, running round the top of the table, others, in agreement with apparent vestiges on Titus’ Arch, envisage 8-cm broad cross-struts between the legs of the table.

The vessels connected with the table were: plates, presumably for the bread; dishes (kappör. for in-cense, so rsv; cf. kap, in Nu. 7:14 = av ‘spoon’); and flagons and bowls for drink-oflferings (not as av ‘to cover withal’).

On the S side (Ex. 26:35) stood the ‘lampstand, m'nöräh (av ‘candlestick’) (Ex. 25:31-40), in the form of a stylized tree. ln strict technical parlance the base and central shaft form the lampstand proper; the six branches are then described as 'going out of the lampstand’ (v. 33). In v. 31 the rsv’s literal translation, ‘its cups, its capitals, and its flowers’, i.e. three items, is to be preferred to interpretative renderings such as that of neb ‘its cups, both calyxes and petals’, i.e. one item made up of two parts. The capitals were round protuber-ances of some kind, in the arms and shaft of the lampstand (not, as ‘capital’ might suggest, on the ends of them). It is probable, but not completely certain, that the six branches rose to the same height as the central shaft. The seven lamps were presumably placed one on the end of each of the six branches and one on the central shaft. There were provided * snuffers and * trays.

IV. Court

The tabernacle stood in the W half of a courtyard, 100 x 50cubits, the longsides running N and S (Ex. 27:9-19). The tabernacle door faced E.

The courtyard was bounded by a linen screen (evv ‘hangings’) 5 cubits high hung on pillars. There was an opening for a gate, 20 cubits wide, set centrally in the E end. The gate screen was linen, embroidered in violet-blue, reddish-purple and scarlet.

The pillars were apparently made of acacia wood (they are not mentioned in the iist of copper articles, Ex. 38:29-31), and stood in copper sockets. They were stabilized by guy-ropes and pegs, and had capitals overlaid with silver, and silver bands, called fillets, round the neck.

Three main methods are advocated for spacing the pillars:

(1)    On the basic assumption that there was one pillar per 5 cubits of hanging, and that no pillar was counted twice, sixty pillars in all are placed to make twenty spaces along the two long sides and ten spaces along the two ends. The gate screen then hangs on four of its own pillars and one of the others.

It is questionable whether this satisfies the direc-tion for the 20 cubits of gate-screen *.. . their pillars four . . .’.

(2)    The Baraitha on the Erection of the Tabernacle, 5, has it that the pillars stood in the middle of each imaginary space of 5 cubits and that there were no pillars in the corners. (For an attempted solution of the difficulties this would create at the corners and the gate, see M. Levine, The Tabernacle, 1969, pp. 76,81.).

(3)    Since the text nowhere says that the pillars were 5 cubits apart, maybe at the corners the two end pillars stood together. Or perhaps the corner pillars were counted twice (the text does not ex-plicitly state that the total was sixty). The gate could then be recessed (or advanced). But this System gives very awkward measurements for the spaces between the pillars.

In the E half of the court stood an altar. It was called the copper altar from its covering material and the altar of burnt-offering from the chief *sac-rifice oflfered on it (Ex. 27:1-8). It was a hollow framework of acacia wood, 5 cubits square and 3 high, with projecting horns at the top corners. The whole was overlaid with copper. Halfway up the altar, on the outside, was a horizontal ledge (av ‘compass’) running all round. (For a stone altar of comparable dimensions with horns, see Y. Aha-roni, BA 37, 1974, pp. 2-6; * Altar.) Running ver-tically all round from the ground up to the ledge (not ‘extending halfway down the altar’ as rsv) was a grating of copper network, on the four corners of which were the rings for the carrying-poles. The grating was not a hearth, and the altar was topless and hollow. Some suppose that in use it was filled with earth and stones, others that it acted like an incinerator, draught being supplied through the grating. Its Service vessels were *pots for ashes, ’shovels, ‘basins, *forks (av ‘‘fleshhooks’) and ‘firepans.

Between the altar and the door of the tabernacle stood the laver (Ex. 30:17-21; 38:8; 40:29-32). It was a copper basin Standing on a copper base. Nothing is told us of its size, shape and ornamen-tation (nor of its means of transport, though the absence of this detail from the MT of Nu. 4 may be accidental: lxx gives the expected information). It held water for the priests’ ablutions.

In camp the tabernacle court was surrounded first by the tents of the priests and Levites, and outside them by those of the twelve tribes (Nu. 2; 3:1-30).

V. Problems arising

Revision of source-critical theories, particularly those relating to the so-called Priestly texts, together with archaeological discoveries have con-siderably modified the earlier arguments of the liberal school against the historicity of the tabernacle. See e.g. G. Henton-Davies, IDB. 3, pp. 503-506; Y. Aharoni, Orient and Occident (ed. H. A. Hoflfner, Jr), 1973, p. 6; C. L. Meyers, IDBS, p. 586. Allegations that the instructions for the building of the tabernacle are in parts impracticable, and thus evi-dently the work of an idealist, would be valid only if the records were intended to be fully detailed blueprints. They are not that, of course, but records ‘for our learning’. Hence many practical de-tails of no aesthetic, symbolic or spiritual value are omitted. At the same time portable pavilions, em-ploying practically the same constructional tech-niques as the tabernacle, are known to have been in actual use in Egypt long before the time of Moses; see K. A. Kitchen, Eretz Israel 24, 1993, pp. 119-129. From the fact that the instructions for the making of the incense-altar stand in Ex. 30, and not as expected in Ex. 25, it used to be argued that its description is a late addition to Exodus and that the incense-altar was not introduced into Israel’s worship until a comparatively late date. But since incense-altars have been discovered at Arad and at various Canaanite sites dating from the 10th Century bc, it is highly improbable that Israel lacked one in the early period. Similarly, on the basis of the wide divergence of the lxx from the MT in Ex.

36-40, it used to be argued that the last chapters of Exodus in Heb. had not yet reached their final form when the lxx was translated, and that the lxx followed in part a Heb. tradition which knew of no incense-altar. But the argument is not valid: see D. W. Gooding, The Account of the Tabernacle, 1959.

VI. Significance

Theologically the tabernacle as a dwelling-place of God on earth is of immense importance, as being the first in the series: tabernacle, Temple, the incar-nation, the body of the individual believer, the church. It follows from the fact that the tabernacle was built to God’s design as ‘a copy and shadow of heavenly things’ (Heb. 8:5) that its Symbols con-veyed spiritual meaning to the Israelites of the time. What that meaning was is often stated ex-plicitly, as with the ark and mercy seat (Ex. 25:16, 22; Lv. 16:15-16), the veil and the two-compartment structure (Lv. 16:2; Heb. 9:8), the incense-altar (Ps. 141:2; cf. Lk. 1:10-13; Rev. 5:8; 8:3-4), the laver (Ex. 30:20-21), the copper altar (Lv. 1:3-9; 17:11); and where it is not stated ex-plicitly, as with the table and the lampstand, it is self-evident from their declared function. How far these symbols were also types of spiritual realilies later to be revealed to us is disputed. Understand-ably, the extravagant interpretations that from the early centuries have been placed upon the subject have brought it into disrepute. But the NT declares that the law had ‘a shadow of the good things to come’, which good things actually came with Christ (Heb. 10:1; 9:11). So Christ is said to have entered through the veil (Heb. 6:19-20), and to be set forth as a propitiatory, or mercy seat (Rom. 3:25, hilasterion\ cf lxx Ex. 25:17-22; Lv. 16:15—

16. rsv ‘expiation’ is scarcely exact); while the writer to the Hebrews indicates that he could have expounded in this fashion all the tabernacle vessels and not simply the one feature which was relevant to his immediate argument (Heb. 9:5).

Bibliography. M. Haran, HUCA 36, 1965, pp. 191-226; U. Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Exodus, 1967, pp. 319ff.; R. K. Harrison, IOT, 1970, pp. 403-410; R. P. Gordon, in G. C. D. Howley (ed.), An Old Testament Commentary, 1979; N. M. Sarna, Exploring Exodus, 1986.

D.W.G.

TABERNACLES, FEAST OF. Heb. hag has-sukköt, ‘festival of booths’ (Lv. 23:34; Dt. i 6:13), or hag hä'äsip, ‘festival of ingathering’ (Ex. 23:16; 34:22). This was one of the three great pilgrimage-festivals of the Jewish year; it was kept for 7 days from the 15th to the 22nd day of the 7th month. It came at the end of the year when the labours of the field were gathered in, and was one of the three annual festivals at which every male was required to appear (Ex. 23:14-17; 34:23; Dt. 16:16). It was a time of rejoicing (Dt. 16:14). The designation ‘feast of booths (tabernacles)’ comes from the re-quirement for everyone born an Israelite to live in booths made of boughs of trees and branches of palm trees for the 7 days of the feast (Lv. 23:42). Sacrifices were offered on the 7 days, beginning with thirteen bullocks and other animals on the Ist day and diminishing by one bullock each day until on the 7th seven bullocks were offered. On the 8th day there was a solemn assembly when one bullock, one ram and seven lambs were offered (Nu. 29:36). This is the last day, ‘that great day of the feast’, probably alluded to in Jn. 7:37. As a feast, divinely instituted, it was never forgotten. It was observed in the time of Solomon (2 Ch. 8:13), Hezekiah (2 Ch. 31:3; cf Dt. 16:16), and after the Exile(Ezr. 3:4; Zc. 14:16, 18-19). The ceremony of water-pouring, associated with this festival in post-exilic times and reflected in Jesus’ proclamation in Jn. 7:37f, is not prescribed in the Pentateuch. Its recognition of rain as a gift from God, necessary to produce fruitful harvests, is implied in Zc. 14:17 (cf 1 Sa. 7:6).

This feast had a historical reference to the Exodus from Egypt and reminded the Jews of their wandering and dwelling in booths in the wilderness (Lv. 23:43). However, this is not evidence of the conversion of the agricultural festival to a historical one. Rather it points to the truth that IsraePs life rested upon redemption which in its ultimate meaning is the forgiveness of sin.

This fact separates this feast from the harvest festivals of the neighbouring nations whose roots lay in the mythological activity of the gods.

Bibliography. N. Hillyer, TynB 21, 1970, pp. 39-51.    d.f.

TABLE. 1. A table as an article of furniture (Heb. sulhän; Gk. trapeza). The table in the steppe, or wilderness (Pss. 23:5; 78:19), was a prepared area or skin laid out on the ground (Heb. slh). Else-where the word is used, as its modern counterpart, for the table made of wood or metal which was a common item of furniture (2 Ki. 4:10). To eat ‘at the king’s table’ was a signal honour (2 Sa. 9:7; cf. Lk. 22:21), while to eat at ‘one’s own table’, as well as having its literal meaning, denoted living at one’s own expense (1 Ki. 18:19; Ne. 5.17). ‘The table of the Lord’ (Mal. 1:7, 12; Ezk. 41:22; 44:16; 1 Cor. 10:21; ‘Altar) implies that at which he is the host. Ps. 69:22 is of uncertain meaning.

2. For av ‘table’ Standing for writing-tablet (rsv ‘tablet’, Lat. tabula) see ‘Writing. The av also has ‘table’ for Heb. lüah, for a plank used in the con-struction of the altar (Ex. 27:8), a ship (Ezk. 27:5), a door (Ct. 8:9), and the metal plates at the base of Solomon’s lavers (1 Ki. 7:36). All these were also potential surfaces for inscriptions.    d.j.w.

TABOR. If Jos. 19:22; Jdg. 8:18; and 1 Ch. 6:77 refer to the same place, Tabor was on the Zebulun-Issachar border: and it was presumably on or near Mt Tabor. The ‘oak’, or ‘terebinth’ (neb), of 1 Sa. 10:3 must have been at a different Tabor, in Ben-jaminite territory.    d.f.p.

TABOR, MOUNT. A notable mountain rising from the Plain of Jezreel to 588 m above sea-level. Its slopes are steep, and the views from the summit magnificent; hence it was considered worthy of comparison with Mt Hermon, in spite of the lat-ter’s much greater bulk and height (cf. Ps. 89:12). It was the scene of Barak’s mustering (Jdg. 4:6) and of an idolatrous shrine in Hosea’s day (cf. Ho. 5:1). In later times there was a town on the summit, which was taken and then fortified by Antiochus III in 218 bc. In 53 bc it was the scene of a battle between the Romans and Alexander the son of Aristobulus. Josephus, in his role as Jewish general,
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Chart showing the daily offerings during the Feast of Tabernacles (Nu. 29:12-35).

* Yearlings without blemish V -ro of an ephah for each bullock O ttj of an ephah for each ram Q ro of an ephah for each lamb


gave the town on the summit a defensive rampart in ad 66; remains of this wall can still be seen. The mountain also figured in the events of Crusader times.

Since the 4th Century ad, and perhaps earlier, tradition has held that Mt Tabor was the scene of the transfiguration. This is not very likely; more probable is the view that Mt Tabor is intended in Dt. 33:19. The Arabs called the mountain Jabal al-Tur; the Israelis have given it its old Heb. name, Har Täbör.    d.f.p.

TADMOR. This place-name occurs twice in av (1 Ki. 9:18; 2 Ch. 8:4), and is usually identified with mod. Tudmur, ‘Palmyra’, 200 km NE of Damas-cus; mentioned as Tadmar in Assyr. texts c. 1110 bc. Tadmor in av in 1 Ki. 9:18 is based on q're' and the ancient versions. The Hüb is tämär. The an-cient versions have ‘Palmyra’ (Gk. for ‘palm tree’ = Heb. tämär). The problem is whether the Tamar of 1 Ki. 9:18 (rv, rsv) is identical with the Tadmor of 2 Ch. 8:4. The following Solutions are proposed: 1. Later in the time of the Chronider, when the government of Solomon was idealized, the unimportant Tamar of the Judaean desert was changed to the then well-known, illustrious Tadmor in the Syrian desert. 2. Q're' and the andern versions are to be followed in identifying the place in 1 Ki. 9:18 with Tadmor, the later Palmyra in the Syrian desert. 3. Tamar of 1 Ki. 9:18 and Tadmor of 2 Ch. 8:4 are different places. Tamar, the modern Kurnub, called Thamara in the Ono-nmsticon of Eusebius, was situated on the route between Elath and Hebron. This city was fortified to protect the trade with S Arabia and the seaport Elath. Tadmor was the famous trading-centre NE of Damascus and could have been brought under Solomon’s rule with the operations against the Syrian Hamath and Zobah.

The third solution is acceptable, because Tamar in 1 Ki. 9:18 isexpressly called ‘in the land’ and thus in Israelite territory (cf. also Ezk. 47:19; 48:28).

Bibliography. J. Starcky, Palmyra, 1952.

F.C.F.

TAHPANHES. An important Egyptian Settlement in the E Delta, named with Migdol, Noph (Memphis), etc. (Je. 2:16; 44:1; 46:14; Ezk. 30:18 as Te-haphnehes), to which certain Jews fled c. 586 bc, taking thither the prophet Jeremiah (Je. 43). The same consonantal spelling Thpnhs recurs in a Phoen. papyrus letter of the 6th Century bc found in Egypt (cf. A. Dupont-Sommer, PEQ 81, 1949, pp. 52-57). The lxx form Taphnas, Taphnais, probably equates Tahpanhes with the Pelusian Daphnai of Herodotus (2. 30, 107) where the 26th Dynasty pharaoh Psammetichus 1 (664-610 bc) es-tablished a garrison of Gk. mercenaries. On grounds of geographical location, the equivalence of Arabic Defneh with Daphnai, and the excav-ation at Defneh of Gk. pottery and other objects, Tahpanhes-Daphnai is located at modern Teil Defneh (‘Defenneh’), about 43 km SSW of Port Said. The Egyptian for Tahpanhes is not inscrip-tionally attested, but may be T'-h(wt)-p'-nhsy, ‘mansion of the Nubian’, names compounded with nhsy, ‘Nubian’, being known elsewhere in Egypt (so Spiegelberg).

‘Pharaoh’s house in Tahpanhes’ and the ‘brick-work’ (rv) at its entry in which Jeremiah hid stones to presage Nebuchadrezzar’s Visitation there (Je. 43:9) may just possibly be the fortress of Psammetichus I, with traces of a brick platform on its NW side, excavated by Petrie (Nebesheh (Am) and Defenneh (Tahpanhes) bound with Tanis II, 1888).

K.A.K.

TAHPENES. An Egyp. queen whose sister the pharaoh married off to Hadad of Edom (I Ki. 11:19-20; * Pharaoh,, II. 6). B. Grdseloff (Revue de l’Histoire Juive en Egypte, No. 1, 1947, pp. 88-90) took Heb. thpns as a transcription of the Egyp. title t(’)-h(mt)-p(’)-ns(w), ‘Royal Wife’. W. F. Albright (BASOR 140, 1955, p. 32) postu-lated an Egyp. name T(’)-h(nt) -p(’)-(or pr-) -ns(w), for which partial parallels exist.    k.a.k.

TAHTIM-HODSHI. In 2 Sa. 24:6 a place in the N of David’s realm, near the frontier with the king-dom of Hamath, mentioned in his census record. On the basis of lxx, MT ’eres tahtim hodsi (av ‘the land of Tahtim-hodshi’) has been very plausibly emended to qädes ’eres ha-hiltim (rsv ‘Kadesh in the land of the Hittites’). (* Kadesh; ‘Hittites.)

f.f.b

TALE. The av rendering of four Heb. words, each of which is thus translated once only. Three of them mean ‘number’: mispär (1 Ch. 9:28); matjiönel, ‘measure’, ‘proper quantity’ (Ex. 5:8); and löken, ‘a weight’, ‘measure’ (Ex. 5:18).

In the fourth occurrence the Heb. Word is begeh, which could mean ‘meditation’ or ‘utterance’ and is found in the phrase ‘as a tale that is told’ (Ps. 90:9), a rendering much disputed. lxx and Vulg. read ‘as a spider’s web’. The literal translation is ‘like a sigh’, and this is retained by rsv. j.d.d.

TALEBEARING, SLANDER. These words trans-late, in the OT, expressions implying secrecy (Pr. 18:8, ‘whisperer’), evil report (Nu. 14:36), the giv-ing out (Ps. 50:20) or carrying (Pr. 11:13) of slan-der, or the (wrong) use of tongue (Ps. 101:5) or feet (2 Sa. 19:27). In the NT the words translate accus-ation (1 Tim. 3:11, diabolos), speaking against (2 Cor. 12:20; 1 Pet. 2:1, katalalia) or defaming (Rom. 3:8, blasphemeö). All talebearing, whether false (cf. Mt. 5:11) or not (cf. Dn. 3:8), malicious (Ps. 31:13; Ezk. 22:9) or foolish (Pr. 10:18; cf. 18:8 = 26:22; Mt. 12:36), especially between neighbours (Je. 9:4) or brothers (Jas. 4:11), is condemned (Lv. 19:16) and punished (Ps. 101:5) by God, and causes quar-relling (Pr. 26:20). Slander springs from the heart (Mk. 7:22) of the natural man (Rom. 1:30), excludes from God’s presence (Ps. 15:3), and must be banished from the Christian community (2 Cor. 12:20; Eph.4:31; Col. 3:8; 1 Pet. 2:1; cf. [of women] 1 Tim. 3:11; Tit. 2:3), which itself suffers slander (Mt. 5:11; cf. Rom. 3:8).    p.e.

TALITHA CUMI. ‘Little girl, . . . arise.’ Mk. 5:41 records these words spoken by Jesus in a Galilean Aramaic dialect to the daughter of Jairus, the Jewish leader. The word used for girl comes from a root meaning ‘lamb’ and is an affectionate term, like the Eng. ‘lambkin’. mss N, B, C read koum for koumi. This is due to the fact that the final vowel is not pronounced in some dialects. r.a.h.g.

TALMAI. 1. A descendant of ‘Anaq, a ‘giant’ (*Anak), resident in Hebron at the time of the Conquest (Nu. 13:22) but driven out by Caleb (Jos. 15:14). He is described as a Canaanite in Jdg. 1:10, which records his death.

2. The son of Ammihud and ruler of Geshur. David married his daughter Maacah, who bore Absalom (2 Sa. 3:3; 13:37; 1 Ch. 3:2). After the assassination of Amnon Absalom fled for refuge with Talmai in ‘Geshur (2 Sa. 13:37). The (Hur-rian?) name Talmai occurs in texts from ‘Alalatj and *Ugarit of the 14th Century bc and as a later Nabataean name.    d.j.w.

TALMUD AND MIDRASH.

I. Talmud

The Talmud is composed of the Mishnah, the oral law which was in existence by the end of the 2nd

Century ad, and was collected by Rabbi Judah the Prince; and the Gemara, the comments of the Rabbis from ad 200 to 500 on the Mishnah. The Talmud contains Halakhah, legal enactments and precepts with the elaborate discussions whereby decisions were reached; and Haggadah, non-legal interpretations. The Talmud is the source from which Jewish law is derived. It is binding for faith and life on orthodox Jews. Liberal Jews do not consider it authoritative, though interesting and venerable. It is important for our knowledge of how the Jews interpreted the OT. It also throws light on portions of the NT.

The position is taken that the law of Moses had to be adapted to changing conditions in Israel. The Claim is made that the ‘Great Synagogue’ (120 men) had such authority, but there is no proof to support the assertion. Rabbi Akiba (c. ad 110— 35) or an earlier scholar made a comprehensive collection of traditional laws. Rabbi Judah the Prince utilized this material along with other portions in his edition of the Mishnah. The earliest collection of Mishnah may be assigned to the time of the noted schools of Hillel and Shammai, who flourished at the time of the second Temple.

The Mishnah is divided on three principles: (1) subject-matter; (2) biblical Order; and (3) artificial devices, such as numbers. The Mishnah is found in six Orders or main divisions (called s'därim), which contain the material of sixty treatises. The main categories are subdivided into tractates, chapters and paragraphs. The first Order (Seeds) treats of agricultural laws and religious duties relating to cultivation of the land, including commandments concerning the tribute of agricultural products to be given to the priest, the Levite, and the poor. The second division (Feasts) sets forth the various festi-vals of the religious calendar, including the obser-vance of the sabbath, with the ceremonies and sac-rifices to be brought on those days. The third Order (Women) deals with the laws of marriage, divorce, the levirate marriage, adultery and regulations for the Nazirite.

The fourth division of the Mishnah (Fines) handles civil legislation, commercial transactions of different kinds, legal procedures and a collection of the ethical maxims of the Rabbis. Sacred Things, the fifth order of the Mishnah, presents legislation concerning sacrifices, the first-born, clean and unclean animals, together with a descrip-tion of Herod’s Temple. The sixth part of the Mishnah (Purifications) lays down the laws touch-ing levitical cleanness and uncleanness, clean and unclean persons and objects, and purifications. In all these portions it was the aim of Rabbi Judah to differentiate between current and obsolete law, and between civil and religious practices.

The Mishnah is marked by brevity, clarity and comprehensiveness, and was employed as a text-book in rabbinical academies. After the editing of the Mishnah, it soon became the official Standard of the Academies of Palestine (Tiberias, Caesarea, Sepphoris and Lydda) and Babylonia (Sura, Pumbedita and Nehardea), resulting in the Pales-tinian Talmud and the Babylonian Talmud respect-ively. Discussion in these seats of learning became the nucleus for the study of the law, which became known as the Talmud.

The greater part of the discussions in the Talmud is in dialogue form. The dialogue intro-duces questions and seeks after causes and origins.

There are numerous lengthy digressions into the Haggadah. This is actually a literary device to re-lieve the complexity and monotony of legal discussions. The extant Talmud is a commentary on only two-thirds of the Mishnah. It contains rejected as well as accepted decisions of the law. The Observation of A. Darmesteter is amply justified: ‘The Talmud, exclusive of the vast Rabbinic literature attached to it, represents the uninterrupted work of Judaism from Ezra to the sixth Century of the common era, the resultant of all the living forces and of the whole religious activity of a nation. If we consider that it is the faithful mirror of the manners, the institutions, the knowledge of the Jews, in a Word of the whole of their civilization in Judaea and Babylonia during the prolific centuries preceding and following the advent of Christianity, we shall understand the importance of a work, unique of its kind, in which a whole people has deposited its feelings, its beliefs, its soul’ (The Talmud, p. 7).

II. Midrash

The term midrash derives from the Heb. root däras, ‘to search out, investigate’, that is, to discover a thought not seen on the surface. It has reference, then, to a didactic or homiletic exposition. It occurs twice in the OT, in 2 Ch. 13:22, where the ‘story’ (av, rsv) or ‘commentary’ (rv) of the prophet Iddo is spoken of, and in 2 Ch. 24:27, where the ‘story’ (rv; rsv ‘Commentary’) of the book of the Kings is referred to. ‘They were prob-ably didactic developments of the historical narratives we possess, making use of these narratives to emphasize some religious truth; but nothing is known of them beyond their titles’ (HDB, 1, p. 459).

Our term has received its widest usage in extra-biblical context. Midrash is sometimes used in con-trast to Mishnah, in which case it denotes that branch of rabbinic learning which has especially to do with the rules of traditional law. It is impossible at this stage of our knowledge to state which is the older method of study, Midrash or Mishnah. (See G. F. Moore, Judaism, 1, pp. 150ff.) Suffice it to say, after the return of the Jews from Babylon with the activity of Ezra and his school on behalf of the law, exposition and commentary for the congrega-tion became a necessity.

The oral form of these commentaries was later crystallized into writing. Since the greater portion of the important works is no longer extant in the original composition, the date of Compilation is almost impossible to ascertain. Midrashic activity came to an end soon after the completion of the Babylonian Talmud. In time the Midrash was dis-placed by the disciplines of history, grammar and theology.

Midrashim are divided into expositional and homiletical. The former comment on the text of Scripture according to their present order, or join to them tales, parables and the like (H. L. Strack, Introduction to Talmud and Midrash, pp. 201 — 205). The latter deal with individual texts, mostly from the beginnings of Scriptural lections. Midrashim exist on the Pentateuch, the Five Rolls, Lamentations, the Psalms, Proverbs and other books.

Bibliography. HDB (s.v. ‘Commentary’); B. Cohen, ‘Talmudic and Rabbinical Literature’, The Jewish People, 3, pp. 54-79; G. F. Moore, Judaism, 3 vols., 1927-30; H. L. Strack, Introduction to

Talmud and Midrash, 193!; JewE (s.v. ‘Midrash’); EJ (s.vv. ‘Midrash’, ‘Mishnah’, ‘Talmud’).

C.L.F.

TAMAR (Heb. lämär, ‘palm’). 1. The wife, first of Er the eldest son of Judah, then of *Onan (Gn. 38;6ff.). After Onan’s death his father Judah, not recognizing Tamar, became by her the father of twins, Perez and Zerah. The story of Tamar reveals something of the marriage customs in early Israel. ('Marriage, IV.)

2. Daughter of David, violated by Amnon her half-brother, and avenged by Absalom (2 Sa. 13:1 ff.; 1 Ch. 3:9). 3. A daughter of Absalom (2 Sa. 14:27). 4. A city in SE Judah (Ezk. 47:19; 48:28), near the Dead Sea. For discussion of location, see 'Tadmor.    j.d.d.

TAMMUZ. The deity whose cult was character-ized by ritual offerings and lamentations. In a vision Ezekie! saw women sitting in the N gate of the 'Temple in Jerusalem weeping for ‘the Tammuz’ (8:14). The Tammuz cult is little known and it is by no means certain that mourning for this god was made in the 4th month of the Babylonian 'calendar which was named after him.

Tammuz was a predeluvian Sumerian shepherd and ruler who married the goddess * Ishtar. When he died she followed him into the underworld to try for his release and all fertility ceased on the earth. It was once thought that the death and resurrection of Tammuz was reflected in the disappearance of the Vegetation in June and its revival in the follow-ing spring.

However, it now seems to be more likely from textual evidence that he did not rise (JSS 7, 1962, p. 153), or if he did it was for no more than for half the year when his place below was taken by the goddess Geshtinanna (BASOR 183, 1966, p. 31), or he was but a ghost coming with others for the funerary offerings prepared for him (JSS 11, 1966, pp. 10-15). Babylonian sources provide hymns and lamentations for the god but little about his wor-ship. Tammuz seems to have had devotees at Air and Arad (BASOR 208, 1970, pp. 9-13) and later in 'Phoenicia and Syria where a similar legend is told of Adonis (identified in *Egypt with Osiris) and Aphrodite whose temple at Byblos (Gebal) was a centre of the cult in Hellenistic times.

Bibliography. T. Jacobsen in W. L. Moran (ed.), Towards the Image of Tammuz, 1970, pp. 73-103; B. Alster, Dumuzi's Dream, 1972, pp. 9-15; ANET, 1969, pp. 637-642.    dj.w.

TAPPUAH (‘quince’?). 1. A village in the * Shephe-lah, E of Azekah (Jos. 15:34, 53, Beth-tappuah), sometimes identified with Beit Netif, c. 18 km W of Bethlehem. The place-name may derive from a Calebite from Hebron (1 Ch. 2:43). 2. A town in Ephraim territory (Jos. 16:8) on the S border of Manasseh (Jos. 17:7—8), possibly mod. Sheikh Abu Zarad, c. 12 km S of Shechem. Its Canaanite king was defeated by Joshua (Jos. 12:17; Test. Judah 3:2; 5:6). If 2 Ki. 15:16 refers to this same place (so rsv, after lxx; cf. av Tiphsah), it was later attacked by Menahem of Israel.    d.j.w.

TARGUMS. The Heb. word targum (plural tar-gumim) denotes an Aram. translation or para-phrase of some part of the OT. Targums are extant for every book except Ezra, Nehemiah and Daniel.

I.    Historical survey

Targums gradually came into being as the * syna-gogue evolved. After the Babylonian Exile, Ara-maic came to predominate over Hebrew as the language of the Jews; in consequence it became customary for the reading of the Heb. scriptures to be followed by an oral rendering into Aramaic for the benefit of the worshippers. Perhaps cf. Ne. 8:8. No doubt such renderings were free and spontan-eous at first, but they became more and more fixed and ‘traditional’ as time passed. The next stage was to commit such material to writing; the earliest extant targumic material is from the 2nd Century bc, from Qumran.

In the Ist millennium ad Judaism had two chief centres, Babylonia and Palestine. It would seem that most if not all the traditional targumic material originated in Palestine; some of it was transmitted to Babylonia, where in due course Targum Onkelos for the Pentateuch and Targum Jonathan on the Prophets (see below) were given official Status. (N.B. References to ‘the Targum’ without further definition are normally to Onkelos or Jonathan.) Onkelos is claimed by TB (Megillah

3. 1) to have been a lst-century ad proselyte, while Jonathan ben Uzziel lived in the Ist Century bc; but considerable doubt surrounds the appropriateness of both names (cf. M. McNamara, Targum and Testament, p. 174). Neither Targum is likely to be so early; but both were in final, Standard form by the 5th Century.

Meanwhile an independent targumic tradition developed inside Palestine, and some of it attained a semi-official Status there. It is convenient to call this tradition ‘the Palestinian Targum’, in spite of its varied and rather disparate character. The dating of the various individual targums has been and remains much disputed; it is even more dif-ficult to decide the date of origin of specific fea-tures within any targum.

II.    General characteristics

At one extreme, Targum Onkelos is for the most part an accurate, word-for-word rendering of the Hebrew. In view of their synagogue purpose, however, it is not surprising that targums were used as a medium of interpretation and instruction. Even the more literal of them display interpretative traits: e.g. place-names are brought up to date, dif-ficuities are smoothed over and obscurities clari-fied. In the more paraphrastic targums (e.g. Pseudo-Jonathan), the text is expanded to a marked degree. Not only can the whole sense of a verse or passage be altered, but a great deal of additional material (‘midrash’) may be incorporated. Thus a targum may be scarcely recognizable as a translation of the Heb. original (see, e.g., the translation of Is. 53 in J. F. Stenning, The Targum of Isaiah, 1949).

III.    List of Targums

The targums follow the divisions of the Heb. Bible ('Canon of the OT, III).

a. The Law

(i) Targum Onkelos (or Onqelos): the official Version of Babylonian Jews, among whom it was au-thoritative no later than the 4th Century.

(ii) The Palestinian Targum is extant in three recensions. The only complete Version is Neofiti I, probably of the 3rd Century ad, although its first editor has claimed a pre-Christian date. Incomplete are the Jerusalem Targums 1 and II (often known as ‘Pseudo-Jonathan’, due to a mediaeval error, and ‘Fragment Targum’ respectively). The former is very complex, at times identical with Onkelos, elsewhere extremely paraphrastic. Fragments of the Palestinian Targum on the Pentateuch are also extant among the Cairo Genizah scrolls.

b.    The Prophets

(i) Targum Jonathan ben Uzziel: the official Baby-lonian Version, authoritative from the 4th Century

AD.

(ii) The Palestinian Targum has not survived, apart from fragments and occasional citations.

c.    The Wrilings

Separate targums are extant on Job-Psalms, Proverbs, the Five Scrolls and Chronicles. These, which were never official, were later in origin than those on the Law and Prophets. From Qumran there are fragments of a much earlier and totally different targum on Job (4Qtg Job; 1 lQtg Job).

IV. Value

a.    Language

Targumic material offers some of the major evi-dence for the vernacular Speech of ancient Pales-tine. It is therefore of special importance for the study of the ipsissima verba of Jesus and of the Aramaic substratum of the NT as a whole. Major Problems remain, however, in view of uncertainties about the date of the various targums, and the Problem of the existence of various dialects within Palestine.

b.    Text

The targums offer an important witness to the text of the OT, comparable in value with the lxx, Pes-hitta and Vulgate (*Texts and Versions, I). The evidence is much more reliable in literal than in paraphrastic targumic material, for obvious reasons. Occasionally NT quotations from the OT are closer to the targums than to other Versions or to the MT.

c.    New Testament background

The targums bear witness to Jewish modes of ex-pression, exegetical methods and current interpret-ations in the early Christian centuries. Many of them are reflected, whether directly or in a more diffuse way, in the NT. The targums therefore often throw light on the NT, although their evidence is not to be used in isolation from all other rabbinic sources.

Bibliography. Major texts: A. Sperber, The Bible in Aramaic, 1957-73; A. Diez Macho, Neo-phyti, 1, 1968- ; M. McNamara (ed.), The Aramaic Bible, 1987- ; E. Schürer, HJP, pp. 99-114; M. McNamara, The New Testament and the Palestinian Targum to the Pentateuch, 1966; idem, Targum and Testament, 1968; J. Bowker, The Targums and Rabbinic Literature, 1969; R. Le Deaut, The Message of the New Testament and the Aramaic Bible, 1982; B. H. Young, ISBE 4, pp. 727-733. See also B. Grossfeld, A Bibliography of Targumic Lilera-lure, 1972; Newsletter for Targumic Studies, 1974- .

d.f.p.

TARSHISH. 1. A grandson of Benjamin, son of Bilhan (1 Ch. 7:10). 2. One of the seven notable princes of Ahasuerus, ruler of Persia (Est. 1:14).

3. The son of Javan, grandson of Noah (Gn. 10:4; 1 Ch. 1:7). The name Tarshish (tarsif), which occurs 4 times in av as Tharshish (1 Ki. 10:22 (twice); 22:48; 1 Ch. 7:10), refers both to the des-cendants and to the land.

Several of the references in the OT are con-cerned with ships and suggest that Tarshish bor-dered on the sea. Thus Jonah embarked on a ship sailing to Tarshish (Jon. 1:3; 4:2) from Joppa in order to flee to a distant land (Is. 66:19). The land was rieh in such metals as silver (Je. 10:9), iron, tin, lead (Ezk. 27:12), which were exported to places like Joppa and Tyre (Ezk. 27). A land in the W Mediterranean where there are good deposits of mineral seems a likely identification, and many have thought of Tartessus in Spain. According to Herodotus (4. 152), Tartessus lay ‘beyond the Pil-lars of Hercules’, and Plinius and Strabo placed it in the Guadalquivir Valley. Certainly the mineral wealth of Spain attracted the Phoenicians, who founded colonies there. Interesting evidence comes from Sardinia, where monumental inscriptions erected by the Phoenicians in the 9th Century bc bear the name Tarshish. W. F. Albright has sug-gested that the very word Tarshish suggests the idea of mining or smelting, and that in a sense any mineral-bearing land may be called Tarshish, although it would seem most likely that Spain is the land intended. An old Semitic root found in Akkad. rasäsu means ‘to melt’, ‘to be smelted’. A derived noun tarsisu may be used to define a smelting-plant or refinery (Arab. rss, ‘to trickle’, etc, of liquid). Hence any place where mining and smelting were carried on could be called Tarshish.

There is another possibility as to the site of Tarshish. According to 1 Ki. 10:22 Solomon had a fleet of ships of Tarshish that brought gold, silver, ivory, monkeys and peacocks to Ezion-geber on the Red Sea, and 1 Ki. 22:48 mentions that Je-hoshaphat’s ships of Tarshish sailed from Ezion-geber for Ophir. Further, 2 Ch. 20:36 says that these ships were made in Ezion-geber for sailing to Tarshish. These lauer references appear to rule out any Mediterranean destination but point to a place along the Red Sea or in Africa. The expression ’"m tjarsis, navy of Tarshish or Tarshish fleet, may rel'er more generally to ships which carried smelted metal either to distant lands from Ezion-geber or to Phoenicia from the W Mediterranean. For the view that Tarshish vessels were deep seagoing ves-sels named after the port of Tarsus, or Gk. larsos, ‘oar’ see * Ships and Boats.

These ships symbolized wealth and power. A vivid picture of the day of divine judgment was to portray the destruction of these large ships in that day (Ps. 48:7; Is. 2:16; 23:1, 14). The fact that Is. 2:16 compares the ships of Tarshish with ‘the pleasant place’ (rsv ‘beautiful craft’) suggests that whatever the original identification of Tarshish may have been, it became in literature and in the populär imagination a distant paradise from which all kinds of luxuries might be brought to such areas as Phoenicia and Israel.

Bibliography. W. F. Albright, ‘New Light on the Early History of Phoenician Colonization’, BASOR 83, 1941, pp. 14ff.; W. S. Lasor, ISBE 4, p. 734.    j.a.t.

TARSUS. A city on the Cilician plain, watered by the Cydnus, and some 16 km inland after the fash-ion of most cities on the Asia Minor coast. To judge front the extent of its remains, Tarsus must have housed a population of no less than half a million in Roman times. The lower Cydnus was navigable, and a port had been skilfully engineered. A major highway led N to the Cilician Gates, the famous pass through the Taurus ränge some 50 km distant.

Nothing is known of the foundation of Tarsus. It was probably a native Cilician town, penetrated at a very early date by Gk. colonists. The name of Mopsus is traditionally associated with Gk. Settlement in Cilicia, and may indicate, as Ramsay believed (The Cities of St. Paul, 1907, pp. 116f.), early lonian Settlement. Gn. 10:4, ‘The sons of Javan, Elishah, Tarshish . . .’ may Support this theory. Josephus’ Identification of Tarshish with Tarsus in this passage does not preclude a different interpretation in other contexts. The antiquity of Gn. 10 is a graver objection, but the words may be evidence of Ionian intrusion of very remote date.

Tarsus appears sporadically in history. It is men-tioned in the Black Obelisk of Shalmaneser as one of the cities overrun by the Assyrians in the middle of the 9th Century bc. Median and Persian rule foliowed, with that typically loose Organization which permitted the rule of a Cilician subject-king. Xenophon, passing through in 401 bc, found Tarsus the royal seat of one Syennesis, ruling in such capacity. This petty king may have been de-posed for his association with Cyrus’ revolt which brought Xenophon and the Ten Thousand to Cilicia, for Alexander, in 334 bc, found the area in the hands of a Persian Satrap. The coinage of the period suggests a mingling of Greek and Oriental influence, and gives no indication of autonomy. Ramsay professes to trace a decline of Greek influence under the Persian rule.

Nor did the Seleucid kings, who ruled after Alexander, promote the influence of the Greeks in Tarsus. Their general policy, here as elsewhere, was to discourage the Greek urge to city autonomy and its attendant liberalism. It is possible that the shock of the Roman defeat of Antiochus the Great and the peace of 189 bc reversed the process. The Settlement limited the Syrian domain to the Taurus, and Cilicia became a frontier region. The
[image: ]

fact seems to have prompted Syria to somc re-organization, and the granting of a form of autonomy to Tarsus. The Tarsus of Paul, with its syn-thesis of East and West, Greek and Oriental, dates from this time.

A story in 2 Macc. 4:30-36 reveals the rapid growth of independence, and the reorganization of the city which a Tarsian protest won from Antiochus Epiphanes in 171 bc. The formation of a ‘tribe’ of Jewish citizens after the Alexandrian fashion may date from this time. (Antiochus’ anti-semitism was against metropolitan recalcitrance.) Tarsian history in the rest of the 2nd Century bc is obscure. The Ist Century bc is better known. Roman penetration of Cilicia began in 104 bc, but Roman and Greek influence were both over-whelmed in Asia by the Oriental reaction under Mithridates (83 bc). Pompey’s Settlement in 65-64 bc reconstituted Cilicia as a ‘sphere of duty’, which is the basic meaning of ‘province’, rather than a geographical entity, and the governors, Cicero among them (51 bc), had a roving Commission to pacify the pirate coast and hinterlands and to pro-tect Roman interests.

In spite of Roman experimentation with the land at large, Tarsus flourished, played some part in the civil wars, was visited by Antony, and fa-voured by Augustus as the home town of Atheno-dorus, his teacher at Apollonia and life-long friend. The Roman citizenship of some Tarsian Jews dates probably from Pompey’s Settlement.

E.M.B.

TARTAK. The name of an idol or deity (Heb. tartäq) worshipped by the men of *Avva who were settled in Samaria after its capture by the Assyrians in 722 bc (2 Ki. 17:31). The Identification must remain open until the location of Avva itself is sure. TB (Sanhedrin 63b) ascribes the form of an ass to Tartak, but this is probably conjecture, as is the Suggestion that the deity Atargatis is intended.

D.J.W.

TARTAN. The title of a high Assyrian officer. Two are mentioned in the OT. The first was sent by Sargon II to besiege and capture Ashdod in 711 bc (Is. 20:1, av). The second came from Sennacherib with other officials (* Rabsaris, * Rabshakeh) and a military force to demand the surrender of Jerusalem in 701 bc (2 Ki. 18:17). In neither case is the personal name of the officer given. The Assyr. tur-tanu is listed in the Assyrian Eponym texts as the highest ofticial after the king. He was also titular head of the province of which Harran was the Capital.    D.J.W.

TATTENAI (Heb. tall'nav, av Tatnai’; cf. Gk. Sis-innes, 1 Esdras 6:3; 7:1, rsv). The Persian governor, successor of Rehum, of the Samaria district during the reign of Darius Hystaspes and Zerubbabel (Ezr. 5:3, 6; 6:6, 13). He investigated and reported in a sympathetic manner on complaints made from Jerusalem against Jews in his district. He is called Tattanni, of the District across the River’ (as Ezr. 5:6) in a cuneiform inscription from Babylon, dated 5 June 502 bc (JNES 3, 1944, p. 46), and appears to be under the Satrap of Babylon Ushtani at this time.    d.j.w.

TAVERNS, THREE (Lat. Tres Tabernae). This was a Station about 50 km t'rom Rome on the Via Appia, which led SE from the city. It is mentioned by Cicero in his correspondence with Atticus (2. 10). When the apostle Paul and his Company were on their way from Puteoli to Rome, Christians came out of the city and met him here (Acts 28:15).

B.F.C.A.

TAX COLLECTOR. The Gk. word lelönes (av ‘publican’) means a collector of tax or custom on behalf of the Romans, employed by a tax farmer or contractor. As early as 212 bc there existed in Rome a dass of men (ordo publicanorum, Livy, 25.

3. 8-19) who undertook state contracts of various kinds. They were closely associated with, and sup-ported by, the equestrian Order; and at a later date were active in a number of provinces (Cicero, In Verrem, 2. 3. 11, §§ 27-28), where their work in-cluded the Collection of tithes and various indirect taxes. The System was very open to abuse, and the publicani seem to have been prone to extortion and malpractice from the very beginning, so that while the grossest excesses were restrained by the gov-ernment, and cases sometimes brought to justice, a generally bad reputation has come down to us. Cicero considered such occupations as that of cus-toms officer vulgär on account of the hatred they incurred (de Officiis, 1.42, § 150) and Livy records the opinion, expressed in 167 bc, that where there is a publicanus allies have not liberty (45. 18. 3-4). The central contractors were often foreign to the provinces whose taxes they farmed, though there was nothing to prevent their being natives, and they might employ native sub-contractors. (The expression architelönes in Lk. 19:2 seems to imply that Zacchaeus was the contractor for the whole of the taxes of Jericho and had collectors under him—SB, 2, p. 249.) But the collectors were usu-ally from the native population, for they needed to know local people and their ways to avoid being deceived. Their generally extortionate practices (cf. what amounts to an admission in the words of Zacchaeus, Lk. 19:8, and the conditions implied by the counsel of John the Baptist, Lk. 3:13) made them an especially despised and hated dass, so that our Lord could refer to them as typical of a selfish attitude (Mt. 5:46). For the strict jew, however, this quite natural attitude of hatred was aggravated and altered in character by the religious consider-ation that the lelönes was regarded as ceremonially unclean, on account of his continual contact with Gentiles, and his need to work on the sabbath. This uncleanness, and the rabbis’ teaching that their pupils should not eat with such persons, account for the attitude evidenced by the expres-sions tax collectors and sinners (Mt. 9:10f; 11:19; Mk. 2:15f.; Lk. 5:30; 7:34; 15:1) and tax collectors and harlots (Mt. 21:31), and for the questions of Mt. 9:1 Of.; 11:19; Mk. 2:15f.; Lk. 5:29f. (cf. SB, 1, pp. 498f.), and indicates the intention of the com-mand of Mt. 18:17. This also lends point to both the negative and positive aspects of the denunci-ation of the chief priests and elders in Mt. 21:31b, to the Statement of Mt. 11:19; Lk. 7:34, and to the story of the Pharisee and the tax collector, Lk. 18:10fr.

Bibliography. E. Schürer, HJP, 1, 1973, pp. 372fT; SB, 1. pp. 377f„ 498f, 770f; 2, p. 249; N. Hillyer, NIDNTT2, pp. 755-759; P. Garnsey and R.

Salier, The Roman Empire: Economy, Society and Culture, 1987.    j.h.h.

TAXES. Regular payments extracted from a state and its provinces by its own rulers are taxes, dis-tinct from wealth received from conquered States which is * tribute.

In Israel’s infancy the only taxes required were to maintain the tabernacle and its ministers, a practice renewed afterthe Exile(Dt. 18:1-5; 14:22— 27, etc ; Ne. 10:32-39; * Tithes). With the Mon-archy came heavier demands as listed by Samuel (1 Sa. 8:15, 17), comparable with the habits of all andern kings. Occasionally there were exceptional levies to pay tribute to foreign conquerors (2 Ki. 15:19-20; 23:35).

In NT times Roman provinces paid regulär taxes to Caesar in Roman coin, as Mt. 22:17; Mk. 12:14 are aware, whereas Herodian rulers collected dues in their realms (Mt. 17:24-27). In these passages Mt. and Mk. used Gk. kensos, borrowed from Lat. censum, ‘poll-tax’, while Lk. has the more general phoros, ‘tribute, tax’ (Lk. 20:22). (*Census; *Tax Collector.)

Bibliography. A. N. Sherwin-White, Roman Society and Roman Law in the New Testament, 1963, pp. 125-127; M. J. Harris, C. Brown, N. Hillyer, in NIDNTT2, pp. 751-759. a.r.m.

TEKOA. 1. A town in Judah, about 10 km S of Bethlehem, the home of Arnos (Am. 1:1). When Joab ‘perceived that the king’s heart went out to Absalom’ he sent to Tekoa for a wise woman who might reconcile David and Absalom (2 Sa. 14:1 f.). Rehoboam fortified the town (2 Ch. 11:6). Later, when Jehoshaphat was faced by Ammonites and Moabites, he consulted with the people in ‘the wilderness of Tekoa’ (2 Ch. 20:20). Jeremiah called for the blowing of a trumpet in Tekoa in the face of the advancing enemy (Je. 6:1). After the Exile the town was re-inhabited (Ne. 3:5, 27). In Maccabean and Roman times the place was known, and the name lingers today as Khirbet Taqü‘a, a ruined village of some 5 acres, which has seen little excav-ation. Tombs of the Iron Age have been found nearby.

2. A descendant of Hezron, the grandson of Judah, belonging to the general Calebite stock (1 Ch. 2:24; 4:5).

Bibliography. D. Baly, Geography of the Bible1, 1974, pp. 89, 182; J. J. Davis, Bulletin of the Near East Archaeological Society 4, 1974, pp. 27-49; C. E. DeVries, ISBE 4, p. 746.    j.a.t.

TELAIM. The place where Saul gathered his army before his attack on the Amalekites (1 Sa. 15:4). The incident described in 1 Sa. 15, in which Saul disobeyed God’s word given by the prophet Samuel, provoked the severe rebuke of 1 Sa. 15:22-23, ‘to obey is better than sacrifice’. Telaim (Heb. l'lä'im) is identified by some with Telem (Jos. 15:24), in the Negeb. Some mss allow of an occur-rence of the word in 1 Sa. 27:8, and read ‘they of Telaim’ for ‘of old’.    j.a.t.

TELASSAR. A place inhabited by the ‘children (sons) of Eden’ and cited by Sennacherib’s mes-sengers to Hezekiah as an example of a town des-

troyed in previous Assyr. attacks (as also 1 2Gozan, *Haran, 2 Rezeph). The name t'la'ssär (2 Ki. 19:12) or t'lassär (Is. 37:12) represents Teil Assur (‘mound of Assur’). The b'ne ‘eden probably lived in the area between the Euphrates and Balih rivers, called in Assyr. Bit-Adini (Beth-Eden), but no Til-Assur has been found in this region, although the area does suit the context. A Til-Assur named in the annals of Tiglath-pileser III and Esarhaddon appears to lie near the Assyr. border with Elam. The common form of the place-name means that it may not yet be identified. There is no need to emend to Teil Bassar (Basher), SE of Raqqa on the Euphrates (as L. Grollenberg, Atlas of the Bible, 1956, p. 164).    D.j.w.

TEMA. The name (Heb. tema) of the son and descendants of Ishmael (Gn. 25:15; 1 Ch. 1:30) and of the district they inhabited (Jb. 6:19). It is mentioned, with Dedan and Buz, as a remote place (Je. 25:23) and as an oasis in the desert on a main trade route through Arabia (Is. 21:14). Aramaic stelae of the 5th Century bc were found in the ruins of Taima1 about 400 km NNW of Medina in NW Arabia. The city (Bab. Tema) is also named in documents recording its occupation by Nabonidus during his exile (AS 8, 1958, p. 80; ANET3, p. 562).

D.J.W.

TEMAN. The grandson of Esau (Gn. 36:11; 1 Ch. 1:36), who may have given his name to the district, town or tribe of that name in N Edom (Je. 49:20; Ezk. 25:13; Am. 1:12). The inhabitants were re-nowned for wisdom (Je. 49:7; Ob. 8f.). Eliphaz the Temanite was one of Job’s comforters (Jb. 2:11, etc.). A chief (’allüp) of Teman (temän) is named among the chiefs of Edom (Gn. 36:15, 42; 1 Ch. 1:53), and Husham was one of the early rulers (Gn. 36:34). The prophets include Teman among Edomite towns to be destroyed (Je. 49:20; Ezk. 25:13; Am. 1:12; Ob. 9). Habakkuk in his great vision saw God the Holy One coming from Teman (Hab. 3:3).

N. Glucck (The Other Side of Jordan, 1940, pp. 25-26) identified it with Tawilän, since excavated to show a large Edomite town of the 8th to 6th cen-turies bc (RB 76, 1969, pp. 386ff.). R. de Vaux argued that it denoted S Edom (RB 77, 1969, pp. 379-385).    j.a.t.

resulting in poor revenues for his temple. The local king or ruler acted as Steward for the god.

There was no purpose in the semi-nomadic Pat-riarchs building one particular shrine for their God. He revealed himself as and where he pleased. Such occasions were sometimes the scene of a sac-rificial 2 altar. They might be commemorated by a •pillar (Gn. 28:22).

After Israel had grown into nationhood a central shrine became a necessity, as a gathering-point for all the people, a Symbol of their unity in the worship of their God. This need was supplied by the ‘tabernacle during the trek through the wilderness and by recognized shrines during the period of the judges (e.g. Shechem, Jos. 8:30flf; 24:1 ff.; Shiloh, 1 Sa. 1:3).

The nations of Canaan had their own temples, simply called ‘Dagon’s house’ or the house of whoever the patron deity was (Heb. bet dägön, 1 Sa. 5:5; bet 'astäröt, 1 Sa. 31:10; cf. be[yhwh, Ex. 23:19). A variety have been uncovered at Beth-shan, Hazor and other sites.

The lack of a shrine of Yahweh appeared invidi-ous when David had Consolidated his power and built a permanent palace for himself. The king said, ‘I dwell in a house of cedar, but the ark of God dwells in a tent’ (2 Sa. 7:2). It was not given to him to build the Temple because he was stained with the blood of his enemies, but he collected ma-terials, gathered treasure and bought the site (1 Ch. 22:8, 3; 2 Sa. 24:18-25). Solomon began the actual construction in his 4th year, and the Temple was completed 7 years later (1 Ki. 6:37-38).

II. Solomon’s Temple

a.    The site

That it stood within the area now called ‘Haram esh-Sherif’ at the E side of the ‘Old City’ of ‘Jerusalem is undisputed. The precise location within the vast enclosure is less certain. The highest part of the rock (now covered by the building known as ‘The Dome of the Rock’) may have been the site of the innermost sanctuary or of the altar of burnt-oflfering outside (2 Ch. 3:1). This rock was presumably part of the threshing-floor of 2Arau-nah, bought by David for a sum given as 50 silver shekels (2 Sa. 24:24) or 600 gold shekels (1 Ch. 21:25).

Nothing of Solomon’s structure remains above ground, nor were any definite traces found in the diggings sponsored by the Palestine Exploration Fund. Indeed, it is likely that the work of levelling the rock and building up the great retaining walls for the courtyard of Herod’s Temple obliterated earlier constructions.

b.    Descriplion

The passages 1 Ki. 6-7 and 2 Ch. 3-4 must be the bases of any reconstruction of Solomon’s Temple. These accounts, while detailed, do not cover every feature, are not entirely understood and contain some apparent discrepancies (e.g. 1 Ki. 6:2 and 16f). They may be supplemented by incidental ref-erences and by the description of Ezekiel’s Temple, an elaborated Version of Solomon’s building (Ezk. 40-43). The Temple proper was an oblong, orien-tated E and W. It is reasonable to assume that, like Ezekiel’s Temple, it stood on a platform (cf. Ezk. 41:8). No dimensions are given for the surrounding area. Again following Ezekiel’s plan, it seems that there were two courtyards, inner and outer; a suggestion supported by 1 Kl 6:36; 7:12; 2 Ki. 23:12; 2 Ch. 4:9.

The bronze altar for burnt-ofTerings stood in the inner court (1 Ki. 8:22, 64; 9:25). It was 20 cubits square and 10 cubits high (2 Ch. 4:1). Between this and the porch was the bronze laver holding water for ritual washings (av ‘molten’ or ‘brazen sea’, 1 Ki. 7:23-26). This great basin, 10 cubits in diam-eter. rested upon four groups of four bronze oxen orientated to the four compass-points. These were removed by Ahaz (2 Ki. 16:17).

At the dedication of the Temple, Solomon stood on a bronze ‘scaffold’ (2 Ch. 6:12f., Heb. kiyyör, the word used for ‘laver’ elsewhere, Ex. 30:18, etc. ; here it may denote an inverted basin), which has parallels in Syr. and Egyp. sculptures and possibly in Akkadian (see W. F. Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel3, 1953, pp. 152-154).

A flight of steps would have led up front the inner court to the * porch (Heb. ’üläm). The en-trance was flanked by two pillars, * Jachin and Boaz, with elaborately ornamented capitals. Their purpose remains indeterminate; they were not part of the structure. Gates probably closed the passage (cf. Ezk. 40:48).

The porch was 10 cubits long and 20 cubits wide (on the length of the cubit, see ‘Weights and Measures). Its height is given as 120 cubits (2 Ch. 3:4), but this is surely erroneous, as the remainder of the building was only 30 cubits high. W of the porch was the large chamber in which the ordinary rituals were performed. This ‘holy place’ (av ‘temple’; Heb. hekäl, a word derived through Ca-naanite from Sumerian e. gal, ‘great house’) was 40 cubits long, 20 in breadth, and 30 high. It was shut off from the porch by double doors of cypress wood, each composed of two leaves. The door-posts were ‘a fourth’ (Heb. m'züzöt me et r'bi'it, 1 Ki. 6:33; rsv ‘in the form of a square’ follows lxx); possibly the doorway was one-quarter of the width of the dividing wall (see A. R. Millard, Eretz Israel 20, 1989, pp. 135-139).

Latticed Windows near the ceiling lighted the holy place (1 Ki. 6:4). Here stood the golden incense-* altar, the table for ‘showbread, and five pairs of ‘lampstands, together with the instru-ments of ‘sacrifice. The double doors of cypress leading to the inner sanctuary (Heb. d'bir, ‘innermost place’; av ‘oracle’ is an unlikely rendering) were rarely opened, probably only for the high priest at the atonement ceremony. The doorposts and lintel are said to have been a fifth (Heb. hä'ayil m'züzöt hamiS§U, 1 Ki. 6:31). As with the hekäl, this may be explained as one-fifth of the dividing wall, 4 cubits.

The inner sanctuary was a perfect cube of 20 cubits. Although it might be expected that the floor was raised above the hekäl, there is no hint of this. Within stood two wooden figures side by side, 10 cubits high. Two of their wings met in the centre above the * ark of the covenant, and the other wing of each touched the N and S walls respectively (1 Ki. 6:23-28; ‘Cherubim). In this most holy place the presenceof God wasshownby acloud (1 Ki. 8: lOf).

Each room was panelled with cedar wood and the floor planked with cypress (or pine, Heb. b'rös; *Trees). The walls and doors were carved with flowers, palm trees and Cherubim, and overlaid with gold in the way approved for ancient temples, as inscriptions testify. No stonework was visible.

The outer walls of the inner sanctuary and the holy place were built with two offsets of 1 cubit to support the joists of three storeys of small Chambers all around. Thus the ground-floor chambers were 5 cubits wide, those above 6, and the uppermost 7. A door in the S side gave access to a spiral staircase serving the upper floors. These rooms doubtless housed various Stores and vestments, and offerings of goods and money, and maybe provided accommodation for the priests in course (see K. A. Kitchen, Eretz Israel 20, 1989, pp. 107-112).

Much has been made of the proximity of the royal palace to the Temple and the inference drawn that it was the ‘Chapel Royal’. While admitting such a relationship (emphasized by the passage connecting the two buildings, 2 Ki. 16:18), it should be remembered that it was appropriate for the viceroy of Yahweh to reside near to the house of God; entry was not restricted to the king.

Solomon hired a Tyrian to take Charge of the work and used Phoenician craftsmen (1 Ki. 5:10, 18; 7:13-14). It is not surprising to find parallels to the design of the Temple and its decoration in sur-viving examples of Phoenician or Canaanite han-diwork. The ground plan is very similar to that of a small shrine of the 9th Century bc excavated at Teil Tainat on the Orontes. This shows the three rooms, an altar in the innermost and two columns in the porch, but supporting the roof (for full report see R. C. Haines, Excavations in the Plain of Antioch, 2, 1971). At Hazor a Late Bronze Age shrine is also tripartite and was constructed with timbers between the stone-courses (Y. Yadin, Hazor, 1972, pp. 89-91; cf 1 Ki. 5:18; 6:36). Numerous carved ivory panels (from the walls or furnishings of pal-aces) found throughout the ancient East are Phoenician work, often with Egyp. themes. Among the common subjects are flowers, palms and winged sphinxes, undoubtedly comparable with the carv-ings in the Temple. As with the Temple’s panelling, these carvings were overlaid with gold and set with coloured stones.

c. Later history

Ancient temples generally served as state treasur-ies, emptied to pay tribute or filled and decorated with booty according to the power of the land. If, for some reason, a ruler paid little attention to the temple it would lose its revenue and rapidly fall into disrepair (cf. 2 Ki. 12:4-15). Solomon’s Temple was no exception. The treasures which he had gathered in the Temple were raided in the reign of his son, Rehoboam, by Shishak of Egypt (1 Ki. 14:26). Later kings, including even Hezekiah, who had adorned the Temple (2 Ki. 18:15f.), used the treasure to purchase allies (Asa, I Ki. 15:18) or to pay tribute and buy off an invader (Ahaz, 2 Ki. 16:8). The idolatrous kings added the appurte-nances of a Canaanite shrine, including the Symbols of pagan deities (2 Ki. 21:4; 23:1-12), while Ahaz introduced an altar of foreign type, dis-placing the laver, at the time of his Submission to Tiglath-pileser III (2 Ki. 16:10-17). By the time of Josiah (c. 640 bc), 3 centuries after its construction, the Temple was in need of considerable repair, which had to be financed by the contributions of the worshippers (2 Ki. 22:4). In 587 bc it was looted by Nebuchadrezzar and sacked (2 Ki. 25:9, 13-17). Even after the destruction men came to sacrifice there (Je. 41:5).

III. Ezekiel’s Temple

The exiles were heartened in their grief (Ps. 137) by the vision of a new Temple granted to Ezekiel (Ezk. 40-43, c. 571 bc). More details are given of this than of Solomon’s structure, although it was never built. The actual shrine was different in little other than its size (porch 20 cubits wide, 12 long; holy place 20 cubits wide and 40 long, inner sanc-tuary 20 cubits each way). The walls were again panelled and carved with palms and Cherubim. The building was set on a platform mounted by ten Steps which were flanked by two bronze pillars. Three tiers of rooms enfolded the inner sanctuary and the holy place. The vision gives a description of the surrounding area, something lacking from the account of the first Temple. An area of 500 cubits square was enclosed by a wall pierced by a single gateway on each of the N, E and S sides. Three more gates, opposite the former, led to an inner courtyard, where the altar of sacrifice stood before the shrine. All these gates were well fortified to prevent the entry of any but Israelites. There were various buildings in the courtyards for stor-age and for the use of the priests.

IV.    The Second Temple

This stood for almost 500 years, longer than either the first or Herod’s Temple. Yet it is only vaguely known from incidental references. The exiles who returned (c. 537 bc) took with them the vessels looted by Nebuchadrezzar, and the authorization of Cyrus for the rebuilding of the Temple. Appar-ently the site was cleared of rubble, an altar built and the laying of the foundations commenced (Ezr. 1; 3:2-3, 8—10). A Stretch of walling on the E side of the present enclosure, abutting the Hero-dian stonework, may be a part of these foundations. When eventually finished it was 60 cubits long and 60 cubits high, but even the foundations showed that it would be inferior to Solomon’s Temple (Ezr. 3:12). Around the shrine were store-places and priests’ rooms. From some of these Ne-hemiah expelled the Ammonite Tobiah (Ne. 13:4— 9). 1 Macc. 1:21; 4:49-51 give information about the furnishings. The ark had disappeared at the time of the Exile and was never recovered or re-placed. Instead of Solomon’s ten lampstands, one seven-branched candelabrum stood in the holy place with the table for showbread and the incense altar. These were taken by Antiochus IV Epiphanes (c. 175-163 bc), who set up the ‘desolat-ing sacrilege’ (a pagan altar or statue) on 15 De-cember 167 bc (1 Macc. 1:54). The triumphant * Maccabees cleansed the Temple from this pollu-tion and replaced the furniture late in 164 bc (1 Macc. 4:36-59). They also turned the enclosure into a fortress so strong that it resisted the siege of Pompey for 3 months (63 BC).

V.    Hcrod’s Temple

The building of Herod’s Temple, commenced early in 19 bc, was an attempt to reconcile the Jews to their Idumaean king rather than to glorify God. Great care was taken to respect the sacred area during the work, even to the training of 1,000 priests as masons to build the shrine. Although the main structure was finished within 10 years (c. 9 bc), work continued until ad 64.

As a basis for the Temple buildings and to pro-vide a gathering-place, an area about 450 m from N to S and about 300 m from E to W was made level. In places the rock surface was cut away, but a large part was built up with rubble and the whole enclosed by a wall of massive stone blocks (nor-mally about lm high and up to 5 m long; cf. Mk.

13:1). At the SE corner, overlooking the Kidron ravine, the inner courtyard was about 45 m above the rock. Perhaps the parapet above this corner was the pinnacle of the Temple (Mt. 4:5). Stretches of this wall still stand. One gateway pierced the N wall (Tadi Gate), but was appar-ently never used. and one led through the wall on the E (under the present Golden Gate). Traces of the two Herodian gates on the S side are still visible beneath the Mosque of el-Aqsa. P.amps led upwards from these to the level of the court. Four gates faced the city on the W. They were approached by viaducts across the Tyropoeon val-ley (‘Jerusalem). At the NW corner the fortress of Antonia dominated the enclosure. This was the residence of the procurators when in Jerusalem, and its garrison was always at hand to subdue any unrest in the Temple (cf. Lk. 13:1; Acts 21:31 —35). The high priest’s robes were stored therein as a token of subjection.

A portico surrounded the outer court. Josephus describes the South or Royal Porch as having four rows of columns (Am. 15. 410-416). The porticoes of the other sides each had two rows. Solomon’s Porch stretched along the E side (Jn. 10:23; Acts 3:11; 5:12). In these colonnades the scribes held their schools and debates (cf. Lk. 2:46; 19:47; Mk. 11:27) and the merchants and money-changers had their stalls (Jn. 2:14-16; Lk. 19:45—46). The inner area was raised slightly above the court of the Gen-tiles and surrounded by a balustrade. Notices in Gk. and Lat. warned that no responsibility could be taken for the probable death of any Gentile who ventured within. Two of these inscriptions have been found. Four gates gave access on the N and S sides and one on the E. This last had doors of Corinthian bronze-work and may be the Beautiful Gate of Acts 3:2.

The first court inside (Women’s Court) con-tained the chests for gifts towards the expenses of the Services (Mk. 12:41 —44). Men were allowed into the Court of Israel, raised above the Court of the Women, and at the time of the Feast of Taber-nacles could enter the innermost (Priests’) Court to circumambulate the ‘altar. This was built of unhewn stone, 22 cubits away from the porch (cf. Mt. 23:35). The plan of the shrine copied Solomon’s. The porch was 100 cubits wide and 100 cubits high. A doorway 20 cubits wide and 40 high gave entry, and one half that size led into the holy place. This was 40 cubits long and 20 cubits wide. A curtain divided the holy place from the inner sanctuary (the veil, Mt. 27:51; Mk. 15:38; cf. 2 Ch. 3:14). The inner sanctuary was 20 cubits square and, like the holy place, 40 cubits high. An empty room above the holy place and the inner sanctuary rose to the height of the porch, 100 cubits, thus making a level roof. Three storeys of chambers surrounded the N, S and W sides to a height of 40 cubits. Golden spikes were fixed on the roof to prevent birds from perching there.

Masonry uncovered since 1967 reveals the mag-nificence of the structure in beautifully cut cream stone with elaborately carved vaults. The building was barely finished (ad 64) before Roman soldiers destroyed it (ad 70). The golden candelabrum, the table of showbread and other objects were carried in triumph to Rome, as depicted on the Arch of Titus.

For Organization of the Temple, see * Priests and Levites.
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VI. ‘Temple’ in the New Testament

Two Gk. words, hieron and naos, are translated ‘temple’. The former refers to the complex of buildings which comprised the Temple of Jerusalem, the latter refers more specifically to the sanc-tuary. The term preferred by the NT writers to de-scribe the church as the temple of God is naos, but not too much should be made of the distinction between naos and hieron. In Mt. 17.5 naos is almost certainly to be understood in the sense of hieron, otherwise we have the formidable difficulty of ex-plaining how Judas penetrated the area which was closed to all except priests. The Statement in Jn. 2:20, that 46 years were spent in building the naos, must have more than the sanctuary in mind. The use of naos as a synonym for hieron is also present in Herodotus (2. 170) and Jos. (BJ 5, 207—211).

With the literal use of ‘temple’ in the NT, cf. ‘house’ (oikos) and ‘place’ (topos). For a descrip-tion of the Temple of Jerusalem in the time of Jesus, see V, above. The metaphorical use of ‘temple’ should be compared with the metaphorical use of ‘house’, ‘building’ (oikodome), ‘tent’ (skene), ‘habitation’ (katoiketerion; nrsv ‘dwelling place’).

a. 'Temple’ in the Gospels

The gospels reflect two opposing attitudes on the part of Jesus to the Temple of Jerusalem. On the one hand, Jesus respected the temple; on the other hand, he attached relatively little importance to it. Thus, he called it the ‘house of God’ (Mt. 12:4; cf. Jn. 2:16) and said that everything was sanctified by God who dwelt in it (Mt. 23:17fT.). Concern for the abuses of the temple made him cleanse it (Mk. 11:1 lf. and parallels) and thought of the impend-ing doom of Jerusalem caused him to weep (Lk. 19:41 ff. cf. Mt. 23:37f.; parallels). In contrast are those passages in which Jesus relegated the temple to a subordinate Position. It had become a cover for the nation’s spiritual barrenness (Mk. 11:12-26 and parallels). Soon it would perish, for a terrible desecration would render it unfit to exist (Mk. 13:1 f., 14fT). Climatically, the death of Jesus caused the veil of the temple to be rent in two (Mk. 14:38 and parallels). See also Mk. 14:57f„ 15:29f. and parallels. These differing attitudes are not, however, without explanation.

At the beginning of his ministry Jesus addressed himself to the Jews and summoned all Israel to repentance. (Mk. l:14ff.). In spite of mounting Opposition, we find him appealing to Jerusalem (Mk. 11:1 fT. and parallels). The Temple was cleansed with a view to reforming the existing order (1 l:15ff. and parallels). But the implications of this action (Mal. 3:1 ff.; cf. Psalms of Solomon 17:32flf.; Mk. 11:27(T.) engendered still greater hostility on the part of the religious leaders, and Judaism, persistently unreformable, was in the end judged as unworthy of the divine presence (Mk.

12:1-12). So Jesus, who began by venerating the Temple, finally announced that his rejection and death would issue in its destruction. The accus-ation produced at the trial which asserted that Jesus had taught, ‘I will destroy this temple that is made with hands, and in three days I will build another not made with hands’ (Mk. 14:58; cf.

15:29) would therefore be a fitting peroration to the appeal of our Lord. Mark attributes the saying, however, to false witnesses, and what constituted the falsity of the witness is a matter of conjecture among scholars. It is probably wisest to under-stand the Charge as an unscrupulous combination of the prediction of Jesus that the Temple of Jerusalem would be destroyed (Mk. 13:2 and parallels) and the logion that the Son of man would be destroyed and rise again on the third day (Mk. 8:31; 9:31; 10:34 and parallels). That is to say, the falsity lay in misrepresentation of what Jesus actually had taught. One reason why Mark did not trouble to correct the misrepresentation may be due to the fact that the accusation was true in a deeper sense than the witnesses had in mind. The death of Jesus did in fact result in the supersession of the Temple of Jerusalem, and his resurrection put another in its place. The new temple was the eschatological congregation of Jesus Messiah (Mt. 18:20; cf. Jn. 14:23). Luke and John, therefore, made no reference to the false witness because when they wrote their Gospels the accusation was no longer seen to be groundless.
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TEMPLE.

I. Historical background

Some of the earliest structures built by man were temples or shrines where he could worship his god in his ‘house’ (see K. M. Kenyon, Archaeology in the Holy Land4 pp. 24, 33, for the Mesolithic and Neolithic shrines at Jericho). The Tower of
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 Babel is the first structure mentioned in the Bible which implies the existence of a temple (Gn. 11:4). Although this seems to have been intended as a place where man might meet God, it symbolized the self-confidence of man attempting to climb up to heaven, and for such pride it was doomed.

In Mesopotamia, which Abraham left, each city had a temple dedicated to its patron deity. The god was looked upon as the owner of the land, and if it was not blessed by him it would be unproductive,


b.    Temple' in the Acts of the Apostles

Some time elapsed, however, before the full ramifi-cations of the work of Christ became apparent, and in the Acts we find the apostles continuing to worship at the Temple of Jerusalem (Acts 2:46; 3:1 ff.; 5:12, 20f, 42; cf. Lk. 24:52). It appears that the Hellenistic-Jewish party represented by Stephen was the first to discover that belief in Jesus as Messiah meant the abrogation of the order symbolized by the Jerusalem Temple (Acts 6:11 ff ). Accordingly, Stephen’s defence became an attack on the Temple, or, more correctly, on the attitude of mind to which the Temple gave rise (Acts 7). But whether it is justifiable to find in Stephen’s denunciation of the Temple a hint of the new temple made without hands, as some commentators do, is not at all certain. The ‘tabernacle of David’ of Am. 9:11 is used in Acts 15:13-18, but it is doubtful if this is hinting that the church is God’s new temple, even though the same OT text is spirit-ualized at CDC 7.16, cf. 4Q Florilegium 1:11-12. But the use of Am. 9:11 in the eschatology of the Covenanters of Qumran to Support their novel conception of a spiritual temple (CDC 3. 9) per-mits us to see here an adumbration of the doctrine of the church as God’s new temple which is so common a feature of the Epistles.

c.    'Temple' in the Epistles

The doctrine of the church as the realization of the eschatological temple of OT and intertestamental writings is most prominent in the epistles of Paul. See 1 Cor. 3:16-17; 6:19; 2 Cor. 6:16-7:1; Eph. 2:19-22. The appeal to prophecy is particu-larly strong in the case of 2 Cor. 6:16ff., where we have an OT couplet (Lv. 26:12; Ezk. 37:27) which was already in use in Jewish eschatology on the Messianic temple (Jubilees 1:17). Also character-istic of the temple image in 1 and 2 Cor. is its hor-tatory and admonitory application. Since Christians are the realization of the long-cherished hope of the glorious temple, they ought to live holy lives (2 Cor. 7:1; cf 1 Cor. 6:18fT.). Unity is likewise enjoined upon them. Since God is one, there is only orte habitation in which he can dwell. Schism is tantamount to profanation of the temple, and merits the same terrible penalty of death (1 Cor. 3:5-17). In Eph. the figure of the temple is em-ployed in the interests of doctrinal instruction. Uppermost in the mind of the writer is the inter-racial character of the church. The language of the context of 2:19-22 makes it plain that the apostle borrowed liberally from the OT hope of the in-gathering of Israel and the nations to the eschato-logical temple at Jerusalem. For example, the words ‘far’ and ‘near’ of vv. 13 and 17 (cf. Is. 57:19; Dn. 9:7) were rabbinic technical terms for the Gen-tiles and the Jews (Numbers Rabbah 8:4). Similarly, the ‘peace’ mentioned in vv. 14 and 17 is an allu-sion to the eschatological peace which was to pre-vail when Israel and the nations were united in the one cult at Zion (Is. 2:2ff.; Mi. 4:1 ff.; Enoch 90:29ff.). Paul undoubtedly regarded the fruits of his Gentile mission as the fulfilment of Jewish faith at its widest and most generous expression. He spiritualized the ancient hope of a reunited man-kind, and represented Jews and Gentiles as the two walls of one building, joined by and resting upon Christ, the foremost cornerstone (Eph. 2:19-22). The Statement that the building ‘grows’ (auxeiri) into a ‘temple’ introduces a different figure, v/'z. that of the body, and reveals a certain fusion of images. ‘Temple’ and ‘body’ are largely cotermin-ous ideas of the church. Note the juxtaposition of the two conceptions in Eph. 4:12, 16.

Parallels for Paul’s use of the metaphor in 1 and 2 Cor. are sometimes sought in the writings of Philo and the Stoics, where the individual is called a ‘temple’. The practice is scarcely justifiable, how-ever. 1 Cor. 6:19-20 does indeed have the individual in mind, but only as a member of the Community which corporately comprises the temple of God. Philo and the Graeco-Roman humanists spiritualized the word ‘temple’ for the sake of an-thropology, whereas the NT was occupied with ec-clesiology and eschatology and had only a very secondary interest in anthropology. If compar-isons are desired one may look for them with greater justification in the writings of the Jews of Qumran (1QS. 5. 6; 8. 4-10; 9. 5-b).

With ‘temple’ in the Pauline corpus cf. ‘house’ in 1 Pet. 2:4—10, where it is manifest that the numer-ous allusions in the NT to the priestly and sacri-ficial character of Christian life stem from the con-ception of the church as God’s sanctuary. See also ‘house’ in Heb. 3:1-6.

d. 'Temple' in Hebrews and Revelation The idea of a heavenly temple, which was common among the Semites and which helped to sustain Jewish hope when the exigencies of the intertestamental period made it appear that the Temple of Jerusalem would never become the metropolis of the world, was adopted by the early Christians. Allusions to it are present in Jn. 1:51; I4:2f; Gal. 4:21 ff.; and possibly in Phil. 3:20. The ‘building from God . . . eternal in the heavens’ in the notori-ously difficult passage 2 Cor. 5:1-5 may also bear some connection with the idea. The conception is, of course, most developed in Heb. and Rev.

According to the writer to the Hebrews the sanctuary in heaven is the pattem (typos), i.e. the original (cf. Ex. 25:8f.), and the one on carth used by Jewry is a ‘copy and shadow’ (Heb. 8:5). The heavenly sanctuary is therefore the true sanctuary (Heb. 9:24). It belongs to the people of the new covenant (Heb. 6:19-20). Moreover, the fact that Christ our High Priest is in this sanctuary means that we, al-though still on earth, already participate in its wor-ship (10:19ff; 12:22ff.). What is this temple? The writer supplies a clue when he says that the heavenly sanctuary was cleansed (9:23), i.e. made fit for use (cf Nu. 7:1). The assembly of the first-born (Heb. 12:23), that is to say, the church triumphant, is the heavenly temple (*Tabernacle).

The heavenly temple in Rev. is part of the grand scheme of spiritualization undertaken by the author, and note should also be taken of the heavenly Mt Zion (14:1; 21:10) and the new Jerusalem (3:12; 21:2ff). In point of fact, the prophet of Patmos was shown two temples, one in heaven and the other on earth. The lauer is in mind in 11:1 ff. The harassed church on earth is depicted under the guise of the Temple of Jerusalem, or, more accur-ately, the sanctuary of the Temple of Jerusalem, for the forecourt, that is, the lukewarm who are on the fringe of the church, is excluded from the measurement. The imagery owes something to Zc. 2:5, and appears to have the same meaning as the sealing of the 144,000 in 7:1-8. Those measured, alias the numbered, are the elect whom God protects.

Similar spiritualizing is evident in the author’s vision of the temple in heaven. On the top of Mt Zion he sees not a magnificent edifice, but the Company of the redeemed (14:1; cf. 13:6). That John intends his readers to regard the martyr-host as taking the place of a temple is hinted at in 3:12: ‘He who conquers, I will make him a pillar in the temple of my God.’ The heavenly temple thus ‘grows’, like its earthly counterpart (see above on Eph. 2:2lfi), as each of the faithful seals his testi-mony with martyrdom. The building will eventu-ally be completed when the decreed number of the elect is made up (6:11). It is from this temple of living beings that God sends out his judgment upon impenitent nations (11:19; 14:15ff.; 15:5— 16:1), just as he once directed the destinies of the nations from the Temple of Jerusalem (Is. 66:6; Mi. 1:2; Hab. 2:10).

The new Jerusalem has no temple (21:22). In a document like Rev. which follows the traditional images and motifs so closely, the idea of a Jerusalem without a Temple is surely novel. John’s Statement that he ‘saw no temple in the city’ has been taken to mean that the whole city is a temple; note that the shape of the city is cubical (21:16), like the holy of hohes in Solomon’s Temple (1 Kl 6:20). But that is not what John says. He States plainly that God and the Lamb is the Temple. What he very likely means is that in the place of the temple is God and his Son. Such indeed would appear to be the grand denouement for which the writer pre-pares his readers. First he dramatically announces that the temple in heaven is opened and its contents laid bare for human eyes to see (11:19). Later he drops the hint that the divine dwelling may be none other than God himself (21:3; note the play on the words skene and skenösei). Finally, he States quite simply that the temple is the Lord God Almighty and the Lamb. One after another the barriers sep-arating worshippers from God are removed until nothing remains to hide God from his people. ‘His servants . . . shall see his face’ (22:3f; cf. Is. 25:6ff.).

This is the glorious privilege of all who enter the new Jerusalem.

The use made of the ancient motif of the in-gathering and reunion of Israel and the nations at the eschatological temple by the author of Rev. is thus different front, although complementary to, that of Paul. Paul, as we noted above, applied it to the terrestrial church; John projects it into the heavenly realm and into the world to come. The difference is another illustration of the flexibility of the Temple image.
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TEMPTATION. The biblical idea of temptation is not primarily of seduction, as in modern usage, but of making trial of a person, or putting him to the test; which may be done for the benevolent purpose of proving or improving his quality, as well as with the malicious aim of showing up his weaknesses or trapping him into wrong action. ‘Tempt’ in av means Test’ in this unrestricted sense, in accord-ance with older English usage. It is only since the 17th Century that the word’s connotation has been limited to testing with evil intent.

The Heb. noun is massä (evv ‘temptation’); the Heb. verbs are mäsä (evv usually ‘tempt’) and bähan (evv usually ‘prove’ or ‘try’: a metaphor from metal refining). The lxx and NT use as equivalents the noun peirasmos and the verbs (ek)peirazö and dokimazö, the latter correspond-ing in meaning to bähan.

The idea of testing a person appears in various Connections throughout the Bible.

1. Men test their fellow human beings, as one tests armour (1 Ki. 10:1; cf. 1 Sa. 17:39; mäsä both times), to explore and measure their capacities. The Gospels teil of Jewish opponents, with resentful scepticism, ‘testing’ Christ (Trying him out’, we might say) to see if they could make him prove, or try to prove, his Messiahship to them on their terms (Mk. 8:11); to see if his doctrine was defect-ive or unorthodox (Lk. 10:25); and to see if they could trap him into self-incriminating assertions (Mk. 12:15).

2.    Men should test themselves before the Lord’s Supper (1 Cor. 11:28: dokimazö), and at other times too (2 Cor. 13:5: peirazö), lest they become presumptuous and deluded about their spiritual state. The Christian needs to test his ‘work’ (i.e. what he is making of his life), lest he go astray and forfeit his reward (Gal. 6:4). Sober self-knowledge, arising from disciplined self-scrutiny, is a basic element in biblical piety.

3.    Men test God by behaviour which constitutes in effect a defiant challenge to him to prove the truth of his words and the goodness and justice of his ways (Ex. 17:2; Nu. 14:22; Pss. 78:18, 41, 56; 95:9; 106:14; Mal. 3:15; Acts 5:9; 15:10). The place-name Massah was a permanent memorial of one such temptation (Ex. 17:7; Dt. 6:16). Thus to goad God betrays extreme irreverence, and God himself forbids it (Dt. 6:16; cf. Mt. 4:7; 1 Cor. 10:9ff). In all distresses God’s people should wait on him in quiet patience, confident that in due time he will meet their need according to his promise (cf. Pss. 27:7-14; 37:7; 40; 130:5ff.; La. 3:25ff.; Phil. 4:19).

4.    God tests his people by putting them in situ-ations which reveal the quality of their faith and devotion, so that all can see what is in their hearts (Gn. 22:1; Ex. 16:4; 20:20; Dt. 8:2, 16; 13:3; Jdg. 2:22; 2 Ch. 32:31). By thus making trial of them, he purifies them, as metal is purified in the refiner’s crucible (Ps. 66:10; Is. 48:10; Zc. 13:9; 1 Pet. 1:6f.; cf. Ps. 119:67, 71); he strengthens their patience and matures their Christian character (Jas. l:2fT, 12; cf. 1 Pet. 5:10); and he leads them into an en-larged assurance of his love for them (cf. Gn. 22:15ff.; Rom. 5:3fT). Through faithfulness in times of trial men become dokimoi, ‘approved’, in God’s sight (Jas. 1:12; 1 Cor. 11:19).

5.    Satan tests God’s people by manipulating cir-cumstances, within the limits that God allows him (cf. Jb. 1:12; 2:6; 1 Cor. 10:13), in an attempt to make them desert God’s will. The NT knows him as The tempter’ (ho peirazön, Mt. 4:3; 1 Thes. 3:5), the implacable foe of both God and men (1 Pet. 5:8; Rev. 12). Christians must constantly be watch-ful (Mk. 14:38; Gal. 6:1; 2 Cor. 2:11) and active (Eph. 6:101T.; Jas. 4:7; 1 Pet. 5:9) against the devil, for he is always at work trying to make them fall; whether by crushing them under the weight of hardship or pain (Jb. 1:11-2:7; 1 Pet. 5:9; Rev. 2:10; cf. 3:10; Heb. 2:18), or by urging them to a wrong fulfilment of natural desires (Mt. 4:3f; 1 Cor. 7:5), or by making them complacent, careless and self-assertive (Gal. 6:1; Eph. 4:27), or by misrepresent-ing God to them and engendering lälse ideas of his truth and his will (Gn. 3:1-5; cf. 2 Cor. 11:3; Mt. 4:5fT; 2 Cor. 11:14; Eph. 6:11). Mt. 4:5f. shows that Satan can even quote (and misapply) Scripture for this purpose. But God promises that a way of de-liverance will always be open when he allows Satan to tempt Christians (1 Cor. 10:13; 2 Pet. 2:9; cf. 2 Cor. 12:7-10).

The NT philosophy of temptation is reached by combining these last two lines of thought. ‘Trials’ (Lk. 22:28; Acts 20:19; Jas. 1:2; 1 Pet. 1:6; 2 Pet. 2:9) are the work of both God and the devil. They are testing situations in which the servant of God faces new possibilities of both good and evil, and is exposed to various inducements to prefer the latter. From this standpoint, temptations are Satan’s work; but Satan is God’s tool as well as his foe (cf.

Jb. 1:1 lf; 2:5f.), and it is ultimately God himself who leads his servants into temptation (Mt. 4:1; 6:13), permitting Satan to try to seduce them for beneficent purposes of his own. However, though temptations do not overtake men apart from God’s will, the actual prompting to do wrong is not of God, nor does it express his command (Jas. 1:12f). The desire which impels to sin is not God's, but one’s own, and it is fatal to yield to it (Jas. 1:14ff.). Christ taught his disciples to ask God not to expose them to temptation (Mt. 6:13), and to watch and pray, lest they should ‘enter into’ temptation (i.e. yield to its pressure) when at any time God saw fit to try them by it (Mt. 26:41).

Temptation is not sin, for Christ was tempted as we are, yet remained sinless (Heb. 4:15; cf. Mt. 4:1 ff.; Lk. 22:28). Temptation becomes sin only when and as the Suggestion of evil is accepted and yielded to.
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TEN COMMANDMENTS. The ‘ten words’ (Heb. d'bärim; cf. Ex. 34:28; Dt. 4:13; 10:4) were origin-ally uttered by the divine voice from Sinai in the hearing of all Israel (Ex. 19:16-20:17). Afterwards, they were twice written by the finger of God on both sides of two tables of stone (Ex. 31:18; 32:15— 16; 34:1,28; cf. Dt. 10:4). Moses shattered the first pair, symbolizing Israel’s breaking of the covenant by the sin of the golden calf (Ex. 32:19). The second pair were deposited in the ark (Ex. 25:16; 40:20). Later, Moses republished the Ten Com-mandments in slightly modified form (Dt. 5:6-21).

The common designation of the contents of the two tables as ‘the Decalogue’, though it has biblical precedent, has tended to restrict unduly the general conception of their nature. To classify this revela-tion as law is not adequate; it belongs to the broad-er category of covenant. The terminology ‘covenant’ (Heb. b'riv, Dt. 4:13) and ‘the words of the covenant’ (Ex. 34:28; cf. Dt. 29:1,9) is applied to it. It is also identified as the ‘testimony’ (Heb. ‘edüt\ Ex. 25:16, 21; 40:20; cf. 2 Ki. 17:15), which de-scribes the covenant order of life as one solemnly imposed and sworn to so that ‘edüt_ becomes prac-tically synonymous with b'rU. The two tables are called ‘the tables of the covenant’ (Dt. 9:9, 11, 15) or ‘testimony’ (Ex. 31:18; 32:15; 34:29).

The historical occasion of the original giving of this revelation was the establishment of the theo-cratic covenant. The principles of Ex. 20:2-17 as elaborated and applied in casuistic form in the book of the covenant (Ex. 20:22-23:33) served as a legal instrument in the ratification of that covenant (Ex. 24:1-8). The later, Deuteronomic, Version is part of a document of covenant renewal.

When, therefore, the Scripture designates the revelation of the two tables as ‘the ten words’, it clearly does so as pars pro toto. At the same time, this terminology and the preponderance of law content which it reflects indicates that the type of covenant involved is essentially the establishment of a kingdom Order under the lordship of the covenant suzerain.

The covenantal character of the Decalogue is illuminated and corroborated by ancient international treaties of the type used to formalize the relationship of a suzerain and vassal (* Covenant). Suzerainty treaties began with a preamble identifying the covenant lord, the Speaker (cf. Ex. 20:2a), and a historical prologue recounting espe-cially the benefits previously bestowed on the vassal through the favour and might of the lord (cf. Ex. 20:2b). The obligations imposed on the vassal, the longest section, followed. The foremost stipulation was the requirement of loyalty to the covenant lord or negatively the proscription of all alien alli-ances (cf. Ex. 20:3-17, the first and great principle of which is whole-hearted love of Yahweh, who is a jealous God). Another section enunciated the curses and blessings which the gods of the covenant oath would visit on the vassals in accordance with their transgressions or fidelity. These sanc-tions were sometimes interspersed among the stipulations (cf. Ex. 20:5b, 6, 7b, 12b). Among other parallels are the ‘I-thou’ style, the practice of placing a copy of the treaty in the sanctuaries of the two parties, and the administrative policy of renewing the covenant with the successive gener-ations of the vassal kingdom. In covenant renewal documents, modification of the stipulations to meet new conditions was customary. That explains the various diflerences between the Ex. 20 and Dt. 5 forms of the Decalogue. For example, Dt. 5:21 adds ‘his field’ because of the relevance of land ownership to Israel’s now imminent inheritance of Canaan.

In brief, the two tables contained the essence of the Sinaitic Covenant. Yahweh, Creator of heaven, earth, sea and all that is in them, is presented as covenant Suzerain. The theocratic covenant relationship is traced to Yahweh’s redemptive election and deliverance, and its continuance to the thou-sandth generation is attributed to his faithful mer-cies. The covenant way of life is sovereignly dic-tated in ten commandments, the Standard of Is-rael’s consecration to her Lord.

The very fact that the law is embedded in divine covenant disclosure points to the religious principle of personal devotion to God as the heart of true fulfilment of the law. But there is no in-compatibility between the divine demand com-municated in concrete imperatives and the call of God to personal commitment to him in love. Yahweh describes the beneficiaries of his covenant mercy as ‘those who love me and keep my commandments’ (Ex. 20:6; cf. Jn. 14:15). The biblical ethic is rooted in biblical religion, and biblical re-ligion is not shapeless mysticism but a structured order.

The revelation of the law in the context of redemptive covenant action indicates that conform-ity to the law must be a gracious accomplishment of Yahweh, saving from bondage. In this context even the preponderantly negative form of the Decalogue serves to magnify the grace of God, who presents this protest against man’s sin not as a final condemnation but as a summons to the god-liness which is the goal of restored covenantal communion. The negative form thus becomes a divine promise to the redeemed servants of perfect ultimate triumph over the demonic power that would enslave them in the hell of endless alienation from God. An ethic rooted in such religion pos-sesses the dynamic of faith, hope and love.

The laws of the Decalogue are formulated in terms appropriate to the covenantal order for which it was the treaty-constitution. For example, the specific form of the sabbath law reflects the OT

eschatological perspective and the promise ap-pended to the fifth word (and elsewhere related to the entire law, cf. Dt. 5:33—6:3) employs the im-agery of the Contemporary, typical manifestation of God’s kingdom. This does not mean the Ten Commandments are not normative for covenant life today; but in determining their precise applica-tion we must always reckon with our eschatological location.

As for the division into ten words, the Deca-logue’s parallelism with the suzerainty treaty struc-ture shows the error of regarding the preamble and historical prologue as a commandment. Also, the variant forms of the prohibition of covetousness in Ex. 20:17 and Dt. 5:21 contradict the division of it into two commandments, and that obviates the as-sociated error of combining into one what most Protestants, following the oldest tradition, have re-garded as the first and second commandments. The customary division of the Decalogue into ‘two tables’ stems from failure to recognize the two tables as duplicate treaty texts.

Speculative higher criticism, though postulating an early (even Mosaic) Decalogue, regards the ca-nonical form as the result of later expansive revi-sions. Such a reconstruction is incompatible with the form-critical identification of the treaty-nature of the Decalogue, for treaties were not subject to revisionary tampering. Moreover, the treaty form called for by the covenantal context of Sinai would be lost in the shrunken hypothetical original. The theory that Ex. 34:11-26 is a primitive cultic ‘decalogue’ rests on a mistaken identification of this passage with the ‘ten words’ mentioned in Ex. 34:28. The actual relation of Ex. 34:5-27 to the second two Decalogue texts (Ex. 34:1 -4,28) is akin to that of Ex. 20:22-23:33 to the original tables.

Bibliography. R. E. Davies, Making Sense of the Commandments, 1990; B.-Z. Segal (ed.), The Ten Commandments in History and Tradition, 1990.

M.G.K.

TENT. A collapsible structure of cloth or skins supported on poles, and often held firm by cords stretched from the poles to pegs or stakes fixed in the ground all round. Compare Is. 54:2, which mentions the curtains, cords, stakes or tent-pegs (but not the poles); the tent-cloth was often dark in colour (Ct. 1:5). Tents were among the earliest habitations made by man himself (Gn. 4:20; 9:21). They were the normal dwelling of both nomadic and semi-nomadic people. The Heb. Patriarchs lived in tents (Gn. 18:1, 6, 9-10, etc.); and the womenfolk sometimes had their own tents (Sarah, Gn. 24:67; Jacob, Leah, the maids, Rachel, Gn. 31:33), doubtless adjoining those of their hus-bands. On their journeyings from Egypt to Canaan, Israel lived in tents (Ex. 16:16; 33:8, 10; Nu. 16:26; 19:14), taking up more permanent dwellings when occupying Canaan. In the days of Jeremiah, the Rechabite sect held to the nomadic ideal of dwelling in tents and scorned the ways of sedentary life (Je. 35:7), but even the romantic ideal of independent tent-nomadism was not to be treasured above devotion to God (Ps. 84:10). Death is compared to packing up the tent in Jb. 4:21; cf. 2 Cor. 5:1.

Among other peoples, Scripture mentions the tents of the Midianites (Jdg. 6:5; 7:13), of Kedar (Ct. 1:5), and Cushan (Hab. 3:7, also Midian), all dwellers in the desert fringes of Transjordania and

NW Arabia. Tents had specific uses in settled na-tions. Besides the peaceful shepherd tenting in his pastures (Ct. 1:8; Is. 38:12), kings and armies camped in tents in the field, cf. 1 Sa. 17:54 (David); 2 Ki. 7:7-8 (Aramaeans). Finally, ‘tent’ in ordinary speech came to be used of any kind of dwelling (not only literally; cf. 1 Ki. 8:66; 2 Ki. 13:5, both rendered ‘homes’ in rsv), perhaps because the tent was largely used in the summer by many town and village dwellers. The external data on tents illus-trate that in Scripture. In the patriarchal period the Egyptian Sinuhe in Canaan had a tent and en-campment and plundered that of his adversary (ANET, p. 20b, line 145). In the period following Israel’s Exodus and initial settlement, Rameses III (c. 1192-1161 bc) records that he ‘devastated Sehr (i.e. Edom) among the nomadic tribes, and pil-laged their tents (’hr, from Heb. ’öhel) of people and goods’ (ANET, 262a). Cf. Midian, Cushan or Kedar. For pictures of Assyr. military tents (round, supported on poles and sticks), see ANEP, figs. 170-171,374 (royal war-tent). Tents of patriarchal age, cf. D. J. Wiseman, in G. A. Tuttle (ed.), Biblical and Near Eastern Sludies (Essays in Honor of W. S. LaSor), 1978. (*Tabernacle.)    k.a.k.

TERAH. 1. The father of Abram, Nahor and Haran (Gn. 11:27; av ‘Thara’, Lk. 3:34). Heb. terah is usually taken as connected with the moon-god and compared with Tura/ii, a place near Harran. Terah emigrated from Ur of the Chaldees and settled in Harran, where he died long after Abram’s departure (Acts 7:4 is an oral slip). In Jos. 24:2 he is described as an idolater.

2. An unidentified Israelite encampment in the wilderness between Tahath and Mithkah (Nu. 33:27-28; av ‘Tarah’).    j.w.c.

TERAPHIM. These objects are mentioned in every OT period: the Patriarchs (Gn. 31:19); the judges (Jdg. 17:5-18:30); early and late Monarchy (1 Sa. 15:23; 19:13-16; 2 Ki. 23:24; Ho. 3:4; Ezk. 21:21; and post-exile (Zc. 10:2). When mentioned in Israelite contexts they are almost always con-demned, directly (1 Sa. 15:23; 2 Ki. 23:24) or in-directly (Jdg. 17:6; Zc. 10:2). In their use, they are mostly associated with "divination: note the pair-ing of ephod and teraphim in the idolatrous re-ligion of Micah (Jdg. 17:5, etc.)\ the association with divination by arrows and hepatoscopy (Ezk. 21:21), and with Spiritist practices (2 Ki. 23:24). Nowhere are we told how they were consulted, nor even what their appearance was. While Gn. 31:34 suggests that they were small objects, 1 Sa. 19:13— 16 suggests a life-size figure, or at least a life-size bust. However, it is possible that Michal placed the teraphim ‘beside’ rather than ‘in’ the bed, and that they were considered to have some prophylactic or curative propensity. W. F. Albright (Archaeology and the Religion of Israel, 1942, p. 114) reasonably urges that all available evidence is against the former view in that ‘no “idols” of comparable size have ever been found in Palestine excavations’. He further suggests (op. eil., p. 207) that, from a Ca-naanite trp, ‘to wear out’, the ‘teraphim’ in ques-tion here might not be any sort of figure but ‘old rags’, presumably used to simulate the recumbent figure of David.

These last two references (also Jdg. 17:5ff.) as-sociate t'räpim with the home, and Laban, at least, considered them as household gods (Gn. 31:30). The Suggestion that Rachel’s theft of her father’s gods (Gn. 31:19, 30-35) signified an inheritance claim on the basis of Nuzi custom can no longer be sustained, however. Possession of household gods at Nuzi probably indicated family headship, but such a privilege was given, not seized (see M. Greenberg, JBL 81, 1962, pp. 239-248; see further,

M. J. Selman, TynB 27, 1976, pp. 123-124). Ra-chel’s purpose can only be surmised, but examples from Mesopotamia suggest that she may have de-sired protection on the dangerous journey to Palestine.

Heb. t'räpim is a plural form, for which the cor-responding singulär is unknown. Possible deriv-ations have been proposed from räpa , ‘to heaP, or post-biblical törep, ‘obscenity’ (W. F. Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity, 1957, p. 311), but the most likely association is with Hittite tarpis, a type of spirit, sometimes evil, sometimes protective (H. A. Hoffner, POTT, pp. 215fT.; JNES 27, 1968, pp. 61-68). Other suggestions have connected t'räpim with ancestor worship, perhaps in the form of an ancestor’s mask (A. Phillips, Andern Israels Criminal Law, 1970, p. 61) or mum-mified human heads (H. L. Ellison, Ezekiel: The Man and his Message, 1956).

Bibliooraphy. H. A. Hoffner, BS 124, 1967, pp. 230-238; idem, JNES 27, 1968, pp. 61-68; K. van der Toorn, CBQ 52, 1990, pp. 203-222. j.a.m.

M.J.S.

TERTIUS. The amanuensis who wrote Romans at Paul’s dictation (Rom. 16:22); on the process, see B. M. Metzger, ‘Stenography and Church History’, in TCERK, 2, pp. 1060f, and references there. He appends his own greetings, perhaps at the point where he resumes his pen after Paul has written some personal greetings in autograph (cf. Gal. 6:11; Col. 4:18; 2 Thes. 3:17). This may suggest that he had Roman Connections himself. The name is Latin and appears in a lst-century inscription in the Roman cemetery of St Priscilla (cited in MM).

A.F.W.

TERTULLUS. A fairly common Rom. name, in origin a diminutive of Tertius. Nothing is known of the orator Tertullus who accused Paul before Felix except what can be deduced from Acts 24:1fr.

From his use of the first person in vv. 3-4 and 6-7 (although found only in the Western Text, v. 7 is undoubtedly genuine) it seems probable that Tertullus was a Jew. The words ‘this nation’ (v. 2) and ‘the Jews’ (v. 5) are not inconsistent with this de-duction. 1t was not uncommon for Jews at this period to have Gentile names, and it was possible for a good Jew to be also a Roman Citizen, with a Roman name, like Paul.

The fulsome flattery of Felix in Tertullus’ open-ing sentences is in accordance with the rhetorical fashion of the period, but the rest of the speech is unimpressive. Even in his precis Luke makes it clear that Tertullus was trying to cover up a weak case with rhetorical padding.

In addition to the real Charge that Paul had at-tempted to ‘profane the temple’, Tertullus tries to represent him as one of the sedition-mongers and Messianist politicians who were so often a problem to the Rom. rulers of Palestine.    k.l.McK.

TETRARCH. This title (Gk. letraarches, con-tracted tetrarches) was used in classical Gk. to denote the ruler of a fourth part of a region, and especially applied to the rulers of the four regions of Thessaly. The Romans gave it to any ruler of part of an Oriental province. When Herod the Great, who ruled Palestine as a client-king under the Romans, died in 4 bc, his sons disputed their father’s will. Appeal on their part to Augustus Caesar led to the division of the territory among three sons: Archelaus being appointed ‘ethnarch of Judaea, Samaria and Idumaea; Antipas tetrarch of Galilee and Peraea; and Philip tetrarch of Bata-nea, Trachonitis, Ituraea, Gaulanitis and Aurani-tis, areas NE of the Sea of Galilee. In the NT the noun is used solely in reference to Herod Antipas (Mt. 14:1; Lk. 3:19; 9:7; Acts 13:1), though in Lk. 3:1 the cognate verb is applied to ‘Antipas, * Philip and * Lysanias, tetrarch of Abilene.

Bibliography. S. Perowne, The Later Herods, 1958; H. W. Hoehner, Herod Antipas, 1972.

D.H.W.

TEXTS AND VERSIONS. Texts and versions provide the raw materials for the discipline known as textua! criticism. The ultimate aim is to provide a text in the form intended by its author. Generally speaking, the greater the age of a document, the greater is its authority. There may be cases, however, where this does not hold; for instance, of two mss, the older may have been copied from a recent and poor exemplar, while the other goes back to a very much earlier and better one. The history of a document must be taken into consideration before a verdict can be given on readings.

Documents are exposed to the ravages of time and the frailty of human nature, and the latter gives rise to most of our problems. The errors of scribes, however, seem to run in well-defined Channels. Among common errors are:

1.    haplography (failure to repeat a letter or word);

2.    dittography (repeating what occurs only once); 3. false recollection (of a similar passage or of an-other ms); 4. homoeoleleulon (omission of a passage between identical words); 5. line omission (sometimes through homoeoteleuton); 6. confusion of letters of similar form; 7. insertion into body of text of marginal notes. The comparative study of texts can help towards the elimination of corrup-tions. Here numerical preponderance is not de-cisive: several representatives of the same archetype count as only one witness. The form of textual transmission is best depicted as a genealogical tree, and the facts of the genealogical relations can be applied to the assessment of evidence for any given reading .

1. OLD TESTAMENT: HEBREW

The documentary evidence for the OT text consists of Heb. mss from 3rd Century bc to 12th Century ad, and ancient versions in Aramaic, Greek, Syriac and Latin.

From earliest times the Jews had at their dis-posal the means of producing written records. The Semitic alphabet was in existence long before the time of Moses (‘Writing). Moses would have been familiär with Egyp. writing and literary methods. He may, too, have been acquainted with cuneiform, for the e!-‘Amanta and other letters show that Akkadian was widely used during the
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Is. 3:16-20 in the Dead Sea Scroll (IQ Is“) showing alterations lo the divine Name (from ’adönäy to Yahweh in line 3 and from Yahweh to ’adönäy in line 4).

I.    The transmission of the text

Measures for the preservation of the text were al-ready in use in the pre-Christian era, for in the Dead Sea Scroll of Isaiah (e.g. plate XXIX, lines 3 and 10) dots are put over doubtful words, just as the Massoretes did later. In NT times the scribes were too well established to be a recent innovation. It was doubtless due to their activity that terms such as * ‘jot’ and ‘tittle’ owed their currency. The Talmud States that these scribes were called söp' rim because they counted the letters in the Torah (Qiddushin 30a). Since their intensive pre-occupation with the text of Scripture qualified them as exegetes and educationalists, the transmission of the text ceased to be regarded as their prime responsibility.

II.    The Massoretes

The writing of the consonants only was sufficient as long as Heb. remained a spoken language.


Gn. 29:32-33 in the Syriac peshitta Version. Vellum ms. 5th cent. ad.


15th to 13th centuries bc as a diplomatic language. If the Bible did not expressly state that Moses was literate (Nu. 33:2 and passim), we should be com-pelled to infer it from collateral evidence. There is, therefore, no need to postulate a period of oral tradition. Analogies drawn from peoples of disparate culture, even if Contemporary, are irrelevant. The fact is, that the peoples of the same cul-tural background as the Hebrews were literate from the 4th millennium bc onwards, and from the 3rd millennium men were being trained not merely as scribes but as expert copyists. It is unlikely that under Moses the Hebrews were less advanced than their contemporaries or that they were less scrupu-lous in the transmission of their texts than the Egyptians and Babylonians (cf. W. J. Martin, Dead Sea Scroll of Isaiah, 1954, pp. 18f.).

Before describing the sources at our disposal for the restoration of the text of the OT, it is important to recall the attitude of the Jews to their Scrip-tures. It can best be summed up in the Statement by Josephus: ‘We have given practical proof of our reverence for our own Scriptures. For, although such long ages have now passed, no one has ven-tured either to add, or to remove, or to alter a syl-lable; and it is an instinct with every Jew, from the day of his birth, to regard them as the decrees of God, to abide by them, and, if need be, cheerfully to die for them. Time and again ere now the sight has been witnessed of prisoners enduring tortures and death in every form in the theatres, rather than utter a single word against the laws and the allied documents’ (Against Apion 1.42f).

That Josephus is merely expressing the attitude of the biblical writers themselves is clear from such passages as Dt. 4:2 (‘You shall not add to the word which I command you, nor take from it, that you may keep the commandments of the Lord your God which I command you’) or Je. 26:2 (‘... all the words which I command you to speak to them; do not hold back a word’). There is no reason to sup-pose that the Jews ever abandoned these principles. Many of the divergences in texts may be due to the practice of employing the same scribes to copy both biblical texts and Targums. As the latter are frequently paraphrastic in their treatment of the text, this laxity could subconsciously easily affect the copyists.
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Z)r. 27/4/rom the Samaritern Pentateuch. Mt Gerizim is substilutedfor Mt Ebal at the beginning of line 4.

Where a word might be ambiguous ‘vowel-letters’ could be used to make the reading clear. These ‘vowel-indicators’ were in origin residual: they arose through ‘waw’ (iv) and ‘yod’ Cv) amalgamat-ing with a preceding vowel and losing their con-sonantal identity, but they continued to be written, and in time came to be treated as representing long vowels. Their use was then extended to other words, where etymologically they were intrusive. Their insertion or omission was largely discretion-ary. Consequent variants have no significance. It was not until about the 7th Century of our era that the Massoretes introduced a complete System of vowel-signs.

The Massoretes (lit. ‘transmitters’) succeeded the old scribes (söpe rim) as the Custodians of the sacred text. They were active from about ad 500 to 1000. The textual apparatus introduced by them is probably the most complete of its kind ever to be used. Long before their time, of course, others had given much thought to the preservation of the purity of the text. Rabbi Akiba, who died about ad 135, was credited with the saying, ‘The (accurate) transmission is a fence for the Torah.’ He stressed the importance of preserving even the smallest letter. In this he was by no means the first, as the Statement in Mt. 5:18 shows: ‘Till heaven and earth pass away, not an iota, not a dot, will pass from the law, until all is accomplished.’

The Massoretes introduced vowel-signs and punctuation or accentual marks into the con-sonantal text. Three Systems of vocalization had been developed: two supralinear (Babylonian and Palestinian) and one infralinear, except for one sign. This System, called the Tiberian, supplanted the other two, and is the one now used in Heb. texts.

As it was the resolute purpose of the Massoretes to hand on the text as they had received it, they left the consonantal text unchanged. Where they feit that corrections or improvements should be made, they placed these in the margin. Here the word preferred and which they intended to be read (called the Q're’, ‘that which is to be read’) was placed in the margin, but its vowels were placed under the consonants of the word in the inviolable text (called the fCtib, ‘the written’). It is possible that a form given in the margin (Q're) was sometimes a variant reading. The view held in some quarters that the scribes or Massoretes boggled at giving variant readings, and in fact deliberately sup-pressed them, is contrary to what we know of the actual practice of the copyists.

The Massoretes retained, for instance, certain marks of the earlier scribes relating to doubtful words and listed certain of their conjectures (s'birin). They used every imaginable safeguard, no matter how cumbersome or laborious, to ensure the accurate transmission of the text. The number of letters in a book was counted and its middle letter was given. Similarly with the words, and again the middle word of the book was noted. They collected any peculiarities in spelling or in the forms or positions of letters. They recorded the
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The Massoretic text of Je. 31:38-40. A scribal error (hassäremot/or hassädemot) in verse 40 is corrected by a marginal note (Q're).

Al e CD Kl KAI riAN Tedtxf HHCDe

eCDCNAXAXKe AfCDKI6CÜC rCDHi

The lxx of Je. 38:40 (in MT Je. 31:40) from the Codex Sinaiticus. The translators have copied into Greek letters (sar möth) a Hebrew word which they did not imderstand because of a scribal error in the Hebrew ms.

number of times a particular word or phrase oc-curred. Among the many lists they drew up is one containing the words that occur only twice in OT. Their lists finally included all Orthographie peculi-arities of the text.

The textual notes supplied by the Massoretes are called the Massorah. The shorter notes placed in the margin of the Codices are referred to as the Massorah Parva. They were later enlarged and ar-ranged into lists and placed at the top or bottom of the page. In this form they were called Massorah Magna. This fuller form may give, for instance, the references to the passages where a certain form occurs, whereas the shorter would give only the number of the occurrences. The notes provide the results of their analysis or textual peculiarities. They give variant readings from recognized Codices, such as the Mugah and Hilleli (both now lost).

Among the names of Massoretes known to us is that of Aaron ben Asher, who was active in the first half of the 1 Oth Century ad. Five generations of his family seem to have worked on the Heb. text, and under Aaron the work reached a definitive stage. The best Codex of this school is thought to be the one formerly in Aleppo, now in Israel. Another noted family of Massoretes was that of ben Naphtali, one of whom was apparently Contemporary with Aaron ben Asher. The difierences between them in their treatment of the text was largely confined to matters of vocalization. The ‘Reuchlin’ Codex in Karlsruhe is a representative of the ben Naphtali approach.

The text edited by Jacob ben Chayyim for the second rabbinic Bible published by Daniel Bömberg in Venice in 1524-5 came to be accepted prac-tically as a Standard text. The text was eclectic in character, and scholars have been aware for some 250 years that it could be improved. It is signifi-cant, however, that M. D. Cassuto, a scholar who probably had a finer sense for Heb. than any other in this field, and who had an unrivalled knowledge at first hand of the Aleppo Ben Asher Codex, evi-dently saw no reason for preferring this to the Ben Chayyim text, which he retained for his fine edition of the Hebrew Bible (Jerusalem, 1953). The nonexpert might easily be misled by the somewhat hyperbolic language used of the extent of the dif-ferences to be found in the various mss. They relate mostly to matters of vocalization, a not altogether indispensable aid in Semitic languages. Linguistic-ally considered they are largely irrelevant minutiae, at the most of diachronistic interest. Belief in the golden age of the phoneme dies hard; it ranks with the nai'vete that believes ‘honour’ is a better spell-ing than ‘honor’. Vocalization in a Semitic language belongs primarily to orthography and grammer, and to exegesis, and only to a limited extent to textual criticism. There never was an original vocalized text to restore. It is clear that the Massoretic text is a single type which became recognized as authoritative after the Fall of Jerusalem in ad 70. All Hebrew Bible fragments found with relics of the Second revolt (ad 132-135) in caves near the Dead Sea belong to it, in contrast to the Situation at Qumran before ad 70 (see III, below).

III. The Dead Sea Scrolls

The discovery of biblical mss, in caves to the W of the Dead Sea, has revolutionized the approach to the OT text by going some 800 years behind the Massoretic apparatus. It has also been a salutary reminder that the purpose of the discipline is the restoration of a consonantal text. The original find included one complete ms of Isaiah and another containing about one-third of the book. The later discoveries brought to light fragments of every book of the Bible, with the exception of Esther, as well as Bible commentaries and works of a re-ligious nature.

The Dead Sea biblical mss give us for the first time examples of Heb. texts from pre-Christian times, about 1,000 years earlier than our oldest mss; thus they take us behind the alleged Suppression of all divergent texts in ad 100. According to the Talmud, an attempt was made to provide a Standard text with the help of three Scrolls formerly belonging to the Temple, by taking in cases of disagreement the reading that had the support of two (TJ, Ta'anith 4. 2; Soferim 6. 4; Sifre 356). The finds have helped to relegate questions of vocalization to their proper sphere, that of orthography and grammar, and have deprived of much of its pertinency the work done in the field of Massoretic studies by providing us with mss much older than any hitherto at our disposal.

The Isaiah mss provide us with a great variety of scribal errors, but all of them familiär to textual criticism. We find examples of haplography, dit-tography, harmonization (i.e. alteration to some-thing more familiär), confusion of letters, homoeo-teleuton, line omission and introduction into the text of marginal notes.

The great significance of these mss is that they constitute an independent witness to the reliability of the transmission of our accepted text. There is no reason whatever to believe that the Qumran Community would collaborate with the leaders in Jerusalem in adhering to any particular recension. They carry us back to an earlier point on the line of transmission, to the common ancestor of the great Temple scrolls and the unsophisticated scrolls from Qumran. Beside mss close to the MT, frag-ments of others display Heb. texts that differ. Until all the material is published, it is hard to evaluate them; by their nature these have attracted most attention (see *Dead Sea Scrolls for details). That any are generally superior to MT or represent an older text is questionable; each passage has to be considered separately in the light of known scribal customs.

IV.    The Cairo Genizah

The mss discovered from 1890 onwards in the Genizah of the Old Synagogue in Cairo are of considerable importance for the vocalized text. (A Genizah was the depository for scrolls no longer considered fit for use.) The lack of uniformity in vocalization and the virtual absence of variations from the consonantal text show that the vocalization was secondary. Among the fragments of biblical mss from this Genizah are some with supralinear vowel-signs. In the Collection were also quantities of fragments of Targum and of rabbinic literature. Some of the mss may be older than the 9th Century.

V.    The Hebrew Pentateuch of the Samaritans

The Heb. Pentateuch preserved by the * Samaritans is unquestionably derived from a very ancient text. The Samaritans, probably the descendants of the mixed population of Samaria, the result of a partial deportation of Jews by Sargon in 721 bc, followed by the plantation of foreigners (cf. 2 Ki. 17:24; 24:15-16), were refused a share in the rebuilding of the Temple by the Jews returning under Ezra and Nehemiah. The breach which followed (probably in the time of Nehemiah, c. 445 bc) led to the establishment of a separate Samari-tan cultic centre at Mt ‘Gerizim, near Shechem. Contacts between the two communities virtually ceased during the 2nd Century bc, and it is to this period that the distinctive Samaritan text form is assigned. It is probably a revision of a form current much earlier. All copies are written in a derivative of the ‘Phoenician’ alphabet akin to that on Jewish coins of the 2nd Century bc, not the Aramaic ‘square’ script used for Hebrew after the Exile.

The oldest ms is in all probability the one trad-itionally accredited to Abishua, the great-grandson of Aaron (1 Ch. 6:3f.). The ms itself, written on thin vellum, is not uniformly old; the oldest part seems to be that from the end of Nu. onwards. Expert opinion would assign this scroll to the 13th Century ad, or not much earlier than its alleged discovery by the high priest Phinehas in 1355.

The first copy of the Samaritan Pentateuch reached Europe in 1616 through Pietro della Valle, and in 1628 an account of it was published by J. Morinus, who claimed it to be far superior to the

Massoretic text. This seems to be the case with every new discovery of documents, prompted either by a preference for the lxx or an innate hos-tility to the traditional Jewish text. There was in this instance another motive at work: the desire on the part of certain scholars to weaken the position of the Reformers in their stand for the authority of the Bible. Gesenius, probably Germany’s greatest Hebrew Scholar, brought this barren controversy to an end and demonstrated the superiority of the Massoretic text (1815). We are witnessing in our day an attempt to reinstate the Samaritan Pentateuch. Some of its protagonists betray by their faith in the trustworthiness of the Samaritan transmission an ingenuousness never surpassed by the most extreme conservatives. It is true that in some 1,600 places the Samaritan agrees with the lxx, but the disagreements are equally numerous. It is not easy to account for the agreements; one possibility is that when corrections had to be made in the Samaritan Hebrew Pentateuch an Aram. * targum was used (the Samaritan dialect and Aram. are practically identical, and the Samaritan version, that is, the translation of the Pentateuch into Samaritan, in places agrees ver-batim with the Targum of Onkelos). There are numerous traces of the influence of the targums in the lxx.

For many of the variants a simple explanation can be given: the attempt to show that God had chosen Gerizim. After the Ten Commandments in Ex. 20 and in Dt. 5, the Samaritan inserts the passage Dt. 27:2-7 with ‘Mount Ebal’ replaced by ‘Mount Gerizim’, and Dt. 11:30 changes ‘over against Gilgal’ into ‘over against Shechem’.

Many of the variants are due to a misunder-standing of grammatical forms or syntactical con-structions. Others consist of gratuitous additions from parallel passages. Some stem from dialect influence. Many arise from their effort to remove all anthropomorphic expressions.

There is no evidence that the Samaritans ever had a body of trained scribes, and the absence of any proper collations of mss, as attested by the numerous variations, is not compatible with any serious textual knowledge. Neither do the deliber-ate changes or superfluous additions distinguish them as conscientious Custodians of the sacred text. Therefore, its variants must be treated with extreme caution. See the important survey by B. K. Waltke, in J. B. Payne (ed.), New Perspectives on the Old Testament, 1970, pp. 212-239.
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2. THE SEPTUAGINT

The oldest and most important Gk. translations of OT books are to be found in the so-called Septu-agint (commonly denoted by ‘lxx’).

I.    Its varied contents and uncertain limits

The lxx is a collection of very varied works: it contains at least one translation into Gk. of each of the OT canonical books, and sometimes, as with Dn. and Ezr.-Ne., more than one. The translations were later radically revised, some more than once, and the lxx mss now present varying mixtures of revised and unrevised translations. Some of the canonical books, such as Est. and Dn., are enlarged by the insertion of apocryphal material, though again not all mss contain the same amount of insertion. Then, of course, the lxx nowadays contains many apocryphal books, though these do not coincide in number (it tends to have more), nor always in name, with the books of the English *Apocrypha. Moreover the early lxx Codices do not themselves agree on the number of apocryphal books they include, and in consequence neither do the modern editions. Some of the lauer even include Christian canticles and hymns. The apocryphal books likewise differ among themselves in that some are translations from an original Heb. (or Aram.), while some were originally composed in Gk. The date of all this varied material is equal-ly varied: the translation of the Pentateuch was made in Alexandria in the first half of the 3rd Century bc; the translation of Ec. is probably the work of Aquila, and if so, was done in Palestine in the 2nd Century ad. Some scholars think that the Pss. may have first been translated in Palestine and then taken to Alexandria. Some believe that parts of Sa.-Ki. were originally translated in Ephesus, and some apocryphal books composed in Antioch. Originally this varied material would have stood as single books, or as groups of small books, on separate scrolls; nor was it even possible to collect it together in one volume until advancing technology (and wealth) made available to the Christians of the 2nd Century ad onwards the large-codex for-mat. The so-called lxx, then, is far from homo-geneous: different accounts must be given of its different parts.

II.    Origins

a. Pentateuch

The earliest source of information on the origin of the lxx Pentateuch is the Alexandrian Jewish phil-osopher, Aristobulus (c. 170 bc), the surviving fragments of whose writings have in recent years been proved authentic. Aristobulus asserts that a translation of the Law was made in the reign of Ptolemy II Philadelphus (285-247 bc), and we have no reason to doubt it. He adds that Demetrius of Phalerum made the arrangements for it. Since upon accession Philadelphus banished Demetrius, there is a discrepancy here, unless Aristobulus means that Demetrius had made some preliminary arrangements before being banished.

The next source is Aristeas, author of the so-called Letter to Philocrates. He purports to be a Greek who was present in Ptolemy’s court when Demetrius suggested that the Jewish Law should be translated, and who was subsequently sent to request from the high priest at Jerusalem an accur-ate copy of the Law and 72 Jewish experts to trans-late it (whence in part has come the name Septu-agint, which later generations applied to the whole Gk. OT). Aristeas, however, was not a Greek, but a Jew, and wrote not in the time of Philadelphus, but at some point between c. 170 and 100 bc. Despite the extravagantly unhistorical details of his story, his basic claim that the Law was translated in the reign of Ptolemy II agrees with that of Aristobulus, and is generally accepted.

Josephus relates Aristeas’ story and so is not an independent witness. Philo (Vit. Mos. 2. 5ff.) may perhaps be independent of Aristeas; he likewise at-tributes the translation to Ptolemy II’s reign, but adds miraculous details to the story.

Of the Christian fathers some soberly follow Aristeas’ story, others follow Philo, and add yet more miraculous elements. Justin Martyr (c. ad 100-165) is the first to extend Aristeas’ account to cover the whole OT; Augustine (ad 354-430) ob-serves that it was customary in his day to call the translation ‘the Septuagint’.

In the rabbinic literature the tradition persists that the translation of the Law was made in the time of a Ptolemy; but there is disagreement over the number of the translators: TB Megillah 9a gives it as 72, but Massekhet Soferint 1.7-10 as five (though some scholars regard this as a scribal error).

Both Aristobulus and Aristeas assert that there had been earlier translations before the time of Ptolemy 11. But Aristobulus’ assertion is made in order to explain how, according to Aristobulus, Plato was able to incorporate material from Moses into his philosophy; while Aristeas asserts that, al-though there was an earlier translation, divine
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Intervention had prevented any Gentile from ever citing it. This conflicting testimony is of little worth. Scholars nowadays leave open the question whether there may in fact have been earlier transla-tions; but unlike Paul Kahle, whose theories were widely accepted in the 50s and 60s, they find no evidence of such translations either within the lxx ms tradition or without.

b.    The other canonical books

From remarks made by Ben Sira’s grandson in the Prologue to his translation of his grandfather’s book, translations of ‘the Law, the prophets and the rest of the books’, i.e. of the whole of the OT, seem to have been in existence by the end of the 2nd Century bc, though, as noted above, the translation of Ec. that now Stands in the lxx comes from the 2nd Century ad, and the revised and con-siderably enlarged edition of the Gk. Est. which we now have was introduced into Egypt, as we learn from the colophon, in the year 78-77 bc.

c.    The non-canonical books

Dates of translation (or composition) vary widely from the 2nd Century bc to the Ist Century ad.

III. Revisions

The original translations (designated OGr. = Old Greek), were many of them subsequently subjected in whole or part to a series of revisions. The most important of these revisions were:

1.    The so-called kaige recension. Made probably in Palestine, but perhaps in Alexandria, around the turn of the two eras, it aimed at making the Gk. represent the Heb. extremely literalistically. Its original extent is unknown, but it survives in parts of a number of books.

2.    Origeris recension. Completed about 245 ad, Origen’s edition was arranged in six parallel col-umns (hence the name Hexapla) containing: (1) the Heb. text; (2) the Heb. text transliterated into Gk. letters; (3) Aquila’s translation; (4) Symmachus’ translation; (5) the lxx as revised by Origen him-self; (6) Theodotion’s translation, or some other such as Quinta. Sometimes, as in the Minor Prophets, Theodotion’s translation was placed in a 7th column. The chief purpose of the edition, which covered the whole OT, was to show where the lxx had material that was not in the Heb., and where the lxx lacked material present in the Heb.

3.    Hesychius' recension. Little is known about this recension; some scholars even dispute its existence, while those who argue for it cannot identify it in many parts of the OT. Its author, a bishop in Egypt, died ad 311.

4.    The Lucianic recension. Made by Lucian the martyr towards the end of the 3rd Century ad, this recension has long been famous because in some books, notably Sa., it presents readings that appear to be based on a Heb. text of better quality than the MT Nowadays however it is thought that these better readings were not supplied by Lucian, who in fact contributed little of importance, but were already present in the mss on which he based his recension. The better readings may in fact be the OGr., and the variants in the other mss the result of revisions. Unfortunately the Lucianic tradition, while prominent in some books, seems entirely absent or unidentifiable in others.

The results of these major, and many other minor, revisions are spread in varying mixtures throughout the surviving mss, and in consequence care is needed in using populär editions of the lxx to check whether the printed text in any one place represents the OGr., translated in the 3rd-2nd Century bc, or some later revision, emanating from Egypt, Palestine, or Asia Minor in the course of the next 3 centuries.

IV.    Character of the LXX translations

Here two questions arise: (1) how accurately does the Gk. convey the meaning of its original Heb., and (2) how idiomatic is the Gk.? On both counts the translations and revisions vary enormously. Nowhere is the Gk. of the translated books straightforward koine Gk. At its best it abounds with Hebraisms; at its worst it is little more than Heb. in disguise. The literalistic translations follow the Heb. so closely that the result would have been largely unintelligible to a Greek who knew no Heb. The more idiomatic translations may, like that of the Pentateuch, convey the meaning of the Heb. fairly accurately, or may like Pr. be free paraphrase, including material and ideas that never stood in the Heb. at all. However, even translators who nor-mally follow their Heb. closely, on occasions delib-erately depart from the Heb. Sometimes reverence dictates the change: e.g. in Ex. 24:10 ‘they saw the God of Israel’ has been altered to ‘they saw the place where the God of Israel stood’. Sometimes the translator, or some subsequent reviser—it is not always possible to teil which—Substitutes for straight translation a midrashic interpretation which patently goes beyond, or even contradicts, the plain meaning of the Heb., and not seldom such midrashic interpretations can be paralleled in later rabbinic literature. The stränge interpretation of the dimensions of width and height of the E end of the tabernacle court given in the Gk. of Ex. 27:14-16, for instance, is also to be found in TB ’Erubin 2b and Zebahim 59b, where it arises not from some non-ATT-type Heb. text, but from rabbinic exegesis. Similarly in the historical books the characters of David, Solomon and Ahab are in the lxx ‘re-interpreted’ to their advantage according to principles of exegesis which were later formally enunciated in talmudic schools. The mere fact that the Pentateuch was translated in Egypt is enough to account for some of its departures from the Heb. text. Egyp. influence is marked in Is., and in Lv. the technical terms for the various Temple sac-rifices are inexactly and inconsistently rendered: perhaps in Alexandria, where such sacrifices could not be offered, accuracy and consistency were of no great importance. In addition to making delib-erate alterations, the translators, when faced with Heb. words of which they did not know the meaning, were obliged to conjecture. The conjectures of course were not necessarily always correct.

V.    Status of the translations

This is a topic on which widely differing views have been, and still are, held. Philo, for instance, Claims that the translators of the Law ‘became as it were possessed, and under inspiration wrote, not each several scribe something different, but the same word for word, as though dictated to by an invis-ible prompter ... the Gk. words used corres-ponded literally with the Chaldaean’ (Vit. Mos. 2.

37-38). This exaggerated Claim contrasts vividly with the realism of the earlier, Palestinian Jew, the grandson of Ben Sira. Recently arrived in Alexandria, and having experienced the difficulties in-volved in translating his grandfather’s work into

Gk., he remarks in the Prologue to his translation: ‘For what was originally expressed in Heb. does not have exactly the same sense when translated into another language. Not only this work, but even the Law itself, the prophecies, and the rest of the books diflfer not a little as originally expressed.’

Aristeas, for his part, is aware that the Heb. mss circulating in Alexandria are not of the best qual-ity (30), and he is doubtless aware also of criticisms that the Gk. translation is not everywhere accurate. He therefore invents a Story designed to invest the Gk. translation of the Law, now already 100, per-haps 150 or more, years old, with supreme cultural authority, that of the reigning Ptolemy, with supreme religious authority, that of the high priest at Jerusalem, and with supreme academic authority, that of Demetrius of Phalerum (who he wrongly supposes was the head of the famous library at Alexandria). In saying moreover that the translation was done by 72 translators, six drawn from each of the twelve tribes, and that upon comple-tion it was solemnly read before the assembled Jewish Community along with their priests and elders, who received it with great acclaim and pro-nounced curses on any who should subsequently alter it, Aristeas, as H. M. Orlinsky has pointed out, is doubtless claiming canonicity for the translation. It is therefore the more remarkable that, unlike Philo, he does not Claim that the translators produced their work by divine inspiration, but rather that they used the normal scholarly pro-cedures, ‘making all details harmonize by compar-ing their work each with the other’ (302). Aristeas’ story would hardly have convinced his near Contemporary, Ben Sira’s grandson; but his keenness to assert the authority of the translation of the Law suggests that it was currently the official translation used in the synagogues of Alexandria. For the translations of the other canonical books Aristeas makes no claim, even though by his time most, if not all, of them had been, or were in the process of being, translated. Of the exact origin and im-mediate purpose of these translations we know practically nothing. Were they scholarly products made in the course of study by historians and theo-logians? Or were they made primarily to serve as translations in the synagogues? Some may have had this latter purpose in mind, but others, like the translation of Pr., surely not. 1 Kl, even at the OGr. level, often reads more like a midrash than a Gk. targum. Its peculiar timetable of events, and its re-ordering of the book’s contents to agree with that timetable, may well have originated in the dis-cussions conducted in schools such as that led by the Alexandrian Jewish chronographer, Demetrius (early 2nd Century bc).

It is almost unnecessary to say that the non-canonical books would never have been regarded as inspired even by Alexandrian Jews. 2 Macc., for instance, a confessedly uninspired book, composed directly in Gk., was aimed by Palestinian Jews at persuading their Alexandrian brethren to observe certain festivals, recently introduced in Palestine in connection with the Maccabean victories, in spite of the fact that they had no biblical authority. 1 Macc., likewise, was translated into Gk. to impress Gk.-speaking Jews with the devotion of the Has-moneans to the Temple and the Law. But it freely admits that in certain matters they had been unable to decide what to do, since Scripture gave no guid-ance and they had no inspired prophet among them to direct them.

As early as the 2nd Century bc Palestinian Jews became interested in the Gk. translations of the OT. Eupolemus, the friend of the Maccabees, seems in his history to be dependent on the Gk. translation of Ch. In the following 2 centuries it would seem that Palestine as well as Alexandria spent a good deal of effort on revising the Gk. translations to make them conform more closely to the Heb., which incidentally shows where the Jews as a whole considered the ultimate authority lay. When later the Christians began using the translations in their controversies with the Jews, the latter. already dissatisfied with the translations, eventu-ally abandoned them and produced fresh versions of their own (see below). In the Talmud two atti-tudes to the lxx are to be found, one favourable and one hostile. They probably reflect the earlier and the later views of Judaism respectively.

The NT writers frequently eite Lxx-translations, particularly in formal quotations. But they do not quote them exclusively: when it suits them they eite other versions. In their day, in addition to the so-called lxx translation of Dn., there was avail-able another, more exact, translation (later com-monly, but wrongly, attributed to Theodotion). They cited the latter rather than the formen In later centuries, however, some church Fathers who could not read Heb. for themselves came to regard the lxx translations as equally inspired as the Heb. Originals, and, in case of disagreement, to be preferred. In support of this claim (and to Jerome’s great annoyance), they embroidered Aristeas’ and Philo’s stories with additional marvels and mir-acles, and extended them to cover not only the Law but the other canonical and non-canonical books as well. Jerome eventually discarded the Old Lat. versions of the lxx and made new Lat. translations of the canonical books direct from the Heb. It is these translations that stand today in the Vulgate.

VI. Other translations

a.    Aquila. Produced in ad 128, Aquila’s Version was extremely literalistic: it was designed to express in Gk. the minutiae of the Heb. language which were important to the rabbinic exegesis of the time. Only fragments (though some are extensive) survive.

b.    Theodotion. Traditionally associated with Ephesus, Theodotion, whoever he was, seems to have produced sometime towards the end of the 2nd Century ad a version which was in reality merely a revision of an older version or revision, commonly called nowadays Ur-Theodotion. Opinions, however, differ on who this Ur-Theodotion may have been and on the extent of his work. Some think he belonged to Asia Minor and there translated a great deal of the OT which the Alexandrian Jews had not completed, but which they eventually took over from him. Others believe that he was a Palestinian and none other than Jonathan ben Uzziel, author of the kaige recension.

c.    Symmachus. Produced towards the end of the 2nd Century ad, or the beginning of the 3rd, Symmachus’ version Stands at the opposite extreme from Aquila’s, being both idiomatic and elegant.

Of the origin and nature of other versions, known as Quinta, Sexta and Septima, little is known: indeed it is uncertain whether they were independent versions or merely revisions.

VII.    History of the text

The lxx translations were themselves translated by the early Christian missionaries into Latin, Syriac, Coptic, Armenian, Ethiopic, Gothic, Georgian and Arabic. Moreover they were copiously cited by the Gk.-speaking church Fathers, and the Lat. ver-sion(s) by the Lat.-speaking Fathers. These translations and citations, together with the hundreds of lxx mss, ranging in date from the 3rd Century bc to the advent of printing, form the evidence from which we must try to reconstruct the history of the text. Ideally the prime aim should be to recover the text of the original translations as they left the pen of the translator(s), by removing all changes brought about either by error or by revision. In many books the aim is attainable, within reason-able limits. In some books, however, the text-history is exceedingly problematic, and it is doubt-ful if it will ever be possible to identify the original with any certainty, though the more limited and necessary task of showing what the text looked like at various major stages in its history may still be possible.

VIII.    Importance

The lxx translations are valuable for four major reasons among others: (1) they are a witness to the influence of Hellenism on Judaism both in the Diaspora and in Palestine; (2) they form a lin-guistic bridgehead between the theological vocabu-lary of the OT and that of the NT; (3) they were the translations in which the church Fathers read their OT in the centuries when they were building their formal theologies; (4) they are an important art of the evidence for the reconstruction of the istory of the text of the Heb. OT. The translators undoubtedly sometimes had before them a Heb. text superior to the MT, and the NT itself sometimes (e.g. in Heb. 11:21) follows the lxx rather than the MT. Moreover the Dead Sea Scrolls have shown us that the lxx’s disagreements with the MT are more often based on non-A/T-type Heb. mss than some scholars had previously thought. On the other hand the fact that some ancient Heb. ms agrees with the lxx against the MT, does not necessarily mean that ms automatically represents the original better than the MT does. The matter still has to be decided by the ordinary canons of textual criticism. Moreover, where the lxx dis-agrees with the MT and no non-MT Heb. ms sur-vives, the use of the lxx to reconstruct the original Heb. is fraught with difficulties. Obviously in books where the lxx translation is paraphrastic, it is almost impossible to be sure in any one place what stood in its Heb. But even in books where the translators have followed their Heb. closely, certainty in knowing what Heb. they had before them in any one place is for various reasons often more difficult to attain than might at first be thought. And even where the MT makes no sense and the lxx offers what seems to make very good sense, that does not necessarily mean that the lxx translators found their good sense in the Heb. ms before them: like modern scholars, faced with a Heb. text difficult to construe, and having to put something in their translation, they may have resorted to con-jecture. And finally when one attempts to retrovert a Gk. word or phrase into Heb., it not seldom hap-pens that more than one retroversion is possible. That does not mean that we should not call on the lxx’s evidence; but we need to use it with great caution. Major problem areas are the OGr. text of Jb. (one-sixth shorter than the MT), of Je. (one-eighth shorter than the MT and with a different Order of contents, finding some support in the Qumran Heb. ms 4Q Jerb), of the last six chapters of Ex., and of parts of Sa.-Ki. Much more re-search needs to be done before we can properly understand and interpret the lxx evidence: and until it is done, it is ill-advised to fill new translations with disputable conjectures based on the lxx
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3. THE SYRIAC VERSION

After the lxx, the oldest and most important translation of the Heb. Scriptures is the Syriac Version. This translation, used by the Syriac church, was described since the 9th Century as the Peshitta (Syr. psittä) or ‘simple’ translation.

I. Origins

No direct information of the authorship or date of the Version has been discovered, and as early as Theodore of Mopsuestia (died 428) details con-cerning its provenance were unknown.

Internal evidence, however, indicates its probable origin. Linguistic affinities have been noted between the Palestinian Aram. Targum and the Syriac translation of the Pentateuch, whereas Syriac (the name usually given to Christian Aram.) is an E Aram. language, and an explanation of this phenomenon offered by P. Kahle throws some light on the possible origin of the Version.

These linguistic traces of W Aram., in a Version otherwise in E Aram. dialect, reveal some ac-quaintance with a Palestinian Targum to the Pentateuch. Similarly, A. Baumstark has shown the direct agreement of the Peshitta text of Gn. 29:17 with a Genizah text and the Palestinian Targum as against Targum Onkelos and Pseudo-Jonathan (‘Neue orientalische Probleme biblischer Textgeschichte’, ZDMG 14, 1935, pp. 89-118). These facts suggest that the Peshitta Pentateuch origin-ated in an E Aram. district which had some rela-tionship with Jerusalem.

The ruling house of Adiabene was converted to Judaism about ad 40. Judaism spread among the people of Adiabene, and they needed the Heb. Scriptures in a language they could understand, i.e. Syriac, so it is probable that parts of the Syriac OT, and at first the Pentateuch, were introduced into the kingdom in the middle of the Ist Century. The Palestinian Targum composed in the W Aram. dialect of Judaea was in current use at that time in Palestine, and we must suppose that this was transposed into the Aram. dialect spoken in Adiabene.

This, however, is not a complete solution, as Baumstark has shown that the original text of the Syriac Version goes back even farther than the Palestinian Targum. The Palestinian Targum contains haggadic explanations which in general are not found in the Syriac Bible. On the other hand, the oldest preserved fragment of this Targum contain-ing part of Ex. 21 and 22 does not possess any haggadic explanation, while the Syriac version of Ex. 22:4-5 follows the usual Jewish interpretation. Hence it is supposed that this fragment represents an older type of the Targum than that which might have been sent to Adiabene.

mss of the Peshitta Pentateuch indicate the early existence of two recensions, one a more literal translation of the Heb. and the other a rendering, as has been described above, closely related to the Palestinian Targum. Many scholars think that the literal translation is the earlier as Syriac church Fathers show more familiarity with a text which followed the Heb. more closely than did the text in common use in the 6th Century, e.g. W. E. Barnes, JTS 15, 1914, p. 38. However, against this view is the fact that Aphraates and Ephrem did not always quote the ‘literal’ translation.

It would seem that the literal translation made by Jewish scholars for the Jewish community was taken over by the Syriac church improved in style, and this text was accepted as Standard about the 5th Century ad. This Syriac church had taken root in the district of Arbela, the Capital of Adiabene, before the end of the Ist Century, and in the course of the 2nd Century Edessa, E of the Upper Euphrates, was the centre of Mesopotamian Christianity.

When at the beginning of the 4th Century the Christian faith was declared the official religion of the Roman empire, Codices of the lxx were pro-duced, and B. J. Roberts writes {The Old Testament Text and Versions, 1951, p. 222), ‘It is reasonable to suppose that a similar development was taken with the Peshitta version. Thus it is held that an attempt was made to revise the Syriac version in order to bring it more into harmony with the lxx. It took place shortly after the NT Peshitta was revised, but it is obvious that the recension was not carried out in the same way for all the sacred books. Thus the Psalter and the Prophetie books, because of their relatively greater importance for the NT, were more carefully collated with the Gk. version. Job and Proverbs, on the other hand, were scarcely touched and the same may be said to be true, but to a lesser degree, of Genesis.’

An alternative view concerning origin is ad-vanced by R. H. Pfeiffer (IOT, 1941, p. 120), quot-ing F. Buhl (Kanon und Text des Allen Testaments, 1890, p. 187) that ‘the Peshitta owed its origin to Christian efforts: in part older individual Jewish translations were utilized, in part the remainder was commissioned to Jewish Christians for translation’. Such a view is possible, as the Syriac Christians included a large Jewish element and came possibly from an originally Jewish congregation.

Concerning the influence of the lxx on the Peshitta, the conclusion of W. E. Barnes may also be quoted {JTS 2, 1901, p. 197): 'The influence of the Septuagint is for the most part sporadic, aflect-ing the translation of a word here and of a word there. The Syriac translators must indeed have known that their knowledge of Hebrew was far in advance of the knowledge possessed by the Septuagint, and yet the stress of Greek fashion had its way now and again. The Syriac transcribers on the contrary were ignorant of Hebrew and ready to introduce readings found in a Greek version or re-commended by a Greek Father. So the Peshitta in its later text has more of the Septuagint than in its earlier form. It is only in the Psalter (so it seems to me at the present stage of my work) that any general Greek influence bringing in a new character-istic is to be found. That characteristic is a dread of anthropomorphisms from which the Syriac translators of the Pentateuch were free.’

II.    Language and translation

An examination of the character of the Syriac translation in the various books of the OT shows there is no uniformity of rendering between the various books, and this implies a variety of authors. Of the Peshitta of Samuel S. R. Driver has written {Notes on the Hebrew Text and the Top-ography of the Books of Samuel\ 1913, p. lxxi): The Hebrew text presupposed by the Peshitta de-viates less from the Massoretic text than that which underlies the lxx, though it does not approach it so closely as that on which the Targums are based. It is worth observing that passages not infrequently occur, in which Peshitta agrees with the text of Lucian, where both deviate from the Massoretic text. In the translation of the books of Samuel the Jewish element alluded to above is not so strongly marked as in that of the Pentateuch; but it is never-theless present, and may be traced in certain characteristic expressions, which would hardly be met with beyond the reach of Jewish influence. ...’

For the character of the translation in other books we may quote B. J. Roberts {The Old Testament Text and Versions, 1951, pp. 22 lf.): ‘The book of Psalms, for example, is a free translation show-ing considerable influence of the Septuagint; Proverbs and Ezekiel closely resemble the Targumim. Isaiah and the Minor Prophets, for the most part, are again fairly freely translated. The book of Job, although a servile translation, is in parts unintelli-gible, due partly to textual corruption and partly to the influence of other translations. The Song of Songs is a literal translation, Ruth a paraphrase. Chronicles more than any other book is para-phrastic, containing Midrashic elements and ex-hibiting many of the characters of a Targum. This book did not originally belong to the Syriac Canon, and it is conjectured that the Syriac version was composed by Jews in Edessa in the third Century ad. Christian tendencies, perhaps emanating from an early Christian re-editing, are to be ob-served in the translation of many passages, prominent among them being Gn. 47:31; Is. 9:5; 53:8; 57:15; Je. 31:31; Ho. 13:14; Zc. 12:10. Many Psalms evidently derive their superscriptions from Christian origins, although in places they also embody some Jewish traditions. How far, however, these may be due to later redactoral activity cannot be determined.’

III.    Eater history of the Peshitta text

A schism in the Syriac church at the end of the Ist quarter of the 5th Century resulted in Nestorius and his followers withdrawing E. Nestorius was expelled from the bishopric of Constantinople in 431 and he took with him the Peshitta Bible. Fol-lowing the destruction of their school at Edessa in 489, the Nestorians fled to Persia and established a new school at Nisibis. The two branches of the church kept their own Bible texts, and from the time of Bar-Hebraeus in the I3th Century others have been distinctive Eastern and Western. The Eastern, Nestorian, texts have undergone fewer re-visions based on Heb. and Gk. versions on account of the more isolated location of this church.

IV.    Other translations

Other Syriac translations were made at an early date, but there remains no complete ms evidence. Fragments exist of a Christian Palestinian Syriac (Jerusalem) translation, a Version of the OT and NT dating t'rom the 4th to the 6th centuries. This was made from the lxx and intended fbr the re-ligious worship of the Melchite (Palestinian-Syriac) church. 1t is written in Syriac characters, and the language is Palestinian Aram.

Philoxenus of Mabbug commissioned the translation of the whole Bible from Gk. (c. ad 508); of this only a few fragments remain, giving portions of the NT and Psalter. Baumstark States that the extant remains are confined to fragments which are based on a Lucianic recension of the text of Is. These belong to the early 6th Century ad.

Another Syriac version of the OT was made by Paul, Bishop of Telia in Mesopotamia, in 617 and 618. This follows the text of the Gk. and also keeps the Hexaplaric signs in marginal notes. Readings are given from Aquila, Symmachus and Theodo-tion. As this is really a Syriac version of the lxx column of Origen’s Hexapla, it is known as the Syro-Hexaplaric text, and it is a valuable witness to the Hexaplar text of the lxx.

V.    The manuscripts and editions of the Pcshitta

The oldest dated biblical ms yet known, British Museum ms Add. 11425, dated ad 464, contains the Pentateuch except the book of Lv. (ms ‘D’). Other extant mss of Is. and Pss. date to the 6th Century. The important W Syriac Codex Ambrosianus in Milan of the 6th or 7th Century has been published photolithographically by A. M. Ceriani (Translalio Syra Pescitto Velens Testament!', 1867). This consists of the whole of the OT and is close to the MT.

The writings of the Syriac church Fathers, e.g. Ephrem Syrus (died ad 373) and Aphraat (letters dated 337-345), contain quotations from the OT, giving textual readings of an early date. The com-mentaries of Philoxenus, Bishop of Mabbug 485-519, give Jacobite readings. The most valuable au-thority for the text is the Ausar Raze of Bar-Hebraeus, composed in 1278.

The editio princeps of the Peshitta was prepared by a Maronite, Gabriel Sionita, for inclusion in the Paris Polyglot of 1645. He used as his main source the ms Codex Syriaque b in the Bibliotheque Nationale in Paris. This is an erratic 17th-century MS.

The Peshitta text in Brian Walton’s Polyglot of 1657 is that of the Paris Polyglot; S. Lee’s Vetus Testamentum Syriace, 1823, is essentially a reprint of the texts of the Paris and Walton Polyglots, al-though Lee had access to Codex B (the Buchanan Bible, 12th Century) and three mss, p, u and e, W Syriac mss of the 17th Century.

The Urmia edition was published in 1852, and in many places follows the readings of Nestorian mss. In 1887-91 the Dominican monks at Mosul published both OT and NT, also depending upon an E Syriac tradition.

A critical edition of the Syriac version is in preparation by the Peshitta Commission of the International Organization for the Study of the OT.
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4.    ARAMAIC

I.    Aramaic text of the Old Testament

See * Language of the OT II.

II.    Aramaic in the New Testament

From the time of the Exile Aram. spread as the vernacular language in Palestine, and was the commonly spoken language in the country in NT times, probably more so than Gk., introduced at the time of the conquests of Alexander the Great.

The Gospels record Christ’s words in Aram. on three occasions: Mk. 5:41—‘Talitha cumi; Mk. 7:34—ephphatha, representing a dialect form of itpattah; and his cry upon the cross, Mk. 15:34 — *Eloi, Eloi, Unna sabachthani? (cf. Mt. 27:46). When Jesus prayed in the Garden of Gethsemane he addressed God the Father as *’Abba, Aram. for ‘father’.

In Rom. 8:15 and Gal. 4:6 Paul also uses this intimate form ‘Abba, Father’, as an intimation that God has sent the Spirit of his Son into the hearts of believers in Christ when they pray, ‘Abba, Father’. Another Aramaism current in early churches, * Maranatha (maranä t_a ), ‘Our Lord, come!’ is recorded by Paul in 1 Cor. 16:22. Other Aram. words found in the NT are * Akeldama (‘field of blood’, Acts 1:19), and several place-names and personal names.

Acts 26:14 mentions that Paul heard the risen Christ speaking to him ‘in the Hebrew tongue’, for which we should undoubtedly understand Aram. (see F. F. Bruce, The Book of the Acts, 1954, p. 491, n. 18), as also in Acts 22:2. See also Language of the NT.

5.    OTHER VERSIONS

Of the other translations of the OT the Coptic is based on the lxx. It was probably made in the 3rd Century ad. There are two versions: one in Bo-hairic, the dialect of Lower Egypt; the other and older in Sahidic, the dialect of Thebes.

The Ethiopic translation, apparently made from the lxx, is too late to be of any real value.

The best-known Arabic translation is that of Saadia ha-Gaon (892-942). It would be surprising if this was the first translation into such an important language as Arabic. A midrashic reference to an Arabic translation of the Torah may have been prompted by an existing one. Arabic translations known to us are all too late to provide material for the textual criticism of the OT.
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6. THE NEW TESTAMENT

The NT has been handed down amidst many haz-ards encountered by all the literature of antiquity. The mistakes of the scribe and the corrections of the redactor have left their mark upon all the sources from which we derive our knowledge of its text (or wording). Before we may ascertain the original text, we have to apply to the prolific mass of material a series of disciplines, viz. (1) Codicology—the study of ancient documents and their interrelation, closely linked with palae-ography, the Science of ancient writing. In some cases stemmata (family trees) may be established: the stages of transmission ascertained (with or without stemmatic precision), and, in ideal condi-tions, an archetypal text. (2) Rational criticism— the method of informed choice between the vari-ants of the documents or their archetypes where these differ uncompromisingly and cannot be ex-plained in terms of simple error. (3) Conjectural emendation may be invoked where insoluble dif-ficulties remain. In the text of the NT, there is much still to be done in the study of single documents and their interrelationship, although there has been much work of this kind: recent decades have laid greater stress on rational criticism as a way towards the original text. The sources of Information are many and very few scholars seek re-course to conjectural emendation.

The Gk. sources are very numerous. The Standard list of Gk. NT mss begun by C. R. Gregory (Die griechischen Hss. des NTs, 1908, reprinted 1973), is superseded by K. Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste der griechischen Hss. des N.T., 1963; Materialien z. nt. Handschriftkunde. 1, 1969, pp. 1-53; Bericht der Stiftung z. Foerderung der nt. Textforschung, 1972—4; ident, 1975-6. In this there now appear 88 papyri, 274 uncial mss, 2,795 minuscule mss, and 2,209 lectionary mss. Here indeed is em-barras de richesse. Moreover, besides sources in the original Gk., recourse may be had to the ancient translations (usually termed ‘versions’) in the lan-guages of Christian antiquity and to the citations made by Christian writers from the Scriptures. Both these prove to be sources of the most important evidence for the establishment of the text and its history.

I. Manuscripts

Our primary source is in Gk. mss, which are found in a number of different materials. The first of these is papyrus', this is a durable writing material made from reeds. It was used throughout the ancient world, but has been preserved mainly in the sands of Egypt. Among the most significant of the 88 listed papyri of the NT (indicated in the list of Gregory-von Dobschütz-Aland by a ‘p’ in Gothic style, followed by a numeral) are the following.

(i)    Of the Gospels. P4! (Chester Beatty papyrus of the Gospels, Dublin), c. ad 250, contains large parts of Lk. and Mk., somewhat less of Mt. and Jn.; P!1 (John Rylands University Library, Manchester), c. ad 100-150, is our earliest fragment of the NT; P66 (Bodmer papyrus II, Geneva), c. ad 200, contains the Gospel of Jn., with some gaps in chs. 14-21; P” (Bodmer papyrus XIV-XV), 2nd Century, contains Lk. 3-14; Jn. 1-15.

(ii)    Of the Acts of the Apostles. P3* (Michigan pap. 1571, Ann Arbor), dated by some in the 3rd Century, by some in the 4th, contains Acts 18:27-19:6; 19:12-16; P45 (Chester Beatty, as above) contains parts of Acts 5:30-17:17; P4* (Florence) from the 3rd Century, a single leaf containing Acts 23:11-29.

(iii)    Of the Pauline Epistles. P4'1 (Chester Beatty papyrus of the Epistles, Dublin), c. ad 250, contains considerable parts of Rom., Heb., 1 and 2 Cor., Gal., Eph.. Phil., Col., 1 Thes., in this Order.

(iv)    Of the Catholic Epistles. P7i (Bodmer papyrus VII—VIII), 3rd or 4th Century, contains Jude,

1 Pet., 2 Pet. (mingled with apocryphal and hagio-graphical writings, and Pss. 33, 34).

(v)    Of the Revelation. P47 (Chester Beatty papyrus of Rev., Dublin) contains Rev. 9:10-17:2.

All these papyri make significant contributions to our knowledge of the text. It should be particu-larly noted, however, that it is the age of these mss, not their material or place of origin, which accords such significance to them. A late papyrus need not of necessity have any great importance.

The second material of which Gk. mss were made is parchmenl. This was the skin of sheep and goats dried and polished with pumice; it made a durable writing material resistant to all climates. It was used from antiquity tili the late Middle Ages, when paper began to replace it. The form of the manuscript book was originally the scroll, but few Christian writings survive in this form. The Christian book was usually the Codex, i.e. the form of binding and pagination familiär to us. (‘Writing,

IV.) Many parchment Codices survive (the papyri are also in this form) and some are works of great beauty. Some were even ‘de luxe’ editions coloured with purple and written in gold or silver ink. At certain periods, however, parchment became scarce and the writing on old mss would be erased and the parchment re-used. Such re-used mss are called palimpsests: it is often the erased writing which is of importance to modern scholarship, in which case the use of Chemical reagents, photography and other modern technical methods is frequently re-quired before it can be deciphered.

The parchment mss of the NT (together with the relatively few paper mss of the 15th and 16th cen-turies) are divided by a threefold Classification. The first main demarcation is that between mss containing continuous texts and those arranged according to the lections for daily Services and church festi-vals. The lauer are termed lectionaries or evangelis-taria; they are indicated in the Gregory-von Dobschütz-Aland list by the letter ‘I’ followed by a numeral (‘ 1 ’ alone indicates a gospel lectionary; ‘1” indicates a lectionary of the Epistles; ‘1 + a lectionary containing both Gospels and Epistles). This group of mss was formerly little studied in any systematic way: the series Studies in the Lectionary Text of the Greek New Testament (1933-1966), and R. E. Cocroft (Studies and Documents 32, 1968) have redressed much of the balance. The former group is further divided into two sub-groups dis-tinguished by the style of writing employed in their execution and roughly consecutive in point of time. The relatively older group is that ol the Un-cials, i.e. mss written in Capital letters: the relatively younger group is that of the Minuscules or Cur-sives, i.e. mss written in the stylized form of the lower case perfected by scribes of the 10th Century and thereabouts, and perhaps popularized from the Stoudios monastery.

As in the case of the papyri it should be noted that an uncial ms is not ipso facto a better represen-tative of the NT text than a minuscule. Some older uncials rightly occupy a chief place in critical ap-paratus; some younger are comparatively worth-less. Similarly, minuscules, though later in date, may prove to be faithful copies of early mss; such then have as great importance as uncials.

Uncials are indicated in the Gregory-von Dobschütz-Aland list by Capital letters of the Lat. and Gk. alphabets or by a numeral preceded by a zero. Important among the uncials are the follow-ing: (1) Codex Sinaiticus N or 01), a4th-century ms of OT and NT; in addition to its intrinsically important text it contains a series of corrections made in the 6th Century and probably to be connected with the critical work of Pamphilus of Caesarea. (2) Codex Vaticanus (B or 03), a ms of simi-lar content, but lacking the latter part of the NT from Heb. 9:14 to the end of Rev. Both these mss are probably of Egyp. origin. (3) Codex Alexan-drinus (A or 02), a 5th-century ms containing OT and NT, probably of Constantinopolitan origin. (4) Codex Ephraemi Rescriptus (C or 04), a 5th-century palimpsest ms of OT and NT re-used in the 13th Century for the works of Ephraem the Syrian in Gk. translation. (5) Codex Bezae (Cantabrigien-sis) (D or 05), 4th or 5th Century and of uncertain provenance—suggestions ränge from Gaul to Jerusalem; it presents a Gk. text on the left page, a Lat. on the right, and contains an incomplete text of the Gospels and Acts with a few verses of 1 Jn. (6) Codex Washingtonianus (the Freer Codex) (W or 032), probably a 4th-century ms, containing the Gospels of which the text-type varies considerably from place to place. (7) Codex Koridethianus (© or 038), which it is impossible to date, since it was apparently written by a scribe unaccustomed to Gk., probably a Georgian; the ms copied by him was apparently a late uncial of the 10th Century. (8) Codex Laudianus (Ea or 08), a 6th- or 7th-century Graeco-Lat. ms of the Acts. (9, 10, 11) Codices Claromontanus, Boernerianus, Augiensis (Dpaul or 06; Gpaul or 012; FpauI or 010), a group of Graeco-Lat. mss, the former of the 6th, the two latter of the 9th Century, containing the Pauline Epistles. (12) Codex Euthalianus (Hpaul or 015), 6th-century ms much fragmented and scattered, containing the Pauline Epistles connected, according to a colo-phon (i.e. appended note), with a ms in the library of Pamphilus of Caesarea.

These mss give the varying text-types existing in the 4th Century; it is around these that debate has centred in the last 100 years and on these mss that critical texts have been based. As an exploratory investigation this is justifiable, but, as more recent discoveries have shown, the complexity of the data is greater than this procedure would imply.

The researches of Lake, Ferrar, Bousset, Rendel Harris, von Soden, Valentine-Richards and many others have made it abundantly plain that a fair Proportion of minuscules of all dates contain in iarger or smaller measure important ancient texts or traces of such texts: to give then even an ap-proximate indication of all important minuscules is virtually impossible. The following remarks give some idea of the significance of this material. Two mss numbered 33 and 579 in Gregory’s list are very closely allied to the text of B; 579 has even been described as presenting a text older than B itself. The text of ©, otherwise unknown in the uncials save in part of W, is also found in 565, 700 and some others; as such a text was known to Origen, these are of great significance. Closely allied texts are found in the minuscule families known as family 1 and family 13 and in mss21,22 and 28. In the Acts some of the peculiarities of D and E are attested by various minuscules, pre-eminent among which are 383, 614 and 2147. In the Pauline Epistles the minuscule evidence has not been so thoroughly sifted yet, save in the unsatisfactory work of von Soden. However, 1739 has attracted much study, and with its congeners 6, 424, 1908, and the late uncials erroneously placed together as Mpaul, proves to attest a text of equal antiquity and comparable significance to that of P46 and B. In Rev., 2344 is an ally of A and C, the best witnesses to the original text of that book.


II. Versions

By the mid-3rd Century parts at least of the NT had been translated from the Gk. original into three of the languages of the ancient world: Lat., Syriac and Coptic. From that time on, these versions were revised and expanded: and in their turn became the basis of other translations. Especially in the E, Bible translation became an integral part of the missionary work of both Gk.-speaking and Syriac-speaking Christians. As churches developed and theology flourished, versions would be revised to the Standard of the Gk. text then prevalent. So, both by reason of their ultimate antiquity and by their contacts with the Gk. at various historical points, the versions preserve much significant material for textual criticism.

From this outline it will be plain that each Version has a history. There is need, then, for internal textual criticism of any version before it can be used in the determination of the Gk. text; and in scarcely any case may we speak of ‘such and such a version’ but need to speak of such mss or such a form or stage of the version in question. This, al-ready observed for the Lat. and Syriac versions, should become the general rule.

In tracing the internal history of a version we have the advantage of the phenomenon of ‘render-ing’ to aid us, which is not to be found in dealing with the Gk. text. In the Gk., text-types can be diflferentiated by variant readings alone: in any Version even the same reading may be found diffier-ently rendered in particular mss. Where this is so, different stages in the evolution of the version may be traced.

Difficulties are to be met, however, in the use of any version for the criticism of the Gk. text. These arise because no language can reproduce any other with complete exactness. This is so even in the case of cognates of Gk. such as Lat. or Armenian; it is more strikingly true of languages of other lin-guistic type such as Coptic or Georgian. Particles essential to the one are found to have no equivalent or no necessary equivalent in the other; verbs have no equivalent conjugation; nuances and idioms are lost. Sometimes a pedantic translator will maltreat his own language in order to give a literal render-ing of the Gk.; in such a case we may have an almost verbatim report of the Gk. model. But in the earliest versions pedantry has no place and we encounter the difficulties of racy idiom and sometimes paraphrase. Nevertheless, the evidence of the versions needs to be mastered in the quest for the original text.

Some have claimed that an important factor in the history of many versions is the Diatessaron, a harmony of the four Gospels and some apoc-ryphal source made c. ad 180 by Tatian, an Assyr. Christian converted in Rome and a disciple of Justin Martyr (* Canon of the NT). Un-fortunately for research, no unequivocal evidence of it has been available, until recently, in Syriac, its probable original language. The most important witnesses to it are a commentary upon it by Ephrem the Syrian preserved in Armenian (a con-siderable portion of the Syriac original of this commentary came to light in 1957); a translation into Arabic extant in several mss, but apparently much influenced before its translation by the text of the Syriac Peshitta; the Lat. Codex Fuldensis, similarly influenced by the Lat. Vulgate; and a fragment in Gk. found at Dura-Europos. Its wide-spread vogue and influence may be shown by the existence of harmonies in Old High German, Middle High German, mediaeval Dutch, Middle English, the Tuscan and Venetian dialects of mediaeval Italian, Persian and Turkish. It is quite clear that a Diatessaron lies beneath the oldest Stratum of the Syriac, Armenian and Georgian versions, but the view that it influenced the Lat. has many flaws. These matters are still an area for research and debate.

The three basic versions made directly from Gk. are the Lat., Syriac and Coptic. Of none of these is the earliest stage certainly known. Tertullian usu-ally translated directly from the Gk., with wide var-iety of rendering, in which his acquaintance with an early form of the Old Lat. translation shows itself. Our ms evidence for the pre-Vulgate stage of the Lat. consists of about 30 fragmentary mss. These show a somewhat bewildering richness of variants well meriting the bon mot of Jerome, ‘tot sunt paene (exemplaria) quot Codices'. Scholars usually distinguish two or three main types of text (viz. ‘African’, ‘European’ and sometimes ‘Italian’) in the various parts of the NT before Jerome; the Vetus Latina Institute of Beuron is presenting in its edition a more precise analysis with alphabetical sigla for text-types and sub-text-types.

But in the Gospels at least there is more inter-connection between types than is usually thought: and even in the ‘African’ Lat. of mss k and e there may be discerned more than one stage of translation and revision. Jerome undertook a revision of the Lat. Bible (normally known as the Vulgate) at the request of the Pope Damasus about ad 382. It is uncertain how far his revision actually extended. The lauer books of the NT are probably very little revised. In the course of time this revision itself became corrupt and a number of attempts at puri-fication figure in its history, most notably those of Cassiodorus, Alcuin and Theodulph.

The Syriac church, after using an apocryphal Gospel, was first introduced to the canonical Gospels in the form of the Diatessaron: this remained long in vogue, but was gradually supplanted by the separated Gospels in the form known to us in the Curetonian and Sinaitic mss and in citations. This retained much of Tatian’s language in a four-Gospel form. We have no mss of a parallel Version of the Acts and Epistles, but the citations made by Ephrem indicate its existence. Towards the end of the 4th Century a revision was made of an Old Syriac base to a Gk. Standard akin to Codex B of the Gk.; this was the Peshitta, which in course of time became the ‘Authorized Version’ of all the Syriac churches. Its author is unknown: more than one hand has been at work. The Version comprises in the NT the canonical books apart from 2 Pet., 2 and 3 Jn., Jude and Rev. Later scholarly revisions—by Polycarp, at the command of Mar Xenaia (Philoxenus) of Mabbug (ad 508) and by Thomas of Harkel (ad 616) made good the omission. Few mss of either remain, and the existence of a separate Harklean version (as distinct from the addition of scholarly marginal apparatus to the Philoxenian) is still a matter of debate. The version in the quite distinct Palestinian Syriac dialect is generally thought to be unconnected with this stream of translation, but otherwise its origins are at present obscure. Much of the NT is extant in lectionary form.

Biblical remains are found in several dialects of Coptic: the entire NT in Bohairic, the dialect of Lower Egypt and the Delta; almost the whole in Sahidic, the dialect of Upper Egypt; considerable fragments in Fayyumic and Achmimic; and the Gospel of John in sub-Achmimic. To trace in detail the history of the versions in these dialects and in the various parts of the NT is still an un-accomplished task: neither the dates of the versions nor the interrelations between them, if any, have yet been elucidated from the abundant ma-terials to hand. The Sahidic is usually dated in the 3rd or 4th Century, while for the Bohairic dates as diverse as the 3rd Century and the 7th have been proposed. In the main these versions agree with the Gk. text-types found in Egypt: the Diatessaric element discerned in the Lat. and Syriac texts is scarcely present here, and it may be concluded that, whatever the internal relations of the versions in the different dialects, the Coptic as a whole Stands in a direct relation to the Gk. text.

The majority of other versions are dependent on these. From the Latin come mediaeval versions in a number of W European languages: while these mainly reflect the Vulgate, traces of Old Lat. read-ings are to be found. Thus, Provenpal and Bo-hemian versions preserve an important text of the Acts. The Syriac versions served as base for a number of others, the most important being the Armenian (from which the Georgian was in its turn translated), and the Ethiopic. These have complex internal history, their ultimate form con-formed to the Gk., but their earlier stages less so. Persian and Sogdian versions derive from the Syriac, while the many Arabic versions and the fragmentarily preserved Nubian have both Syriac and Coptic ancestry. The Gothic and the Slavonic are direct translations from the Gk. in the 4th and 10th centuries respectively.

III. Patristic citations

For dating diffeient text-types and for establishing their geographical location, we rely on the data provided by scriptural citations in early Christian writings. Much significant work has been done in this field, the most important results being in re-spect of Origen, Chrysostom and Photius among Gk. writers, of Cyprian, Lucifer of Cagliari and Novatian among the Latins, and of Ephrem and Aphraat among the Syrians. About the effects of the work of Marcion and Tatian on the NT text and concerning the text attested by Irenaeus—all matters of great importance—we are still in some uncertainty.

The whole field is much complicated by the va-garies of human memory and customs of citation. We also find instances where the writer on chan-ging his domicile changed his mss or on the con-trary took a particular text-type with him. For these reasons few would accept a reading attested in citation alone; yet F. Blass and M.-E. Boismard have dared to do this in works on the text of the Gospel of Jn.

IV.    Analysis

In many cases of classical literature it is found that the material available for the establishment of the text may be analysed into one stemma or line of descent, leading down from the archetype which may be adequately reconstructed even where a careful transcript is not to be discovered among the mss, as is often the case. The NT material is not patient of such analysis in spite of the efforts of a number of scholars to apply a genealogical method to it. Westcott and Hort used the criterion of con-flate readings as the primary stage in such an analysis. In this way they established the inferiority of the text of the mass of the late mss, a conclusion corroborated by their second criterion, the evi-dence of patristic citation. They were then faced, however, with two main types of text, viz. that at-tested by B K and that attested by D lat. Between these texts of equal antiquity they were unable to decide by these two objective criteria, and so feil back on a third, inevitably somewhat subjective, namely, that of intrinsic probability. By this means they were enabled to follow the B N text in most cases and to reject the D lat text.

H. von Soden’s analysis of the same material arrived at a System of three recensions, all dating in his view from the 4th Century: by a simple arith-metical procedure he thought himself able to arrive at a pre-recensional text, always allowing for the factor of harmonization which he considered all-pervasive (and due in the Gospels to the corrupting influence of the Diatessaron).

Neither theory has met with unqualified ap-proval subsequently. Von Soden’s methodology is open to criticism because of the sometimes artificial rigidity of his triple pattem, and his un-critical use of the Arabic Diatessaron. He is, in Lake’s phrase, ‘so often instructive, so rarely cor-rect’. Hort’s theory has a whole history of sub-sequent debate. Slavishly followed at first, it was then put in doubt by the growing knowledge of the Lat. and Syriac versions, and of minuscule families with early patristic links, both of which helped to create a picture of an early complex of ‘mixed texts’ rather than a simple clearcut twofold division of text-types. But more recently, anticipated by rational-critical approbation of the codex B and its allies by Lagrange and Ropes, new discoveries and fresh examination have resulted in a growing consensus that the P75-B text in Lk. and Jn., the P46-B text in the Pauline Epistles, is in most of its features an intrinsically good text. Presence of pos-sible corruption within it is not, however, denied. Hort’s fault was to suggest, whether intentionally or not, that the third criterion of intrinsic probability had the ‘objectivity’ of the genealogical method exemplified in the first and second. In fact, he was using rational criticism, and in many of his conclusions, although probably not in all, his judgment appears to have been sound. We need the analysis of text-types and their history and the def-inition of recensions if these existed: but the con-cluding stage of any search for the original text can only be pursued by rational criticism, i.e. the prac-tice of scientific judgment by intrinsic probability. A number of objective criteria may be established for this purpose.

V.    Criteria

In this matter stylistic and linguistic Standards play a large part. In every part of the NT enough re-mains without serious Variation to enable studies of the characteristic style and usage of individual writers to be made. In cases of textual doubt we may use such knowledge of the accustomed style of the book in question. Furthermore, we shall in the Gospels prefer variants where the influence of parallel Synoptic passages is absent; or those in which a strongly Aram. cast in the Gk. reveals the underlying original tradition. Throughout, we shall avoid constructions of Attic or Atticizing Gk., preferring those of the Hellenistic vernacular. In other places, factors from a wider sphere may be discerned. Palaeography can elucidate variants which derive from primitive errors in the ms tradition. The history or economics of the Ist Century ad can sometimes show us the choice between variants by providing information on technical terms, value of currency, etc. Church history and the history of doctrine may reveal where variants show accommodation to later doctrinal trends.

It will be plain from the fact that such criteria can be applied that in spite of the profusion of material the text of the NT is fairly well and accur-ately preserved, well enough at least for us to make stylistic judgments about, e.g., Paul or John, or to judge in what case doctrine has transformed the text. The text is in no instance so insecure as to necessitate the alteration of the basic gospel. But those who love the Word of God will desire the greatest accuracy in the minutest details, knowing the nuances of meaning made possible by word-order, tense, change of particle, etc.

VI. History of the text

In brief outline we may thus sketch the history of the NT text. Many of the factors earliest at work are those described in the history of the growth of the * Canon of the NT. The circulation of separate Gospels, but of the Pauline letters as a corpus; the chequered history of the Acts and Rev.; the over-shadowing of the Catholic Epistles by the rest: all these are reflected in the textual data for the several books. Düring the period of the establishment of the Canon a number of factors were at work. There was a tendency as early as we can trace to attempt emendation of the Gk. according to pre-vailing fashions or even scribal whim; in the case of the Gospels a close verbal identity was sought. often at the expense of Mk. In some cases, ‘floating tradition’ was added; or items were taken away from the written word. Such heretical teachers as Marcion and Tatian left the mark of tendentious correction upon their editions of the text, and doubtless their opponents were not blameless in this. In the Acts, alterations were made perhaps for purely literary or popularizing motives. Neverthe-less, good texts were to be found, whether preserved by miracle or by philology, although no text known is without some corruption. In the 2nd and 3rd centuries, we find a mixture of good and bad, in differing proportions, in all our evidence.

It has seemed to a number of scholars that at some time in the late 3rd or early 4th Century at-tempts at recensional activity took place. But there is little direct evidence of this, and recent discovery and discussion have put a completely new look on the question. We now know from the close affinity of P” and B that the text-type of the latter, known in the Alexandrian Fathers, was not a creation of the shadowy Hesychius (named, with Lucian, by Jerome in his letter to Damasus, as author of a recension), but existed in the 2nd Century. Since, however, as we know from the papyri, other types were known in Egypt, scholarly work may have rescued that one which commended itself on trad-itional philological grounds. The Byzantine text has been associated with the name of Lucian, and this has been supported by the similarity of many of its features to those of the Lucianic recension of the lxx. That recension, however, may antedate Lucian, at least in some of its elements, and like-wise in the NT we have some evidence of Byzantine readings in papyri earlier than his date. The so-called Caesarean text, which Streeter and Lake were confident to have found in the citations of Origen and Eusebius, and in codex 0 and various minuscules, has disintegrated upon closer examin-ation. While there may be a recensional form in some of the witnesses adduced, there was a pre-recensional stage, known, for instance, in P1. In other words, Christian scholars, where their activ-ity may be discerned, were not creating new texts so much as choosing from a variety which already existed. In the Epistles their scope for choice was apparently less since only three forms (Alexan-drian, Byzantine and ‘Western’) are found, but in Rev. there is a distinct fourfold pattem, yet one unrelated to the textual divisions of the Gospels. The data which earlier generations termed ‘Western text’ exemplify the way in which ancient readings could co-exist in specific traditions with material evidently secondary. It is the principles of choice utilized by the Christian scholars of the 3rd and 4th centuries which demand our scrutiny, and the general sobriety of Alexandrian judgment shows itself more and more. Yet no critic today would follow a single text-type alone, even if he were to give pride of place to one in particular.

In the Middle Ages the Alexandrian text seems to have suffered eclipse. Various forms of Caesarean and Byzantine wrestled for supremacy tili about the 10th Century. After this, the Byzantine text may be said to have been supreme in the sense that many mss of nearly identical type were pro-duced and have been preserved. But variants from even the earliest times are recrudescent in late mss, and important mss of other recensions and even of pre-recensional type come from very late dates, while some late mss in fact change their allegiance in a bewildering fashion from text-type to texttype.

VII. Conclusion

Thus the task of NT textual criticism is vast and unfinished. Certainly, advances have been made since the material began to be collected and exam-ined in the 17th Century. Both Hort and von Soden present texts better than the printed texts of the Renaissance, and provide a sound basis upon which satisfactory exegesis may proceed. It is evident that many of the principles behind the Alexandrian text were sound. But it must be constantly borne in mind that even the best philological woric of antiquity demands critical scrutiny if we seek the original text. The textual critic will be as the scribe discipled in the kingdom of heaven, bringing forth from his treasures things new and old. The busy textual projects of the post-war years should bring us nearer to the apostolic ipsissima verba than previous generations were favoured to come; yet we cannot but build on other men’s i'oundations.
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THADDAEUS. This name occurs only in the list of the 12 apostles (Mt. 10:3; Mk. 3:18). The equivalent in Lk. 6:16 is ‘Judas the son of James’ (cf also Acts 1:13). av in Mt. 10:3 reads ‘Lebbaeus, whose surname was Thaddaeus’. Most textual critics now read simply ‘Thaddaeus’ and treat ‘Lebbaeus’ as an intrusion from the Western Text, though some have suggested ‘Lebbaeus’ to be cor-rect and ‘Thaddaeus’ to have been introduced from Mk. 3:18. ‘Thaddaeus’ is probably derived from Aram. tad, meaning the female breast, and sug-gests warmth of character and almost feminine de-votedness. ‘Lebbaeus’ comes from Heb. leb, ‘heart’, and it may therefore be an explanation of the other name. Attempts have been made to derive ‘Thaddaeus’ from ‘Judah’ and ‘Lebbaeus’ from ‘Levi’.

There seems little doubt that Thaddaeus is to be identified with ‘Judas of James’ (see F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles\ 1990, p. 105). The name ‘Judas’ would not be populär with the deed of Judas Iscariot in mind, and this may be why it is not used in Mt. and Mk. The post-canonical litera-ture does not help us to obtain a clear picture, but Jerome says that Thaddaeus was also called ‘Lebbaeus’ and ‘Judas of James’, and that he was sent on a mission to Abgar, king of Edessa. Eusebius, on the other hand, reckoned him to be one of the Seventy. The mention of the Gospel of Thaddaeus in some mss of the Decretum Gelasii is thought to be due to a scribal error.    r.e.n.

particular theatre stood facing down the main thoroughfare of the city towards the docks, and as in most Gk. States remains the most substantial relic of the past.    e.a.j.

THEBES (Heb. No, as av). Once Egypt’s most magnificent Capital. Heb. No corresponds to the Egyp. nlw(t), ‘the City’ par excellence, and No-Amon to the Egyp. phrase nlw(l)-Tmn, ‘the City of (the god) Amün’. In Gk. it is called both Thebes, the usual term in modern writings, and Diospolis magna. Some 530 km upstream from Cairo as the crow flies, its site on the two banks of the Nile is marked on the E side by the two vast temple-precincts of the god Amün (* Amon), now known by the Arab. names Karnak and Luxor, and on the W side by a row of royal funerary temples from modern Qurneh to Medinet Habu, behind which extends a vast necropolis of rock-cut tombs.

Thebes first rose to national importance in the Middle Kingdom (early 2nd millennium bc), as the home town of the powerful pharaohs of the 12th Dynasty (*Egypt, History); however, the land was then administered not from Thebes in the far S, but from the better-placed Itjet-Tawy just S of ancient * Memphis and modern Cairo. Düring the Second Intermediate Period Thebes became the centre of Egyp. Opposition to the foreign Hyksos kings, and from Thebes came the famous I8th Dynasty kings, who finally expelled them and established the Egyp. empire (New Kingdom). Düring the imperial 18—20th Dynasties, c. 1550-1070 bc, the treasures of Asia and Africa poured into the cof-fers of Amün of Thebes, now state god of the empire. All this wealth plus the continuing gifts of Late Period pharaohs such as * Shishak feil as spoil to the conquering Assyrians under Ashurbanipal in 663 bc amid fire and slaughter. In predicting mighty Nineveh’s fall, no more lurid comparison could Nahum (3:8-10) draw upon than the fate of Thebes. The force of this comparison rules out at-tempts occasionally made to identify Nahum’s No-Amon with a Lower Egyp. city of the same name. The Nile, Nahum’s ‘rivers’, was truly Thebes’ defence. The Late Period pharaohs made full use of its E Delta branches and irrigation and drainage canals as Egypt’s first line of defence, with sea-coast forts at the Nile mouths and across the road from Palestine —perhaps alluded to in the phrase ‘wall(s) from the sea’ (coast inwards?). To this protection was added Thebes’ great distance upstream, which invaders had to traverse to reach her. In the early 6th Century bc Jeremiah (46:25) and Ezekiel (30:14-16) both spoke against Thebes. See C. F. Nims, Thebes, 1965.    k.a.k.

THEBEZ (Heb. tebes, ‘brightness’). A fortified city in Mt. Ephraim, in the course of capturing which * Abimelech was mortally wounded by a millstone hurled down on him by a woman (Jdg. 9:50ff.; 2 Sa. 11:21). Thebez is the modern Tübäs, about 16 km N of Nablus, and NE of Shechem on the road to Beth-shan.    j.d.d.

THEOPHILUS (Gk. theophilos, ‘dear to God’, ‘friend of God’), the man to whom both parts of Luke’s history were dedicated (Lk. 1:3; Acts 1:1). Some have thought that the name indicates gener-ally ‘the Christian reader’, others that it conceals a well-known figure, such as Titus Flavius Clemens, the emperor Vespasian’s nephew (so B. H. Streeter, The Four Gospels, 1924, pp. 534ff.). But it is most probably a real name. The title ‘most excellent’ given to him in Lk. 1:3 may denote a member of the equestrian Order (possibly in some oflicial Position) or may be a courtesy title (cf. Acts 23:26; 24:3; 26:25). Theophilus had acquired some infor-mation about Christianity, but Luke decided to supply him with a more orderly and reliable ac-count. He may have been a representative of that dass of Rom. society which Luke wished to influ-ence in favour of the gospel, but scarcely the advo-cate briefed for Paul’s defence before Nero (so J. I. Still, St Paul on Trial, 1923, pp. 84ff.). f.f.b. 3 2 4 is not of great moment; it certainly needs no such explanation as that offered by M. Dibelius—that this Epistle was written to be read in church—for the same is true of the first Epistle (cf. 1 Thes. 5:27). More serious is the argument that the eschatology of 2 Thes. contradicts that of 1 Thes. The first Epistle stresses the unexpectedness with which the day of the Lord will arrive, Mike a thief in the night’ (1 Thes. 5:2), whereas the second Epistle stresses that certain events will intervene before its arrival (2 Thes. 2:1 ff.), and does so in a passage whose apocalyptic character is unparal-leled in the Pauline literature.

A Harnack accounted for the difference with the Suggestion that 1 Thes. was written to the Gen-tile section of the church of Thessalonica, and 2 Thes. to the Jewish section. This is not only ren-dered improbable by the direction of 1 Thes. 5:27 that that Epistle be read to ‘all the brethren’ but is incredible in the light of Paul’s fundamental insist-ence on the oneness of Gentile and Jewish believers in Christ. Equally unconvincing is F. C. Burkitt’s Supplement to Harnack’s theory—that both Epistles wert drafted by Silvanus and approved by Paul, who added 1 Thes. 2:18 (T Paul’) and 2 Thes. 3:17 in his own hand.

Alternative suggestions to the Pauline author-ship of both letters raise greater difficulties than the Pauline authorship does. If 2 Thes. is pseud-onymous, it was an unbelievable refinement of subtlety on the writer’s part to warn the readers against letters forged in Paul’s name (2:2); the salu-tation in 2 Thes. 3:17 is intelligible only as Paul’s safeguard against the danger of such forged letters. The difficulties raised by the Pauline authorship can best be accounted for by considering the occa-sion and relation of the two letters. Both letters were included in the earliest ascertainable edition of the Pauline corpus.

III. Occasion

a. The First Epistle

Paul and his companions had to leave * Thessalonica hastily in the early summer of ad 50, after making a number of converts and planting a church in the city (Acts 17:1-10). The circum-stances of their departure meant that their converts would inevitably be exposed to persecution, for which they were imperfectly prepared, because Paul had not had time to give them all the basic teaching which he thought they required. At the earliest opportunity he sent Timothy back to see how the Thessalonian Christians were faring. When Timothy returned to him in Corinth (Acts 18:5) he brought good news of their steadfastness and zeal in propagating the gospel, but reported that they had certain problems, some ethical (with special reference to sexual relations) and some eschatological (in particular, they were concerned lest at the parousia those of their number who had died should be at a disadvantage as compared with those who were still alive). Paul wrote to them im-mediately, expressing his joy at Timothy’s good news, protesting that his recent abrupt departure from them was through no choice of his own (as his detractors urged), stressing the importance of chastity and diligence in daily work, and assuring them that believers who died before the parousia would suffer no disadvantage but would be raised to rejoin their living brethren and ‘meet the Lord in the air’ at his coming.

b. The Second Epistle

Before long, however, further news reached Paul which indicated that there were still some misap-prehensions to be removed. He suspected that some of these misapprehensions might be due to misrepresentations of his teaching to the Thessalonian church. Some members of the church had inferred that the parousia was so imminent that there was no point in going on working. Paul ex-plains that certain events must take place before the parousia; in particular, there will be a world-wide rebellion against God, led by one who will incarnate the forces of lawlessness and anarchy, which at present are being held in check by a power which he need not name in writing, since his readers know what he means. (The allusiveness of his reference to this power makes it likely that he had in mind the Roman empire, whose mainten-ance of law and Order gave him cause for gratitude several times in the course of his apostolic Service.) As for those who were disinclined to work, he speaks to them even more sharply than in the former Epistle; to live at the expense of others is unworthy of able-bodied Christians, who had seen an example of the worthier course in the conduct of Paul himself and his colleagues. Spongers and slackers must be treated by their fellow-Christians in a way that will bring them to their senses.

An attempt has sometimes been made to relieve the difficulties feit in relating the two Epistles to each other by supposing that 2 Thes. was written first (cf. J. Weiss, Earliest Christianity, 1, 1959, pp. 289IT.; T. W. Manson, Studies in the Gospels and Epistles, 1962, pp. 268ff.; R. G. Gregson, ‘A Solution to the Problems of the Thessalonian Epistles’, EQ 38, 1966, pp. 76ff.). But 2 Thes. does presup-pose some previous correspondence from Paul (2:15), while the language of 1 Thes. 2:17-3:10 certainly implies that 1 Thes. was Paul’s first letter to the Thessalonian Christians after his enforced departure.

IV. Teaching

With the possible exception of *Gal., the two Thessalonian letters are Paul’s earliest surviving writings. They give us an illuminating, and in some ways a surprising, impression of certain phases of Christian faith and life 20 years after the death and resurrection of Christ. The main lines have already been laid down; the Thessalonian Christians (for-merly pagan idolaters for the most part) were con-verted through hearing and accepting the apostolic preaching (1 Thes. l:9f.); Jesus, in whom they had put their trust, is the Son of God who can be freely and spontaneously spoken of in terms which assume rather than assert his equality with the Father (cf. 1 Thes. 1:1; 3:11; 2 Thes. 1:1; 2:16); the gospel which has brought them salvation carries with it healthy practical implications for everyday life. The living and true God is holy, and he desires his people to be holy too; this holiness extends to such matters as relations with the other sex (1 Thes. 4:3) and the honest earning of their daily bread (1 Thes. 4:11 f; 2 Thes. 3:10-12). The apostles them-selves had set an example in these and other matters (1 Thes. 2:5ff.; 2 Thes. 3:7ffi).

Both Epistles reflect the intense eschatological awareness of those years, and the unhealthy ex-cesses to which it tended to give rise. Paul does not discourage this awareness (indeed, eschatology had evidently been prominent in his preaching at Thes-salonica), but he teaches the Thessalonians not to confuse the suddenness of the parousia with its immediacy, and he impresses on them the ethical corollaries of Christian eschatology. He himself did not know then whether he would still be alive at the parousia; he hoped he would be, but he had received no assurance on the point. His prime con-cern was to discharge his appointed work so faith-fully that the day would not find him unprepared and ashamed. So to his converts he presents the parousia as a comfort and hope for the bereaved and distressed, a warning to the careless and unruly, and for all a Stimulus to holy living. The parousia will effect the ultimate conquest of evil; it will provide the universal manifestation of that tri-umph which is already guaranteed by the saving work of Christ.

Bibliography. Commentaries on the Gk. text by J. E. Frame, ICC, 1913; B. Rigaux, Etudes Bibliques, 1956; F. F. Bruce, WBC, 1982; on the Eng. text by C. F. Hogg and W. E. Vine, 1914; E. J. Bicknell, WC, 1932; W. Neil, MNT, 1950; idem, TBC, 1957; J. W. Bailey, IB, 11, 1955; W. Hendriksen, 1955; L. Morris, NIC, 1991; TNTC:, 1984; A. L. Moore, NCB, 1969; D. E. H. Whiteley, NCIB, 1969; E. Best, BNTC, 1972; I. H. Marshall, NCIB, 1983; also J. B. Lightfoot, Biblical Essays, 1893, pp. 235ff.; Notes on the Epistles of St Paul, 1895, pp. 1 ff.; K. Lake, Earlier Epistles of St Paul, 1911, pp. 61 ff.; T. W. Manson, Studies in the Gospels and Epistles, 1962, pp. 259ff; B. C. Johan-son, To all the Brethren, 1987.    f.f.b.

THESSALONICA. Founded after the triumph of Macedonia to grace her new position in world af-fairs, the city rapidly outstripped its older neigh-bours and became the principal metropolis of Macedonia. Situated at the junction of the main land route from Italy to the E with the main route from the Aegean to the Danube, her position under the Romans was assured, and she has re-mained a major city to this day. Thessalonica was the first place where Paul’s preaching achieved a numerous and socially prominent following (Acts 17:4). His opponents, lacking their hitherto cus-tomary influence in high places, resorted to mob agitation to force the government’s hand. The au-thorities, neatly trapped by the imputation of dis-loyalty towards the imperial power, took the min-imum action to move Paul on without hardship to him. In spite of his success, Paul made a point of not placing himself in debt to his followers (Phil. 4:16f.; 1 Thes. 2:9). Not that they were themselves without generosity (1 Thes. 4:10); Paul was appar-ently afraid that the flourishing condition of the church would encourage parasites unless he himself set the strictest example of self-support (2 Thes. 3:8-12). The two Epistles to the 'Thessalonians, written soon after his departure, reflect also his anxiety to conserve his gains from rival teachers (2 Thes. 2:2) and from disillusionment in the face of further agitation (1 Thes. 3:3). He need not have feared. Thessalonica remained a tri-umphant crown to his eflforts (1 Thes. 1:8).

Bibliography. E. Oberhummer, RE, s.v. ‘Thes-salonika’.    e.a.j.

THEUDAS. 1. In Acts 5:36 an impostor (possibly a Messianic pretender) who some time before ad 6 gathered a band of 400 men, but he was killed and his followers dispersed. His activity was probably one of the innumerable disorders which broke out in Judaea after Herod’s death in 4 bc. Origen (Contra Celsum, 1. 57) says he arose ‘before the birth of Jesus’, but that may simply be an inference from this passage, where Gamaliel speaks of his rising as having preceded that of 'Judas.

2. In Josephus (Ant. 20. 97-99) a magician who led many followers to the Jordan, promising that the river would be divided at his command, so that they could cross it dry-shod. They were attacked by cavalry sent against them by the procurator Fadus (c. ad 44-46), and Theudas’ head was brought to Jerusalem.    f.f.b.

THIGH. Heb. yärek, also translated ‘side’ in rsv, of altar or tabernacle (Nu. 3:29; 2 Ki. 16:14). The variant form yar'kä is almost always used of ob-jects or places generally, mostly in the dual, i.e. derived from the thought of the two thighs. The other word translated ‘thigh’ in rsv (Ex. 29:22, 27) refers to the * leg. The Gk. meros is used once (Rev. 19:16), where it probably refers to tne locality of the inscription on the garment. (See NBCR, p. 1304.)

The Heb. word is found in similar usage to mot-lomacri;nayim or h“läsayim and Gk. osphys, ‘loins’, in respect of the parts of the body usually clothed (Ex. 28:42; cf Is. 32:11), and especially of the Position where a sword is worn (Ps. 45:3); also of the locality of the genital organs, and so by figure of speech to one’s offspring (Gn. 46:26; cf Gn. 35:11; Acts 2:30; motnayim is not used in this sense). The custom of making an oath by placing the hand under another’s thigh (Gn. 24:2f.; 47:29flf.) signifies the association of the peculiar power of these parts, perhaps with the idea of invoking the Support of the person’s descendants to enforce the oath. For association in a particular form of oath, see Nu. 5:21 ff.

Smiting upon the thigh is a sign of anguish (Je. 31:19). For a discussion of the custom of not eating the sinew of the thigh joint (Gn. 32:32), see 'Sinew.    BOB.

THOMAS. One of the twelve apostles. In the lists of the Twelve which are arranged in three groups of four each, Thomas occurs in the second group (Mt. 10:2-4; Mk. 3:16-19; Lk. 6:14-16; Acts 1:13). He is linked with Matthew in Mt. 10:3 and with Philip in Acts 1:13. The name comes from Aram. tr'öma, meaning ‘twin’; John three times uses the Gk. Version of it, ‘Didymus’ (11:16; 20:24; 21:2). The question whose twin he was cannot be an-swered with certainty. Various traditions (Syriac and Egyp.) suggest that his personal name was Judas.

It is only in the Fourth Gospel that there are any personal references to Thomas. He was prepared to go with Jesus to the tomb of Lazarus and to possible death at the hands of the Jews (Jn. 11:16). He confessed himself unable to understand where Jesus was going when he warned the Twelve of his impending departure (Jn. 14:5). The chief incident for which he has always been remembered, and for which he has been called ‘Doubting Thomas’, is his disbelief in the resurrection. He missed the ap-pearance of Christ to the other apostles (Jn. 20:24) and said that he needed visual and tactual proof of the resurrection (20:25). A week later Christ ap-
[image: ]


Thessalonica, a major city of Macedonia.

peared again to the Eleven and he ofFered Thomas the opportunity to test the reality of his body.

Thomas’ confession of faith, ‘My Lord and my God’ (20:28), marks the climax of the Fourth Gospel; blessing is promised to those who can come to faith without the aid of sight. r.e.n.

THORNS, CROWN OF. This was made by the Roman soldiers and placed on the head of Christ when he was mocked before the crucifixion (Mt. 27:29; Mk. 15:17; Jn. 19:2).

It was, with the sceptre of reed and the purple robe, symbolic of the fact that he had been said to be King of the Jews. The superscription on the cross likewise proclaimed this in mockery. Yet Christians have seen the life of Jesus as a royal road from the manger of Bethlehem to the cross of Calvary, and the very incidents in which he least seemed to be a king have won their allegiance more than anything eise. For John especially the moment of Christ’s humiliation is the moment of his glory (12:31-33; cf. Heb. 2:9).

It is uncertain exactly what plant is signified by akantha. There are a number of plants with sharp spines which grow in Palestine. Christians have seen the thorns as symbolic of the effects of sin (Gn. 3:18; Nu. 33:55; Pr. 22:5; Mt. 7:16; 13:7; Heb. 6:8).

H. St J. Hart (JTS n.s. 3, 1952, pp. 66ff.) suggests that the crown was made from palm leaves, which would be readily available. Phoenix dactylifera has sharp spines. The crown might thus have been in-tended to resemble the ‘radiate crown’ of a divine ruler, so that Christ was being mocked as ‘God’ as well as ‘king’.

See also * Plants (Thorns).    r.e.n.

THRACE. A tribally organized region lying be-tween Macedonia and the Gk States of the Bosporus coast. It had always maintained a sturdy independence of Gk. control, and the Romans left it as an isolated enclave under its own dynasties until ad 44, when it was incorporated into the Cae-sarean province under a low-ranking procurator. Republican institutions were not widely developed before the 2nd Century ad. There is no record of Christianity there in NT times.

Bibliography. A. H. M. Jones, Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces\ 1970; J. Keil, CAH, 11, 1936, pp. 570-573.    e.a.j.

THRESHOLD. 1. miptän is used for the threshold of the temple of Dagan at Ashdod (1 Sa. 5:4-5), the Jerusalem Temple (Ezk. 9:3; 10:4, 18) and EzekiePs Temple (46:2; 47:1). Zephaniah alludes to an idolatrous practice of leaping over the threshold (1:9). An example of a threshold was found at Hazor (Y. Yadin, Hazor, 1972, pl. 22a).

2. saß (av also as gate, door, doorpost) applies mainly to sacred buildings, although 1 Ki. 14:17 probably refers to Jeroboam’s house, Est. 2:21; 6:2 to a palace, and Jdg. 19:27 to a house. Most refer-ences (2 Ki. 12:9; Is. 6:4; Am. 9:1) imply that the threshold indicated belongs to the sanctuary of the Jerusalem Temple, although in the Temple of

Ezekiel (40:6-7) it refers to the single gateway in the outer wall. The threshold itself was made of stone and may have contained the cupped socks in which the door-posts swivelled.

3. supim (Ne. 12:25), ‘thresholds’ (av), is better ‘storehouses’ (rsv).    c.j.d.

THRONE. Heb. kisse' may refer to any seat or to one of special importance (1 Ki. 2:19). Its root (Heb. käsä, ‘to cover’) suggests a canopied con-struction, hence a throne (e.g. Ex. 11:5; Ezk. 26:16). The throne symbolizes dignity and authority (Gn. 41:40; 2 Sa. 3:10), which may extend beyond the immediate occupant (2 Sa. 7:13-16). Since the king is Yahweh’s representative, his throne is ‘the throne of the kingdom of the Lord over Israel’ (1 Ch. 28:5); it typifies Yahweh’s throne in the heavens (1 Ki. 22:10, 19; cf. Is. 6:1). Righteousness and justice are therefore enjoined upon its occupants (Pr. 16:12; 20:28; cf Is. 9:7; 2 Sa. 14:9). Although Yahweh’s throne is transcendent (Is. 66:1; cf. Mt. 5:34), he graciously condescends to sit enthroned upon the Cherubim (e.g. 1 Sa. 4:4). In the Messianic age ‘Jerusalem shall be called the throne of the Lord’ (Je. 3:17; cf. Ezk. 43:7). The thrones of judgment in Dn. 7:9ff. form a good introduction to the usual sense of the word in the NT.

Jesus receives ‘the throne of his father David’ (Lk. 1:32; cf. Acts 2:30; Heb. 1:5-9, all of which allude to 2 Sa. 7:12-16. Cf. also Heb. 8:1; 12:2). As Son of man, he will judge from his throne (Mt. 25:31 ff.). In the world to come the disciples will have thrones and assist the Son of man (Mt. 19:28; cf. Lk. 22:30). The faithful are promised a seat on the throne of the Lamb (Rev. 3:21), and the pre-millennial judgment appears to be committed to them (20:4; cf. Dn. 7:9, 22). In the post-millennial
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A prince receives tribute, sealed on a throne supported by a winged Cherubim (cf. 1 Sa. 4:4). Ivory from Megiddo. Height 4 cm. Sth cent. bc.


judgment, however, there is only the great white throne (20:11). The disparity is more apparent than real, for Dn. 7 forms the background of each vision. Similarly, the vision of the august throne of God and the Lamb in Rev. 22:3 compares with Mt. 19:28 and Lk. 22:30, because John, in adding ‘and they shall reign . . .’ (22:5), undoubtedly has in mind the thrones of the faithful. Cf. ‘throne of grace’(Heb. 4:16).    r.j.mck.

[image: ]


THUMB. Heb. bähen, in the OT equally and always together, of the thumb and big toe, differen-tiated by the designation, ‘of the hand’ or ‘of the footf The root is related to an Arabic word mean-ing ‘to cover’ or ‘shut’, hence of that member which closes or covers the hand.

The practice of placing blood from the sacri-ficial beast upon the right thumb, great toe and also 5 6ear of the priests probably indicated the dedication of the prominent Organs of hearing, doing and walking, symbolizing the securing of the whole man (Ex. 29:20; Lv. 8:23, etc.). Similarly, the practice of cutting off the thumbs and great toes of a defeated enemy probably symbolized his being rendered powerless (Jdg. l:6f), and also ceremoni-ally incompetent to discharge any sacral duties.

BOB.

THUNDER. Most frequent during the winter season, thunder is vividly described in Jb. 37 and Ps. 29. The few rainstorms of summer are usually associated with thunder (e.g. 1 Sa. 12:17); the co-incidence of this event with Samuel’s message helped to deepen the warning to Israel when they desired a king. A desert thunderstorm seems the most plausible explanation for the narrative of 2 Ki. 3:4-27, when ‘the country was filled with water’, presumably as a result of a desert thunderstorm on the plateau E of the Zered valley. In an-other military campaign a thunderstorm decided the result of the battle between Israel and the Philistines (1 Sa. 7:10).

Thunder is frequently associated with the voice of God and is spoken of as a voice in Pss. 77:18; 104:7. The Creative voice of God which bade the waters go to their appointed place (Gn. 1:9) is iden-tified with thunder (Ps. 104:7). It was associated with the giving of the law at Sinai (Ex. 19:16; 20:18), and the voice out of heaven which answered Christ (Jn. 12:28f.) was identified by those present as a thunder-peal. Voices like thunder are referred to in the Apocalypse (Rev. 6:1; 14:2; 19:6), where they are even given articulate meaning (Rev. 10:3 f.).

(6 Plagues of Egypt.)    j.m.h.

THYATIRA. A city in the Roman province of Asia, in the W of what is now Asiatic Turkey. It occupied an important position in a low-lying ‘cor-ridor’ connecting the Hermus and Caicus valleys. It was a frontier garrison, first on the W frontier of the territory of Seleucus I of Syria, and later, after changing hands, on the E frontier of the kingdom of Pergamum. With that kingdom, it passed under Roman rule in 133 bc. But it remained an important point in the Roman road-system, for it lay on the road from Pergamum to Laodicea, and thence to the E provinces. It was also an important centre of manufacture; dyeing, garment-making, pottery

Thyatira, one of the 'seven churches of Asia' (Rev. 1-3).

and brass-working are among the trades known to have existed there. A large town (Akhisar) still Stands on the same site.

The Thyatiran woman Lydia, the ‘seller of purple’ whom Paul met at Philippi (Acts 16:14), was probably the overseas agent of a Thyatiran manufacturer; she may have been arranging the sale of dyed woollen goods which were known simply by the name of the dye. This ‘purple’ was obtained from the madder root, and was still pro-duced in the district, under the name ‘Turkey red’, into the present Century.

The Thyatiran church was the fourth (Rev. 1:11) of the ‘seven churches of Asia’. Some of the Symbols in the letter to the church (Rev. 2:18-29) seem to allude to the circumstances of the city. The de-scription of the Christ (v. 18) is appropriate for a city renowned for its brass-working (chalkolibanos, translated ‘fine brass’, may be a technical term for some local type of brassware). The terms of the promise (vv. 26-27) may reflect the long military history of the city. ‘Jezebel’ (the name is probably symbolic) was evidently a woman who was ac-cepted within the fellowship of the church (v. 20). Her teaching probably advocated a measure of compromise with some activity which was impli-citly pagan. This is likely to have been membership of the social clubs or ‘guilds’ into which the trades were organized. These bodies fulfilled many ad-mirable functions, and pursuance of a trade was almost impossible without belonging to the guild; yet their meetings were inextricably bound up with acts of pagan worship and immorality. (See C. J. Hemer, The Leiters to the Seven Churches of Asia in their Local Setting, 1986; E. M. Yamauchi, New Testament Cilies in Western Asia Minor, 1980.)

M.J.S.R.

C.J.H.

by a rocky projection above the !ake; (2) proximity to some already-famous warm springs which lay just to the S. Otherwise, the site offered little, and the beautiful buildings of the city (which became Herod’s Capital) rose on ground that included a former graveyard, and so rendered the city unclean in Jewish eyes.

Tiberias is mentioned only once in the Gospels (Jn. 6:23; ‘sea of Tiberias’ appears in Jn. 6:1; 21:1), and there is no record of Christ ever visiting it. It was a thoroughly Gentile city, and he seems to have avoided it in favour of the numerous Jewish towns of the lake shore. By a curious reversal, however, after the destruction of Jerusalem it became the chief seat of Jewish learning, and both the Mishnah and the Palestinian Talmud were com-piled there, in the 3rd and 5th centuries respectively.

Of the towns which surrounded the Sea of Gali-lee in NT times, Tiberias is the only one which remains of any size at the present day.

Bibliography. NEAEHL, pp. 1464-1473.

J.H.P.

TIBERIUS. The stepson of Augustus Caesar, re-luctantly adopted as his heir when all other hope of a direct succession was lost. On Augustus' death in ad 14, Tiberius at 56 years of age had a life-time’s experience of government behind him. It was nevertheless a momentous decision when the Senate transferred Augustus’ powers bodily to him, thus recognizing that the de facto ascendancy of Augustus was now an indispensable instrument of the Roman state. For 23 years Tiberius loyally and unimaginatively continued Augustus’ policies. His dourness gradually lost him the confidence of the nation. and he withdrew to a disgruntled re-tirement on Capri until his death. In his absence treason trials and the intervention of the praetor-ian guard set dangerous new precedents in Roman politics. He is referred to in Lk. 3:1 and indirectly wherever ‘Caesar’ is mentioned in the Gospels.

Bibliography. R. Seager, Tiberius, 1972; B. M. Levick, Tiberius the Politician, 1976. e.a.j.

TIBHATH. A town in the Aramaean kingdom of Zobah (söbä). After David defeated a composite force of Aramaeans, including men from Zobah and Damascus, he pressed on to the towns of Tib-hath (tibhat) and Chun, from which he took booty (1 Ch. 18:8).    j.a.t.

tite royal offering-lists (‘C’; H. Otten, Mitteilungen

d. Deutsch. Orient-Gesellschaft 83, 1951, pp. 62fT.;

K. A. Kitchen, Suppiluliuma and the Amarna Pharaohs, 1962, p. 53, and Otten, Die hethitischen historischen Quellen und die altorientalische Chronologie, 1968, p. 26). In the story of the siege of Urshu, a little later, occurs back-reference to an officiaK?) named Tudkhalia (H. G. Güterbock, ZA 44, 1938, pp. 122/3:17; p. 135). Still earlier (c. 19th/18th centuries bc), Tudkhalia occurs at least twice as a private personal name in Old-Assyrian tablets from Cappadocia (Laroche, op. eit., p. 191:1389:1; P. Garelli, Les Assyriens en Cappadoce. 1963, p. 160).

In the early 2nd millennium bc, alliances of kings are commonly attested in Mesopotamia; likewise in Anatolia then, the existence of para-mount chiefs and their vassal-rulers—several such are solidly attested (A. Goetze, Kleinasien, 1957, p. 75; Garelli, op. eil., pp. 61 fT., 206, n. 4), but by no means exhaust the total of all that once existed. Therefore, it is a reasonable hypothesis that Tidal of Gn. 14 was some such Anatolian chief who (like Anum-hirbi) penetrated S into the Levant. Cf. also Kitchen, Ancient Orient and Old Testament, 1966, pp. 44-46, with references.    k.a.k.

1

THEATRE. Gk. theatres were usually cut in some naturally concave hillside such as might be af-forded by the acropolis of the town concerned. There was thus no limit to size, provided the acous-tic properties were adequate, and some theatres seated many thousands of persons. The seats rose precipitously in a single tier around the Orchestra, or dancing space. Behind this the theatre was en-closed by a raised stage, the skene. Together with the gymnasium, the theatre was the centre of cul-tural affairs, and might be used as a place for of-ficial assemblies, as at Ephesus (Acts 19:29). This
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    Thessalonians

a.    Greeting (1:1).

b.    Thanksgiving for the Thessalonian Christians’ faith and steadfastness (1:2-10).

c.    Paul’s explanation of his recent conduct (2:1 — 16).

d.    Narrative of events since he left Thessalonica (2:17-3:10).

e.    His prayer for an early reunion with them (3:11-13).

f.    Encouragement to holy living and brotherly love (4:1-12).

g.    Concerning the parousia (4:13-5:11).

h.    Some exhortations (5:12-22).

/'. Prayer, final greeting and benediction (5:23—

28).
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THESSALONIANS, EPISTLES TO THE.

I.    Outline of contents
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    Thessalonians

a.    Greeting (1 :l-2).

b.    Thanksgiving and encouragement (1:3-12).

c.    Events which must precede the day of the Lord (2:1-12).

d.    Further thanksgiving and encouragement (2:13-3:5).

e.    The need for discipline (3:6-15).

f.    Prayer, final greeting and benediction (3:16—

18).

II.    Authorship

Both the Epistles to the Thessalonians are super-scribed with the names of Paul, Silvanus (= Silas) and Timothy; but in both Paul is the real author, although he associates with himself his two com-panions who had recently shared his missionary work in Thessalonica. In I Thes. Paul speaks by name in the first person singulär (2:18) and refers to Timothy in the third person (3:2, 6); in 2 Thes. he appends his personal signature (3:17) and is therefore to be identified with the T of 2:5. His use of ‘we’ and ‘us’ when he is referring to himself alone is as evident in these Epistles as in others, especially so in 1 Thes. 3:1: ‘we were willing to be left behind at Athens alone’ (cf. Acts 17:15f.).

There has been little difficulty about the Pauline authorship of 1 Thes.; F. C. Baur’s ascription of it to a disciple of Paul’s who wrote after ad 70 to revive interest in the parousia is but a curiosity in the history of criticism.

Greater difficulty has been feit with 2 Thes. Its style is said to be formal as compared with that of the first Epistle; this judgment, based on such ex-pressions as ‘we are bound’ and ‘as is fitting’ in 1:3,

5

TIBERIAS. A city on the W shore of the Sea of

6

Galilee which subsequently gave its name to the lake. It was founded by Herod Antipas about ad 20 and named after the emperor Tiberius. The Principal factors influencing Herod’s choice of site seem to have been: (1) a defensive position represented

TIDAL. One of four kings who subdued five kings of the cities of the plain (Sodom, Gomorrah, etc.), quelling their revolt 13 years later, in Abraham’s time (Gn. 14:1-9). Heb. tid'äl derives from the old Anatolian name Tudhali(y)a, based on that of a sacred mountain (E. Laroche, Les noms des Hit-lites, 1966, pp. 191, 276, 283), attested also in the alphabetic texts at Ugarit as tdgl, ltgl (C. Virol-leaud, Palais royal d’Ugarit, 2, 1957, pp. 64-66 (No. 39:21), 92 (No. 69:4)).

Tidal king of göyim’ (nations, groups) cannot be identified at present. The Hittite kings Tudkha-lia II—IV (15th—13th centuries bc) are chronologic-ally too late, likewise the Ugaritic occurrences. The name does go back, however, to the first half of the 2nd millennium bc. A possible Tudkhalia I (17th Century bc?), father of Pusarruma, occurs in Hit

TIGRIS. The Gk. name for one of the four rivers marking the location of Eden (Hiddekel; Gn. 2:14; Akkad. Diglaf, Arab. Dijlah) It rises in the Arme-nian Mountains and runs SE for 1,900 km via Di-arbekr through the Mesopotamian plain to join the river *Euphrates 64 km N of the Persian Gulf, into which it flows. It is a wide river as it meanders through Babylonia (Dn. 10:4) and is fed by tribu-taries from the Persian hills, the Greater and Lesser Zab, Adhem and Diyala rivers. When the snows melt, the river floods in Mar.-May and Oct.-Nov. Nineveh, Calah and Assur are among the ancient cities which lay on its banks.    d.j.w.

TIMNATH-HERES, TIMNATH-SERAH (Heb timnat-heres, timnat_-serah). The personal inherit-ance of Joshua, where he was buried (Jos. 19:50; 24:30; Jdg. 2:9). The Samaritans claimed Kafr Haris, 16 km SW of Shechem, as the site; but H. W. Hertzberg (PJB 22, 1926, pp. 89ff.) proposed Khirbet Tibneh, a Late Bronze and Early Iron site 27 km from Shechem and from Jerusalem. It lies on the S side of a deep ravine (cf. Jos. 24:30); the traditional tomb of Joshua, mentioned by Eusebius, is in the side of the valiey towards the E.

heres is a rare word for ‘sun’ (Jdg. 1:35; 8:13; Job. 9:7; Is. 19:18, where av ‘destruction’ reads herein). If it had idolatrous implications, the variant serah (‘extra’) was perhaps intended to avoid them (G. F.

TIMOTHY AND TITUS, EPISTLES TO. The

two Epistles to Timothy and one to Titus, com-monly grouped together as the * Pastoral Epistles, belong to the period at the close of Paul’s life and provide valuable information about the great missionary apostle’s thoughts as he prepared to pass on his tasks to others. They are addressed to two of his dosest associates, and for that reason introduce a different kind of Pauline correspondence from the earlier church Epistles.

I. Outline of contents

1    Timothy

a.    Paul and Timothy (i: i -20)

The need for Timothy to refute false teaching at Ephesus (1:3-11); Paul’s experience of God’s mercy (1:12-17); a special Commission for Timothy (1:18-20).

b.    Worship and Order in the church (2:1 -4:16)

Public prayer (2:1-8); the position of women (2:9— 15); the qualifications of bishops and deacons (3:1-13); the church: its character and its adversar-ies (3:14^1:5); the church: Timothy’s personal re-sponsibilities (4:6-16).

c.    Discipline within the church (5:1-25)

A discussion of the treatment suitable for various groups, especially widows and elders.

d.    Miscellaneous injunctions (6:1-19)

About servants and masters (6:1-2); about false teachers (6:3-5); about wealth (6:6—10); about the aims of a man of God (6:11-16); more about wealth (6:17-19).

e.    Concluding admonilions to Timothy (6:20-21)

2    Timothy

a.    Paul's special regardfor Timothy (1:1-14) Greeting and thanksgiving (1:1-5); exhortations and encouragements to Timothy (1:6-14).

b.    Paul and his associates (\:l5-\8)

The disloyal Asiatics and the helpful Onesiphorus (1:15-18).

c.    Special directions to Timothy (2:1-26) Encouragements and exhortations (2:1-13); advice on the treatment of false teachers (2:14-26).


TIGLATH-PILESER, TILGATH-PILNESER.

This king of Assyria is known by more than one name. tiglat-pil'eser (2 Ki. 15:29; 16:7-10) is close to Assyr. Tukulti-apil-Esarra (‘My trust is in the son of ESarra’) and the Aram. tgltpl’sr (Zinjirli Stele; Ashur ostracon. The variant tilgat-piln'eser (1 Ch. 5:6; 2 Ch. 28:20; lxx Algathphellasar) may be an inner-Hebrew form (JSS 21, 1976, p. 7). The king’s other name, Pul, is given in both the OT (2 Ki. 15:19; 1 Ch. 5:26) and the Babylonian Chron-icle (Pulu).

Tiglath-pileser III (745-727 bc) was a son of Adad-nirari III (AfO 3, 1926, p. 1, n. 2). The his-tory of his reign is imperfectly known owing to the fragmentary nature of the extant inscriptions, mainly found at Nimrud (’Calah), but the pri-mary events are listed in the Assyrian Eponym canon.

The first campaign was directed against the Aramaeans in Babylonia, where Pul ‘took the hands of Bel’ and regained control until the rebellion of UkTn-zer in 731 and the siege of Sapia, following which the Chaldean chief Marduk-apla-iddina (* Merodach-baladan) submitted to the Assyr-ians. Other campaigns were directed against the Medes and Urartians (Armenia).

In 743 bc Tiglath-pileser marched to subdue the N Syrian city States which were under Urar-tian domination. Düring the 3-year siege of Arpad he received tribute from Carchemish, Hamath, *Tyre, Byblos, Rezin of Damascus and other rulers. Among those listed, ’Menahem (Menuhimme) of Samaria, who was to die soon afterwards, raised his contribution by collecting 1 mina (50 shekels) from each of the 60,000 men of military age 'so that his hands (i.e. Tiglath-pileser’s) would be with him to confirm the kingdom in his hands’ (2 Ki. 15:19-20; cf. Iraq 18, 1956, p. 117).

While Tiglath-pileser himself was fighting Sar-duri of Urartu, a revolt was instigated by ‘Azriyau of Yaudi’ (Annals). It would seem that when the Urartians imposed control on Carchemish, Bit-Adini (Beth-eden) and Cilicia, the weakened Ara-maean States in S Syria carae under the leadership of Azariah of Judah, who at this time was stronger than Israel. Azariah-Uzziah (the names 'zr and 'zz are variants; G. Brin, Leshonenu 24, 1960, pp. 8-14), however, died soon afterwards (2 Ki. 15:7), and 'Judaeans’ are named among captives settled in Ullubu (near Bitlis). N Syria was organized into an Assyrian province (Unqi) under local governors.

When Opposition to Assyria continued, Tiglath-pileser marched again to the W in 734. The Phoe-nician seaports were plundered and heavy tribute imposed on Ashkelon and on Gaza, whose ruler Hanun fled to Egypt. Statues of the Assyrian king were set up in their temples.

The army which had marched through the W border of Israel (Bit-Humri; the earlier reading of the names Galilee and Naphtali in these Annals is now disproved) turned back at the ‘River of Egypt’ (naljal-niusur). Rezin of Damascus, Ammon, Edom, Moab and (Jeho)ahaz of Judah (Iauhazi [mat}Iaudaiä) paid tribute to the king of Assyria. (2 Ch. 28:19-21).

Ahaz, however, received no immediate help from Assyria against the combined attacks of Rezin and Pekah of Israel, who, with Edomites and Philistines, raided Judah (2 Ch. 28:17-18). Jerusalem itself was besieged (2 Ki. 16:5-6) and relieved only by the Assyrian march on Damascus late in 733 bc. When Damascus feil in 732 bc, Metenna of Tyre also capitulated and Israel, including Ijon, Abel of Beth-Maachah, Janoah, Kadesh, Hazor, Gilead, Galilee and all Naphtali, was despoiled and captives were taken (v. 9). A destruction level at * Hazor is attributed to this period. Tiglath-pileser Claims to have replaced Pekah (Paqaha) on the throne of Israel by Hoshea (Ausi') and may well have plotted the murder of the former as described in 2 Ki. 15:30.

Ahaz paid for Assyrian help by becoming a vas-sal, which probably required certain religious con-cessions and practices to be observed (cf. 2 Ki. 16:7-16). Tiglath-pileser extended his control to include Samsi, queen of Aribi (Arabia), Sabaeans and Idiba’il (Adbeel of Gn. 25:13). With captive labour Tiglath-pileser III built himself a palace at Calah, from which have been recovered reliefs depicting the king himself and his campaigns. Although Tiglath-pileser I (1115-1077 bc) invaded Phoenicia, there is no reference to him in the OT.

Bibliography. D. J. Wiseman in Iraq 13, 1951, pp. 21-24; ibid, 18, 1956, pp. 117-129; H. W. F. Saggs in Iraq 19, 1957, pp. 114-154; ZDPV, 1974, pp. 38-49; R. D. Barnett and M. Falkner, Scttlp-tures of Tiglath-pileser III, 1962; H. Tadmor, Inscriptions of Tiglath-pileser III, 1978. d.j.w.

TILE, TILING. Ezekiel was commanded to scratch a representation of Jerusalem on a sun-dried brick (4:1; Heb. l'benä, av ‘tile’). Plans en-graved on clay tablets have been found (eg. ANEP, no. 260). When Moses and the elders were given a vision of the God of Israel (Ex. 24:10) there was beneath him ‘as it were a pavement of sapphire stone’. This may well be a comparison with the Contemporary dais built for Rameses II at Qantir which was covered with blue glazed tiles; cf. ‘Sapphire’ under * Jewels and Precious Stones and W. C. Hayes, Glazed Tiles front a Palace of Rant-eses II at Kanlir, 1937. Roof tiles were not used in ancient Palestine, so far as is known, so in Lk. 5:19 Gk. keramos should be translated more generally ‘roofing’. (* House.)    a.r.m.

TIME. Biblical words for time are not in them-selves a sound basis for reflection on biblical con-cepts of time. These must be gathered from the contexts in which the words are used.

1. Times and seasons

The Hebrews had their ways of measuring the passing of time (‘Calendar) but the most frequent contexts for the words translated ‘times’ and ‘seasons’ suggest a concern for appointed times, the right time, the opportunity for some event or action. The commonest word is ’et (cf. Ec. 3:1 ff. for a characteristic use); z'ntän has the same meaning. mö'ed comes from a root meaning ‘appoint’ and is used of natural periods such as the new moon (e.g. Ps. 104:19) and of appointed festivals (e.g. Nu. 9:2). ln particular, all these words are used to refer to the times appointed by God, the opportunities given by him (e.g. Dt. 11:14; Ps. 145:15; Is. 49:8; Je. 18:23). ln NT the Gk. kairos often occurs in simi-lar contexts, though it does not in itself mean ‘de-cisive moment’ (cf. Lk. 19:44; Acts 17:26; Tit. 1:3; 1 Pet. 1:11).

The Bible thus stresses not the abstract continu-ity of time but rather the God-given content of certain moments of history. This view of time may be called ‘linear’, in contrast with the cyclical view of time common in the ancient world; God’s pur-pose moves to a consummation; things do not just go on or return to the point whence they began. But calling the biblical view of time ‘linear’ must not be allowed to suggest that time and history flow on in an inevitable succession of events; rather the Bible stresses ‘times’, the points at which God himself advances his purposes in the world (*Day of the Lord).

God is sovereign in appointing these times, and so not even the Son during his earthly ministry knew the day and hour of the consummation (Mk. 13:32; Acts 1:7). God’s sovereignty extends also to the times of an individual life (Ps. 31:15).

In the Aramaic of the book of Daniel the word ’iddän refers to chronological periods of time (e.g. 2:9; 3:15), often apparently a year (e.g. 4:16; 7:25, though not all Interpreters agree that years are meant). God’s sovereignty is still stressed (2:21).

The word chronos sometimes refers in the NT, as in secular Gk., simply to the passing of time (eg. Lk. 20:9; Acts 14:28). The context may give it the sense of ‘delay’, ‘time of tarrying or waiting’ (e.g. Acts 18:20, 23); this is probably the meaning of Rev. 10:6 rather than that ‘time shall have an end’.

II.    Eternity

Heb. has the words 'ad and 'öläm for lengthy or reraote time such as that which brings an end to man’s life (cf. 1 Sa. 1:22, 28) or the age of the hills (Gn. 49:26). Above all, these words are applied to God, whose being is unlimited by any bound of time (Ps. 90:2). This absence of temporal limit also belongs to all God’s attributes and to his grace towards his people (cf. Je. 31:3; 32:40; Ho. 2:19). To express more intensely the conviction that God is not limited to any fixed span Heb. uses a poetic intensive plural (e.g. Ps. 145:13; Dn. 9:24) or a double form (e.g. Ps. 132:14).

The NT usage of aiön is similar; it can be used of alifetimefl Cor. 8:13, Phillips) or of aremotetime in the past (Lk. 1:70) or future (Mk. 11:14). It is intensively used in phrases such as eis tous aiönas tön aiönön (e.g. Gal. 1:5); that such uses are intensive rather than true plurals envisaging a series of world periods, ‘ages of ages’, is suggested by Heb. 1:8, where the genitive is in the singulär. God is also described as active pro tön aiönön, ‘before the ages’ (1 Cor. 2:7).

These uses in both OT and NT correspond to the Eng. use of ‘eternal, eternity’ to point to that which always has existed and will exist; the lan-guage used in the Bible does not itself determine the philosophical questions concerning time and eternity, which are discussed briefly below.

The adjective aiönios corresponds to the use of aiön with reference to God, and therefore adds to its temporal sense of ‘everlasting’ a qualitative overtone of ‘divine/immortal’. This tendency is helped by the fact that in late Heb. 'öläm is used in the spatial sense of ‘the world’; cf. the av transla-tion of aiön in, e.g., Mk. 10:30; Eph. 1:21.

III.    The two ages

The NT picks out one of the times appointed by God as decisive. The first note of Jesus’ preaching was ‘The time is fulfilled’ (Mk. 1:15). The life and work of Jesus mark the crisis of God’s purposes (Eph. 1:10). This is the great opportunity (2 Cor. 6:2) which Christians must fuljy seize (Eph. 5:16; Col. 4:5). Within the period o^ Jesus’ earthly minis-try there is a further narrowing/of attention to the time of his death and resurrection (cf. Mt. 26:18; Jn. 7:6).

It is the fact that this decisive time is in the past which makes the difference between the Jewish and Christian hopes for the future: the Jew looks for the decisive intervention of God in the future; the Christian can have an even keener expectation of the consummation of all things because he knows that the decisive moment is past ‘once for all’. The last times are with us already (Acts 2:17; Heb. 1:2; 1 Jn. 2:18; 1 Pet. 1:20).

The NT makes a striking modification of the Contemporary Jewish division of time into the present age and the age to come. There is still a point of transition in the future between ‘this time’ and ‘the world to come’ (Mk. 10:30; Eph. 1:21; Tit. 2:12-13), but there is an anticipation of the consummation, because in Jesus God’s purpose has been decisively fulfilled. The gift of the Spirit is the mark of this anticipation, this tasting of the powers of the world to come (Eph. 1:14; Heb. 6:4-6; cf. Rom. 8:18-23; Gal. 1:4). Hence John consist-ently stresses that we now have eternal life, zöe aiönios (e.g. Jn. 3:36). It is not simply that aiönios has qualitative overtones; rather John is urging the fact that Christians now have the life into which they will fully enter by resurrection (Jn. 11:23-25). This ‘overlapping’ of the two ages is possibly what Paul has in mind in 1 Cor. 10:11.

IV. Time and eternity

Many Christian philosophers have maintained that the intensive time language of the Bible points to aspects of the Being of God which in philosophy can best be expressed in terms of an eternity in some way qualitatively different from time.

Others have held that any talk of God’s Being as timeless is unscriptural; that our language is neces-sarily time-referring and we cannot talk about timeless being without the risk of so abstracting it from the world that it cannot be thought to influ-ence the world’s life directly at all. Thus if the Christian view of God as active in history is to be preserved, we must adhere to biblical language rather than use any Platonist terminology which contrasts the world of time ‘here’ with a world of eternity ‘there’. Nevertheless, the NT goes beyond a simple antithesis of this world and the next, ‘now’ and ‘then’, by its doctrine of anticipation.

Whatever the outcome of the philosophical debate, Scripture roundly asserts that God is not limited by time as we are, that he is ‘the king of ages’ (1 Tim. 1:17; cf. 2 Pet. 3:8).

Bibliography. J. Barr, Biblical Words for Time, 1962; O. Cullmann, Christ and Time, 1951; H Sasse, TDNT1, pp. 197-209; H. W. Wolff, Anthro-pology of the OT, 1973, ch. 10; J. Guhrt, H.-C. Hahn, NIDNTT3, pp. 826-850.    m.h.c.

TIMNA. I. A concubine of Eliphaz the son of Esau, mother of Amalek (Gn. 36:12). 2. A daugh-ter of Seir and sister of Lotan (Gn. 36:22). 3. A chief of Edom (1 Ch. 1:51; wrongly called ‘Timnah’ in Gn. 36:40, av).    j.d.d.

TIMNAH (Heb. timnäh). 1. A town on the N boundary af Judah, formerly counted as Danite (Jos. 15:10; 19:43). It changed hands more than once between Israelites and Philistines (Jdg. 14:1; 2 Ch. 28:18). Samson’s first wife lived there. This may be the place Tamnä, later mentioned in the annals of Sennacherib, c. 701 bc (ii. 83). Teil Batashi, 9 km S of Gezer, is probably the site, though Khirbet Tibneh (4 km SE) has the name; see B. Mazar, IEJ 10, 1960, pp. 65-73; NEAEHL, pp. 152-157.

2. S of Hebron (Gn. 38:12; Jos. 15:57); copper was mined here (B. Rothenberg, Timna, 1972).

i.P.U.L

Moore, Judges, ICC, 1895, on 2:9); but this leaves unexplained the retention of heres in 2:9 and of seines in other place-names. See C. F. Burney, Judges, 1918, p. 32.    j.p.u.l.

TIMOTHY. The son of a mixed marriage; his mother, who evidently instructed him in the Scrip-tures, was a Jewess and his father a Greek (Acts 16:1; 2 Tim. 1:5). He was a native of Lystra (Acts 16:1) and was highly esteemed by his Christian brethren both there and in Iconium (Acts 16:2). When he became a Christian is not specifically stated, but it is a reasonable inference that he was a convert of Paul’s first missionary journey, which included Lystra in its itinerary, and that on that occasion he witnessed Paul’s sufferings (2 Tim. 3:11). It is not certain when Timothy’s mother Eunice became a Christian, perhaps before Timothy, but certainly before Paul’s second missionary journey.

The apostle was strongly attracted to the young man and although he had only recently replaced Barnabas by Silas as his travelling companion he added Timothy to his party, perhaps as a substitute for John Mark whom he had refused to take (Acts 15:36f.). This choice appears to have had other en-dorsement, for Paul later refers to prophetic utter-ances which confirmed Timothy’s being set apart for this work (cf. 1 Tim. 1:18; 4:14). He had re-ceived at this time a special endowment for his mis-sion, communicated through the laying on of the hands of the elders and of Paul (1 Tim. 4:14; 2 Tim. 1:6). To allay any needless Opposition from local Jews, Timothy was circumcised before setting out on his journeys.

He was first entrusted with a special Commission to Thessalonica to encourage the persecuted Christians. He is associated with Paul and Silvanus in the greetings of both Epistles directed to that church, and was present with Paul during his preaching work at Corinth (2 Cor. 1:19). He is next heard of during the apostle’s Ephesian ministry, when he was sent with Erastus on another important mission to Macedonia, whence he was to pro-ceed to Corinth (1 Cor. 4:17). The young man was evidently of a timid disposition, for Paul urges the Corinthians to set him at ease and not to despise him (1 Cor. 16:10-11; cf. 4:17ff ). From the Situation which resulted in Corinth (see 2 Cor.) Timothy’s mission was not successful, and it is signifi-cant that, although his name was associated with Paul’s in the greeting to this Epistle, it is Titus and not Timothy who has become the apostolic dele-gate. He accompanied Paul on his next visit to Corinth, for he was with him as a fellow-worker when the Epistle to the Romans was written (Rom. 16:21).

Timothy also went with Paul on the journey to Jerusalem with the collection (Acts 20:4—5) and is next heard of when Paul, then a prisoner, wrote Colossians, Philemon and Philippians. In the lauer Epistle he is warmly commended and Paul intends soon to send him to them in order to ascertain their welfare. When the apostle was released from his imprisonment and engaged in further activity in the E, as the Pastoral Epistles indicate, it would seem that Paul left Timothy at Ephesus (1 Tim. 1:3) and commissioned him to deal with false teachers and supervise public worship and the ap-pointment of church officials. Although Paul evidently hoped to rejoin Timothy, the fear that he might be delayed occasioned the writing of the first letter to him, and this was followed by another when Paul was not only re-arrested but on trial for his life. Timothy was urged to hasten to him, but whether he arrived in time cannot be ascertained. Later Timothy himself became a prisoner as Heb. 13:23 shows, but no details are given, and of his subsequent history nothing definite is known.

He was afTectionate (2 Tim. 1:4) but very fearful (2 Tim. 1:7ff.), needing not a few personal admon-itions from his father in the faith; he is warned not to give way to youthful lusts (2 Tim. 2:22) and not to be ashamed of the gospel (2 Tim. 1:8). Yet no other of Paul’s companions is so warmly commended for his loyalty (1 Cor. 16:10; Phil. 2:19ff.;2 Tim. 3:1 Off.). It is fitting that the apostle’s conclud-ing letter should be addressed so affectionately to this almost reluctant successor, whose weaknesses are as apparent as his virtues.    d.g.

d.    Prediclions about the last days (3:1-9)

The times of moral deterioration to come.

e.    More advice to Timothy (3:10-17)

A reminder of Paul’s early experiences of persecu-tion (3:10-12); an exhortation to Timothy to con-tinue as he had begun (3:13-17).

f.    PauTs farewell message (4:1-22)

A final Charge to Timothy (4:1-5); a confession of faith (4:6-8); some personal requests and warnings (4:9-15); Paul’s first defence and his future hope (4:16-18); greetings and benediction (4:19-22).

Titus

a.    PauTs greeting to Titus (1:1-4)

The apostle’s consciousness of his high calling.

b.    The kind of men Titus must appoint as elders (or bishops) (1:5—9)

c.    The Cretan false teachers (1:10-16)

Their character and the need to rebuke them.

d.    Christian behaviour (2:1-10)

Advice about the older and younger people and about slaves.

e.    Christian teaching (2:11-3:7)

What the grace of God has done for Christians (2:11-15); what Christians ought to do in society (3:1-2); how Christianity contrasts with paganism (3:3-7).

f.    Closing admonitions to Titus (3:8-15)

About good works (3:8); about false teachers (3:9— 10); about Paul’s companions and his future plans (3:11-15).

II. The historical Situation

It is difficult to reconstruct this period of Paul’s life, because there is no independent court of appeal such as the Acts supplies in the case of the earlier Epistles. But certain data may be ascer-tained from the Epistles themselves. At the time of writing 1 Tim. and Tit., Paul is not in prison, but when 2 Tim. was written he is not only a prisoner (1:8; 2:9), but appears to be on trial for his life, with the probability that an adverse verdict is imminent which will result in his execution (4:6-8). From 1 Tim. 1:3 it is clear that Paul had recently been in the vicinity of Ephesus, where he had left Timothy to fulfil a specific mission, mainly of administra-tion. The Epistle to Titus provides additional historical data, for from 1:5 it may be inferred that Paul had paid a recent visit to Crete, on which oc-casion he must have had opportunity to ascertain the condition of the churches and to give specific instructions to Titus for rectifying any deficiencies. At the conclusion of the letter (3:12) the apostle urges Titus to join him at Nicopolis for the winter, and it is fairly safe to assume that this was the city situated in Epirus, in which case it is the sole refer-ence to Paul visiting that district. Titus is also in-structed to help Zenas and Apollos on their jour-ney (3:13), but the precise point of this allusion is obscure.

2 Tim. is much more specific in historical Information. In 1:16 Paul refers to Onesiphorus as having sought him out while in Rome, which sug-gests that the writer is still in Rome as a prisoner.

In 4:16 he mentions an earlier trial which is gener-ally regarded as the preliminary examination pre-paring for the official trial betöre the Roman au-thorities. Paul makesan interesting request in 4:13 for a cloak which he had left behind at the house of Carpus at Troas, which would seem to imply that he had recently visited there. In the same passage Paul mentions that he recently left Trophimus sick at Miletus (4:20), while Erastus, an associate of his, had stayed behind at Corinth.

It is impossible to fit all these historical data as they stand into the Acts history, and there is there-fore no alternative if their authenticity is to be maintained (see later discussion) but to assume that Paul was released from the imprisonment mentioned at the close of Acts, that he had a period of further activity in the E, and that he was rearrested, tried and finally executed in Rome by the imperial authorities. The data available from the Pastorais are insufficient to facilitate a re-construction of Paul’s itinerary, but further activity in Greece, Crete and Asia is at least certain. Some scholars, on the basis of Rom. 15:24, 28, have also fitted into this period a visit to Spain, and if this assumption is correct this W visit must have preceded Paul’s return to the E churches. But if Col., Phm. and Phil, are assigned to the Roman imprisonment (see separate articles) it seems clear that Paul’s face was turned towards the E and not the W at the time of his release. (* Chronology of the New Testament.)

III. Purpose

Assuming therefore that all three of these Epistles were written within a comparatively short interval of time, it must next be noted that they have a common purpose. They are all designed to supply Paul’s associates with exhortations and en-couragements for both present and future re-sponsibilities. There is a good deal of instruction about ecclesiastical administration, but it would be wrong to assume that such instruction wholly ac-counts for the underlying purpose of each. Of the three Epistles the motive for writing 2 Tim. is clearer than that of the others. The apostle is de-livering his final Charge to his timid successor, and in the course of it reminds Timothy of his early history (1:5-7) and exhorts him to act worthily of his high calling. Many times throughout the Epistle solemn exhortations are directed to him (1:6, 8, 13f.; 2:1,22; 3:14; 4:1 f.), which suggest that Paul was not too certain of his courage in face of the heavy responsibilities now falling upon him. The apostle yearns to see him again and twice urges him to come as soon as possible (4:9, 21), although the tone of the concluding part of the letter suggests that Paul is not convinced that cir-cumstances will permit a reunion (cf. 4:6). There are warnings about ungodly men who cause trouble to the church both in the present and in the last days (3:1 f.), and Timothy is urged to avoid these. He is to entrüst to worthy men the task of passing on the traditions already received (2:2).

The purpose behind the other two Epistles is less plain, for in both instances Paul has only recently left the recipients, and the need for such detailed instructions is not immediately apparent. It would seem probable that much of the subject-matter had already been communicated orally, for in both Epistles detailed qualifications are given for the main office-bearers of the church, and it is in-conceivable that until this time neither Timothy nor Titus had received any such instruction. In all probability the Epistles were intended to streng-then the hands of Paul’s representatives in their respective tasks. Timothy appears to have had some difficulty in commanding respect (cf. I Tim. 4:12f.), while Titus had a particularly unenviable constituency in Crete according to Tit. 1:1 OfT. Both men are to have sober concern for sound doctrine and right conduct and to teach it to others (1 Tim. 4:11; 6:2; Tit. 2:1, 15; 3:8).

It is not to be expected that in these letters the apostle would present to his dosest friends any-thing in the nature of a theological treatise. There was no need to dwell on the great Christian doc-trines, oral expositions of which both Timothy and Titus must often have heard from their master’s lips. But they did need to be reminded of the futil-ity of wasting time with certain groups of false teachers whose teachings were dominated by ir-relevances and wordy combats which led nowhere (see 1 Tim. 1:4; 4:1f; 6:3f., 20). There does not appear to be any close connection between these heresies in the Ephesian and Cretan churches and that combated by Paul in his letter to Colossae, but they may have been different forms of the ten-dency which later developed into 2nd-century Gnosticism.

IV. Authentidty

Modern criticism has so much challenged the Pauline authorship of these Epistles that the at-testation of the early church is of prime import-ance in a fair examination of the whole question. There are lew NT writings which have stronger at-testation, for these Epistles were widely used from the time of Polycarp, and there are possible traces in the earlier works of Clement of Rome and Ignatius. The omission of the Epistles from Marcion’s Canon (c. ad 140) has been thought by some to be evidence that they were not known in his time, but, in view of his propensity to cut out what did not appeal to him or disagreed with his doctrine, this line of evidence can hardly be taken seriously. The only other possible evidence for the omission of the Epistles is the Chester Beatty papyri, but since these are incomplete it is again precarious to base any positive hypothesis upon their evidence, espe-cially in view of the fact that the Epistles were known and used in the E at an earlier period than the papyri represent.

Objections to authenticity must therefore be re-garded as modern innovations contrary to the strong evidence from the early church. These ob-jections began seriously with Schleiermacher’s attack on the genuineness of 1 Tim. (1807) and have been developed by many other scholars, among whom the most notable have been F. C. Baur, H. J. Holtzmann, P. N. Harrison and M. Dibelius. They have been based on four main Problems. At different periods of criticism different dif-ficulties have been given prominence, but it is prob-ably the cumulative effect which has persuaded some modern scholars that these Epistles cannot be by Paul.

a. The historical problem

The historical Situation cannot belong to the period of the Acts history and the consequent need for postulating Paul’s release has caused some scholars to suggest alternative theories. Either all the personal references are the invention of the author, or eise some of them are genuine notes which have been incorporated into the author’s own productions. There has never been anything approaching unanimity among the advocates of the latter alternative as to the identification of the ‘notes’, which in itself raises suspicions against the theory. Moreover, the notion of a fiction-writer producing personal notes of such verisimilitude is improbable, and neither theory is necessary if the perfectly reasonable supposition that Paul was re-leased from his first Roman imprisonment is maintained.

b.    The ecclesiastical problem

lt has been claimed that the ecclesiastical Situation reflects a 2nd-century state of affairs, but this line of criticism has been widely influenced by the as-sumption that: (i) 2nd-century Gnosticism is combated in the Epistles, and (ii) the church Organization was too developed for the primitive period. The force of the first assumption is reduced to nothing by the increasing modern recognition that Gnosticism had much earlier roots than was at one time imagined and that the form of heresy combated in these Epistles is far removed from developed Gnosticism. The second assumption is equally insecure in view of the fact that the church Organization is certainly more primitive than in the time of Ignatius and betrays no anachronism with the period of the apostle.

c.    The doclrinal problem

The absence of the great Pauline doctrinal discus-sions as found in the earlier letters and the presence of stereotyped expressions such as ‘the faith’ and ‘sound doctrine’, which suggest a stage of development when Christian doctrine had reached fixity as tradition, have given rise to further doubts about Pauline authorship. But the recognition of the mainly personal character of these Communications and of the knowledge that both Timothy and Titus already had of Paul’s main teaching is sufificient to account for the first objection, while the second may be annulled by the valid assumption that Paul as a far-sighted missionary pioneer, however Creative and dynamic his earlier pro-nouncements may have been in his church Epistles, could not have been unmindful of the need to con-serve true doctrine, and the aptness of the terms used for this purpose must be admitted.

d.    The linguistic problem

These Epistles contain an unusually large number of words used nowhere eise in the NT and a number not found anywhere eise in Paul’s writings, and these indications are claimed to demonstrate their un-Pauline character, especially when sup-ported by the absence of many pronouns, preposi-tions, and particles used by the apostle. But word-counts of this kind can be effective only if sufficient data exist to serve as a fair basis of com-parison, and this cannot be maintained in the case of the Pauline Epistles, where the total vocabulary does not exceed 2,500 different words. There appears to be no valid reason why the differences of vocabulary and style could not have taken place in the writings of one man. Some, who in all other respects regard the Epistles as genuine but find some difficulties in the linguistic problem, resort to the hypothesis that Paul used a different amanuensis.

In conclusion, it may be stated that these objec-tions, even when cumulatively considered, do not

provide adequate reason for discarding the ac-knowledged and unchallenged conviction of the Christian church until the 19th Century that these three Epistles are genuine writings of the apostle Paul.

V. Value

Throughout the history of the church these Epistles have been used to instruct the ministers of Christ in their duties and demeanour, and have been invaluable in providing a pattem of practical behaviour. Yet their usefulness and appeal have not been restricted to this, for they contain many gems of spiritual encouragement and theological insight which have greatly enriched the devotional life of the church. Such passages as 1 Tim. 3:16 and Tit. 2:12ff.; 3:4flf., among many others, draw the reader’s attention to some of the great truths of the gospel, while the last chapter of 2 Tim. pre-serves the moving swan-song of the great apostle.

Bibliography. C. K. Barrett, The Pastoral Epistles, 1963; J. N. D. Kelly, The Pastoral Epistles, BNTC, 1963; M. Dibelius and H. Conzelmann, Die Pastoralbriefe, Hermeneia, 1955; D. Guthrie, The Pastoral Epistles, TNTC2, 1990; ident, New Testament Introduclion2, 1970; A. T. Hanson, Slud-ies in the Pastoral Epistles, 1968; P. N. Harrison, The Problem of the Pastoral Epistles, 1921; W. Hendriksen, Commentary on I & II Timothy and Titus, NTC, 1957; J. Jeremias, Die Briefe an Timotheus und Titus, NTD, 1953; E. K. Simpson, The Pastoral Epistles, 1954; G. D. Fee, I and2 Timothy, Titus, NIBC, 1984; M. Prior, Paul the Letter-Writer and the Second Letter to Timothy, 1989.

DG.

TIPHSAH (Heb. tipsah, ‘a ford’, ‘a passage’). Probably Thapsacus, an important Crossing on the W bank of the Middle Euphrates. At the NE boundary of Solomon’s territory (1 Ki. 4:24), it was placed strategically on a great E-W trade route.    j.d.d.

TIRAS (Heb. tiräs). A son of Japheth, and brother of Gomer, Madai, Javan and Muäki (Gn. 10:2; 1 Ch. 1:5), all probably N peoples (* Nations, Table of). The name is commonly identified with the Tursha (Trs. w) mentioned among the N invaders in the 13th Century bc by Merenptah (*Egypt). These are in turn often equated with the Tyrrenoi (dialectal form of Tyrrhenoi) of Gk. literature, connected by many with the Etruscans, though this identification is still questioned.

Bibliography. A. H. Gardiner, Andern Egyp-tian Onomastica, Text, 1, 1947, p. 196*; M. Pallot-tino, The Etruscans, 1955, pp. 55-56; see also AS 9, 1959, pp. 197ff.; N. K. Sanders, The Sea Peoples, 1978.    t.c.m.

TIRHAKAH. The pharaoh Taharqa of Egypt’s 25th (‘Ethiopian’) Dynasty; he reigned 26 years, c. 690-664 bc. 2 Ki. 19:9 (= Is. 37:9) appears to indicate that Tirhakah led those Egyp. forces which ‘Sennacherib had to defeat at *Eltekeh in 701 bc while attacking Hezekiah of Judah. If so, Tirhakah was then only the army-commander, as he was not king until 11 years later. The epithet ‘king of Ethiopia’ is that of the source used in Is. and 2 Ki., and would date from 690 bc or after. An alternative view, namely that Sennacherib again in-vaded Palestine early in Tirhakah’s actual reign (c. 688 bc?), requires two major assumptions: a second Palestinian campaign by Sennacherib, otherwise unknown, and a conflation of the two campaigns into one by the OT narrators; refer-ences in W. F. Albright, BASOR 130, 1953, pp. 8-9. The theory of M. F. L. Macadam (Temples of Kawa, 1, 1949, pp. 18-20) that Tirhakah was born c. 709 bc, and so could not command troops in 701 bc, is unnecessary and open to other objections; see J. Leclant and J. Yoyotte, Bulletin de Tlnstitut Franfais d'Archeologie Orientale 51, 1952, pp. 17-27; K. A. Kitchen, The Third Intermediate Period in Egypt2, 1986; pp. 383-386, 552-558, 584-586.

KAK.

TIRSHATHA. A title used of the governor of Judaea under the Persian empire (av, Ezr. 2:63; Ne. 7:65, 70; 8:9; 10:1). It is probably a Persian form (cf Avestan tarlta, ‘reverend’) roughly equivalent to the Eng. ‘His Excellency’. The title puzzled the Gk. translators, who either omit it or render it as a proper name, ‘Athersastha’, ‘Attharates’ or ‘Atharias’.    j.s.w.

TIRZAH. 1. The youngest daughter of Zelophe-had (Nu. 26:33; 27:1; Jos. 17:3).

2. A Canaanite town noted for its beauty (Ct. 6:4) which lay in the N part of Mt Ephraim at the head of the Wadi Far‘ah along which passed the road from Transjordan to the central hill country where Shechem, Samaria, Dothan and other towns lay. It was captured by Joshua (Jdg. 12:24) and was assigned to Manasseh (Jos. 17:2-3). Jeroboam I lived at Tirzah (1 Ki. 14:17) and the town became the Capital of the N kingdom in the time of Baasha (1 Ki. 15:21,23; 16:6), Elah and Zimri (1 Ki. 16:8-9, 15). Zimri burnt the palace over his own head when trapped there by Omri (1 Ki. 16:17-18). After 6 years Omri transferred the Capital to Samaria which was more central and easier to defend. In c. 752 bc Menahem, a resident of Tirzah, was able to overthrow Shallum and usurp the throne (2 Ki. 15:14, 16).

De Vaux identified the large mound of Teil el-Far'ah, about 11 km NE of Nablus, as the site of Tirzah and over the course of several years excav-ation revealed the archaeological story of the site. There was continuous Settlement here from Chal-colithic times, betöre 3000 bc, down to Assyrian times. The last period of the city’s life (Level I) represents the years of Assyrian domination cul-minating in the destruction of the city at the end of the 7th Century, possibly by Nebuchadrezzar. The Israelite occupation during the days of the N kingdom is represented by levels I to III. The 9th-century level showed a Standard type of house over a wide area with one larger administrative building near the gate (Level III). By the 8th Century there were several large houses, a great administrative building and a considerable number of very poor houses, confirming the picture drawn by the 8th-century prophets (Am. 5:11; Is. 9:8—10). This latter phase of the city ended with the Assyrian invasion of 723-721 bc (Level II).

Bibliography. R. de Vaux and A. M. Steve, several articles in RB from 1947 (vol. 54) to 1962 (vol. 69), especially vol. 62, 1955, pp. 587-589; ‘Tirzah’ in AOTS, pp. 371-383; The Excavation at Teil el-

Far'ah and the site of ancient Tirzah’, PEQ, 1956, pp. 125-140; A. F. Rainey, ISBE4, pp. 860-861; R de Vaux, NEAEHL 2, pp. 433-440.    j.a.t.

TISHBITE, THE (Heb. hattisbi). An epithet of Elijah (1 Ki. 17:1; 21:17, 28; 2 Ki. 1:3, 8; 9:36). Generally seen as denoting one from a town Tish-beh in Gilead. N. Glueck read 1 Ki. 17:1 as ‘Jabe-shite, from Jabesh-Gilead’. A town Tishbeh in Gilead is not otherwise known (Tobit 1:2 places one in Naphthali), but tradition locates it at al-Istib, 12 km N of the Jabbok. The word has been read as hattös'bi, ‘the sojourner’, related to the fol-lowing word ‘settlers’ (Rsvmg.).

Bibliography. N. Glueck, AASOR 25-28, 1951, pt. 1, pp. 218, 225-227; F. M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine, 2, 1937, p. 486.    d.w.b.

TITHES. The custom of tithing did not originate with the Mosaic law (Gn. 14:17-20), nor was it peculiar to the Hebrews. It was practised among other ancient peoples. There are three main ques-tions to consider.

1.    What were the Hebrews required to tithe? The Torah legislated that ‘the seed of the land’ (crops), ‘the fruit of the trees’ and ‘herds and flocks’ (Lv. 27:30-32) were to be tithed. The manner of tithing livestock was as follows: the owner counted the animals as they passed out to pasture, and every tenth one was given to God. ln this way there was no possibility of selecting inferior animals for the tithing of the flocks and herds (Lv. 27:32f.). If a Hebrew preferred to dedicate the tenth of his cereal and fruit yields in the form of their monetary value he was free to do so, but a fifth of that sum had to be added to it. He was not allowed to redeem the tenth of his flocks and herds in this way (Lv. 27:31,33).

2.    To whom were the tithes paid? They were to be given to the Levites (Nu. 18:21 ff.). But in Heb. 7:5 it is said to be the sons of Levi ‘who receive the priestly Office’ who are to be the recipients of the tithes. This departure from the Law may have been due to the Levites’ unwillingness to fulfil their duties in Jerusalem after the return under Ezra (Ezr. 8:15fT.). The Levites, because of the nature of their Status and functions in the Community, had no means of income, livelihood or inheritance to ensure their support; therefore, and in return ‘for their Service which they serve, the Service in the tent of meeting’, they were to receive ‘the tithe of the people of Israel’ (Nu. 18:21, 24). This passage in Nu. 18 mentions only the tithing of cereal and fruit crops (v. 27). The Levites, how-ever, were not allowed to keep the whole of the tenth. They were directed to present an oflering which was to be taken out of the tenth, which represented ‘a tithe of the tithe’ (Nu. 18:26). This ‘tithe of the tithe’ was to be ‘from all the best of them’ (v. 29) and was to be given to the priests (v. 28; Ne. 10:39).

3.    Where were the Hebrews to offer their tithes? They were to bring them to ‘the place which the Lord your God will choose out of all your tribes, to put his name there’ (Dt. 12:5f., 17f.); i.e. Jerusalem. And the oflering of the tithes was to take the form of a ritual meal, in which the Levite was to share (Dt. 12:7, 12). If Jerusalem was a long way off from a man’s village the transporting of the tithe of his crops might create a problem, but he could always take his tithe in the form of money (Dt. 14:22-27). Every third year the tithe was to be offered in each man’s own locality (Dt. 14:28f), although on these occasions he was still obligated to go up to Jerusalem to worship after the oflering of his tithes in his home community (Dt. 26:12fl).

To these comparatively simple laws in the Pentateuch governing tithing there were added a host of minutiae which turned a beautiful religious prin-ciple into a grievous bürden. These complex add-itions are recorded in the Mishnaic and Talmudic literature. This unfortunate tendency in Israel un-doubtedly contributed to the conviction that ac-ceptance with God could be merited through such ritual observances as tithing (Lk. 11:42), without submitting to the moral law of justice, mercy and faith (Mt. 23:23f).

The tithes paid by Abraham, the ancestor of Israel and, therefore, of the Aaronic priesthood, to Melchizedek (Gn. 14:20), and his receiving the blessing of this priest-king (Gn. 14:19), signify in Heb. 7:1 ff. that Melchizedek’s priesthood was in-finitely superior to the Aaronic or levitical priesthood. Why Abraham paid tithes to Melchizedek is not explained in Gn. 14:18-20.

The NT reference to the tithing of ‘mint and dill and cummin’ (Mt. 23:23; Lk. 11:42) illustrates a Talmudic extension of the Mosaic law, ensuring that ‘everything that is eaten .. . and that grows out of the earth’ must be tithed.    j.g.s.s.t.

TITUS. Although not mentioned in Acts, Titus was one of Paul’s companions in whom he placed a considerable amount of trust. He is first heard of at the time of the Gentile controversy when he ac-companied Paul and Barnabas to Jerusalem (Gal. 2:1). He provided a test case, since he was a Gentile, but he was apparently not compelled to be cir-cumcised (Gal. 2:3). Titus probably accompanied Paul on his subsequent journeys, but no definite information of his work is available until the time of the Corinthian crisis. He had evidently been acting as Paul’s representative at Corinth during the year preceding the writing of 2 Cor. (cf. 8:16) with a special Commission to organize the Collection scheme there. The task was unfinished, for Titus is later urged by Paul to return to Corinth to see its completion (2 Cor. 8:6).

A more delicate task was the smoothing over of the tense Situation which had arisen between Paul and the Corinthians, a task which clearly de-manded a man of great tact and force of character. He appears to have been a stronger personality than Timothy (cf. 1 Cor. 16:10; 2 Cor. 7:15) and possessed ability as an administrator. A com-parison of 2 Cor. 2 and 7 suggests that he carried a letter from Paul to the Corinthians which has since been lost (the ‘severe letter’) and in which the apostle took them to task with much anguish of heart for their high-handed attitude. Titus eventu-ally rejoined Paul in Macedonia (2 Cor 7:6) with good news, and as a result 2 Cor. was written and was willingly carried by Titus (2 Cor. 8:16f.), who seems to have possessed a particular affection and serious concern for the Corinthians. He is de-scribed by the apostle as his ‘partner and fellow worker’ (8:23), who would not think of taking ad-vantage of those entrusted to his care (12:18).

From the Epistle addressed to him it may be surmised that Titus accompanied Paul to Crete

subsequent to the latter’s release from the Roman imprisonment and was left there to consolidate the work (Tit. 1:5f). The letter urges the use of author-ity in establishing a worthy ministry, in overcoming Opposition, and in the teaching of sound doctrine. He was summoned to rejoin Paul at Nicopolis when relieved by either Artemas or Tychicus (Tit. 3:12), and may possibly have been further commis-sioned at Nicopolis for an evangelistic mission to Dalmatia on which he was engaged at the time when Paul wrote 2 Tim. (2 Tim. 4:10). Later trad-ition, however, assumed his return to Crete and described him as bishop there until his old age (Eusebius, EH 3. 4. 6). For the possibility that he was Luke’s brother (which might explain the ab-sence of his name from Acts), see W. M. Ramsay, SPT, p. 390.    d g.

TOB. The name of an Aramaean city and princi-pality lying N of Gilead, mentioned in connection with Jephthah and David (Jdg. 11:3; 2 Sa. 10:6); the district named in 1 Macc. 5:13 is probably iden-tical. The likely location of the city is al-Taiyiba (preserving the ancient name), some 20 km ENE of Ramoth-gilead. For its history, cf B. Mazar, BA 25, 1962, pp. 98-120.    d.f.p.

TOBIAH. 1. One of ’Nehemiah’s principal op-ponents, Tobiah is described by him as ‘the servant (or ‘slave’, neb), the Ammonite’ (Ne. 2:10). ‘Servant’ may well be an honourable title for a high-ranking Persian official; ‘Ammonite’ could refer to his ancestry, though he seems at least half Jewish, since his name means ‘Yahweh is good’, his son is called Jehohanan (‘Yahweh is merciful’; Ne. 6:18), and he has many important friends among the Jews (6:18f.; 13:4f.). Some have seen him as Persian governor of the sub-province of Ammon, or even governor of Jerusalem before Nehemiah’s arrival (cf. Ne. 5:15), but his close association with Sanbal-lat, governor of Samaria (4:7; 6:1) suggests rather that he was Sanballat’s deputy. It is uncertain whether this Tobiah had any connection with the famous family of the Tobiads, who in the 3rd Century bc ruled a large area of Ammon from their fortress at ‘Araq el-Amir, 20 km NW of Heshbon, and were one of the most influential pro-Greek families in Jerusalem (Josephus, Ant. 12. 160-236). The inscription at ‘Araq el-Amir mentioning a Tobiah is now thought to be no earlier than the 2nd Century bc.

2. The name of a clan unable to prove its authen-tic Israelite ancestry at the time of the 6th-century return from exile (Ezr. 2:60; Ne. 7:62; 1 Esdras 5:37). The ’Tobijah of Zc. 6:10, 14, a leading nobleman in Jerusalem, c. 520 bc, may perhaps belong to the Tobiah family.

Bibliography. B. Mazar, IEJ1, 1957, pp. 137— 145,229-238; C. C. McCown, BA 20, 1957, pp. 63-76; P. W. Lapp, BASOR 171, 1963, pp. 8-39.

D.J.A.C.

TOGARMAH. The third son of Gomer, grandson of Japheth and brother of Ashkenaz and Riphath (Gn. 10.3; I Ch. 1:6). (Beth-) Togarmah, with TTubal, *Javan and * Meshech, supplied horses and mules to Tyre (Ezk. 27:14) and soldiers to *Gog (Ezk. 38:6). Düring the 2nd millennium bc Old As-syrian and Hittite texts locate Tegarama near Carchemish and Harran on a main trade-route. It was called Til-garimmu in the Annals of Sargon and Sennacherib, and was the Capital of Kam-manu on the border of Tabal (’Tubal), until des-troyed in 695 bc. Perhaps to be identified with clas-sical Gauraena, modern Gürün, 120 km W of Malatya.    d.j.w.

TOLA (Heb. töla ). 1. A family name in a clan of Issachar (Gn. 46:13; Nu. 26:23; I Ch. 7:1-2). 2. Tola ben Puah, of Shamir, an unknown village in Mt Ephraim, who was a national judge for 23 years after Abimelech’s reign (Jdg. 10:1). Puah was also a family name in Issachar.    j.p.u.l.
[image: ]
Reconstruction of the fagade of a shrine buill by the Tobiad family at Araq el-Emir. Jordan, c. 175 bc.



TONGUE. Heb. läsön, Gk. glössa, both of the tongue of man and, by extension, of man’s lan-guage. The Heb. is also used of the tongue of ani-mals and reptiles (Jb. 20:16), with the still common misapprehension that the poison of a snake lies in its tongue. It is also used of tongue-shaped objects or phenomena, e.g. a wedge of gold (Jos. 7:21) or a bay of the sea (Jos. 15:2).

It was apparently believed in biblical times that dumbness was due to some paralysis or binding of the tongue or its cleaving to the palate (Ps. 137:6; Mk. 7:35; Lk. 1:64) (see *Body for a Statement on the apparent belief among the Hebrews that the organs functioned semi-independently).

The tongue is used in parallel with or inter-changeably for *lip and *mouth, as the instru-ments of speech or related concepts, and is spoken of as good or evil (Ps. 120:2; Pr. 6:17; 10:20), taught (Is. 50:4), singing (Ps. 51:14) and speaking (Ps. 71:24). As the mouth can be said to contain something, so wickedness can be hidden under the tongue (Jb. 20:12).

The metaphor of a sharp tongue was used in OT times. The tongue was spoken of as being whetted like a sword (Ps. 64:3; cf. Ps. 140:3; Heb. 4:12; Rev. 1:16) and the simile of a bow and arrow is also used (Je. 9:3, 8). The tremendous influence of words for good or ill is expressed by attributing power to the tongue (Pr. 18:21; Jas. 3:5—6).

Famine and thirst are described as causing the tongue to cleave to the palate (La. 4:4), and it rots through disease (Zc. 14:12).

The tongue is used in Ps. 55:9 figuratively to refer to the confusion of language as at Babel (Gn. 11:1 ff., where the Word for language is ‘lip’, säpä; cf. Is. 19:18). The alienation of man from man due to the gulf created by language difference, cutting, as it does, across the whole area of instinctive feel-ings, common interests and co-operation, is attrib-uted in the Gn. passage to the sinful pride of man, bringing upon them this form of Visitation by God.

The word ‘tongue’ is thus used to describe the different nations, or tribes, which generally have distinctive languages (Is. 66:18; Rev. 5:9).

(* Tongues, Gift of.)    b.o.b.

TONGUES, GIFT OF. Speaking in tongues, or glossolalia (a 19th-century formation from Gk. glössa, tongue, and lalia, speech), is a spiritual gift mentioned in Mk. 16:17, Rsvmg.; Acts 10:44-46; 19:6, and described in Acts 2:1-13; 1 Cor. 12-14. The same phenomenon may lie behind such pas-sages as 1 Thes. 5:19; Rom. 12:11.

When the assembled disciples were filled with the Holy Spirit on the day of Pentecost they began ‘to speak in other tongues (lalein heterais glössais), as the Spirit gave them utterance’ (Acts 2:4), so that many Jews of the Dispersion were astonished to hear the praises of God in their own native languages (glössa, v. 11; dialektos, vv. 6, 8). Although it is generally agreed that Luke intended the phrase ‘to speak in other tongues’ to mean that the disciples spoke in foreign languages, this explanation has not been universally accepted. From the days of the early Fathers some have seen in v. 8 evidence for a miracle of hearing performed on the audi-ence. Gregory Nazianzen (Oral. 41. 10, In Penle-costen) rejected this view on the ground that it transfers the miracle from the disciples to the un-converted multitude. It also overlooks the lact that speaking in tongues began before there was any audience (v. 4; cf. v. 6) and some bystanders thought what they heard was drunken babbling (v. 13).

In the opinion of most modern scholars the glossolalia of Acts 2:1-13 was similar to that described in 1 Cor. 12-14, and consisted of unintelli-gible ecstatic utterances. They advance various theories to explain why Luke wrote instead about foreign languages. Some think he may have mis-interpreted his sources and inserted ‘other’ (Acts 2:4) on his own initiative; others suggest that he may have interpolated the reference to foreign languages as a more favourable explanation when glossolalia feil into disrepute. Yet others regard his narrative as a dogmatic Creation combining reports of ecstatic glossolalia with legends of the giving of the law at Sinai in the 70 languages of mankind (Midrash Tanhuma 26c), the conception of Pentecost as a reversal of the curse of Babel (Gn. 11:1-9) and his own universalism. However, it is unlikely that Luke, a careful historian (Lk. 1:1-4) and close companion of Paul (who spoke in tongues, 1 Cor. 14:18), misunderstood the nature of glossolalia. If the disciples did not actually speak in foreign languages at Pentecost, then the most satisfactory explanation is that Luke records from his sources the convictions of those present who believed they had recognized words of praise to God in other languages. The straightforwardness of the narrative and the scorn of the mockers (v. 13) count against the mediating view that the disciples’ speech was delivered from its peculiarities (v. 7; cf. Mk. 14:70) and made intelligible to their hearers, most of whom would probably know Greek or Aramaic.

Speaking ‘in new tongues’ (glössais kainais) is mentioned in Mk. 16:17 (not an original part of the Gospel) as a sign following faith in Christ. It accompanied the outpouring of the Holy Spirit upon the first Gentile converts (Acts 10:44-46; 11:15), and was doubtless one of the manifest-ations among the earliest Samaritan believers (Acts 8:18). The isolated group of disciples at Ephesus, who may have been early believers in Christ unaware of Pentecost (N.B. Stonehouse, WTJ 13, 1950-1, pp. 11 ff.) also spoke in tongues when the Holy Spirit came on them (Acts 19:6). In each case spontaneous glossolalia was perceptible evidence of the repetition, in association with the ministry of an apostle (cf. 2 Cor. 12:12), of the initial bestowal of the Spirit at Pentecost, and apparently served to endorse the inclusion of new classes of believers into the cautious Jewish-Christian church (cf. Acts 10:47; 11:17-18). If tongues serve as a sign of covenantal judgment for Israel (Is. 28:1 Off.; cf. Dt. 28:49; 1 Cor. 14:21 ff.), and the tongues of Pentecost represent the taking of the kingdom from Israel and giving it to men of all nations (see O. P. Robertson, WTJ 38, 1975, pp. 43-53), the pattem of glossolalic occurrences in Acts emphasizes this transition.

Corinthian glossolalia differed in some respects from that described in Acts. In Jerusalem, Caesarea and Ephesus, whole Companies on whom the Spirit feil immediately broke into tongues, whereas at Corinth not all possessed the coveted gift (1 Cor. 12:10, 30). Glossolalia in Acts appears to have been an irresistible and possibly temporary initial experience, whereas Paul’s instructions to the Cor-inthians imply a continuing gift under the control of the Speaker (1 Cor. 14:27—28). At Pentecost ‘tongues’ were understood by the hearers, but at Corinth the additional gift of interpretation was necessary to make them intelligible (1 Cor. 14:5, 13, 27). Only at Pentecost is speaking in foreign languages explicitly mentioned. On the other hand, glossolalia is everywhere represented as consisting of meaningful utterances inspired by the Holy Spirit and employed primarily for worship (Acts 2:11; 10:46; 1 Cor. 14:2, 14-17, 28).

The ‘various kinds of tongues’ (1 Cor. 12:10) may include unlearned languages, non-languages, or other forms of utterance (cf. S. D. Currie, Int 19, 1965, pp. 274-294). At Corinth they were apparentiy not foreign languages, which Paul denotes by a different word (phöne, 14:10-11), because a special gift, not linguistic proficiency, was necessary to understand them; nor were they for him meaningless ecstatic sounds, though the mind was inactive (v. 14) and the utterances, with-out interpretation, unintelligible even to the Speaker (v. 13), because words (v. 19) and contents (vv. 14-17) were recognized, and interpreted tongues were equivalent to prophecy (v. 5). A definite linguistic form is suggested by the Gk. words for ‘to interpret’, which elsewhere in the NT, except Lk. 24:27, always mean ‘to translate’ (cf. J. G. Davies, JTS n.s. 3, 1952, pp. 228ff.; R. H. Gun-dry, JTS n.s. 17, 1966, pp. 299-307), and Paul probably regarded them as special heavenly languages not having ordinary human characteristics, inspired by the Holy Spirit for worship, for a sign to unbelievers (O. P. Robertson, op. eil.; J. P. M. Sweet, NTS 13, 1966-7, pp. 240-257), and, when interpreted, for the edification of believers. The Corinthians so overrated and abused glossolalia that Paul strictly limited its exercise in public (I Cor. 14:27-28), and emphasized the superior value of prophecy for the whole church (1 Cor. 14:1, 5). Whilst it is uncertain how far later manifestations of glossolalia resemble the NT phenomenon, recent studies evaluate them as cadences of vocal-ization, not languages.

Bibuography. J. Behm, TDNT 1, pp. 722-727; W. E. Mills, Glossolalia'. A Bibliography, 1985; idem, A TheologicallExegetical Approach to Glossolalia, 1985; idem (ed.), Speaking in Tongues: A Guide to Research on Glossolalia, 1986; W. J. Sama-rin, Tongues of Men and Angels, 1972; A. C. Thisel-ton, ‘The “Interpretation” of Tongues?’ JTS n.s. 30, 1979; C. G. Williams, Tongues of the Spirit: A Study of Pentecostal Glossolalia and Related Phe-nomena, 1981.    w.g.p.

TOPHEL. Mentioned only in Dt. 1:1 as the local-ity where Moses addressed the Israelites. The iden-tifleation with el-Tafileh, 25 km SE of the Dead Sea, is philologically unlikely (N. Glueck, AASOR 18-19, 1939, pp. 42-43). Tophel may well have been a stopping-place in the Israelites’ wilderness itinerary.    d.j.w.

TOPHETH (av TOPHET). This was a ‘high place’ in the valley of 1 2 Hinnom just outside Jerusalem, where child sacrifices were offered by fire to a deity •Molech. Josiah defiled this idolatrous shrine (2 Ki. 23:10), and Jeremiah prophesied that the place would be used as a cemetery (Je. 7:32f). The root of the noun seems to be the tpt of Aram. and Arab. denoting ‘fireplace’. The vowels are artificial, taken from the Heb. noun bösei, ‘shame’.    d.f.p.

TORCH. The word is usually a translation of Heb. lappid in OT and of Gk. lampas in NT lappid sig-nifies the traditional torch consisting of a long pole with rags soaked in oil wrapped round the top of it. The word is translated as ‘lightnings’ in Ex. 20:18. lampas is normally translated ‘torch’ in Jn. 18:3 and Rev. 4:5; 8:10. In Acts 20:8, where the scene is a domestic one, translations generally render it as ‘lamp’ or ‘light’ (rsv). The other occur-rences are all in Mt. 25:1-8, the parable of the wise and foolish maidens. While most translations favour the rendering ‘lamp’, it would probably be more appropriate to see a reference to the torches which were used in wedding processions.

R.E.N.

TOWN CLERK. Thc grammateus (Acts 19:35) was frequently the secretary of a board of magistrates, responsible for the accurate recording of officia! decisions. At Ephesus he was clearly the president of the assembly. His punctilious regard for legal niceties, and anxiety about Roman intervention, mark him as a member of the Romanized aris-tocracy, among whom Paul found support (v. 31). His speech has been much admired as a little mas-terpiece of political savoir faire.    e.a.j.

TRACHONITIS. The only biblical reference is Lk. 3:1, where, linked with 'Ituraea, it is called the tetrarchy of Philip (the brother of Herod, tetrarch of Galilee). Trachonitis must have been the district around Trachon (Josephus uses both names); Tra-chon corresponds with the modern al-Laja‘, a pear-shaped area of petrified volcanic rock some 900 square km in area, to the E of Galilee and S of Damascus. It is on the whole extremely un-productive, but here and there are patches of fertile ground, with a spring or two. The cracked and broken nature of its terrain made it ideal for Outlaws and brigands. Among others Varro (governor of Syria under Augustus), Herod the Great and Herod Agrippa I endeavoured to civilize the area, with varying success. Later on a Roman road was built through it. Targum Jonathan identifies the OT 2Argob with Trachonitis.    d.f.p.

jn to iron-hungry Egypt. Solomon traded down he Red Sea to the backward peoples of Arabia ind Africa. These lands in return sent precious ncense, spices and gold to the Mediterranean via 3alestine as well as Egypt. This Arabian commerce n Palestine was at its peak in Nabataean times. Düring the intertestamental period the asphalt raffic from the Dead Sea was so important that his body of water was called the Asphalt Sea, and t entered into international politics. Perfumes and >pices were always items of exchange, some var-eties moving out of the country and others moving in. Both were more important in ancient times than today. Spices, for example, were a common method of varying a rather monotonous menu.

Palestine’s flocks produced a surplus of wool, which was probably exported both in bulk and as -nanufactured goods. Moab was a major wool pro-Jucer. The excavations at Teil beit Mirsim have ihown that this was a manufacturing city devoted ;xclusively to weaving and dyeing of cloth. Flax was also used for clothing. If it was exported, then it was sent to Phoenicia, since Egypt was a heavy producer of linen. The wide distribution of expen-sive garments is shown by the finding of a Babylo-nian garment at the time of Joshua’s conquest of Jericho, although that city was of minor import-ance. The value of good raiment is seen in the fact that it was commonly included in the list of booty taken in war.

* Egypt was the outstanding manufacturing nation along the Mediterranean in early days, but Phoenicia began to cut into her trade by imitating and modifying Egyp. craftsmanship. With Phoeni-cia’s expanding manufacturing and shipping trade, Israel had a constantly increasing market for her agricultural products. Palestine itself entered the manufacturing field about the time of the written prophets. Indeed, much of their social criticism deals with the inevitable economic crises which come when any agricultural people shifts into full-scale manufacturing. An early date to Pentateuchal laws is demonstrated by the absence of any manufacturing code. Palestine used modern assembly-line techniques and Standardization of forms and sizes. Their mass-production material was of good quality, although they were often using poorer ma-terials and cheaper labour. Their manufactured goods, however, seemed to have been primarily for local consumption. Trade guilds came in at this time, and trade marks were used by the pottery manufacturers. (*Arts and Crafts.) In OT times agricultural taxes were largely paid in kind, and the government had its own potteries making official government standardized Containers with the government seal stamped on the handles.

Coined ’money came into Palestine towards the dose of OT times. Previously gold and silver in ingots, bars and rings were weighed out. Jewels oftered a more convenient and fairly safe method of investing and transporting larger sums than would be convenient in bullion. After Alexander the Great, coined money was common. Düring the intertestamental period, Jewish bankers came into prominence, and the synagogues of Asia Minor in NT times are in part due to Jewish influence in banking and commerce. Düring this same period Alexandria, which had become probably the great-sst manufacturing city of the world, attracted a heavy Jewish population.

Only in the days of Solomon and Jehoshaphat did sea commerce play an important part in Pales-tinian trade, and both ventures were short-lived. Sea commerce was predominantly in the hands of foreigners, first Philistines and other sea peoples, then later Phoenicians and Greeks.

For land travel the ass was the beast of bürden until about David’s day, when the camel, previously used primarily for war, also became available for the caravan trade. Part of Palestine’s com-mercial wealth came from these Caravans, which purchased necessary supplies from farmers and craftsmen as they moved through the country. At the local market-place the population absorbed foreign news, and the efficacy of this news medium can be seen in the sermons of Arnos, with their broad picture of world affairs. Ishmaelites and Midianites handled much of the early commerce on the desert fringe. Later the Ammonites took over from them and became the dominant camel-owning people betöre the Nabataeans, who brought desert commerce to its financial peak.

Ben-hadad and the Omri dynasty had business depots in each other’s Capital city, and this was probably common practice between adjacent na-tions. Israel and Phoenicia were normally on far better terms with each other than Israel and Syria. A good source of income for the government was the tax on commerce entering the country. This source of wealth, of course, was at its peak in the days of David and Solomon. But there was a second peak of prosperity under Jeroboam II in Israel and Uzziah in Judah.

The major trade routes of Palestine ran N and S. The most important came out of Egypt, crossed the Philistine plain, continued along the E edge of the plain of Sharon, crossed the Carmel ridge at Megiddo, and then went on to Dan either via Hazor of Galilee or via Beth-shan and the upland road just N of the Yarmuq river. The high ridge road via Beersheba, Hebron, Jerusalem, Shechem and Beth-shan handled more local traffic than through commerce. E of the Jordan valley was the King’s Highway coming out of the Gulf of Aqabah and touching the key cities of Kir, Dibon, Medeba, etc., along the centre of the populated areas. A second road followed a parallel track to the E of the King’s Highway and just inside the desert fringe. Today a modern road follows the former and the railway the lauer. These routes picked up the Arabian trade at such points as Petra, Amman and Edrei.

E and W roads were less profitable, except the most S one, where Arabian commerce came via Nabataean Petra to Gaza. Commerce also came out of the caravan city of Amman, down the Jabbok valley, up to Shechem and over to the Mediterranean. More commerce, however, probably came through the Hauran down to Beth-shan and up the plain of Esdraelon to the Mediterranean. The great grain fields of the Hauran sold their wheat down this route. A shorter road cut across Galilee from the Sea of Galilee to Accho. The major seaports used in OT times were Joppa, Dor and Accho. Ashkelon was the Philistine seaport, and Gaza was the Mediterranean outlet for the Nabataean trade.

Bibliography. D. Baly, The Geography of the Bible1, 1974; data from ancient Near East: cf. W. F. Leemans, H. Hirsch, in D. O. Edzard (ed ), Reallexikon der Assyriologie, 4, 1973, pp. 76-97; from Egypt: W. Helck, in Helck and Otto (eds.), Lexikon der Ägyptologie, 2, 1976, cols. 943-948.

J.L.K.
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TRADE AND COMMERCE.

I. In the Old Testament

2

 Palestine has always been the only natural bridge between Europe and Asia on the N and Africa on the S. This accounts for the fact that, although she was a poor country, she was constantly enriched by the trade and commerce that went through her land. Ezk. 27:12-25 presents a cross-section of the world commerce that passed through her territory.

Palestine’s major contributions to commerce in OT times were agricultural products and metals. Phoenicia just to the N was a manufacturing area forced to import food. Israel supplied her with grain, oil and wine. Egypt to the S had a surplus of grain, but was short of olive oil and wine. As the desert peoples to the E became more influential after David’s day they too absorbed Palestine’s agricultural products.

Iron, which had been earlier introduced by the Philistines, appeared in such quantity after David’s wide conquests in Syria that it could also be passed


II. In thc New Testament

Trade and commerce have no large place in the NT. The coast of Palestine is harbourless and swept with surf, and no natural port formed a cross-road for trade. The sea in Heb. metaphor is a barrier, not a pathway, and such an attitude was natural in a land which fronted the unbroken border of the waters. The ruins of artificial harbours are common enough, and suggest rather the futility than the success of man’s attempts to tarne the E end of the Mediterranean (see G. A. Smith, The Historical Geography of the Holy Land“, 1931, pp. 127-144).

Caravan routes, on the other hand. naturally converged on Palestine, and the NT is aware of the activities of the trader. Such parables as those of the talents and the merchant who found ‘a pearl of great price’ were obviously meant to be understood by the audience to which they were addressed. But this was the petty trade of a small, poor and under-privileged land.

Major activities in trade and commerce, all through NT times, were in the hands of the Romans and Italians. State interference with the processes of trade, which became a sombre feature of late imperial times, was already visible in the Ist Century. The legal machinery by which a ‘mark in hand or head’ could prevent the non-conformist from buying and selling (Rev. 13:16—17) was early apparent. The foreign trade of the empire was extensive and varied. There is also evidence that it was unbalanced, for the hoards of Rom. coins found commonly in India are clear indication of a perilous leakage of bullion, and one cause of the creeping paralysis of inflation.

Lat. and Gk. words in early Irish, German, Ira-nian, Indian and even Mongolian tongues are evidence of the wide influence of Rom. trade. Archaeology, especially on the S Indian coast, has a similar word to say. An excavation at Pondicherry has established the fact of a large Rom. trade with India in the Ist Century. Rom. merchants, indeed, were ubiquitous. There was a Rom. market, the remains of which may still be seen, outside the sacred precincts at Delphi. Trade was no doubt brisk in amulets and Souvenirs, and may have been typical of petty Italian enterprise abroad wherever crowds were gathered. Similar activity in the Temple of Jerusalem had been cannily kept in the hands of the Sadducean chief priests.

From the 2nd Century before Christ a Rom. city stood on Delos, the Aegean centre of the slave-trade, and when Mithridates in 88 bc massacred the Italian residents of Asia Minor and the Aegean islands, 25,000 feil in Delos alone out of a total of 100,000 victims. They must have been mostly traders and the agents of commerce. The Capital itself, whose population in the Ist Century was something like one million, was a vast market, and a grim, satiric chapter in the Apocalypse (Rev. 18), constructed after the fashion of an OT ‘taunt-song’, and in imitation of Ezk. 27, speaks of the wealth and volume of Rome’s luxury trade, and the economic disruption sure to follow the loss of a market so rieh. Ostia, Rome’s port, is full of warehouses.

Rom. trade extended far beyond the boundaries of the empire. The ‘far country’ of Mt. 25:14 is quite literal. Merchants from Italy carried their foods into unsubdued Germany, along the ‘amber route’ to the Baltic, to India and perhaps China.

All this activity sprang from Rome’s dominance, the peace which she policed, and above all from the absence of political frontiers over significant areas of the world. Petronius’ Trimalchio, the nouveau riche of the Satirieon, could make fortunes and lose them, and make them again. Of Augustus the merchants said that ‘through him they sailed the seas in safety, through him they could make their wealth, through him they were happy’.

The account of the last journey of Paul to Rome, so ably told by Luke, first in a ship of Adramyttium of Asia Minor, and then in an Alex-andrian freighter, probably under charter to the Rom. government for the transport of Egyp. corn, gives a vivid picture of the hazards of trade and navigation.

Apart from the list of Rev. 18, which may have been deliberately selected in accordance with the polemic and satirical purpose of the passage, the Commodities of export trade are not widely known. No cargo lists survive. Oysters came from Britain to Rome in barreis of sea-water. Cornish tin, no doubt, came down the same sea-route. N Gaul seems to have had the rudiments of an ex-porting textile industry, and Gaul certainly ex-ported cheap Samian pottery. Underwater archaeology on wrecked ships has revealed that large car-goes of wine were carried. A monogram device of a double S in a trident seems to indicate that one such freighter, wrecked near Marseilles, was the property of one Severus Sestius, who occupied ‘the House of the Trident’ on Delos.

On the subject of mass production for such trade there is little Information, and none on the business Organization necessarily involved. Certain localities, however, became famous for special products, and the resultant commerce would have been in the control of specialist traders who would create and operate their own markets. A striking example is Lydia, ‘a seller of purple goods', from the city of Thyatira in Asia Minor (Acts 16:14), whom Paul’s party met at Philippi in Macedonia. Corinthian bronze, in Ornaments and mirrors (1 Cor. 13:12), and the cilieium or goats’-hair cloth, which was either the product or the raw-material of Paul’s tent-making (Acts 18:3), were probably distributed by similar private enterprise. The im-agery of John’s letter to Laodicea (Rev. 3:14-18) is partly derived from the trade and commerce of the town. Ramsay has established the existence of a Laodicean trade in valuable black woollen gar-ments. Laodicea and Colossae produced black fleeces, the evidence of which is still genetically apparent, it is said, in the sheep of the area today. There was also a Laodicean eye-salve, based probably on the kaolin of the thermal area at Hierapo-lis, 10 km away. Hence the taunt about ‘white gar-ments’ and ‘eye-salve’ (see W. M. Ramsay, The Leiters to the Seven Churches of Asia, chs. 29-30).

* Thyatira, of the earlier letter, was also a centre of trade and commerce, though probably without Laodicea’s export emphasis. Lydia has already been mentioned, and archaeological evidence speaks of wool- and linen-workers, dyers, leather-workers, tanners, potters, slave-traders and bronze-smiths. The dyers, and Lydia was probably one of them, dealt in a purple dye made from the madder root, which undercut the expensive sea-dye from the murex shell.

It is curious to note that, in writing to Thyatira, John uses the figure of Jezebel, sign and symbol of Israel’s compromising trade partnership with

Phoenicia, to describe a local ‘Nicolaitan’. ‘Jeze-bel’ of Thyatira had no doubt taught some form of compromise with the surrounding pagan world. In a town of brisk trade activity some such adjust-ment would appear more urgently necessary be-cause of the power of the trade guilds.

These organizations were a source of major dif-ficulty to Christians, who sought, in their daily converse with the pagan world around, to keep a clear conscience. The trade guilds or Collegia appear in Acts 19 as a force of organized Opposition to Christianity. An important trade Commodity of Ephesus, now that the harbour was silting, and commerce was passing to Smyrna, was the manufacture of silver Souvenirs and cult objects of Artemis, for sale to the pilgrims who visited the famous shrine. Ephesus saw the guilds concerned exercise sufficient pressure to end Paul’s ministry. A famous letter of Pliny (Ep. 10. 96), which vividly describes the Suppression of a vigorous church in Bithynia in ad 112, is also a clear indication of such influence. The guild of the butchers, alarmed at the falling sales of sacrificial meat, successfully stirred up official action against the church. It was difficult for Christians, whose trade depended upon a measure of goodwill, to carry on their daily activities if they obviously abstained from fellowship with their colleagues. On the other hand, since all the callings of trade and commerce were under the patronage of pagan deities, fellowship, and indeed membership of a trade Collegium, involved the compromising act of libation or sacrifice at the guild dinner. Records exist of a considerable number of such organizations, and the strictures of Jude, Peter and John against the ‘Nicolaitans’, the ‘followers of Balaam’ and ‘Jezebel’, suggest that the simple functions of trade and commerce may have proved a source of deep division in the early church.

Bibliography R. Duncan-Jones, The Economy of the Roman Empire: Quantitative Studies, 1982; P. Garnsey and R. Salier, The Roman Empire: Economy, Society and Culture, 1987. e.m.b.

TRADITION (Gk. paradosis). That which is handed down, particularly teaching handed down from a teacher to his disciples. The concept is often present without the word being mentioned. The main references in the Gospels occur in Mt. 15 and Mk. 7, and concern Jewish tradition.

I.    Jewish tradition

The word tradition does not occur in the OT, but between the Testaments much teaching in explan-ation of the OT was added by the rabbis. Tradition was handed down from teacher to pupil, and by Jesus’ day had assumed a place alongside Scrip-ture. This equation of human commentary with divine revelation was condemned by the Lord. By such tradition the Word of God was ‘transgressed’, ‘made of none eflfect’, laid aside, and rejected (Mt. 15:3, 6; Mk. 7:8-9, 13). The doctrines taught by tradition were ‘the commandments of men’ (Mt. 15:9; Mk. 7:6-7).

II.    Christian tradition

Jesus placed his own teaching alongside the Word of God as an authoritative commentary, which he handed down to his disciples. Thus in the Sermon on the Mount Jesus quoted from the Law, but put beside it his own words, ‘but I say to you’ (Mt.

5:22, 28, 32, 34, 39, 44; cf. 6:25). His justification for so doing is l'ound in his Person. As the Spirit-anointed Messiah, the Word made flesh, he alone could make a valid and authoritative commentary on the Spirit-inspired Word of God. Likewise the Epistles emphasize the Person of Christ in contrast to tradition. In Col. 2:8 Paul warns against falling prey to ‘philosophy and empty deceit. . . according to human tradition . . . and not according to Christ’. So in Gal. 1:14, 16 Paul abandoned the elders’ tradition when God revealed his Son in him; Christ not only created the true tradition but constitutes it.

Christian tradition in the NT has three elements: (a) the facts of Christ (1 Cor. 11:23; 15:3; Lk. 1:2, where ‘delivered’ translates paredosan); (b) the theological Interpretation of those facts; see, e.g., the whole argument of 1 Cor. 15; (c) the manner of life which flows from them (1 Cor. 11:2; 2 Thes. 2:15; 3:6-7). In Jude 3 the ‘faith .. . once for all delivered’ covers all three elements (cf Rom. 6:17).

Christ was made known by the apostolic testi-mony to him; the apostles therefore claimed that their tradition was to be received as authoritative (1 Cor. 11:2; 2 Thes. 2:15; 3:6). See also Eph. 4:20-21, where the readers had not heard Christ in the flesh but had heard the apostolic testimony to him. Christ told the apostles to bear witness of him be-cause they had been with him from the beginning; he also promised the gift of the Spirit who would lead them into all truth (Jn. 15:26-27; 16:13). This combination of eyewitness testimony and Spirit-guided witness produced a ‘tradition’ that was a true and valid complement to the OT. So 1 Tim. 5:18 and 2 Pet. 3:16 place apostolic tradition alongside Scripture and describe it as such.

One influential form-critical school of theology questions the historical validity of NT tradition saying that in this tradition Christians were concerned with proclaiming the Christ of faith rather than passing on facts of history. This concern in turn led to their account being coloured by their belief, and therefore the biblical scholar’s task is seen as identifying that which originally belonged to Christ and that which was added by early be-lievers. B. Gerhardsson challenges the validity of this form-critical presupposition. He points out that the very thorough methods of transmission of tradition in the rabbinic schools later can be traced back to NT times. Methods such as learning by heart, memorizing the actual words of the teacher, condensing the material into short texts and the use of notebooks were common in the days of Christ. The apostles and the early church were also seriously concerned with a conscious handing down of a valid tradition of Christ and not just with an unconscious transmission of a diluted tradition through preaching. When the uniqueness of Jesus in the eyes of the early church is also taken into account, the likelihood of additions to the Story becomes even more suspect.

Gerhardsson’s work provoked strong reaction, which questioned the reading back of later rabbinic methods into the early church period and pointed to the distinctiveness of Christian teaching over against Contemporary Jewish teaching. Al-though Gerhardsson may have overstated his case, he has shown that the environment in which the Gospels were written was deeply concerned for the correct handing on of tradition and not as inter-ested in supplementing fact with imagined im-provement, as some scholars believe. The exhort-ations of Paul regarding the Tradition’ gain added significance in this context. The apostolic office was limited to eyewitnesses, and, as only eyewit-nesses could bear a faithful witness to Christ as he lived and died and rose again, true tradition must also be apostolic. This was recognized by the church in later years when the Canon of the NT was eventually produced on the basis of the apostolic nature of the books concerned. Apostolic tradition was at one time oral, but for us it is crys-tallized in the apostolic writings containing the Spirit-guided witness to the Christ of God. Other teaching, while it may be instructive and useful and worthy of serious consideration, cannot Claim to be placed alongside OT and NT as authoritative without manifesting the same defects as con-demned Jewish tradition in the eyes of our Lord.

Bibuography. O. Cullmann, ‘The Tradition’, in The Early Church, 1956, pp. 59ff.; B. Gerhardsson, Memory and Manuscript, 1961, especially pp. 122— 170; idem, Tradition and Transmission in Early Christianily, 1964; R. P. C. Hanson, Tradition in the Early Church, 1962; Y. M. J. Congar, Tradition and Traditions, 1966; F. F. Bruce, Tradition Old and New, 1970.    d.j.v.l.

TRANCE. The Gk. word ekstasis (lit. ‘standing outside’ or ‘being put outside’, i.e. of one’s normal state of mind) is rendered Trance’ in Acts 10:10; 11:5; 22:17, where it forms the condition of a vision. The trance state has never been fully ex-plained, but it involves an overriding of normal consciousness and perception. In the only two oc-currences of the stränge Heb. word sanwerim, translated ‘blindness’ in Gn. 19:11 and 2 Ki. 6:18, it is clear that a trancelike state of hypnotic sug-gestibility is indicated.    j.s.w.

TRANSFIGURATION. The transfiguration is re-corded in Mt. 17:1-8; Mk. 9:2-8; Lk. 9:28-36. Its absence from John is usually accounted for on the ground that the whole of Christ’s life was a mani-festation of the divine glory (Jn. 1:14; 2:11, etc.). There is also a reference to it in 2 Pet. 1:16-18.

In the Synoptic Gospels the event takes place about a week after Peter’s confession of the Mes-siahship of Jesus. He took his three dosest dis-ciples, Peter, James and John, up to a mountain (probably Hermon, which rises to a height of 2,814 m above sea-level). There he was transformed (rather than changed in appearance) and his gar-ments shone with heavenly brightness. Moses and Elijah then appeared and talked to him, and Peter suggested making three tents for them. A voice then came from a cloud declaring Christ’s Sonship and his authority, after which the vision ended. The narrative suggests that the whole event was objective, though many modern scholars have sought to describe it in terms of a subjective ex-perience of Jesus or of Peter.

The transfiguration marks an important stage in the revelation of Jesus as the Christ and the Son of God. It is an experience similar to his baptism (Mt. 3:13-17; Mk. 1:9-11; Lk. 3:21f.). Here his glory is revealed not just through his deeds, but in a more personal way. The glory denotes the royal presence, for the kingdom of God is in the midst of his people.

There are many features about the account which derive significance from the OT. Moses and

Elijah represent the Law and the Prophets witness-ing to the Messiah and being fulfilled and super-seded by him. Each of them had had a vision of the glory of God on a mountain. Moses on Sinai (Ex. 24:15) and Elijah on Horeb (1 Ki. 19:8). Each of them left no known grave (Dt. 34:6; 2 Ki. 2:11). The law of Moses and the coming of Elijah are mentioned together in the last verses of the OT (Mal. 4:4-6). The two men at the empty tomb (Lk. 24:4; Jn. 20:12) and at the ascension (Acts 1:10) and the Two witnesses’ (Rev. 11:3) are sometimes also identified with Moses and Elijah. The heavenly voice, ‘This is my beloved Son; listen to him’ (Mk. 9:7), marks Jesus out not only as the Messiah but also as the Prophet of Dt. 18:15ff.

The cloud symbolizes the covering of the divine presence (Ex. 24:15-18; Ps. 97:2). There is a cloud to receive Christ out of his disciples’ sight at the ascension (Acts 1:9). The return of Christ will be with clouds (Rev. 1:7).

In Luke we are told that the subject of their con-versation was the e.xodos which he was to accom-plish at Jerusalem. This seems to mean not simply his death but the great facts of his death and resur-rection as the means of redemption of his people typified by the OT Exodus from Egypt.

The transfiguration is therefore a focal point in the revelation of the kingdom of God, for it looks back to the OT and shows how Christ fulfils it, and it looks on to the great events of the cross, resur-rection, ascension and parousia. Peter was wrong in trying to make the experience permanent. What was needed was the presence of Jesus alone and attention to his voice.

Bibliography. L. D. Hurst & N. T. Wright, The Glory of Christ in the New Testament, 1987; B. E Reid, The Transfiguration, 1993.    r.e.n.

TRAVAIL. I7th-century English made no distinc-tion between the words Travel’ and Travail’, the two spellings being employed indiscriminately for the two ideas in the earlier editions of the av. Later editions have, on the whole, conformed to the changing usage, as does rsv. The Eng. word trans-lates a number of Heb. and Gk. words, all of which are normally connected with childbirth. The word is sometimes employed metaphorically, notably in Rom. 8:22 and Gal. 4:19, and in simile as in Ps 48:6 and Mi. 4:9-10.

Bibliography. G. Bertram, TDNT 9, pp. 667-674; R. K. Harrison, NIDNTT3, pp. 857f.

G.W.G.

TRAVEL IN BIBLICAL TIMES. Travel in the world of biblical times was governed by the avail-able land and water routes. Early in the history of the ancient Near East, especially in Mesopotamia and Egypt, rivers and Coastal waters provided the best means for trade or travel. Bridle tracks de-veloped to link villages and villages grew up al crossroads in a continuing double process. As trade developed international sea and land routes came into being. The Mediterranean world was greatl) privileged for sea travel because of its climate Coastal pattem and access to other areas (cf. 1 Ki 9:26fF.; Paul’s journeys). Palestine was a vital land-bridge between Eurasia and Africa for both sea and land travellers, and so played an important role in communication and * trade. With the estab-lishment of the Roman peace and road System travel in the biblical worid was greatly facilitated, playing an important part in the spread of the gospel.

I. Old Testament times

Land travel in the early OT period was relatively restricted, Caravans and military forces being the main groups on the move. Although individuals tended to remain in their home areas so as not to lose their Status as citizens, there is evidence of group migrations during the Middle Bronze age. The relatively widespread trade empire of * Ebla in the latter 3rd millennium, from the Mediterranean to the Persian Gulf, indicates reasonable Communications and the possibility of travel in the Near East well before the patriarchal age.

A number of Heb. words are used for roads or paths. Of these derek, that which is trodden under-ibot, and m'silläh, the levelling and filling of a track, suggest best the nature of ancient roads. Although the evidence is not final, it does appear that properly constructed roads were unknown before the Roman road System. Prior to this roads were paths followed regularly by men and animals. Some tracks were better maintained, such as to provincial centres or the cities of refuge (Dt. 19:3), but this meant essentially the Clearing of stones and limited levelling (cf. Is. 40:3; 62:10). Tiglath-pileser 1(1115-1077 bc) of "Assyria used engineers to lay bridges and level tracks for carts and siege-engines. An Egyp. writer, a Century earlier, de-scribed Palestinian roads as ‘filled with boulders and pebbles, . . . overgrown with reeds, thorns and brambles’ (ANET, p. 478a). Such references indi-cate unpaved roads but tracks which could be maintained. Even the royal roads of the Persians, including the 2,600 km major link between Sardis and Susa, were probably formed but not paved except perhaps in immediate city areas. Paved streets seem to have been limited to some towns (e.g. Nineveh, Babylon). Travellers, Caravans, of-ficial messengers and armies would use these tracks, travellers normally going with Caravans for safety (cf. Jdg. 5:6).

Usually travellers would walk, although the ass was used for both riding and as a pack animal from early times. Chariots and horses were used for military purposes. The ox wagon carried heavy loads and probably people (Gn. 46:5). In later times the camel was also utilized. Throughout river and Coastal traffic remained very important modes of travel. Little is known of resting-places, but it seems that the traveller prior to Roman times needed to provide and fend for himself (Jos. 9:3-14). People would travel mainly to trade, some-times to attend religious festivals, and on occasions when migrating due to war, famine or similar reasons.

Roads may be classified as international or internal routes. Often local roads linked international highways, as the E-W roads of Palestine sometimes ran between the ‘way of the sea’ (Is. 9:1; the so-called Via Maris) and the ‘King’s Highway’ (Nu. 20:17). The former ran from Egypt along the coast of Palestine then inland to Megiddo where it divided, although the main route continued N to Damascus and on to Mesopotamia. The *‘King’s Highway’ also ran N-S between Bozrah in Edom to Damascus, linking both Arabia and Egypt with the N. Lesser N-S roads in Palestine followed the Jordan Valley and the central mountain ridge. Numerous latitudinal roads linked these highways, including the road from Jerusalem to Jericho (see LOB). Sea travel was not normally a lea-ture of Israelite life, although ships traversed the coast of Palestine and sailed from Ezion-geber on the Gulf of Aqabah. Jonah’s flight illustrates that some individuals did travel on cargo ships in OT times ("Ships and Boats; "Trade and Commerce).

International land routes linked important cities of Egypt, Mesopotamia, Syria and Asia Minor. The two highways through Palestine linked Arabia and Egypt with Damascus. From thence one road ran to Babylon via Tadmor (2 Ch. 8:4) and Mari; another went N to Carchemish, W to Haran and Ashur, then S to Babylon and the Persian Gulf. Finally a road N from Carchemish linked up with the Hittite city of Kanish in Asia Minor.

II. New Testament times

By NT times the Roman peace and authority had made travel relatively safe and constant. The simple acceptance in the Gospels and Acts of both short and long journeys as normal demonstrates this. Although some classical writers give the impression that travel, especially by sea, was to be avoided, those who really knew the worid of their day, like Pliny and Philo, confirm the NT picture. Extensive plans for travel by land and sea were made and executed, and assurances given of return visits despite the distances involved (e.g. Rom. 15:24-25; Acts 15:36; 18:18-21). Such journeys were within the Roman empire: travel in foreign lands, although not unknown, was exceptional.

Within Palestine the Gospels indicate regulär movement of people, including annual visits to Jerusalem for the Passover (Lk. 1:39; 2:3-5, 41 ff.; Jesus’ ministry). These journeys were usually made on foot and lasted a number of days, e.g. 5 from Nazareth to Jerusalem. As the Roman road System was not extended to Palestine until late in the Ist Century ad, such internal travel would have been on the older road System (IEJ 1, 1950, pp. 54ff.). Journeys were also made to or from Palestine (Mt. 2:1, 13-15). Most significant are the extensive travels of "Paul. He utilized to the full the free access to travel within the Roman worid. The gov-ernment’s Support for shipping, the extermination by Augustus of pirates at sea and much brigandage on land, and the extensive road System leading to Rome, all helped the early Christian traveller. In fact, Christianity first spread directly along the great roads which led to Rome. The great E road illustrates this, with the diversion to Macedonia through divine guidance as a corollary (Acts 16:6— 10); the route ran from Caesarea via Syrian Anti-och, Tarsus, Derbe, Iconium, Pisidian Antioch, Laodicea, Ephesus, by sea to Corinth, and then to Brundisium or Puteoli, and by land along the Appian Way to Rome.

Begun in 312 bc the Appian Way was the first great Roman highway built. These roads, well planned and constructed, running as much as pos-sible on a straight course, provided ready travel un-equalled until the coming of the railway many cen-turies later. Major roads were paved over a width of 6-8 m; minor roads surfaced with sand or gravel were cambered to ditches 6 m or 3 m apart. Be-cause of their Strategie importance it was the army that often built these roads, although Augustus appointed permanent road boards in 22 bc. Josephus records that Vespasian had road-surveyors with his army during the Ist Jewish Revolt (BJ 3. 118). Milestones set at 1,000 paces (1,480 tn) recorded the distance front the road-head or nearest city. These are valuable sources of Information today. Maps of roads, and certainly lists of resting-places and distances both by land and sea were available for travellers to plan their journeys. Such itineraries, more or less complete, have been found belonging to post-NT times, but they must have existed earlier as Strabo (64 bc-ad

19) and other geographers obviously drew Information from them.

Apart from the army the road System was used for the imperial post and by other travellers. The royal Courier Service not only handled Communications but also provided transport for officials. Or-dinary travellers had to make their own arrange-ments; so did private persons wishing to send cor-respondence to others, as in Paul’s case. Resting-places with fresh horses were provided at cities or every 25 Roman miles, with probably two inter-mediary stops in between. Again only couriers and officials were catered for. The ordinary traveller could stay at inns run by private owners. Some provided food and lodging; some lodgings only. Those in the E provinces seem to have been Superior in quality, but the over-all picture of inns and innkeepers suggests a generally poor Standard. Many were little removed from brothels. Hence the stress in early Christian literature on providing * hospitality. Normal distances travelled would be 16 Roman miles a day by foot, and about 25 by horse or carriage. On some occasions couriers or officials covered 100 miles a day, but on the other hand letters to Cicero from Syria took respectively 50 and 100 days for delivery. Winter months ham-pered or stopped travel, especially in mountainous regions or plateaux, just as most shipping ceased between mid-November and mid-March at least, preferring to sail between 26 May and 14 September (Acts 27:9ff.). Prevailing winds also determined the courses foilowed by the ships. Paul used trading ships, whose movements were regulated by con-siderations of freight, and seems to have avoided ships apparently especially provided for Jews of the Dispersion to go to Jerusalem for the Passover (Acts 20:1 ff.). His final journey to Rome was by two grain ships (*Ships and Boats).

Travel on land would have been similar to tliat in OT times. Most would go by foot. Officials with permits could use the facilities of the Courier System, both horses and carriages. Various light carriages were used (cf. Acts 8:29—a travelling chariot?) and some ordinary travellers rode on the heavier ox-wagons, both open and covered. There was even a drive-yourself carriage, the essedum\ The horse, with a cloth but no saddle, was used by messengers, troops (with Paul, Acts 23:23f, 32) and some travellers; the ass continued its burden-bearing task as it does today. Both personal and group travel were common in NT times. People moving around the empire included government officials, traders, workers seeking employment, especially in large cities, students going to centres of study and the infirm seeking healing sanctuaries. In particular people in large numbers would attend games and great religious festivals. These included not only the Jewish feasts but major events in Greece and Italy. Not least among the travellers were the early Christians using the facilities provided by Rome as they spread the Gospel and cor-responded with one another.

Bibliography. LOB, M. Avi-Yonah, ‘The Development of the Roman Road System in Pales-tine’, IEJ 1, 1950-1; C. Singer et al. (ed.), A Hts-tory of Technology, 1, 1967; 2, 1972; D. Baly, The Geography of the Bible, 1967; L. Casson, Travel in the Andern World, 1974.    g.g.g.

TRAYS. Heb. mahlöt_ (av ‘snuff dishes’) were ves-sels made of gold, used for removing the trim-mings from the lamps in the tabernacle and Temple (Ex. 25:38; 37:23; Nu. 4:9). To be distinguished from the copper firepans and censers, likewise called mahtöt (Ex. 27:3; Nu. 16:6). d.w.g.

TREASURE, TREASURY. ‘Treasure’ usually refers to valuables, such as silver or gold. ‘Treas-ures of darkness’ (Is. 45:3) are hoarded riches; ‘treasures of wickedness’ (Mi. 6:10; cf. Pr. 10:2) are ill-gotten gains. In Mt. 2:11 ‘treasures’ are boxes containing valuables.

‘Treasury’ and ‘treasure house’ frequently sig-nify a place where treasure is stored, generally at-tached to a sanctuary (Jos. 6:19, 24; 1 Ki. 7:51; Dn. 1:2) or belonging to a king (2 Ki. 12:18; Est. 3:9). In Ezr. 2:69; Ne. 7:70f, ‘treasury’ is a fund for re-building the Temple. ln Mk. 12:41; Lk. 21:1 it refers to the thirteen trumpet-shaped offertory boxes placed in the Court of the Women in the Temple; it is apparently used of the vicinity of these boxes in Jn. 8:20.

‘Treasure’ also has the wider meaning of a Store. In 2 Ki. 20:13 ‘treasure hcfuse’ is a storage place in the palace (cf. v. 15). In Mt. 13:52 it is a store-room.

The Bible uses ‘treasure’ and ‘treasury’ meta-phorically too. Yahweh keeps sin in the treasuries of his memory (Dt. 32:34). Wisdom is to be treas-ured in the mind, i.e. valued and taken to heart (Pr. 2:1; 7:1). Awe of Yahweh is Zion’s treasure (Is. 33:6). The sky is Yahweh’s ‘good treasury’ containing rain (Dt. 28:12); in poetry, snow, hail (Jb. 38:22) and the wind (Ps. 135:7; Je. 10:13; 51:16) also have ‘storehouses’ or treasuries. ln Zc. 11:13 MT hayyöser, ‘potter’ (Rsvmg.), has been emended to hä'ösär, ‘treasury’ with Pesh., but it is possible that MT can mean ‘foundry worker’ (cf. lxx, NEBmg. ‘foundry’).

ln the Synoptic Gospels Jesus often uses ‘treasure’ figuratively Since God rewards whole-hearted Service in the hereafter, it is termed laying up treasure in heaven, which is contrasted with money-making in Mt. 6:191'.; Mk. 10:21 and parallels; Lk. 12:33 (cf Mt. 19:21; Lk. 18:22). As the storehouse of either good or evil the heart Controls conduct (Mt. 12:35: Lk. 6.45). A man’s heart is where his treasure is (Mt. 6:21; Lk. 12:34), i.e. his interests are determined by what he values most.

Paul’s phrase ‘treasure in earthen vessels’ (2 Cor. 4:7) contrasts the glory of the divine gospel with the weakness of its human ministers. Wisdom and knowledge are treasures to be found only in Christ (Col. 2:3).

‘Peculiar treasure’ was the av and rv rendering of s'gullä in Ex. 19:5; Ps. 135:4; Ec. 2:8. The rv also translated it thus in Mal. 3:17 (av ‘jeweis’). The Heb. word occurs with ‘people’ in Dt. 7:6; 14:2; 26:18. It means ‘personal property', and the rsv generally renders one’s ‘own possession’ or the like. Apart from 1 Ch. 29:3; Ec. 2:8, where it is used literally of kings’ possessions (rsv ‘treasure’),

fgullä is applied to Israel as Yahweh’s very own ueople. Tit. 2:14; 1 Pet. 2:9 and possibly Eph. 1:14 rse the lxx equivalents of the new Israel. Bibliography. BAGD.    l.c.a.

TREES. Comments in the article on * Plants con-;erning the uncertainty of identifications apply tqually to the trees.

Trees and timber are frequently mentioned in the Bible. The Holy Land itself can never have been ihickly afforested, though woodlands are known to rave occurred in areas now devoid of trees. De-fiduous oaks covered parts of the Plain of Sharon, ■vhile evergreen oaks occurred on much of the hill :ountry, including Carmel where remnants still :xist. Aleppo pines also grew on suitable soils in ;he hills. Bashan and Lebanon were important >ources of timber and the cedar of Lebanon is ’amous. Timber was required for buildings (al-:hough rough branches would suffice for humbler iwellings), ships, wooden musical instruments, "arm implements, household items and even idols.

Acacia (Heb. sittim, av shittah, shittim). Several species of acacia (Acacia albida, A. lortilis, A.

'raqensis) occur in the desert wadis of Sinai and the hot Jordan valley, where the place Shittim was riamed after them (Jos. 2:1). The hard timber was used by the Israelites for the ark and parts of the "tabernacle or tent of meeting (Ex. 25). These spreading, thorny trees were some of the few avail-dble in Sinai and likely to produce pieces of wood af sufficient size.

Algum (Heb. ’algümmim, 2 Ch. 2:8; 9:10-11). Apparently a tree native to Lebanon, and possibly the coniferous tree called the Cilician fir (Abies cilicia). The eastern savin or Grecian juniper {Juniperus excelsa) and the evergreen cypress [Cupressus sempervirens) have also been suggested. A doubtful Suggestion is that the algum is identical with the almug tree of Ophir and that it was re-;xported to Judah from Lebanon and thought by the Chronicler to be native there. The reference to algum trees’ in 2 Ch. 9:10-11 appears to be an :xample of metathesis, or it may be simply an alternative form.

Almond. The almond (Prunus dulcis or Amygdalus communis) blooms in the Holy Land as early as Jan. Its Heb. name, säqed, ‘waker’, suggests the [irst of the fruit trees to awake after the winter. Blossoms are pink-flushed white, demonstrating an analogy with the hoary-headed patriarch (Ec. 12:5). The almond’s beauty was often copied in ornamental work (Ex. 25:33—34). As well as being ail-producing, the kernel was a favourite food in Palestine, and an acceptable gift when sent by Jacob to Egypt (Gn. 43:11). It is probably denoted in Gn. 30:37, where av renders ‘hazeT, and is men-lioned in Je. 1:11-12, where a play on the words [säqed and säqed) illustrates God’s prompt fulfil-ment of his promises. See A. Goor and M. Nurock, Fruits of the Holy Land, 1968, pp. 241-254.

Almug (Heb. ’almüggim, 1 Ki. 10:11-12). Im-ported into Judah with gold from Ophir. The loca-tion of Ophir remains a matter of conjecture, and the identity of the tree is uncertain. The traditional Identification is with red sandal-wood (Pterocarpus santalinus), a large leguminous tree native to India and Ceylon. Others argue, however, that ’algüminm and ’almüggim should both be identified with a Lebanese tree.

Apple (Heb. lappüah). Referred to chiefly in Can-ticles, this fruit’s identity has long been discussed in view of the (untenable) objection that Palestine is too hot and dry to allow satisfactory cultivation of the true apple (Malus pumila or Pyrus malus). The Heb. and Arab. words, however, favour this reading; the tree affords good shade, the fruit is sweet (Ct. 2:3) and the perfume is much appreci-ated (Ct. 7:8). The cultivated apple may have ori-ginated in the Caucasus area and it certainly grows well in cultivation in parts of the Holy Land. Though most of these attributes apply also to the apricot (Armeniaca vulgaris or Prunus armeniaca), about which the image in Pr. 25:11 concerning ‘apples of gold’ would be more apposite, it is ques-tionable whether the apricot was established in Palestine at this time. This objection is even more serious in the case of the Chinese citron (Citrus medicus), a third Suggestion. A W Asiatic fruit, the quince (Cydonia oblongä), has been proposed also, but its taste is somewhat bitter, and the Mishnah renders it by a different Heb. word. See Goor and Nurock, op. eil.

Cedar (Heb. ’erez; Gk. kedros). Cedrus libani, the cedar of Lebanon, a large spreading coniferous tree formerly abundant in Mt Lebanon where it is now reduced to scattered remnants and is pro-tected. The wood was highly esteemed for its dur-ability and was used, for example, for building David’s house (2 Sa. 5:11, etc.), Solomon’s Temple (1 Ki. 5:6-10, etc.) and the new Temple built after the Babylonian Exile (Ezr. 3:7). Extra-biblical texts speak of Nebuchadrezzar’s exploitation of the Lebanese forests (cf Hab. 2:17). Solomon had cha-riots, or more probably sedans (Heb. ’appiryön), made of cedar (Ct. 3:9). Cedars may attain a height of 40 m and OT writers used them as a figure of stature in man (Ezk. 31:3; Am. 2:9), grandeur (Ps. 92:12) and majesty (2 Ki. 14:9). The meaning of Heb. ’ezräh in Ps. 37:35 is obscure (av ‘bay tree’, rsv ‘cedar of Lebanon’), but elsewhere in OT means ‘native’, and a plant indigenous to Palestine is indicated here.

The cedar-wood burnt by a priest during leviti-cal cleansing (Lv. 14:4-6, 49-52; Nu. 19:6) would not have been the cedar of Lebanon but a small tree of the Sinai desert, the Phoenician juniper, Juniperus phoenicea, which is fragrant when burnt. See Pine, below.

Cypress. A tree (Cupressus sempervirens) with a dense habit 13-20 m high, with numerous branch-lets having scale leaves and providing excellent timber. Often planted in Mediterranean cemeteries as the columnar variety (var.pyramidalis), rsv renders as ‘cypress’ the Heb. b'rös (Is. 41:19; 55:13; av ‘fir’), yet the variant b'rötim (Ct. 1:17) is taken to be ‘pine’. Evidence favours cypress as being Heb. Cassür (Is. 41:19; 60:13; av ‘box tree’). The reference in Ho. 14:8 to an ‘evergreen cypress’ (rsv) or ‘green fir tree’ (av) continues with a mention of its fruit, which is presumably edible. This is probably the stone pine (Pinus pinea), which has a spreading crown and edible seeds in the cone.

Ebony (Heb. hobnim, Ezk. 27:15; Egyp. hbny). The reddish black heart-wood of Dalbergia mela-noxylon, a leguminous tree of the drier parts of tropical Africa. It was used extensively in ancient Egypt for fine furniture, valuable vessels, veneers, sceptres and idols. Only later was this Egyp. word transferred to the jet black timbers of the genus Diospyros obtained from tropical Africa, and now especially to D. ebenum of Ceylon. See A. Lucas and J. R. Harris, Andern Egyptian Materials4, 1962, pp. 434-435; F. N. Hepper, 'On the transfer-ence of plant names’, PEQ 109, 1977, pp. I29f.

Fir. The rsv renders Heb. b'rös, b’rötim as ‘cy-press’ and ‘fir’, which popularly applies to conifer-ous trees in general. Heb. scholars accept these names as applying to the tall Grecian juniper, Juniperus excelsa, of which the timber was imported front Lebanon for the construction of Solomon’s house and Temple (1 Ki. 5:8, 10), from Senir (Hermon) for ship boards (Ezk. 27:5) and also for musical instruments (2 Sa. 6:5).

Holm (Heb. tirzä, Is. 44:14). A wood used for making a heathen idol. If the ‘holm tree’ of rsv indicates the timber of the evergreen holm oak (Quercus Hex) of the central Mediterranean area, it would have had to be imported. But an indigenous tree, such as one of the native oaks, is evidently intended by the context. av renders the Heb. Word as ‘cypress’ (Cupressus senipervirens), other ver-sions as ‘plane-tree’ (Plalanus orientalis)\ both are native in Palestine. The Heb. word tirzä is similar to the Ugaritic tisr for cypress.

Oak (Heb. ällön, elön). In Palestine there are three species of oak (Quercus). The kermes oak (Q. coccifera, also known as Q. calliprinos) is evergreen and inhabits the hills where it is often seen as a shrub, although the Palestinian variety may form a rounded tree with a stout trunk when protected. One of the deciduous oaks (Q. infectoria) is un-likely to be referred to in the Bible owing to its limited occurrence at high altitudes. The other one, the Vallonea or Tabor oak (Q. aegilops, also known as Q. ithaburensis), occurs in lowland Palestine, but extensive felling has eliminated the wood-lands that used to cover the Sharon Plain. Oaks are sturdy, hardwood trees which live to a great age, and the fruit, or acorn, is set in a cup. There is some confusion with the terebinth which has a similar stature and Heb. name, although botanic-ally it is distinct.

An oak was a favourite tree under which to sit (1 Ki. 13:14), or to bury the dead (Gn. 35:8; 1 Ch. 10:12). Solitary trees were landmarks (1 Sa. 10:3, av ‘plain’). Its timber is seldom mentioned: it is hard and was used for oars (Ezk. 27:6). Bashan was renowned for its oaks (Is. 2:13; Ezk. 27:6; Zc. 11:2), and to this day there are many finely grown trees of Q aegilops in that region. The scarlet or crimson dye, used in Heb. rites(Ex. 25:4; 26:1; Heb. 9:19, etc.), was obtained from a scale-insect that covered branchlets of the kermes oak. Absalom was caught by his hair in an oak (2 Sa. 18:9-10).

Heb. ’“serä is translated in av (following lxx aisos) as an idolatrous ‘grove’ or a ‘high place’ (Ex. 34:13; Dt. 16:21; 2 Ki. 17:16, etc.) since it was thought to refer to a clump of oaks. But recent scholarship holds that the reference is not to trees but to an image or cult-pole of the Canaanite god-dess Asherah, consort of El, hence the rsv use of ‘Asherah’ and ‘Asherim’. However, trees were often involved, too: ‘You shall not plant any tree as an asherah’ (Dt. 16:21); They sacrifice . . . under oak, poplar, and terebinth, because their shade is good’ (Ho. 4:13). To this day ‘sacred’ groves of oaks and terebinths may be seen in various parts of Palestine.

Palm (Heb. täntär, Gk. phoenix). The date palm, Phoenix dactylifera, a tall, slender, unbranched tree with a tuft of feather-like leaves 3-4 m long at its crown. The male and female fiower clusters among the leaves are borne on separate trees. It flourishes in groves in the hot Jordan valley and appears, from the numerous references, to have been com-monly planted as an isolated tree (Jdg. 4:5) in bib-lical times, although the fruit from highland trees was of poor quality. The palm often gave its name to the place where it grew, e.g. Tamar (Ezk. 47:18-19;48:28); Hazazon-tamar (Gn. 14:7, etc.). Jericho was called ‘the city of palm trees’ (2 Ch. 28:15). The palm typified grace, elegance and uprightness (Ps. 92:12; Je. 10:5), and Tamar was used as a woman’s name (2 Sa. 13:1; 14:27). It was also a Symbol of victory and rejoicing, and the use of palm leaves (‘branches’) during Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem (Jn. 12:13) was significant (cf. Rev. 7:9). The form of the palm was used in architectural ornamentation (1 Ki. 6:29, 32; Ezk. 40:31). See Goor and Nurock, op. eil., pp. 121-151.

Pine. There is reason to believe that Heb. ’ören of Is. 44:14 applies to the Aleppo pine (Pinus ha-lepensis), and not the cedar (rsv) or ash (av). This pine occurs on the Palestinian hills where the soil is suitable. It is a tall slender tree with pairs of needle leaves and soft, workable timber.

Plane (Heb. ’armön, Gn. 30:37; Ezk. 31:8). A large deciduous tree, the plane (Platanus orientalis) grows in rocky stream beds in N Palestine. It has digitate leaves and round hanging flower-heads. In av the Heb. is rendered ‘chesnut’ (chestnut), which is not native to that region.

Pomegranate (Heb. rimntön). A small tree or bush (Punica granatum) growing wild in some E countries, but much prized and cultivated from earliest times, several places in Palestine bearing its name, e.g. Rimmon (Jos. 15:32), Gath-rimmon (Jos. 19:45), En-rimmon (Ne. 11:29). It has numerous spreading branches, dark green deciduous leaves, occasional thorns, large persistent calyx and bright red flowers. When fully ripe the apple-shaped fruit is a mixture of yellow, brown and maroon in colour, and contains multitudinous seeds covered with thin skin and surrounded by watery pink pulp. There are two varieties, sweet and acid. A refreshing drink is made from the juice, a syrup (grenadine) from the seeds and an astrin-gent medicine from the blossoms. Ornamental pomegranates decorated the high priest’s robe (Ex 28:33), the capitals of Solomon’s Temple pillars (1 Ki. 7:20) and the silver shekel of Jerusalem in cir-culation 143-135 bc. See Goor and Nurock, op. cit., pp. 70-88.

Poplar (Heb. libnelr, b'kä'im, 2 Sa. 5:23-24; 1 Ch. 14:14-15; rsv ‘balsam tree’, av ‘mulberry’). Rods of poplar, almond and plane were peeled in Jacob’s deception of Laban (Gn. 30:37). The poplar tree (Populus euphratica) is tall with rustling leaves (2 Sa. 5:23-24; 1 Ch. 14:14-15) and, like willow (see below), grows beside the Jordan and streams where its branches root easily (Ho. 14:5). It is therefore unlikely to be found on the top of mountains as one of the shady trees under which sacrifices and oflerings were made (Ho. 4:13) and this may refer to the storax (Styrax officinalis) which has leaves white on the lower surface. The ‘ben-tree’ of Gn. 49:22 (NEBmg.) is thought to have been the Euphra-tean poplar.

Sycamine (Gk. sykantinos, Lk. 17:6). The black mulberry or sycamine (Morus nigra), a small, sturdy tree with blood-red, edible fruits, is cultivated in Palestine. Some consider this may refer to the sycomore fig, but there is no reason to doubt that the black mulberry had been introduced by NT times.

Sycomore (Heb. siqntä, Gk. sykomöraia). The sycomore-fig (sycamore, rsv), Ficus syconwrus, a sturdy tree 10-13 m high, with a short trunk, widely spreading branches and evergreen leaves. It was, and still is, planted in Egypt and the lowlands of Palestine (1 Ki. 10:27; 2 Ch. 1:15; 9:27). Its timber was important in Egypt, where trees were scarce, for the construction of coffins and other wooden objects. The fruits are edible and were suf-ficiently important for King David to appoint an overseer to look after the olive-trees and sycomore-trees (1 Ch. 27:28) and for the psalmist to regard the destruction of the sycomores by frost as a ca-lamity for the Egyptians comparable with the destruction of their vines (Ps. 78:47). In Am. 7:14 the av translation, ‘a gatherer of sycomore fruit’, is incorrect, since the Heb. means a dresser or tender of the fruit. This is the Operation of cutting the top of each fig to ensure its ripening as clean, insect-free fruit. Zacchaeus climbed a sycomore to see Jesus pass (Lk. 19:4); sycomore trees are still to be seen as Street trees in some Palestinian towns. This should not be confused with the European sycamore (Acer pseudoplatanus) or the N American plane (Platanus) also known as sycamore.

Tamarisk (Heb. ’esel, Gn. 21:33; 1 Sa. 22:6; 31:13; av ‘grove’, ‘tree’). A soft-wooded tree of desert wadis with numerous slender branchlets, scale-like leaves and small tassels of pink or white flowers. Several similar species grow in Palestine (Tamarix aphylla, T. nilotica, T. pentandra, T. letragyna) especially around Beersheba where Abraham planted one. (* Manna.)

Terebinth, turpentine tree (Heb. ’elä, Is. 6:13, av ‘teil tree’; Ho. 4:13, ‘elm’). The Palestine terebinth (Pistacia terebinthus var. palestina, or P. palestina) is a small tree occurring very frequently in the hills. The much larger Atlantic terebinth (P. atlantica) of hotter drier places resembles an oak and having a similar name may be confused with it in OT. The terebinth was one of the trees under which sacrifice and offerings were made ‘because their shade is good’ (Ho. 4:13).

Thyine Wood (Gk. thyinos, Rev. 18:12, rsv ‘scented wood’). Timber from the sanderac-tree (Tetraclinis articulatd), a small coniferous tree native to NW Africa. The wood is dark, hard and fragrant, and was valued by the Greeks and Romans for cabinet-making. Another name for it is citron wood (botanically unrelated to Citrus), and some versions use that name here; others iden-tify it with the almug tree.

Willow (Heb. '"räbim, sapsäpä). Willows (Salix acnwphylla and other species) are commonly found beside perennial streams in the Middle East, and in the biblical references are usually linked with their habitat (Jb. 40:22; Is. 25:7; 44:4; Ezk. 17:5). They are shrubs or small trees forming thickets. The ‘willows of the brook’ (Lv. 23:40) and the ‘willows’ of Babylon (Ps. 137:2) are now usually regarded as being poplar (Populus euphratica). Indeed M. Zohary (Flora Palaeslina, 1, 1966, p. 29) States that in post-biblical literature the Heb. names for willow and poplar were exchanged.

The ‘green withs’ or new ropes used by Delilah to bind Samson (Jdg. 16:11) may have been willow bark or the fibrous twigs of the desert shrub Thymelaea hirsuta.    f.n.h.

TRIAL OF JESUS. The arrest of our Lord in the garden is followed, in the Synoptic tradition, by his removal to a meeting of the Jewish leaders (Mk.14:53). Jn. 18:12-13 preserves an independent account of a preliminary examination before Annas, the father-in-law of the high priest Caiaphas. There follows an interrogation concern-ing his disciples and his teaching, which is in-conclusive because Jesus refuses to answer direct questions put by the high priest (Jn. 18:19). He is abused (Jn. 18:22) and sent as a prisoner to Caiaphas (Jn. 18:24).

The reference to ‘the high priest’ in Jn. 18:19 has raised a difficulty. If the Lord is questioned by Caiaphas in 18:19, why does Annas remit him to the same person in 18:24? It is tempting to see in this preliminary investigation the first of the two Jewish ‘trials’ which are described in Mk. ‘The high priest’ in Jn. 18:19 will then be Caiaphas, but the enquiry will be of an informal character. Its chronological placing will be the evening of the arrest. Jn. 18:24, which records the official appear-ance before Caiaphas and the full Sanhedrin, will be dated the following morning (cf. Jn. 18:28) and be parallel with the consultation of Mk. 15:1.

John, however, makes no mention of the issues which are so prominent in the Synoptic report of the first ‘trial’: the question of Jesus’ Messiahship and the accusation of blasphemy.

Mk. 14:53-65 describes an appearance of the prisoner before an assembly of ‘all the chief priests and the elders and the scribes’ (Mk. 14:53), under the presidency of the high priest. The gravamen of the Charge is the witnesses’ Statement that Jesus had prophesied the destruction of the Jerusalem sanctuary (cf. Mk. 13:2; Acts 6:13-14) and the es-tablishment of a new tempie. The Claim to be the builder of a new tempie seems to be the equivalent to the Claim to Messiahship, according to Contemporary Jewish expectation. But it was the new tempie of his body, the church (Jn. 2:19; 1 Cor. 3:16; Eph. 2:21), that he had in view. (See R. J. McKelvey, The New Tempie, 1969.)

The incriminating challenge of the high priest, ‘Are you the Christ, the Son of the Blessed?’ drew from him the reply, ‘I am,’ according to Mk. 14:62. Further, his use of the title ‘the Son of man’ and his quotation of Ps. 110:1 and Dn. 7:13 are an un-mistakable claim to his unique Status and destiny, which Caiaphas was quick to grasp and interpret as overt blasphemy. ‘It was not blasphemy to claim to be the Messiah, but to speak with assurance of sharing the throne of God and of the fulfilment of Daniel’s vision in himself and his community was blasphemy indeed’ (Vincent Taylor).

The symbolic action of the high priest’s tearing of his clothes, as laid down in the Mishnah, is the prelude to the verdict, ‘guilty of death’ (Mk. 14:64), and the horseplay of the officers (14:65).

A second meeting of the Sanhedrin the following morning was necessary if, with Vincent Taylor, we take Mk. 14:64 to record a condemnation of Jesus as deserving of death but not the judicial verdict which was required to be passed by ‘the whole council’ (15:1). The prisoner is then led away to the Roman governor Pilate for the sentence of death to be pronounced. Whether the Jewish council had the power to pronounce and carry out the death sentence on religious grounds (as Juster and Lietzmann believe) or not (so Jn. 18:31: see Bar-rett’s full note) is a complicated question. There is evidence for the view that the Jewish leaders had the power to carry out death sentences at this time. For example, in the Mishnah the tractate Sanhedrin gives a variety of regulations for the different types of execution. The warning inscription on Herod’s Temple, promising death to any tbreigner who is caught inside the barrier and fence around the sanctuary, does not read like an idle threat. Stephen is put to death following a session of the Jewish Sanhedrin. These pieces of evidence seem hardly to harmonize with the admission of Jn. 18:31: Tt is not lawful for us to put any man to death’. E. C. Hoskyns in his commentary (pp. 616f.) sees in the use of the verb ‘put to death’ (apokteinai) a veiled and subtle reference to death by crucifixion as distinct from the customary method of Capital punishment for blasphemy, v/'z. stoning. The Jewish admission, then, that they cannot carry out a judicial sentence by crucifixion is recorded by the Evangelist who means his readers to see in it (v. 32) the way in which it ful-filled unconsciously yet providentially God’s age-old plan adumbrated in such verses as Dt. 21:23; Ex. 12:46; Nu. 9:12; cf. Jn. 19:36. See G. D. Kil-patrick’s brochure, The Trial of Jesus, 1953; T. A. Burkill in VC 10, 1956, and 12, 1958.

Before Pilate the allegation turns on Jesus’ claim to kingship (Mk. 15:2; Lk. 23:2) which the Jews would wish Pilate to construe in a political sense. Thus the main Charge preferred is one of majeslas or treason against the Roman imperial authority. See Jn. 19:12. Pilate, however, from the first, is sus-picious of these charges and sees through the ac-cusers’ motives (Mk. 15:4, 10). He tries to extricate himself in three separate ways from the task of sentencing Jesus to death. He tries to pass the re-sponsibility to Herod (Lk. 23:7ff.); then to offer to punish Jesus by flogging and release him (Lk. 23:16,22); finally to release Jesus as an act of clem-ency at the feast (Mk. 15:6; Jn. 18:39). All these expedients fail. Herod sends him back; the fickle and disappointed crowd will not be content with any punishment less than the death sentence (Lk. 23:18, 23); and Barabbas, a condemned murderer, is preferred to Jesus the Christ. And, in spite of the repeatedly confessed innocence of the prisoner (Lk. 23:14-15, 22), he is sentenced to the death of the cross by the judgment of the procurator (Mk. 15:15), and as the Lord himself had foreseen (Jn. 12:33; 18:32).

Bibuography. A. N. Sherwin-White, Roman Society and Roman Law in the New Testament, 1963; J. Blinzler, The Trial of Jesus, 1959; E. Bammel (ed.), The Trial of Jesus, 1970; D. R. Catchpole, The Trial of Jesus, 1971; G. S. Sloyan, Jesus on Trial, 1973 (bibliography); P. W. Walasky, JBL 94, 1975, pp. 81-93; B. Corley, DJG, pp. 841-854.    r.p.m.

TRIBES OF ISRAEL. When the Israelites entered Canaan they entered as twelve tribes, and portions of the land were assigned to each of the twelve (cf. Jos. 13:1 ff.). These twelve tribes were descended from the twelve sons of Jacob who had gathered themselves about their father and heard his proph-ecies uttered concerning them and their future (Gn. 49).

Modern scholarship has proposed a number of possible revisions of the biblical picture. First, it was held (by M. Noth and others) that Israel infiltrated gradually from disparate origins into Palestine, where it formed into a tribal alliance centred on the worship of Yahweh at a central sanctuary, that worship having been imported by a group which had experienced an ‘exodus’ from

Egypt. Second, it has been argued by others (not-ably N. Gottwald, G. Mendenhall) that ‘Israel’ arose from the indigenous Canaanite population as a result of a kind of ‘peasants’ revolt’ against the despotic city-states of Canaan, with the egali-tarianism of Yahwism as a motivating and binding force for social revolution. Variations on these themes include the view that Israel was formed originally from refugees from political victimiza-tion outside Canaan, who settled in the inhospit-able hill-country of Judah and Samaria (N. P. Lemche). ln all these cases the tribal picture is secondary to historical actuality.

According to the Pentateuchal narrative, however (Nu. 32:33-42; 34:1-35:8), Moses himself made a division between tribes to inhabit the E and those to inhabit the W side of the Jordan river. On the E side portions were allotted to the tribes of Reuben and of Gad, together with the half-tribe of Manasseh. This last was to occupy the territory S of the Sea of Galilee, including the villages of Jair together with Ashtaroth and Edrei. Gad was to occupy the land immediately S of that of Manasseh extending to the N end of the Dead Sea, and S of this section was the territory of Reuben, which reached as far S as Aroer and the Arnon.

On the W side of the Jordan in Canaan proper the remainder of the tribes were to settle. Their inheritance was to be determined by lot, save that to the tribe of Levi no inheritance was to be given. Eventually the tribes became divided into N and S, represented respectively by Ephraim and Judah. The N kingdom came to be designated by the term Israel.

In the S territory was allotted to Simeon, who appears to have occupied land in the Negeb. Above him was the allotment of Judah, including the Ju-daean hill country and extending as far N as to include Bethlehem and almost to the city of Jerusalem itself. Immediately above the territory of Judah and extending E to the Jordan was the territory of Benjamin. This section reached to the N only a few kilometres and only as far W as the edge of the hill country. To its W was the small section given to the tribe of Dan.

Above the two tribes of Dan and Benjamin was the territory which had been allotted to Ephraim which reached as far N as the river Kanah and Shechem. Then came the large section assigned to the half-tribe of Manasseh, comprising everything between the Mediterranean and the Jordan river and extending N to Megiddo. Above Manasseh was Issachar and Zebulun, and on the sea-coast, reaching N from Carmel, the territory of Asher.

As time went on the tribe of Judah gained more and more in significance, for it really embraced Benjamin, and Jerusalem became the Capital. In the N the tribal distinctions seemed to become less important than at first, and the N kingdom as such became the enemy of Judah. Tribal distinctions became of less and less significance, and practically disappeared after the Exile.

Bibliography. J. J. Bimson, ‘The Origins of Israel in Canaan: an examination of recent theories’, Them. 15, 1989, pp. 4-15; J. Bright, A History of Israel\ 1981, pp. 105-182; G. W. Ramsey, Quesi for the Historical Israel, 1982.    j.g.McC.

TRIBULATION. The Heb. word most commonly translated as tribulation in the Eng. Bible is särä and its cognates. The root meaning is ‘narrow’ (cf.
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Nu. 22:26) or ‘compressed’ (Jb 41:15) from which arises the figurative sense of straitened circum-stances, and hence, affliction, distress or tribulation (Dt. 4:30; Jb. 15:24; Ps. 32:7; Is. 63:9; Jon. 2:2). The lxx uses thlipsis (vb. thlibö) to translate all the Heb. terms within this area of meaning. The basic idea here is ‘severe constriction’, ‘narrowing’ or ‘press-ing together’ (as of grapes) (cf. Mt. 7:14; Mk. 3:9). Similar notions underlie the Lat. iribulum (a threshing sledge), which is the source of the Eng. word tribulation. The great bulk of the biblical ref-erences to tribulation are to sufferings endured by the people of God. The central and dominating factor in the biblical understanding of such sufier-ing however is the mystery of the thlipsis of the ♦Messiah (Col. 1:24; Rev. 1:9: cf. Is. 63:9). All the tribulations of the Messianic people stand in this light.

1.    The tribulation of the Christ is the pattem and norm for the experience of the Christian community. Thus tribulation is inevitable and to be anticipated (Mt. 13:21; Jn. 16:33; Acts 14:22; Rom. 8:35; 12:12; 1 Thes. 3:3f; 2 Thes. 1:4; Rev. 1:9). The tribulation of Israel under the old testament finds its counterpart in the tribulation of the church under the new (Heb. 11:37; 12:1). This tribulation is particularly the lot of the apostles who exemplify in a special manner the path of suffering disciple-ship (Acts 20:23; 2 Cor. 1:4; 4:8, 17; 6:4; Eph. 3:13).

2.    The tribulation of the people of Christ is in some sense a participation in the sufferings of Christ (Col. 1:24; cf. 2 Cor. 1:5; 4:10f.; Phil. 3:10; 1 Pet. 4:13). Underlying the NT teaching here may be the notion of the so-called ‘afflictions of the Messiah’, a tally of suffering to be endured by the righteous before the consummation of the redemp-tive purpose of God (cf. SB. 1, p. 95).

3.    The tribulations of the people of Christ are instrumenta! in promoting their moral transform-ation into the likeness of Christ (Rom. 5:3f; 2 Cor. 3:18 with 4:8-12, 16f). In particular the experience of tribulation promotes the upbuilding of the community through enabling the comforting of others in similar experiences (2 Cor. 1:4f.; 4:1Of.; Col. 1:24; 1 Thes. l:6f).

4.    The tribulations of the people of Christ are

eschatological; i.e. they belong to the last age, the kingdom of the end time. As such they are a wit-ness to the inbreaking and presence of the kingdom (Mt. 24:9-14; Rev. 1:9; 7:14). A certain in-tensification of these tribulations will prelude the return of Christ and the consummation of the kingdom (Mt. 24:21; Mk. 13:24; 2 Thes. 1:5-6; 2 Tim. 3:1 f.).    b.a.m.

TRIBUTE. Tribute in the sense of an impost paid by one state to another, as a mark of subjugation, is a common feature of international relationships in the biblical world. The tributary could be either a hostile state or an ally. Like deportation, its purpose was to weaken a hostile state. Deportation aimed at depleting the man-power. The aim of tribute was probably twofold: to impoverish the subjugated state and at the same time to increase the conqueror’s own revenues and to acquire Commodities in short supply in his own country. As an instrument of administration it was one of the simplest ever devised: the subjugated country could be made responsible for the payment of a yearly tribute. Its non-arrival would be taken as a sign of rebellion, and an expedition would then be sent to deal with the recalcitrant. This was probably the reason for the attack recorded in Gn. 14

There are already in Sumerian literature refer-ences to tribute, although a specific term does not yet seem to be in use. The scene on the reverse of the ‘Standard’ of Ur is in all probability a tribute scene, as the carriers are identical in appearance with the enemies depicted on the obverse (Woolley, Ur Excavations, 2, pp. 266fT). In ancient Egypt, too, the payment of tribute is often referred to. For instance, in the inscriptions of the Theban tomb of Tnn we read: ‘The bringing of imposts from Rtnw (Syria, etc.), and the deliveries of the northern lands: silver, gold, malachite, precious stones, of the land of the god, from the great ones of all lands, as they came to the good god (i.e. the king) to supplicate, and to ask for breath’ (Urkunden des äg. Altertums, 4, 1007, 8ff.). The Egyp. kings, however, are not above representing gifts as tribute. Tuthmosis III reports having received tribute from the Assyrians, but we know that he made a recip-rocal gift of 20 talents of gold to Ashur-nadinahi (EA 16,21).

It is in Assyria that the role of tribute assumed its greatest importance. One of the earliest refer-ences to tribute is by Shamshi-Adad I in the 18th Century bc. It continues to be mentioned down to Neo-Babylonian times. Cyrus Claims that all the kings from the Mediterranean to the Persian Gulf brought him tribute.

From the Assyrian sources we learn that Israel, too, was compelled to pay tribute. Shalmaneser III (858-824 bc) exacted tribute of Jehu. On one of the panels of the Black Obelisk, Jehu is shown prostrating himself before the Assyrian king. Adad-nirari III (810-782) Claims that Israel was among a number of States (Tyre, Sidon, Edom and Philistia) from whom he received tribute (DOTT, p. 51). Tiglath-pileser III (745-727) received tribute from Menahem of Israel and from Ahaz (called by him Jehoahaz). He later States that he deposed Pekah, and put Hoshea on the throne (as a puppet king), and received tribute of gold and silver (DOTT, pp. 54ff., and 2 Ki. 15:17-30; 16:7-18). Sargon II (722-705) not only exacted tribute from Israel but deported part of the population of Sa-maria (2 Ki. 17:6, 24-34; 18:11). The most detailed list of a tribute payment is that given by Sen-nacherib (705-681). It consists not only of large quantities of gold and silver but also of rieh inlaid furniture and even musicians sent by Hezekiah (DOTT, p. 67). Manasseh, king of Judah, is mentioned as a tributary of Esarhaddon (681-669) and Ashurbanipal (668-627).

There are a number of terms in the OT denoting taxes in general, but none seems to be confined exclusively to the meaning of tribute. 'eskär, used only twice (Ps. 72:10; Ezk. 27:15), could have the meaning of tribute, at least in the Psalm, mas occurs 22 times, but seems generally to have the meaning of corvee (cf. Ex. 1:11 or 1 Ki. 5:13); in a passage like Esther 10 it would refer to tribute. massa twice seems to mean impost or tax (Ho. 8:10 and 2 Ch. 17:11). ’önes in 2 Ki. 23:33, and possibly also in Pr. 19:19, denotes tribute, but the verb from the same root can mean to impose a fine (cf. Ex. 21:22). mekes, translated ‘tribute’ in the av in Nu. 31:28, 37-41, was a levy on the spoils of war. b'lö (Aram.), as it is used of a group in the community, cannot refer to ‘tribute’ in the strict sense (Ezr. 4:13, 20; 7:24). middä, used in both Heb.

and Aram. contexts (Ezr. 4:13, 20; 6:8; 7:24; Ne. 5:4), may refer to tribute.

In several passages the Heb. minhä may refer to tribute, as rsv at 2 Sa. 8:2, 6, brought by conquered Moabites and Syrians to David, or 2 Ki. 17:4, sent by Egypt to Assyria, but it is clearly a gift in 2 Ki. 20:12, for * Merodach-baladan was no vassal of Hezekiah.

That tribute is not given greater prominence in the OT may be due to the fact that Israel, being a small nation, had few opportunities of imposing tribute. The gifts that Hiram, king of Tyre, brought to Solomon were the gifts of an ally and a friend, and it was probably taken for granted that Solomon would reciprocate (1 Ki. 5:10 and passim', 9:11).

(*Tax; *Temple; *Money; *Treasure.)

Bibliography. VV. J. Martin, Tribut und Tributleistungen bei den Assyrern, 1936; J. N. Postgate, Neo-Assyrian Royal Grants and Decrees, 1969, pp. 9-16; J. Nougayrol, PRU, 3, pp. 31-32. w.j.m.

A.R.M.

TRINITY. The term ‘Trinity’ is not itself found in the Bible. It was first used by Tertullian at the close of the 2nd Century, but received wide currency and formal elucidation only in the 4th and 5th centuries. Three affirmations are central to the historic doc-trine of the Trinity: 1. there is but one God; 2. the Father, the Son and the Spirit is each fully and eternally God; 3. the Father, the Son, and the Spirit is each a distinct person. Nowhere does the Bible explicitly teach this combination of assertions. It may, nevertheless, be claimed that the doctrine of the Trinity is a profoundly appropriate Interpretation of the biblical witness to God in the light of the ministry, death and resurrection-exaltation of Jesus - the ‘Christ event’.

I. The biblical basis for Trinitarian confession

The OT witness is fundamentally to the oneness of God. In their daily prayer, Jews repeated the Shema of Dt. 6:4, ‘The Lord our God, the Lord is one’. In this they confessed the God of Israel to be the transcendent creator, without peer or rival. Without the titanic disclosure of the Christ event, no one would have taken the OT to affirm anything but the exclusive, i.e. unipersonal monotheism that is the hallmark of Judaism and Islam. It was NT writers, exploring the implications of the revela-tion of God in the Son, who first provided the basis for interpreting this monotheism inclusively, i.e. as involving more persons than one. Initially this took Christocentric shape in various l'orms of the affirmation that Jesus was one with the Father. Recognition of the divine personhood of the Spirit was then seen to follow especially from Jesus’ exaltation Lordship of the Spirit. Once this Step had been taken, it was natural for the later Church, which affirmed the unity of the Testaments in one Bible, to seek the Trinity in the OT too.

a. In the Old Testament

The robust monotheism of the OT concedes only a few hints of plurality within the One God. Principal amongst these are: 1. the enigmatic plurals in God’s own speech in Gn. 1:26; 3:22; 11:7; Is. 6:8; 2. occasions where two separate figures appear to be addressed as ‘God’ or ‘the Lord’ (Pss. 45:6-7; 110:1); 3. the ‘divine’ angelic trio who come to Abraham in Gn. 18:1-22; 4. the ‘word’ of God active in creation (Gn. 1:3; Ps. 33:6) and redemp-tion (Is. 55.11); 5. the Creative ‘wisdom’ figure of Pr. 8:22-31; 6. the Spirit of God, regularly por-trayed as bringing God’s revelation, wisdom and empowering to his people. It is unlikely that any of these was understood by the OT authors or their Contemporary readers to denote eternal personal distinctions within Israel’s one God. They would take 4 as poetic reference to God’s powerful com-mand, and 5 as literary personification for God’s own wisdom. 2 and 3 would naturally be taken as instances of the common phenomenon of divine agency (an exalted creature indwelt by and representing God). The Spirit, 6, was considered the extension of God’s own ‘life’, ‘vitality’ and ‘person’ (after the analogy of the human spirit: cf. 1 Cor. 2:10-11!). The deliberative plurals (1) would be perceived as plurals of divine council. Only deveiopments reflected in the NT make it appropriate to read a deeper (Trinitarian) sense into these passages.

b. In the life and teaching of Jesus The gospels clearly present Jesus as the supreme agent of God’s messianic redemption and revelation. As the ‘Son of God’ (a Messianic title, rather than an ascription of divinity, in the Synoptic Gospels, though filial uniqueness of some kind is indicated in Mt. 11:27; Mk. 12:6; 13:32; Lk. 1:35), and as the Isaianic liberator empowered by the Spirit (cf. Lk. 4:18-21), Jesus brings God’s eschato-logical reign into the present. He does this through miracles of deliverance and healing (Mt. 12:15-21, 28; Lk. 7:18-23; Acts 10:38, etc.), through the extension of divine forgiveness and sonship to the marginalized (cf. Mk. 2:3-12; Lk. 7:36-50; 14:15-24; 15:1-32, etc.), and through transformative teaching which fulfils and surpasses the law of Moses in authority (Mt. 5:17-20; 12:5-6; Mk. 2:23-28; 7:14-23, etc.). In the fourth gospel, Jesus Claims to be: the true Bethel (1:51 - i.e. the place where heaven comes down to earth); the true temple (2:19-21); the source of the water of life and salvation (4:10, 14; 7:37-39); the true bread from heaven (6:25-59); the light of the world (8:12), and the life of the world to come (11:25). He pre-exists Abraham (8:58), he descends from the Father (3:13, 31-36), and he is so much one with the Father that to see and hear him is to see and hear the Father revealed (10:30, 38; 14:6-11; cf. 1:18). According to all four gospels, Jesus also anticipated ascension to the Father, and (in the Synoptics) that he would sit at his right hand (Mk. 14:62 par.).

These Claims are entirely consistent with Trinitarian (or, at least, binitarian) thinking. But, taken on their own, they stop somewhat short of an out-right Claim to eternal, divine Sonship. The Claims above are thus overpressed when taken (with the resurrection) as hard ‘proofs’ of Jesus’ divinity. It needs to be remembered that the disciples too worked miracles, were given the authority to for-give sins (cf. Jn. 20:23), and were called to share in the sort of unity with the Father and the Son, that the Son himself had evinced (so Jn. 17:21-22). Even Jesus’ Claim to pre-exist Abraham does not itself ‘prove’ eternal divinity, for the angels and other heavenly creatures were considered to pre-exist the world. Similarly, at least some rabbis considered David might be given the seat at God’s right hand, in accordance with Ps. 110:1. In short, the Claims above could all be accounted for (e.g.) on the understanding that Jesus thought of himself as a pre-existent Messiah - i.e. an exalted divine agent of great glory, endowed with extraordinary powers and prerogatives, but a creature, neverthe-less, in whom God dwelt uniquely - rather than God the Son.

But in one iine of affirmation, Jesus makes a Claim that goes beyond anything that could be con-sidered possible of any creature, however exalted. In Jn. 15:26, 16:6 and Lk. 24:49, Jesus promises he will send/commission the Spirit to the disciples from heaven, and in Jn. 14:16-23 he teaches that the Spirit will mediate to them the presence of the Father and the Son (i.e. it is through the promised Spirit that Jesus and the Father are to make their self-revealing dwelling with the disciples). As the phrase ‘Spirit of God’ was understood as referring to God himself in action (speaking, revealing, em-powering, etc.), Jesus’ implicit Claim to be Lord of the Spirit goes beyond the bounds of creaturely possibility. The same Claim also pushes pneuma-tology in a Trinitarian direction. The Spirit can no longer be thought of as a way of speaking of the Father himself, without making Jesus’ commis-sioning of the Spirit tantamount to his being Lord in some respect over the Father! It is not surprising that in the very context in which the Spirit is re-vealed as the One who will come as the Spirit of Jesus (i.e. in the Paraclete discourses of Jn. 14-16), the Spirit also emerges as a divine person, dis-tinguishable from both the Father and the Son. Thus, (1) he comes from the Father and the Son as a full personal replacement for Jesus (‘another Paraclete of the same kind’: 14:16), (2) he is so united with them that he mediates their presence and activity (as Jesus had the Father’s), and (3) he glorifies the Son in his teaching, just as the Son had glorified the Father (Jn. 16:14; cf. 17:4). A similar perspective is perhaps encapsulated in the great Commission of Mt. 28:19, where disciples are in-structed to baptize in the one name of the Father and of the Son and of the Spirit.

c. The New Testament church and its writings Peter’s Pentecost speech chimes well with the teaching in the Johannine Farewell Discourses. The apostle affirms, ‘This Jesus . . . being . . . exalted at the right hand of God, and having received from the Father the promise of the Holy Spirit, he has poured out this which you see and hear’ (Acts 2:32-33). Jesus is hereby declared to fulfil the promise of Joel 2:28-32 that God would pour out his Spirit (cf. 2:17). Accordingly, in 2:36, 38, Peter concludes that Jesus has become one with ‘the Lord’ of Joel 2:32 (cf. Acts 2:21) on whose name people should call for salvation.

While Trinitarian theology could have taken off from such proclamation, it is perhaps not surprising that the early church devoted more time to elu-cidating its Christology than its pneumatology. This was the appropriate response to the Christevent, which was a scandal to unbelievers, but was perceived as the definitive revelation of God’s saving love by Christians. In seeking to demon-strate the proclamation about Jesus as the fulfil-ment of Israel’s faith and hopes, much attention naturally focused on Jesus as the resurrected Messiah, exalted to the throne at God’s right hand (e.g. Acts 2:25-36), and as the Danielic ‘Son of Man’ who would come again in glory at the Parousia to exercise God’s judgment. But some of these at-tempts to integrate the unity of the new faith with that of the OT pushed more towards a divine Christology. As early as 1 Cor. 8:6, the Father and Jesus are identified as the one God and one Lord of Dt. 6:4 (Israel’s prototypical monotheistic con-fession has thus become a binitarian confession!), and both are portrayed as the wisdom that brought creation into being and sustains it (cf. also Col. 1:15-20; Heb. 1:2-3; Jn. 1:1-18). Similarly, the as-sertion of Phil. 2:6, that Jesus was ‘in the form of God’ but ‘did not count equality with God as something to be exploited’ provides another early hymnic confession of Jesus’ pre-existent divinity. That this is the intent of the language is confirmed in 2:9-10, where the exalted Jesus is revealed as the Lord of Is. 45:21-24 - as fiercely monotheistic a passage as can be found anywhere in the OT! Des-pite their conservative tendency to keep the title ho theos (‘God’) for the Father, on seven or eight oc-casions NT writers specifically apply the title ‘God’ to Jesus (Heb. 1:8 - citing Ps. 45:6-7; Jn. 1:1, 18 -some mss; 20:28; 1 Jn. 5:20; Rom. 9:5; Tit. 2:13 and 2 Pet. 1:1). Beyond these lie many less direct af-firmations of divinity. Amongst them we may make special mention of two striking phenomena. 1. The opening salutations of Paul’s letters (Rom. 1:7; 1 Cor. 1:3, etc.) invoke divine grace from both God and the Lord Jesus (no Jew thought of any human or heavenly creature as the source of divine grace!). 2. Even more significantly, Jesus is offered the community’s prayer and worship (cf. Mt. 28:17; Jn. 20:28; Acts 7:59; 1 Cor. 16:22b (Ma-ranathaX)', Rev. 5:11-14; 22:1-5, 17, 20, etc., not to mention the hymnic confessions mentioned earl-ier). It was widely considered unthinkable and blasphemous to worship any but God alone within the Judaism from which Christianity sprang, yet worship here is directed to Jesus.

Scholars have not found it easy to explain how Christians came to this startling conviction that the crucified and resurrected Messiah was some-how one God with the Father, and that it was appropriate to öfter him worship. But the readiest expianation is the church’s continuing experience of the risen Lord as presented to them through the Spirit. By the Spirit they had visions of him (cf. Acts 7:55-56; 9:10-16; 18:9-10; 22:17-21; 2 Cor. 12:1-7, etc ), including the telling visions in Revelation which saw the Lamb on God’s throne, receiv-ing the worship of the heavenly congregation (Rev. 5, etc.). Also they themselves received words and guidance from the risen Lord (cf. Acts 16:17; 2 Cor. 12:8-9, etc.). More important, they experi-enced the Spirit of God as bearing the character of Jesus and impressing this on their own lives (cf. Rom. 8:9-10, 15; Gal. 4:6). If the Spirit of God had become the ‘Spirit of Jesus Christ’ too (cf. Acts 16:7; Gal. 4:6; Rom. 8:9-10; Phil. 1:19), the means of the presence of Jesus’ grace and gifts (cf. Acts 2:33; 1 Cor. 12:4-6), then this could hardly mean anything less than that he shared in the divinity of the Father and the Spirit. Indeed the presence of this Spirit-of-God-and-of-Jesus would probably have been understood to evoke the response of confession, prayer and worship in ques-tion (cf. 1 Cor. 12:3; 14:14-16; Rom. 8:26-27).

Ali this takes us back from incipient binitarian-ism to incipient Trinitarianism. Once Jesus is seen to give his character to the Spirit, and to exercise Lordship through the Spirit, the church can no longer be content with the Jewish understanding of the Spirit as the invisible inner lil'e of a uni-personal Father, extending into the world in action and self-revelation (lest the person now acknowl-edged as the Son be made Lord of the Father). For the Spirit to mediate the Father and the Son, implies his own divine personhood. Accordingly, Paul can even posit sufficient personal ‘space’ be-tween God the Father and the Spirit to say that God ‘knows the mind of the Spirit' who intercedes through the saints (Rom. 8:27): i.e. the Father knows the Spirit in the same way as he knows the Son, in intimate unity yet with a real distinction between them. It is not surprising that Paul links Father, Son and Spirit in a triadic, indeed triune pattern as for example in Gal. 4:4-6, 1 Cor. 12:4-6, Rom. 1:1-4, Eph. 4:4-6 (cf. 2 Pet. 1:2), and in what are probably Paul’s most often repeated words, the closing ‘grace’ of 2 Cor. 13:13.

While no NT writer fully articulates a ‘doctrine of the trinity’, the implicitly Trinitarian thought-forms of the teaching of Paul and John (especially) provide much of the basis for that later formulation.

II. The doctrina! development of the doctrine of the Trinity

Whilst the ‘incipient Trinitarianism’ of the NT re-mained implicit and as yet undefined, it was clearly demarcated by both the biblical belief in God’s oneness (monotheism) and the threefold naming of God as Father, Son and Spirit (Trinitarianism). Positively, this combination of unity and plurality controlled all subsequent discussions of the iden-tity of God. Theologians such as Origen, Irenaeus and Tertullian essentially continued the biblical way of thinking and speaking with little change beyond highlighting the Son’s identity as cosmic logos (word). The formal doctrine of the Trinity was the result of several inadequate attempts to analyse who and what the Christian God really is. The first major attempt was that of Sabellius. He proposed that whilst God is Father, Son and Spirit, he is not eternally and intrinsically so but only in relation to creation and salvation. ln addition, God is only ever one of the three at any given time. This was rejected on the grounds that it under-mined both the biblical witness and the eternal identity of God.

If Sabellius raised the problem of God’s plurality, Arius raised the problem of monotheism. In order to defend God’s radical oneness, he argued that the Son was created. This was rejected, how-ever, on the grounds that it undermined the eternal identity of God as Father: if there was a time when the Son was not, then God’s real identity cannot be that of Father. Ultimately, on Arius’s view, we do not know God’s real identity.

To deal with these Problems the Church Fathers met in 325 at the Council of Nicaea to set out an orthodox biblical definition concerning the divine identity. Here it was established that the Son is ho-moousios (of the same substance) with the Father. God, it was affirmed, is definitely Father and Son. Then in 381, at the Council of Constantinople, the divinity of the Spirit was affirmed with equal ex-plicitness, due mainly to the eflbrts of the Cap-padocian Fathers, Basil the Great, Gregory of Na-zianzus and Gregory of Nyssa. At this point in the history of Christian faith, believers were given words in which to affirm their belief in God as one, because the Father, the Son and the Spirit have the same nature, as partakers of the single reality of divine being; they are fully but only distinct in the sense that each is a different hypostasis (person-inrelation) within that unitary nature. Thus, when talking about God’s unity Christians have used essence (=being, or traditionally substance) and nature language. When referring to that which makes God three, however, we refer to the rela-tions or personal identities of Father, Son and Spirit.

This distinction between the One and the Three is reflected in the subsequent development of the doctrine of the Trinity. In the Gk. E, the emphasis has always been on the personal relations of Father, Son and Spirit, the Father being under-stood as the personal or relational ‘origin’ of the Son and Spirit. The personal identity of the Son and the Spirit is determined by their relation to the Father alone: the Son is ‘begotten’ of the Father; the Spirit ‘proceeds’ from the Father. Con-sequently, when W bishops in 1014 officially as-serted that the Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son (Filioque), deep divisions arose between the E and W churches. Easterners have always rejected this view on the grounds that it confuses the personal identities of Father and Son in relation to the Spirit. However, due to the fact that the Latin W, following Augustine and ratified by Aquinas, has habitually begun its thinking with the One not the Three, the usual starting point for W Trinitarianism is the divine substance. If the E temptation was to a kind of monarchianism (through placing the Father as superior to Son and Spirit) that of the W was to various kinds of modalism (through over-emphasizing the oneness).

Each tradition has unpacked itself culturally. Some commentators see in the W interpretation the seeds of present-day individualism. Stress on the oneness of God, it is argued, leads to its individual and human counterpart, while the relational and communitarian dimension of the E understanding has led to a more communal and inter-related cul-ture. The truth seems to be that only in holding together both the W and the E perspectives do we arrive at a robust and balanced understanding of divine being and, as a consequence, of what it means to be made in God’s image as individual and as church.

♦Community, *Church, ♦ Father, *God; ♦Image, ‘Jesus Christ, Titles of; *Ktngdom of God: ‘Spirit, Holy spirit; ‘Word; *Wisdom.

Bibliography. W. Grudem, Systematic The-ology, 1994, ch. 14; R. P. C. Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, 1988; M. J. Harris, Jesus as God, 1992; A. I. Heron (ed.), The Forgotlen Trinity (3 vols.), 1991; L. W. Hurtado, One God, One Lord, 1988; C. B. Kaiser, The Doctrine of God, 1982; C. M. LaCugna, God For Us: The Trinity and Christian Life, 1991; M. Turner, ‘The Spirit of Christ and “Divine” Christology’ in J. B. Green and M. Turner (eds.), Jesus of Nazareth: Lord and Christ, 1994, pp. 413-436; A. W. Wainwright, The Trinity in the New Testament, 1962.    m.t.

g.m.

TROAS. The principal seaport of NW Asia Minor, established some 20 km SSW of the site of Troy (Ilium) by the successors of Alexander the Great, and named Alexandria alter him. ‘Troas’ was ori-ginally a distinguishing epithet, but it became the usual designation of the city after Augustus made it a Roman colony. The place grew rapidly around its artificial harbour-basins. which provided neces-
[image: ]
Troas, theprincipal seaporl of NW Asia Minor at Ihe time of Alexander the Great.



sary shelter from the prevailing northerlies at a focal meeting-point of sea-routes, close to the mouth of the Hellespont (Dardanelles). Troas was the port for the Crossing to ’Neapolis in Mace-donia for the land-route to Rome. Though rarely mentioned in secular literature, it had a Strategie function in the Roman System of communication, and its importance emerges clearly from un-obtrusive references both in Acts and the Epistles. It was the scene of the vision of the ‘man of Mace-donia’ (Acts 16:16-11) and the raising of Eutychus (Acts 20:5-12). The former incident was the occa-sion ol the coming of the gospel from Asia to Europe, though this aspect is not stressed in Acts. Perhaps this also marks the meeting of Paul with luke, for the ‘we-passages’ begin at Acts 16:10. Later Paul found an ‘open door’ at Troas (2 Cor. 2:12), and again stayed there as long as possible when in haste to reach Jerusalem (Acts 20:6, 13). Paul’s urgent request in 2 Tim. 4:13 may reflect a hurried departure from Troas under arrest. Ignatius, too, after sending three of his epistles from Troas, had to sail in haste for Neapolis as a pris-oner bound for Rome (Ep. to Polycarp 8), when the weather permitted.

The site of Troas at Daylan is now deserted, but there are remains of the harbour, baths, Stadium and other buildings, and several kilometres of the walls may be traced.

Bibuography. C. J. Hemer, ‘Alexandria Troas’, TynB26, 1975, pp. 79-112.    c.j.h.

TROGYLLIUM (or Trogyllia). A promontory of the W coast of Asia Minor between Ephesus and Miletus, and reaching to within 2 km of Samos. Paul’s delay there (Acts 20:15) was no doubt due to the difficulty of navigating a strait in darkness. The Alexandrian text omits reference to this delay at Trogyllium, but is almost certainly at fault here.

K.L.McK.

TROPHIMUS. An Ephesian Christian who evi-dently accompanied Paul to Europe after the Ephesian riot, later re-crossing and awaiting Paul at Troas for the journey to Jerusalem—doubtless as one of the delegates of the Asian churches with the Collection (Acts 20:1-5; cf. 1 Cor. 16:1-4). In Jerusalem, however, Jewish pilgrims from Asia recog-nized him in Paul’s Company, and afterwards, Unding Paul in the Temple with four others, jumped to the false conclusion that he had introduced Tro-phimus there (Acts 2l:27ff.). Trespass beyond the Court of the Gentiles would for Trophimus be to risk the death penalty. The incident issued in a riot, and Paul’s arrest.

2 Tim. 4:20 States that Paul left Trophimus sick at Miletus. This was near Trophimus’ own city; but if Timothy was himself in the Ephesus area it may seem stränge that he needed this information. The circumstances and intention of the verse are, how-

TRYPHAENA AND TRYPHOSA

ever, uncertain: it may be connected with greetings, like the immediate context, or perhaps Paul’s mind has reverted to the diminution of his band of help-ers (cf. vv. 10-12). P. N. Harrison (Problem of the Pastorat Epislles, 1921, pp. 118ff.) argues that Paul was en route tbr Troas (cf. 2 Cor. 2:12) when he ieft Trophimus; G. S. Duncan (St Paul's Ephesian Minislry, 1929, pp. 191ff.) that he was returning from Corinth to Asia (cf. 2 Cor. 1:8). Preferable to these intricate hypotheses is the view that Paul was heading W, destined for his second Roman im-prisonment.    a.f.w.

TRUMPETS, FEAST OF. ‘Day of blowing the trumpets’ (Heb. yöm t'ruä, Nu. 29:1) or ‘memorial of blowing of trumpets’ (Lv. 23:24). The 7th month in the Jewish * calendar, tisri (Sept./Oct.), was the beginning of the civil year. The first day of the month was to be ‘a day of solemn rest’, in which ‘no laborious work’ was to be done. The lxx of Nu. 29:1 renders the phrase yöm t'rü'ä by hemera semasias, ‘a day of signalling’, but the Mishnah and traditional Jewish practice have understood by this the use of the söpär, usually, though not always, made of ram’s horn. Tradition is not clear as to what precisely was meant by the trumpet-blowing, which was accompanied by read-ing of relevant passages of Scripture (H. G. Friedmann, JQR 1, 1888, pp. 62fT).

Bibliography. N. H. Snaith, The Jewish New Year Festival, 1947.    t.h.j.

TRUTH. Truth, like its relation * knowledge, is used in the OT in two senses: (1) the intellectual, of facts which may be ascertained to be true or false (Dt. 17:4; 1 Ki. 10:6); (2) far more commonly, the existential and moral, of truth as the attribute of a person. Joseph’s brothers are detained in prison ‘that your words may be tested, whether there is truth in you’ (Gn. 42:16), i.e. whether they are de-pendable, consistent, of reliable character. It is sig-nificant that of the Heb. words translated ‘truth’ C'met, f'münä), the latter is sometimes rendered by the evv as ‘faithfulness’ (Dt. 32:4; Ho. 2:20) (*Amen). The OT thinks much more of the basis of truth in a reliable person than of the mere facts of the case. This reliability is basically an attribute of God (Ps. 31:5; Je. 10:10), whose truth ‘reaches to the clouds’ (Ps. 108:4). The God of the Bible is thus very far removed from the capricious pagan deities. He is true, i.e. consistent, both in his loving care for his children (Gn. 32:9f.) and in his implac-able hostility against sin (Ps. 54:5).

It is no far cry from truth as an attribute of God himself to one of his activity. So he judges truly (Ps. 96:13), and sends truth forth (Ps. 57:3, av). His word is true in the sense that it is permanently valid. ‘As Thou art truth, so is Thy word truth, for it is written “Thy word, O God, Stands fast in heaven” (Ps. 119:89)’ (Exodus Rabbah on 29:1). Truth is demanded of man as his response to God in obedience to the law (Ps. 119:151) and in his inmost nature (Ps. 51:6), and is the bedrock of all human relationships (Ex. 20:16; Dt. 5:20).

In Gk. literature, the words for truth (aletheia. alethes, alethinos) do not have the same personal and moral connotation. Rather, truth is intellectual. It is ‘the full or real state of afifairs ... As in judicial language the aletheia is the actual state of afifairs to be maintained against different Statements, so historians use it to denote real events as distinct from myths, and philosophers to indicate real being in the absolute sense’ (R. Bultmann, TDNT 1, p, 238).

In the NT these Gk. words occur commonly, and bring with them both their OT and their classical and Hellenistic Gk. meanings, so that it is offen an extremely delicate matter to decide which nuance predominates. It is possible, how-ever, to distinguish three broad senses in which the words are used, even though these may overlap.

1.    Dependability, truthfulness, uprightness of character (the Heb. sense predominating). This ap-plies to God (Rom. 3:7; 15:8) and to men (2 Cor. 7:14; Eph. 5:9) alike. The use of the actual word ‘truth’ in this sense is not common, but the thought of a God who can be trusted to keep his word is implicit throughout the NT.

2.    Truth in the absolute sense of that which is real and complete as opposed to what is false and wanting (Mk. 5:33; Eph. 4:25). The Christian faith in particular is the truth (Gal. 2:5; Eph. 1:13). Jesus claimed that he was truth personified (Jn. 14:6; cf. Eph. 4:21). He mediates the truth (Jn. 1:17) and the Holy Spirit leads men into it (Jn. 16:13; cf. 14:17; 1 Jn. 4:6), so that Jesus’ disciples know it (Jn. 8:32; 2 Jn. 1), do it (Jn. 3:21), abide in it (Jn. 8:44), and their new birth as God’s children rests upon it (Jas. 1:18). This truth ismore than acredal formula, it is God’s active word which must be obeyed (Rom. 2:8; Gal. 5:7).

3.    The adjective alethinos especially sometimes carries the ‘Platonic’ sense of something real as opposed to mere appearance or copy. The Christ is thus a minister of the true tabernacle (Heb. 8:2) in contrast with the shadows of the levitical ritual (Heb. 8:4t'.). In clear allusion to the words of Institution of the Lord’s Supper, Jesus declares that he is the true bread (Jn. 6:32, 35) and the true vine (Jn. 15:1), i.e. that he is the eternal reality symbol-ized by the bread and wine. Similarly, the true worshippers (Jn. 4:23) are not so much sincere as real. Their worship is a real approach to God who is spirit, in contrast to the ritual which restricts God to Jerusalem or Mt Gerizim (Jn. 4:21), and which can at best symbolize and at worst distort him.

Bibliography. R. Bultmann, TDNT 1, pp. 232-251; C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourlh Gospel, 1953, pp. 1391'., 170-178; D. J. Theron, ‘Aletheia in the Pauline Corpus’, EQ 26, 1954, pp. 3-18; A. C. Thiselton, NIDNTT3, pp. 874-902.

F.H.P.

TRYPHAENA AND TRYPHOSA. Two women, probably—from the manner of mentioning them and the similarity of their names—sisters, and pos-sibly twin sisters, greeted in Rom. 16:12. Like other women addressed there (Mary, v. 6; Persis, v. 12), they were noted for ‘work’—the recurrence of this term may indicate some regulär form of Service (cf. W. Sanday and A. C. Headlam, Romans, ICC, 1902, p. xxxv). The names (‘Delicate’ and ‘Dainty’) were widely used, including in Rome, where Light-foot (Philippians, pp. 175f.) pointed to several ex-amples in ‘Caesar’s household’ in Paul’s time. An-other Contemporary Tryphaena was the daughter of Polemon I of Pontus, mother of three kings, who appears in the Acts of Paul and Thecla.

A.F.W.

TUBAL-CAIN

TUBAL-CAIN. The son of Lamech by Zillah (Gn. 4:22) and half-brother of *Jabal and *Jubal. In the words of av he was ‘an instructer of every artificer in brass and iron’, but this could be as well trans-lated ‘a hammerer of every cutting tool of copper or iron’, and could mean either that he was a metal-smith, the most commonly held view. or that he discovered the possibilities of cold forging native copper and meteoric iron, a practice attested archaeologically from the pre-historic times.

T.C.M.

TYCHICUS. An Asian—the ‘Western’ Text says an Ephesian—who accompanied Paul to Jerusalem, doubtless as a delegate of his church, with the collection (Acts 20:4; cf. 1 Cor. 16:1-4). He was the apostle’s personal representative—probably (taking ‘sent’ as an epistolary aorist) the bearer of the letters—to the Colossians (Col. 4:7-9) and Ephesians (Eph. 6:21-22), and, should * Ephesians be a circular letter, to other Asian churches as well. Paul seems to have considered him a possible relief for Titus in Crete (Tit. 3:12), and to have sent him to Ephesus (bearing 2 Tim.?) just when Timothy was needed elsewhere (2 Tim. 4:12). These com-missions refiect that trustworthiness which Paul commends (Eph. 6:21; Col. 4:7). His designation as a ‘minister’ in these contexts probably relates to Service to the church, possibly to Service to Paul, most improbably to the Status of *deacon. Some who have questioned the authenticity of Eph. have connected Tychicus with its origin (cf. W. L. Knox, St. Paul and the Church of the Gentiles, 1939, p. 203; C. L. Mitton, Epistle to the Ephesians, 1950, p. 268).    a.f.w.

TYPOLOGY (Gk. typos, ‘seal-impression’). A way of setting forth the biblical history of Salvation so that some of its earlier phases are seen as anticipations of later phases, or some later phase as the recapitulation or fulfilment of an earlier one.

I. In the Old Testament

There are two archetypal epochs in the OT which are repeatedly presented in this way: the creation and the Exodus from Egypt. The Exodus is viewed as a new creation, or at least as a repetition of the original Creative activity. He who in the beginning constrained the unruly sea within bounds, saying, ‘Thus far shall you come, and no farther’ (Gn. l:9f; Jb. 38:8-11), manifested the same power when he restrained the waters of the sea of reeds at the Exodus (Ex. 14:21-29). This parallelism is spe-cially emphasized when the Creator’s overthrow of the primeval Symbols of chaos, *Rahab and the dragon (Jb. 26:12f.), is taken up and applied to his victory at the Exodus (Pss. 74:12-14; 89:8-10). Rahab becomes a ‘type’ of Egypt (cf. Is. 30:7) and the dragon (Leviathan) of Pharaoh (cf Ezk. 29:3).

The restoration of Israel from the Babylonian captivity is portrayed as both a new creation and a new exodus. The verbs which are used of the Creator’s workmanship in Gn. 1 and 2 (Heb. bära, yäsar, ’äsä) are used of his activity in the restoration of the exiles (cf. Is. 43:7, where all three verbs appear together). The dragon-typology of creation, which had already been taken over as a pic-ture of Yahweh’s victory at the Exodus, now became a means of describing this new victory.

When the arm of Yahweh is called upon to ‘awake . . . as in days of old’, when it ‘cut Rahab in pieces’ and ‘didst pierce the dragon’ (Is. 51:9), God is being urged to repeat in this new Situation the mighty acts of creation and Exodus. If at the Exodus he saved his people by making ‘a way in the sea, a path in the mighty waters’ (Is. 43:16), so he will be with the returning exiles when they pass through the waters (Is. 43:2), making ‘a way in the wilderness and rivers in the desert’ (Is. 43:19). As the Exodus generation was led by a pillar of cloud by day and fire by night, which moved behind them when danger threatened from the back, so the exiles receive the promise: ‘The Lord will go before you, and the God of Israel will be your rear guard’ (Is. 52:12). Of the later generation as of the earlier it would be true that ‘they thirsted not when he led them through the deserts; he made water flow for them from the rock’ (Is. 48:21).

In the language of typology, the earlier series of events constituted a ‘type’ of the later; the later series was an ‘antitype’ of the earlier. Or it may be said that the successive epochs of salvation-history disclose a recurring pattem of divine activity, which the NT writers believed to have found its definitive expression in their own day.

II. In the New Testament

The typological relation between the two Testaments was summed up in Augustine’s epigram: Tn the OT the NT lies hidden; in the NT the OT Stands revealed.’ ln the NT the Christian salvation is presented as the climax of the mighty works of God, as the ‘antitype’ of his ‘typical’ mighty works in the OT. The Christian salvation is treated as a new creation, a new exodus, a new restoration from exile.

a.    New creation. Tt is the God who said, “Let light shine out of darkness,” who has shone in our hearts to give the light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Christ’ (2 Cor. 4:6). The Fourth Gospel perhaps provides the clearest instance of creation typology, with its exordium Tn the beginning . . .’ echoing the opening words of Gn.: the divine Word which called the old creation into being has now become flesh to inaugurate a new creation. Those who are ‘in Christ’, according to Paul, constitute a ‘new creation’ (2 Cor. 5:17; Gal. 6:15). Paul and the.seer of Patmos join in seeing the curse of the primordial fall reversed by the redemptive work of Christ (Rom. 8:19-21; Rev. 22:1-5). The gospel establishes ‘new heavens and a new earth in which righteousness dwells’ (2 Pet. 3:13; cf. Rev. 21:1).

b.    New exodus. The exodus typology is particu-larly pervasive in the NT. Matthew seems to view the infancy of Jesus as a recapitulation of the early experiences of Israel, which went down to Egypt and came up again (Mt. 2:15). John, by the chron-ology of his Gospel and otherwise, implies that Christ is the antitypical Passover lamb (cf. Jn. 19:14, 36). Peter’s language points in the same dir-ection (1 Pet. 1:19), while Paul makes the thought explicit: since ‘Christ, our paschal lamb, has been sacrificed’, the ensuing festival should be cele-brated by his people ‘with the unleavened bread of sincerity and truth’ (1 Cor. 5:7f.). As the Israelites passed through the Sea of Reeds, so Christians have been baptized into Christ; as the Israelites re-ceived bread from heaven and water from the rock, so Christians have their distinctive ‘supernatural food and drink’ (1 Cor. 10:1-4). As, despite all those blessings, the Exodus generation died in the wilderness because of unbelief and disobedience and so failed to enter the promised land, Christians for their part are exhorted to take warning lest they fall (1 Cor. 10:5-12; cf Heb. 3:7-4:13; Jude 5). For these things befell the Israelites ‘as a warning (lypikös), but they were written down for our in-struction, upon whom the end of the ages has come’ (1 Cor. 10:11). This typology has an in-tensely ethical and paraenetic emphasis.

c.    New restoralion. The very Word ‘gospel’ (euan-gelion) and its cognates are probably derived by the NT writers front their occurrences in Is. 40-66 to denote the ‘good tidings’ of return front Exile and rebuilding of Zion (Is. 40:9; cf. 52:7; 61:1). No Stretch of OT prophecy has provided such a fertile ‘plot’ of gospel testimonia, front the ‘voice’ of Is. 40:3 through the ministry of the Servant in Is. 42-53 to the new heavens and new earth of Is. 65:17; 66:22.

d.    Typicalpersons. In Rom. 5:14 Adam is called ‘a type (lypos) of the one who was to come’ (i.e. of Christ, the last Adam). Adam, as head of the old creation, is an obvious counterpart to Christ, head of the new creation. All humanity is viewed as being either ‘in Adam’, in whom ‘all die’, or ‘in Christ’, in whom all are to ‘be made alive’ (1 Cor. 15:22).

No other OT character is expressly called a lypos of Christ in the NT. But other OT characters typify him in some degree, by comparison or contrast— Moses, as prophet (Acts 3:22f; 7:37), Aaron, as priest (Heb. 5:4f.), David, as king (Acts 13:22). The writer to the Hebrews, taking his cue from Ps. 110:4, sees in Melchizedek a specially apt counterpart of Christ in his priestly office (Heb. 5:6, 10; 6:20ff.). He also hints that the details of the appar-atus and Services of the wilderness tabernacle might yield typical significance although, from what he says in Heb. 9:b-10, this significance would involve the difference rather than the resemblance between that Order and the new order introduced by Christ. It is only in the light of the antitype that the relevance of the type can be appreciated.

III. Post-biblical developments

The post-apostolic age witnessed the beginning of a more unfettered Christian typology. From the first half of the 2nd Century the Epislle of Barnabas or Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho illustrate the length to which the typological Interpretation of OT episodes could be carried in the absence of exegetical Controls. The result was that the OT acquired its chief value in Christian eyes as a book of anticipatory pictures of the person and work of Christ—pictures presented in words and even more in visible art. Perhaps the most impressive example in art is Chartres Cathedral, where the sculptures and Windows on the N side depict a wealth of OT analogies to the NT story depicted by their coun-terparts on the S side. Thus Isaac carrying the wood is a counterpart to Christ carrying his cross, the sale of Joseph for 20 pieces of silver is a counterpart to Christ’s being sold for 30 pieces, and so forth. The whole OT is thus made to teil the Christian story in advance, but not on principles which the biblical writers themselves would have recognized.

What was spontaneous in the early Middle Ages tends to become studied and artificial when at-tempts are made to revive it at the present day. Tf the appeal to Scripture is to be maintained in its proper sense, and Christian doctrine is to be set on a less unstable foundation than the private judg-ment of ingenious riddle-solvers, some attempt is urgently needed to establish a workable criterion for the legitimate use of the typological method, and so to smooth the path of biblical theology’ (G. W. H. Lampe, Theology 56, 1953, p. 208).

Bibuography. G. W. H. Lampe and K.. J. Woollcombe, Essays on Typology, 1957; S. H. Hooke, Alpha and Omega, 1961; D. Daube, The Exodus Pattern in the Bible, 1963; A. T. Hanson, Jesus Christ in the Old Testament, 1965; G. von Rad, Old Testament Theology, 2, 1965, pp. 319-409; F. F. Bruce, This is That, 1968; idem, The Time is Fulfilled, 1978; J. W. Dräne, EQ 50, 1978, pp. 195-210: R. M. Davidson, Typology in Scripture, 1981; L. Goppelt, Typos. The Typological Interpretation of the Old Testament in the New, 1982; J. Barton, Oraeles of God, 1986; G. W. Buchanan, Typology and the Gospel, 1987.    f.f.b.

TYRANNUS. There is no known reference to Ty-rannus apart from Acts 19:9, in which Paul at Ephesus is said to have reasoned daily in the scholl of Tyrannus. The word scholl (av ‘school’, rsv ‘hall’) means a group or place where lectures are given and discussed. It is not known whether Tyrannus was the founder of the lecture-hall or its owner at the time of Paul’s stay. The word trans-lated ‘one’ in av, which would Support the latter view, is not in the best mss.    d.r.h.

TYRE, TYRUS. The principal seaport on the Phoenician coast, about 40 km S of Sidon and 45 N of Akko, Tyre (mod. Sür; Heb. sör; Assyr. Sur(r)u; Egyp. Daru, Gk. fyros) comprised two harbours. One lay on an island, the other ‘Old’ port on the mainland may be the Ussu of Assyrian inscriptions. The city, which was watered by the river Litani, dominated the surrounding plain, in the N of which lay Sarepta (* Zarephath).

I. History

According to Herodotus (2. 44), Tyre was founded

c. 2700 bc, and is mentioned in Execration Texts from * Egypt (c. 1850 bc) and in a Canaanite poem (Keret, ANET, pp. 142f.) from Ras Shamra (*Ugarit). It took an early and active part in the sea-trade in trade and luxuries with Egypt which led to the Egyptian campaigns to control the Phoenician coast. Düring the Amarna period the local ruler of Tyre, Abimilki, remained loyal, writ-ing to Amenophis III of the defection of surrounding towns and requesting aid against the Amorite Aziru and king of Sidon. When the Philistines plundered Sidon (c. 1200 bc) many of its inhabit-ants fled to Tyre, which now became the ‘daughter of Sidon’ (Is. 23:12), the principal Phoenician port. By the late 2nd millennium bc it was counted as a strongly defended city on the border of the land allocated to Asher (Jos. 19:29), and this reputation continued (2 Sa. 24:7; rsv ‘fortress’).

With the decline of Egypt Tyre was independent, its rulers dominating most of the Phoenician Coastal cities, including the Lebanon hinterland. Fliram I was a friend of David and supplied ma-terials for building the royal palace at Jerusalem (2 Sa. 5:11; I Ki. 5:1; 1 Ch. 14:1), a policy he continued during the reign of Solomon, when he sent wood and stone for the construction of the Temple (1 Ki. 5:1-12; 2 Ch. 2:3-16) in return for food sup-plies and territorial advantages (1 Ki. 9:10-14). Tyrians, including a bronze-caster also named Hiram, assisted in Solomon’s projects (1 Ki. 7:13-14). Düring his reign Hiram I linked the mainland port with the island by an artificial causeway and built a temple dedicated to the deities Melqart and Astarte. As part of his policy of colonial expan-sion and trade he assisted Solomon’s development of the Red Sea port of Ezion-geber for S voyages (1 Ki. 9:27), his ships reaching distant places (1 Ki. 9:28; *Ophir). From this time, often called ‘the golden age of Tyre’, the people became the mer-chant princes of the E Mediterranean (Is. 23:8), and were henceforth noted for their seafaring prowess (Ezk. 26:17; 27:32). The primary trade was in their own manufactured *glass and the special scarlet-purple dyes, called ‘Tyrian’, made from the local murex (*Arts and Crafts; * Phoenicia).

The Canon of Ptolemy is still a primary source for the king list, though, despite correlations with Assyrian and Hebrew history, there remains a di-vergence of about 10 years in the chronology of the earlier rulers. Thus Hiram I is dated c. 979-945 bc (cf. Albright, Katzenstein, c. 969-936 bc). His successor Baal-eser 1 (= Balbazeros) was followed by Abd-Ashtart, who was murdered by his brothers, the eldest of whom, Methus-Astartus, usurped the throne. Phelles, who succeeded As-tarymus c. 897 bc, was overthrown by the high priest Ethbaal (Ithobal), whose daughter Jezebel was married to Ahab of Israel to confirm the alli-ance made between their countries (1 Ki. 16:31). Ethbaal was also a Contemporary of Ben-hadad 1. His success against Phelles may have been connected with the invasion of Ashurnasirpal II of Assyria, who took a heavy tribute from Tyre.

The port suffered another blow in 841 bc, when, in his 18th regnal year, Shalmaneser III of Assyria received tribute from Ba’alimanzar at the same time as Jehu paid him homage at the Nahr-el-Kelb (Sumer 7, 1951, 3-21). Baalezer II was followed by Mattan I (c. 829-821) and by Pygmalion (Pu‘m-yaton), in whose 7th year (825 bc; others 815 bc) Carthage was founded from Tyre.

Assyrian pressure on Phoenicia continued, and Tyre paid tribute to Adad-nirari III of Assyria in 803 bc and its king Hiram II sent gifts to Tiglath-pileser III, who Claims that his ‘Rabshakeh took 150 talents of gold from Mattan II, the next king of Tyre (c. 730 bc; AN ET, p. 282). By peaceful Submission the city retained a large measure of au-tonomy. According to Josephus (Am. 9. 283), Shalmaneser V of Assyria (whose own records are wanting) laid siege to Tyre in 724, and the city feil with Samaria into the hands of Sargon II in 722 bc. Local Assyrian officials supervised the return of taxes in kind to Nineveh, but considerable unrest was fomented from Egypt, to whom the Tyrians turned for help. This led to denunciation of Tyre by the Heb. prophets who followed Isaiah and by Joel (3:5-6) for their selling them as slaves to the Greeks. Tyre came under the domination of Sidon, and when Sennacherib approached its ruler Luli (Elulaeus) fled and died in exile. This saved the city from assault, for the Assyrians installed their nom-inee Tuba'alu (Ethbaal III) in 701 bc.

Esarhaddon, who was keeping the route open to attack Egypt, executed Abdi-milkitti of Sidon (c. 677 bc) and set Ba‘ali (I) on the throne, binding him by treaty to Assyria. However, Tyre, instigated by Tirhakah of Egypt, rebelled and Esarhaddon besieged the port, which did not, however, fall since Ba'ali submitted. His influence and in-dependence must have been great in Phoenicia, since he retained the throne throughout his life. When he rebelled again in 664 bc the city feil to Ashurbanipal, who made Azi-Baal king, taking his sisters and many officials as hostages to Nineveh.

With the decline of Assyria at the end of the reign of Ashurbanipal (c. 636-627 bc), Tyre re-gained her autonomy and much of her former sea-trade. Nevertheless, Jeremiah prophesied Tyre’s subjection to the Babylonians (25:22; 27:1-11), as did Ezekiel later (26:1-28:19; 29:18-20) and Zechariah (9:2ff.). Nebuchadrezzar II besieged Tyre for 13 years, c. 587-574 bc (Jos., Am. 10. 228; TBL 51, 1932, pp. 94ff.), but no Contemporary record of this remains (cf. Ezk. 29:18-20). The city (under Ba'ali II) eventually recognized Babylonian suzerainty, and a number of Babylonian contracts confirm this and give the names of the local Babylonian officials. For a decade the city was ruled by ‘judges’ (spl).

In 332 bc Alexander the Great laid siege to the island port for 7 months and captured it only by building a mole to the island fortress. Despite heavy losses, the port soon recovered under Seleu-cid patronage. Herod I rebuilt the main temple, which would have been Standing when our Lord visited the district bordering Tyre and Sidon (Mt. 15:21-28; Mk. 7:24-31). People of Tyre heard him speak (Mk. 3:8; Lk. 6:17), and he cited Tyre as a heathen city which would bear less responsibility than those Galilean towns which constantly wit-nessed his ministry (Mt. 11:21-22; Lk. 10:13-14). Christians were active in Tyre in the Ist Century (Acts 21:3-6), and there the scholar Origen was buried (ad 254).

II. Archacology

The main extant ruins date from the fall of the Crusader city in ad 1291, but excavations from 1921 (Syria 6, 1922), and from 1937 in the harbour, have traced some of the earlier foundations. The many coins minted in Tyre from the 5th Century bc onwards, found at sites throughout the ancient Near East and Mediterranean, attest its greatness.

The ‘ladder of Tyre’ (Jos., BJ 2. 188), which marked the division between Phoenicia and Pales-tine proper (1 Macc. 11:59), is identified with the rocky promontory at Ras en-Naqara or Ras el-‘Abyad.

Bibuography. N. Jidejian, Tyre through the Ages, 1969; H. J. Katzenstein, The History of Tyre, 1973.    d.j.w.
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UGARIT is modern Ras Shamra, located 1 km from the Mediterranean Sea and 10 km N of Syrian Latakia. C. F. A. Schaeffer began excav-ations in 1928, first at Ugarit’s port by the bay of Minet el-Beida, then at Ras Shamra until 1969. M. Yon has directed the work since 1978. Although occupied as early as the 7th millennium bc, the site flourished in the 2nd millennium. In the Late Bronze Age (1550-1200 bc) the city-state con-troiled a region of 2,000 square kms, including a large agricultural plain and an excellent port (Yon). It enjoyed a moderate Mediterranean cli-mate. Historical archives begin with King Niq-maddu II (1360-1330 bc) followed by the Hittite domination of the region through the intermediary Carchemish at the end of the 14th Century. The Hittite-Egyptian treaty (c. 1270 bc) allowed the kingdom to develop with an increasing centraliza-tion of power. The king controlled a large palace that formed the centre of a fortified acropolis within the city. This and the towering temple of Baal were the two most impressive landmarks. Ugarit disappeared shortly after 1200 bc for reasons unknown but perhaps related as much to climatic change and internal problems as to any invasion from the sea (Dupont).

Excavators of Ugarit have unearthed thousands of inscriptions from the Late Bronze Age. Texts preserving Egyptian, Cypro-Minoan, Hurrian and Hittite languages occur, but most of the clay tab-lets preserve writing in Akkadian and Ugaritic languages. Ugaritic script represents one of the earliest alphabets, composed of twenty-nine letters written in cuneiform. The Ugaritic language is one of the earliest West Semitic languages attested by a sizeable corpus and variety of inscriptions. Rivalied only by the Dead Sea Scrolls, the texts from Ugarit represent the most important Collection of written evidence yet discovered for better interpreting the OT. Study of the Ugaritic language has demonstrated a flexibility in the use of prepositions and other syntactical features, and has expanded the West Semitic vocabulary of known words and their usage. When applied to biblical Heb., this has provided for new inter-pretations of difficult texts and rendered unneces-sary many textual emendations of previous generations.

Although the citizens of Ugarit distinguished themselves from ‘Canaanites’, they shared a common culture. Religious, epistolary, lexical, administrative, legal and contractual texts have been discovered at Ugarit (Pardee and Bordreuil). Scholars have made many comparisons between aspects of the Ugaritic mythologies and the OT. Canaanite deities are attested such as Asherah, Anat, Ashtart (Ugaritic Athtart), Baal and El as well as divine personifications of the sea, (Yam) and death (Mot). Leviathan also occurs. El appears as the senior deity who grants the requests of gods and humans. Baal acts to defeat Yam and to build a palace. Mot kills him but Baal reappears and brings fruitfulness. Kings such as Keret and Danel (cf. Ezk. 28:3) request sons to inherit their thrones. Other myths emphasize marriage (Nikkal) and procreation, sometimes in a crude fashion (Birth of Shahar and Shalim) that recalls the con-demnation by the biblical prophets of the sexual excesses of Canaanite religion. Other texts include lists of deities and oflerings they receive. Mesopo-tamian traditions brought inscribed liver models and other omen texts, the flood story of Atrahasis, the ‘Babylonian Job’ and other ‘wisdom’ compositions.

The texts from Ugarit have aflected almost every area of OT studies (Brooke, Curtis and Healey). We may consider examples from law, history, poetry and prophecy (Craigie, 1983, pp. 67-90). Although no legal collections have yet appeared at Ugarit, ritual instructions parallel biblical law. Sacrificial texts use similar terms to describe ‘whole burnt’ (Ar//), ‘communion’ (slrrm) and ‘gift’ (mnhh) oflerings as in Lv. 2, 3 and 6. Other OT terms such as ‘priest’ (khn), ‘sacrifice’ (zbh), ‘cultic function-ary’ (qds) and ‘tent of meeting’ (’hlm'd) occur at Ugarit (Smith, 1990, pp. 2—3). A ritual text (KTU 1.40) describes how to deal with sins such as anger and impatience by animal sacrifice (Pardee). 7/ ib ‘god of the father’ also occurs at Ugarit, and in-vites comparison with the patriarchal God of the fathers (Ex. 3:16) as a deity associated with one’s ancestors.’£7 brt occurs in a Hurrian religious text. Some have compared this to El-Berith, i.e. EI of the Covenant, as at Shechem (Jdg. 9:46). However, the Hurrian context renders this translation un-likely and illustrates the dangers of making comparisons without careful linguistic Controls.

Although Ugarit flourished before Israel settled in Canaan, its administrative records demonstrate a continuity between city-states of the Late Bronze Age Levant and the Jerusalem administration as it developed under David and Solomon (Heltzer). In both cases the ‘servants of the king’ formed the administrative core of the kingdom, as royal de-pendents, with specific skills for tasks at the palace and in the governing apparatus. Similarities exist between the description of Baal’s construction of his palace or temple, and the rituals surrounding it, and David’s transport of the Ark into Jerusalem (2 Sa. 6; Seouw). Letter writers of Ugarit sometimes addressed requests to the queen mother instead of going directly to the king, reflecting her influential role (cf 1 Ki. 2:13-25; 15:11-13; 22:52; 2 Ki. 11). Many personal names correspond to biblical names, though they designate different people. Administrative records mention inhabitants of Palestinian sites such as Ashdod. Girgashites (Dt. 7:1; Jos. 3:10) are attested at Ugarit (grgs). The
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role of Ugaritic Rephaim as dead warriors and ancestors may relate to the biblical group of the same name (Dt. 3:10).

An understanding of the Canaanite background is useful for the study of biblical ’poetry (Craigie). Ps. 29 contains many similar ideas and even phrases used of Baal in Ugaritic poetry. However, the biblical psalmist wishes to affirrn that Yahweh. not Baal, is Lord of nature. Like God in Ps. 104:3, Baal is a rider on the clouds. Fire and flame assist Baal as well as God (v.4). The voice of Baal is also thunder (v.7) and the cedars of Lebanon form Baal’s palace (c/ v. 16). The psalmist transforms the Canaanite motifs by confessing that the God of Israel is creator of the whole world, not merely a temple in Jerusalem. As the Heb. psalms do with ‘selah’, ‘sheminith’, etc., Hurrian poetical com-positions contain musical annotations. Poems throughout the Bible describe God as a warrior coming from a distant mountain to do battle on behalf of Israel with the power of the storm (Ex. 15; Dt. 33; Jdg. 5; Ps. 68; Heb. 3). This motif occurs in the Baal cycle from Ugarit (KTU1.4,29-35; 1.101.1-4; Smith 1990: 49). However, the Bible transforms these images. Thus Ex. 15, the Song of the Sea, celebrates Israel’s deliverance from Egypt. Although its confession of God’s reign resembles the confession of Baal’s reign at Ugarit, the dis-tinction between Baal’s victory over the sea god, Yam, differs from God’s victory over Egypt. The God of Israel acts in history to redeem; the deities of Ugarit and Canaan act within the cycles of nature. In addition, many similarities exist in the form and structure of Ugaritic and Heb. poetry (Watson).

The taunt of the Babylonian king, Helel, ‘the shining one’ of Is. 14:12-14, who tries and fails to take God’s place, resembles that of Athtar, also called ‘the shining one’, who tries and fails to occupy Baal’s throne in his absence (Craigie). Ath-tar’s feet are too short! Am. 1:1 notes that the prophet was a shepherd. The term used (nöqed) is rare in the Bible. Its occurrences in the administrative texts from Ugarit suggest that it describes owners and managers of large herds, engaged in marketing wool and other produce. This sophisti-cated background helps to explain the international character of Arnos’ prophecies and rhetoric. Texts from Ugarit also attest to the marzeah, a religious banquet, associated with the drinking of wine. Je. 16:5-9 and perhaps Am. 6:4-7 describe the practice and condemn it (King). However, it continued into the Christian era.

Bibliography. Texts: J. Nougayrol and C. Virol-leaud, PRU, 2-6, 1955-1970; C. H. Gordon, UT, Analecta Orientalia 38, 1965; UG 5, 1968; UG 7, 1978; J. C. L. Gibson, CML, 1977; J. C. De Moor and K. Spronk, A Cuneiform Anthology of Religious Texts from Ugarit, 1987; P. Bordreuil, Une bibliotheque au sudde la ville, 1991; M. Dietrich, O. Loretz and J. Sanmartin, KTU 2, 1994. Transla-tions: French - PRU, UG, Bordreuil texts volumes; A. Caquot, M. Sznycer and A. Herdner, LAPO 1, 1974; A. Caquot, J.-M. Tarragon and J.-L. Cun-chillos, LAPO 14, 1989. English - ANET, pp. 129— 155 et passim\ CML, J. C. De Moor, An Anthology of Religious Texts from Ugarit, 1987; M. S. Smith, The Ugaritic Baal Cycle 1, 1994. Other series: ALASP', Newsletter for Ugaritic Sludies', RSP 1-3; Ras Shamra-Ougarit, Syria\ UF\ UBL. Sources cited: G. J. Brooke, A. H. W. Curtis and J. F. Healey, UBL 11, 1994; P. C. Craigie, Ugarit and the

Old Testament, 1983; F. R. Dupont, The Late History of Ugarit, 1987; M. Heltzer, Society and Economy in the Eastern Mediterranean, M. Heltzer and E. Lipinski (eds.), 1988, pp. 7-18; P. J. King, Arnos, Hosea. Micah, 1988; D. Pardee and P. Bordreuil, ABD 6, 1992, pp. 706-721; C. L. Seouw, Myth, Drama and the Polilics of David s Dance, 1989; M

S. Smith, The Early History of God, 1990; W. G. E. Watson, JSOT, supp. 26, 1984; M. Yon, ABD 6. 1992, pp. 695-706; G. D. Young (ed ), Ugarit in Retrospect, 1981.    R.s.H.

ULAI. The canal or river flowing E of Susa in Elam (SW Persia) where Daniel heard a man’s voice (Dn. 8:16). The river (Heb. ’üläi; Assyr. Ulai, classical Eulaeus) has changed its course in modern times, and the present Upper Kherkhah and Lower Karun (Pasitigris) rivers may then have been a single stream flowing into the delta at the N of the Persian Gulf. The river is illustrated in the Assyr-ian reliefs showing Ashurbanipal’s attack on Susa in 646 bc (R. D. Barnett, Assyrian Palace Reliefs, 1960, plates 118-127).    d.j.w.

UNBELIEF. Expressed by two Gk. words in the NT, apistia and apeitheia. According to MM, the word apeitheia, together with apeitheö and apeithes, ‘connotes invariably disobedience, rebel-lion, contumacy’. So Paul says that the Gentiles have obtained mercy through the rebellion of the Jews (Rom. 11:30). See also Rom. 11:32; Heb. 4:6, 11. This disobedience springs from apistia, ‘a want of faith and trust’. apistia is a state of mind, and apeitheia an expression of it. Unbelief towards himself was the prime sin of which Christ said that the Spirit would convict the world (Jn. 16:9). Unbelief in all its forms is a direct aflront to the divine veracity (cf. 1 Jn. 5:10), which is why it is so heinous a sin. The children of Israel did not enter into God’s rest for two reasons. They lacked faith (apistia, Heb. 3:19), and they dis-obeyed (apeitheia, Heb. 4:6). ‘Unbelief finds its practical issue in disobedience’ (Westcott on Heb. 3:12).

Bibliography. O. Becker, O. Michel, in NIDNTT I, pp. 587-606.    d.o.s.

UNCTION. In its three NT occurrences, i.e. I Jn. 2:20, 27 (twice), av renders Gk. chrisma, ‘unction’, and rsv has ‘anointed’, *‘anointing’. Christians who, by virtue of their ‘unction’ (vv. 20, 27), are all able to discern schism (v. 19) and heresy (denial of the incarnation, v. 22) are exhorted to adhere to the apostolic message (v. 24), which led them to con-fess the Father and the Son. Grammatically, 'unction’ must be either (a) ‘that which is smeared on’ (so B. F. Westcott, The Epistles of John, 1892); or (b) ‘the act of anointing’ (so A. E. Brooke, ICC, 1912); but in either case the word refers to the gift of the Holy Spirit, of which baptism is the outward sign, and whose sensible reception, leading to awareness of dangers to the cliurch, is the con-sequence of true incarnational faith. This exegesis is compatible with, though not necessarily proving, the belief that the anointing of the Spirit leads to spoken prophecy within the church.

Bibliography. D. Müller, NIDNTT l, pp. 121 124; I. H. Marshall, The Epistles of John, NIC, 1978, pp. 153-156; D. H. Engelhard, IS BE 1, 129.

M.R.W.F.

UNKNOWN GOD (Gk. agnöstos theos). In Acts 17:23 Paul refers to an Athenian altar-dedication ‘To the unknown God’ which forms the text of his *Areopagus address. Pausanias (Description of Greece, 1. 1.4) says that in Athens there are ‘altars of gods called unknown’ and Philostratus (Life of ApoUonius of Tyana, 6. 3. 5) similarly speaks of ‘altars of unknown divinities’ as set up there. They are frequently associated with a story told by Diogenes Laertius (Lives of Philosophen, 1. 110) about the setting up of ‘anonymous altars’ in and around Athens on one occasion to avert a pestilence. Simi-lar dedications are attested elsewhere, if the name of a local deity was uncertain or the wording of an original dedication had become lost.

Bibliography. E. Norden, Agnostos Theos, 1912; K. Lake, ‘The Unknown God’, in BC, 5, pp. 240-246; B. Gärtner, The Areopagus Speech and Natural Revelation, 1955, pp. 242ff.; E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles, 1971, pp. 516fT. f.f.b.

history and economy of the city is well known from thousands of inscribed tablets and the many build-ings found at the site. The principal deity was Nan-nar (Semitic Sin or Su’en), who was also wor-shipped at Harran. The city was later ruled by the Neo-Babylonian (Chaldean) kings of Babylonia.

Bibliography. P. R. Moorey and C. L. Woolley, Ur of the Chaldees, 1982; Ur Excavations Texts 1-7, 1928-74; Excavations at Ur 1-10, 1934-74; CAH 1/2, 1971, pp. 417-468, 595-617.

URBANUS. Latin servile (cf. A. Deissmann, Bible Studies1, 1909, pp. 271 flf.) recurrent in inscriptions of the imperial household (e.g. CIL, 6. 4237)— perhaps the Urbanus greeted in Rom. 16:9 (av, Urbane) belonged to it (cf. Phil. 4:22; Lightfoot, Philippians, p. 174). ‘Our fellow-worker’ need not imply service with Paul personally. Paul, exact with pronouns, uses ‘my fellow-worker’ for companions (cf. Rom. 16:3, 21). (*Amplias.)    a.f.w.

UPHAZ. An unidentified location from which came fine gold (Je. 10:9; Dn. 10:5). It may, however, be a technical term for Tefined gold’ itself (so 1 Ki. 10:18, müpäz; cf. tnippäz, Is. 13:12) similar to the definition ‘pure gold’ (zähäb tähör; 2 Ch. 9:17). Others, with some support from vss, read wpir (* Ophir; cf Je. 10:9) for ’üpäz owing to the simiiar-ity of Heb. z and r.    d.j.w.

UR OF THE CHALDEES. The city which Terah and Abram left to go to Harran (Gn. 11:28, 31; 15:7; Ne. 9:7). Considered by Stephen to be in Mesopotamia (Acts 7:2, 4). An old identification of Heb. ’ür with Urfa (Edessa), 32 km NW of Harran, is unlikely on philological grounds, and Ura' is the name of several places known in Asia Minor. Moreover, such an identification would re-quire Abraham to retrace his steps E before setting out W towards Canaan. This identification re-quires that the ‘Chaldea’ which identifies the location must be equated with Tfaldai (part of ancient Armenia). The ‘Chaldeans were a Semitic people known in Babylonia from at least the end of the 2nd millennium bc, but there are no references to their presence in N Mesopotamia. lxx wrote ‘the land (chöra) of the Chaldees’, perhaps being un-familiar with the site. However, Eupolemus (c. 150 bc) refers to Ur as a city in Babylonia called Cama-rina (‘the moon’) or Ouria. The Talmudic Interpretation of Ur as Erech is unlikely since the lauer is distinguished in Gn. 10:10.

The most generally accepted identification is with the ancient site of Ur (Uri), modern Teil el-Muqayyar, 14 km W of Nasiriyeh on the river Euphrates in S Iraq. Excavations at this site in 1922-34 by the joint British Museum and Uni-versity Museum, Philadelphia, expedition under Sir C. L. Woolley traced the history of the site from the ’Al ‘Ubaid period (5th millennium bc) until it was abandoned about 300 bc. Many spectacular discoveries were made, especially in the royal cem-eteries of the early Dynastie 3 period (c. 2500 bc). Beneath these a layer of silt was at first equated with the flood of the Epic of Gilgamesh and Genesis (see now Iraq 26, 1964, pp. 65fif.). The ruins of the temple tower (ziggurat) built by Ur-Nammu, the founder of the prosperous 3rd Dynasty (c. 2150-2050 bc) still dominate the site (* Babel). The

URIAH (Heb,'üriyyä, ’ürriyyähü, ‘Yahweh is my light’). 1. A Hittite whose name may be Hurrian Ariya conformed to Heb. Uriah, one of several non-Israelites among David’s mighty warriors (2 Sa. 23:39; 1 Ch. 11:41). While Uriah was away with the army besieging *Rabbah, David committed adultery with his wife *Bathsheba in Jerusalem (2 Sa. 11:1-4; cf. 1 Ki. 15:5). In Order to legalize this relationship, David had Uriah placed in a vulnerable position in battle so that he was killed (2 Sa. 11:6-21). He is mentioned in the genealogy of Jesus as the husband of Bathsheba, mother of Solomon (Mt. 1:6).

2.    A priest and one of two ‘reliable witnesses’ to the prophecy concerning Maher-shalal-hash-baz (Is. 8:2). He aided *Ahaz in introducing a foreign-inspired altar and in making other unorthodox changes in the cult (2 Ki. 16:10-16).

3.    A prophet from Kiriath-jearim, whose mes-sage supported his Contemporary, Jeremiah. Flight to Egypt to escape Jehoiakim’s wrath, which his prophecies had incited, did not protect him since he was extradited to Judah and executed there (Je. 26:20-24).

4.    Father of Meremoth, a priest during the time

of Ezra (Ezr. 8:33; cf. N. 8:4).    d.w.b.

URIEL (Heb. ’üri'el, ‘God is my light’). 1. Chief of the Kohathites in the reign of David. He assisted in the bringing up of the ark from the house of Obed-edom (1 Ch. 15:5, 11). He is perhaps the same as in 1 Ch. 6:24. 2. The maternal grandfather of Abijah (2 Ch. 13:2).    m.a.m.

URIM AND THUMMIM. In association with the office of high priest, God made a Provision for giving guidance to his people (Dt. 33:8, 10) but particularly to the leaders of his people (Nu. 27:21, cf. below). Almost everything, however, about this Provision remains unexplained. The words Urim and Thummim have received no satisfactory ety-mology and the technique whereby guidance was made plain has not been recorded. A further mys-tery is the apparent disappearance of the Urim and Thummim from national life between the early monarchy (e.g. 1 Sa. 23:6) and some revival of the usage envisaged in Ezr. 2:63; Ne. 7:65.

Three passages are of particular interest. Abia-thar came to David (1 Sa. 23:6) with the ‘ephod’. It is reasonable to assume that this was the high-priestly ephod, not the ordinary ephod of priestly wear (1 Sa. 22:18), for otherwise why should it be mentioned? ln the light of the remainder of the story we must assume that ‘ephod’ here acts as a comprehensive term for that whole unit of high-priestly garb: ephod-breastpiece-Urim (cf. Ex. 28:28-30; see 1 Sa. 14:18, where ‘ark’ [lxx reads ‘ephod’] seems similarly to summarize the oracu-lar equipment of the priest). David (1 Sa. 23:9-12) asks direct questions and elicits affirmative an-swers. In point of fact no examples of negative an-swers are anywhere recorded. The second passage is 1 Sa. 14 and it presents similarities: cf. 14:3, 41 with 23:6, 9; note the identical title in 14:41; 23:10 (a customary formula?). According to A/TSaul re-quests: ‘Give perfect things’ (tämim, related, pre-sumably, to Thummim), rsv accepts the re-construction of the text here, helped by lxx, and reads ‘If this guilt is in me or in Jonathan . . . give Urim . .. if this guilt is in thy people . .. give Thummim.’ The third passage shows that the Urim and Thummim could not be compelled to give an answer: 1 Sa. 28:6; cf. 14:36-37.

It is extremely difficult if not impossible to offer a coherent Suggestion on the basis of this evidence. H. H. Rowley conjectures that Urim (related to ’ärar, to curse) gives the negative answer and Thummim (related to tämam, to be perfect) gives the affirmative. On the assumption that the Urim and Thummim were two flat objects each with a ‘yes’ side and each with a ‘no’ side, then on being taken or tossed out of the pouch (cf. Pr. 16:33) a ‘yes’ (two Thummim) and ‘no’ (two Urim) and a ‘no reply’ (one Urim and one Thummim) were all possible. This is intriguing and plausible but, of course, must rest in part on the reconstruction of 1 Sa. 14:41 and ignore the lack of evidence for negative replies.

Bibliography. H. H. Rowley, The Faith of Israel, 1956, pp. 28ff.; VT 12, 1962, pp. 164ff.; Josephus, Am. 3. 214-218; S. R. Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel, 1913, p. 117; J. Mauchline, I and II Samuel, 1971.

J.A.M.

UZ. 1. Son of Aram and grandson of Shem (Gn. 10:23). ln 1 Ch. 1:17 Uz (Heb. ’üs, perhaps related to Arab. ' Awd, the name of a deity) is named among the sons, i.e. descendants, of Shem. 2. Son of Nahor and Milcah and brother of Buz (Gn. 22:21, where av reads Huz). 3. Son of Dishan and grandson of Seir, the Horite (Gn. 36:28).

4. The land of Uz was Job’s homeland (Jb. 1:1; cf. Je. 25:20 and La. 4:21), the location of which is uncertain. Of the numerous suggestions (eg. near Palmyra, near Antioch, or in N Mesopotamia) the two most likely are Hauran, S of Damascus, and the area between Edom and N Arabia. The former is supported by Josephus (Am. 1. 145) and both Christian and Muslim traditions. On this view (fa-voured by F. I. Andersen, Job, 1976) Uz is the land settled by the son of Aram.

Many modern scholars (e.g. E. Dhorme, Job, E.T. 1967) incline towards the more S location. Job’s friends seem to have come from the vicinity of Edom, e.g. Eliphaz the Temanite (Jb. 2:11). Uz appears to have been accessible both to Sabaean bedouin from Arabia and Chaldean marauders

from Mesopotamia (Jb. 1:15, 17). The PostScript to the lxx locates Uz ‘in the regions of Idumaea and Arabia’, but partly on the basis of a spurious iden-tification of Job with Jobab (Gn. 36:33). Uz in Je. 25:20 is coupled with Philistia, Edom, Moab and Ammon, while La. 4:21 indicates that the Edomites were occupying the land of Uz. How-ever, the lxx omits Uz in both of these passages, and the identity of this land of Uz with Job’s is not certain. The fact that Job is numbered with the people of the E (1:3; cf. Jdg. 6:3, 33; Is. 11:14; Ezk. 25:4, 10) seems to substantiate a location E of the great rift (Arabah) in the area where Edom and W Arabia meet.    d.a.h.

UZAL. 1. Heb. ’üzäl in Gn. 10:27 and 1 Ch. 1:21 signifies an Arabian descendant of Joktan, perhaps connected with ‘Azal, given by Arab historians as the ancient name of San‘a in Yemen.

2. Ezk. 27:19, av translates ‘Dan also and Javan going to and fro occupied in thy fairs’ from Heb w'dän w'yäwän nVüzzäl br‘izbönayik nätänü, which Rvmg. renders ‘Vedan and Javan traded from Uzal for thy wares’, while rsv reads ‘and wine from Uzal they exchanged for your wares’ (follow-ing lxx). Uzal may be identified with Izalla in NE Syria, whence Nebuchadrezzar obtained wine (S. Langdon, Neubabylonische Konigsinschriften, no. 9, I, 1. 22; cf. 1. 23 ‘wine from ffilbunim’ with Helbon of Ezk. 27:18). The alteration of w'yäwän to w'yayin, ‘and wine’, is very slight. Although w'dän may be omitted as a scribal error due to the proximity of Dedan (v. 20), it might be a cognate of Akkad. dannu (and Ugaritic dn), ‘a large jar or vat used for storing wine or beer’. This would lead to a translation, ‘and vat(s) of wine from Uzal they exchanged for your wares’; cf. neb.

See A. R. Millard, JSS 7, 1962, pp. 201-203.

A.R.M.

UZZA (Heb. 'uzza). 1. A descendant of Ehud, a Benjaminite (1 Ch. 8:7). 2. A son of Merari (I Ch. 6:29). 3. The head of a family of Nethinim who returned from the Exile (Ezr. 2:49). 4. A son of Abinadab, probably a Levite (cf. 1 Sa. 7:1), who drove the new cart carrying the ark when it was removed from Kiriath-jearim (2 Sa. 6:3). When the oxen stumbled he ‘put out his hand to the ark of God and took hold of it’, for which irreverent handling of the ark he was struck dead by God (2 Sa. 6:6-7). 5. The otherwise unknown owner of a garden in which Manasseh and Amon were buried (2 Ki. 21:18,26).    m.a.m.

UZZI. A priest in the line of descent from Eleazar (1 Ch. 6:5; Ezr. 7:4), probably Contemporary with * Eli. For others of the same name in Benjaminite families, see 1 Ch. 7:7; 9:8; in Issachar, 1 Ch. 7:2-3; and Levites (Ne. 11:22; 12:19,42). d.j.w. 2 1

UZZIEL
[image: ]


A limestone plaque, found in Jerusalem, inscribed in Aramaic, 'Hither were brought the bones of Uzziah, king of Judah. Not to be opened'. Probably to be daled in the Ist Cent. ADat a time of reburial of the bones. Ueight 35 cm.

his father (c. 767 bc; 2 Ki. 14:18-21; 2 Ch. 25:27-26:1). He was probably co-regent from c. 791 bc when his father was imprisoned (cf. 2 Ki. 14:13; 2 Ch. 25:23). Although this is not explicit in the text, it is required by the ’chronology in the light of his 52-year reign (2 Ki. 15:2; 2 Ch. 26:3).

Uzziah extended Judah’s borders, regaining con-trol of the Red Sea port of Elath and rebuilding it (2 Ki. 14:22), as well as successfully campaigning against the Philistines, Arabs and Ammonites (2 Ch. 26:6-8). For his internal security he strength-ened the fortifications of Jerusalem, perhaps intro-ducing new defensive techniques (vv. 9-15; Y. Yadin, The Art of Warfare in Biblical Lands, 1963, p. 326), and maintaining a Standing army. A king Azriyau who is mentioned by ’Tiglath-pileser III as leader of a revolt against Assyria has been iden-tified with Azariah-Uzziah (DOTT, pp. 54-56; ANET, p. 282; H. Tadmor, Scripta Hierosolymi-tana 8, 1961, pp. 232-271), but amore recent exam-ination of the sources throws considerable doubt on this (N. Na'aman, BASOR 214, 1974).

For a cultic misdemeanour, Uzziah was struck with leprosy, and his son Jotham became co-regent (2 Ch. 26:16-21). Josephus (Ant. 9. 225) retains a tradition that the earthquake occurred at that moment which was long remembered (Am. 1:1; Zc. 14:5).

A stone slab found in Jerusalem bears an Aramaic notice of the Ist Century ad recording the reburial of the king’s remains: ‘Hither were brought the bones of Uzziah, king of Judah—do not open!’ 2. A Kohathite Levite (1 Ch. 6:24 = Azariah, v. 36). 3. A Judaean who lived in Jerusalem after the exile (Ne. 11:4).    d.w.b.

arm.

UZZIEL (Heb. ’uzzi’el, ‘God is my strength’). 1. A Levite, son of Kohath and father of * Mishael, * El-zaphan and Sithri (Ex. 6:22). 2. The founder of a levitical family subdivision (Nu. 3:19, 30), twice called Uzzielites (Nu. 3:27; 1 Ch. 26:23) whose members helped David bring the ark to Zion and were subsequently assigned responsibility in the Temple (1 Ch. 23:12, 20; 24:24).    d.w.b.
V

VAGABOND. In rsv only at Pr. 6:11, where the sluggard is warned that poverty will come upon him like a vagabond (av ‘as one that travelleth’). ‘Highwayman’ is apt (C. H. Toy, Proverbs, ICC, 1899). Vagabond occurs in av for (1) Heb. nüd, ‘to wander’, to describe Cain’s lot after God’s sen-tence, Gn. 4:12, 14; cf. *Nod; (2) nüa', ‘to wander about' (like beggars), Ps. 109:10; (3) Gk. perier-chomai, ‘to go around’, to refer to Jewish exorcists, Acts 19:13 (rv, neb ‘strolling’; rsv ‘itinerant’; cf. Lat. vagari, ‘to wander’).    n.h.

VALE, VALLEY, ln Palestine, where rain falls only at a certain time of year, the landscape is cut by many narrow valleys and stream-beds (wadis), wet only in the rainy season (Heb. nahai, Arab. wadt). Often water may be found below ground in such wadis during the dry months (cf. Gn. 26:17, 19). Perennial rivers flow through wider valleys and plains (Heb. ’emeq, biq'ä) or cut narrow gorges through the rock. Heb. s'pelä denotes low ground, especially the Coastal plain (*Shephelah); gay’ is simply a valley. For geographical details, see under proper names: * Hinnom; *Jehoshaphat; *Salt (Valley of); etc.    arm.

VAN1TY, VAIN. The three main Heb. words trans-lated in evv ‘vanity’ are distributed broadly as fol-lows: hebet, Pss., Ec., Je.; säw’, Jb., Ezk.; töhü, Is. hebet, lit. ‘a vapour’, ‘a breath’ (cf. Pss. 78:33; 94:11; Is. 57:13, etc.), indicates the fruitlessness of human endeavours. Such is man’s natural life (Jb. 7:3; Ps. 39:5). Figuratively hebet conveys the idea of unsubstantial, worthless, thus ‘the vanity of idols’ (cf. Je. 10:15; 51:18, av). The worship of such is consequently unprofitable (Dt. 32:21; 1 Sa. 15:23; Pss. 4:2; 24:4, etc). Unprofitable, too, are those who turn to such vain things (1 Sa. 12:21; 2 Ki. 17:15; Is. 41:29; 44:9). Idolatry is the worship of a ‘no-god’, by which God is provoked (Dt. 32:21; 1 Ki. 16:13, 26, etc), in contrast with the true worship of God (cf. Is. 30:7; 40). Because idols and their worship raise vain hopes, worthless like-wise must be the proclamation of false prophets (Je. 23:16; Ezk. 13:1-23; Zc. 10:2). A‘vain oflering’ (is. 1:13) is ritual without righteousness. Wealth got by vanity dwindles (Pr. 13:11; lxx, Vulg., ‘in haste’; cf. 21:6). hebet has reference to man’s human life: ‘man at his best estate’ (Heb. ‘standing firm’) is ‘a few handbreadths’ (Pss. 39:5; cf v. 11; 62:9; 78:33, etc). This hebet of all human existence is fully treated in the book of Ecclesiastes.

With säw' the idea of ‘foul’, ‘unseemly’, ‘evil’ is introduced. Jb. 31:5 illustrates this with reference to behaviour; Pss. 12:2; 41:6; Ezk. 13:8 to Speech; Ezk. 13:6, 9 (cf. v. 23); 21:29; 22:28 to sight. The word ’äwen meaning ‘breath’ is also translated ‘vanity’ (e.g. Jb. 15:35; Ps. 10:7; Pr. 22:8; Is. 41:29; 58:9; Zc. 10:2). It inclines, however, more to the idea of iniquity, and is thus translated by such terms as ‘deceit’, ‘iniquity’, ‘calamity’, ‘delusion’, ‘wickedness’, ‘nonsense’, in the rsv. töhü, lit. ‘a waste’ (cf. Gn. 1:1; Dt. 32:10, etc.), then figuratively ‘emptiness’, ‘uselessness’; so God the Lord regards the nations (Is. 40:17, cf. v. 23). Ps. 4:2; Hab. 2:13 have the word riq, translated ‘vanity’ in evv, lit. ‘emptiness’ (cf. Je. 51:34), in the figurative sense a useless thing.

In the NT the word vanity occurs three times only in the av, but not at all in the rsv, where the purely biblical and ecclesiastical mataioles is used (lxx (or hebet and säw'). (1) In Eph. 4:17 (rsv ‘futil-ity’) it refers to behaviour and there ‘includes moral as well as intellectual worthlessness or fatu-ity. It is of all that is comprehended under the word nous, the understanding of the heart, that this vanity is predicated. Everything included in the fol-lowing verses respecting the blindness and deprav-ity of the heart is therefore comprehended in the word vanity’ (C. Hodge, The Epistle to the Eph-esians, 1856, ad loc). (2) In Pet. 2:18 (rsv ‘folly’) the reference is to speech with the idea of ‘devoid of truth’, ‘inappropriate’. (3) In Rom. 8:20 (rsv ‘futility’) the thought is ‘frailty’, ‘want of vigour’ (cf use of verb in Rom. 1:21 ‘to make empty’, ‘fool-ish’). ‘The idea is that of looking for what one does not find—hence of futility, frustration, disap-pointment. Sin brought this doom on creation; it made a pessimistic view of the universe inevitable. hypetage: the precise time denoted is that of the Fall, when God pronounced the ground cursed for man’s sake’ (J. Denney in EGT).

Heathen deities are vanities, vain things (Acts 14:15; cf. Je. 2:5; 10:3, etc). Cognate with the word ‘vanity’ is ‘vain’, literally ‘devoid of force or pur-pose’. Our Lord pronounced Gentile worship and Pharisaic piety so (Mt. 6:7; 15:9; Mk. 7:7); so too Paul estimated pagan philosophy (Rom. 1:21; Eph. 5:6, etc.). It is possible through faithlessness in Christian Service to become so (cf 1 Cor. 9:15; 2 Cor. 6:1; 9:3; Phil. 2:16; 1 Thes. 3:5). Where Christ’s resurrection is denied, preaching is ‘false’ (1 Cor. 15:14) and faith without force (1 Cor. 15:17). Allegiance to the law robs faith of its worth (Rom. 4:14), and Christ’s death of its eflect (Gal. 2:21). Yet faith without works is as vain as works without faith (Jas. 2:20).

Bibliography. E. Tiedtke et al. NIDNTT 1, pp. 546-553.    h.d.Mcd.

VASHNI. According to av, following the MT of 1 Ch. 6:28, Vashni was the elder son of Samuel, rv and rsv following the Syriac, and Lagarde’s recen-sion of the lxx and the parallel text I Sa. 8:2 supply Joel as the name of Samuel’s elder son; the

Hebrew letters of ‘Vashni’ are then repointed with ‘the’ inserted to give the meaning ‘and the second’ Ahijah.    r.a.h.g.

VEGETABLES (Heb. zerö'im. ‘seeds’, av ‘pulse’, Dn. 1:12; zer'önim, seeds, Rvmg. ‘herbs’, Dn. 1:16). A general term for something that is sown, but usually denoting edible seeds which can be cooked, such as lentils, beans, etc. ln the biblical context the Word is used of the plain vegetable food sought by Daniel and his friends, instead of the rieh diet of the king’s table.

The Heb. word pöl (2 Sa. 17:28) denotes the beans brought for David and his men. Ezk. 4:9 refers to them as a Substitute for grain meal in famine bread. Ezekiel’s bread probably did not break the levitical law against mixing diverse kinds (see ICC, ad loc.) The Mishnah uses the same word with the national adjective for Egyptian beans, as do the Greek writers with kyantos. The precise spe-cies is open to question since the modern Arabic word has wide scope, but there were several plants of the pea family available in biblical times, such as broad bean (Vicia fabd), chick pea (Cicer arieti-num) and lentil (Lens culinaris).

Vegetables were grown in gardens (Dt. 11:10, 1 Ki. 21:2), and other crops such as leeks, onions and melons were cultivated. Many wild plants were gathered for use as vegetables and * herbs. See also "Agriculturr.

Cucumber (Heb. qissu’im). One of the articles of food which made the discontented Israelites, wan-dering in the wilderness of Paran, hanker after the pleasures of Egypt (Nu. 11:5). This is most likely to have been the snake cucumber, Cucumis melo, which was well known in ancient Egypt, rather than the present-day cucumber, Cucumis sativus, which is a native of India and reached the Mediter-ranean area much later.

The ‘lodge’ referred to in Is. 1:8 as being in ‘a cucumber field’ (Heb. miqsä) was a crude wooden hut on four poles or other rough booth. It shel-tered the watchman who protected the plants, but after the season was over it was abandoned and allowed to disintegrate, presenting a picture of utter desolation.

Garlic (Heb. sümim). A kind of onion well known in ancient Egypt and craved after by the wandering Israelites (Nu. 11:5). Garlic (Allium sativum) diflfers from other onions in having scales (‘cloves’) instead of the usual tunicated bulb; it never sets seeds and is unknown in the wild state.

Leeks (Heb. häsir, ‘herb’). Only in Nu. 11:5; the Heb. word is elsewhere translated ‘grass’ or ‘herb’. The leek of ancient Egypt, judging by samples from the tombs, was the salad leek (Allium kurrat) with grass-like leaves narrower than those of the familiär common larger leek (A. porrum). Both are evidently cultivated varieties of the wild A. ampeloprasum.

Lentils (Heb. '“däsini). A small pea-like plant (Lens culinaris, formerly called L. esculenta or Ervum lens) of the pea family, lentils are easily grown and are still a favourite food throughout the Near East. The parched seeds are regarded as the best food to carry on a long journey or in an emer-gency (cf. Ezk. 4:9). Lentils formed the ‘pottage’ associated with Esau (Gn. 25:29-34), and were among the foods ofifered to David at Mahanaim (2 Sa. 17:28). A field of lentils is mentioned in 2 Sa. 23:11-12 as the scene of an Israelite warrior’s doughty deeds against the Philistines. See D. Zohary, ‘The wild progenitor and the place of origin of the cultivated lentil’, Economic Botany 26, 1972, pp. 326-332.

Melons (Heb. '"battihim). Mentioned in Nu. 11:5. The reference is to the water-melon (Citrullus vulgaris), a member of the marrow family Cucur-bitaceae, with white or red flesh of the fruit, cultivated from the earliest times in Egypt and the Orient, and seeds of which have been frequently found in Egyp. tombs.

Onions (Heb. (b'sälim). The onion (Allium cepa) is mentioned only once in the Bible (Nu. 11:5). It has always been a common and much appreciated food, and regarded, moreover, as possessing medi-cinal qualities. Cultivated by the Egyptians from the earliest times, the onion is represented on some of their tomb-paintings.    f.n.h.

VESSELS. Before the invention of pottery (during the 6th millennium bc) vessels were Containers made from skins, rushes, wood and stone. These, made of perishable materials, have seldom sur-vived. The dry sands of Egypt have preserved some leather and basketry (see S. Cole, The Neolithic Revolution, BM (Natural History), 1959, Plate XI). The peculiar geological conditions at Jericho have resulted in the preservation of a quantity of wooden dishes and trays in tombs of the mid-2nd millennium bc (K.. M. Kenyon, Jericho 2, 1965). Such wooden vessels, together with leather Containers, baskets and sacks, all widely used by the modern Palestinian peasants, were probably as important as pottery in daily life (cf. Lv. 11:32). Bottles for carrying both water and wine were simply skins sewn up tightly (Heb. 'ob, Jb. 32:19; hemei, Gn. 21:14; n^öd, Jos. 9:4; nebel, 1 Sa. 1:24; Gk. askos, Mt. 9:17). Soft stones, limestone, alabaster, basalt and even obsidian were cut and ground into shape as bowls, jars, dishes, etc. After the introduc-tion of metal tools (’Archaeology) elaborately carved stone vessels were produced, and these often formed part of the equipment of a temple (e.g. at Hazor, see Y. Yadin, Hazor, 1958, plates 21, 23). Large jars of stone or earthenware were used for storing liquids. The porous earthenware of which the vessels were made absorbed a little of the liquid, thus hindering evaporation and keeping the Contents cool (Heb. kad, ‘pitcher’, Gn. 24:14; cf. 1 Ki. 17:12fT., av ‘barrel’; Gk. lithinai hydriai, ‘stone water-jars’, Jn. 2:6). The rieh could aflford vessels of metal, glass and ivory (Jb. 28:17; Rev. 18:12). Metal vessels are rarely found in Palestine, but bronze bowls of Phoenician workmanship found at Nimrud (H. Frankfort, Art and Architecture of the Ancient Orient, 1954, plates 141-143) show the type in use during the Monarchy. Gold and silver vessels were a convenient method of storing wealth before the introduction of coined money, and formed the bulk of temple and royal treasures and payments of tribute (see DOTT, p. 48, c). Some metal shapes were imitated in pottery. * Glass and * ivory were mainly used for small cosmetic flasks and toilet instruments (see BA 20, 1957; IEJ 6, 1956).

Definition of the various Heb. terms describing vessels is not usually possible. Many Containers, although diflerently named, could serve the same purpose (1 Sa. 2:14). For the types and proposed identifications of earthenware vessels, see •Potter. The following terms seem to describe metal vessels only, mostly used in the tabernacle and the Temple: 1. Heb. '“gartäl (Ezr. 1:9), a large bowl; 2. gullä (Zc. 4:2; cf. 1 Ki. 7:41), a round bowl for holding the oil in a lamp, in Ec. 12:6 perhaps a hanging lamp; 3. kap (Nu. 7:14), a shallow open dish for holding incense; 4. k'pör (1 Ch. 28:17), a small bowl; 5. m'naqqiyyä (Ex. 25:29), the golden bowl from which libations were poured; 6. merqähä (Jb. 41:31), an apothecary’s compounding jar, pos-sibly pottery; 7. mizraq (Ex. 27:3), a large basin used at the altar of burnt-offering, probably to catch the blood, and also a large banqueting bowl (Am. 6:6); 8. sinsene) (Ex. 16:33), the golden jar in which the specimen of manna was kept (c/ Heb. 9:4); 9. q"ärä (Ex. 25:29; Nu. 7:13), a plate; 10. qaswä (Ex. 25:29), the golden pitcher containing wine for libations. For Heb. düd, sir and qallahai translated ‘caldron’, see *Potter; in Jb. 41:20 Heb. 'agmön is not ‘caldron’ but possibly ‘rushes’ (cf. Is. 58:5 where 'agmön is ‘rush’).

The Gk. chalkion (Mk. 7:4) is simply any bronze vessel. Heb. k'/f, Aram. man, Gk. skeuos are general words for implements, equipment (1 Sa. 8:12; Acts 9:15) and hence, in many contexts, vessels both actual (1 Sa. 9:7; Jn. 19:29) and metaphorical (1 Pet. 3:7).

Bibliography. J. L. Kelso, The Ceramic Vocabu-lary of the Old Testament, BASOR Supplementary Studies 5-6, 1948.    a.r.m.

VESTURE. An archaic word denoting * dress used once in rsv for the obscure sü{, which appears only in Gn. 49:11 (av ‘clothes’, jb ‘coat’, neb ‘robes’). In av ‘vesture’ translates: Heb. beged, ‘cloak’, ‘garment’, ‘covering’ (Gn. 41:42); Heb. k'süi ‘a covering’ (Dt. 22:12, *Fringes); Heb. Tbüs, ‘clothing’, ‘dress’, ‘attire’ (Pss. 22:18; 102:26); Gk. himation, ‘an outer garment’ (Rev. 19:13, 16), possibly a large square piece of cloth which could be used as a shawl or as a cloak (so rendered in Mt. 5:40; ‘raiment’ in Lk. 9:29); Gk. himatismos, ‘dress’, ‘ap-parel’ (Mt. 27:35; Jn. 19:24); Gk. peribolaion, ‘what is thrown round one’ (Heb. 1:12).

In 2 Ki. 10:22 there is a reference to the one who was over the ‘vestry’ (meltähä\ cf. ‘keeper of the wardrobe’, 2 Ki. 22:14), who cared for the ‘vest-ments’ (malbüs) or sacred dresses used by priests in the temple of Baal.    j.d.d.

VIAL. 1. Heb. pak, ‘a flask’. A vial of oil was used in anointing Saul (1 Sa. 10:1) and Jehu (2 Ki. 9:1, 3, av * ‘box’, rsv ‘flask’). 2. Gk. phiale, a broad shallow ‘bowl’ (rsv) used for incense and drink of-fering. The word is translated by av as ‘vial’ eight times in Revelation (Rev. 5:8, etc.). (*Potter.)

j.d.d.

VICTORY. The primary biblical assertion is that victory belongs to God (Jon. 2:9; 1 Cor. 15:54-57; Rev. 7:10). This is succinctly expressed in the phrase ‘the battle is the Lord’s’ (1 Sa. 17:47), Le. victory belongs exclusively to the Lord: it is his to bestow at will.

There are three special features of the Lord’s victory which enable us to glimpse its inner char-acter. In the first place, sometimes the Lord’s victory is the defeat of his people (e.g. Jdg. 2:14; Is. 42:24-25; Je. 25:8-9). The Lord’s victory is the ex-ercise of holy sovereignty in the course of history.

‘Victory’ is another way of saying that the govern-ment of the world rests in the hands of a holy God, who Orders all things according to inflexible prin-ciples of morality, so that sometimes his holiness must be asserted against his people, and becomes ‘his stränge deed’ (Is. 28:21).

Secondly, this holy government of the world will issue in the great victory of the eschatological * ‘Day of the Lord’. The power of victory is an-nexed to the holy rule of the only God. Therefore the issue of that conflict is not in doubt. Just as, at creation, there was no possibility of opposing the Creator’s will, so, at the new creation, he will speak and it shall be done (Ezk. 38-39; Rev. 19).

Thirdly, the people of God enter upon victory by the obedience of faith: Le. they experience victory in God’s victory (Ex. 14:13-14; Dt. 28:1-14; Ps. 20; Eph. 6:16; 1 Jn. 5:4-5). As the Lord Jesus said, only the Son can set men free (Jn. 8:36); those who abide in his word know the truth, and the truth sets them free (Jn. 8:31-32).

The OT associates *‘peace’, *‘righteousness’ and *‘salvation’ with victory. The peace of the victor (e.g. 1 Ki. 22:28; Is. 41:3, Heb. text) is not simply cessation of hostilities—even the defeated have that! It is the enjoyment of total well-being which victory brings. Salvation is, positively, the personal enlargement, and negatively, the deliver-ance, which victory effects (1 Sa. 14:45; Jdg. 6:14). Righteousness is the personal quality which guar-antees victory (Is. 59:16-17). All these duster in a unique way round the cross of the Lord Jesus Christ, the supreme victory of God: peace (Eph. 2:14ff.), salvation (Tit. 3:4—7) and righteousness (Rom. 1:17; 3:21-27).

Bibliography. J.-J. von Allmen, Vocabulary of the Bible, 1958, s.v. ‘Victory’; N. T. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God, 1994.    j.a.m.

VILLAGE. The biblical village was usually, as today, a small group of dwellings, distinct from a *city (Lv. 25:29, 31, etc.) in being unwalled and without defences (Ezk. 38:11). Many OT and NT ‘cities’ (so rsv, niv, av) could well be translated ‘village’ in the British sense. However, the distinc-tion between town and village is not always main-tained, e.g. Bethlehem is called a town (Gk. polis) in Lk. 2:4 and a village (körne) in Jn. 7:42. A village might be enlarged into a town or city (I Sa. 23:7).

Villages were often grouped as ‘daughters’ (lit. Heb.; Nu. 21:25, etc.) around the city on which as agricultural communities they depended politically and economically (Jos. 15:13-63). The inhabitants would retreat within the nearest city defences in time of war. The common Semitic word for village (Heb. käpär\ Akkad. kapru) may not necessarily relate to this ‘protection’ so much as denote a hamlet or village set in open country (hence prz of Jdg. 5:7, 11 (see av); cf. Est. 9:19), farmsteads or suburban Settlement around a city. Nomadic camps were also designated ‘villages’ (Gn. 25:16; Is. 42:11), and names like * Havvoth-jair may re-flect this. A village might have its own local government of elders (Ru. 4:2), and sometimes a shrine or sacred place.    d.j.w.

VINE, VINEYARD. The common grape-vine, Vitis vinifera L., is a slender plant which trails on the ground or climbs supports by means of ten-drils. It is mentioned throughout Scripture, fre-quently in a symbolic sense. First named in Connection with Ararat (Gn. 9:20), perhaps its original habitat, it was also cultivated in ancient Egypt. Paintings found on the walls of Egyp. tombs de-picted the various stages of wine-making, while in-scriptions and sculptures attested to the import-ance of the vine.

Viticulture was practised in Canaan prior to the Hebrew invasion, as is indicated by the provisions set out by Melchizedek (Gn. 14:18), the report of the spies (Nu. 13:20, 24) and the references of Moses to the Promised Land (Dt. 6:11). That Judah was already renowned for its viticulture may be inferred from the blessing of Jacob (Gn. 49:11). The valley of Eshcol (‘grape-cluster’) then as now was a particularly productive locality, as was the valley of Sorek in the Philistine plain (Jdg. 14:5; 15:5; 16:4). The En-gedi vineyards were also notable (Ct. 1:14), as were thoseof Sibmah (Je. 48:32), for whose ruin Jeremiah lamented. Ezekiel re-corded that the wine of Helbon was exported to Tyre (Ezk. 27:18), while Hosea referred to the scent of the wine of Lebanon (Ho. 14:7). The ideal of the invading nomadic Israelite was realized when sedentary occupation made it possible for every man to sit ‘under his vine and under his fig tree’ (1 Ki. 4:25).

The preparation of a vineyard (Is. 5:1 ff.; Mk. 12:1) usually involved terracing the hillsides and Clearing the stones. These were used for the retain-ing walls, which were thicker than necessary if the stones were abundant, with still more piled in heaps (cf. Ho. 12:11). A living hedge of boxthorn (Lycium) —in modern times the American Opuntia cactus was substituted and then Acacia farnesiana—was planted, or a low wall built and topped with dead spiny burnet (Poterium spino-sum) to deter animals and thieves. A watch-tower or stone hut served as a cool shelter during the summer when the labourers lived in the vineyards. The enclosed area of ground was dug over care-fully, and when the soil was friable young vines were planted. Normally they were arranged in rows about 2-5 m apart, and when the fruit-bearing branches developed they were raised above the ground on supports (Ezk. 17:6). The vines were pruned each spring (Lv. 25:3; Jn. 15:2) by means of pruning-hooks (Joel 3:10). The vine-dressers, who pruned and cultivated the vines, appear to have be-longed to the poorer classes (Is. 61:5). A covered wooden structure, the watchtower, was erected on an elevation overlooking the vineyard (Mk. 12:1), where the householder and his family kept a watch throughout the vintage period (Jb. 27:18; Is. 1:8).

When the grapes had reached maturity they were gathered in baskets and taken to the wine-presses (Ho. 9:2), which were hewn out of the solid rock. The grapes were trodden out by helpers (Am. 9:13), who shouted and sang together (Is. 16:10; Je. 25:30). The fermenting wine was stored in strong new goatskin bags (Mt. 9:17) or in large pottery Containers. Tax-collectors claimed their share of the produce (cf. Is. 3:14), and accumulated debts were often discharged in terms of wine (2 Ch. 2:10). Exemption from military Service was grant-ed to men engaged in the vintage. No other plants were to be sown in a vineyard (Dt. 22:9), and the vines were allowed to lie fallow every 7th year (Ex. 23:11; Lv. 25:3). When the harvest had been gathered in, the poor were permitted to enter the vineyard to glean any remaining bunches (Lv. 19:10; Dt. 24:21). When a vineyard had become com-pletely unproductive it was abandoned (cf. Is. 16:8) and the dry vines used for fuel and making char-coal (Ezk. 15:4; Jn. 15:6).

Apart from their use in the form of wine, grapes constituted an important item in the diet of the Hebrews, supplying iron and other essential min-erals. A certain proportion of the harvest was pre-served in the form of raisin cakes. Raisins (Heb. simmüqim, ‘dried fruits’) have from earliest times been a staple food in biblical lands (cf. Nu. 6:3). The grapes were Iaid out, often on house-tops, to dry in the hot sun (Pliny, NH 16). A welcome food for the hungry, being full of energizing sugars (1 Sa. 30:12; 1 Ch. 12:40), raisins were an easily car-ried and acceptable gift (1 Sa. 25:18; 2 Sa. 16:1).

Used symbolically, the vine was the emblem of prosperity and peace among the ancient Hebrews. More particularly it symbolized the chosen people. They were the vine which God had taken out of Egypt (Ps. 80:8-14; Is. 5:1-5) and planted in a particularly choice land. They had been given all the attention necessary for the production of outstand-ing fruit, but instead yielded only wild grapes. For this they were to be abandoned to the depredations of their enemies.

No fewer than five parables of Jesus related to vines and their culture. These were the fig in the vineyard (Lk. 13:6-9); labourers in the vineyard (Mt. 20:1-16); new wine in old wineskins (Mt. 9:17); the two sons (Mt. 21:28-32); and the wicked husbandmen (Mt. 21:33-41; Mk. 12:1-11; Lk. 20:9-18). Particularly significant was Christ’s de-scription of himself as the true vine (Jn. 15:lff), with whom all true believers are in organic rela-tionship. At the Last Supper the fruit of the vine symbolized Christ’s atoning blood, becoming the sacramental wine of the Christian Communion Service, ln Christian art the fruitful vine has often symbolized the Union of Christ with his followers.

Bibliography. H. N. and A. L. Moldenke, Plants of the Bible, 1952, pp. 28ff., 239f; A. Goor and N. Nurock, Fruits of the Holy Land, 1968, pp. 18-45; D. Zohary and M. Hopf, Domestication of Plants in the Old World, 1988, pp. 136-142; F. N. Hepper, IEBP, pp. 96— 102.    r.k.h.

f.n.ii.

V1NEGAR (Heb. hömes, Gk. oxos). A sour liquid resulting from acetous fermentation in wine or other strong drink. The acid nature of vinegar is indicated in Pr. 10:26; 25:20, while a reference in Ps. 69:21 not merely attests to its nauseous flavour but implies that it was used in punishment.

The vinegar of Ru. 2:14 is typical of the fer-mented acid drinks enjoyed by labourers in wine-growing countries. The posca of the Romans was very similar in nature, and formed part of the sol-diers’ rations. It was this which was offered to the crucified Christ as refreshment (Mk. 15:36; Jn. 19:29-30), and was different from the myrrh-flavoured anodyne which he had refused earlier (Mt. 27:34; Mk. 15:23). Wine or vinegar was pro-hibited to Nazirites (Nu. 6:3), hence the gravity of the offence in Am. 2:12.    r.k.h.

VIRGIN. Heb. b'tülä comes from a root meaning ‘to separate’ and is the common word for a woman who has never had sexual intercourse (Gk. parthe-nos). Metaphorically it is used of nations and place-names, e.g. the virgin of Israel (Je. 18:13;

31:4, 21; Am. 5:2); the virgin daughter of Zion (1s. 37:22); Judah (La. 1:15); Sidon (Is. 23:12); Babylon (Is. 47:1); Egypt (Je. 46:11). 'almä derives from a root meaning ‘to be sexually mature’, and rel'ers to a woman of marriageable age who has not yet borne children, though she may be married. It occurs seven times and is translated ‘young woman’ (Gn. 24:43; Is. 7:14), ‘maiden’ (Ct. 1:3; 6:8; Pr. 30:19; Ps. 68:25) and ‘girl’ (Ex. 2:8). The Gk. equivalent is usually neanis, ‘a young woman’, but in Gn. 24:43 (of Rebekah) and in Is. 7:14parthenos is used. As a result, the Isaiah passage has been regarded since early Christian times as a prophecy of the * virgin birth of Christ (Mt. 1:23).

The primary meaning of Isaiah’s sign to Ahaz is probably that in less than 9 months (reading Rsvmg., ‘with child and shall bear’) the tide would turn in such a way that a child would be given the name of Immanuel, ‘God is with us’. The Mes-sianic interpretation is based on the coincidence of the name Immanuel, which expressed so well the early Christians’ belief in the deity of the Christ, and the lxx rendering ‘the virgin (he parthenos) shall be with child and shall bear a son’, which is a legitimate translation of the Heb. words but which imports into the sign to Ahaz the implication that the mother of Immanuel was a specific woman who was at the time of writing still a virgin (i.e. in at least 9 months’ time a son would be called Immanuel). The door is thus left open for Matthew and the early church to see a remarkable verbal correspondence with what happened at the birth of Jesus Christ. For a fuller study of this passage, and a different viewpoint, see * Immanuel.

Bibliography. R. E. Brown, The Birth of the Messiah, 1977; G. Delling, TDNT 5, pp. 826-837;

O. Becker, C. Brown, NIDNTT 3, pp. 1071-1073; H. A. Hoffher, TDOT 1, pp. 287-291. On the vari-ous explanations of Paul’s teaching on virgins in 1 Cor. 7:25-38, see L. Morris, 7 Corinthians2, TNTC, 1985; F. F. Bruce, 1 & 2 I Corinthians, NCB, 1971. (‘MaRRIAGE.)    J.B.Tr.

VIRGIN BIRTH. By ‘virgin birth’ Protestants generally mean ‘virginal conception’. Roman Catholicism and Orthodoxy believe also in a literal virgin birth, whereby the baby passed out of Mary’s body in such a way as to leave her virginity anatomically unimpaired (virginity in partu, ‘in giving birth’, as well as ante partum, ‘betöre . . .’). This belief is found first in writings of Syrian origin from the mid-2nd Century, such as the Pro-tevangelium of James. It quickly became a Standard part of the doctrine of Mary’s ‘perpetual virginity’, i.e. including also virginity post partum, ‘alter giving birth’ to Jesus (so that *‘the brethren of the Lord’ could not have been Mary’s children). The Reformers were virtually unanimous in holding to Mary’s perpetual virginity. This article will follow common practice in using ‘virgin birth’ to denote virginal conception.

The two accounts of the birth of Jesus in Matthew and Luke are clearly independent of one an-other, and both record that he was born through the direct action of the Holy Spirit, without a human father (Mt. 1:18-25; Lk. 1:34). So the only two gospels that record the circumstances of Jesus’ birth present him as born from a virgin - although greater stress falls on conception by the Spirit than on Mary’s virginity.

Yet the historicity of the virgin birth is doubted or denied by many scholars, who often regard the birth-narratives in Matthew and Luke not as his-torical record but as some form of imaginative lit-erature, expressing the significance of Jesus’ birth in symbolic, poetic, mythical or midrashic terms. The absence of explicit reference to the virgin birth elsewhere in the NT, especially Mark and Paul, is held to confirm that it was not part of the earliest traditions about Jesus.

However there may well be supporting evidence in the rest of the NT. Although a person may not say directly what he believes, he shows his belief by a turn of phrase. Thus Mark has no birth narrative, since he Starts where the preachers in Acts Start, namely, with the baptism by John. Yet in 6:3 he alone of the Synoptists quotes objectors as saying, ‘Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary?’ By contrast Mt. 13:55 has ‘the carpenter’s son’, and Lk. 4:22 ‘Joseph’s son’. Identifying a son by his mother was highly unusual, and perhaps dis-paraging, in a Jewish context.

John also begins Christ’s earthly ministry with the Baptist. Later he indicates that there were ru-mours about the illegitimacy of Jesus when in 8:41 the Jews declared, 'We (emphatic pronoun and emphatic position) were not born of fornication’. Less evidential, although accepted by some Christian writers from Tertullian onwards, is the reading in the Verona Latin Codex on Jn. 1:13, which has the singulär, ‘who was born not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, but of God’. (This reading is not attested in any Gk. ms.)

Paul, the companion of Luke, uses language that implies acceptance of the virgin birth. When he speaks of the coming, or birth, of Jesus Christ, he uses the general verb, ginomai, not gennao, which tends to associate the husband (e.g. Rom. 1:3; Phil. 2:7). This is particularly marked in Gal. 4:4, where ‘God sent forth his Son, coming (genomenon) from a woman’. By contrast, in 4:23 Ishmael ‘was born’, gegennetai (from gennao).

There is no evidence that a virgin birth was part of Jewish Messianic expectations. Is. 7:14 is not specific enough to have given rise to such a belief; its use by Matthew presupposes the prior existence of such a conviction about Jesus’ birth. Nor do pagan Stories of gods in human form impregnating women provide a credible source for the gospels’ account. Matthew and Luke do not present Mary as impregnated by the Holy Spirit - as though Jesus had a human mother and a divine father -but as conceiving miraculously without male Intervention at all.

Theologically it has been argued that the reason given for the title ‘the Son of God’ in Lk. 1:35 cannot be reconciled with the idea of the eternal Son of God of the epistles. This argument assumes that Mary and Joseph would have been given a full theological Statement. The two records give the contents of what they were told, namely, that Mary was to be the mother of the promised Messiah, the Son of God and ‘God with us’. The fact that Matthew and Luke do not here reflect later theology is a further argument for the authenticity of their records.

Theologically it is also commonly alleged that someone born of only one parent could not truly be said to share our real humanity. This objection misses the significance of a proper concentration on conception. From that point onwards, there are no grounds for seeing Jesus’ birth as other than wholly normal. (The objection also sounds increas-

vow

ingly weak in the light of modern medical tech-niques to facilitate child-bearing.)

A general prejudice against the miraculous in general and the incarnation in particular, often animates denial of the virgin birth. Yet it is won-derfully congruent with the much more fundamental truth of the incarnation itself. To hold to the latter as Christian faith has traditionally be-lieved in it, while rejecting the former, is rather like straining out a gnat while swallowing a camel. Al-though theologians have given different interpret-ations of Jesus’ birth from a virgin, it at least at-tests that the entry of God’s Son fully into human life was a gift of divine initiative, a new beginning independent of normal male action. The Start of the new creation is God’s fiat, grounded in his grace alone.

Bibliography. J. Orr, The Virgin Birth of Christ, 1907; J. G. Machen, The Virgin Birth of Christ, 1930; D. Edwards, The Virgin Birth in History and Faith, 1943; T. Boslooper, The Virgin Birth, 1962; R. E. Brown, The Birth of the Messiah, 1977; D. F. Wright (ed.), Chosen by God. Mary in Evangelical Perspective, 1989; B. Witherington III, in DJG 70-74 (with biblio.); T. F. Torrance, ‘The Doctrine of the Virgin Birth’, SBET 12, 1994, pp. 8-25.

D.F.W.

J.S.W.

VIRTUE. The Word used in the OT is Heb. hayil, ‘ability’, ‘efficiency’, often involving moral worth, as in Ru. 3:11; Pr. 12:4; 31:10 (’eset hayil, ‘a woman of worth’, ‘a virtuous woman’); cf. Pr. 31:29 (’äsä hayil, ‘to do worthily’).

In the NT av renders two words as ‘virtue’. 1. Gk. arete, meaning any excellence of a person or thing (1 Pet. 2:9, rsv ‘wonderful deeds’, av ‘praises’; 2 Pet. 1:3, 5). In Homer the word is used especially of manly qualities (cf. Phil. 4:8). In the lxx it is the equivalent of Heb. höd, ‘splendour’, ‘majesty’ (of God, Hab. 3:3), and t'hillä, ‘praise’ (Is. 42:12; 43:21, quoted in 1 Pet. 2:9). 2. dynamis, ‘power’, ‘influence’ Mk. 5:30; Lk. 6:19; 8:46), is used of the healing influence proceeding from our Lord. The word is commonly translated ‘power’ (e.g. 2 Cor. 12:9; Heb. 11:11).    d.o.s.

VISION. The border-line between vision and dream or trance is difficult, if not impossible, to determine. This is reflected in the biblical vocabu-lary of ‘vision’.

Heb. häzön comes from a root used to describe the beholding of a vision by the seer while in an ecstatic state (Is. 1:1; Ezk. 12:27); while the word mar’ä, from the ordinary root ‘to see’, means vision as a means of revelation (Nu. 12:6; 1 Sa. 3:15). The NT uses two words in this connection: horama (Acts 9:10, 12; 10:3, 17, 19) and optasia (Lk. 1:22; Acts 26:19; 2 Cor. 12:1). They signify ‘appearance’ or ‘vision’.

The emphasis here seems to be upon the ecstatic nature of the experience, and the revelatory char-acter of the knowledge, which came to the biblical prophets and seers. The experience points to a special awareness of God shared by saintly men (e.g. Je. 1:11; Dn. 2:19; Acts 9:10; 16:9), and to God’s readiness to reveal himself to men (Ps. 89:19; Acts 10:3).

The circumstances in which the revelatory vi-sions came to the seers of the Bible are varied.

They came in men’s waking hours (Dn. 10:7; Acts 9:7); by day (Acts 10:3) or by night (Gn. 46:2). But the visions had close connections with the dream-state (Nu. 12:6; Jb. 4:13).

In the OT the recipients of revelatory visions were the prophets,‘writing’ (Is. 1:1; Ob. l;Na. 1:1) and ‘non-writing’ (2 Sa. 7:17; 1 Ki. 22:17-19; 2 Ch. 9:29). But the outstanding examples were Ezekiel and Daniel.

In the NT Luke manifests the greatest interest in visions. He reports, e.g., the visions of Zechariah (Lk. 1:22), Ananias (Acts 9:10), Cornelius (10:3), Peter (10:1 OfT.) and Paul (18:9); although Paul treated visions with much reserve (2 Cor. 12:1 ff.). The supreme set of visions in the NT is that in the book of the * Revelation.

Biblical visions concerned both immediate situ-ations (Gn. 15:1 f.; Acts 12:7) and the ‘far-off divine event’ of the kingdom of God, as the writ-ings of Isaiah, Daniel and John testify. In this connection the passages in 1 Sa. 3:1; Pr. 29:18 are especially relevant.

Bibliography. J. M. Lower, ZPEB. 5, p. 889; R. Schnackenburg, EBT, 3, pp. 947-952; K. Dahn, NJDNTT 3, pp. 511-518; D. E. Aune, ISBE 4, pp. 993-994.    j.g.s.s.t.

VOW. The idea of ‘vow’ in Semitic thought may well have been derived from the name of a deity. If so, it illustrates the fact that in biblical usage a vow is always used with reference to God and offers a new interpretation for such passages as Je. 32:35: they must then be construed as the sacrificing of children, not ‘to Molech’ (mölek), but ‘as a tttölek’, i.e. a votive or ‘vowed’ offering. On Jdg. 11:30f., see •Jephthah. A vow may be either to perform (Gn. 28:20ff.) or abstain from (Ps. 132:2ff.) an act in return for God’s favour (Nu. 21:1-3) or as an ex-pression of zeal or devotion towards God (Ps. 22:25). It is no sin to vow or not to vow, but, if made—presumably uttered (Dt. 23:23)—a vow is as sacredly binding as an *oath (Dt. 23:21-23). Therefore, a vow should not be made hastily (Pr. 20:25); for the person vowing, e.g. to offer a sacri-fice, then enters into ‘the sphere of the offering’ and is released only when the sacrifice is made (Pedersen). To have this fulfilment is the state of the happy man (Jb. 22:27), and the character of Israel’s future blessedness (Na. 1:15). On the other hand, to substitute a blemished animal for the one vowed reveals a sin and brings God’s curse (Mal. 1:14).

What is already the Lord’s (e.g. firstlings, tithes (Lv. 27:26)), or an abomination to the Lord (Dt. 23:18), cannot be vowed or consecrated; but since a first-born child might be redeemed (Lv. 27; Nu. 3:44ff), it is proper for Hannah to give Samuel to the Lord as a *Nazirite (1 Sa. 1:11). A vow has no virtue in itself (Ps. 51:16ff.), and may be only the pious pretence of a treacherous (2 Sa. 15:7ff.) or immoral (Pr. 7:14) person. Thus, in the NT the religionist’s vow of Corban is con-demned by Christ (Mk. 7:11). Paul’s (probably not Aquila’s) vow (euch?) no doubt was a tem-porary Nazirite vow—a sincere and proper expression of the ancient Hebrew faith (Acts 18:18, cf. 21:23).

Bibliography. A. R. Johnson, Sacral Kingship in Andern Israel, 1955, p. 40 n.; J. Pedersen, Israel, Its Life and Cullure, 4, 1959, pp. 265f., 324-330; R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel, 1961, pp. 465ff. e.e.e.
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 Son of *Amaziah who was made tenth king of Judah by the people upon the assassination of

2

UZZIAH (Heb. ’uzziyyä, ‘uzziyähü, ‘Yahweh is my strength’. An alternative form is Azariah, ‘“zaryä, ‘"zaryähü, ‘Yahweh has helped’, the difference in spelling is one letter in Heb. The two words, ‘strength’ and ‘help’, became almost synonymous, and they were apparently interchangeable.

w

WAFER. Heb. räqiq, ‘thin cake’, refers to home-tnade *bread, named from its thinness (Ex. 29:2; Nu. 6:15, etc, cf. Arab. warak, ‘foliage’, ‘paper’). Heb. sappthil, ‘a cake’, appears once only (Ex. 16:31).    j.d.d.

grace of a beneficent God who delights to give his people all things richly to enjoy. The knowledge of these gratuitous rewards is given to us in order to strengthen our perseverancc in the way of righteousness.    D.B.K.

WAGES. Basically the payment made for Services rendered. The frequency of the term in the Bible is somewhat obscured in that the Heb. and Gk. terms are sometimes translated ‘reward’ or ‘hire’.

In OT society the hired labourer was not common. The family worked the farm. The family group included slaves and relatives whose wages would be in kind, e.g. those of Jacob as he worked for Laban. But a Levite received money as well as his keep for his Service as family priest (Jdg. 17:10). And when Saul consulted Samuel, the seer, he first planned to pay the fee in kind, but finally resolved on a monetary fee (1 Sa. 9:7-8).

In primitive communities the employer had great power in fixing wages, and Jacob could com-plain that Laban had changed his wages ten times (Gn. 31:41). But the OT legislated to protect the wage-earner. Unscrupulous employers must not take advantage of his economic weakness. He must be given a fair wage, and paid promptly each day (Dt. 24:14-15).

Men working for wages meet us in the NT, both in actuality (Mk. 1:20) and in parable (Mt. 20:1-2; Lk. 15:17, 19; Jn. 10:13, etc.). The principle is laid down in the maxim, ‘the worker earns his pay’ (Lk. 10:7, neb). Paul makes use of this to lay bare the essential truth at the heart of the gospel. ‘To one who works,’ he says, ‘his wages (Gk. misthos) are not reckoned as a gift but as his due’ (Rom. 4:4). Then he goes on to point out that men are saved, not by working for a heavenly wage but by trusting ‘him whojustifies the ungodly’ (Rom. 4:5). By con-trast the lost receive an exact if grim wage, for ‘the wages of sin is death’ (Rom. 6:23; cf. 2 Pet. 2:13, 15).

There is a sense in which the preachers of the gospel receive wages from those to whom they preach (misthos is used in this connection in Lk. 10:7; 2 Cor. 11:8; 1 Tim. 5:18). Our Lord himself enjoined the principle that ‘those who proclaim the gospel should get their living by the gospel’ (1 Cor. 9:14; cf. D. L. Dungan, The Sayings of Jesus in the Churchesof Paul, 1971, pp. 3-80). This must not be misinterpreted, however, for in both OT and NT those who teach for the sake of money are casti-gated (Mi. 3:11; Tit. 1:7; 1 Pet. 5:2).

There are many passages which speak of God as giving wages or reward for righteousness (e.g. Lk. 6:23, 35; 1 Cor. 3:14; 2 Jn. 8). The metaphor is striking, but Scripture makes it clear that we are not to think of any rewards that God may give as merited in any strict sense. They are the acts of

WALK. Of the very many occasions when this verb is used in Scripture, the vast majority have the strictly literal sense of moving along or making one’s way. It was the normal activity of men, but where the ability to walk had been lost it was cap-able of being restored by Christ. This outward healing corresponded to an inward renewal which Jesus claimed to be able to effect (Mk. 2:9). Jesus is further represented in the Gospels as walking and enabling others to walk under conditions not nor-mally given to men (Mk. 6:48). Here again, as Mat-thew’s Gospel makes clear, the physical act has a spiritual significance (Mt. 14:31). Walking can be understood as representative of the whole ränge of human activity to which an impotent man is restored (Acts 3:6).

The term is used in an anthropomorphic sense of God who walks in the garden in the cool of the evening (Gn. 3:8), and metaphorically it is applied to the heart (Jb. 31:7), to the moon (Jb. 31:26), to the tongue of the wicked (Ps. 73:9) and to the pestilence (Ps. 91:6). More frequently it Stands for the whole manner of a man’s life and conduct, and to the atti-tude which God takes up towards him, so that God can say: Tf you ... walk contrary to me, then I also will walk contrary to you’ (Lv. 26:23-24).

On occasion the term can be used in a more limited sense, referring to specific laws and obser-vances enjoined upon men (Acts 21:21; cf Heb. h“läkä, ‘rule’, lit. ‘walk’), while in John’s Gospel it sometimes assumes the connotation of unwearied activity (Jn. 11:9), and sometimes of public ap-pearance (Jn. 7:1). Metaphorically it denotes a studied observance of the new rule of life, and it is this sense which dominates the usage of all the forms in the Epistles, where there is a frequent con-trasting of the walk which was characteristic of believers in their unregenerate days, and that to which they are called through faith in Christ. Bap-tism is to mark decisively the dividing-point be-tween these two (Rom. 6:4), which is as clear as the distinction between the life of Christ before and after his resurrection. This renewal of life can equally well be expressed as walking in the spirit in contrast to walking according to the flesh. The word stoicheö, which appears once in Acts and four times in the Pauline Epistles, is used of the setting of plants in rows, and of soldiers walking in file, but the choice of verb appears to have no special significance.

Bibliography. G. Ebel, NIDNTT 3, pp. 933-947.    f.s.f.

WALLS. To build his earliest houses, man used any available stone or lumps of unbaked mud, roughly shaped, e.g. Jarmo in E Iraq (Antiquity 24, 1950, pp. 185-195), Jericho (PEQ 88, 1956, plates X-XI). In Palestine stone foundations were often sur-motmted by brick walls. The enortnous city walls of the mid-2nd millennium bc consisted of a strong stone footing to contain a sloping rampart which was smoothed over with plaster, with thick brick walls, sometimes containing chambers inside them, rising above (for those at Jericho, see AN EP, no. 715; PEQ 84, 1952, plate XVI. 1; see also P. J. Parr, ZDPV 84, 1968, pp. 18-45).

Wooden baulks were frequently incorporated into brickwork; in Egypt at least, this served to prevent warping as the mud-brick structure dried out, and to bind the whole (Petrie, Egyptian Archi-tecture, p. 9). In Asia Minor, the Aegean and N Syria such beams were commonly inserted on stone foundations under or in mud-brick or stone walls (R. Naumann, Architektur Kleinasiens, 1955, pp. 83-86, 88-104, and figs. 63-66, 72-89)—so in houses of 14th—13th centuries bc at Canaanite Ugarit (Schaeffer, Ugaritica, 1, 1939, plate 19, with pp. 92-96 and fig. 90). This widespread and vener-able use of brick upon wood over stone is appar-ently referred to in 1 KL 6:36; 7:12, as used by Solomon in buildings at Jerusalem. This technique was actually found at the Israelite Megiddo of Solomon or Ahab’s day (Guy, New Light front Armageddon, Oriental Institute Communication No. 9, 1931, pp. 34-35; cf. building illustrated in Heaton, Everyday Life in Old Testament Times, 1956, fig. 106 opposite p. 207. See also H. C. Thomson, PEQ 92, 1960, pp. 57-63).

(*Arts and Crafts; ‘Brick; *Fortification and Siegecraft; * House.)    a.r.m.

K.A.K

WAR. Heb. milhämä, 313 times in the OT from läham, ‘to fight’; cf. Arab. lahama, ‘fit close to-gether’, denoting the army in battle array (BDB). NT Gk. polemos, used 18 times.

I. Strategie importance of Palestine

The position of Palestine in relation to Mesopo-tamia and Egypt was truly axial. And the exist-ence of the great Arabian desert between these two ancient centres of civilization further ensured that contact was almost always via Palestine. This contact was frequently of an inimical sort, so that Palestine could not avoid being the theatre of war—and a prize of war—for considerable periods during the last two millennia bc. Added to this was the fact that the people of Israel secured a kingdom for themselves only by embarking on a war of conquest and that, once established, they had to engage in defensive wars to fend off the Philistines who were challenging their claim to the titie-deeds of Canaan. Neither were David’s territorial gains made without mili-tary engagements beyond the borders of Israel. The imperial era was short-lived, however, and the divided kingdoms of Israel and Judah are soon to be seen defending themselves against their immediate neighbours, and finally against the unrelenting might of Assyria and Babylonia. It is no wonder, then, that war so stalks the pages of the OT.

II.    War and religion

In the Near East generally war was a sacred under-taking in which the honour of the national god was very much at stäke. The OT writers’ concep-tion of Israel’s wars bears a superficial resem-blance to this. The difference was that the God of Israel was transcendent and did not rise and fall with the fortunes of his people. For all that, he is ‘the God of the armies of Israel’ (1 Sa. 17:45) and far more involved in the struggles of his people than Marduk or Asshur were ever thought to be (cf. 2 Ch. 20:22). God himself is described as a ‘man of war’ (Ex. 15:3; Is. 42:13) and one of his titles is ‘Lord of hosts’. This latter may refer to heavenly hosts (1 Ki. 22:19) or to Israelite armies (1 Sa. 17:45). It was God who led the armies of Israel into battle (Jdg. 4:14) so that the earliest ac-count of Israelite triumphs was called ‘the Book of the ‘Wars of the Lord’ (Nu. 21:14). Indeed, at every stage in preparations for battle Israel’s de-pendence upon God was acknowledged. First, en-quiry was made as to whether this was the propi-tious moment for attack (2 Sa. 5:23-24); then sac-rifice had to be offered. So vital did the latter pre-liminary seem that Saul in desperation arrogated priestly privilege to himself, lest battle be joined before the favour of the Lord had been sought (1 Sa. 13:8-12).

The battle cry had a religious significance (Jdg. 7:18, 20) and, further, acclaimed the presence of God as symbolized in the *ark of the covenant (1 Sa. 4:5-6; cf. the manner in which the arrival of the ark in Jerusalem was greeted, 2 Sa. 6:15). Because of the divine presence the Israelites could join battle in confidence of victory (Jdg. 3:28; 1 Ch. 5:22), even if the forces of nature had to be invoked to secure the victory (Jos. 10:11-14).

After battle it often happened that the Israelites observed a *‘ban’ (herem), which meant that a whole city or country, people and possessions, would be set apart for God. No Israelite was per-mitted to appropriate for personal needs anything or anyone belonging to a place which had been put under a ban; failure in this matter met with the direst consequences (Jos. 7; 1 Sa. 15). Sometimes the ban might not be so comprehensive as in the case of Jericho (Jos. 6:18-24), but always the right of God to the fruit of victory was being asserted. The ban was God’s way of dealing with ‘the ini-quity of the Amorites’ (Gn. 15:16) and is central to the OT concept of ‘the holy war’. Moreover, if pagan tendencies were discovered among the Israelites themselves, the offending community was likewise to be put under a ban (Dt. 13:12-18). And if the whole nation incurred God’s displeasure, as they often did, then the agents of retribution could be the very pagans whom God had previously re-pudiated (Is. 10:5—6; Hab. 1:5-11). The ultimate is reached at the end of the monarchical period, when God announces his intention of himself fighting against Judah and on the side of the Baby-lonians (Je. 21:5-7). For a considerable time, however, the prophetic community had enjoyed the as-surance of a better hope—nothing less than the eradication of war from the earth and the inaugur-ation of a new era of peace by a Davidic ‘Prince of Peace’ (Is. 9:6; cf. Is. 2:4; Mi. 4:3).

III.    Method of warfare

In the days before Israel had a Standing army the national militia was summoned for action by means of the trumpet (Jdg. 3:27) or by messenger (1 Sa. ll:7).When on the offensive the Israelites set much störe by military intelligence (Jos. 2; 2 Ki. 6:8-12); since there was no such thing as a declar-ation of war, the advantage for the assailant was all the greater. Usually expeditions were undertaken in spring when the roads were suitable (2 Sa. 11:1). Tactics naturally depended on the terrain and on the numbers involved, but in general the Israelite Commanders were able, in defensive engagements at least, to exploit their superior knowledge of local geography. When it was a case of a head-on confrontation, as between Josiah and Pharaoh Neco at Megiddo, the Israelites do not seem to have fared so well. As well as the trumpet, signal-ling could be done by means of fires—to which practice one of the *Lachish ostraca bears testi-mony. The conventional methods of warfare are all represented in the OT; foray (I Sa. 14), siege (1 Ki. 20:1) and ambush (Jos. 8) figure alongside the set piece. (*Armour; ’Army.)

IV. War in the New Testament

Extending Christ’s kingdom by military means is clearly not part of the ideal of the NT. ‘My kingship is not of this world; if my kingship were of this world, my servants would fight’ (Jn. 18:36) was the principie enunciated by our Lord when he stood before Pilate. And his words to Peter as re-corded in Mt. 26:52 cast a certain shadow on the use of force whatever the circumstances may be. But the Christian is a Citizen of two worlds and has duties to both; tension between the confiicting de-mands is inevitable, especially since the secular powers have been ordained by God and do not ‘bear the sword in vain’ (Rom. 13:4). Paul availed himself not only of Roman citizenship but also of the protection of Roman troops, as when his life was threatened in Jerusalem (Acts 21). Piety was not regarded as incompatible with the pursuit of a military career, moreover, and those soldiers who inquired of John the Baptist as to their higher duty were not encouraged to desert (see Acts 10:1-2; Lk. 3:14). We are to assume, on the other hand, that the cause which bound together Matthew the tax collector and Simon the Zealot in the original Twelve required both to abandon their erstwhile occupations. In the early church a military career for the Christian was generally frowned upon; Ter-tullian is representative in his view that the two callings were incompatible, though he made allow-ances for those already committed to military Service before conversion.

The Christian’s warfare is pre-eminently a spiritual warfare and he has been equipped with all the armour necessary if he is to obtain victory (Eph. 6:10-20). It follows that he should be under military discipline, and to this end the NT abounds in injunctions couched in military terms (cf. 1 Tim. 1:18; 1 Pet. 5:9) and in military metaphors generally (cf. 2 Tim. 2:3-4; 1 Pet. 2:11). The critical battle was won at Calvary (Col. 2:15) so that the emphasis in a passage like Eph. 6:10-20 is not so much on the gaining of new ground, but on the holding of what has already been won. Victory ul-timate and complete will come when Christ is re-vealed from heaven at the end of the age (2 Thes. 1:7-10). The final clash between Christ and the minions of darkness is depicted in chs. 16, 19 and 20 of Revelation. A decisive battle is fought at a place called ‘Armageddon (or Har-Magedon) ac-cording to Rev. 16:16. The most likely explanation of the name is that which links it with the hili (Heb. har) of Megiddo(n). Megiddo was the scene of many great battles in history (cf 2 Ch. 35:22) and its appearance in an apocalyptic context is most fitting. For the enemies of Christ this encounter will mean destruction (Rev. 19:17-21). But thus will Ps. 110 and a host of OT passages find their fulfilment as the era of Messianic rule begins. The harbingers of that blessed age will indeed be ‘wars and rumours of wars’ (Mt. 24:6), but when Messiah reigns ‘of the increase of his government and of peace there will be no end’ (Is. 9:7).

V. The Qumran War Scroll

Among the first *Dead Sea Scrolls to be dis-covered was one which has become known as ‘The War of the Sons of Light against the Sons of Darkness’. It is undoubtedly a product of the Community which was once installed at Qumran and it issues directions to the community in antici-pation of a protracted war between the forces of good—represented by the sectaries—and the forces of evil. The war will be fought in accordance with all the laws of warfare which Moses laid down, and although victory is predetermined by God there will be serious setbacks. Prominent among the ‘sons of darkness’ are the ‘Kittim’, and these are almost certainly to be identified as the Romans. It would seem that this scroll was one of the more exotic products of the age of Rom. dom-ination of Palestine, an age when apocalyptic was at a premium and Messianic expectation at fever pitch.

Bibliography. G. von Rad, Der heilige Krieg im alten Israel, 1951; Y. Yadin, The Scroll of the War of the Sons of Light against the Sons of Darkness, 1962; idem, The Art of Warfare in Biblical Lands, 1963; R. de Vaux, Ancient IsraelJ, 1965, pp. 247-267; C. Brown, J. Watts, ‘War’, NIDNTT 3, pp. 958-967; M. Langley, ‘Jesus and Revolution’, NIDNTT 3, pp. 967-981    r.p.g.

WARS OF THE LORD, BOOK OF THE. A

document mentioned and quoted in Nu. 21:14f. The quotation ends with the word ‘Moab’ (v. 15), but possibly fragments of poetry in vv. 17-18 and

27-30 come front the same source. The work was evidently a collection of populär songs com-memorating the early battles of the Israelites. The name indicates that the Israelites viewed Yahweh virtually as their commander-in-chief, and credited him with their victories. Another similar work was probably the Book of Jashar of 2 Sa. 1:18; it is evident that this document was compiled after the time of David, and probably the Book of the Wars of the Lord appeared at the same period. A few scholars, following the lxx, would emend the text of Nu. 21:14 to excise the reference to any such document.    d.f.p.

WASHBASIN (Heb. sir rahas). Probably a wide, shallow bowl in which the feet were washed. The word is applied in triumphant scorn to Moab’s in-feriority (Pss. 60:8;    108:9; av ‘washpot’).

ARM.

WATCH. 1. The ‘guard’ (rsv) of soldiers (Gk. koustödia) mentioned in Mt. 27:65 as being de-puted to watch over our Lord’s tomb.

2. A measure of time into which the 12 hours of the night were divided. In Israelite times the div-ision was threefold (Jdg. 7:19). In NT times the Rom. division into four watches seems to have been used (cf. Mk. 6:48).

Bibliography. H.-G. Schütz, C. Brown, in NIDNTT2, pp. 132-137.    j.d.d.

WATCHMAN, WATCH-TOWERS. Watchman is in Heb. söpeh and sömer, in Gk. phylax and lerön, watch-tower is in Heb. mispä, migdäl and bahan. Watch-towers were used for two different purposes in biblical times: (1) Towers were built from the earliest times (cf Gn. 35:21) in the pastures to pro-tect cattle and sheep against wild animals and thieves (cf. 2 Ch. 26:10; Mi. 4:8). It is possible that towers were erected in vineyards and cornfields for protection against thieves (cf. Is. 27:3). (2) Towers of a more complex structure were built in the de-fence works of larger cities. The oldest Israelite tower of this kind as yet known was excavated by W. F. Albright at Teil el-Ful, the citadel of Saul. It is a Corner tower which forms part of a casemate wall.

Important is the discovery by Albright at Teil beit Mirsim in S Palestine of a gate tower with a rectangular court. This court gives access to six paved rooms probably for guests (*Archi-tecture). Excavations at Teil en-Nasbeh show that towers were constructed in the city’s defence wall at distances of about 30 m apart and extending about 2 m to the outside. Square towers were built in early Israelite times, but later round ones were favoured. Herod erected in ‘Jerusalem three massive towers, called Hippicus, Phasael and Mari-amne. The ground structure of the so-called ‘tower of David’ is possibly that of Phasael (8 m x 40 m). The migdäl and millö' (Jdg. 9:6, 20; 2 Sa. 5:9; I Ki. 9:15) were citadels or a kind of acropolis in a walled city. This citadel was used as a final place of refuge after the city was conquered. A good ex-ample of a migdäl was excavated at Beth-shean (cf. C. Watzinger, Denkmäler, 2, 1935, plates 19-21).

In the watch-towers were watchmen on the alert for hostile action against the city. They were also there to give word to the king of any person ap-proaching the city wall (e.g. 2 Sa. 18:24—27; 2 Ki. 9:17-20). In time of hostility the dangers of the night were especially feared and the watchmen eagerly looked forward to the break of day (Is. 21:11).    (* Fortification and Siegecraft.)

F.C.F.

WATER (Heb. mayim, Gk. hydör). In a part of the world where water is in short supply, it naturally features significantly in the lives of the people of the Bible. Nothing is more serious to them than absence of water (1 Ki. 17:1 ff.; Je. 14:3; Joel 1:20; Hg. 1:11), and conversely rainfall is a sign of God’s favour and goodness. An equally serious menace to life is water that has been polluted or rendered undrinkable. This was one of the plagues of Egypt (Ex. 7:17fT.). The Israelites found the water at Marah bitter (Ex. 15:23), and the well at Jericho was unpleasant in Elisha’s day (2 Ki. 2:19-22).

It was common practice in time of warfare for an invading army to cut off the water-supply of beleaguered cities, as did Jehoshaphat with the wells of Moab (2 Ki. 3:19, 25), and Holofernes at

Bethulia (Judith 7:7ff.). Hezekiah averted this danger by the construction of the tunnel which exists to this day in Jerusalem, running from the Virgin’s fountain (Gihon), outside the city walls of his day, to the Pool of ’Siloam (2 Ch. 32:30). Under conditions when water had to be rationed (La. 5:4; Ezk. 4:11, 16), the phrase ‘water of afflic-tion’ could fittingly be used (Is. 30:20), but the con-text usually suggests punishment (1 Ki. 22:27; 2 Ch. 18:26).

Frequently water is symbolical of God’s blessing and of spiritual refreshment, as in Ps. 23:2; Is. 32:2;
[image: ]
The ’pool of Siloam' and the mouth of Hezekiah''s tunnel.
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Cross-seclion of the water-syslem of ancient Jerusalem. including Hezekiah's tunnel.



35:6-7; 41:18, etc., and the longing for it indicates spiritual need (Pss. 42:1; 63:1; Am. 8:11). In Ezek-iel’s vision of God’s house (47:1-11) the waters that poured out from under the threshold repre-sented the unrestricted flow of Yahweh’s blessings upon his people (cf. Zc. 14:8). Jeremiah describes Yahweh as ‘the fountain of living waters’ (2:13; 17:13), a phrase that is echoed in Jn. 7:38 of the Holy Spirit. In the NT water is connected with eternal life as the supreme blessing that God gives (Jn. 4:14; Rev. 7:17; 21:6; 22:1, 17), but in Eph. 5:26; Heb. 10:22, the predominant idea is that of baptismal cleansing for forgiveness of sins.

The idea of cleansing comes next to that of refreshment. In the ceremonial System washing was a prominent feature. Priests were washed at their consecration (Ex. 29:4); Levites too were sprinkled with water (Nu. 8:7). Special ablutions were de-manded of the chief priest on the Day of Atone-ment (Lv. 16:4, 24, 26), of the priest in the ‘water of Separation’ ritual (Nu. 19:1-10), and of all men for the removal of ceremonial defilement (Lv. 11:40; 15:5fr.; 17:15; 22:6; Dt. 23:11). The laver before the * tabernacle was a constant reminder of the need for cleansing in the approach to God (Ex. 30:18-21). A developed form of this ritual ablution was practised by the Qumran sect and by a variety of Jewish baptist sects which flourished before and after the turn of the Christian era. These provide the background to John’s baptism of repentance and to the Christian * baptism of cleansing, initi-ation and incorporation into Christ.

A third aspect is that of danger and death. The story of the Flood, the drowning of the Egyptians in the Red Sea, and the general fear of the sea and deep waters expressed by the psalmist (18:16; 32:6;

46:3; 69:lff., etc.) indicate that water could in Yahweh’s hands be an instrument of judgment, al-though at the same time there was the thought of salvation through danger for the faithful people of God (cf. Is. 43:2; 59:19). It is hard to say to what extent these ideas were moulded by the Canaanite myths of the contest of Baal with the tyrannical waters of the sea, recounted in the Ras Shamra texts. Scandinavian scholars and Hooke’s ‘Myth and Ritual’ school saw in these OT references, es-pecially in the Psalms, a clue to the existence in Israel of an annual kingly festival at which the vic-tory of Yahweh, personified by the king, was re-enacted. That Heb. thought and poetry echoed the language of Near Eastern mythology is clear (cf. the references to Rahab, Leviathan, the dragon, etc.), but to hold that the Canaanite rituals them-selves or the doctrinal beliefs underlying them were taken over by the religion of Israel goes beyond the evidence. See A. R. Johnson, ‘The Psalms’, OTMS, 1951.

Bibliography. J. Bonnin, L’Eau dans l'Antiq-uite, 1984; W. H. Propp, Water in the Wilderness, 1987. O. Bocher, R. K. Harrison, in NIDNTT 3, pp. 982-993.    J.B.Tr.

WAY. 1. OT usage. Apart from the obvious literal uses, there are a number of closely linked meta-phorical ones. They derive from the fact that one on a public path becomes known and his goal and purposes are revealed by the road he takes. Most important is the sense of God’s purposes and will,

e.g. Ex. 33:13; Jb. 21:14, 31; Ps. 67:2; Pr. 8:22; Ezk. 18:25. There follows the idea of God’s command-ments, cf. especially Ps. 119. ‘Way’ is used generally of man’s conduct, good or bad, and even of that of animals, e.g. Ps. 1:1, 6; Pr. 30:19-20. These usages are common in the Qumran literature.

2. NT usage. There are two developments of OT usage that call for comment. In Mt. 7:13-14 (cf. Lk. 13:24) we have the two ways in which man can walk contrasted. The earliest evidence for this thought is found at Qumran (1QS 3. 13-4. 26); it is common in rabbinic literature and was developed in the Didache, the Epistle of Barnabas and later patristic writings. From Acts 9:2; 19:9, 23; 22:4; 24:14, 22 we learn that ‘the Way’ was the oldest designation of the Christian church for itself. This is partly an extension of a use already found in the OT; cf. Is. 40:3 with 40:10-11, where God’s people are seen being led along God’s way. It can also be explained from Mt. 7:14 as the Way to Salvation. Probably Jn. 14:6 was most influential of all, for here Christ Claims to be the summing up of all ‘the Way’ means in relationship to God.

Bibuography. E. Repo, Der 'Weg' als Selbstbezeichnung des Urchristentums, 1964; G. Ebel, NIDNTT3, pp. 933-947.    h.l.e.

WAYMARK. A conspicuous mark, monument or sign, usually made of a heap of stones, to mark a track (Je. 31:21, plural; av ‘high heaps’). The mean-ing is clear from the context and parallelism: Heb. siyyün, cf. Arab. suwwah, ‘guide-stone’; Syr. swäyä, ‘stone-heap’. The same Heb. word is used of a monument or pile of stones used to mark the burial-place of the dead (Ezk. 39:15, ‘sign’; 2 Ki. 23:17, av ‘title’). The Standing stone over Rachel’s grave may have been such a marker (Gn. 35:20; *PlLLAR).    D.J.W.

WEALTH. The view of the OT and of the NT is that wealth is a blessing from God. Abraham is a typical example of a wealthy God-fearing man (Gn. 13:2). The psalmists celebrate material bless-ings. The godly man flourishes ‘like a tree planted by streams of water’ (Ps. 1:3). ‘Wealth and riches’ are in the house of the man that ‘fears the Lord’ (Ps. 112:1, 3). God is beneficent, and material wealth is a consequence of his bounty: ‘God . . . richly furnishes us with everything to enjoy’ (1 Tim. 6:17).

The possession of wealth, however, brings with it the duty of generous liberality towards those in need (1 Tim. 6:18; 2 Cor. 8 and 9). (*Alms.) Such is Christ’s own example, ‘Though he was rieh, yet for your sake he became poor, so that by his poverty you might become rieh’ (2 Cor. 8:9). Faithfulness in the use of riches brings spiritual reward (Lk. 16:11); for true wealth and true riches are the spiritual blessings which God gives, rather than his material blessings (Lk. 12:33; 16:11).

The Bible recognizes that the possession of material wealth brings with it great dangers. For example, there is the danger of failing to acknowledge that God is the source of the blessing (Dt. 8:17-18; Ho. 2:8). There is the related danger of trusting in riches (Ps. 52:7). This danger of trusting in riches is so great that our Lord said that it was extremely difficult for a rieh man to enter the kingdom of heaven, explaining the hard saying by the paraphrase ‘those who have riches’. The disciples rightly concluded that all men have this besetting sin; to which our Lord replied that God alone can change the heart (Mk. 10:23, 27). Another spiritual danger associated with riches is materialism, that is, making riches the centre of one’s interest. This was the case of the wealthy farmer in Lk. 12:21, who was not rieh towards God; and of the church of Laodicea (Rev. 3:17). This temptation that wealth brings is described in the parable of the sower (Mt. 13:22), where the deceitfulness of riches chokes the word, so that it becomes unfruitful in the life. (* Mammon.)

Covetousness, or the desire to be rieh, is an evil against which the Scriptures frequently warn. The love of money is described as the root of all kinds of evil (1 Tim. 6:9-10). Consequently a spirit of contentment with such things as God has given is a virtue inculcated in both Testaments (Ps. 62:10; 1 Tim. 6:8; Heb. 13:5).

Because of the dangers of riches into which the possessor so frequently falls, rieh men are, as a dass, denounced in several passages of the Scriptures, e.g. Lk. 6:24f. and Jas. 5. Blessings are, however, pronounced on the poor (Lk. 6:20ff.); for poverty should quicken faith in God, which riches so frequently in practice deadens.

Bibuography. D. B. Knox, Not by Bread Alone, 1990.    D.B.K.

WEIGHTS AND MEASURES.

I. IN THE OLD TESTAMENT

Metrology, an exact Science, requires legal sanction to enforce the authority granted to any particular System. In the ancient Near East Standards varied between districts and cities, and there is no evidence that Israel had or used an integrated System. David (2 Sa. 14:26) and Ezekiel (45:10) pronounced certain basic Standards of weight and measurements. Rabbinic tradition that Standard measures were deposited in the Temple is unveri-fied (cf. 1 Ch. 23:29). The law, however, prescribed that the Hebrew keep a just weight, measure and balance (Lv. 19:35-36; Ezk. 45:10). The prophets spoke against those merchants who, by increasing or decreasing their weights (Dt. 25:13), or using deceitful weights (Mi. 6:11) or false balances (Pr. 11:1; 20:23), defrauded their fellows. Since ancient balances had a margin of error of up to 6% (PEQ 74, 1942, p. 86), and few Heb. weights yet found of the same inscribed denomination have proved to be of exactly identical weight, the importance of this exhortation can be seen. These, and other variants, mean that ancient weights and measures can be given only their approximate equivalent in modern terms.

I. Weights

Ancient weights were stones (Heb. 'eben) carved in shapes, usually with a flat base, which made them easy to handle or recognize (e.g. turtles, ducks, lions). They were often inscribed with their weight and the Standard followed. Weights were carried in a pouch or wallet (Dt. 25:13; Mi. 6:11; Pr. 16:11) in order that the purchaser could check with the ‘weights current among the merchants’ at a given place (Gn. 23:16).

a. Talent (Heb. kikkär, ‘a round’; Akkad. biltu, ‘a bürden’; Gk. talanton, ‘a weight’). This was the largest unit, probably named after the character-istic shape in which large metal lumps were mould-ed, as in the lead cover of the ephah (Zc. 5:7). It was used to weigh gold (2 Sa. 12:30, etc), silver (1 Ki. 20:39), iron (1 Ch. 29:7) and bronze (Ex.


	
OLD TESTAMENT MEASURES


	
Length
	

	
Metrie*


	
1 finger
	

	
1.85 cm


	
4 fingers =
	
1 palm
	
7.40 cm


	
3 palms
	
1 span
	
22.25 cm


	
2 spans

(1 royal cubit (Ezk.))
	
1 cubit
	
44.5 cm 51.81 cm


	
6 cubits

(1 reed (Ezk.))
	
1 reed
	
2.67 m 3.10m


	
Capacity - dry and liquid
	
Metrie*


	
1 logt
	

	
0.3 litres


	
4 logs =
	
1 cab 1 omer (iiiärön)
	
1.2 litres 2.4 litres


	
2* cabs =
	
1 hint
	
3.6 litres


	
2 hins =
	
1 seah
	
7.3 litres


	
3 seahs =
	
1 ephah (bath)t
	
22 litres


	
öephahs
	
1 half-homer (letek)
	
110 litres


	
2 half-homers
	
1 homer (kortt)
	
220 litres


	
t liquid measure only tt dry and liquid measure
	



	
Weights
	

	
Metrie’


	
1 gerah
	

	
0.5 gm


	
10gerahs =
	
1 beka
	
5.0 gm


	
1.33bekas
	
1 pim
	
7.0 gm


	
1 5 pims
	
1 shekel
	
10 gm


	
50 shekels
	
1 mma
	
500 gm


	
60 mmas
	
1 talent
	
30 kg


	
'Metrie equivalent approx. only
	



	
Two examples of measurements in Proportion:
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1 finger


	

	

	
1 palm
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1 span j


	

	

	
1 cubit
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NEW TESTAMENT MEASURES



	
Length
	

	
Metrie*


	
1 cubit
	

	
44.5 cm (Roman)


	

	

	
52.5 cm (Palestmian)


	
4 cubits
	
= 1 fathom
	
2.10 metres 1.8 metres (Greek)


	
100 fathoms
	
= 1 stade
	
185 metres


	
8 stades
	
= 1 mile
	
1478.5 metres


	
Capacity
	
- dry
	
Metrie*


	
1 choinix
	

	
1 litre


	
48 choinikes
	
= 1 medimnos
	
52 5 litres


	
10 medimnoi
	
= 1 koros
	
525 litres


	
Capacity
	
-liquid
	
Metrie*


	
1 sextarius
	

	
500 cc


	
16 sextarii
	
= 1 modius
	
8.75 litres


	
4.5 mcdii
	
= 1 batos or 1 metretes
	
39.5 litres


	
6 modii
	
= 1 medimnos
	
52.5 litres


	
‘Metrie equivalent approx only
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Old and New Testament measures with modern equivalents.

38:29). 666 talents of gold were included in Solo-mon’s annual revenue (1 Ki. 10:14).

The 30 talents of gold paid by Hezekiah as trib-ute (2 Ki. 18:14) corresponds with the amount Sennacherib Claims to have received (Annals), implying a similar talent in use in Judah and Assyria at this time. This might be the ‘light’ talent of about 30 kg, as inscribed Babylonian duck-weights of this value ränge 29-76-30-27 kg. A weight found at Teil Beit Mirsim (4,565 gm) has been interpreted as this talent of 30-43 kg or, more likely, of 28-53 kg (i.e. 8 minas of 570-6 gm = 8 x 50 shekels of

II    -41 gm; see below).

Other Babylonian weights show that a ‘heavy’ or double Standard talent was also in use, weighed examples ranging from 58-68 to 59-82 kg, i.e. about 60 kg.

b.    Mina (av ‘maneh’; Heb. mäneh\ Akkad. manu) was a weight used to measure gold (1 Ki. 10:17), silver (Ezr. 2:69; Ne. 7:71-72) and other Commodities. The talent was subdivided into 60 minas of 50 shekels or 50 minas of 60 shekels. There is some evidence that in Palestine, as at Ras Shamra, the 50-shekel mina was in use in pre-exilic times. The payment by 603,550 men of a poll-tax of Zs shekel (see/ beka) produced 100 talents, 1,775 shekels, i.e.

3.000    shekels to the talent (as at Ras Shamra), but could be interpreted by either Standard. However, multiples of 50 shekels (e.g. 400—Gn. 23:15; 500— Ex. 30;24; 5,000—1 Sa. 17:5; 16,750—Nu. 31:52) seem to be conclusive evidence for the use of a 50-shekel mina.

Ezekiel’s metrological reforms included the re-definition of the mina to 60 shekels (45:12, MT, 20 + 25 +15). Thus the new Heb. mina at 20 (gerahs) 60 (shekels) kept the value of the mina unchanged in relation to the Babylonian, which comprised 24 (girü) 50 (siqlu) = 1,200 gerahs.

c.    The shekel (Heb. seqel; Akkad. siqlu; Aram., Ugar. t_ql) was common to all Semitic metrologies and was the basic weight (säqal, ‘to weigh’). Its value varied considerably at different times and areas:

(i)    The royal shekel, set by ‘the king’s weight’ (2 Sa. 14:26), was a Standard icnown also in Babylo-nia. This was probably the ‘heavy shekel’ of Ras Shamra (kbd). Analysis of weights discovered at Gibeon, Gezer, Megiddo and Teil en-Nasbeh show a ‘heavy’ shekel of 12-5-12-88 gm, i.e. about 13 gm (0-457 oz).

(ii)    The common shekel was often used to weigh metal objects (1 Sa. 17:5; Goliath’s armour of

5.000    shekels = 56-7 kg or 125 lb), foodstufifs (2 Ki. 7:1; Ezk. 4:10), and commonly gold and silver, thus implying its use as a means of payment. Silver shekel coins (siglof) first appeared in the reign of Darius I (* Money).

Some fifty inscribed weights of a shekel or multiples upwards show a Variation 11 -08—12-25; average 11 -38 gm. This compares well with calculations based on the inscribed weights of smaller de-nominations (see below), which confirm a possible devaluation in post-exilic times to about 11 -7-11 -4 gm (0-401 oz) for the shekel.

Inscriptions on the weights use the symbols 1:11:

III    :T: A : IA : IIA : T : TA : - : A : = : = : x . Interpreted by Y. Yadin (Scripta Hierosolymitana 8, 1961, pp. 1-62) as 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 20, 30, royal (Imlk). Others (Scott, Aharoni) however equate these markings as the equivalent of the shekel in terms of Egyp. weights, 8 shekels = 1 rieben = 10 qedets (1 deben = about 91 gm). Thus

Egyp. hieratic numerals were engraved on the weights to show their value; I and II for 1 and 2 shekels, 4 and 8 shekel weights bearing the num-bers 5 and 10 (1 and A), then values in qedets.

(iii) The temple shekel or ‘shekel of the sanctu-ary’ (Ex. 30:13; Lv. 5:15, etc.) was related to a bega or Zs shekel (rsv ‘beka’, av ‘bekah’, Ex. 38:26) and 20 gerahs (Ezk. 45:12), though later with re-valuation it equalled Zs shekel (Ne. 10:32). This shekel is believed to be the nsp (see d. below), of which examples have been discovered weighing 9-28—10-5 gm, i.e. about 10 gm (0-353 oz) depreciat-ing to about 9-8 gm (0-349 oz).

d.    nsp or ‘part’ was Vt, shekel. Thirteen examples give it a weight of about 10 gm (see c. above).

e.    pim (Heb. pim or payim) is mentioned only in 1 Sa. 13:21 (av ‘Yet they had a file [with mouths]’) which should be translated ‘and the Charge was a pim for the ploughshares. ..’ (so rsv). This weight was Vs of a unit (cf. Akkad. [sini]pu), probably of the common shekel, since twelve inscribed pim weights (from Lachish, Jerusalem, Gezer, Teil en-Nasbeh, etc.) average 7-8 gm.

/ beka (Heb. beqa', ‘fraction, division’, av ‘bekah’) was used for weighing gold (Gn. 24:22) and for paying the poll-tax said to be the equivalent of ‘half a shekel, after the shekel of the sanctuary’ (Ex. 38:26). Since seven inscribed weights inscribed bq or abbreviated as b have been found (at Lachish, Jerusalem, Gezer and Beth-zur), this enables a check to be made of the value of the shekel. These bq have an average weight of 6-02 gm.

g.    hms, ‘Zs’ was inscribed on a turtle-shaped weight from Samaria weighing 2-499 gm. This compares with another inscribed ‘14 nsp, Z* sqT, implying a subdivision of the Ezekiel shekel.

h.    gerah (Heb. gerä' Assyr. girü). This was de-fined as Vs shekel (Ex. 30:13; Ezk. 45:12).

/'. Other weights. The peres (Aram. pl. parsin) of Dn. 5:25, 28 was a subdivision of the shekel in use at Babylon (cf. Old Bab. paras), and like the parisu (Alalalj) possibly equal to Zs shekel since a term for any weight (here ‘fraction’) had a precise value. Thus the writing on the wall superficially implied a Statement of weight ‘Mina, mina, shekel, half-shekel’. The q'sitä (qesitah, Rsvmg., Gn. 33:19; Jos. 24:32; Jb. 42:11) appears to be a unit of as yet unknown weight. A stone weight of Darius II is inscribed 120 krs = 20 mina.

The table on p. 1246 indicates the relation of these weights to each other and gives approximate modern equivalents, which should be used with caution owing to the varying Standards in use in antiquity.

II. Linear measurcs

Linear measures were based on the ‘natural’ units which could be easily applied.

0. The reed (qäneh), though often denoting a measuring instrument rather than a measure (*Arts and Crafts), was of 6 cubits length and exact enough to be reckoned as a unit of length (Ezk. 40:5; c/‘rod’, Rev. 21:15).

b. The cubit (Heb. ’ammä', Akkad. ammätw. Lat. cubilus) was the distance from elbow to finger tip. This ‘natural’ cubit (av ‘cubit of a man’, rsv ‘common cubit’, Dt. 3:11) was used to indicate the general size of a person (4 cubits the height of a man; cf. I Sa. 17:4; 1 Ch. 11:23) or object (Est. 5:14; Zc. 5:2). It described depth (Gn. 7:20) or distance (Jn. 21:8).

A more precisely defined cubit was used for exact measurement. This Standard Hebrew cubit was 17-5 inches (44-45 cm), slightly shorter than the common Egyp. cubit of 17-6 inches (44-7 cm). This generally accepted figure compares closely with the length given for the Siloam tunnel as ‘1,200 cubits’, equivalent to a measured 1,749 feet (533-1 m), giving a cubit of 17-49 inches or 44-42 cm. Excavated buildings at Megiddo, Lachish, Gezer and *Hazor reveal a plan based on multiples of this measure. Also Solomon’s bronze laver of 1,000 bath capacity (i.e. 22,000 litres; 1 Ki. 7:23— 26; 2 Ch. 4:2, 5), when calculated for the capacity of a sphere, gives a cubit of 17-51 inches or 44-48 cm (R. B. Y. Scott, JBL 77, 1958, pp. 210-212).

The lang or ‘royal’ cubit was a handbreadth (‘palm’) longer than the Standard cubit of 6 palms (Ezk. 40:5), i.e. 20-4 inches or 51-81 cm. With this compare the Babylonian cubit of 50-3 cm (of 30 fingers length marked on a statue of Gudea) which was ‘3 fingers’ shorter than the Egyp. cubit of 52-45 cm (Herodotus, Hist. 1. 178).

c.    The gömed (av, rsv ‘cubit’) occurs only in Jdg. 3:16, where it measures a weapon, probably a dagger rather than a sword, and has thus been in-terpreted as a subdivision (perhaps 35) of the cubit, or as the short cubit of 5 palms mentioned in the Mishnah.

d.    The span (zeret), or outstretched hand from the thumb to the little finger (Vulg. wrongly palmus), was a half-cubit (1 Sa. 17:4; Ex. 28:16; Ezk. 43:13), though ‘half a cubit’ could be ex-pressed literally (Ex. 25:10).

e The palm (tepah; topah) or ‘handbreadth’ was the width of the hand at the base of the 4 fingers (hence Vulg. quattuor digitis), i.e. 7-37 cm. Thus was measured the thickness of the bronze laver (1 Ki. 7:26 = 2 Ch. 4:5), the edge of the tabernacle table (Ex. 25:25; 37:12), and of that in Ezekiel’s Temple (40:5; 43:13). A man’s life is but (a few) handbreadths in length (Ps. 39:5).

f.    T\\efingeroxA'\g\i.(’esba')wasa'/«handbreadth (Je. 52:21), and the smallest subdivision of the cubit in common use in Palestine, as in Egypt and Meso-potamia. It is generally taken to be 1 -85 cm.

g.    Dislance, as opposed to the measurement of objects, was in pre-exilic times reckoned by equa-tion with a known average. It is reckoned as a ‘bow-shot’ (Gn. 21:16), the length of a ploughed furrow (1 Sa. 14:14), ‘a day’s journey’ (Nu. 11:31; 1 Ki. 19:4), or ‘a journey of three days’ (Gn. 30:36; Ex. 3:18; Jon. 3:3). It is not proved that the lauer is to be taken merely as general indication of ‘a long distance’ (cf. ‘a seven days’ journey’, Gn. 31:23), for exact Standards were used by the Babylonians;

e.g. beru. ‘double-hour’ march of 10-692 km (AfO 16, 1953, p. 20, n. 138).

The Step (pesa) in 1 Sa. 20:3 was used meta-phorically rather than in the exact manner of the Contemporary Assyrian ‘foot’ (= 32-92 cm). Simi-larly the ‘Stretch of the ground’ (kibrat_ hä'äres, rsv ‘some distance’, Gn. 35:16; 48:7; 2 Ki. 5:19) was only a vague indication of distance.

In Maccabean times Hellenistic measures were introduced. Thus Beth-zur was about 5 schoinoi from Jerusalem (2 Macc. 11:5, rsv ‘leagues’), i.e. 30-5 km at the Ptolemaic value of a schoinos of 6-1 km. The Alexandrian Stadion of 184-9 m was em-ployed. Jerusalem to Scythopolis was 600 stades (2 Macc. 12:29, Rsvmg.), which corresponds well with the known distance of 110 km between these two cities.

III. Measures of area

Superficial areas were not specifically expressed but described by giving the necessary dimensions. Thus the square was of four sides of equal dimen-sion (m'rubbaat, av ‘foursquare’, 1 Ki. 7:31; Ezk. 40:47; 45:2), the circumference of a circle (I Ki. 7:23) and the diameter the distance ‘from brim to brim’ (2 Ch.4:2).

The area of land was calculated empirically. Thus vineyards (Is. 5:10) or a field (1 Sa. 14:14) could be measured by the semed (‘acre’), i.e. the area a pair of yoked animals could plough in a day (cf. Arab.faddan). In Babylonia this was defined as 6,480 square cubits = 35 acre (1,618 sq m). This in later times was the Lat. jugum, jugerum of 28,800 square Rom. feet = V» acre (2,529 sq m). Another method was to estimate the area by the amount of seed (s’’ä) required to sow it (Lv. 27:16; 1 Ki. 18:32). In the Hellenistic period this was 335 seahs to a jugerum of land, i.e. 0-173 acre (700 sq m) per seah or 5-19 acres (21 hectares) per homer of 30 seahs (JBL 64, 1945, p. 372), which seems to have improved to 0-193 and 5-79 acres respectively by the 2nd Century ad.

The specific measurement of the pastures round the levitical cities (Nu. 35:4-5) presents difficulties. It may have been an area 2,000 cubits square (v. 5), the centres of the sides of which were also reckoned as at a radius of 1,000 cubits from the city walls (v. 4).

IV'. Dry measures of capacity

The terms used derive originally from the recept-acles which contained an agreed amount and thus served as a measure.

a.    Homer (Heb. hömer; Akkad. imer), ‘a donkey load’, was commonly used throughout Asia S of Anatolia and W of Euphrates in the 2nd millen-nium and thereafter as a measure for cereals. The homer is older than the kor (RA 67, 1973, p. 78); cf. Lv. 27:16; Ezk. 45:13. The collection of 10 homers of quails (Nu. i 1:32) implied gluttony, whereas the return of only an ephah of wheat from a homer of seed was a picture of failure (Is. 5:10), there being 10 ephahs to the homer, which equalled about 220 litres (48-4 gallons).

b.    Kor (rsv ‘cor’) (Heb. kör; Sum. gur\ Akkad kurru) was a large dry measure equal to the homer (Ezk. 45:14) used of fine flour (sölet), meal (qemah, 1 Ki. 4:22), wheat and barley (2 Ch. 2:10; 27:5). It also appears as a liquid measure for oil (Ezk. 45:14), though 2 Ch. 2:10 and Gk. reads bath (cf the parallel passage, 1 Ki. 5:11).

c.    Half-homer (Heb. letek) occurs only in Ho. 3:2 as a measure for barley. As it is mentioned after the homer, Aq., Sym. and Vulg. Interpret as 16 kör or 16 homer, but there is no confirmatory evidence for this. The lelek may be a Phoenician measure.

d.    Ephah (Heb. ’epä\ Egyp. ipt) is the name of a vessel large enough to hold a person (Zc. 5:6-10), and thence of an exact measure (Lv. 19:36). Used only of cereals, and with subdivision of % (Ezk. 45:13; 46:14) or 31 (Lv. 5:11), it was in common use from an early period (Jdg. 6:19). The ephah must never be diminished (Am. 8:5) but always be of equal (just) measure (Dt. 25:14; Pr. 20:10). The ephah was equal to the liquid measure bath, both being Mofa homer (Ezk. 45:11).

e.    Seah (Heb. s'ä; Akkad. sütu) was also a measure for flour and cereals (Gn. 18:6; 1 Ki. 18:32).

/ Omer (Heb. ‘ömer, cf. Arab. ’umar. ‘a small bowl’) occurs only in the account of thc Collection of manna (Ex. 16), being used both of the measure itself (vv. 18, 32—33) and of the amount measured (vv. 16, 22). The ’ömer was equal toM ephah (v. 36).

g.    A ‘tenth deal’ (av; Heb. 'issärön) was a measure used for flour (Ex. 29:40; Nu. 15:4) equal to M ephah (Nu. 28:5), and therefore equal to the omer.

h.    Cab (Heb. qab), a measure of capacity which occurs only in 1 Ki. 6:25, where among the inflated prices at the siege of Samaria ’A qab of carob pods was sold for 5 (shekels) of silver. The cab = 41og=l/sseah ='A hin = about 2 pints.

i.    The ‘measure’ (Heb. sälis) of Ps. 80:5; Is. 40:12 is literally ‘‘/j’, but no unit is expressed, so that the measure of capacity is unknown.

lt will be noted that these dry measures combine the Babylonian sexagesimal reckonings (1 kur = 30 sutu = 180 qa) with the decimal System (also em-ployed by the Assyrians). See the table on p. 1246.

V. Liquid measures of capacity

a. Bath (Heb. bar, Gk. batos, Lk. 16:6 only) was the equivalent in liquid of the ephah (Ezk. 45:11, 14). It was used to measure water (1 Ki. 7:26), wine (Is. 5:10) and oil (2 Ch. 2:10; so also 1 Ki. 5:11). It was an exact and Standard measure (Ezk. 45:10, about 22 litres).

b.    Hin (Heb. hin; Egyp. hnw, ‘a pot’) was used of the vessel employed as a measure (Lv. 19:36) and of the measure of water (Ezk. 4:11), oil (Ex. 29:40) or wine (Lv. 23:13). According to Josephus (Am. 3. 197; 4. 234), the hin was equal to 'A bath.

c.    Log (Heb log) is used only in Lv. 14:10 as a measure of oil in the ceremony for the purification of the leper. According to the Talmud, this was equal toM hin.

The values of these liquid measures depend upon that of the bath. This is uncertain, since the only inscribed vessels marked bl (Teil beit Mirsim) and bt Imlk (Lachish) are fragmentary and cannot be reconstructed with certainty; thus the value of the bath has been variously calculated between 20-92 and 46-6 litres. On the assumptions that the bath measure was half the size of the ‘royal bath' and that these inscriptions denoted the full capacity of the vessels, the proposal of 22 litres in biblical times (Albright) and 21-5 litres in Hel-lenistic times is usually adopted as a basis for cal-culation, since it receives some support from the comparison with the capacity of Solomon’s laver, which held 1,000 balhs = 22,000 litres. For weights in the Talmud, see EJ, 16, 1971, pp. 388-392.

Bibliography. A. H. Gardiner, Egyplian Grammar\ 1957, pp. 197-200 (for Egyp. metrol-ogy); R. de Vaux, Andern Israel, 1961, pp. 195— 209; R. B. Y. Scott, BA 22, 1951, pp. 22-40; PEQ 97, 1965, pp. 128-139; Y. Aharoni, BASOR 184, 1966, pp. 13—19; M. A. Powell, ABD 6, pp. 847-909.    d.j.w.


2. IN THE NEW TESTAMENT I. Weights

Only two weights are mentioned in the NT. The litra of Jn. 12:3; 19:39 (cf. Lat. libra: ‘pound’— from this weight we have our abbreviation lb for pound) was a Rom. measure of weight equivalent to 327-45 gm. In Rev. 16:21 the adjective lalan-liaios, ‘weighing a talent’; rsv ‘hundredweight’, is used to describe hailstones: Arndt maintains that this talent equalled 125 librae, and so would be about 41 kg in weight, but HDB calculates it as weighing about 20-5 kg.

II.    Linear measures

a. The cubit. As in OT times, measurements were related to the parts of the body, and the basic unit was still the pechys (‘forearm’) or cubit. Under the Rom. empire there were two different measurements for a cubit: the Rom. cubit of 6 hand-breadths of 74 mm = 44-4 cm, and the Philetarian cubit of 52-5 cm. Julian of Ascalon relates that the latter System of measurement was customary in Palestine and Egypt (Jeremias, p. 1 ln.), and this is probably the length indicated in Jn. 21:8; Rev. 21:17. In Mt. 6:27; Lk. 12:25 the term is also used.

b.    The orgyia (‘fathom’, Acts 27:28) was the length of the outstretched arms, and so was ap-proximately I -8 m. This was a Gk. unit of measure, derived from the verb oregö, T Stretch’. Herodotus (2. 149) says that it equalled 6 Gk. feet or 4 Gk. cubits.

c.    The Stadion (‘furlong’ av, Lk. 24:13; Jn. 6:19; 11:18; Rev. 14:20; 21:16) was 100 orgyiai and equalled about 185 m. As the race-course at Olympia was supposed to be exactly a stade long, the word was used for an arena, as in 1 Cor. 9:24— hence the English ‘Stadium’.

d.    The milion (‘mite’, Mt. 5:41) was a Gk. trans-literation of the Rom. measurement ntillepassuum, ‘a thousand paces’. This was 1,478-5 m, or 8 stades, and was calculated on the basis of 5 Rom. feet (each of 29-57 cm) to the pace (1-48 m).

e.    The sabbath day’s journey mentioned in Acts 1:12 was not a proper measurement, but rather the product of rabbinical exegesis of Ex. 16:29 and Nu. 35:5 (cf. Lumby in CGT. ad loc ). It was fixed at 2,000 cubits (Talmud ’Erubin 51a) and was called t'hüm ha-sabbät—the limit of the sabbath.

III.    Measures of area

None is used in the NT, but the basic unit under the Rom. empire was the jugerum, or acre, calculated on the amount of land a yoke of oxen could plough in a day. This was estimated at one actus, or furrow (36-6 m), by two (73-2 m); so the jugerum was the equivalent of 2 square actus, or 0-27 hec-tares, about % acre.

IV.    Dry measures of capacity

a. The choinix (‘quart’, Rev. 6:6), is variously estimated at 116-2 pints, and the best calculation would be just over 1 litre. It was a Gk. measure, and Herodotus (7. 187) narrates that it was the daily ration of grain per man in Xerxes’ invasion army.

b.    The saton (Aram. säjä, Heb. sr'ä) was the sr'ä of OT times: Josephus (Ant. 9. 85) rates this as equivalent to 116 modii (see below). It is the measure mentioned in Mt. 13:33; Lk. 13:21, where leaven is added to 3 sala of wheat-flour: each would be about 12-3 litres.

c.    The koros of Lk. 16:7 (a ‘measure of wheat’) was Heb. kör. Josephus (Ant. 15. 314) equates it to 10 Attic medimnoi, and, as the medimnos contained 48 choinikes, this would rate the koros at 525 litres. Since Ezk. 45:11 rates the baton as the tenth of a koros, it is generally regarded that Josephus here mistook the medimnos for the metretes, and that the koros contained 10 metretai, about 395 litres. It was used for both dry and liquid measure.

d.    The modios (‘bushel’) of Mt. 5:15; Mk. 4:21; Lk. 11:33 was Lat. modius, and all three references use the word to denote the vessel used to measure this amount. It was a grain measure containing 16 sexlarii: 6 modii equalled the Gk. medimnos (Cornelius Nepos, Atlica 2). Thus the modius contained 8 choinikes and was about 8-75 litres.

V. Liquid mcasures of capacity

a. The xestes of Mk. 7:4 (rsv ‘pot’) is again a ref-erence to the vessel used for measuring this capacity, and is taken by most scholars (but see Moulton and Howard, Grammar of New Testament Greek, 2, 1929, p. 155) to be a corruption of the Lat. sextarius. This was a liquid and dry meas-ure of 45 modius, about 500 cc.

b.    The batos (‘measure’ of oil in Lk. 16:6) is a Gk. form of Heb. ba[ (see above). According to Josephus (Ant. 8. 57), it contains 72 sextarii or 414 modii—about 39-5 litres.

c.    The metretes mentioned in Jn. 2:6 (av ‘fir-kin’) was a Gk. liquid measure approximately equivalent to the bat,, and so containing about 39-5 litres. Thus the stone water-pots used in the wedding-feast at Cana held between 80 and 120 litres each.

Bibliography. R. G. Bratcher, ‘Weights, Money, Measures and Time’, BTh 10.4, 1959; R. Gower, The New Manners and Customs of Bible Times, 1987.    d.h.w.

WELL. 1. An artificial shaft sunk to reach Underground water, percolating or collected (Heb. br‘er; Arab. bir\ Gk. phrear), whereas a spring (Heb. and Arab. ’ayin\ Gk. pege) is the work of nature. av confusion of terminology is due to the same confu-sion in 17th-century English, reflected also in Milton. Heb. and Gk. are unambiguous.

2.    An artificial shaft sunk to reach a natural Underground spring—a fusion of concepts in which the terms could be interchanged correctly. There is a reasonable presumption that the well from which Rebekah drew (Gn. 24) was of this type—likewise Jacob’s well at Shechem, where Jesus met the woman of Samaria (Jn. 4). This would explain satisfactorily the puzzling alterna-tion of words in these two chapters.

3.    A ‘cistern or pit, large or small, public or private, for collecting rain-water: Heb. bör, Gk. lakkos. The well at Bethlehem (1 Ch. 11:17-18) was probably an example.

4.    A shaft, dry or with miry clay, used as a dun-geon, for which the same Heb. word is used (Gn. 37:24; Ps. 40:2; Je. 38:6, etc.). The praise of the well of living water in folk-song is reflected in Nu. 21:17-18.

In the arid parts of the E * water may become as precious as gold. Wells were, and still remain, the subjects of fierce disputes and even strife (cf. Gn. 21:25, etc.). They became hereditary, and were ex-ploited by human monopolies at an earlier date than land.    r.a.s.

WHEEL. The earliest attested wheels (Heb. galgal, ’öpän) are clay models of chariot wheels and frag-ments of a potter’s wheel (cf. Je. 18:3, Heb. ’obnayim) of the 4th millennium bc (see C. L. Woolley, Ur Excavations, 4, 1956, p. 28, plate 24). Early wheels were made from wooden planks pegged together, with leather tyres (see ANEP, nos. 163,169, 303), but with the displacement of the ass by the horse c. 1500 bc lighter spoked wheels came into use (see ANEP, nos. 167-168, 183-184). The bronze Stands made for Solomon’s Temple were

miniature chariot wheels, with axles, rims, spokes and hubs (1 Ki. 7:33). Daniel saw the Ancient of Days seated on a throne with wheels of fire (7:9), and Ezekiel gives a description of the wheels in his visions of the chariot of God (1; 10). The rumble of chariot wheels betokened the approach of an enemy (Je. 47:3; Na. 3:2), but all those hostile to God’s people will be blown away like whirling dust (Ps. 83:13; Is. 17:13). In later Heb. galgal is used pars pro toto for wagon (Ezk. 23:24; 26:10). Wheels were also used as part of the machinery for draw-ing water (Ec. 12:6). On the wheel of birth (Jas. 3:6, av ‘course of nature’), see D. J. Mo., James, TNTC, 1985, pp. 125f.    a.r.m.

WHIRLWIND. The Eng. translation of Heb. süpä applies loosely to any violent storm and is not re-stricted to a rotary movement of air (Jb. 37:9; Pr. 1:27; 10:25; Is. 5:28; 17:13; 21:1; 66:15; Je. 4:13; Am. 1:14; Na. 1:3). In av it is translated ‘storm’ in other passages (Jb. 21:18; Ps. 83:15; Is. 29:6). sr‘ärä is used synonymously, translated ‘whirlwind’ when it Stands alone (e.g. 2 Ki. 2:1; Jb. 38:1; 40:6; Is. 40:24; 41:16) but sometimes ‘storm’ (Ps. 107:29). rv uses the expression only once in its technical sense (Je. 23:19).

The whirlwind is used aptly as a figure for the sudden attack of the invader (Is. 5:28; Je. 4:13; Dn. 11:40; Am. l:14f.). It also symbolizes divine judg-ment because of its sudden motion (Ps. 18:10; Na. 1:3) and divine wrath (Ps. 58:9; Pr. 10:25; Is. 17:13; 28:17; 66:15; Ho. 8:7). It is similarly used of the Messianic wrath, described in Mt. 7:24-27. (* Wind.)    j.m.h.

WICKED. In the OT, Heb. rasa, ‘wicked, un-godly’, and rd, ‘evil’, are most common; Gk. poneros, ‘bad, malignant’, as contrasted with chres-los, is the usual NT word, although athesmos, anomos and kakos are also used. While the term is often used in the general sense of ‘wrong’ (Ps. 18:21), it refers more specifically to evil, not in its moral or judicial sense, but in its active form, i.e. mischief (Nu. 16:26). As such, it denotes perversity of mind (Pr. 15:26; Rom. 1:29) by which the natural man surrenders himself to evil impulses (Ps. 10:1-11). Wickedness has its seat in the heart (Je. 17:9; Mk. 7:21-23), and is inspired by Satan (Mt. 13:19; 1 Jn. 3:12). It is progressive (Gn. 6:5) and contagious (1 Sa. 24:13) in its manifestation. The wicked man is utterly perverse, finding unholy de-light in the infliction of injury (Pr. 21:10). Jesus often characterized the * sin of his contemporaries as wickedness (Mt. 16:4), while Peter declares that wicked men crucified the Saviour (Acts 2:23).

The Psalms frequently contrast the righteous and the wicked, raising the question of the pros-perity of the wicked, and offering suggestions which provide a partial answer (Pss. 37:35-36; 9:15, et passim). But this question, which is part of the general problem of evil, is insoluble in the light of the OT revelation. Throughout the Scriptures there is a strong insistence on the certainty of pun-ishment for all who are wicked (Ps. 9:17; Je. 16:4; Mt. 13:49). It is significant to note that poneros is never applied to believers; in 1 Cor. 5:13 the refer-ence is to a nominal member of the Christian Community. It is by wicked works that unbelievers are alienated from God (Col. 1:21), but those who are progressing in faith have overcome ‘the wicked one' (1 Jn. 2:13), fbr the shield of faith is a sure defence against his attack (Eph. 6:16). a.f.

WIDOW.

!. In the Old Testament

Heb. legislation has always beeil solicitous for widows and, together with the fatherless and strangers, made special Provision for them (e.g. Ex. 22:21 f.; Dt. 14:29; 16:11, 14; 24:17; cf. Je. 7:6). Even in pre-Mosaic times there was recognition of the predicament of the childless widow and ar-rangements made for her (Gn. 38; ‘Marriage, IV), and these were formally enjoined under Moses (Dt. 25:5flf.; *Kjn).

Since the bearing of children was accounted a great honour, and one still more enhanced later when the nation looked for Messiah (Is. 11:1), widowhood in such as were not past the age of childbearing, as well as * barrenness, was reckoned a shame and a reproach (Is. 4:1; 54:4). The widows of kings, however, continued in their widowhood, and were the property, though not always the wives, of the new king. To ask any of them in mar-riage was tantamount to a Claim to the kingdom (1 Ki. 2:13fr.).

As widows are often overlooked by men, God has a peculiar concern for them (Pss. 68:5; 146:9; Pr. 15:25), and kindness to them was commended as one of the marks of true religion (Jb. 29:13; Is. 1:17). The oppression and injury of widows, on the other hand, would incur dire punishment (Ps. 94:6; Mal. 3:5). Jerusalem and Babylon are likened in their desolation to widows (La. 1:1; Is. 47:8), and the eflfect of violent death compared to that of wives becoming widows (La. 5:3; Ezk. 22:25). (* Orphan.)

II. In the New Testament

The Christian church inherited from Judaism the duty of providing for the widow. The Jewish-Christian author of James States categorically that to give assistance to widows in their distress is a mark of the kind of religion with which God can find no fault (1:27). Even if widows were left com-paratively well-off, they needed to be protected from the unscrupulous. One of the things that Jesus condemned in some Pharisees was that they 'devoured widows’ houses’ (Mk. 12:40); and he was probably drawing an illustration from Contemporary life when he told the story of the widow who by her persistence in demanding justice was wearing out the judge! (Lk. 18:1-5). More often widows were left in penury. One of the earliest good works that engaged the attention of the church at Jerusalem was an organized daily distri-bution of alms to widows in need; and seven men were appointed to see that the Gk.-speaking widows were not overlooked in favour of those who spoke Aramaic (Acts 6:1-4). Acts also gives a striking illustration of charity shown by one individual when, after the death of Tabitha, it records that ‘all the widows’ at Joppa assembled to testify before Peter to the kindness she had shown to them (9:39).

Paul told the Corinthians that he thought it good that widows should not marry again, but he was far from making this a rule. Remarriage, however, should be within the Christian fellowship (see 1 Cor. 7:8-9, 39). On the other hand, in writing to Timothy, he expresses his desire that young widows should marry again; and urges that widows ‘in the full sense’, i.e. those who have no relatives to Support them. and who are regulär in their religious duties, should be given a special Status and be a Charge upon the church. A roll should be kept of these, and only those should be placed upon it who were over 60 years of age and who had given evi-dence of their good works, by caring for children, by hospitality or by rendering Service to those of God’s people who were in distress (1 Tim. 5:9-10).

In Rev. 18:7 ‘widow’ is used metaphorically of a city bereaved of its inhabitants and stricken by plague and famine.

Bibliography. S. Solle, NIDNTT 3, pp. 1073— 1075.    J.d.d.

R.V.G.T.

WILDERNESS. In Scripture the words rendered ‘wilderness’ or ‘desert’ include not only the barren deserts of sand dunes or rock that colour the populär imagination of a desert, but also steppe-lands and pasture lands suitable for grazing livestock.

The commonest Heb. word is midbär, a word already well-attested in Canaanite epics from Ugarit (14th Century bc, going back to earlier origin) as mdbr (Gordon, Ugaritic Manual, 3, 1955, p. 254, No. 458). This word can indicate grassy pastures (Ps. 65:12; Joel 2:22), supporting sheep (cf. Ex. 3:1), sometimes burnt up by the summer droughts (Je. 23:10; Joel 1:19-20), as well as denoting desolate wastes of rock and sand (Dt. 32:10; Jb. 38:26). The same applies to Gk. eremos in the NT; note that the ‘desert’ (av; rsv ‘lonely place’) of Mt. 14:15 does not lack ‘much grass’ (Jn. 6:10).

The Heb. y'simön, sometimes rendered as a proper name Meshimon’, is used of relatively bare wildemesses in Judaea in 1 Sa. 23:19, 24; 26:1, 3. The wilderness viewed from Pisgah (Nu. 21:20; 23:28; cf. Dt. 34:1 ff.) would doubtless include the marly waste-lands on either side of the Jordan’s channel before it entered the Dead Sea. the slopes of Pisgah and its ränge into the Jordan valley, and perhaps the edges of the Judaean wilderness op-posite, behind Jericho and N and S of Qumran. For general references, cf. Dt. 32:10; Ps. 107:4; Is. 43:19. Besides its use as a proper name for the long rift valley from the Dead Sea to the Gulf of Aqabah, the term '"räbä can be used as a common noun for steppe or scrubland where wild creatures must seek out their food (Jb. 24:5; Je. 17:6) or eise of barren desert (Jb. 39:6 in parallel with saltflats). The words siyyä, ‘dry lands’ (Jb. 30:3; Ps. 78:17) and löhü, ‘empty waste’ (Jb. 6:18; 12:24; Ps. 107:40) likewise refer to barren, uninhabitable deserts.

K.A.K.

WILDERNESS OF WANDERING.

I. Limits

After leaving Egypt by Crossing the Sea of Reeds (Ex. 14:10—15:27), and until they finally by-passed Edom and Moab to reach the Jordan (Nu. 20ff.), Israel spent long years in the intervening territory, comprising (1) the peninsula of Sinai flanked by the Gulfs of Suez and Aqabah and separated from the Mediterranean on the N by the dusty ‘way of the land of the Philistines’ that linked Egypt to Palestine, (2) the long Arabah rift-valley extending

S from the Dead Sea to the Gulf of Aqabah, and (3) the wilderness of Zin S of Beersheba.

II.    Physical features

The road from Egypt by ‘the way of the land of the Philistines’ to Raphia (Rafa) and Gaza, runs roughly parallel with the Mediterranean coast, passing through and along the N fringes of a barren sandy desert—the wilderness of *Shur— which lies between the line of the modern Suez Canal and the Wadi el-‘Arish (River of * Egypt), and then through cultivable land which becomes more evident between El-‘Arish and Gaza (♦Negeb; cf. A. H. Gardiner, JEA 6, 1920, pp. 114-115; C. S. Jarvis, Yesterday and Today in Sinai, 1931, p. 107); 30-60 km S of the coast road runs the ‘way of the wilderness of Shur’, from Egypt to the region of Kadesh and NE to Beersheba. S of this road there gradually rise the hills and wadis of the limestone plateau of Et-Tih which, from a ‘base-line’ N of a line drawn between the heads of the Suez and Aqabah Gulfs, occupies a great semi-circle projecting into the peninsula of Sinai. Across the plateau to Aqabah ran an ancient trade-route. S of the plateau is a triangular-shaped area of granite, gneiss and other hard, crystalline rocks forming mountain ranges, which include the trad-itional Mt Sinai, several peaks rising to 2,000 m. This region is separated at its NW and NE Corners from the limestone plateau by sandstone hills con-taining deposits of copper ores and turquoise. In the E the limestone plateau of Et-Tih gives way to the jumbled rocks and wadis of the S Negeb, bounded by the Rift Valley of the Arabah between the Dead Sea and the Gulf of Aqabah.

There are wells and springs at intervals of a day’s journey all down the W coast from the Suez region to Merkhah; the water-table is usually close to the gravelly ground-surface. The wadis usually have some kind of scanty Vegetation; where more permanent streams exist, notably in the broad Wadi Feiran (the finest oasis in Sinai), the Vegetation flourishes accordingly. There is a ‘rainy season’ (up to 20 days) during winter, with mists, fogs and dews.

In the past, there has been much and persistent Wholesale destruction of tamarisk and acacia groves for firewood and charcoal, there being a steady export of the latter to Egypt in the 19th Century (Stanley, Sinai and Palesline, 1905 edn., p. 25). Thus, in ancient times the Sinai peninsula may have had more Vegetation in its wadis and con-sequently better rains; but there has apparently been no fundamental climatic change since antiquity.

III.    The route of the journeyings

The precise route taken by Israel from the Sea of Reeds (between Qantara and Suez; * Red Sea) to the edges of Moab is still conjectural, as almost none of the names of Israelite stopping-places has survived in the late, fluid and descriptive Arabic nomenclature of the peninsula of Sinai. Various stopping-places were named by the Israelites in re-lation to events that occurred on their travels, e.g. Kibroth-hattaavah, ‘graves of craving’ (Nu. 11:34), and they left no sedentary population behind to perpetuate such names. Furthermore, the tradi-tions attaching to the present Mt Sinai (Gebel Musa and environs) have not been traced back beyond the early Christian centuries; this does not of itself prove those traditions wrong, but permits of no certainty. The traditional route ascribed to the Israelites is certainly a possible one. From the wilderness of * Shur they are usually considered to have passed S along the W coast-strip of the Sinai peninsula, Marah and Elim often being placed at ‘Ain Hawarah and Wadi Gharandel respectively. That the camp after Elim (Ex. 16:1) is ‘by the yam süp’ (Heb. of Nu. 33:10), i.e. the Sea of Reeds, or here by extension the Gulf of Suez (cf. * Red Sea), indicates clearly that Israel had kept to the W side of the Sinai peninsula and not gone N (the way of the Philistines). The Gulf of Aqabah is too far away to be the yam süp in this passage. Somewhat later, Israel encamped at Dophkah. This name is sometimes considered to mean ‘smeltery’ (G. E. Wright, Biblical Archaeology, 1957, p. 64; Wright and Filson, Weslminster Historical Atlas of the Bible, 1957 edn., p. 39) and so to be located at the Egyp. mining centre of Serabit el-Khadim. For copper and especially turquoise mining in that area, see Lucas, Ancient Egyptian Materials and Industries, 1962, pp. 202-205, 404-405; J. Cerny, A. H. Gardiner and T. E. Peet, Inscriptions of Sinai, 2, 1955, pp. 5-8.

As Egyp. expeditions visited this region only during January to March (rarely later), and did not live permanently at the mines (cf Petrie, Researches in Sinai, 1906, p. 169), the Israelites would not meet them there, as they left Egypt in the month Abib (Ex. 13:4), i.e. about March (cf. ♦Plagues of Egypt), and left Elim a month later (Ex. 16:1), i.e. about April. However, Dophkah could be any copper-mining spot in the metallifer-ous sandstone beit across S-central Sinai (which favours a S route for Israel in any case). Rephidim is sometimes identified with Wadi Feiran, sometimes with Wadi Refayid, and Mt Sinai with the summits of Gebel Musa (or, less Iikely, Mt Serbal near Feiran). See the works of Robinson, Lepsius, Stanley and Palmer (Bibliography below). Beyond Mt Sinai, Dhahab on the E coast might be Di-zahab (Dt. 1:1; so Y. Aharoni, Antiquity and Sur-vival, 2. 2/3, 1957, pp. 289-290, fig. 7); if so, Hud-erah on a different road is less Iikely to be the Haz-eroth of Nu. 11:35; 33:17-18. The next fixed points are Kadesh-barnea (* Kadesh) on the borders of the wilderness(es) of Zin and Paran (Nu. 12:16; 13:26) at ‘Ain Qudeirat or ‘Ain Qudeis and the surrounding region, including ‘Ain Qudeirat, and Ezion-geber at the head of the Gulf of Aqabah (Nu. 33:35f).

For the phenomenon of the earth swallowing up Korah, Dathan and Abiram (Nu. 16), a most interesting explanation was offered by G. Hort, Australian Biblical Review 7, 1959, pp. 2—26, especially 19-26. She would locate this incident in the Arabah Rift Valley between the Dead Sea and the Gulf of Aqabah. Here are to be found mudflats known as kewirs. A hard crust of clayey mud over-lying layers of hard salt and half-dry mud, about 30 cm thick, eventually forms over the deep mass of liquid mud and ooze. When this crust is hard it may be walked on with impunity, but increased humidity (especially rainstorms) will break up the crust and turn the whole into gluey mud. Dathan, Abiram and Korah’s adherents withdrew from the main camp probably to one of these deceptively level, hard mudflats. From his long years of experi-ence in Sinai and Midian (Ex. 2—4), Moses had probably learnt of this phenomenon, but not so the Israelites. When a storm approached he saw the danger and called the Israelites away from the tents of the rebels. The crust broke up and the rebels, their families and their possessions were ail swal-lowed up in the mud. Then the storm broke, and the 250 men with censers were struck by lightning—smitten down by the fire of the Lord.

Miss Hort thought that this incident occurred at Kadesh-barnea, and therefore that Kadesh should be located in the Arabah. But there are possible reasons for locating * Kadesh in the region of ‘Ain Qudeis and ‘Ain Qudeirat, and in fact Nu. 16 does not state that the revolt(s) of Korah, Dathan and Abiram occurred at Kadesh. It should be noted that it is the whole, unitary account of the twin rebellions in Nu. 16 and their awesome end that alone makes sense and fits the physical phenomena in question; the supposed sources obtained by con-ventional documentary literary analyses severally yield fragmentary pictures that correspond to no known realities.

The long list of names in Nu. 33:19-35 fall into the 38 years of wandering, and cannot be located at present. The precise route past Edom (Nu. 20:22ff.; 21; 33:38^14) is also obscure. Some of the incidents in these long journeys reflect the natural phenomena of the area. The repeated phenom-enon of water coming from the smitten rock (Ex. 17:1-7; Nu. 20:2-13) reflects the water-holding properties of Sinai limestone: an army NCO once produced quite a good flow of water when he acci-dentally hit such a rock face with a spade! See Jarvis, Yesterday and Today in Sinai, 1931, pp. 174-175. Thedigging of wells as recorded in Nu. 21:16— 18 (cf. Gn. 26:19) reflects the known occurrence of sub-surface water in various regions of Sinai, the Negeb and S Transjordan (see references above, and N. Glueck, Rivers in the Desert, 1959, p. 22). The references to the catching of quail (Ex. 16:13; Nu. 11:31-35) have been interpreted by some as requiring a N route for the Exodus along the Medi-terranean (e.g. Jarvis, op. cit., pp. 169-170; cf J. Bright, A History of Israel, 1960, p. 114, after J. Gray, VT 4, 1954, pp. 148-154; G. E. Wright, Bib-lical Archaeology, 1957, p. 65). But that route was explicitly forbidden to Israel (Ex. 13:17f.), and in any case the quails land on the Mediterranean coast of Sinai (from Europe) only in the autumn and at dawn, whereas Israel found them in the spring in the evening, in or following Abib, i.e. March (Ex. 16:13), and a year and a month later (Nu. 10:11; 11:31). These two points exclude the Mediterranean coast from Israel’s route on these two occasions, and directly favour the S route by the Gulfs of Suez and Aqabah via ‘Mt Sinai’. The quails return to Europe in the spring—the season when Israel twice had them—across the upper ends of the Gulfs of Suez and Aqabah, and in the evening (Lucas, The Route of the Exodus, 1938, pp. 58-63 and refs., and p. 81, overstressing Aqabah at the expense of Suez).

A minority view would make Israel cross the Sinai peninsula more directly to the head of the Gulf of Aqabah and locate Mt Sinai in Midian. Among the best advocates of such a view is Lucas (The Route of the Exodus, 1938) who does not invoke non-existent active volcanoes as some have done. However, this view is no freer of topo-graphical difficulties than any other, and fails en-tirely to account for the origin of the traditions of the Christian period that attached themselves to the peninsula now called Sinai and not to Midian or NW Arabia.

For a good comparative table of the data on the route and stopping-places on Israel’s wanderings in Exodus-Numbers, Nu. 33 and Deuteronomy, see J. D. Davis and H. S. Gehman, WDB, pp. 638— 639; literary background, cf GA. Davies, TynB 25, 1974, pp. 46-81; Bronze Age sites in Sinai, cf. T. L. Thompson, The Settlement of Sinai and the Negev in the Bronze Age, 1975.

IV. The numbers of the Israelites

When Israel left Egypt there went ‘600,000 men on foot’ besides their families and the mixed multi-tude, while from a census of the men from the tribes other than Levi held at Sinai comes the total of 603,550 men over 20 who could bear arms (Nu. 2:32). These figures are commonly held to imply a total number of Israelites—men, women and children—of somewhat more than two million. That the slender resources of Sinai were of themselves insufficient to support such a multitude is indicated by the Bible itself (as well as suggested by exploration) in that Israel’s chief sustenance came from God-given *manna (Ex. 16; cf. vv. 3-4, 35). Israel never went wholly without (Dt. 2:7), al-though the water-supply sometimes nearly failed them (e.g. at Rephidim, Ex. 17:1; Kadesh, Nu. 20:2). ln any case, they would soon learn to subsist on very little water per head indeed, as illustrated by Robinson’s guide in Sinai, who was able to go without water for a fortnight by living on camel’s milk, while sheep and goats as well as camels can sometimes go without water for 3-4 months if they have had fresh pasture (E. Robinson, Biblical Researches, 1, 1841 ed., p. 221).

Furthermore, it is wholly misleading to imagine the Israelites marching in long ‘columns of four’ up and down Sinai, or trying to encamp all to-gether en masse in some little wadi at each stop. They would be spread out in their tribal and family groups, occupying a variety of neighbouring wadis for all their scattered encampments; after they left Sinai with the ark and tabernacle (as baggage when on the move), the sites where these were succes-sively lodged would be the focus of the various tribal camps, as in Nu. 2. In various parts of Sinai the water-table is near the ground-surface; the scattered Israelite encampments would thus often get the little they needed by digging small pits over an area. Cf Robinson, Biblical Researches, 1, 1841, pp. 100 (general observations), 129; Lepsius, Leiters, etc., 1853, p. 306; Currelly in Petrie, Researches in Sinai, 1906, p. 249; Lucas, The Route of the Exodus, 1938, p. 68.

There have been many attempts down the years to interpret the census-lists in Nu. 1 and 26 and related figures in Ex. 12:37; 38:24-29, besides the levitical reckoning (Nu. 4:21-49) and other figures (eg. Nu. 16:49), in Order to gain from the Heb. text a more modest total for the number of the people of Israel involved in the Exodus from Egypt through Sinai to Palestine. For recent attempts, see R. E. D. Clark, JTVI 87, 1955, pp. 82-92 (taking ’lp as ‘officer’ instead of ‘1,000’ in many cases); G. E. Mendenhall, JBL 11, 1958, pp. 52-66 (taking dp as a tribal sub-unit instead of ‘1,000’), who refers to earlier treatments; and J. W. Wenham, TynB 18, 1967, pp. 19-53, esp. 27ff., 35ff. While none of these attempts accounts for all the figures involved, they indicate several possible clues to a better understanding of various apparently high figures in the OT. The fact is that these records must rest on some basis of ancient reality; the apparently high figures are beyond absolute disproof, while no alternative interpretation has yet adequately ac-counted for all the data involved. (*Number.)

V. Later significance

Theologically, the wilderness period became the dual symbol of God’s leading and providing and of man’s rebellious nature typified by the Israelites (cf., e.g, Dt. 8:15-16; 9:7; Am. 2:10; 5:25 (cf. Acts 7:40-44); Ho. 13:5-6; Je. 2:6; Ezk. 20:10-26, 36; Pss. 78:14-41; 95:8-11 (cf Heb. 3:7-19); 136:16; Ne. 9:18-22; Acts 13:18; 1 Cor. 10:3-5).

Bibuography. E. Robinson, Biblical Researches in Palestine, Mount Sinai and Arabia Petraea, 1, 1841 edn., pp. 98-100, 129, 131, 179; C. R. Lepsius, Leiters front Egypl. Ethiopia and the Peninsula of Sinai, 1853, pp. 306-307; A. P. Stanley, Sinai and Palestine, 1905 ed., pp. 16-19, 22, 24-27; E. H. Palmer, The Deserl of the Exodus, 1, 1871, pp. 22-26; W. M. F. Petrie and C. T. Currelly, Researches in Sinai, 1906, pp. 12, 30, 247-250, 254-256 (Feiran), 269; C. L. Woolley and T. E. Lawrence, Palestine Exploration Fund Annual, 3, 1915, p. 33; C. S. Jarvis, Yesterday and Today in Sinai, 1931, p. 99; A. E. Lucas, The Route of the Exodus, 1938, pp. 19, 44-45, 68; W. F. Albright, BASOR 109, 1948, p. 11 (El-‘Arish rains; scrub Vegetation in N). For Sinai scenery, see G. E. Wright, Biblical Archaeology, 1957, pp. 62-64, figs. 33-35; or L. H. Grollenberg, Shorler Atlas of the Bible, 1959, pp. 76-77; Petrie, Researches in Sinai, 1906, passinr, B. Rothenberg, God’s Wilderness, 1961,passim.    k.a.k.

WIND (Heb. rüah). 1. The Hebrews conceived of climate as influenced by the four winds from the four corners of the earth (Je. 49:36; Dn. 7:2; Rev. 7:1). The wind may be a source of blessing or a curse, according to its source. Its vast power sug-gests the wind is the breath of God (Is. 40:7), con-trolled by him (Ps. 107:25; Pr. 30:4; Mk. 4:41), cre-ated by him (Am. 4:13) and Creative for his pur-poses (Gn. 1:2; Ezk. 37:9).

2. As compound names for winds are impossible in Hebrew, the four Cardinal points are used freely to describe other directions (Ezk. 37:9; Dn. 8:8; Zc. 2:6; Mt. 24:31; Rev. 7:1).

a.    The N wind (rüah säpön) is associated with cold conditions, the NE wind dispersing the rain (Jb. 37:9, 22; Pr. 25:23).

b.    The S wind (rüah däröm) is variable in its ef-fects, whether tempestuous (Is. 21:1; Zc. 9:14) or gentle (Acts 27:13). The sirocco, usually associated with the S wind, is particularly hot and desiccating, a katabatic wind which descends from the high-lands of Sinai and Arabia (Jb. 37:16-17; Je. 4:11; Ho. 12:1; Lk. 12:55). But the katabatic effects can be caused wherever there is a sudden change of gradient, so that its effects are also described as E winds (Is. 27:8; Ezk. 17:10; Ho. 13:15; Jon. 4:8). 1t destroys the grass, and all Vegetation wilts (Ps. 103:16; Is. 40:6-8; Jas. 1:11).

c.    The E wind (rüah qädim) is similarly described as a dry wind from the wilderness (Jb. 1:19; Je. 4:11; 13:24), strong and gusty (Ex. 14:21; Jb. 27:21; 38:24; Je. 18:17) and with scorching heat (Am. 4:9; Ho. 13:15), affecting the Vegetation (Gn. 41:6, 23, 27; Ezk. 17:10; 19:12).

d.    The W wind (rüah yänt) is in Arabic described as ‘the father of rain’ (1 Ki. 18:44-45; Lk. 12:54). Distinction, however, should be made between the diurnal sea breezes which are a marked feature of the coast in summer, bringing down the high tem-peratures, and the westerlies which blow strongly in winter, exposing all anchorages to NW gales. The wind is symbolic of nothingness (Is. 41:29) and of the transitoriness of man (Ps. 78:39), and is used also in connection with the Spirit of God (Jn. 3:8; Acts 2:2; »Spirit, Holy).

e. Euraquilo (rv, rightly, for av ‘Euroclydon’), a hybrid formation from Gk. euros, ‘east wind’, and Lat. aquilo, ‘north wind’, and probably a nautical term, is the name given to the typhonic storm described at Paul’s shipwreck (Acts 27:14). J. Smith has made a strong case for the wind being the ‘north-easter’ (so rsv, neb), and that the shipwreck was, in fact, off the coast of »Malta. Recently, A. Acworth argued that the shipwreck was situated off Mljet in the Adriatic and that the wind was a south-easter. This has been conclusively challenged by C. J. Hemer, who reaffirms the location off Malta. Maltese sailors use the term ‘gregale’ to refer to violent winds, accompanied by sea-storms in the winter season, associated with depressions over Libya or the Gulf of Gabes. A small Rom. ship, caught in such a storm, having crossed Sicily, would welcome the sighting of the Maltese islands. For there stretched another 320 km or more of open sea between them and safety on the Tunisian coast.

Bibuography. J. Smith, Voyage and Shipwreck of St. PauP, 1880, pp. 287-291; see also A. Acworth, ‘Where was St. Paul shipwrecked? A re-examination of the evidence’, JTS n.s. 24, 1973, pp. 190-192; C. J. Hemer, ‘Euraquilo and Melita’, JTS n.s. 26, 1975, pp. 100-111.    j.m.h.

WINE AND STRONG DRINK.

I. In the Old Testament

Among a considerable number of Synonyms used in the OT the most common are yayin (usually translated ‘wine’) and sekär (usually translated ‘strong drink’). These terms are frequently used together, and they are employed irrespective of whether the writer is commending wine and strong drink as desirable or warning against its dangers. A third word, tlrös, sometimes translated ‘new’ or ‘sweet wine’, has often been regarded as un-fermented and therefore unintoxicating wine, bul an example such as Ho. 4:11, together with the usage of the Talmud, makes clear that it is capable of being used in a bad sense equally with the others. Furthermore, while there are examples of the grapes being pressed into a cup and presum-ably used at once (Gn. 40:11), it is significant that the term ‘wine’ is never applied to the resultant juice.

The term ‘new wine’ does not indicate wine which has not fermented, for in fact the process of fermentation sets in very rapidly, and unfermented wine could not be available many months alter the harvest (Acts 2:13). It represents rather wine made from the first drippings of the juice before the winepress was trodden. As such it would be particularly potent and would come immediately to mind as a probable explanation of what seemed to be a drunken state. Modern custom in Palestine, among a people who are traditionally conservative as far as religious feasts are concerned, also sug-gests that the wine used was fermented. It may be said, therefore, that the Bible in employing various Synonyms makes no consistent distinction between them.

Naturally in a land and climate particularly suited to the cultivation of the vine, we find thal wine was often associated with grain, and together they stand for a full and adequate suppiy of food and of the good gifts of life. They can be promised therefore as the tokens of the blessing of God (Gn. 27:28), and they are acceptable to him when offered back upon the altar (Ex. 29:40). As a dis-cipline, however, they are on occasion to be dis-pensed with, as when a man engages in priestly Service (Lv. 10:9), or in the case of a ’Nazirite during the course of his vow (Nu. 6:3). The abstin-ence of the * Rechabites falls within a different cat-egory, for it was in an attempt to preserve the no-madic life that they dwelt in tents, and their refusal of wine was not on account of the dangers of its abuse, but because they were associated with the planting of vineyards, the sowing of seed and the building of houses (Je. 35:7). Evidence is by no means lacking, however, that even to those who accepted the agricultural way of life the dangers of strong drink were apparent. The warnings of the book of Proverbs are clear, and in the time of Isaiah even the priests feil into the snare.

These two aspects of wine, its use and its abuse, its benefits and its curse, its acceptance in God’s sight and its abhorrence, are interwoven into the fabric of the OT so that it may gladden the heart of man (Ps. 104:15) or cause his mind to err (Is. 28:7), it can be associated with merriment (Ec. 10:19) or with anger (Is. 5:11), it can be used to uncover the shame of Noah (Gn. 9:21) or in the hands of Mel-chizedek to honour Abraham (Gn. 14:18).

In metaphorical usage the same characteristics are to be observed. Wine may represent that which God himself has prepared (Pr. 9:5), and which he offers to as many as will receive it from his hand (Is. 55:1); yet, on the other hand, it may equally well represent the intoxicating influence of Baby-lonian supremacy which brings ruin (Je. 51:7).

II. In the New Testament

In the NT the common word is Gk. oinos (cf. Heb. yayin). Once we find sikera, ‘strong drink’ (Lk. 1:15), a loan-word from Semitic (cf. Heb. sekär), and once gleukos, ‘new wine’ (Acts 2:13). This last word means literally ‘sweet wine’; the vintage of the current year had not yet come, but there were means of keeping wine sweet all year round.

The references in the NT are very much fewer in number, but once more the good and the bad aspects are equally apparent, and many of the points which we noticed in the OT have their counterpart in the NT. John the Baptist is to abstain from wine in view of his special Commission (Lk. 1:15), but this does not imply that of itself wine is evil, for Jesus is not only present at the wedding in Cana of Galilee, but when the wine fails he replenishes the suppiy in extraordinarily ample measure, and later his readiness to eat and drink with publicans and sinners draws forth the accusation that he is glut-tonous and a wine-bibber. The refusal of Jesus to drink the wine offered to him in accordance with Jewish custom at his crucifixion (Mk. 15:23) was not based upon an objection to wine as such, but was due to a determination to die with an un-clouded mind. Later he accepted the wine (vinegar) which was the ordinary drink of labourers in the field and of the lower dass of soldiers.

On more than one occasion Jesus used wine to illustrate his teaching. Mk. 2:22 points to the current practice of putting new wine into new skins and emphasizes the impracticality of doing other-wise. Commentators difler regarding the Interpretation of this parable. For, while the new wineclear-ly points to the lively and powerful working of Christ’s new teaching, the skins which are broken may equally well refer to certain conventional forms or to the whole Judaistic System or to the human heart, all of which need to be recast in accordance with the challenge of the new age which has arrived. Unfortunately the Pharisees were un-willing to face the changes which would have been involved, and obstinately clung to the System upon which their livelihood depended (Lk. 5:39).

Metaphorically in the NT the word ‘wine’ is again used in both a good and a bad sense. The latter is found several times in Revelation, where the inhabitants of the earth are depicted as having been made drunk by the fornication of Babylon (Rev. 17:2) while she herseif is drunk with their blood (Rev. 17:6). On the other hand, Paul exhorts his readers to befilled with the Spirit (Eph. 5:18) in con-trast with their being intoxicated with wine. There are, of course, certain similarities between the two conditions, a consideration which may well have led Paul to express himself in this way. Certainly on the Day of Pentecost there were many who took the evi-dences of the Spirit to be nothing eise than the result of strong drink. This same interpretation had been placed long before upon the movement of the lips of Hannah as she prayed in the presence of Eli, a sup-posed fault which Eli was quicker to rebuke in her than in his own sons (1 Sa. 1:14).

Timothy is exhorted by Paul to take a little wine because of its medicinal properties (1 Tim. 5:23; cf. its application in a different form in the story of the good Samaritan), but in the Pastoral Epistles there is a recognition of the grave dangers of excess, and those who bear office or in any way give leadership within the Christian community, both men and women, are specifically warned against this fault, which would unfit them for their task (1 Tim. 3:8; Tit. 2:3). This abuse is particularly unfit-ting within the church, for if it is true that drunk-enness is in general a sign of heedlessness in spiritual matters, and a disregard of the imminent return of Christ (Rom. 13:13), how much more is it to be deplored at the Lord’s table, where it reveals not only a spirit of complete indifference towards God but a spirit of utter thoughtlessness in regard to those who stand together within the Christian fellowship (1 Cor. 11:21).

To sum up, then, it may be said that while wine is not condemned as being without usefulness, it brings in the hands of sinful men such dangers of becoming uncontrolled that even those who count themselves to be strong would be wise to abstain, if not for their own sake, yet for the sake of weaker brethren (Rom. 14:21). If it is argued that there are many other things which may be abused besides wine, the point may be immediately conceded, but wine has so often proved itself to be peculiarly fraught with danger that Paul names it specifically at the same time as he lays down the general prin-ciple. That this principle has application within the setting of modern life is beyond dispute among those who take their Christian responsibility seriously.

Bibliography. C. Seltman, IVine in the Andern World, 1957; J. P. Free, Archaeology and Bible His-tory, 1950, Appendix II, pp. 351 ff.; ‘Wine’ in TWBR; ‘Food’ in HOB, 2, p. 32; C. Brown, NIDNTT 3, pp. 918-923.    f.s.f.

WISDOM.

I. In Ihc Old Testament

Like all Heb. intellectual virtues, wisdom (gener-ally hokmä, though other words are used; e.g.: binä, ‘understanding’, Jb. 39:26; Pr. 23:4; t'bünä, ‘in-sight’, Ps. 136:5; sekel or sekel, ‘prudence’, Pr. 12:8; 23:9) is intensely practical, not theoretical. Basic-ally, wisdom is the art of being successful, of form-ing the correct plan to gain the desired results. Its seat is the heart, the centre of moral and intellectual decision (cf. 1 Ki. 3:9, 12).

Those who possess technical skill are called wise: Bezalel, chief artisan of the tabernacle (Ex. 31:3; rsv ‘ability’); artificers of idols (Is. 40:20; Je. 10:9); Professional mourners (Je. 9:17); navigators or shipwrights (Ezk. 27:8-9). Practical wisdom may take on a sinister aspect, as in Jonadab’s crafty advice (2 Sa. 13:3).

Kings and leaders were in special need of wisdom. On them hung the responsibility for correct decisions in political and social affairs. Joshua (Dt. 34:9), David (2 Sa. 14:20), Solomon (1 Ki. 3:9, 12; 4:29ff.) were granted wisdom to enable them to deal with their official duties. The Messianic King predicted by Isaiah (11:2) was to be equipped with wisdom to judge impartially. ‘Wonderful Counsel-lor’ (9:6) avers that his advice would be amazingly successful. See N. W. Porteous, ‘Royal Wisdom’, in Wisdom in Israel and in the Andern Near East.

A special dass of wise men (or women, cf. 2 Sa. 14:2) seems to have developed during the Mon-archy. By Jeremiah’s time they had taken their place beside prophets and priests as a major religious and social influence. Their task was to for-mulate workable plans, to prescribe advice for successful living (Je. 18:18). For the view that ‘wise men’ described not a Professional dass but persons of uncommon intelligence whose wisdom was sought after by their fellow citizens, see R. N. Whybray, The Intellectual Tradition in the Old Testament (\914). The wise man or counsellor stood in a parental relationship to those whose well-being hinged on his advice: Joseph was a ‘father’ to the pharaoh (Gn. 45:8); Deborah, a ‘mother’ in Israel (Jdg. 5:7). See P. A. H. de Boer, ‘The Counsellor’ in Wisdom in Israel and in the Ancient Near East.

Wisdom in the füllest sense belongs to God alone (Jb. 12:13ff.; Is. 31:2; Dn. 2:20-23). His wisdom is not only completeness of knowledge pervading every realm of life (Jb. 10:4; 26:6; Pr. 5:21; 15:3) but also ‘consists in his irresistible ful-filment of what he has in his mind’ (J. Pedersen, Israel: Its Life and Culture, 1-2, p. 198). The uni-verse (Pr. 3:19f.; 8:22-31; Je. 10:12) and man (Jb. 10:8fT; Ps. 104:24; Pr. 14:31; 22:2) are products of his Creative wisdom. Natural (Is. 28:23-29) and his-torical (Is. 31:2) processes are governed by his wisdom, which includes an infallible discrimin-ation between good and evil and is the basis for the just rewards and punishments which are the lot of the righteous and the wicked (Pss. 1; 37; 73; Pr. 10:3; 11:4; 12:2, etc.). Such wisdom is inscrutable (Jb. 28:12-21): God in his grace must reveal it if man is going to grasp it at all (Jb. 28:23, 28). Even wisdom derived from natural abilities or distilled from experience is a gracious gift, because God’s Creative activity makes such wisdom possible.

Biblical wisdom is both religious and practical. Stemming from the fear of the Lord (Jb. 28:28; Ps. 111:10; Pr. 1:7; 9:10), it branches out to touch all of life, as the extended commentary on wisdom in Proverbs indicates. Wisdom takes insights gleaned from the knowledge of God’s ways and applies them in the daily walk. This combination of in-sight and obedience (and all insight must issue in obedience) relates wisdom to the prophetic em-phasis on the knowledge (i.e. the cordial love and obedience) of God (e.g. Ho. 2:20; 4:1, 6; 6:6; Je. 4:22; 9:3, 6; and especially Pr. 9:10).

Pagan wisdom, though it, too, may be religious, has no anchor in the covenant-God and, therefore, is doomed to failure, as the prophets frequently point out (Is. 19:11 ff.; Ezk. 28:2ff.; Ob. 8). When secularism, materialism and disdain of the covenant-ideals squeezed the fear of God out of Israel’s wisdom, it became practical atheism, as vapid as its pagan counterpart, and drew Isaiah’s fire: ‘Woe to those who are wise in their own eyes’ (5:21; cf 29:14; Je. 18:18).

A special problem is the personification of wisdom in Pr. 8:22ff. Jb. 28 anticipates this personification by depicting wisdom as a mystery inscrutable to men but apparent to God. In Pr, 1:20-33 wisdom is likened to a woman crying in the streets for men to turn from their foolish ways and to find instruction and security in her (cf. also Pr. 3:15-20). The personification continues in Pr. 8 and reaches its climax in vv. 22ff., where wisdom Claims to be the first creation of God and, perhaps, an assistant in the work of creation (8:30; cf. 3:19; the difficult ’ämön, ‘as one brought up’ in av. should be translated ‘master workman’, as in rv. rsv; see W. F. Albright in Wisdom in Israel and in the Ancient Near East, p. 8). The purpose of wis-dom’s recitation of her credentials is to attract men to pay her rightful heed, as 8:32-36 indicates. Therefore, caution must be exercised in reading into this passage a view of hypostatization, i.e. that wisdom is depicted as having an independent exist-ence. The Hebrews’ characteristic resistance to speculation and abstraction frequently led their poets to deal with inanimate objects or ideals as though they had personality. See H. W. Robinson, Inspiration and Revelation in the Old Testament,

1946,    p. 260; H. Ringgren, Word and Wisdom,

1947.    For the influence of the personification of wisdom on the Logos idea of the Fourth Gospel, see * Logos.


II. In the New Testament

By and large NT wisdom (sophia) has the same intensely practical nature as in the OT. Seldom neutral (although cf. ‘the wisdom of the Egyp-tians’, Acts 7:22), it is either God-given or God-opposing. If divorced from God’s revelation it is impoverished and unproductive at best (1 Cor. 1:17; 2:4; 2 Cor. 1:12) and foolish or even devilish at worst (1 Cor. l:19ff; Jas. 3:15ff). Worldly wisdom is based on intuition and experience with-out revelation, and thus has severe limitations. The failure to recognize these limitations brings biblical condemnation on all (especially the Greeks) who haughtily attempt to cope with spiritual issues by human wisdom.

The truly wise are those to whom God has gra-ciously imparted wisdom: Solomon (Mt. 12:42; Lk. 11:31), Stephen (Acts 6:10), Paul (2 Pet. 3:15), Joseph (Acts 7:10). One of Christ’s legacies to his disciples was the wisdom to say the right thing in times of persecution and examination (Lk. 21:15). A similar wisdom is necessary for understanding the apocalyptic oracles and enigmas (Rev. 13:18;

17:9). Wisdom is essential not only for leaders of the church (Acts 6:3) but for all believers that they may perceive God’s purposes in redemption (Eph. 1:8-9) and may walk worthily of God (Col. 1:9; Jas. 1:5; 3:13-17) and discreetly before unbelievers (Col. 4:5). As Paul has taught his hearers in all wisdom (Col. 1:28), so they who are mature enough to understand this spiritual wisdom (1 Cor. 2:6-7) are to instruct others in it (Col. 3:16).

God’s wisdom is clearly demonstrated in his Provision of redemption (Rom. 11:33), which is manifested in the church (Eph. 3:10). It is su-premely revealed ‘not in some esoteric doctrine . . . addressed to . . . initiates of some secret cult, but in action, God’s supreme action in Christ on the Cross’ (N. W. Porteous, op. eil., p. 258). This wisdom, previously veiled to human minds, brooks no philosophical or practical rivals. The best at-tempts of men to untangle the problems of human existence are shown to be foolishness in the light of the cross.

The incarnate Christ grew in wisdom (Lk. 2:40, 52) as a boy and astonished his audiences by his wisdom as a man (Mt. 13:54; Mk. 6:2). His Claims included wisdom (Mt. 12:42) and a unique know-ledge of God (Mt. 11:25ff.). Twice he personifies wisdom in a manner reminiscent of Proverbs: Mt. 11:19 (= Lk. 7:35) and Lk. 11:49 (Mt. 23:34fT). In both passages Christ may be alluding to himself as ‘Wisdom’, although this is not certain, especially in the latter instance. (See Arndt for suggested inter-pretations.) Paul’s wisdom Christology (1 Cor. 1:24, 30) was probably influenced both by Christ’s Claims and by the apostolic consciousness (grounded in Christ’s teachings in Matthew) that Christ was the new Torah, the complete revelation of God’s will, replacing the old law. Since the commandments and wisdom are linked in Dt. 4:6, and especially in Jewish thought (e.g. Ecclus. 24:23; Apocalypse of Baruch 3:37ff), it is not unexpected that Paul would view Jesus, the new Torah, as the wisdom of God. That Paul saw in Christ the ful-filment of Pr. 8:22ff. seems apparent from Col. l:15ff., which strongly reflects the OT description of wisdom.

Paul’s wisdom Christology is a dynamic con-cept, as is shown by the emphasis on Christ’s activ-ity in creation in Col. 1:15fT. and in redemption in 1 Cor. 1.24, 30. The latter verses affirm that in the crucifixion God made Jesus our wisdom, a wisdom further defined as embracing righteousness, sanc-tification and redemption. As the slain yet exalted Lord of the church, he is lauded for wisdom (Rev. 5:12). ‘Receive’ in this verse implies acknowledg-ment of attributes which are already Christ’s; for in him ‘are hid all the treasures of wisdom’ (Col. 2:3).

Bibliography. W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, 1948, pp. 147-176; R. E. Murphy, The Tree of Life, 1990; M. Noth and D. W. Thomas (eds.), Wisdom in Israel and in the Ancient Near East, 1955; L. G. Perdue, Wisdom and Creation, 1994; G. von Rad, Wisdom in Israel, 1972; E. J. Schnabel, Law and Wisdom from Ben Sira to Paul, 1985; B Witherington III, Jesus the Sage, 1994.

D.A.H.

WISDOM LITERATURE. A family of literary genres common in the ancient Near East in which instructions for successful living are given or the perplexities of human existence are contemplated. There are two broad types: proverbial (* Proverb)

wisdom—short, pithy sayings which state rules for personal happiness and welfare (e.g. Proverbs), and speculative    wisdom—monologues    (e.g. Ec-

clesiastes) or dialogues (e.g. Job) which attempt to delve into such problems as the meaning of existence and the relationship between God and man. This speculative wisdom is practical and empirical, not theoretical. Problems of human existence are discussed in terms of concrete examples: ‘There was a man . . . whose name was Job.’

The roots of wisdom literature are probably to be found in short, crisp populär sayings which express rules for success or common observations concerning life. OT examples are found in 1 Ki. 20:11; Je. 23:28; 31:29, inter al. The transition from oral to literary wisdom took place in Egypt c. 2500 bc (e.g. Instruction of the Vizier Ptah-Hotep) and in Sumer shortly after. Throughout the Near East, a dass of scribes or wise men arose whose highly honoured task was to create or collect and polish sagacious sayings (Ec. 12:9), usually under the pat-ronage of court or temple. The sources of these sayings may have been clan wisdom, instruction in schools or sayings circulated among the nobility. Two of Israel’s kings are credited with important contributions in this area: Solomon (1 Ki. 4:29-34) and Hezekiah (Pr. 25:1). By the 7th Century bc the wise man (häkäm) had assumed sufficient promin-ence in Judah to be classed with prophet or priest (Je. 8:8-9; 18:18), although there is some question as to whether he was yet viewed as a Professional or merely as an unusually wise Citizen. As the phe-nomenon of prophecy faded in the Persian and Greek periods, the wise men gained in stature, as the important apocryphal works, Ecclesiasticus and Wisdom of Solomon, and the Mishnaic trac-tate Pirqe Aboth (Sayings of the Fathers), show.

The wise men employed several literary devices as aids to memory. The most frequent device was the use of poetic parallelism of either a synthetic (e.g. Pr. 18:10) or antithetic (e.g. Pr. 10:1) type. Comparisons are common (e.g. Pr. 17:1), as are numerical sequences (e.g. Pr. 30:l5fT.). Alliteration and acrostic patterns (e.g. Ps. 37; Pr. 31:10-31) are employed occasionally. Riddles (Jdg. 14:12ff.; cf. 1 Ki. 10:1), fables (e.g. Jdg. 9:7-15; Ezk. 17:3ff; 19:1 ff ), parables, which are extensions of the comparisons mentioned above (e.g 2 Sa. 12:1-4; Is. 28:4), and allegories (e.g. Is. 5:1-7) are part of the wise man’s repertoire. This sampling testifies to the impact made by wisdom literature on historical and prophetic writings. H. Gunkel has categorized certain psalms as wisdom poetry: Pss. 127; 133 (simple proverbial type); Pss. 1; 37; 49; 73; 112; 128. S. Mowinckel has called these psalms examples of ‘learned psalmography’. Whether stories that teach responsible conduct as a key to success like those of Joseph (Gn. 37;39—50), the succession narrative (2 Sa. 9-20; 1 Ki. 1 f.), Esther and Daniel bear wisdom’s stamp is still under debate. Cf. R. N. Whybray, The Intellectual Tradition in the Old Testament, 1974; contra J. L. Crenshaw, ‘Method in Determining Wisdom Influence upon “Historical” Literature’, JBL 88, 1969, pp. 129-142). Wisdom’s contribution is most readily discernible when its peculiar vocabulary, techniques and didactic con-tent are all present in a text. Such influence is de-tectable in the NT, both in the teaching methods of Christ, who as the Master Sage employs parables and proverbs, and also in the Epistle of James (e.g l:5ff.;3:13ff).

Though an international phenomenon, as the

OT freely recognizes (Edom in 1 Ki. 4:31; Ob. 8; Je. 49:7; and Egypt in Gn. 41:8; 1 Ki. 4:30; Is. 19:11-15 were particularly renowned), wisdom literature has not escaped Israel’s peculiar stamp. Israel’s sages confessed that true wisdom stemmed from God (cf. Jb. 28). The impact of Israel’s prophets upon her sages cannot be ignored. H. Wheeler Robinson (Inspiration and Revelation in the Old Testament, 1946, p. 241) goes so far as to define the wisdom movement as ‘the discipline whereby was taught the application of prophelic truth to the individual life in the light of experience’.

At the same time prophets like Arnos, Isaiah and Jeremiah occasionally used the forms, techniques and teachings of wisdom literature to enrich and reinforce their oracles, as S. Terrien (‘Arnos and Wisdom’, in Israel'’s Prophelic Heritage, ed. B W. Anderson and W. Harrelson, 1962, pp. 108-115), H. W. Wolff (Arnos, the Prophet: the Man and His Background, E.T. 1973) and J. W. Whedbee (Isaiah and Wisdom, 1970) have shown.

Bibliography. J. L. Crenshaw (ed.), Studies in Andern Israelile Wisdom, 1976; J. G. Gammie & L. G. Perdue (eds ), The Sage in Israel and the Ancient Near East, 1990; R. Murphy, The Tree of Life: An Exploration of Biblical Wisdom Literature, 1990;

L. G. Perdue, Wisdom and Creation: The Theology of Wisdom Literature, 1994; G. von Rad, Wisdom in Israel, 1972.    d.a.h.

WITNESS. In evv ‘to witness’, ‘to bear witness’, a ‘witness’, ‘to testify’, ‘testimony’ (with a few minor additional renderings) represent a somewhat arbi-trary and not always consistent rendering of the following Heb. and Gk. words. In the OT: änä (lit. ‘to answer’), ’üd (verb), 'ed, ‘edä, 'edüt_, tr'üdä\ in the NT: martyreö (verb) and Compounds, martys, martyria, martyrion. Though ‘to witness’ is used with a wide ränge of connotations, the forensic often being virtually forgotten, it never occurs in the frequent modern Eng. usage as a synonym of ‘to see’.

ed and its rare synonym edä always refer to the person or thing bearing witness, examples of the latter being Gn. 31:48, 52; Jos. 22:27-28, 34; 24:27; Is. 19:20. The NT equivalent, martys, is used only of persons, there being no example of a thing as bearer of witness.

Heb., disliking abstracts, rarely speaks of witness in the sense of evidence given. In the three cases it does (Ru. 4:7; Is. 8:16, 20) it uses t''üdä. Gk. uses the conception frequently, but dis-tinguishes between martyria, the act of testifying or the testimony, and martyrion, that which may serve as evidence or proof or the fact established by evidence.

'edüt, always rendered ‘testimony’ except in the av of Nu. 17:7-8; 18:2; 2 Ch. 24:6, where it is ‘witness’, has lost its forensic meaning completely and is a technical religious term (* Covenant), rendered by KB ‘monitory sign, reminder, exhortation’. The outstanding example of ‘edüt is the tables of the Ten Commandments (Ex. 16:34; 25:16, 21, etc.). Hence the ark which contained them became ‘the ark of the testimony’ (Ex. 25:22, etc.), the tent which sheltered them, ‘the tent of the testimony’ (Nu. 17:7), and the veil dividing off the Holy of hohes, ‘the veil of the testimony’ (Lv. 24:3). The term is then enlarged to cover the law as a whole, e.g. Pss. 78:5; 119:2 and frequently. The meaning in 2 Ki. 11:12 is doubtful (see ICC, adloc.).

av translation ‘martyr’ in Acts 22:20; Rev. 2:13; 17:6 (in the last of these also rv, rsv) is hardly justified, though martys quickly developed this meaning; cf. Arndt, p. 495b.

Bibliography. L. Coenen, A. A. Trites, NIDNTT 3, pp. 1038-1051; A. A. Trites, The New Testament Concept of Witness, 1977; BAICS 6, f.c.

H.L.E.

WOE. The rendering of the Gk. interjection ouai, meaning ‘Alas for’. When Jesus says ‘Woe unto you’, he is not so much pronouncing a final judg-ment as deploring the miserable condition in God's sight of those he is addressing. Their wretchedness lies not least in the fact that they are living in a fool’s paradise, unaware of the misery that awaits them. The state of the materially-minded blinded by wealth to their spiritual needs, of the self-satisfied, of the impenitent and unsympathetic, and of those who are universally populär is de-clared by Jesus to be wretched (Lk. 6:24-26). Simi-larly, the woeful condition of the Pharisees and scribes (Lk. ‘lawyers’) lies, Jesus teils them, in the hypocritical zeal, the lack of proportion, the love of display and the self-complacency which dis-figure their religion (Mt. 23:13-33; Lk. 11:42-52). When Jesus addresses the words ‘Woe to you’ to the unrepentant cities Chorazin and Bethsaida, he follows them with a prophecy of the doom that awaits them (Mt. 11:21) as they are in a woeful state for having refused the gospel. Paul says he would be in a woeful state if he failed to preach it (1 Cor. 9:16). The seer in the Revelation uses the word ouai as an interjection in his dirge over fallen Babylon (Rev. 18:10-16), and as a noun to describe three ‘woes’, a comprehensive term covering vari-ous plagues and disasters which will herald the final judgment (Rev. 9:12; 11:14).

Bibliography. N. Hillyer, NIDNTT 3. pp. 1051-1054.    R.v.G.T.

WOMAN (Heb. ’iSSä, Gk. gyne). The common humanity and equal value of woman and man, created ‘in the image of God’, is a theme of Gn 1:27. Complementarity and the incompleteness of each without the other is a theme of Gn. 2:20, where woman is created to be man’s helper or Partner. (*Eve). Gn. 3:16 speaks of the pain of dependence and domination between women and men in a sinful world.

Monogamy was the OT ideal, but widespread polygamy was regulated rather than condemned in the Law. Parenthood was highly prized. Women in biblical narratives mainly operate within a house-hold, naming the children and being responsible for their early education. Mothers were to be hon-oured (Ex. 20:12), feared (Lv. 19:3) and obeyed (Dt. 21:18fT). Men took responsibility for and pro-tected women family members but, if there were no male heirs, a woman could independently inherit land (Nu. 27:1-8).

Women and men mct together for worship (Ezr. 10:1). Individual women made sacrifices and took Nazirite vows of dedication to Yahweh (Nu. 6:2). They sometimes exercised spiritual leadership as prophets, such as Miriam and Huldah, or intel-lectual leadership as ‘wise’ counsellors (2 Sam 14:1; 20:16). Deborah, the judge, was the nation’s leader at a crucial time.

Partnership of men and women of faith plays a key role in Luke’s account of Jesus’ birth. The amazed parents, Elizabeth and Zechariah, Simeon, and the Prophet Anna witnessed the dawning of God’s salvation. *Mary, supported by Joseph, trusted God’s Word despite the shame and ridicule involved, pondering what she did not yet fully understand (Lk. 2:19). God took flesh and became a man; a woman had the privilege of bringing him to birth. He obeyed her in childhood, separated from her to undertake his ministry (Mk. 3:31-35), and cared for her even on the cross.

Later rabbinical writings tended to undervalue women’s spiritual contribution but Jesus showed them love and respect. He forgave them, healed them, taught them. They served him with provi-sions, hospitality and deeds of love. Women visit-ing his tomb became the first eyewitnesses of his resurrection.

Jesus included them in his teaching illustrations. He used a woman searching for a lost coin as a parable for God’s search for his lost ones. He de-manded the same Standards from both sexes and offered the same way of salvation.

After the resurrection, women disciples are to-gether with the men, praying, electing a new apos-tle (Acts 1:12-26) and receiving the power and gifts of the Holy Spirit at Pentecost (Acts 2:17-18).

Acts and the epistles mention many women play-ing a full part in the church. Dorcas, the carer, is raised by Peter. Lydia, the businesswoman, is Paul’s first convert in Europe. Priscilla, with Aquila, taught the gifted Apollos. Philip’s four daughters prophesied. Paul mentions many women workers, including Phoebe the deacon and Junia (now widely admitted to be a female name) who, with Andronicus, was prominent among the apos-tles (Rom. 16:1,7).

Unlike circumcision, the sign of baptism was for women as well as men. Paul stressed the church as a community without prejudice based on race, dass or gender; ‘all are one in Christ Jesus’ (Gal. 3:28). Christians, however, have to live in a fallen world with existing power structures and conven-tions. He urged Christian wives, slaves and citizens to submit to authority within such structures. There is ongoing debate about how his metaphor of man and woman as head and body should be applied to relationships within the church today, but agreement that it emphasizes a united, faithful, loving partnership in *marriage.

Bibliography. B. Witherington, Women in the Ministry of Jesus, 1984; idem. Women in the Earlier Churches, 1988; M. Evans, Women in the Bible, 1983; Shirley Lees (ed.), The Role of Women, 1984; R. T. France, Women in the Church's Ministry: A Test-case for Biblical Hermeneutics, 1995.

V.M.S.

MB.

WOMB. Heb. beten, me int and rehem or raham; Gk. gaster, koilia or metra, the former two in both cases being used also of the belly generally, indicat-ing the Heb. vagueness about the internal physi-ology (* Stomach, * Bowels) The reference is generally to the place or time of life’s beginning (Jb. 1:21; Is. 49:1), and so figuratively of the origin of anything (Jb. 38:29). The formation of the babe in the womb is a wonderful mystery to the biblical writers, who, understandably enough, attribute it to the direct action and care of God (Jb. 31:15; Ec. 11:5). The presence of the living babe in the womb some time before birth is mentioned in the NT (Lk. 1:41). ‘Barrenness is attributed to the closing up of the womb, sometimes specifically stated to be done by God (1 Sa. 1:5). This is a great cause of sorrow and shame to the woman concerned (v. 6). The * first-born, referred to as that which opens the womb, is regarded as holy (Ex. 13:2; Lk. 2:23).

BOB.

WOOL. The high value set upon wool as the basic fabric for clothing (Jb. 31:20; Pr. 31:13; Ezk. 34:3) is reflected in its inclusion among the first fruits to be offered by the priests (Dt. 18:4) and as an important item in Mesha’s tribute (2 Ki. 3:4). Da-mascus wool was prized at Tyre market (Ezk. 27:18); the lxx compares its quality to that of Mi-letus which was famous in the ancient world (Pliny

8. 73). The reason for the Mosaic prohibition against wearing cloth made of a mixture of wool and linen (Dt. 22:11) is not clear. Josephus (Ant. 4. 208) Claims that garments of wool and linen mixture were reserved for priests, but gives no evi-dence. Static electricity in such a mixture would be uncomfortable to the wearer (NBCR, p. 223). The brilliant whiteness of wool after thorough washing is used to illustrate purity (Is. 1:18) and beautiful teeth (Ct. 4:2) and is likened to snowflakes (Ps. 147:16).    n.h.

WORD. In the OT ‘the word (däbär) of God’ is used 394 times of a divine communication which comes from God to men in the form of com-mandment, prophecy, warning or encouragement. The usual formula is ‘the word of Yahweh came (lit. was) to . ..’ but sometimes the word is ‘seen’ as a vision (Is. 2:1; Je. 2:31; 38:21). Yahweh’s word is an extension of the divine personality, invested with divine authority, and is to be heeded by angels and men (Ps. 103:20; Dt. 12:32); it Stands for ever (Is. 40:8), and once uttered it cannot return un-fulfilled (Is. 55:11). It is used as a synonym for the law (törä) of God in Ps. 119, where alone its reference is to a written rather than a spoken message.

In the NT it translates two terms, *logos and rhema, the former being supremely used of the message of the Christian gospel (Mk. 2:2; Acts 6:2; Gal. 6:6), though the latter also bears the same meaning (Rom. 10:8; Eph. 6:17; Heb. 6:5, etc.). Our Lord spoke of the word of God (in the parable of the sower, Lk. 8:11; see also Mk. 7:13; Lk. 11:28), but in the Synoptic Gospels he always used the plural of his own message (‘my words’, Mt. 24:35 and parallels; Mk. 8:38; Lk. 24:44). In the Fourth Gospel, however, the singulär is often found. To the early church the word was a message revealed from God in Christ, which was to be preached, ministered and obeyed. It was the word of life (Phil. 2:16), of truth (Eph. 1:13), of salvation (Acts 13:26), of reconciliation (2 Cor. 5:19), of the cross (1 Cor. 1:18).

Bibliography. H. Haarbeck et ai, in NIDNTT 3, pp. 1078-1146; A. Debrunner etai, in TDNT4, pp. 69-143.    J.B.Tr.

WORK. The main words here are the Heb. ma‘“seh (181 times), ‘an act’, ‘a doing’ (cf. Gn. 5:29; Ex. 5:4, etc, and especially in the Psalms of God’s act, see Pss. 8:3, 6; 19:1, etc); m'lakä (117 times; cf. Gn. 2:2-3; Ex. 20:9, etc); pö’al (30 times), ‘a deed’ (cf. Dt. 32:4, elc.). Gk. ergon (142 times) is found frequently in Jn., Heb., Jas. and Rev. Less frequent is the abstract energeia, literally ‘energy’ (evv ‘working’). This is a specific Pauline word (Eph. 1:19; 3:7; 4:16; Phil. 3:21; Col. 1:29; 2 Thes. 2:9). Note should be taken also of the Heb. y'gtä, ‘labour’, ‘weariness’, and 'ämäl, ‘labour’, ‘misery’; cf. Gk. kopiaö, ‘to labour’, ‘to be wearied out’ (cf. Mt.

11:28; Jn. 4:38, etc.), and ergates, ‘a worker’ (Mt. 9:37-38; 20:1-2, 8; Lk. 10:2, 7; Jas. 5:4).

In classical Gk. the verb kopiaö has reference to the weariness which labour produces (cf. LSJ, ad loc.), but in the NT it signifies the toil itself (cf. Mt. 6:28; 11:28; Lk. 5:5; 12:27; Jn. 4:38). The word ergates has reference to the business or the trade by which men gain their subsistence (Acts 19:25), and it is also used to denote the profit which results from their activity (Acts 16:16, 19) as well as the toil which the pursuit of their gain invoives. ergasia occurs in an ethical sense in Eph. 4:19 and means literally ‘to make a trade of’; cf. ‘worker’ (ergates) in Lk. 13:27; 2 Cor. 11:13; Phil. 3:2, and in a good sense Mt. 10:10; 2 Tim. 2:15. Luke’s usage of the Latinism dos ergasian, ‘make an effort’ (av ‘give diligence’) (Lk. 12:58), to emphasize Christ’s warn-ing concerning reconciliation with an adversary is thought by some to be derived from his medical studies, where the term had reference to the making of some mixture, the mixture itself, and the work of digestion, and of the lungs, elc. (cf. W. K. Hobart, The Medical Language of St Luke, 1882, p. 243). The phrase, however, occurs in the lxx (cf. Wisdom 13:19) with which Luke was familiär.

I. The general sense

It is clear from the interchangeable use of certain words to indicate God’s activity and man’s that work is itself a God-ordained thing. Work was from the beginning God’s purpose for men, and is set forth in Ps. 104:19-24 and Is. 28:23-29 as a Provision of the divine wisdom. Creation itself ‘works’ (cf. Pr. 6:6-11). The fact of work as form-ing an integral part of the pattem of the divine purpose for man is implied in the fourth com-mandment. But the entrance of sin changed work from a joy to a toil (cf Gn. 3:16-19). Work has thus become a bürden instead of a blessing, and, although not bad in itself, it has lost its true value. It has become an occasion for sin; idolatry results when it becomes an end in itself (cf. Ec. 2:4—11,20-23; Lk. 12:16-22). By some it has become the means of exploitation and oppression (cf. Ex. 1:11-14; 2:23; Jas. 5:4). But in redemption, work is again transformed into a means of blessing. From the beginning Christianity has condemned idleness even when this has been indulged in in the name of religion (cf 1 Thes. 4:11; also Eph. 4:28; 1 Tim. 5:13). Our Lord, working as acarpenter (Mk. 6:3), has sanctified common toil, and Paul set an ex-ample in honest labour (Acts 18:3). He virtually established a law of social economics in his an-nouncement in 2 Thes. 3:10: ‘this we commanded you, that if any would not work, neither should he eat’. On the other side the principle proclaimed by our Lord remains the basis of society, ‘the labourer deserves his wages’ (Lk. 10:7).

In the experience of grace human tasks are given a new value and become more worth while. They are performed for the sake of the Name. And in their fulfilment in this context they are thrice blessed. The one who works is himself blessed in his reception of divine grace to carry through his labours for the glory of God; those who receive the results of such tasks done in a new spirit and with a new quality are benefited also; and in all God is himself glorified. Such work is done ‘in’ and ‘for’ the Lord (cf. Rom. 14:7-8; Eph. 6:5-9; Col. 3:23—

24). In this way man becomes a Steward of God’s riches (I Cor. 4:1-2; cf. Mt. 25:14-30) and a ser-vant of his neighbour (Mt. 25:40; Gal. 5:13; 1 Pet. 4:10). The genuineness of man’s faith is proved in the end by the quality of his works (cf. Mt. 16:27, praxis). Yet in the end the acceptance of the labourer will be an act of divine grace (cf. 1 Cor. 3:8-15; note especially v. 10).

II. The spiritual and ethical reference

The word ‘work’ is used with reference to God’s act of creation and providence. In the Psalms this note is given special emphasis. God’s work or works are great and manifold (cf. Pss. 92:5; 104:24;

111:2, etc.). They give him everlasting praisefc/ Ps. 145:4, 9—10), declare his righteousness (145:17) and bring him joy (104:31). It is the same in the NT (cf Heb. 4:10; Jn. 1:3; Acts 13:41; Rev. 15:3). The term is used also for the work of salvation commit-ted by the Father to the Son. This is specifically a Johannine idea.

The Son has come to do the Father’s work (cf. Jn. 4:34; 5:36; 9:4; 10:25, 37, etc), which work he has finished (Jn. 15:24; 17:4). This means that nothing can be added to the work he has done, since it is once and for all. ‘Salvation is therefore not a matter of works or merit but of ‘grace. But the redeemed man will work and serve and labour and thus commend himself in the Lord. He will be fruitful in every good work (Col. 1:10; cf. Gal. 6:4; 2 Thes. 2:17; 2 Tim. 2:21; etc). Those who under-take special work for God are to be esteemed for their work’s sake (cf. 1 Thes. 5:13; also Phil. 2:29). Yet no work for God can be done apart from the inworking of his grace (cf. Eph. 2:10; 3:20; Phil. 2:13; Col. 1:29, etc.). Such isthe ‘workof faith, and labour of love’ (1 Thes. 1:3; cf. 2 Thes. 1:11).

Bibliographv. A. Richardson, The Biblical Doctrine of Work, 1952; J. Murray, Principles of Conduct, 1957, pp. 82-106; R. Clark, Work in Crisis, 1982; H.-C. Hahn, F. Thiele, in NIDNTT 3, pp. 1 147-1 159.    H.D.McD.

WORKS. The three main uses of this term, although distinct, are essentially related: the works of God, the works of Jesus Christ and the works of man in relation to faith.

1.    In the OT the works of God are presented as evidence of God’s supreme power, authority, wisdom and benevolence. The OT defines the Deity not by abstract terms such as omnipotence, but by his activity. Moses adduced the works of God as evidence of his unique distinction from other gods (Dt. 3:24). In the Psalms the works of God are frequently proclaimed as providing con-fidence in his power and authority and his sole right to receive worship. These works are his Creative activity (Ps. 104:24) and his sovereign acts in relation to his redeemed people (Ps. 77:11-20) and to the nations (Ps. 46:8-10).

2.    It was by his works that Jesus revealed that he was both Messiah and Son of God, exemplified by his answer to John the Baptist (Mt. 11:2-5). John’s Gospel records the significant activity of Jesus with set purpose to reveal his Messiahship and deity so as to induce faith in his Person (Jn. 20:30-

31). Frequently Jesus pointed to his works as evi-dence that he was sent by the Father (Jn. 5:36; 10:37-38). Being the very works of God (Jn. 9:3-4), his works are sufficient ground for faith in him as being uniquely related to the Father (Jn. 10:38; 14:10-11). It was through equating his work with that of God that he was accused of blasphemy in identifying himself with God (Jn. 5:17-23). His death completed that work (Jn. 17:4; 19:30).

3. The believer also demonstrates by his good works the divine activity within him (Mt. 5:16; Jn. 6:28; 14:12). Conversely, the man who has no faith demonstrates by his evil works his Separation from God (Jn. 3:19; Col. 1:21; Eph. 5:11; 2 Pet. 2:8, etc). Good works are therefore the evidence of living faith, as James emphasizes in Opposition to those who Claim to be saved by faith alone without works (Jas. 2:14-26). James is in harmony with Paul, who also repeatedly declared the necessity for works, i.e. for behaviour appropriate to the new life in Christ following our entry into it by faith alone (Eph. 2:8-10; I Cor. 6:9-11; Gal. 5:16-26, etc). The works rejected by Paul are those which men Claim as earn-ing God’s favour and securing their discharge from the guilt of sin (Rom. 4:1-5; Eph. 2:8-9; Tit. 3:5). Since salvation is given by God in grace, no degree of works can merit it. The good works of the hea-then are therefore unavailing as a means of salvation, since the man himself relies on the flesh and not on the grace of God (Rom. 8:7-8). j.c.c.

WORLD. The Gk. word kosmos means by deriv-ation ‘the ordered world’. It is used in the NT, but not in lxx, sometimes for what we should call the ‘universe’, the created world, described in the OT as ‘all things’ or ‘heaven and earth’ (Acts 17:24). The ‘world’ in this sense was made by the Word (Jn. 1:10); and it was this ‘world’ of which Jesus was speaking when he said it would not profit a man anything if he gained the whole of it and lost his soul in the process (Mt. 16:26).

But, because mankind is the most important part of the universe, the word kosmos is more often used in the limited sense of human beings, being a synonym for he oikoumene ge, ‘the inhabited earth’, also translated in the NT by ‘world’. It is into this ‘world' that men are born, and in it they live tili they die (Jn. 16:21). It was all the kingdoms of this world that the devil offered to give to Christ if he would worship him (Mt. 4:8-9). It was this world, the world of men and women of flesh and blood, that God loved (Jn. 3:16), and into which Jesus came when he was born of a human mother (Jn. 11:27).

It is, however, an axiom of the Bible that this world of human beings, the climax of the divine creation, the world that God made especially to reflect his glory, is now in rebellion against him. Through the transgression of one man, sin has entered into it (Rom. 5:18) with universal con-sequences. It has become, as a result, a disordered world in the grip of the evil one (1 Jn. 5:19). And so, very frequently in the NT, and particularly in the Johannine writings, the word kosmos has a sinister significance. It is not the world as God in-tended it to be, but ‘this world’ set over against God, following its own wisdom and living by the light of its own reason (1 Cor. 1:21), not recogniz-ing the Source of all true life and illumination (Jn. 1:10). The two dominant characteristics of ‘this world’ arepride, born of man’s failure to accept his creaturely estate and his dependence on the Creator, which leads him to act as though he were the lord and giver of life; and covetousness, which causes him to desire and possess all that is attract-ive to his physical senses (1 Jn. 2:16). And, as man tends in effect to worship what he covets, such covetousness is idolatry (Col. 3:5). Accordingly, world-liness is the enthronement of something other than God as the supreme object of man’s interests and affections. Pleasures and occupations, not neces-sarily wrong in themselves, become so when an all-absorbing attention is paid to them.

‘This world’ is pervaded by a spirit of its own, which has to be exorcized by the Spirit of God, if it is not to remain in control over human reason and understanding (1 Cor. 2:12). Man is in bondage to the elements which comprise the world (Col. 2:20) until he is emancipated from them by Christ. He cannot overcome it tili he is himself ‘born of God’ (1 Jn. 5:4). Legalism, asceticism and ritualism are this world’s feeble and enfeebling substitutes for true religion (Gal. 4:9-10); and only a true know-ledge of God as revealed by Christ can prevent men from relying upon them. It was because the Jews relied upon them that they did not recognize either the Christ in the days of his flesh (Jn. 1:11) or his followers (1 Jn. 3:1). Similarly, false prophets who advocate such things, or antichrists who are antinomian in their teaching, will always be lis-tened to by those who belong to this world (1 Jn. 4:5).

Christ, whom the Father sent to be the Saviour of this world (1 Jn. 4:14), and whose very presence in it was a judgmcnt upon it (Jn. 9:39), freed men from its sinister forces by himself engaging in mortal combat with its ‘prince’, the perpetual in-stigator of the evil within it. The crisis of this world came when Jesus left the upper room and went forth to meet this prince (Jn. 14:30-31). By voluntarily submitting to death, Jesus brought about the defeat of him who held men in the grip of death, but who had no Claims upon himself (Jn. 12:31-32; 14:30). On the cross, judgment was passed on the ruler (av ‘prince’) of this world (Jn. 16:11); and faith in Christ as the Son of God, who offered the sacrifice which alone can cleanse men from the guilt and power of sin (a cleansing sym-bolized by the flow of water and blood from his stricken side, Jn. 19:34), enables the believer to overcome the world (1 Jn. 5:4-6), and to endure the tribulations which the world inevitably brings upon him (Jn. 16:33). The love of a Christian for God, the Father of Jesus Christ his Redeemer, who is the propitiation for the sins of the whole world (1 Jn. 2:2), acts with the expulsive power of a new affection; it makes it abhorrent to him to set his affections any longer upon ‘this world’, which, because it is severed from the true source of life, is transitory and contains within itself the seeds of its own decay (1 Jn. 2:15-17). A man who has come to experience the higher love for God, and for Christ and his brethren, must abandon the lower love for all that is contaminated by the spirit of the world: friendship of the world is of necessity enmity with God (Jas. 4:2).

Jesus, in his last prayer in the upper room, did not pray for the world, but for those whom his Father had given him out of the world. By this ‘gift’, these men whom Jesus described as ‘his own’ ceased to have the characteristics of the world; and Jesus prayed that they might be kept safe from its evil influences (Jn. 17:9), for he knew that after his own departure they would have to bear the brunt of the world’s hatred which had hitherto been dir-ected almost entirely against himself. As the risen and ascended Christ he still limits his intercessions to those who draw near to God through him (Heb. 7:25); and he continues to manifest himself not to the world but to his own that are in the world (Jn. 14:22).

But it is very certain that Christ’s disciples cannot and must not attempt to retreat from this world. It is into this world, all the world (Mk. 16:15). that he sends them. They are to be its light (Mt. 5:14); and the ‘field’ in which the church is to do its work of witnessing to the truth as it is in Jesus is no less comprehensive than the world itself (Mt. 13:38). For the world is still God’s world, even though at present it lies under the evil one. In the end, ‘earth’s true loveliness will be restored’; and, with all evil destroyed and the sons of God mani-fested, the whole creation will be ‘set free from its bondage to decay and obtain the glorious liberty of the children of God’ (Rom. 8:21). Then God will be ‘everything to every one’ (1 Cor. 15:28); or, ‘present in a total manner in the universe’ (J. Hering in Vocabulary of the Bible, 1958). The seer of Rev. envisages the day when great voices in heaven will proclaim: ‘The kingdom of the world has become the kingdom of our Lord and of his Christ, and he shall reign for ever and ever’ (Rev. 11:15).    R.V.G.T.

WORSHIP. ‘Worship’ (Old English ‘weorthscipe’ = ‘worth-ship’) originally referred to the action of human beings in expressing homage to God be-cause he is worthy of it. It covers such activities as adoration, thanksgiving, prayers of all kinds, the offering of sacrifice and the making of vows. Now-adays, however, ‘worship’ is used for any kind of interaction between God and his people, expressed in (but not confined to) cultic or formal activity by a religious group or individuals. It therefore in-cludes not only the human approach to God but also the Communications of God with his people, and the whole communal activity that takes place when the people gather together religiously. Such activity is the formal expression of spiritual at-titudes which should characterize God’s people at all times (Rom. 12:1). Insofar as serving other people is a divine command, the fulfilment of it is a part of worship.

The term ‘worship’ is misunderstood if it gives the impression that the major element is what human beings do or oder to God. Biblical religion is primarily concerned with what God does for his people (Mk. 10:45). This is particularly evident in the NT, where words expressing the human activity of worshipping God are surprisingly rare in de-scriptions of church meetings (Heb. 13:15f.; 1 Pet. 2:5). Worship is human response to a gracious God, and it needs to be placed in this context if it is to be properly understood.

In the OT there is an extensive vocabulary of words expressing this response to God (especially histah’wä; Gk. proskynein, ‘to bow in reverence’). The activities carried on at the Temple (or the earl-ier tabernacle) were largely human offerings to God, although it should not be forgotten that the priests were also intended to instruct people. The danger that ritual might not be the outward expression of a spiritual attitude was frequently criti-cized (Ps. 40:6-8; Am. 5:21-24).

By NT times local synagogues were replacing the temple as the regulär meeting places of the Jews, the majority of whom were too far distant from the Temple to visit it other than on special occasions. Activity here centred on the reading of Scripture, accompanied by a ‘sermon’ based on the text, and placed in the context of prayers and praises to God.

Christians met in house-groups, in meetings that were primarily for themselves but were not closed to Outsiders. These meetings reflected the temple in that the living Community of believers was now the place where God was present and revealed to his people (1 Cor. 14:25). The infiuence of the syna-gogue was important. The Scriptures and Christian documents (such as Paul’s letters) were read and expounded (I Thes. 5:27). Instruction and prophecy were given by persons gifted by the Spirit, and prayer was offered. Thus God's com-munication with his people and their human response took place in an informal, largely un-structured gathering. Paul lays emphasis on the need for all that happens in the church meeting to ‘build up’ the congregation in Christian character. The contrast, however, is not between worshipping God and edifying the congregation. but between activities (like prophecy) which are intelligible and helpful and others (like speaking in tongues) which are not (1 Cor. 14:26). From an early date Christians met weekly on the Lord’s Day (Acts 20:7; 1 Cor. 16:2). An Easter celebration (1 Cor. 5:7f.) is also likely. At Corinth certainly a weekly church gathering was usual and included a meal with sac-ramental significance as the proclamation of the death of Jesus (1 Cor. II: 17—34).

Bibliography. R. Banks, Paul’s Idea of Community, 1980; P. Bradshaw, The Search for the Ori-gins of Christian Worship, 1992; J. G. Davies (ed.), A New Dictionary of Liturgy and Worship, 1986; R P. Martin, Worship in the Early Church2, 1974; idem. The Worship of God, 1982; C. F. D. Moule, The Birth of the New Testament, 1981; D. Peter-son, Engaging with God, 1992.    i.h.m.

WRATH. The permanent attitude of the holy and just God when confronted by sin and evil is desig-nated his ‘wrath’. It is inadequate to regard this term merely as a description of ‘the inevitable pro-cess of cause and effect in a moral universe’ or as another way of speaking of the results of sin. It is rather a personal quality, without which God would cease to be fully righteous and his love would degenerate into sentimentality. His wrath, however, even though like his love it has to be de-scribed in human language, is not wayward, fitful or spasmodic, as human anger always is. It is as permanent and as consistent an element in his nature as is his love. This is well brought out in the treatise of Lactantius, De ira Dei.

The injustice and impiety of men, for which they have no excuse, must be followed by manifestations of the divine wrath in the lives both of individuals and of nations (see Rom. 1:18-32); and the OT contains numerous illustrations of this, such as the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah and the downfall of Nineveh (see Dt. 29:23; Na. 1:2-6). But until the final ‘day of wrath’, which is antici-pated throughout the Bible and portrayed very viv-idly in Rev., God’s wrath is always tempered with mercy, particularly in his dealings with his chosen people (see, e.g, Ho. 11:8ff ). For a sinner, however, to ‘trade’ upon this mercy is to störe up wrath for himself ‘on the day of wrath when God’s righteous judgment will be revealed’ (Rom. 2:5). Paul was convinced that one of the main reasons why Israel failed to arrest the process of moral decline lay in their wrong reaction to the forbearance of God, who so often refrained from punishing them to the extent they deserved. They were presuming upon 'the riches of his kindness and forbearance and patience’, and failed to see that it was intended to lead them to repentance (Rom. 2:4).

In their unredeemed state men’s rebellion against God is, in fact, so persistent that they are inevitably the objects of his wrath (Eph. 2:3), and ‘vessels of wrath made for destruction’ (Rom. 9:22). Nor does the Mosaic law rescue them from this position, for, as the apostle States in Rom. 4:15, ‘the law brings wrath’. Because it requires perfect obedience to its commands, the penalties exacted for disobedience render the offender more subject to the divine wrath. It is, to be sure, only by the merciful Provision for sinners made in the gospel that they can cease to be the objects of this wrath and become the recipients of this grace. The love of God for sinners expressed in the life and death of Jesus is the dominant theme of the NT, and this love is shown not least because Jesus experienced on man’s behalf and in his stead the misery, the afflictions, the punishment and the death which are the lot of sinners subject to God’s wrath.

Consequently, Jesus can be described as ‘the deliverer from the wrath to come’ (see 1 Thes. 1:10); and Paul can write: ‘Since, therefore, we are now justified by his blood, much more shall we be saved by him from the wrath of God’ (Rom. 5:9). On the other hand, the wrath of God remains upon all who, seeking to thwart God’s redemptive purpose, are disobedient to God’s Son, through whom alone such justification is rendered possible.

Bibliography. R. V. G. Tasker, The Biblieal Doctrine of the Wrath of God, 1951; G. H. C. Macgregor, ‘The Concept of the Wrath of God in the New Testament’, NTS 7, 1960-1, pp. lOlff.; H.-C. Hahn, NIDNTT1, pp. 105-113.    r.v.g.t. 1 2

raelites (Nu. 33:2), and the words of the victory song (Dt. 31:19, 22). In these he was helped by officials (probably literate Sofrim, Nu. 11:16, ‘of-ficers’; cf. Akkad. Satäru, ‘to write’) who, by reason of their ability to record decisions, were closely connected with the judiciary (Dt. 16:18; 1 Ch. 23:4; Jos. 8:33). Düring the Exodus wanderings priests also wrote down curses (Nu. 5:23) and names of objects (17:3). Joshua wrote a copy of the Ten Commandments (Jos. 8:32) and of the renewed covenant (24:26).

Samuel wrote down the charter of the newly cre-ated kingship of Saul (1 Sa. 10:25). David wrote letters to his commander Joab (2 Sa. 11:14) and details of the Temple administration, as did his son Solomon (2 Ch. 35:4), who corresponded with Hiram of Tyre in writing (2 Ch. 2:11). The king of Syria wrote a letter to the king of Israel about Naaman (2 Ki. 5:5). As in all periods, court »scribes were frequently employed to write lists of persons (1 Ch. 4:41; 24:6; see also Nu. 11:26; Is. 10:19; Je. 22:30; Ne. 12:22).

Isaiah the prophet wrote (2 Ch. 26:22; Is. 8:1) and dictated to a scribe (30:8). In his time Heze-kiah both wrote letters (’iggeret) to Ephraim and Manasseh (2 Ch. 30:1; cf Is. 38:9 entitled ‘the writing [miktäb] of Hezekiah’) and received them from the Assyr. king Sennacherib (Is. 37:14; 39:1; 2 Ch. 32:17). Jeremiah dictated to his amanuensis Baruch (Je. 30:2; 36:27; 45:1), as probably did Hosea (8:12) and Malachi (3:16), for the written word was an important part of prophecy (2 Ch. 21:12), its value being emphasized also by Job (19:23).

Daniel and the Babylonian savants could read, and therefore presumably could themselves write, Aramaic (Dn. 5:24f). There was an active cor-respondence within the empire as in earlier periods (•Runners, »Assyria, »Babylonia). Nehemiah wrote down the covenant (Ne. 9:38), while his op-ponents in Samaria wrote to the Persian king (Ezr. 4:6-7), as did other district-governors (Ezr. 5:7; 6:2). Ezra himself was a scribe who wrote decrees or state documents in the local dialects (8:34), in the style of court ofiicials, including Mordecai, on behalf of the king (Est. 9:28f), who affixed his *seal (Dn. 6:25).

Jesus Christ and his apostles made constant ref-erence to the written Scriptures (e.g. ‘it is written’—gegraptai—occurs 106 times). Our Lord himself was literate (Jn. 7:14-15), reading (Lk. 4:16-19) and writing publicly on at least one occa-sion (Jn. 8:6). Zechariah the priest wrote on a wax-covered writing-board (Lk. 1:63), and the Roman governor Pilate had a trilingual inscription written to be placed on the cross (Jn. 19:19, 22).

John (21:24), Luke (1:3; Acts 1:1), and Paul himself (Gal. 6:11; Phm. 19; Rom. 15:15), though often using an amanuensis such as Tertius (Rom. 16:22), wrote the historical records and letters which have come down to us. Through to Rev. there is constant reference to writing in its use for letters, legal evidence and record (Rev. 1:11; 21:5). Since writing, by its nature, is a means of com-munication, declaration and testimony, it is used to illustrate the impression, written in (engraphö, 2 Cor. 3:2f.) or upon (epigraphö, Heb. 8:10; 10:16) the mind and heart (cf. Je. 31:33; Pr. 3:3) by the Holy Spirit.

II. Materials

Almost any smooth surface was used for writing.
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Chart showing the development of the alphabet in various scripts in use in andern Palestine.
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a.    Stone

Inscriptions were carved on stone or rock surfaces (Jb, 19:24), monumental texts being cut on a pre-pared Stele, obelisk or clifT-face (e.g. Heb. tomb in-scription, ‘Shebna, IBA, fig. 53, cf. 43, 48). The softer or more rugged surfaces could be covered with a plaster coating, before inscription, as in Egypt, and on the altar stones (Jos. 8:32; Dt. 27:2f). Stone tablets were normally used for royal, commemorative or religious texts or public copies of legal edicts (* Hammurapi). Stone tablets, no larger than 45 x 30 cm (they fitted inside the Ark), were used for the Ten Commandments (Ex. 32:16). These tablets (luhöl ’ibämm) were like the stone flakes used as writing material in Egypt (‘Papyri & Ostraca 16). The ‘writing of God’ (miktab 1löhim) is taken to be a clear, well-formed script. There is no reason to suppose these were clay tablets with cuneiform writing. See A. R. Millard, ‘Recreating the Tablets of the Law’, Bible Review 10, 1994, pp. 48-53.

b.    Writing-boards

The tablets used by Isaiah (30:8) and Habakkuk (2:2) may have been writing-boards made of wood or ivory with a recess to hold a wax surface (Akkad. le'u). Such writing-boards, usually hinged to form a diptych or polyptych, could be used for writing in any script. The individual leaf was called a ‘door’, a term also used for a column of writing (Je. 36:23, av Meaves’). The earliest known comes from a Late Bronze Age shipwreck off the coast of S Turkey, but the writing had disappeared (R. Payton, AS 41, 1991, pp. 99-110). At Nimrud in Assyria, a set of twelve ivory wax-covered leaves contained a composition of 6,000 lines, copied c. 705 bc (D. J. Wiseman, ‘Assyrian Writing Boards’, Iraq 17, 1955, pp. 3-13). Assyrian and other sculp-tures show scribes with such boards (IBA, fig. 60; ANEP, p. 460) and they were common in Gk. and Roman times (Lk. 1:63; pinakidion, a small writing-tablet, av ‘table’).

c.    Clay tablets (see also IV. a).

The ‘brick’ (l'benä) used by Ezekiel (4:1) was prob-ably of clay similar to the tablets used for plans and surveys in Babylonia, though the word could be used to describe any flat tile. The great ‘tablet’ on which Isaiah had to write with the ‘pen of a man’ (as opposed to that of a skilled scribe?) was a sheet or ‘blank surface’ of an unspecified material (Is. 8:1, gilläyön).

d.    Papyrus

Papyrus is not directly mentioned in the OT as a writing-material (Egyp. n/[r]r[w]; Akkad. ni'aru). It was, however, obtainable from Phoenicia, Lake Huleh and the Jordan (‘Papyri) from the llth Century bc onwards, and its use is attested by the marks on the backs of seal impressions originally attached to this perishable substance (e.g. the re-verse of the seal of * Gedaliah). One example of ancient Heb. writing on papyrus was found in a cave near the Dead Sea (see Gibson, 1, pp. 31 ff ). Papyrus (from which the Eng. word ‘paper’ is de-rived) was also known to the Assyrians and Baby-lonians in the 7th Century (R. P. Dougherty, ‘Writing on Parchment and Papyrus among the Babylo-nians and the Assyrians’, JAOS 48, 1928, pp. 109— 135). Used extensively in Egypt in all periods, papyri were found among the * Dead Sea Scrolls of the 2nd Century ßc-2nd Century ad period. Isaiah’s ‘paper reed’ (19:7 [av], ’äröt), though possibly an indirect reference to papyri, is better interpreted as ‘bare place’. The ‘paper’ used by John (2 Jn. 12) was probably papyrus (Gk. chartes).

e. Leather and parchment

Leather was sometimes used in Egypt for working records because the ink could be washed off and the surface re-used (K. A. Kitchen, TynB 27, 1976. p. 141). Düring at least the Persian period skins were prepared for writing in Babylonia where papyrus did not grow. Skins of goats and sheep would have been available to the Israelites, and their use for copies of the biblical texts by the NT period (‘Dead Sea Scrolls) may reflect earlier practice.

/ Ostraca

Potsherds or ostraca were another common writing material, since their low cost and availability made them especially useful for the writing of short memoranda with pen or brush and ink. Such potsherds have been recovered in considerable quantity from Palestine, being all but indestruct-ible unless the ink was rubbed. About 240 have been found from the period of the Monarchy. See A. Lemaire, Inscriptions Hebräiques, 1, Les Ostraca, 1977 (‘Papyri and Ostraca).

Pottery sometimes had characters inscribed on it before or after firing. They usually give the owner’s name or the content or capacity of the vessel (‘Pekah; ‘Seal, I./).

III. Writing implements

1. Metal chisels and gravers were readily available for inscribing stone, metal, ivory or clay (*Arts and Crafts; ‘Seal). The ‘Stylus’ (heret) or ‘pen’ (‘et) used by Jeremiah (17:1) with its ‘iron’ point has been interpreted either as used for writing with a soft ‘nib’ or as a hard (emery?) point for use on iron, lead or other hard surface (Is. 8:1, Vulg. Stylus, see also Jb. 19:24). None of themany point-ed instruments so far excavated can be identified beyond question as used for writing a linear script. The ‘pen of the scribes’ (Je. 8:8) used for writing with ink on ostraca, papyrus or other smooth surfaces was a reed, split or cut to act as a brush. In ancient Egypt such pens were cut from rushes (Juncus maritimus) 15-40 cm long, the end being cut to a flat chisel shape so that the thick or thin strokes might be made with the broad or narrow edges. In Graeco-Roman times reeds (Phragmites communis) were cut to a point and split like a quill-pen (A. Lucas, Andern Egyptian Materials and Industries, 1948, p. 417). This type of pen was the kalamos used in NT times (3 Jn. 13). The Stylus used for writing the cuneiform script was a square-ended reed. For a discussion of the shape, method of use and illustrations of scribes with pens, chisels and styli, see G. R. Driver, Semitic Writing\ 1976, pp. 17fT.

2. Ink was usually a black carbon (charcoal) mixed with gum or oil for use on parchment or with a metallic substance for papyrus. It was kept as a dried cake on which the scribe would dip his moistened pen. The ink of the Lachish ostraca was a mixture of carbon and iron (as oak-galls or cop-peras). The Romans also used the juice of cuttle-fish (Persius, Satires 3. 13), which, like most inks, could easily be erased by washing (Nu. 5:23) or by scratching with the ‘penknife’ (Je. 36:23, Heb. ta'ar söper, ‘scribe’s knife’) normally used for trimming or cutting pens or scrolls. It has been suggested Ihat Heb. d'yö, ‘ink’ (Je. 36:18). should be emended to r'yö (= Egyp. ryt, ‘ink’; T. Lambdin, JAOS 73, 1953, p. 154), but this is not certain. The ink used by Paul (2 Cor. 3:3) and John (2 Jn. 12) is simply designated ‘black’ (melan).

The ‘inkhorn’ (Ezk. 9:2-3, 11; Heb. qeset) may be the palette (Egyp. gstl), the narrow rectangular wooden board with a long groove to hold the rush pens and circular hollows for the cakes of black and red ink. For illustrations of these palettes, etc., see W. C. Hayes, The Sceptre of Egypt, 1, 1953, pp. 292-296; J. B. Pritchard, The Aneient Near East, 1958, figs. 52, 55; IBA, p. 32, fig. 27. Similar palettes were in use in Syria, being carried by the scribe ‘by his side’ (Ezk. 9:2-3, 11), as shown on the Aram. Stele of Bar-Rekub (ANEP, p. 460).

IV. Forms of documents

a.    Tablets

The clay documents on which cuneiform script was inscribed vary in size (about 6 mm square to 45 x 30 cm) according to the amount of space required for the text. The inscription from left to right ran in lines (sometimes ruled) down the obverse (flat) side along the lower edge, then on down the reverse (convex) side, the upper and left edges. Where more than one tablet was needed to complete a work each text in the series was linked by a catchline and colophon (see VI, below) to indicate its correct place.

Contracts were often enclosed in a clay envelope on which the text was repeated and the * seals of the witnesses impressed. Larger historical or com-memorative inscriptions were written on clay prisms or barrel-shaped cylinders which were often placed as foundation deposits. Wooden tablets or writing-boards varied both in size and in the number of leaves as required.

b.    The roll

The usual form of the ‘book’ in Bible times was a roll or scroll (m'gillä) of papyrus, leather or parchment in which the text was written ‘within’ (recto) and, when necessary, continued ‘without’ on the back (verso) as described by Ezekiel (2:10). This was sometimes called the ‘roll of a book’ (m'gillat seper; Ps. 40:8; Ezk. 2:9); the lxx (B) of Je. 36:2,4 (chartion biblion) implies the use of papyrus. The term for scroll (cf. Bab. magallatu) is not ne-cessarily a late one in Heb. (BDB) and it is likely that the Jewish tradition requiring copies of the law to be made on a leather roll (Soferim 1. 1-3) refiects earlier practice.

The Heb. seper, usually translated ‘book’ in av, could refer to a roll or scroll (so av Is. 34:4, cor-rectly). It denotes any parchment or papyrus document (R. P. Dougherty, op. cit., p. 114) and means a ‘writing, document, missive, or book’ (cf Akkad. sipru). It is synonymous with the term for ‘letter’ (’iggeret_, Est. 9:25), being also used for a letter or order from the king (2 Sa. 11:14; 2 Ki. 5:10; 10:1; Is. 37:14) or published decree (Est. 1:22).

seper, as a general term for writing, is used of the communication from a prophet (Je. 25:13; 29:1; Dn. 12:4); a legal certificate of divorce (Dt. 24:1; Je. 3:8; Is. 50:1); a contract for the purchase of real estate (Je. 32:11); or an indictment (Jb. 31:35). It also denotes a general register (Ne. 7:5; Gn. 5:1), a covenant (Ex. 24:7) or law book (Dt. 28:61; Jos.

8:31), a book of poems (Nu. 21:14; Jos. 10:13) as well as collections of historical data (1 Ki. 11:41; 14:19; 1 Ch. 27:24; 2 Ch. 16:11; 25:26). Once 'the books’ (plural s'pärim) refers to the canonical scriptures of the time (Dn. 9:2). It refers to the divine records (Pss. 69:28; 139:16; Mal. 3:16; Ex. 32:32; Dn. 12:1) and once to book-learning in general (Is. 29:11; cf Dn. 1:4). The word and its cog-nates were current with similar meanings in the texts of * Ugarit, and seper, ‘scribe’, appears as a loan word in Egypt during the 13th Century bc.

The scroll, as the writing-boards and clay tablets, was inscribed in as many columns (d'lätöt), and therefore of any length, as required (Je. 36:23).

In NT times the ‘book’ (biblion) was a roll as used for the law (Mk. 12:26; Lk. 4:17-20). It formed a scroll (Rev. 6:14) made up of sections of * papyrus, the inner bark of which (byblos) was used. Like the Heb. seper, the Gk. biblion could be used of any (or unspecified) form of written document, including registration lists (Phil. 4:3; Rev. 13:8). ‘The books’ (plural ta biblia; Jn. 21:25; 2 Tim. 4:13, hence our ‘Bible’) came to be a term for the collected Scriptures. Where a small scroll was in mind biblaridion was used (Rev. 10:2, 8-10).

c. The Codex

About the 2nd Century ad the roll began to be re-placed by the codex, a collection of sheets of writing-material folded and fastened together at one edge and often protected by covers. This was an important Step in the development of the modern ‘book’, and was based on the physical form of the writing-tablet. At first these papyrus or parchment notebooks were little used for pagan literature, but were used in Palestine (Mishnah, Kelim 24. 7), and especially in Egypt, for biblical writings where the adaptation of ‘the codex form to receive all texts both OT and NT used in Christian communities . . . was complete, as far as our present evidence goes, before the end of the 2nd Century, if not earlier’. See C. H. Roberts, T. C. Skeat, The Birth of the Codex, 1983. Outside Christian circles the codex form was generally accepted by the 4th Century ad. It has even been suggested, but not proved, that this form was developed by the early Christian church because of the ease of transport and reference. Certainly the memhranai requested by Paul (2 Tim. 4:13) could have been a papyrus notebook of his own addresses or other writings or, more likely, an early Christian writing, perhaps the second Gospel or the Book of Testi-monies, an anthology of OT passages used to Support the Christian Claim. These writings were a contrast to ‘books’ (ta biblia), in general probably rolls (of the lxx?). For the significance of the early Codices in the history of the * Canon of Scripture, see C. H. Roberts in P. R. Ackroyd (ed.), Cambridge History of the Bible, 1, 1970, p. 57.

V. Scripts

a. Hieroglyphs

(i) Egyptian. The native script of pharaonic Egypt appears in three forms: hieroglyphic (Gk. hieros, ‘sacred’, and glyphe, ‘carving’), hieratic (Gk. hiera-likos, ‘priestly’), and demotic (Gk. demotikos, ‘populär’).

1

WRITING. Throughout the ancient Near East, from at least c. 3100 bc onwards, writing was a hallmark of civilization and progress. In the 2nd millennium bc there were several experiments which led to the development of the alphabet, with a consequent general increase in literacy. Although the number of documents from the pre-exilic period found in Palestine is small when compared with the many thousands from Egypt, Mesopota-mia and Syria, they show it is reasonable to assume that proximity to other cultural centres stimulated the art of writing there through all periods. The commonest words for writing (Heb. kätab\ Aram. Idtab', Gk. graphö) occur more than 450 times in OT and NT.

2

 Biblieal references

Moses is said to have written (Ex. 17:14) the Deca-logue (Ex. 24:12; 34:27), the words of Yahweh (Ex. 24:4), the Law (Torah, Jos. 8:31), and spoken about a written copy of it (Dt. 27). He also wrote all the Statutes (Dt. 30:10) and judgments (Ex. 34:27; cf. 2 Ki. 17:37), as well as legal enactments (Dt. 24:1; Mk 10:4), details of the journeys made by the Is-


l.The hieroglyphic System. The Egyp. hieroglyphs are pictorial signs, originally pictures to express the things they represent; many of them were soon used to express sounds—specifically the con-sonants of the Egyp. word for the thing repre-sented by the picture-hieroglyph. Such a sign could then be used to stand for the same consonants in spelling out other words. Some of these phonetic signs came to stand for just one such consonant, becoming thus the world’s first alphabetic signs. However, the Egyptians never isolated these as a separate alphabet as did their W Semitic neigh-bours. After most Egyp. words as speit out by phonetic or sound signs, there comes a picture-sign or ‘determinative’ which signifies the general dass into which the word falls. However, in very many cases it would be more accurate to say that the phonetic signs were actually added in front of the picture-sign (so-called ‘determinative’) as comple-ments to determine the precise reading or sound of the latter, and thus its correct meaning, rather than that the picture-sign acted as classifier to the phon-etically written word (cf. H. W. Fairman, Annales du Service des Antiquites de TEgypte 43, 1943, pp. 297-298; cf. P. Lacau, Sur le Systeme hi-eroglyphique, 1954, p. 108). Where a phonetic sign could have more than one sound-value, sup-plementary alphabetic signs could be added to show which reading was intended, though these were sometimes added even where no ambiguity existed.

2.    Hieratic and demotic. The other two Egyp. Scripts, hieratic and demotic, are adaptations of the hieroglyphic script which retained its splendid pictorial shapes throughout Egyp. history. The hieratic script is a cursive form of hieroglyphic script, written with pen and ink on papyrus, re-duced to formal Symbols no longer pictorial, for ease of rapid writing. Hieratic is to hieroglyphs what our long-hand script is to printed characters. The hieroglyphs first appear in Egypt just before the foundation of the pharaonic monarchy (Ist Dynasty) c. 3000 bc, and hieratic came into use soon after. The third form of Egyp. script, demotic, is simply an even more rapid and abbreviated form of hieratic handwriting that first appears about the 7th Century bc, and like the other two Scripts lasted until the 5th Century ad.

3.    Decipherment. The ancient Scripts of Egypt finally passed out of use in the 4th (hieroglyphic) and the 5th (demotic) centuries ad, and remained a closed book for 13 centuries until the discovery of the Rosetta Stone in 1799 during Napoleon’s Egyptian expedition made possible the decipherment of Egypt’s ancient Scripts and language. The Rosetta Stone is a bilingual decree of Ptolemy V, 196 bc, in Gk. and Egyp., the latter in both hieroglyphic and demotic Scripts. This and the Bankes Obelisk eventually enabled the Frenchman, J. F. Champollion, to achieve the basic decipherment of the Egyp. hieroglyphs in 1822, showing that they were largely phonetic in use and that the Egyp. language was in fact simply the parent of Coptic, the language of the native Egyp. church.

4.    Scope. From the very beginning, the Egyp. hieroglyphs were used for all purposes: historical records, religious texts and the mundane purposes of administration. They were accordingly drawn on papyrus or ostraca, carved on stone monu-ments, and engraved in wood or metal wherever inscriptions were required. However, from early in the 3rd millennium, the more rapid cursive script— hieratic —became customary for writing on papyrus, and so for all the records of daily life and administration, while hieroglyphs continued in use for all formal texts, stone inscriptions and monumental purposes. Eventually, from the 7th Century bc, demotic largely replaced hieratic as the script of business and administration, and hieratic from the 1 Oth Century bc onwards became largely the script of religious papyri.

Bibliography. On the Egyp. Scripts, see A. H. Gardiner, Egyptian Grammar, 1957, pp. 5-8. On the hieroglyphs themselves as pictures, see N. M. Davies, Picture Writing in Ancient Egypt, 1958, il-lustrated in colour. On the origin and early development of the hieroglyphic System, see S. Schott, Hieroglyphen: Untersuchungen zum Ursprung der Schrift, 1950, and P. Lacau, op. cit. For the Rosetta Stone, see BM brochure The Rosetta Stone, and, for its discoverer, W. R. Dawson, JEA 43, 1957, p. 117, with ibid., 44, 1958, p. 123. On the decipherment of the hieroglyphs. see F. LI. Griffith, JEA 37, 1951, pp. 38-46, or A. H. Gardiner, op. cit., pp. 9-11; Egypt of the Pharaohs, 1961, pp. 11-14, 19-26.

(ii) Hitlite. The System of hieroglyphs used by the Hittites in Anatolia and Syria, mainly in the latter half of the 2nd millennium bc, was de-ciphered in 1946 (see AS 3, 1953, pp. 53-95) and this script is now being studied in detail and used for comparison with the Hittite dialects written in the cuneiform script. It is a series of simple syl-lables (ba, da, etc.) with word-signs for common nouns (earth, king); see E. Laroche, Les Hiero-glyphes Hittites, 1, 1960.

b. Cuneiform Scripts

(1)    Akkadian. In Babylonia pictographs were used for writing on clay and stone from c. 3100 bc onwards. It was, however, soon found difficult to draw curved lines on clay, and the pictograph was gradually replaced by its representation made by a series of wedge-shaped incisions. A further change for convenience from writing down columns from right to left resulted in the classical script being written horizontally in columns, the lines running from left to right. In a major development, word-signs (ideograms) were used to represent words with the same sounds but differing meanings (e.g. meat, meet) or syllables in other words (e.g. meat, metre). Certain signs were also used as determinatives placed before or after words of a distinct dass (e.g. deities, personal and place-names, animals, wooden objects, e/r.). By 2800 bc the cuneiform script had fully developed, though the forms of signs were modified at different periods (for a table illustrating this development see IBA, fig. 22).

From the 3rd millennium bc, the cuneiform, using at least 500 different signs, was widely in use outside Mesopotamia (where it was employed for the Sumerian, Bab. and Assyr. languages). It was adapted for writing other languages, notably W Semitic dialects, Hurrian, the various Hittite tongues. During the 15th—13th centuries bc in Pal-estine the chief cities used it for diplomacy and administration. Thirty-three cuneiform tablets have been found at Palestinian sites, including *Taanach( 13), *Aphek (8), ‘Shechem (2), ‘Megiddo

(2) . The fragment of the Epic of Gilgamesh from Megiddo (Atiqot 2, 1959, pp. 121-128) and lexical texts from Aphek show scribes were trained in traditional Babylonian style, using Standard texts.

(ii) Ugaritic. At Ras Shamra scribes employed cuneiform Akkadian for international correspond-ence and some economic texts in the 15th—13th centuries bc. Parallel with this, however, a unique System of writing was developed. It combined the simplicity of the existing Canaanite (Phoenician) alphabet with the Mesopotamian System of writ-ing with a Stylus on clay, thus transcribing the con-sonantal alphabet by means of cuneiform writing. Since it was employed for both Semitic and non-Semitic (Hurrian) languages, 29 signs were de-veloped (by the addition of a few wedges in a simple pattem bearing little or no relation to Akkadian) to represent the consonants and three älep signs with variant vowels (’a 'i ’u). A number of scribal practice tablets give the Order of the alphabet which prefigured the Hebrew Order (C. Vi-rolleaud, Palais royal d’Ugarit, 2, 1957).

This script was used for both religious, literary (mythological) and administrative texts and for a few letters. Although easier to learn than Akkadian, there is as yet little evidence of it being widely used; but a few examples of a variant form have been found as far afield as Beth-shemesh, Tabor and Taanach in Palestine, and places in S Syria. The invention appears to have come too late to oust the already establishcd and simplified Phoeni-cian linear script. For a general survey, see C. H. Gordon, Ugaritic Textbook, 1967.

(iii) Old Persian. By the late 7th Century bc the Aramaic alphabetic script had largely displaced the cuneiform script, except in a few traditional centres and types of temple documents for which, as at Babylon until ad 75, the Bab. cuneiform script con-tinued to be used.

Under the Achaemenid Persians a special System, derived from the cuneiform of Babylonia, was employed alongside the Aramaic script for their Indo-Iranian (Aryan) language. This simplified cuneiform is mainly known from historical texts of the reigns of Darius I and Xerxes. An inscription of the former written on a rock at Behis-tun in Old Persian, Bab. and Elamite provided the key to the decipherment of the cuneiform Scripts, the Old Persian Version being deciphered soon after Rawlinson’s copy of 1845 had been pub-lished. This cuneiform script comprises 3 vowel signs, 33 consonantal signs with inherent vowel plus 8 ideograms and 2 word dividers. A variant form of cuneiform script was used for the Elamite (SW Persia) language in its earliest forms, and later for more than 2,000 economic texts from Persepo-lis c. 492-460 bc (G. G. Cameron, Persepolis Treasury Tablets, 1948; R. T. Hallock, Persepolis Fortifi-cation Tablets, 1969).

c. Linear Scripts

(i) Wide use of Egyp. hieroglyphs and Bab. cuneiform in Syro-Palestine from the 3rd millennium bc on (e.g. *Ebla) stimulated the production of simpler writing Systems for local languages. At Byblos (’Gebal) a System of about 100 syllabic signs flourished during the 2nd millennium bc, but they are as yet not fully understood. At the same time Linear A and Linear B scripts arose in Crete with a related script in Cyprus of which examples have been found at Ugarit (Cypro-Minoan). Isolated discoveries attest the existence of other scripts at this period, notably three clay tablets from Teil Deir ‘Alla in the Jordan valley, and a Stele from Balu'ah in Moab.

(ii) Alphabetic. Early in the 2nd millenium bc, it would seem that a scribe living in Syro-Palestine, perhaps at Byblos, realized that his language could be represented by many fewer signs than any of the current more cumbrous syllabaries employed; each consonant could be shown by one Symbol. The Symbols adapted were pictures on the Egyp.

model. The hieroglyphic script included pictures which stood for the initial sounds of their names only, e.g. r' ‘mouth’ for r. The value of the alphabetic principle lay in reducing the number of Symbols until there was only one for each consonantal sound in the language. Vowels were not separately represented until the Greeks took over the alphabet. It is probable that the Symbols were treated initially as consonants plus appropriate vowel (e.g. ba, du, gi). With this outstanding invention man-kind gained a simple means of recording which eventually broke the monopoly of the *scribes and placed literacy within the reach of everyone (see VI, below).

Examples of this ancestor of all alphabets have been found in Palestine and can be dated shortly before 1500 bc. These exhibit a few signs only, probably personal names, scratched on pottery and metal. The full ränge of signs—about thirty— appears in the only early group of texts written in a form of this alphabet recovered so far, the ‘Proto-Sinaitic’ inscriptions. These are short prayers and dedications scratched on the surfaces by Canaan-ites employed in the Egyp. turquoise mines at Serbit el-Khadim in SW Sinai during the 16th Century bc. During the next 500 years the signs were simplified, losing their pictorial form. Examples from sites in Canaan show widespread use and growing Standardization (e.g. potsherds from La-chish, Hazor, arrowheads from near Bethlehem and the Lebanon) see B. Sass, The Genesis of the Alphabet and its Development in the Second Millennium bc, 1988.

The Order of the letters is attested by the cuneiform alphabet of Ugarit (13th Century bc), an early imitator, by an ostracon from Tzbet Sartah, near Aphek (c. 1100 bc; M. Kochari, Tel Aviv 4, 1977, pp. 1-13). Heb. acrostics also display it (Na. 1:2-14; Pss. 9, 10, 25, 34, 37, 111, 112, 119, 145; La. 1-4; Pr. 31:10-31; Ecclus. 5:13, 29). The Greeks borrowed the letters in the same Order. The reason for the arrangement is uncertain. Mnemonic needs and similarities in names or the nature of sounds expressed have been suggested (Driver, op. cit., pp. 180-185,271-273).

(iii) Phoenician-early Hebrew. In the main from 1000 bc onwards wc can trace the history of the letters clearly, although there are few specimens written between 1000 and 800 bc. The direction of the writing was standardized, from right to left, as in Egypt. Most documents were made of papyrus and so have perished in the damp soil. Those that survive, on stone, pottery and metal, prove the ready acceptance of the script for all purposes. It was evidently well established before the end of the 2nd millennium bc, a ready tool for the Israelites to employ in recording and teaching the laws of God and the history of his works on their behalf (see A. R. Millard, EQ 50, 1978, pp. 67 ff.).

1. The major monumental inscriptions for the study of Heb. epigraphy are: (a) The agricultural calendar from *Gezer, variously attributed to an archaic or unskilled hand and dated to the 10th Century bc (DOTT, pp. 201-203). (b) The stele of Mesha1, king of Moab (*Moabite Stone). This 34-line inscription is important historically and as an example of the development of the monumental Heb. script in use in a remote place c. 850 bc. The well-cut letters already show a tendency to become cursive. This is further seen in (c) the *Siloam Inscription (IBA, fig. 56), dating from the reign of Hezekiah, c. 710 bc, and (d) the Tomb inscription of the Royal Steward front Siloam of about the same date (*Shebna; IBA, fig. 53). For the lapidary form of the script, see * seals. By this time Phoenician and Aram. letters had taken their own distinctive forms.

2. The cursive hand which the OT writers would have originally employed is seen in the inscribed arrow-heads and other smaller writings of c. 1000 bc. The earliest body of texts is 75 ostraca from Samaria, some assigned to the reign of Jeroboam II (c. 760 bc; A. Lemaire, op. cit. (II./), pp. 23-81; DOTT, pp. 204-208). These show a clear, flowing script written by scribes long practised in the art. The unvocalized words are divided by small dots. Inscribed sherds from many sites show the development of the script down to the time of the *La-chish Letters and most of the ostraca from ’Arad at the end of Judah’s history (DOTT, pp. 212-215; ANET, pp. 568-569; A. Lemaire, op. cit ).

(iv)    Aramaic. Aramaeans adopted the Canaanite alphabet as they settled in Syria and gradually gave it distinctive features. The earliest texts (c. 850-800 bc) are the Teil Fekheriye Statue inscription (A. Abou Assaf, P. Bordreuil, A. R. Millard, La Statue de Teil Fekherye et son inscription bilingue assyro-arameenne, 1982, the partly illegible Melqart Stele of Bar-hadad (* Ben-hadad; DOTT, pp. 239-241, but note the second line cannot be read ‘son of Tabrimmon’), the *Dan Stele and two pieces of ivory bearing the name of * Hazael. Soon after 800 bc Zakkur, king of *Hamath, erected a Stele with 46 lines of inscription, and about 750 bc a treaty between the unknown Bar-ga’ayah and Mati’-el of *Arpad was recorded on three stelae. An increas-ingly cursive style is attested by the Bar-rakkab Stele (ANEP, p. 460). As Aramaic spread, the alphabet quickly took root in Assyria and Babylo-nia, to the disadvantage of the cuneiform script. Papyrus documents have perished, but a list of names on a sherd from Nimrud (*Calah) in Assyria of the early 7th Century bc (J. B. Segal, Iraq 19, 1957, pp. 139-145), notes scratched on clay tablets, and a long letter written on a potsherd and sent from Erech to Ashur about 650 bc, show its use. Papyrus documents found in Egypt show the script developing from c. 600 bc (letter from Philistia to Egypt) until the end of the Persian period, notably in the 5th-century documents from Elephantine (DOTT, pp. 256-269) and other places (G. R. Driver, Aramaic Documents of the Fifth Century bc, 1954).

(v)    Early Jewish Scripts. The discoveries of mss from the Wadi Qumran (* Dead Sea Scrolls), Ju-daean caves (especially the dated texts from Mu-rabba'at) and inscribed ossuaries from the Jerusalem area have produced a wealth of material for the study of the formal and cursive Palaeo-Hebrew and early Jewish Scripts from the 3rd Century bc to the 2nd Century ad. The fall of the Persian empire and the displacement of the common Aramaic of the imperial court led to many local variations.

1. The Archaic or proto-Jewish script of Judah,

c. 250-150 bc, as reflected in the Qumran mss, shows a forma] hand derived from the Persian Aramaic which, by the late 3rd Century, is a cross between the formal and cursive Scripts and close to the common Aramaic Scripts of Palmyra and Na-bataea which also emerged at this time. While these national Scripts cannot yet be more precisely dated, formal, semi-formal and true cursive hands can sometimes be distinguished. This script is also to be seen on coins of the period.

2.    The Hasmonaean period (c. 150-30 bc) saw the development of the formal, squarer and more angular hand seen in its first stages in the Nash Papyrus, now dated c. 150 bc.

3.    The Herodian period (30 bc-ad 70) was a time of swift development, and texts can thus be closely dated.

4.    The post-Herodian period (after ad 70) is now well known from dated commercial and legal documents. The cursive script is not a literary but highly involved hand. The development of all these Jewish hands is illustrated and discussed in detail by F. M. Cross (The Bible and the Andern Near East, ed. G. E. Wright, 1961, pp. 133-202). Study of early Heb. writing, the scribes’ habits and letter forms, is of especial value in considering how errors may, or may not, have crept into the OT text.

(vi)    Greek. The Gk. alphabet was by tradition attributed to a Phoenician trader Cadmus (Hero-dotus, Hist. 5. 58-59) and, by comparison between the early Gk. alphabets at Athens, Crete, Thera, Corinth and Naxos and dated Phoenician texts (see above), this view is justified. It would seem probable from the form of the letters that the Greeks had by the middle of the 9th Century bc adapted the script to the needs of their Indo-European language. They used the Phoenician Symbols for sounds which they did not possess (’ h h ‘ u [w] y), for the vowel sounds they required (a e eoyi respectively), and thus created the first true alphabet in which consonants and vowels were rep-resented by distinct signs.

The abundance of monumental and manuscript evidence makes the study of Gk. epigraphy and palaeography an important and exact Science for the background of the biblical Gk. texts. From W Greece the alphabet reached the Etruscans, and thus through the Roman script entered Europe.

(vii)    Other Scripts. As well as the development of the Phoenician script for use in the Gk., and thence Roman and subsequently European Scripts, the early Canaanite script was developed for writing S Semitic dialects. Examples have been found in S Palestine and S Babylonia from c. 600 bc, and from S Arabian sites from slightly later.

VI. Literacy and literary methods

Evidence for the degree of literacy, which varied according to time and place, is small. Gideon was able to lay hands on a young man of Succoth in Jordan who wrote down a list of the city elders (Jdg. 8:14; Heb., rsv, Avmg., Rvmg. ‘write’, av, rv, unjustifiably ‘describe’). Such ability among the young to write (Is. 10:19) was enhanced by the advent of the alphabet and by the establishment of

*    schools for scribes attached to temples and shrines. Every Israelite householder had to write the words ol the Law (Dt. 6:9; 11:20). Writing, though not so well attested in the West as in Babylonia, was certainly widespread in Syria and Palestine by the 2nd millennium, when at least five Scripts were in use, viz. Egyp. hieroglyphs, Byblian syllabary, Canaanite alphabet, Akkad. cuneiform and the Ugaritic alphabetic cuneiform (see above).

Writing was generally undertaken by trained

*    scribes. who could be drawn from any dass of the population (contra E. Nielsen, Oral Tradition, 1954, pp. 25, 28), though most higher oflicials in administration were literate. The mass of cuneiform tablets, ostraca and papyri so far found shows the prominent place of the written word through-out the ancient Near East. A percentage is difficult

to estimate owing to the incompleteness of the re-cords, but the six scribes to a population of about 2,000 at Alalaf) in Syria in c. 1800-1500 bc is prob-ably indicative of the literacy in important towns (D. J. Wiseman, The Alalakh Tablets, p. 13). Recent studies show that scribes may have learnt their Akkadian at main ‘university’ centres such as Aleppo in Syria or Babylon itself.

Documents were stored in baskets, boxes or jars (Je. 32:14) and laid up in the local temple (1 Sa. 10:25; Ex. 16:34; cf. 2 Ki. 22:8) or special archive Stores (Ezr. 6:1). Specific reference books were held by scribes (as, e.g., at Nippur, c. 1950 bc). Tiglath-pileser I (c. 1100 bc) at Assur and Ashurbanipal (c. 650 bc) at Nineveh collected copies of texts or had them written for their libraries. When copying texts a scribe would often quote the source, giving the condition of the document from which he copied, and stating whether the text had been checked with the original document, or only copied down from oral tradition, which was considered a less reliable method (J. Laessoee, ‘Literacy and Oral Tradition in Ancient Mesopotamia’, Sludia Orientalia loanni Pedersen, 1953, pp. 205-218). Oral tradition was conceivcd as existing alongside the written word but not taking the place of primary author-ity. The colophon (both Akkadian and Egyp.) would also give the title or catchline which desig-nated the work; but authorship was often, though not invariably, anonymous. It is likely that the Heb. writers used similar methods.

Bibliography. See references given in text above; also, for a full description, G. R. Driver, Semitic Writing1, 1976; I. J. Gelb, A Study of Writ-ing2, 1963; J. Naveh, Early History of the Alphabet1, 1987; J. Cerny, Paper and Books in Ancient Egypt, 1952; J. C. L. Gibson, Syrian Semitic Inscriptions, 1, Hebrew, 1971; 2, Aramaic, 1975; 3, Phoenician, 1982. For books in the ancient world, see Cambridge History of the Bible, 1, 1970, pp. 30-66.
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Y

YARN. In the Bible the yarns mentioned are goats’ hair, camels’ hair, cotton (Heb. karpas; Est. 1:6; cf. EBi, 1, p. 915), linen and silk (Ezk. 16:10; Rev. 18:12). Cotton, from the lint around the seeds pro-duced by the shrub Gossypium herbaceum, origin-ated in ancient India, but spread E only in the Gk. period. The Minen yarn’ in the av of 1 Ki. 10:28 and 2 Ch. 1:16 is due to a misunderstanding of the Heb. text. The correct translation, referring to a country called Kue (i.e. * Cilicia), is to be found in the RSV.    F.N.H

YOKE. The rendering of several Heb. and Gk. words, used either literally for the wooden frame joining two animals (usually oxen), or netaphoreti-cally as describing one individual’s subjection to another. The words are möt (Na. 1:13) and and Mötä (Is. 58:6; Je. 27:2, etc.), ‘a bar’; '61 (Gn. 27:40; La. 1:14, etc), ‘a yoke’; semed 1 sa. 11:7; Jb. 1:3, etc.), ‘yoke of oxen’; zeugos (Lk. 14; 19), ‘a pair’; zygos (Mt. 11:29; 1 Tim. 6:1, etc.), ‘ a yoke’, ‘a balance’ (‘Agriculture).

In 2 Cor. 6:14 Paul uses heterozygeö, ‘ to be yoked with one of another kind’. For the ‘yoke-fellow’ of Phil 4:3 see ’Synzygus. j.d.d.
[image: ]


f,AANAN. A place mentioned in Mi. 1:11, the in-labitants of which remained in their city when in-/ading forces passed through the land. It may be dentical with Zenan in the Shephelah of Judah isted in Jos. 15:37.    j.d.d.

iAANANNIM, ZAANAIM (Heb. sa'anannim). Dn the S border of Naphtali, near Kedesh (Jos. 19:33); Heber the Kenite camped there (Jdg. 4:11; w, K'tib ‘Zaanaim’); perhaps Elon (‘Oak’)-in-£aanannim, cf. G. F. (G. F. Moore, ICC, 1903, on Idg. 4:11).

Khan et-Tuggar, 4 1cm NE of Tabor, preserves he name in its Arabic equivalent (‘traveller’). [Chan Leggun near Teil abu Qedeis, 4 km N of Iaanach, has been suggested as a more likely efuge for Sisera (Jdg. 4:17), but would have been :he wrong side of the flooded Kishon; cf. R. Soling, Judges, 1975, pp. 96f; J. Soggin, Judges, 1987, pp. 66, 75.    j.p.u.l.

£ABAD. 1. An Ephraimite (1 Ch. 7:21). 2. A man Df Judah, of the lineage of Hezron (1 Ch. 2:36f.). 3. Dne of David’s mighty men (1 Ch. 11:41), prob-tbly to be equated with 2; note the name Ahlai in he parentage of both. 4. A conspirator against loash (2 Ch. 24:26). The correct form of the name s * Jozachar. Cf. 2 Ki. 12:21.5, 6,7. Three laymen vho put away their foreign wives, as directed by Ezra (Ezr. 10:27, 33, 43).    d.f.p.

ZABBAI. Possibly a shortened form of Heb. zäbadyä, ‘The Lord bestowed upon’ (W. Rudolph). This name is found in Ezr. 10:28 and Ne. 3:20. Zabbai was forced by Ezra, according to Ezr. 10:28, to put away his foreign wife. Zabbai in Ne. 3:20 is problematic. He was the father of Baruch ,vho helped with the rebuilding of the walls of Je-usalem. Either he is the same person as in Ezra, or i different person with the same name, or Zabbai nust be replaced by Zakkai (cf. Ezr. 2:9 and vari-dus mss, Vulg. and Syr.).    f.c.f.

ZABDI. 1. The grandfather of Achan who took iome of the devoted spoil at Jericho (Jos. 7:1, 17-

18). He is also called Zimri (1 Ch. 2:6). 2. A Ben-aminite (1 Ch. 8:19). 3. An officer of David’s vine-/ards (1 Ch. 27:27). 4. A Levite (Ne. 11:17), also :alled Zichri (1 Ch. 9:15).    r.a.h.g.

of Jericho and undoubtedly had abused his Position on occasions to enrich himself. Being a small man, he climbed a tree to see Jesus, who then asked to stay at his house. Zacchaeus welcomed him and showed practical repentance in giving half his goods to the poor and fourfold compensation to any whom he had defrauded. Christ said that this showed him to be a true son of Abraham and de-clared that salvation had come, not only to him, but to his house. The self-righteous in the crowd were critical of Jesus’ action, but he declared his mission to be the seeking and saving of the lost.

Bibliography. P. Kariamadam, The Zacchaeus Story, 1985.    R.E.N.

ZADOK (Heb. sädöq, ‘righteous’?). 1. Son of Ahitub, who was, according to 1 Ch. 6: lff., 50ff., a descendant of Eleazar, third son of Aaron. He was priest at David’s court along with Abiathar (2 Sa. 8:17) and had Charge of the ark (2 Sa. I5:24f); he took part in the anointing of Solomon as David’s successor when Abiathar supported Adonijah (1 Ki. l:7ff.). He and his descendants discharged the chief-priestly duties in Solomon’s Temple until its destruction in 587 bc. Ezekiel restricts the priestly Privileges in his new Commonwealth to the Za-dokite family on the ground that they alone were innocent of apostasy under the Monarchy (Ezk. 44:15ff ). In the second Temple the Zadokites re-tained the high priesthood continuously until 171 bc, when it was transferred to Menelaus by Antio-chus IV; even after that a Zadokite priesthood pre-sided over the Jewish temple at Leontopolis in Egypt until Vespasian closed it soon after ad 70. The Qumran community remained loyal to the Zadokite priesthood and looked forward to its restoration.

2. A descendant of Zadok, grandfather of Hilkiah (1 Ch. 6:12; 9:11; Ne. 11:11). 3. Father-in-law of King Uzziah and grandfather of Jotham (2 Ki. 15:33; 2 Ch. 27:1). 4, 5. Two builders of the wall under Nehemiah (Ne. 3:4, 29); one or the other of these may be the same as Zadok, a signa-tory to the covenant (Ne. 10:21), and ‘Zadok the scribe’ (Ne. 13:13).

Bibliography. H. H. Rowley, ‘Zadok and Ne-hushtan’, JBL 58, 1939, pp. 113ff.; idem, ‘Mel-chizedek and Zadok’ in Festschrift für A. Bertholet (ed. W. Baumgartner), 1950, pp. 461 ff.; R. de Vaux, Andern Israel, 1961, pp. 372-405; J. R. Bartlett, ‘Zadok and his successors at Jerusalem’, JTS n.s. 19, 1968, pp. 1-18.    f.f.b.

ZACCHAEUS, from Heb. and Aram. Zakkai, a educed form of Zechariah. A chief tax-collector it Jericho who became a disciple of Christ (Lk. 19:1-10). He was probably the general tax-farmer

ZAIR. 2 Ki. 8:21 records that King Joram passed over to Zair to crush a revolt of the Edomites, hence its probable location was on the border of Edom. Some mss of the lxx read here Z(e)ior, and

ZAIR

Zair may possibly be identical with ’Zior, listed in Jos. 15:54, in the Judaean hill-country.

R.A.H.G.

ZALMON. 1. A personal name. One of David’s mighty men, said to be an Ahohite (2 Sa. 23:28). He is called Ilai in 1 Ch. 11:29.

2.    The name of a mountain in the vicinity of the tower of Shechem (Jdg. 9:48). Its identification is far from certain; bot'n Gerizim and Ebal have been suggested.

3.    Another mountain, mentioned in Ps. 68:14

(speit Salmon in av). Some have equated it with the foregoing, but this mountain would appear to have been to the E of the Jordan and is usually identi-fied with Jebel Haurän.    d.f.p.

ZAMZUMMIM (zamzummim, meaning un-certain; possibly ‘whisperers’, ‘murmurers’, from a root known in Arabic). The name given by the ‘Ammonites to the people (known also as ♦Rephaim) whom they themselves displaced from their territory in central Transjordan (Dt. 2:20-23). It is at present difficult to associate them with any particular archaeological remains but, assuming that the Ammonites settled in the 13th Century bc, one might consider these people as the Middle Bronze/Late Bronze Age occupants of the region, whose presence is attested by a few recent discover-ies (cf. IDBS, p. 20). Whether the ’Zuzim in Gn. 14:5 are the same people remains uncertain.

J.G.G.N.

G.I.D.

ZANOAH (Heb. zänöah). 1. A town in the Shephe-lah (Jos. 15:34; Ne. 3:13; 11:30); Khirbet Zanu‘, 3 km S of Beth-shemesh, W of modern Zanoah. 2. A town in the hills near Juttah (Jos. 15:56; 1 Ch. 4:18); may be Khirbet Beit Amra, overlooking the Wadi el-Halil (W Hevron), part of which is called Wadi Abu Zenah (Grollenberg, Abel); or Khirbet Zanuta, SW of Eshtemoa (Rudolph, Chronik-bucher, 1955, ad loc.; Israeli Survey); or Khirbet Yaqin, 6 km SE of Hebron (Noth, Josua, ad loc., citing lxx to read ‘Zanoah of Kain’; but the read-ings are doubtful).    j.p.u.l.

ZAPHENATH-PANEAH. An Egyp. name be-stowed by the pharaoh upon Joseph at his investi-ture (Gn. 41:45). The search for its Egyp. original has produced many widely divergent suggestions. Steindorffs P(d)-p'-nt(r)-fiw.f-‘nfj is phonetically good, but is circumstantially inappropriate in meaning and of too late a date. Most other suggestions are either phonetically unacceptable or eise lack any real Egyp. parallels. However, the Heb. consonantal form s-p-n-t p-'-n-h may, with one slight change (for euphony in Heb.) to s-t-n-pp-'-n-h, stand for (yösep) dd-n.f ’lp-'nij ‘(Joseph), who is called ’Ipankh'; dd-n.f would be the well-known construction introducing a second name, the name itself being Tp‘ankh, a common name in the Middle Kingdom and Hyksos periods, i.e. in the patriarchal and Joseph’s age.    k.a.k.

ZAPHON. A town referred to in Jos. 13:27 and Jdg. 12:1, lying in Gadite territory in the Jordan valley. TJ identifies it with the Amathus of Josephus, which is to be located at Teil 'Ammatah: but this is improbable. Other proposed locations for Zaphon are Teil al-Sa‘idiya and Teil al-Qos.

D.F.P.

ZAREPHATH (‘smelting place’). Akkad. sariptu, cf. saräpu, ‘to refine (metals), to fire (bricks)’. A small Phoenician town (mod. Sarafand), originally belonging to *Sidon, it appears in late 13th Century Papyrus Anastasi 1 (ANETy, p. 477). It was captured by Sennacherib in 701 bc (Zarebtu, ANET\ p. 287) and by Esarhaddon, c. 680-669 bc, who gave it to Ba'ali, king of Tyre (J. B. Pritchard, ‘Sarepta in History and Tradition’, in J. Reumann (ed.), Underslanding the Sacred Text, 1971, pp. 101-114).

Situated about 13 km S of Sidon on the Leba-nese coast on the road to *Tyre, it is mentioned in 1 Ki. !7:9ff. as the place to which * Elijah went during the drought in Ahab’s reign and where he restored life to the son of the widow with whom he lodged. Lk. 4:26 refers to this incident, the town there being called by the Gk. and Lat. name, Sarepta.

Obadiah prophesied that in the Day of the Lord those of the children of Israel who were deported by Sargon after the fall of Samaria should possess Phoenicia as far as Zarephath.

For excavations begun in 1969, see AJA 74, 1970, p. 202; 76, 1972, p. 216; Archaeology 24, 1971, pp 61-63; J. Pritchard, Sarepta, 1975. r.a.h.g.

ZARETHAN. This town is speit variously Zare-tan, Zartanah and Zarthan in av; and the name appears as Zeredah (av Zeredathah) in 2 Ch. 4:17. Zarethan is mentioned in connection with Beth-shean, Adam and Succoth, and lay in the Jordan valley, near a ford over the river. Its exact site has been debated, but it almost certainly lay W of the Jordan. One suggested location, Qarn Sartaba, perhaps recalls the name Zarethan; but most au-thorities prefer Teil al-Sa‘idiya. (Excavated 1964-7; 1985 onwards, see NEAEHL, pp. 1295-1300.) Teil Umm Hamäd is another possibility. d.f.p.

ZEAL. In modern Eng. usage, fervour in ad-vancing a cause or in rendering Service. But the corresponding Heb. and Gk. words in the Bible can have a bad sense. Thus qäna (verb), qin’ä (noun), are often rendered *‘envy’, ‘envious’ (as in Gn. 26:14; Ps. 37:1), or ‘‘jealous’, ‘jealousy’ (Gn. 37:11; Jb. 5:2), and once ‘passion’ (Pr. 14:30), as well as ‘zeal’ in a positive sense (2 Sa. 21:2).

The phrase ‘the zeal of the Lord (of hosts)’ occurs several times (2 Ki. 19:31; Is. 9:7; 37:32; cf. Is. 26:11; 63:15) and means his jealous concern for his own people and their welfare: their relationship to him is as a wife to a husband, hence neb’s ‘jealous anger’ in Is. 59:17 (Heb. qin’ä; rsv ‘fury’).

Similarly, in NT the Gk. terms zeloö (verb) and zelos (noun) can have a bad or a good sense, ac-cording to context. Thus rsv gives ‘jealous’ (Acts 7:9), ‘jealousy’ (Acts 5:17) and ‘covet’ (Jas. 4:2), but translates in a good sense as ‘earnestly desire’ (1 Cor. 12:31), ‘make much of’ (Gal. 4:17) or ‘zeal’ (2 Cor. 7:7). But ‘jealous’ can have a positive meaning. In 2 Cor. 11:2 Paul is ‘jealous’ (zeloö) over his converts ‘with a divine jealousy’ (zelos), not mcaning the human jealousy of selfish possessive-ness or a concern for his own reputation, bul the jealousy which a lover feels for his beloved; and a divine’ jealousy because it is as feit by God him-self for his own people, who stand as in the mar-riage relationship to him (cf. Ex. 20:5; 34:14; Dt. 5:9, etc.).

zelötes, * ‘zealot’, is applied to the apostle Simon (Lk. 6:15; Acts 1:13), called in Mt. 10:4 and Mk. 3:18 Simon the Cananean, where ho kcmanaios may translate Aram. qan'än, ‘zealot’. zelötes also occurs in 1 Cor. 14:12, where Paul’s readers who are zealots (rsv ‘eager’) for manifestations of the Spirit are bidden to strive (zeteo) to excel in build-ing up the church, Le. to realize that the purpose of spiritual gifts is communal and not for selfish ends. Elsewhere zelötes is translated by rsv as ‘zealous’ (Acts 21:20; 22:3; Gal. 1:14; Tit. 2:14; 1 Pet. 3:13).

The verb spoudazö is translated ‘zealous’ (2 Pet. 1:10, 15; 3:14), but also ‘eager’ (Gal. 2:10; Eph. 4:3;

1    Thes. 2:17), ‘do your best’ (2 Tim. 2:15; 4:9, 21; Tit. 3:12), ‘strive’ (Heb. 4:11). The adjective spou-daios occurs in 2 Cor. 8:17, 22 (‘earnest’), and the adverb spoudaiös in Lk. 7:4 (‘earnestly’), Phil. 2:28;

2    Tim. 1:17 (‘eagerly’), Tit. 3:13 (‘do your best’). rsv renders spoude as ‘zeal’ (Rom. 12:8, 11; 2 Cor. 7:12), ‘haste’ (Mk. 6:25; Lk. 1:39), ‘eagerness’ (2 Cor. 8:7-8, 16; Heb. 6:11), ‘effort’ (2 Pet. 1:5).

Bibliography. H.-C. Hahn, NIDNTT 3, pp. 1166-1168; A. Stumpf, TDNT 2, pp. 877-888; G. Harder, TDNT7, pp. 559-568.    n.h.

ZEALOT (Gk. zelötes). One of the twelve apostles is called Simon the Zealot (Lk. 6:15; Acts 1:13), either because of his zealous temperament or because of some association with the party of the Zealots (’Cananaean). Paul speaks of himself as having been a religious zealot (Acts 22:3; Gal. 1:14), and the many members of the church of Jerusalem are described as all ‘zealots for the law’ (Acts 21:20).

The party of the Zealots, described by Josephus as the ‘fourth philosophy’ among the Jews (BJ 2. 117; Ant. 18. 23), was founded by * Judas the Galil-ean, who led a revolt against Rome in ad 6 (•Census). They opposed the payment of tribute by Israel to a pagan emperor on the ground that this was treason to God, Israel’s true King.

These men were called Zealots because they fol-lowed the example of Mattathias and his sons and followers, who manifested zeal for the law of God when Antiochus IV tried to suppress the Jewish religion (1 Macc. 2:24-27), and the example of Phinehas, who showed comparable zeal in a time of apostasy in the wilderness (Nu. 25:11; Ps. 106:30f). When the revolt of ad 6 was crushed they kept its spirit alive for 60 years. Members of Judas’s family were Zealot leaders; two of his sons were crucified by the procurator Alexander c. ad 46 (Jos., Ant. 20. 102), and a third, Menahem, at-tempted to seize the leadership of the anti-Roman revolt in ad 66 (Jos., BJ 2.433). Zealots were activc throughout the war of ad 66—73; the last Zealot stronghold, Masada, feil in May ad 74, but even then the Zealot spirit was not completely quenched. (* Assassins.)

Bibliography. W. R. Farmer, Maccabees, Zealots and Josephus, 1956; Y. Yadin, Masada: Herod’s Fortress and the Zealots' Last Stand, 1966; D. M, Rhoads, Israel in Revolution 6-74 c.e;: A Political History based on the Writings of Josephus,

1976; R. A. Horsley and J S. Hanson, Bandits, Prophets and Messiahs, 1985; M. Hengei, The Zealots, 1989.    f.f.b

ZEBAH (Heb. zebah, ‘slaughter’, ‘sacrifice’). One of two kings of Midian who raided Palestine in the days of Gideon the judge. Some of Gideon’s people had been slain in a Midianite raid (Jdg. 8:18f). Gideon carefully selected 300 and pursued the raiders. The people of Succoth and Penuel re-fused to help him and were later punished. At Karkor (v. 10) Gideon captured the two chiefs Zebah and Zalmunna and slew them. Following this exploit, Gideon was invited to be king over Israel, but refused (Jdg. 8:22-23). In Ps. 83:1-12 this incident finds a place among the list of victor-ies God gave his people.    j.a.t.

ZEBEDEE (Gk. Zebedaios from Heb. zibdiyähü, ‘the gift of Yahweh’). The father of the apostles James and John (Mk. 1:19) and husband of Salome (Mt. 27:56; Mk. 15:40). A Galilean fisher-man, probably of some means (cf. Mk. 1:20); he evidently lived at or near Bethsaida. j.d.d.

ZEBOIIM (neb ZEBOYIM). One of the cities of the plain (Gn. 14:2) eventually destroyed with * Sodom and Gomorrah (Dt. 29:23). Its location seems to have been in the vicinity of ‘Adrnah.

D.F.P.

ZEBOIM. 1. A valley near Michmash in Ben-jaminite territory (1 Sa. 13:18), modern Wadi Abu Daba‘. The Heb. phrase means ‘ravine of hyenas’ (ge s'bö'im). 2. A Benjaminite town of post-exilic times, near Lydda (Ne. 11:34).    d.f.p.

ZEBUL (Heb. z'bül, ‘exalted’, i.e. prince, or height). Ruler of Shechem under the self-styled ‘king’ Abimelech, whom he rescued from Gaal’s revolt (Jdg. 9:26-41). In Ugaritic, zbl (I), ‘prince’, is used of Baal, lord of the earth, while zbl (II) is ‘sick (man)’; cf (e.g.) C. H. Gordon, Ugaritic Text-book, 3, 1965, p. 393, Nos. 815-816. k.a.k.

ZEBULUN. The tenth son of Jacob and the sixth son of Leah (Gn. 30:19f.). The original form of the name may have been Zebuion or Zebul, the name of Abimelech’s lieutenant (Jdg. 9:26-41). In the account of his birth a double derivation is sug-gested: zäbal to ‘honour’ and zäbad to ‘endow’ or ‘bestow’. Similar forms are found in Egyp., Akkad. and Canaanite sources. Before the descent into Egypt Zebulun had three sons, Sered, Elon and Jahleel (Gn. 46:14), founders of their respective tribal clans.

Zebulun was able to possess more of its allotted territory than most of the tribes, possibly because it comprised largely virgin country, with no great cities (Jos. 19:10^-16). Kitron (perhaps the Kattath of Jos. 19:15) and Nahalol are mentioned as in-completely conquered (Jdg. 1:30). Generally speaking, Zebulun occupied a broad wedge in S Galilee between Asher and Naphtali with Man-asseh to the SW and Issachar to the SE. The S boundary was probably the river Kishon in the
[image: ]


The genealogy of Zebulun.

Valley of Esdraelon, which gave Zebulun, like Is-sachar, control over the trade routes. The Blessing of Jacob (Gn. 49:13) promises Zebulun access to the sea, although it is not clear whether Galilee or the Mediterranean is meant. In either case this was never realized, but the reference may be to the Strategie commercial position shared with Issachar (cf. Dt. 33:18f.). These tribes also shared the same holy mountain (Dt. 33:19), probably Tabor (cf. Jdg. 4:6), on the fringe of Zebulun’s territory. Although one of the smaller tribal areas, it was fertile, being exposed to the rain-bearing W winds. With 57,400 and 60,500 warriors respectively in the two census lists (Nu. 1:31; 26:27), it was the fourth largest tribe.

In the great covenant-renewal ceremony at Shechem, Zebulun was assigned an inferior place with Reuben and the ‘handmaiden’ tribes (Dt. 27:13). But in the Judges period it distinguished itself in the conflicts against the Canaanites and Midianites (Jdg. 4:6, 10; 5:14, 18; 6:35). One of the minor judges, Elon, came front Zebulun (Jdg. 12:11). When David became king over a United Israel, considerable initial military and economic support was supplied (1 Ch. 12:33, 40). The prophet Jonah was a Zebulunite front Gath-hepher (2 Ki. 14:25; cf. Jos. 19:18). Zebulun suffered se-verely in the Assyr. invasion under Tiglath-pileser (2 Ki. 15:29; cf. Is. 9:1), many of its inhabitants were deported and its territory was assimilated into the Assyr. empire. However, its tribal identity survived, and its inhabitants are included among the participants in Hezekiah’s Passover (2 Ch. 30:10-22). In the NT, apart from the quotation in Mt. 4:13-16, Zebulun is mentioned only in Rev. 7:8, but Nazareth, where Jesus spent his early years, was within its traditional borders.

Bibliography. LOB, pp. 200, 212, 233, 237.

A.E.C.

ZECHARIAH, ZACHARIAH, ZACHARIAS.

Some 28 men bear this name in the Bible, most of them mentioned only once or twice, including the last king of Jehu’s line (2 Ki. 14:29; 15:8, 11). The best known is the prophet, who is mentioned with Haggai in Ezr. 5:1; 6:14, and whose prophecies are found in the book that bears his name. As these two prophets were enthusiasts for the rebuilding of the Temple in 520 bc, one must account for their silence during the period 536-520 bc, when the Temple building was neglected. Either their par-ents had brought them as infants in the return in 537 bc or they did not return until about 520 bc; in this case also they must have been infants in 537 bc, or their enthusiasm would have brought them back then. This means that Zechariah was a young man when he began to prophesy, and indeed it may be he, and not the man with the measuring line, who is referred to as ‘this young man’ in Zc. 2:4. Il is likely that the second part of his book belongs tc his old age (‘Zechariah, Book of).

In the NT Zechariah is the father of John the Baptist (Lk. 1:5, etc.). There is also a mention of ‘Zechariah son of Barachiah, whom you murderec between the sanctuary and the altar’ (Mt. 23:35; cj. Lk. 11:51). Since the prophet Zechariah was the son of Berechiah (Zc. 1:1), it is possible that he wa: martyred, although there is no independent recorc of this. Others suppose that the reference is to the martyrdom of Zechariah the son of Jehoiada in 7 Ch. 24:20-22, and that the error of the father’: name is due either to the Evangelist, or, since ii does not occur in the best mss of Lk., to a copyist’: addition. Since Chronicles is the last book in the Heb. Bible, the naming of Abel and Zechariah ir this verse would be the equivalent of our phrase ‘from Genesis to Revelation’. There is also £ Zechariah the son of Jeberechiah, who is called a: a witness in Is. 8:2, but there is no reason to sup pose that he is the one referred to by Christ.

j.s.w.


ZECHARIAH, BOOK OF.

I. Outline of contents

a. Prophecies dated between $20 and $18 BC. during the rebuilding of the Temple, 1:1-8:23

(i)    Introduction. Zechariah in the line of thi true prophets (1:1-6).

(ii)    First vision. Angelic riders are told that Goc will restore Jerusalem (1:7-17).
[image: ]
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Johanan Jehoiakim / Eliakim m. Nehushta Mattaniah / ZEDEKIAH' Jehoahaz / Shallum (1 Ch.3:15)    (2 Ch.36:4)    (2 Ki. 24:8) c. 597-587 BC    (2 Ch. 36:1-3)



fl

Jehoiachin /Jeconiah /Coniah (2 Ch. 36:8-9; 1 Ch. 3:16; Je. 22:24,28)


•(2 Ki. 24:17-18; but 2 Ch. 36:9-11 States m.= marries    that Zedekiah was brother of Jehoiachin)


An Interpretation of King Zedekiah's family tree.

(iii)    Second vision. Four destroying horns are Jestroyed by four smiths (1:18-21).

(iv)    Third vision. The new Jerusalem cannot be contained by walls, but will be the home of Jews and Gentiles (2:1-13).

(v)    Fourth vision. Joshua the high priest, ac-jused by Satan, is vindicated by God, given access to his presence and made a type of the Branch-Messiah (3:1-10).

(vi)    Fifth vision. A seven-branched candlestick, or lamp, fed by two branches (probably Joshua and Zerubbabel), from two olive trees. A special word of encouragement to Zerubbabel (4:1-14).

(vii)    Sixth vision. An immense flying scroll carries God’s words of condemnation of sin (5:1-4).

(viii)    Seventh vision. A woman in an ephah measure, symbolizing sin, is removed to the un-:lean land of Babylon, the place of exile (5:5-11).

(ix)    Eighth vision. Four chariots go out through the earth as God’s executives (6:1-8).

(x)    Joshua is crowned as a Symbol of the Branch-Messiah who builds the Temple, and who rules as Priest-King (6:9-15).

(xi)    A question about observing fasts that had been instituted to commemorate the fall of Jerusalem in 587 BC. Fasts will become feasts, and all nations will share the blessing (7:1-8:23).

b. Undated prophecies. which could be from a later period in Zechariah's ministry, 9:1-14:21

(i)    The judgment of Israel’s enemies is seen in the light of the coming of the Prince of Peace (9:1-

17).

(ii)    Evil shepherds give place to God’s Leader, who gathers in his people (10:1-12).

(iii)    The Good Shepherd confounds the evil shepherds, but is rejected by the flock, who con-sequently suffer under yet another evil shepherd (11:1-17).

(iv)    Jerusalem in distress looks to the One whom her people have pierced, and repents with true sorrow (12:1-14).

(v)    Jewish prophecy ceases when the Good Shepherd is smitten and opens the fountain that cleanses from sin (13:1-9).

(vi)    The distress of Jerusalem is followed by the blessings and judgments of God’s kingdom (14:1— 21).

II. Authorship and unity

Throughout chs. 1-8 Zechariah is named as the author, and the period is that of Ezr. 5-6. This claim is generally accepted, though occasionally attempts have been made to distinguish the Zechariah of the prophecies from the Zechariah of the visions (e.g. by S. B. Frost, Old Testament Apoca-lyptic, 1952).

The problem of chs. 9-14 is more complicated, and many hold that these chapters are neither to be ascribed to Zechariah nor are a unity in them-selves. A moderate view, adopted by, e.g., H. L. Ellison in Men Spake from God, 1952, is that three anonymous prophecies have been added at the end of the Minor Prophets, each introduced by the phrase, ‘The bürden of the word of the Lord’. The three are Zc. 9:1-11:17; Zc. 12:1-14:21; Mal. 1:1-4:6. Others (e.g. W. O. E. Oesterley and T. H. Robinson, Introduction to the Books of the Old Testament, 1934) find in these chapters fragments from various dates.

The main arguments against Zechariah’s authorship are: (i) the difference of atmosphere be-tween 1-8 and 9—14. The former are full of hope and promise; the lauer show bad leadership and threat of attack. There is no reference to the recent rebuilding of the Temple. (ii) There is a reference in 9:13 to Greece as the dominant power, not Persia as in the days of Zechariah. (iii) The derogatory reference to prophecy in ch. 13 and apocalyptic pictures in ch. 14 are marks of a late date.

The first two contentions assume that, if the chapters are by ‘Zechariah, they must belong to approximately the same period as 1-8. We have no means of knowing the length of Zechariah’s prophetic ministry, but there are indications that he was a young man when he was first called to prophesy in 520 bc. Jeremiah prophesied for over 40 years, and Isaiah for over 50. If these chapters were uttered in Zechariah’s old age they would be drawing near to the time of Malachi, Ezra and Nehemiah, and perhaps Joel, when the atmosphere of first enthusiasm had given place to cold-ness, formality, poor leadership and fear of attack.

The reference to Greece is not, then, a serious objection, even if one does not give any weight to belief in divine prediction, which is certainly present in the King and the Shepherd references in these chapters. Greece, or Javan, is named by Ezk. 27:13, 19, and also by Is. 66:19, as one of the places to which missionaries will go to declare God’s glory. It is worth noting for the sake of the argu-ment that many commentators would make ‘Trito-Isaiah’ (Is. 56-66) a Contemporary of the actual Zechariah who wrote 1-8. 1t is probable that Zechariah had seen the vision of the chariots going ‘toward the west country’ (6:6), and in 8:7 he fore-sees captives returning from the W. Later Joel 3:6 refers to Jews who had been sold by the Phoeni-cians as slaves to the Greeks.

From about 520 bc onwards the Greeks in Asia Minor were a continual source of trouble to Dar-ius, and in 500 bc a great Ionian revolt occurred. ln 499 bc the Athenians burnt the Persian strong-hold of Sardis, and in 490 bc and 480 bc the Persians, in a full-scale invasion of Greece, were defeated at Marathon and Salamis. From a purely human point of view, Zechariah could have looked to Greece as a power that would harass the countries in the Persian empire whose sea-board looked towards the W. Indeed, there may already have been raids on the coasts of Palestine. It should, however, be noted that Javan is only one out of several powers who are dealt with in ch. 9.

The contention about the derogatory reference to prophecy in ch. 13 reads too much into the pas-sage. The writer cannot be belittling prophecy, since he is himsclf professing to be a prophet. In the context the thought is of the pierced Shepherd, whose death opens the fountain for sin, as being the climax of prophecy, so that true prophecy ceases, and any professed prophecy that remains is only false.

The contention about the later apocalyptic im-agery of ch. 14 is a subjective opinion. It should be realized that the dating of eschatological and apocalyptic passages in the OT is based largely on opinion. Because there is much apocalyptic in the intertestamental period, it is assumed that similar pictures in the prophets, e.g. Isaiah and Zechariah, must be given a late date.

From the positive standpoint, there are certain definite links between 1-8 and 9-14; e.g. the need for repentance and cleansing (1:4; 3:3-4, 9; 5:1-11; 7:5-9; 9:7; 12:10; 13:1, 9); Jerusalem as the head (1:16-17; 2:11-12; 12:6; 14:9f.); the return of the nation (2:6, 10; 8:7-8; 9:12; 10:6—12); Israel’s en-emies are to be subdued (1:21; 12; 14) and con-verted (2:11; 8:20-23; 9:7; 14:16-19). There are also some similarities of style: e.g. the fondness fot the number ‘two’ (4:3; 5:9; 6:1; 11:7; 13:8); the voc-atival address (2:7, 10; 3:2, 8; 4:7; 9:9, 13; 11:1-2 13:7); the phrase ‘pass through nor return’ occun in 7:14 and 9:8 (av; rsv ‘to and fro’) and nowhert eise in the OT.

It is not possible to prove the unity of the book but one should not too readily abandon it. It is noi necessary to look for Contemporary figures in 9:8 16-17 and 12:10, though upholders of the latei date suggest various priestly characters of the Maccabean age. If Contemporary identification; were needed, the conservative commentator woulc be bound to say that we know nothing about the leaders in Judaea between 516 and 458 bc, anc personal intrigues and assassinations were as likely then as in Maccabean times.

Bibliography. H. G. Mitchell, ICC, 1912; C. 11 H. Wright, Zechariah andhis Prophecies, 1878; M F. Unger, Zechariah, 1963; J. G. Baldwin, Haggai Zechariah, Malachi, TOTC, 1972; L. G. Rignell Die Nachtgesichte des Sacharja, 1950; P. Lamarche Zacharie IX-XIV, 1961; B. Otzen, Studien übei Deuterosacharja, 1964; F. F. Bruce, BJRL 43 1960-1, pp. 3361T.; R K Harrison, IOT, 1968; C

L. Meyers, Zechariah 9-14, 1993.    j.s.w.

ZEDAD. One of the sites on the N border of the promised land (Nu. 34:8), mentioned also in Ezek iel’s vision of the limits of restored Israel (Ezk 47:15). There are two main candidates for identifi cation with it, corresponding to the two views tha are taken about the line of the N border describec in these texts as a whole. The dominant view (e.g Aharoni) sees the name as preserved at SadaeJ, c 110 km ENE of Byblos; this accords well with the preferred location for the ‘entrance of ‘Hamath’ the adjacent point on the boundary. A minority oi scholars advocate a more S position, at Kh Serädä, a few miles N of Dan, reading the name a: Zerad, with lxx and the Samaritan text.

Bibliography. G. B. Gray, Numbers, 1903, p. 459; G. A. Cooke, Ezekiel, ICC, 1936, p. 527; Y. Aharoni, LOB, pp. 65-67.    r.a.h.g.

g.i.d.

ZEDEKIAH (Heb. sidqiyyähü—sidqiyyä, only in 1 Ki. 22:11; Je. 27:12; 28:1; 29:3—‘Yahweh is (my) righteousness’). 1. One of 400 court prophets under *Ahab who lied by prophesying his victory over Syria (1 Ki. 22:1-12; 2 Ch. 18:1-11). When Micaiah revealed the truth, Zedekiah symbolically called him a liar by striking his cheek (1 Ki. 22:13-28; 2 Ch. 18:12-27).

2.    A false prophet among the exiles in Babylon whose death at the hand of Nebuchadrezzar is foretold by Jeremiah (Je. 29:21-23).

3.    A prince of Judah who heard the scroll of Jeremiah read during the reign of Jehoiachin (Je. 36:11-13).

4.    The twenty-first, and last, king of Judah (c. 597-587 bc). The third son of Josiah (1 Ch. 3:15), he was placed on the throne by Nebuchadrezzar in the place of ‘Jehoiachin, his nephew. His name was also changed from * Mattaniah, showing his vassalage to Babylon (2 Ki. 24:17). Enthroned at the age of 21, he reigned for 11 years (v. 18; 2 Ch. 36:11).

Since the leading citizens had been deported with Jehoiachin (2 Ki. 24:14-16), Zedekiah was left with the undesirables, whose advice, which he was not able to refuse, finally led to Yahweh’s punish-ment (Je. 24:8-9; 29:16-19; Ezk. 11:14-21). Rebellion in Babylonia in c. 594 bc (A. K. Grayson, Assyriern and Babylonian Chronicles, 1975, p. 102, Ezk. 11:21-24) gave the W vassals an opportunity to conspire to throw off their subjugation, sending to Judah, where there was evidence of an anti-Babylonian faction (Je. 28:1-10), for Support (27:3). Jeremiah saw the Babylonian overlordship as divinely ordained (Je. 27; cf. 28:12-14). Zedekiah went to Babylon in 593 bc, possibly to allay suspicion concerning his involvement in the plot (Je. 51:59).
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The genealogy of Zephaniah, based on the assumplion that 'Hezekiah' (Zp. 1:1) was King Hezekiah of Judah.


Zedekiah finally did revolt (2 Ki. 24:20), break-ing a covenant with Babylon (Ezk. 17:12-13). This was possibly related to the arrival of the pharaoh Hophra (Apries; Je. 44:30), whose aid, as indicated by Lachish Letter 3, might have been sought by Judah (DOTT, p. 214). In 588 bc, Nebuchadrezzar and his army invaded Judah and laid siege to Jerusalem. The siege was lifted for a period to meet the approaching Egyptians (Je. 37:5) but, as Jeremiah predicted (vv. 6—10; 34:21-22), the siege was re-sumed. When the famine inside the city had reached its peak, the wall was breached in July, 586 bc, and the city feil (2 Ki. 25:3-4; Je. 52:6-7). The Temple was plundered and burnt and people exiled (2 Ki. 25:17-20). Zedekiah fled towards the Jordan, where he was captured and taken to Neb-uchadrezzar’s military headquarters at Riblah. T'nere his sons were executed before him. He was then blinded and led off to Babylon (2 Ki. 25:4-7; Je. 52:7-11).    d.w.b.

ZELOPHEHAD. The son of Hepher, grandson of Gilead of the tribe of Manasseh, father of five daughters (Nu. 26:33; Jos. 17:3; 1 Ch. 7:15). After his death in the wilderness wanderings, because he was without male issue, his daughters successfully claimed the inheritance before Moses and Eleazar (Nu. 27:1, 7). Thus originated the law whereby the property of a man without a male heir should pass first to his daughters (v. 8). This is evidence of a custom, attested in Syria, Babylonia and Elam from early times, whereby property could be transmitted through daughters in the absence of male heirs. They had to marry within their own family and so keep the line within the tribe to which their father belonged (Nu. 36:2-9). (See Z. Ben-Barak, JSS 24, 1979.) The Gileadite chiefs later made the further request that the women should marry only within their own tribe to ensure the continuity of possession of such inheritances within the same tribe. This, being granted, also became Heb. law (Nu. 36:2-9).    d.j.w.

ZELZAH. After Samuel had anointed Saul ‘prince over his people Israel’ (1 Sa. 10:1), one of the signs given to Saul was that he would meet ‘two men by Rachel’s tomb . .. at Zelzah’ (1 Sa. 10:2). lxx translates Zelzah by ‘leaping furiously’ (from söThim), and the Vulgate ‘in the south’. The village Beit Jala between Bethel and Bethlehem, to the W, may be the location.    r.a.h.g.

ZEMARAIM. I. A Benjaminite town, listed with Beth-arabah and Bethel (Jos. 18:22). Proposed lo-cations are Khirbet al-Samra, Ras al-Zaimara and Ras al-Tähüna.

2. A mountain in the hill country of Ephraim (2 Ch. 13:4). Bethel was presumably in the same general locality (cf. v. 19), so probably the mountain was near to, and named after, the town Zemaraim.

D.F.P.

ZEMARITES. A Canaanite tribe, mentioned in Gn. 10:18 and 1 Ch. 1:16. In both instances the name is listed between Arvadites and Hamathites. The tribe’s home was the Sumur of the Teil el-Amarna letters, the Simirra of Assyr. texts. Its modern name is Sumra, and it lies on the Mediter-ranean coast N of Tripoli (Tarablus). d.f.p.

ZENAS. Gk. pet-name from Zenodorus (cf. Light-foot on Col. 4:15); a lawyer (nomikos), accompany-ing Apollos to an unknown destination: Titus was to provide them with supplies and a good send-off (Tit. 3:13). They doubtless brought Titus Paul’s letter (cf Zahn, INT, 2, p. 49). Despite the associ-ation with Apollos, nomikos here probably does not refer to expertise in the Torah. Zenas’ pro-ficiency was probably in Roman law: nomikos is used of eminent jurisls like Mucius Scaevola (Plu-tarch, Sulla 36) or of humble notaries (cf. examples in MM).

An Acis of Titus (5th Century) Claims his author-ity, and menologies include him in the Seventy.

A.F.W.

ZEPHANIAH. The only biographical reference to Zephaniah appears in the first verse of the book which bears his name. The genealogy of the prophet is carried back four generations to Hezekiah. Although this Hezekiah is not identified as the Judaean king of that name, the unusual form of Zephaniah’s genealogy is best explained on that assumption.

The name of Zephaniah, ‘Yahweh has hidden’. may indicate that the prophet was born during the time of the atrocities perpetrated by Manasseh. who ‘shed very much innocent blood’ (2 Ki. 21:16).

Zephaniah prophesied during the reign of his kinsman, Josiah, the great-grandson of Hezekiah Josiah came to the throne at the age of 8 (640 bc) and was largely influenced by Hilkiah the high priest. It may be presumed that Zephaniah also had an influence for godliness on King Josiah. In his 18th year the young king ordered the renova-tion of the Temple during which the ‘book of the law of Yahweh’ was found. When read before the king and the people of Jerusalem, this Scripture brought about a reformation in the life of the nation.

Zephaniah probably ministered early in the reign of Josiah. He speaks of the Yemnant of Baal’ in Jerusalem (Zp. 1:4), and other idolatrous customs which were abandoned after the discovery of the law (1:5; cf 2 Ki. 22:1-23:25; 2 Ch. 34:1-7).

Nahum, who prophesied the destruction of Nineveh, which took place in 612 bc, was probably a Contemporary of Zephaniah, as was Jeremiah. who lived to see the destruction of Jerusalem (587 bc). The length of the ministry of Zephaniah is not known.    c.f.p.

ZEPHANIAH, BOOK OF. This book is the ninth of the Minor Prophets. It is pre-eminently con-cerned with the Day of Yahweh, which had earlier appeared as a factor in the prophecies of Arnos (Am. 5:18-20).

Zephaniah, however, made the Day of Yahweh his central message. The visions of the Day of Yahweh subsequently played a conspicuous part in apocalyptic literature.

I. Outline of contents

a. Warning of the impending Day of Yahweh, i:t-2:3

(i)    Superscription (1:1).

(ii)    The destruction of all things (1:2—3).

(iii)    Judgment on Judah and Jerusalem (1:4—13).

(iv)    Judgment described (1:14-18).

(v)    Judgment may be avoided (2:1-3).

b.    Judgment on foreign nations, 2:4-15

(i)    Philistia (2:4-7).

(ii)    Moab and Ammon (2:8-11).

(iii)    Egypt (2:12).

(iv)    Assyria (2:13-15).

c.    Judgment on Jerusalem and subsequent blessing. 3:1-20

(i)    The sins of Jerusalem judged (3:1-8).

(ii)    The remnant of Judah blessed (3:9-20).

II.    Historical background

The religious state of the kingdom of Judah de-teriorated markedly following the death of Heze-kiah. Manasseh, his son, rebuilt the altars to Baal which Hezekiah had destroyed (2 Ch. 33:1-11). Religion was debased to the level of crass external-ism. The revival of idolatrous worship, common in the days of Ahaz (2 Ki. 16:3-4), was from the prophetic viewpoint a rejection of Israel’s coven-ant with Yahweh.

Scythian invaders attacked Assyria in 632 bc. Josiah was able to carry out his reforms without fear of Assyr. interference. The Scythians moved into W Asia and reached the Egyp. border where

they were bought offby pharaoh Psammetichus I. They do not appear to have attacked Israel, al-though the ferocity of their assault provided a background against which Zephaniah pictured the wrath of Yahweh.

III.    Message of the book

Zephaniah’s prophecies begin with a message of gloom. The prophet denounced the idolatry which he saw in Jerusalem, where there had been no spiritual revival since the days of Hezekiah. Zephaniah declared that God’s judgment was imminent both on Judah’s idolatrous neighbours (2:4-15) and on Judah and Jerusalem (1:4-18; 3:1-7).

The prophet, however, is not a pessimist. Beyond the impending doom he sees a better day. God must bring his people through the afflicting fires in Order to prepare them to be a means of blessing to all mankind.

Some of the abuses denounced by Zephaniah were removed in Josiah’s reformation (621 bc).

Bibliography. J. H. Eaton, Obadiah. Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, TBC, 1961; J. D. W. Watts, Joel, Obadiah, Jonah, Nahum, Habakkuk and Zephaniah, CBC, 1975; D. W. Baker, Nahum, Habakkuk and Zephaniah, 1988; P. R. House, Zephaniah. A Prophetic Drama, 1988; A. Berlin, Zephaniah, 1994.    c.f.p.

ZEPHATHAH (Heb. s'patäh). ‘The valley of Zephathah at (l') Mareshah’, 2 Ch. 14:10 (v. 9 MT). The lxx apparently read baggai missäpön (‘in the valley to the north’) for b ’ge’ s'paläh. Complex re-entrants in gently-sloping country lie N and S of * Mareshah.    j.p.u.l.

ZER. A fortified city in the territory of Naphtali (Jos. 19:35). It is not necessary to adopt the lxx

reading Tyros, i.e. Tyre, which presupposes a Heb. reading sör instead of MTser.    j.d.d.

ZERAH. From Heb. zärah, 'to rise. shine/come forth’, especially of the sun.

I. Son of Reuel son of Esau and Basemath (Gn. 36:4, 10, 13, 17; I Ch. 1:35, 37), who might be same as: 2. Father of Jobab, second of the early kings of Edom (Gn. 36:33; 1 Ch. 1:44).

3.    Son of Judah by Tamar, and twin of Perez (Gn. 38:29-30; 1 Ch. 2:4); progenitor of the Ju-daean clan of Zerahites (Nu. 26:20), among whom was Achan who sinned at Jericho (Jos. 7:1, 17-18, 24; 22:20; 1 Ch. 2:6), besides others (1 Ch. 9:6; Ne. 11:24).

4.    Son of Simeon and progenitor of a Simeonite clan of Zerahites (Nu. 26:13; 1 Ch. 4:24); the Zohar of Gn. 46:10; Ex. 6:15. 5. Descendant of Levi through Gershom (I Ch. 6:21,41).

6. An Ethiopian who invaded Judah with large Ethiopian and Libyan forces (2 Ch. 14:9-15; 16:8) and was routed in battle at Mareshah by Asa in his 14th year, c. 897 bc (cf. 2 Ch. 15, especially v. 10, and E. R. Thiele, The Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings\ 1965, pp. 58-60, on 2 Ch. 15:19; 16:1). Whether Zerah’s starting-point was Egypt or Arabia is disputed. The only point favouring Arabia is the Semitic form of the name Zerah. His retreat by Gerar might hint, and the presence of Libyans in his forces strongly indicates, that Zerah had come from Egypt. Note that Zerah is not called king; hence he cannot be the Libyan pharaoh Osorkon I (c. 924-889 bc) in whose reign the battle occurred. The clear difference between Heb. h and Egyp. k probably excludes Identification of the names Zerah, zrh, and Osorkon, (w)srk(n)\ no convincing Egyp. or Ethiopian original for Zerah’s name is yet forthcoming. Zerah would therefore probably be an Ethiopian army-commander lead-ing the Egyp. forces on behalf of Osorkon I, who was seeking to follow up the success of his father Shishak; Zerah’s ignominious defeat is unlikely to appear in the scanty Egyp. records of the period.

K.A.K.

ZERED, a mountain-torrent (Heb. nahal) or wadi crossed by the Israelites on their journey round the frontiers of Edom and Moab (Nu. 21:12; Dt. 2:13f). In Nu. it is mentioned as a camping-ground, which accords with the Order to ‘rise up’ in Dt. 2:13. Its identification is disputed; probably it is mod. Wadi el-Hesä, which runs into the Dead Sea from the SE. The comments which follow in Dt. 2:I4(T. show that its Crossing was regarded as an important stage in the journey.    g.t.m.

ZERUBBABEL. The exact meaning of the name is uncertain; perhaps it is from Akkad. zeru-Babili, ‘seed of Babylon’. He was the son of Shealtiel, or Salathiel, and thus grandson of King Jehoiachin (Ezr. 3:2; Hg. 1:1; Mt. 1:12). In 1 Ch.3:19the Heb., though not lxx, makes him the son of Pedaiah, Shealtiel’s brother. If this is not a copyist’s error, there may have been a levirate marriage. It is most unlikely that Zerubbabel is to be identified with •Sheshbazzar, since the account given in the letter sent to Darius (Ezr. 5:6-17) is hardly intelligible unless Sheshbazzar was dead at the time of the interview which it records, whereas Zerubbabel is actively building thc Temple. Sheshbazzar may have been Zerubbabel’s uncle, Shenazzar (1 Ch. 3:18), but, whoever he was, he was more of a fig-urehead, while Zerubbabel and Joshua were the active leaders. Zerubbabel returned with the main party under Sheshbazzar in 537 bc, and laid the ibundations of the Temple (Ezr. 3). Ezra records that the work was hindered until 520 bc, when a fresh beginning was made, with Zerubbabel and Joshua again in the lead (Ezr. 5-6; Hg. 1-2). In Hg.

1:1; 2:2 Zerubbabel is called ‘governor’.

The visions of Zechariah encourage both Joshua and Zerubbabel in their work, and Zc. 4:6-10 promises that the mountain of Opposition (prob-ably that of Ezr. 5) will be removed, and Zerubbabel will complete the work. It is often held that the crowning of Joshua in Zc. 6:9-15 was really the crowning of Zerubbabel, but there is no ms evi-dence for this, and in 3:8 it appears to be Joshua who is the type of the Messianic Branch, as here. Since E. Sellin in 1898 it has been increasingly as-sumed, on the basis of the crowning and the prom-ise of protection in Hg. 2:20-23, that Haggai and Zechariah induced the Jews to crown Zerubbabel as king, though this act of rebellion was speedily crushed by Persia. There is no shred of evidence for or against this theory.

Bibliography. A. C. Welch, Posi-Exilic Juda-ism, 1935; J. S. Wright, The Building of the Second Temple, 1958; P. R. Ackroyd, Exile and Restor-ation, 1968; S. Japhet, ZAW 94, 1982, pp. 66-98; 95, 1983, pp. 218-229.    j.s.w.

ZERUIAH (Heb. s'rüyä, s'ruyä; possibly from Arab. root, either (1) ‘run blood, bleed’, or (2) the name of an odoriferous tree, or its gum). The mother of Abishai, Joab and Asahel, David’s of-ficers (1 Sa. 26:6; 2 Sa. 2:18; 8:16, etc.). Her hus-band is never mentioned, for which there are sev-eral explanations. He may have died young, or she may have been the more significant character. It may reflect the ancient custom of tracing kinship through the female line, or she may have married a foreigner, remaining in her own clan, her children being reckoned as belonging to that clan. She was also David’s sister (1 Ch. 2:16), though 2 Sa. 17:25 may imply that she was strictly a step-sister, Jesse’s wife being earlier married to Nahash; however, the text of this verse is uncertain.    j.g.g.n.

ZEUS. The Gk. deities, Zeus and ‘Hermes (Acts 14:12), rendered in av by their Roman equivalents, Jupiter and Mercurius, presumably in turn repre-sent unknown local gods, whom the Lycaonian-speaking people of Lystra recognized in Barnabas and Paul. Why a miraculous healing should have prompted this particular identification is not clear. Hermes, the divine wayfarer and messenger of Zeus, suggested himself for Paul ‘because he was the chief Speaker’. The fact that there was a local cult of Zeus (v. 13) may have clinched the identity of Barnabas. The two gods were associated as Wanderers on earth in the tale of Philemon and Baucis (Ovid, Metamorphoses 8. 618-724), who secured their favour by being the only ones to give them hospitality. This possibly explains the anx-iety of the Lycaonians not to miss their opportunity.

Paul and Barnabas were naturally greatly dis-tressed and managed only with difficulty to divert the people from their plan to offer sacrifice to them. But Paul also improved the occasion with remarkable dexterity: rising to his role of Hermes, he takes up the familiär picture of Zeus as the god of the sky who displays himself in the phenomena of the weather, and with delicacy and restraint re-interprets it to display the principles of the gospel.

Bibliography. A. B. Cook, Zeus, 1914-40; W.

K. C. Guthrie, The Greeks and their Gods, 1950.

E.A.J.

ZIBA (Heb. siba, siba, ‘a post’). A servant of Saul (2 Sa. 9:2) who introduced Mephibosheth to David when he desired to honour Jonathan’s memory. When Mephibosheth was given a place at court, Ziba was appointed Steward of Saul’s estates be-stowed on Mephibosheth (2 Sa. 9). When David was driven out by Absalom’s rebellion Ziba brought him food and also falsely accused Mephibosheth of deserting the king. David accepted his story, did not ascertain the other side, and gave the property to Ziba (2 Sa. 16:1-4). On David’s return, Ziba hastened to meet him (2 Sa. 19:7), but later his treachery was revealed. David, in a difficult Position, divided the property between them, and Mephibosheth was seemingly content (2 Sa. 19:24— 30).    J.G.G.N.

ZIKLAG. Ziklag appears in Jos. 15:31 as being near the Edomite boundary, in the S of Judah. It was apportioned to the Simeonites, but later feil into Philistine hands. David, when a Philistine vassal, ruled it and was later able to retain and incorporate it in his own realm. It remained in the hands of Judah in both pre-exilic and post-exilic times. At least four locations have been proposed, of which Teil al-Shari‘a (Tel Sera’, see NEAEHL, pp. 1329-1335), c. 25 km SE of Gaza, seems the most probable.    d.f.p.

ZILPAH. The handmaid of Jacob’s first wife Leah, given to Leah by her father Laban (Gn. 29:24). Leah later gave her to Jacob as a concubine, and she bore him Gad and Asher.    j.d.d.

ZIMRAN (Heb. zimrän, meaning uncertain). Possibly derives from zimrä, ‘song, fame’, thus ‘the celebrated one’, i.e. in song or fame. Alternatively, it may derive from zemer, ‘mountain-sheep or goat’. A son of Abraham by the concubine Ketu-rah (Gn. 25:2; 1 Ch. 1:32).    j.d.d.

ZIMRI (Heb. zimri). 1. A Simeonite prince (Nu. 25:6-15) who was put to death by Phinehas, the grandson of Aaron, for his audacious wickedness in bringing a Midianitess into the camp in con-tempt of the general spirit of penitence among the Israelites for the apostasy of * Baal-peor.

2. King of Israel c. 876 bc (1 Ki. 16:9-20). He reigned in Tirzah for only a week following his as-sassination of Elah in fulfilment of the prophecy against the dynasty of Baasha (1 Ki. 16:1-4). He lacked populär support, the majority following Omri, who immediately laid siege to Tirzah. When the city feil, Zimri burnt down the palace over his own head.    j.c.j.w.

ZIN (Heb. sin). A name loosely applied to the Wilderness of Zin traversed by the Israelites in the Exodus, close to the borders of Canaan (Nu. 13:21). It refers to the extensive area between the camping-piace of the Israelites at the oasis of Kadesh-barnea in NE Sinai, to the Ascent of Aqrabbim or Scorpion Pass constituting the limit between Edom and Judah (Jos. 15:1-4; cf. Nu. 34:1-5). The wilderness of Paran lay to the S of it, though Kadesh appears to have been included in both territories, and the two wildernesses occur within the broader term *‘Negeb’.

Bibliography. C. L. Woolley and T. E. Lawrence, The Wilderness of Zin, 1936. j.m.h.

ZIOR. A city listed in Jos. 15:54 in the Judaean hill-country NE of Hebron and allocated to the tribe of Judah; modern Si‘ir (*Zair). j.d.d.

ZIPH. 1. A town in S Judah, near the Edomite boundary (Jos. 15:24), perhaps to be located at al-Zaila. 2. A town in the hill-country of Judah (Jos. 15:55), associated with David and with Rehoboam, who fortified it. It is identified with Teil Zif, 7 km SE of Hebron. Named on royal jar-handle stamps found at * Lachish and other sites, which probably points to its importance as a major Judaean administrative centre in the reign of Hezekiah. The adjoining area was known as the Wilderness of Ziph. 3. A man of Judah (1 Ch. 4:16). d.f.p.

Z1PPOR (Heb. sippör, sippör, ‘little bird’, perhaps ‘sparrow’). Father of Balak, the Moabite king who suborned Balaam to curse Israel (Nu. 22:2, 4, 10, 16; 23:18; Jos. 24:9; Jdg. 11:25). Some think the name implies totemistic associations. j.g.g.n.

ZIPPORAH. Daughter of Jethro priest of Midian and wife of * Moses. She apparently opposed the circumcision of their second son Gershom, but feit compelled to perform the duty herseif when Moses’ life was endangered because of its omission (Ex. 4:24-26).    m.a.m.

ZIZ. The name of an ascent used by the Moabites and Ammonites in a campaign against Je-hoshaphat of Judah (2 Ch. 20:16). Their army lay previously at Engedi, on the W shore of the Dead Sea; and they reached the wilderness of Tekoa. These details make the Wadi Hasasa, just N of Engedi, a virtually certain identification.

D.F.P.

ZOAN. Ancient city, Egyp. d'n(t) to which Heb. Sö'an exactly corresponds. The Gk. Tanis and modern site of the San el-Hagar near the S shore of Lake Menzaleh in NE Delta. The curious note in Nu. 13:22 that Hebron was built 7 years before Zoan in Egypt may indicate a refounding of Zoan in the Middle Kingdom (c. 2000-1800 bc); ormore probably by the Hyksos kings in the 16th Century bc, whose N Capital Avaris Zoan may possibly be. For the era of Tabnis, see ‘Chronology of the Old Testament. III. b. Ps. 78:12, 43 places the Exodus miracles in ‘the field of Zoan’, precisely the Egyp.

sht d'(nl), ‘field of Dja‘(ne)’, a term apparently applied to the region near Zoan; the possible identity of Zoan and *Ra‘amses is now unlikely. From 1100 bc until about 660 bc, Zoan was the effective Capital of Egypt in the 21 st to 23rd Dynasties, and the N base of the Ethiopian 25th Dynasty. Hence the prominence of Zoan as the seat of pharaoh’s counsellors and princes (Is. 19:11, 13; 30:4) and among Egypt’s great cities in Ezekiel’s (30:14) word of judgment. On Zoan/Tanis, see A. H. Gardiner, Ancient Egyptian Onomastica, 2, 1947, pp. 199*—201 *, and P. Montet, Les Enigmes de Tanis, 1952; H. Kees, Tanis, 1964.    k.a.k.

ZOBAH. An Aramaean kingdom which flourished during the early Heb. Monarchy, and which took the field against Saul and David. One of its kings was Hadadezer (2 Sa. 8:3). It lay between Hamath, to its N, and Damascus to its S, and at its height its influence reached these cities. It is unnecessary to postulate two Zobahs, one of them S of Damascus, merely because it is listed with Beth-rehob and Maacah in 2 Sa. 10:6 (both S of Damascus).

Bibliography. B. Mazar, BAR 2, 1977, pp. 127— 151; W. Pitard, Ancient Damascus, 1987, pp. 88-97.

D.F.P.

ZOPHAR. The third of the friends of *Job was Zophar the Naamathite (Jb. 2:11). We have no knowledge where his home was, except that it was presumably E of Jordan. He is distinguished by the brutality of his commonsense position. He speaks in chs. 11,20, and possibly in 27:13-23.    h.l.e.

ZOPHIM. This place-name comes from Heb. söpint, ‘watchers’. The location of ‘the field of the watchers’ (Nu. 23:14, av) is difficult to determine. It must have been on a high part of the Pisgah Mts, from which Balaam could see the encampment of the Israelites at Shittim. Some propose to take the Heb. sädeh here in the meaning of the Akkad. sädü, ‘mountain’ (‘the mountain of the watchers’). The word ‘watcher’ is sometimes used in the sense of prophet (cf. Is. 52:8; 56:10) and is thus especially applicable to Balaam (cf. Ramathaim-zophim; Ramah, 1 Sa. 1:1).    f.c.f.

ZORAH. A town in the lowlands of Judah (Jos. 15:33), closely connected with the Samson stories. Its site is Sar‘a, on the N side of the Wadi al-Sarar, the biblical valley of Sorek. The Teil el-Amarna letters refer to it as Zarkha. It was fortified by Rehoboam (2 Ch. 11:10) and reoccupied after the Ba-bylonian Exile (Ne. 11:29). The references to Hebron and Beersheba in these two passages, how-ever, may suggest that there was another similarly named city a considerable distance S of Samson’s territory.    d.f.p.

ZUZIM (Heb. züzinr, Gk. ethne ischyra, ‘strong peoples’). A people, conquered by Chedorlaomer, whose territory lay E of Jordan (Gn. 14:5). Their Principal city, Ham, is probably to be identified with the modern village of the same name NE of the Gilboa Mts in N Jordan. Tristram (Moab, pp. 182fT.) and others, however, have sought to identify them with the Moabite village of Ziza, between

Bozraand Lejün. Because theZuzim arementioned in parallel with the Rephaim and Emim, it may be that it is descriptive of the inhabitants (so lxx) rather than a tribal name. For this reason some equate them with 'Zamzummim who are identi-fied with, or described as, Rephaim (Dt. 2:20), whose territory was later overrun by Ammonites.

D.J.W.

Index

Maps and diagrams

There is no separate index of maps and diagrams, but references are distinguished by the use of different styles of type, divided by semi-colons.

References in bold roman type indicate an article or principal reference within an article under that title.

References in ordinary type indicate significant appearance(s) of the Word in the body of the Dictionary. References in bold Italic type indicate diagrams, charts or line drawings.

References in medium Italic type indicate maps and serve as a gazeteer.

An abbreviated key appears at the head of each page.

Asterisks

Asterisks mean ‘see’ or ‘see also’, referring the reader to other index entries.

1 Maccabees 57, 664

1    Peter 103

2    Maccabees 57,664-665, 987

3    Maccabees 986-987 3,4 Maccabees 57

4    Maccabees 986

Aaron 1; 158,307,350,352, 454,461,658, 956, 1215

—    ’s rod 1; 1081 Ab 9; 48, 74 Abaddon 2 Abana 2; 251 Abarim 2; 809 Abba 2; 578 Abdon 2 Abednego 2

Abel (location) 2; 3

Abel (person) 2; 1036, 1093

Abei-Beth-maacah 3

Abel-maim 3

Abel-meholah 3

Abel-shittim 1097

Abel, F. M. 108

Aber 457

Abiathar 3

Abiel 3; 3

Abiezer 3; 850

Abigail 3

Abihail 3

Abihu 3

Abijah 3

Abijam 3

Abilene 4

Abimelech 4

—    Philistine kings 10,405,

1061

—    son of Gideon 629,1090 Abiram 4

Abishag 4; 1099, 1116 Abishai 4 Abi-albon *Abiel 3 Abner 4 Abomination 4 Abomination of desolation •Desolating sacrilege 272 Abraham 4; 8-9,25,64, 162, 187, 190, 204,235,

306-307, 358, 392-393, 401,403-404, 622, 645, 874-876, 963, 1025;6

—    ’s bosom ‘Lazarus and Dives 9; 5,404,605, 1024

Abram 5, 1061 Abrech 9 Absalom 9

—    son of David 9

—    others 9 Abyss 9 Acacia 1203 Accad 9; 112 Accadian ‘Akkadian 9 Acceptance 9 Access 10

Accho ‘Ptolemais 988-989 Aceldama ‘Akeldama 22 Achaea 224 Achaia 10; 101, 1022 Achaicus 10 Achan 10; 249 Achish 10; 4, 397 Achmetha 287 Achor 10 Achsah 10 Achshaph 10 Achzib 11 Acrocorinth 223 Acrostic 939 Acts of Andrew 822 Acts of John 821-822 Acts of Paul and Thecla 821 Acts of Paul 818,821,988 Acts of Peter 821, 1124 Acts of Pi late 820 Acts of the Apostles 11; 11-13, 137,703-705,817-818, 821,881,909, 1028, 1048

—    and Galatians 882 Adad-idri 67 Adad-nirari 111 97 Adah 13

Adaiah *Iddo 495 Adam 13; 14, 187,289,361, 401,754, 842

—    and Christ 14-15,1107,1215

—    andEve 14-15,240,289, 404, 733,1106

—    town 13 Adamah 15 Adami-nekeb 15 Adar‘Calendar 156 Adar-malek 1045 Admah 15 Administration 1131 Adonijah 15

—    son of David 1081 Adonikam 16 Adoniram 16 Adoni-bezek 15 Adoni-zedek 16 Adoption 16 Adoptive Fatherhood 420 Adoraim 17

Adoram ‘Adoniram 16 Adrammelech 17 —god 34,1045

—    person 1086 Adramyttium 17 Adria 17 Adullam 17 Adummin 17

Aelia Capitolina 561,563 Aenon 17

Affica 17; 18,293,295,346, 446, 1022, 1088, 1153 Agabus 18 Agade 110,113 Agag 18; 1054 Agagite 18

Agape *Love feast 702

Agate 584

Age 18; 38,44

Agriculture 19

Agrippa ‘Herod 395,472

Agur 978

Ahab 20

—    kingof Israel 523, 1051 Aharah 21

Ahasuerus 20; 86, 115,341-342 Ahava 20 Ahaz 20

—    king 21,545

—    sonofMicah 21 Ahaziah 21

—    kingof Israel 21, 107

—    kingofJudah 21,107,545 Ahiah 21

Ahijah 21; 1223 Ahikam 21 Ahimaaz 21; 803 Ahiman 34 Ahimelech 21

—    priest of Nob 21,827

—    others 477 Ahiram 21 Ahithophel 21; 22 Ahitub 22

Ahlab 22

Aholah *Oholibamah 843 Aholiab 843

Aholibah ‘Oholibamah 843 Ahuzzath 386 Ai 22; 27,41,44—45, 48 Aijalon 22

—    Danitetown 22,315

—    inZebulun 22, 1086 Ainslie, Robert 322 Aitken, R. 322 Ajalon 22 Akeldama 22

Akhenaten * Amenophis IV 296 Akhetaten 28 Akiba 1151 Akkad 9

Akkad’Accad 112,1042 Akkadian 1138

—    language 9,667, 1137 Akkadians *Babylonia 829 Akrabbim 22 Alabaster 584

Alalah 22; 23, 66, 164,243,877 Aldhelm 317 Alema 463 Alexander 23

—    Balas 52, 527

—    the coppersmith 24

—    the Great 24; 24, 115,250, 435,926, 1075

—Jannaeus 529

—    others 24

Alexandria 24; 18,25,294,989

Alexandrian text 1179

Alfred the Great 317

Algum 1203

Alliance 234

Almighty 25

Almond 1203

Alms 25

Almsgiving 25

Almug 1203

Aloes 465

Alpha and Omega 26 Alphaeus 26; 212 Altar 26

—    of bumt-offering *Temple 26-27

—    of incense Temple 26-27 Amalek 27

Amalekites 27

Amalek, Amalekites 18,28,828 Amama 28

—    letters 28,296

—    tablets 28,235

—    texts 28 Amasa 28 Amasai 29 Amathus 251 Amaziah 29

—    kingofJudah 291 Ambassador 29 Amber 29

Amen 29

Amenophis III Amenhotep 296, 300

Amenophis IV Amenhotep 296

Amethyst 584 Ammon, Ammonites 29; 30, 629,828, 1065 Amon 30

Amorites 30; 31, 114, 162-163, 1084

Arnos, bookof 31-32; 33, 1155

Amphipolis 33; 33

Ampliatus 33

Amram 33

Amraphel 33

Amulets 33

Amun *No 30

Ana *Hena 465

Anah 33;481

Anak 33

Anakim 33; 34

Anammelech 34

Ananias 34; 253,443, 1060

Anathema 34

Anathoth 34

Anatolia 96

Ancestor 35

Ancient of days 422

Andrew 35

Andronicus 36

Andronicus and Junias 59, 202 Anem 316 Angel 36

—    of the Lord 37 Angels 36

—    of the Churches 37 Animal 126 Animais of the Bible 38 Anna 49; 1247 Annas 49; 570, 1205 Annunciation 49 Anointed 49; 576, 758 Anointing 49

Antichrist 49; 272,336, 687 Antigonus 250, 530 Antioch

—    church at 50-51

—    Pisidian 50; 391

—    Syrian 50; 50-52, 201, 213, 232, 1074; 51

Antiochus 52

—    I 52

—    II 52,671

—    III 52

—    IV Epiphanes 52,255, 272, 526-527, 709-710

—    VII 52

—    IX 52,253

—    others 52

Antipas 52; 196,395,470,472, 530

Antipater I 498, 529-530 Antipatris 52; 53 Anti-Lebanon 4, 469, 533 Anu 34 Apelles 52; 53 Aphek 53; 52 Aphekah 53 Aphrodite 223,225,977 Apocalypse of Adam 416 Apocalypse of Baruch 986 Apocalypse of Ezra 986

Apocalypse of Peter 819,822 Apocalypse ofWeeks 986 Apocalyptic 53; 53—54,623 Apocrypha 55; 55-57, 165, 167, 170, 664-665,985; 664 Apocryphal epistles 822 Apocryphon of James 822 Apocryphon of John 416, 818, 822

Apollo 86, 873

Apollonia 57

Apollonius 57

Apollos 57; 24

Apollyon 2

Apostasy 57; 58
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Eliakim 310; 547; 310 Eliam 463 Eliasaph 389 Eliashib 310 Eliezer 310; 311, 1112 Elihu 311; 590

Elijah 311; 312-313,453, 523, 576, 1193, 1200; 312 Elim 313; 1240 Eliphaz 589,643, 1156 Elisha 313; 312 Elishah 314

—    location "Cyprus 249 Elizabeth 314; 1247 Elizaphan *Elzaphan 315 Elkanah 1054

Ellasar 314

Eloah 420

Elohim 420-421

Eloi, eloi, lama sabachthani 315

Elon 315; 1264

Elon-beth-hanan 315

Eloth 305; 305

Eltekeh 315; 304

Elul 156

Elyon 420

Elzaphan 315

El-berith 108

El-paran 870

Embalming 149

Embroidery 315

Emerald 586

Emerods 451

Emim 315

Emmaus 315; 212

En Haddah 324

En Hakkore 324

En Hazor 324

Encampment by the sea 316

Endor 316

English versions of the Bible 316;318-319 Enoch 324

Enoch, Books of 53,263-264, 325,986 Enosh 325 Envy 325 En-eglaim 316 En-gannim 316 En-gedi 316; 316 En-rimmon 325 En-rogel 325; 558 En-shemesh 325 Epaphras 325 Epaphroditus 326; 769, 920 Ephah 1236

Ephesians, epistle to the 326; 137,327

Ephesus 327; 33, 328-329; 328

Ephphatha 329

Ephraim

—    Israel 482-483

—    location 329; 330

—    person 329

—    tribe 329; 1206 Ephrath 330; 133 Ephrathah 330 Ephron 330; 850; 331 Epic of Gilgamesh 373 Epicureans 330; 1134 Epilepsy 450 Epistle 330; 326

Epistle of Jeremiah 56,263 Epistle of Jeremy 664

Epistle to the Laodiceans 822 Epistles 137 Erasmus 865 Erastus 332; 180, 225 Erech 332; 113 Eridu 112-113 Esarhaddon 332; 98, 234, 333 Esau 333; 64,290-291,401, 458,491,875, 1002, 1073 Eschatology 333 Esdraelon 339

Esdras, Books of 53,55,356, 664

Eshbaal 518 Eshcol 339

Eshnunna 114, 238, 243 Eshtaol 339 Eshtaolites 339 Essenes 339; 216,263, 340-341,446,467, 565, 623,994, 1045, 1049 Esther, book of 341; 55-56, 165,342,991

—    additionsto 664 Esther (person) 341; 342 Etam 342

Etemal life 336 Etemity 1188 Etham 342 Ethan 342 Ethanim 156 Ethics, biblical 343 Ethiopia »Cush 346; 17,249, 346

Ethiopian eunuch 346; 346 Ethiopian woman 346 Ethnarch 346 Eucharist 698, 702, 726 Eugnostos the Blessed 416 Eunice 346 Eunuch 347 Euodia 347; 212 Euphrates 347; 66-67, 110,

112,260, 753, 1021, 1070, 1192,1219 Eusebius 172 Eutychus 347 Evangelist 347 Eve 348; 15,240,289 Evil 348; 336, 349

—    speaking 349

—    spirits 349

Evil-merodach (Amel-Marduk) 349; 110, 115, 180 Excommunication 349; 350 Execution 245

Exile 115,193,292,620,650, 654,948, 1060, 1142

—    Southern kingdom 513-515 Exodus 350; 152,350-352,

685; 351

—    chronologyof 190-192,520

—    new 754, 1214

—    route of 316, 1004, 1008,

1109

—    significance of 483-484,

1015

Exodus, book of 350; 165, 673 1279

Expiation 353 Eye 353

Eye of a needle 353 Eyre, Charles 322 Ezekiel 353; 53, 354-355

—    ’sTemple 1157 Ezekiel, book of 354; 165 Ezel 355 Ezion-geber 305 Ezion-geber *Elath 291,811,

1118, 1240 Ezra 355

—    person 401,621, 1060, 1068

—    work of 53-55,292, 526, 813 Ezra, book of 356; 356

Face 357

Fair Hävens 357; 242 Fairhavens 242 Faith 357; 358-360, 382,434, 480,639,842, 1131

—    and works 392, 632

Fall 360; 361,403, 721-722, 1106

Family, household 361; 363, 645

Famine 364 Fan 364 Fasting 364

Father 102,104-105,419-420, 503-504, 572-573, 578, 598-599, 1209-1211

—    of mercies 595

—    ’s house 488 Fatherhood of God 419-420,

572

Fear 365

Feast of firstfruits ‘Firstfruits, day of 1038 Feast of ingathering

“Tabemacles, feast of 1038 Feasts 365; 872; 366 Felix 367

Felix, Marcus Antonius 367, 432,531, 1075 Festus 367; 367,432, 531 Fever 450 Field 367 Fig 368 Fig-tree 368 Finger-nail 799 Fir 1204 Firc 368; 368 Firepan 369 First-bom 369 Fish, fishing 369; 370,379 Five 834 Flagon 370 Flavius 11

Flax 370; 19,692, 1197 Flesh 370 Fleshpots 371; 944 Flesh-hook 371 Flint 766

Flood 371; 187,371-374, 403-404; 372 Flute 793 Folly 374

Food 374; 375; 376-377

—    laws ‘Clean and unclean 677 Foot 379

Footman 380 Footstool 380

Forbidden degrees of marriage 734

Forehead 380 Foreigner 380 Forerunner 381 Forest 381 Foretelling 965-966 Forgiveness 381; 382 Form criticism 139,729 Former Prophets 612-613 Fomication 735 Fortification and siegecrafi 382 Fortunatus 385 Forty 834

Forum of Appius 385 Foundation 385 Fountain 385 Four 834

Frankincense 232,504 Freedmen, Synagogue of the 386

Freeman 386

Freewoman 386

Friend of the bridegroom 386

Friend of the king 386

Fringes 386

Fruit 386; 387

Fruits 386; 19,379

—    of the Spirit 387 Fuel 387 Fullness 387 Fumace 388 Furniture 534, 852

Gaal 389 Gabbatha 389 Gabriel 389; 36-37, 257 Gad 389

—    sonof Jacob 389,401

—    tribe, territory 389-390,412,

1206

—    valley of 390 Gadara 390; 268 Gadarenes 390; 405 Gaius 390; 214, 1073

—    addressee of 3 John 596 Galatia 390; 50,203,391,495,

1023

Galatians 137,882 Galatians, epistle to the 392;

391, 393,686 Galbanum 504 Galeed 393 Galileans 394-395 Galilee 394-395; 133-134, 175, 395,527,529, 531,

565-566,680, 808, 856, 860-861, 1185; 394 Gail 395 Gallio 395; 228 Gallows 395 Gamaliel 395; 396 Games 396

Games of children 396 Games 247 Garden 397

—    tomb 152 Gareb 533 Garlic 1223 Gashmu 406 Gate 384 Gath 397

Gath-hepher 397; 398 Gaul 242, 1023 Gaulanitis 423 Gaza 398; 65, 1054 Gazara ‘Gezer 409 Geba 398 Gebal 398 Geber 399 Gedaliah 399 Geder 399 Gederah 399 Gederoth 399 Gederothaim 399 Gedor 399 Gehazi 399

Gehenna 338, 463-464, 475 Geliloth 399; 400,413 Gemara 1151 Genealogy 400 Genealogy of Jesus Christ 402 Generation 402 Generative Fatherhood 420 Genesis, book of 403; 239, 403-405,721 Geneva Bible 320-321 Gennesaret ‘Galilee, Sea of 183 Gentiles 405; 54, 211, 232-233, 326,393,518, 532, 567, 574,591,757, 837, 899, 1024-1025, 1027 Gentleness 405 Geology and the flood 374 Gerar 405; 399, 1110; 408 Gerasa 405; 268,406 Gerasenes 405 Gergesa 268 Gergesenes 405 Gerizim 406; 248, 526, 529, 1052

Gershom 406 Gershon 406 Gershonites 406 Geshem 406; 64 Geshur, Geshurites 406; 66 Gestures 407 Gethsemane 407; 846 Gezer 407; 407

—    calendar 409 Giant 409 Gibbethon 409 Gibeah 409; 410,475 Gibeon 410; 463,474; 410-411 Gibeonites 235,410

Gideon 411; 3, 615, 629 Gift 411 Gilboa 412 Gilead 412

Gilead, Gileadites territory, tribe 774, 827, 1093

Gilgal 412; 399, 413, 782, 1054

Gilgamesh 1053

Girdle 413

Girgashites 413; 414

Girzites 414

Glass 414; 586, 774

Glazing 414

Gleaning 414

Gloria in excelsis 414

Glory 414

—    of Israel 422 Glossolalia ‘Tongues, gift of

1195-1196

Gnosticism 415; 216,226, 415-417,467, 887, 1049 Gnostics 415-417 Goad 417

God 418; 14-15, 17,26,32,54, 58, 102, 104-106, 142, 150, 152, 159, 165, 172, 186, 257-258, 283-284,288,

308, 326, 337, 339, 343, 347,350-351,357-359, 365,371-373,403,

425-426,438,457,468, 495-496, 501-502,589,

594, 596, 632-633,636,

638,688-689, 695-696,

719, 721,751, 1008, 1145, 1160,1233, 1247-1248

—    ofHistory 54,255,274, 306-307,333-335,404, 427,480,483,501,503.

513, 516-518, 520-521,

563, 572, 591,631,636,

639, 755, 757, 759, 763, 771,773,794, 800,

813-814,979-980, 1161, 1185, 1224, 1229, 1249

—    image of 722

—    asJudge 245

—    kingdomof 571, 573, 575, 869, 947

—    namesof 420; 25, 421—422, 801-802, 1090, 1188, 1209

—    personal nature of 309, 348-349,381-382,415, 418-420,424,433-434,

440, 446, 453-455,461,' 477-478, 485,491,

499-500, 504,507-509, 552,554, 571,590, 595,

599, 634,658,701,754,

756, 758, 762, 772, 787,

795, 798, 836, 840, 842,

850, 873, 900,975,

983-984, 1007, 1014-1016, 1020-1021, 1024, 1026-1027, 1093, 1148, 1157, 1159, 1162, 1181, 1185, 1187, 1210-1211, 1213, 1243-1244, 1250-1251, 1263

Godfearers 976

Godhead ‘Trinity 26,388, 504, 701

Godliness 422; 423 God-fearers 228,279

Gog and Magog 423 Golan 423; 124, 207 Gold 89, 767-768, 779 Goliath 423; 409 Gomer 423; 423

—    wifeofHosea 483 Gomorrah 403, 934 Good 423

—    Samaritan 17

—    works ‘Justification 425 Gopher wood 425 Goshen 425; 426

—Egypt 425

—    Palestine 399 Gospel 426; 36,429, 817

—    unknown 820 Gospel of Mary 416 Gospel of Nicodemus 820 Gospel of Peter 430, 819-820,

822

Gospel of Philip 416,821 Gospel of Thomas 430, 564, 818-822, 867 Gospel ofTruth 416,429, 820-821

Gospel of the Egyptians 416, 820

Gospel of the Hebrews 819 Gospels 427; 137, 173,

427-428,430,564,818-819 Government 430 Governor 432 Goyyim 413 Gozan 432; 67,438 Grace 433; 434 Graf-Wellhausen theory 895, 897

Graf, K. H. 894 Grain 434; 19,375 Grapes 19 Grass 435

Great Bible (Cromwell’s Bible) 320-321

Great Sea ’Mediterranean Sea 1070

Greaves 82 Greece 435; 10,436 Greek 295,436, 664, 667, 669-670

—    coinage 781

—    Koine 671

—    MSSofNT 1175 Greeks 436; 435 Greeting 436 Grinder 436 Grinding 436 Grudge 436 Guard 436 Gubaru 115,257 Gudgodah 437 Guests 743-744 Gulf 437

—    of Aqabah 1241 Gunkel, H. 983 Guzana ‘Gozan 432

Habakkuk, book of 438 Habiru 828-829

Habor 438 Hachilah 438 Hadad 439; 159

—    the Edomite 291, 439

—    storm-god 108,439 —others 439

Hadadezer 439; 66-67, 1098, 1271

Hadad-rimmon 439 Hadassah ‘Esther 341 Hades 437,1092 Hadoram 442, 548 Hadraeh 439 Hadramaut ‘Arabia 1087 Hagab 18

Hagabah ‘Agabus 18

Hagar 439; 64, 440, 1061, 1109

Haggadah 1151

Haggai, book of 440

Hagiographa 167-169

Hagrites 440

Hair 440

Hairdressing 230

Halah 441

Halak 441

Halakhah 1151

Hallei 441,492

Hallelujah 441

Ham 441; 249, 804-805, 1073 Haman 441; 18,341-342 Hamath 441; 67,253,442,476, 856; 442

Hamath-zobah 67 Hammurapi 442; 110, 114,238, 243,877

Hamor 443; 477, 1088, 1090 Hananel 443 Hananiah 443; 34 Hand 443 Handkerchief 444 Hanes 444

Hannah 444; 717, 1054, 1227

Hanno 398

Hanun 30

Hapiru ‘Habiru 876

Hara 444

Haran 444

Hararite 445

Harmel 445

Harmon 445

Harod 445

Harosheth 445; 1110

Harran 66-67, 98-99, 444; 445

Harrow 445

Hasidaeans 445; 526,928 Hasidim 709, 711 Hasmonaeans ‘Maccabees 526-527, 529-530, 711 Hate 446 Hatred 446 Havilah 446

Hawoth-jair 446; 79, 124 Haweis, Thomas 322 Hazael 446; 67, 84,253,447; 447

Hazarmaveth 447 Hazazon-tamar 316 Hazeroth 447; 1240

Hazor 447

—    in Naphtali 447-448, 644

—    others 448 Head 448

Healing 448; 452^153, 568 Health, disease and healing 448 Heart 456 Heaven 457 Heber 457 Hebraisms 670 Hebrew language ‘Hebrew script 664-665,667-668, 670; 666

Hebrews 457; 458 Hebrews, epistle to the 458; 174,459,461,671,677,

749, 950,961, 1043, 1048, 1059

Hebron 462; 207,463, 476,

855; 462 Heifer 463 Helam 463 Helbon 463 Heldai 463 Heled 463 Helem 463 Helez 463

Heliopolis 134,847-848 Helkath 463 Helkath-hazzurim 463 Hell 463; 9,338 Hellenism 435-436 Hellenistic philosophy 923 Hellenists 464; 201 Helmet 81 Helpers 1131 Heman 464 Hen 464 Hena 465 Henna 466 Hepatoscopy 280 Heracleopolis 444 Herald 465

Herbs and spices 465; 465 Hercules 1053 Heresy 467; 417 Hermas 467 Hermeneutics 467 Hermes 467; 468 Hermetic literature 467; 415, 468

Hermogenes 469 Hermon 469; 108, 153,680, 1075,1110 Hermopolis 301 Hermus 1062 Herod 469; 471

—    the Great 153,395,470, 472,530, 565, 917; 470

—    others 469 Herodians 472 Herodias 472; 1046 Herodotus 1076 Heshbon 472 Heth 476 Hethlon 473 Hexapla 1170

Hezekiah 473; 645, 1076, 1088, 1133; 616

—    ’s tunnel 1101,1103 Hezion 67 Hiddekel 473

Hiel 473 Hierapolis 473 Hieroglyphs 1255 High place 474 Hilkiah 474

—    High Priest under Josiah 1086

Hill 475

Hillel 292,735, 1068, 1151 Hill-country 475 Hin 1237

Hirmom, valley of 475

Hippocrates 229

Hippos 268

Hiram 475; 235, 1118

Hire 475

Hireling 475

Historical criticism 138

History ‘Chronology 96,317

Hittite law-code 238

Hittite vassal treaties 234—235

Hittites 476; 462, 828, 830

Hobab 477

Hobah 477; 463

Hoham 462

Holiness 477; 1057

—    Code 478,673,683 Holm 1204 HolyOne 1058

—    of Israel 422,477-478,513,

515-518

Holy Spirit‘Spirit 11—12,37, 121, 142,221,233,

359-360, 368,420,478, 508,616,632,949-950, 963,991, 1005-1006, 1021, 1027, 1091, 1105, 1130, 1195-1196, 1213, 1218, 1226,1232 Holy fear 365 Holyof hohes 1044 Homer (measure) 1236 Homicide 210 Homosexuality 478 Honey 479; 375, 378 Honeycomb 479 Hook 479 Hope 479; 480 Hophni and Phinehas 480 Hophra 480; 299,481 Hör 481 Horam 409 Horeb 1109 Horesh 481 Horim 481 Horim, Horites 291 Horites 481 Hormah 481 Horn 481; 793 Horonaim 482 Horonite 1057 Horse-racing 397 Hor-haggidgad 437

Hosanna 482

Hosea, book of 482; 483-484 Hoshea 484 Hospitality 484; 485 Host 486

Hostofheaven 486; 486 Hour 486; 487 House 487; 488-189 — ofEden 67 Household (family) 363 Hozai 490 Hukkok 490 Huldah 491; 1246 Huleh 605 Humility 491; 955 Hundred, tower of the 491 Hunter 491 Hunting 491 Hur 491; 296 Hurrians 65

Husband ‘Marriage 362

Hushai 492; 386

Hushim 492

Huzzab 492

Hyacinth 586

Hydromancy 280

Hygiene 229, 455

Hyksos 296, 605,608, 610, 829

Hymenaeus 492

Hymn 492

Hypocrite 492

Hyssop 935 ‘I am’ 598 Ibleam 494; 339 Ibzan 494 Ichabod 494

Iconium 494; 391,495; 494 Iddo 495

Idolatry 495; 513, 1222 Idols 552

Idols, meats offered to 497 Idumaea 498 Ignatius of Antioch 879 Ignorance 498 Ijon 498; 257 Illyricum 498; 251; 499 Image 498 — ofGod 500 Imagery 938-939 Immanuel 500; 500-501, 513, 517, 756-758 Immortality 337 Imputation 1107 Incamation 501 Incense 504; 232,1038 Increase 505 India 505; 850, 1088 Indus 505

Infancy Gospels 817-818, 820 Inflammation 450 Inheritance 505; 506 Initiation 1072 Ink 1254 Inner man 506 Inscriptions 74, 1071 Inspiration 507; 966 Instruction 1067

Intercession 948 Interest 268

Interpretation, biblical 509 Ira 510; 533 Iraq 110, 112, 837 Irenaeus 172 Iron 89,768, 1196

—    Age 70 lron-working 87 Irrigation 19

Isaac 511; 191,403,511-512, 874, 1001-1002, 1006; 5// Isaiah (person) 512; 500

—    ascension of 986

—    martyrdom of 985 Isaiah, book of 512; 514-517,

756-757, 1082 Ishbosheth 518; 518-519 Ishi 519

Ishmael 519; 64,401,491 Ishmaelites 64, 764 Island 519 Isle 519

Israel 519; 32, 54, 105, 186, 251,256,261,274-276, 278,307-308, 350, 394-395, 458, 483, 505, 517, 520-521,523, 525-526,563,571,574, 590,617,619,629,645, 650, 653-654, 674,719, 757, 762, 836, 841, 1024, 1208; 520, 522, 651-652, 524, 528,1055

—    inEgypt 351,457,646,932

—    ofGod 532; 306, 333,405, 426,482,484,513,516, 518,563,616,627, 684, 754-755,758-759, 813-814, 837, 1203

—    new 741

—    Stele 300

Israelites 134,279,307,458, 641,828, 1008 Issachar 532

—    sonof Jacob 401

—    tribe 1206 Issue of blood 450 Italy 532; 532-533 Itch 450 Ithamar 533 Ithiel 533

Ithra 533 Ithrite 533 Ittai 533 Ituraea 533 Iva 533 Ivah 533

Ivory 533; 86, 852 lye-abarim 534; 2

J source 895,959 Jaar 535

Jaazaniah 535; 535 Jabal 535

Jabbok 535; 149,412, 1100 Jabesh-gilead 535 Jabez 535

Jabin 535; 162,447 Jabneel 536 Jabneh 536 Jachin and Boaz 536 Jacinth 586

Jacob 536; 190-191,401,403, 482,519, 539-540,617, 659-660,679,682, 874,

998, 1012-1013; 537-538

—    and Esau 537, 875, 899, 1002

—    ’s Well 1140 Jadau 495 Jaddai 495 Jael 540; 1110 Jahaz 540 Jahaza 540 Jahazah 540 Jahzah 540 Jahzeiah 540 Jair 541 Jairus 541 James 541; 147

—    ‘The greater’, son of Zebedee 59, 198,639

—    ‘The just’, brother of Jesus 59, 146, 198,233,359, 542

James, epistle of 541; 137, 178, 542, 671,950, 1048, 1245 Jamnia 536

Jannes and Jambres 543 Janoah 543 Japheth 543; 804-805 Jareb 543 Jarmuth 543 Jashar, book of 544 Jashobeam 544 Jason 544 Jasper 586 Jattir 544 Javan 544 Jazer 544 Jealousy 544; 545 Jebusite 545 Jedithun 545 Jeduthun 545; 343 Jehoahaz

—    Ahaz 545; 20

—    Ahaziah 545

—    son of Jehu 545

—    son of Josiah 545; 550; 546 Jehoash 588

Jehoiachin 545; 551; 546 Jehoiada 545; 546 Jehoiakim 546,310,547,550; 546

Jehonadab 547 Jehoram 547; 548; 547 Jehoshabeath 548 Jehoshaphat 548; 547

—    king of Judah 958

—    valley of 548 Jehosheba 548 Jehovah 420,422 Jehovah-jireh 422 Jehovah-nissi 422 Jehovah-shalom 422 Jehovah-shammah 422 Jehovah-tsidkenu 422

Jehu 548

—    king of Israel 523, 525, 549 Jehudi 549

Jephthah 549; 1093, 1227 Jerah 549 Jerahmeel 549; 549 Jeremiah 550; 205, 551-552, 662

Jeremiah, book of 55, 553-554, 1002

Jeremoth 803

Jericho 554; 191, 555-556,605, 860,999; 554 Jeroboam 556 Jeroboam II 557 Jerome 135 Jerubbaal 411 Jerue! 557

Jerusalem 557; 80, 132, 160, 198,200,256,443,

516-517,525-526, 530-531,545,553-554, 559-562, 568, 574, 645,

749, 758-759, 762-763, 766,813, 846, 855,860, 1045, 1101,1156, 1158-1160, 1265, 1269;

616, 558-561

—    above 339, 563, 757, 1184

—    church in 214

—    Council 226 Jeshimon 563 Jeshua 563 Jeshurun 563; 544 Jesse 563

Jesus Christ‘Incamation 133, 261-262,271,286, 308,

327, 345,358-360, 392-395,401-402,446, 478,596, 599,610-611,

633,635,639, 643,649, 661,663,686,689-691, 701,722, 725,837, 1006, 1011-1012

—    birthof 194,565

—    and Church 448

—    crucifixion of ‘cross 122, 160, 195,573-574,929,

1183

—    death of ‘Crucifixion of Christ 246

—    deityof 241,387-388,422, 500, 502-504, 594, 598,

769, 773, 794, 900, 973, 1005, 1010, 1160,1181, 1184, 1200, 1209-1210,

1250

—    our High Priest 103-104, 381,458,460-462,583,

747, 961

—    life and teaching of 563; 11-12, 54,91, 133, 142, 146-147, 194-196,200,

344,349, 382,407,

427-430,453-454,480, 491,564-568,570-571, 573-575,597, 602,648, 673,706, 741,768,770,

772, 808, 846-847, 873, 887-888,945, 949,972,

974,    1009, 1159,

1199-1200, 1213, 1226, 1233; 569

—    pre-existence of 26,461

—    priesthoodof 458,460-461, 961-962

—    sacrificeof 104,246,434,

975,    1024,1026,1043-1044

—    sayings of 867-869, 996,

1014

—    ’s superiority 106, 387,458, 460-461,575, 647, 677,

1202

—    temptation 566, 1162

—    titlesof 575; 58,576-579, 580-581,583,693,746, 760-761

—    trialof 1061, 1205-1206

—    workof 102-103, 105,272, 307,309, 326,333-336, 338-339,350,382,415,

426,433,462, 501,506,

595, 632,638, 676-677,

685, 753, 769, 771,795,

842, 890,951,963, 1002-1003, 1016, 1020, 1082, 1225, 1230, 1245, 1247-1249

Jethro ‘Reuel 583; 643 Jew 584

Jewels and precious stones 584;

851, 1197; 585 Jewish apocalyptic 54 Jewish exorcists 1222 Jews 36,98, 112, 165,278-279, 341,527,574, 684, 929-930

—    and Gentiles ‘Council of Jerusalem 326,342, 356, 405,532, 1024

—    in Babylon 526 Jezaniah 587; 107, 535 Jezebel 587

—    wife of Ahab 993 Jezreel 587

—    location 339, 799, 850,

1145,1148

Joab 587; 588 Joanna 588 Joash 588

—    ‘son of Ahab’ 588

—    Benjaminite warrior 588

—    father of Gideon 588

—    king of Israel 588

—    king of Judah 588 Job 588; 286, 1064, 1245

—    person 589

—    ’s well 589 Job, book of 589 Jochebed 590

Joel, book of 590; 591-592 Jogbehah 592 Johanan 592 John

—    the apostle 592; 104, 198, 593, 596-598,600-602;

1017

—    the Divine 1017

—    theelder 597,602

—    Hyrcanus 527,529,711,

1090

—    prophet 54

John the Baptist 593; 121,194, 196,381,429,566, 594, 597-598, 647,661,663, 1007, 1045

John, epistles of 594; 178, 594-595,950

John, Gospel of ‘Gospels 597; 49,428-430, 597-600, 602-603,658,679, 869 Jokmeam 603 Jokneam 603; 339 Jokshan 603; 1087 Joktan 603; 64, 1087 Jonadab 547 Jonah 603; 826

—    prophet 397,604,825, 1264 Jonah, book of 603 Jonathan 604

—    Maccabaeus 527,711

—    sonofSaul 605, 1075 —Shage 445

—    others 1152—1153 Joppa 605

Joram ‘Jehoram 442, 547 Jordan 605; 134, 149, 154,566, 606-607,680, 860-861, 1021, 1045, 1239; 606-607 Jordan , Circle of *Plain, cities ofthe 856 Joseph 607

—    of Arimathea 611; 80,567, 570

—    son of Jacob 190-191,296, 300, 401,403-404, 432, 608-610,715,723,743, 962,998, 1262; 609

—    husband of Mary 610-611, 808

Josephus, Flavius 611 Joses 146

Josheb-basshebeth 544 Joshua 612; 22, 563

—    ben-Gamala 292

—    benJosedech 440, 1265

-—sonofNun 191-192,458, 461,484,555,686,747,768 Joshua, book of 612; 612-614; 613

Josiah 614; 465, 550, 615, 620, 1086

Jotandtittle 615; 615 Jotbah 615 Jotbathah 615 Jotham 615 Joy 615;616 Jozachar 616; 1261 Jubal 616 Jubilee 1111-1112 Jubilees, book of 616; 53, 263-264,985

Judaea 616; 441, 526-527, 529-531,617, 1023,1239

Judah 617; 523, 525, 563, 584, 590, 861; 618-619,524,

1055

—    son ofJacob 401

—    tribe 186,438,619-621,

650,653-654, 762,1206

Judaism 621; 15,278-279, 458-461,584,604,

622-624, 647, 658,

675-676, 688, 753,

888-889, 976, 996, 1059, 1142

Judaizers 392-393 Judas

—    Iscariot 624; 59, 625-626, 900, 1064

—    son of James 1179

—    Maccabaeus 526-527, 709-710

—    ben Mattathias 709-710 Jude, epistle of 626; 178, 624,

671,911-912, 1049 Judge 32, 106,334,418,741 Judges 627; 1094,630,628 Judges, book of 627; 630 Judgment 631; 31, 516, 632-634

—    seat 634

Judith, book of 55-56, 664 Julius 634 Julius Caesar 1050 Junia 1247

Junias ‘Andronicus 59, 202 Jupiter (Zeus) 1270 Jupiter (planet) 1132 Jurisprudence 243 Justice 634; 32, 635-636 Justification 636; 338, 632, 637-639 Justus 640 Juttah 640

Kabzeel 641

Kadesh Bame’a 641; 521, 642, 855, 1240-1241 Kadesh on the Orontes 856, 1150

Kadmiel 641 Kadmonites 641 Kain 642 Kaiwan 642 Kalno ‘Calneh 160 Kanah 642 Kanatha 268, 827 Kamaim 482 Kassites 114, 830 Kedar 642; 64 Kedarites 828 Kedemoth 642 Kedesh 642 Kedesh in Naphtali 642 Kedesh 207 Kenath 642; 827 Kenaz 642; 643 Kenites 643 Kenizzites 643 Kenosis 643; 644 Kenrick, Bishop Francis Patrick 322

Kerchiefs 644 Keren-happuch 644; 230 Kerioth 644

Kerioth-hezron 448, 644 Kerygma 950-951 Kerygmata Petrou 822 Kesitah 644 Keturah 644; 64 Key 644

Kibroth-hattaavah 644; 1240 Kidneys 644 Kidron 645; 548, 1098 Kiln 148 Kin 645

King 646; 106, 576, 583, 758; 651-652

—    ofthe Jews 579,754,761,

1140, 1183

Kingdom of God 647; 571, 573-575, 648-650, 869 Kingdom of heaven 647 Kings 619

Kings, books of 650; 653 King’sgarden 655; 1077

—    Highway 655; 655

—    valley 1087 Kingship 646; 106 Kinsman 645

Kir 655

Kir of Moab 656 Kiriathaim 655

Kiriath-arba 656; 207,462-463 Kiriath-jearim 656; 533, 535, 1098

Kiriath-sanna 267 Kiriath-sepher 656; 267 Kir-Hareseth 656 Kish 656; 113, 1065 Kishon 656; 149,339,463 Kiss 657 Kittim 657; 249 Kneading-trough 657 Knee 657 Kneel 657 Knife 657

Knowledge 657; 468, 658 Koa 658 Kohath 658 Kohathites 658 Kohath, Kohathites 1098 Korah 658 Korah, Korahites 1

Laban 659; 679; 659 Lachish 660; 399, 661 Lagash 112-113 Lahmi 661; 423 Laish 253

Lake of Galilee 251,855 LambofGod 661; 103,582 Lantech 661

Lamentations, book of 661;

654, 662 Lamp 662 Lampstand 662 Landmark 663 Language 664 — of the Apocrypha 664

—    of the New Testament 669; 509

—    of the Old Testament 665; 67, 509

—    of Philistines 922 Lantem 662 Laodicea 671; 672; 671 Lapis lazuli 586 Lappidoth 672

Lasea 672 Lasha 672 Lasharon 672 LastSupper 144,696 Latin 672; 669

Law 672; 136, 167,344, 1024, 1152, 1193

—    of Moses *Ten Commandmems 274,616, 623, 1109

Lawgiver 677 Laws 683 Lawyer 677 Laying on of hands 677 Lazarus 678

—    ofBethany 679

—    and Dives 678 Lead 768

Leah 679; 682, 998, 1012 Leather 89, 1254 Leaven 679; 680 Lebanon 680; 213,681, 1115 Lebbaeus “James 1179 Leb-kamai 681 Lechaeum 223 Leeks 1223 Lees 681 Leg 681

Legalism 676, 1249 Legion 682 Lehabim 682 Lehi 682; 324, 1054 Lemuel 682 Lending 268 Lentils 1223 Leprosy 450 Letter of Aristeas 986 Levi 682; 107,401,751, 1206 Leviathan “Serpent 682; 126, 683,999, 1214 Levirate law 735 Levites “Priests and Levites 107, 205,401,957-960,

962,1039

Leviticus, book of 683; 673,684

Libertines 386

Liberty 684; 685

Libnah 686

Libni 686

Libya 686; 17

Lie 687

Life 687; 288,689

—    after death “Resurrection 688 Light 690; 240

Lightning 691 Lilith 691 Lily 935 Lime 691 Limestone 691

Lindisfame Gospels 317 Line 691

Linear measures 1235,1237

Linear Scripts 250, 1257

Linen 691; 692

Linus 692

Lion of Judah 692

Lip 692

Liquid measures 1237-1238 Literacy 1258 Literary criticism 884 Little Apocalypse 847 Liver 693 Living Bible 324 Lod 707 Log 1237

Logos 693; 468, 582, 694, 924, 1127 Lois 694

Lord 12,32, 106, 142, 146,235, 241,261,274, 343, 357-358,381-382,418,

420, 422,440,484, 575, 579-580,582-583,591, 761,798, 836, 1162 — ofhosts 81,422,483,486, 759, 799,1184, 1224,1262 Lord’s Day 694; 158 Lord’s Prayer 695; 696, 949 Lord's Supper 696; 218,233, 236, 570,599,697-699,

745, 872-873, 1034, 1044, 1161

Lot 699; 401,662, 668,684, 875; 700 Love 699 Love feast 702 Love 387,700-701 Loving-kindness 702 Lo-debar 693 Lubim 686 Lucian 1170 Lucifer 702 Lucius 703 Lucretius 330 Lud 703 Ludim 703 Luhith, ascent of 703 Luke (person) 703; 706 Luke, gospel of “Gospels 704; 11-13, 137,427-430, 670-671,677,703,705 Lust 706 Luz 706

Lycaonia 707; 271,391,495 Lycia 707; 794, 873 Lycus 215,473 Lydda 707

Lydia (location) 707; 105, 1076 Lydia (person) 707; 223, 1185, 1247

Lying 687 Lyre 792 Lysanias 708 Lysimachus 328 Lystra 708; 391, 707

Maacah (location) 709

1285

Maacah (wife of David) 709 Maachah 709 Maaleh-acrabbim 22 Maareh-geba 709 MacMahon, Bemard 322 Maccabean revolt 709,711 Maccabees 709; 710 Maccabees “Hasmonaeans 57, 711

Macedonia 711; 33, 213, 712, 809, 1022, 1182 Mace, William 322 Machaerus 712 Machir 712 Machpelah 712; 1061 Macknight, James 322 Madmarmah 712 Madmen 712 Madmenah 712 Madness 450 Madon 712 Magadan 251 Magbish 712 Magdala 712 Magdalene 712 Magi 713; 905, 1132 Magic and sorcery 713;

714-715,717 Magistrate 717 Magnificat 717; 492 Magog “Gog and Magog 423 Magor-missabib 717 Mahanaim 718 Mahaneh-dan 718 Maher-shalal-hash-baz 718 Mahli 718 Mahol 718 Makkedah 718 Maktesh 718 Malachi, book of 718 Malcam 720 Malchijah 720 Malchus 720 Malice 720 Mallow 935 Malta 720; 242, 519 Mammon 720 Mamre 720; 721 Man 721; 239-240, 415,499, 687, 722

—    ofGod 754

—    of lawlessness 288 Manaen 723 Manahath 723 Manahathites 723 Manasseh (son of Joseph) 723 Manasseh (tribe) 412, 1206; 724 Mandaeism 415

Mandrake 935 Manger 724 Mangers 725 Manna 725 Manoah 725 Mansions 725 Manumission 1112—1114 Maon 725 Maonites 725 Marah 726; 1240

Maranatha 726 Marble 767 Marcion 172 Marduk 127, 751; 752 Mareshah 726; 399 Mari 726-727; 66, 96, 99, 114, 235,645, 727, 877, 1111 Mark John 731; 732,769 Mark, Gospel of‘Gospels 727; 428, 670, 677, 729-730, 740

—    primacy of 429-430, 728, 731,909

Market 732 Market-place 732 Marks 732

Marriage 732; 106, 735-736, 875

Marshai 736 Martha 736; 262 Mary

—    ofBethany 737

—    mother of James 738

—    mother of Jesus 736; 49,

610, 737, 808,837, 1226, 1247

—    mother of John Mark 731

—    Magdalene 713,737

—    mother of Mark 738 Massa 738

Massah 738; 1161 Massoretes 1165-1167 Master 739; 575 Mattaniah 115,1267 Mattathias Judas ben Mattathias 526, 709, 1263 Matthew 739 Matthew Bible 320-321 Matthew, Gospel of‘Gospels 739; 427-429, 741-742,

1078

—    primacy of 430 Matthew, Thomas 320 Matthias 742; 59 Mattock 742 Mazzaroth 1132 Meadow 742

Meals 742; 743-744 Measures 1236-1237 Meat market 745 Meat 375, 379 Meconah 745 Medan 745 Medeba 745 Medes 745; 713, 828

—    and Persians 830 Media 745; 96

Mediator 746; 220,334,458, 747, 1048

Mediterranean 1096 Meekness 747 Megiddo 747; 339,439,657, 748,855, 1059, 1230; 1097 Mehebel 22 Mekonah 745 Melchizedek 749; 458,461,

559, 761, 1045, 1084, 1215 Melons 1223 Melqart 108

Melzar 749

Memphis 749; 293,296,301 Menahem 749; 1051, 1263 Mene, mene, tekel, upharsin 750; 7SO

Menstruation 451 Meonenim, oak of 750 Mephibosheth 750 Merab 751 Merari 751 Merarites 751 Merathaim 751 Merchant ship 1096 Mercifül 751 Mercury 467 Mercy 751 Merenptah 297, 300 Merodach 751; 127; 752 Merodach-baladan 751; 114, 180, 752

Merom, waters of 752 Meronothite 752 Meroz 752 Mesha 752-753 -—person 777 Meshach 753; 774 Meshech 753

Mesopotamia 753; 65-66, 112, 332,394, 838, 854, 1219 Messiah 753; 12, 106,237,261, 333-334, 338,513,515, 517,570-571,573,

576-577, 579-580,

582-583, 597-598, 648, 754-756, 758-761,808,

837, 984, 1009, 1047, 1082, 1200, 1208, 1265 Messianic age 135 Messianic authority 106 Messianic hope 647, 837, 984 Messianic kingdom 120,513 Messianic prophecies 517 Messianic psalms 984 Messianic titles 692 Metals ‘Mining 767 Metal-work 86 Metheg-ammah 761 Methuselah 761 Mezahab 762 Micah 762; 762, 783 — of Mt Ephraim 762-763 Micah, book of 762; 762-763 Micaiah 762; 762 Michael 763; 36-37 Michal 763

Michmash, Michmas 763; 764;

763

Midian 764

Midianites 764; 64, 764, 828;

764

Midrash 1150 Midwife 764 Migdol 765

Mighty One of Israel 422 Migron 765 Milcah 765 Milcom 765; 4 Mildew 935

Miletus 765

Milk 765; 375

Milky Way 209

Mill 765

Millo 766

Millstone 765

Mina 1235

Minaeans 766; 63

Mining and metals 766; 767

Minister 768; 1068

Ministry 769

Ministry ‘Bishop, Presbyter 769 Minni 771 Minnith 771 Mint 379,466 Miracles 771; 452, 567, 715, 771-772

Miriam 773; 641, 1246 Mirror 773 Mishael 774 Mishael ‘Meshach 753 Mishnah 1033,1150-1151 Misrephoth-maim 774 Missionary 241 Mitanni 837 Mithredath 774 Mitre 774 Mitylene 774 Mizar 774 Mizpah 774; 1054 Mizpeh 774; 775 Mizraim 775; 293 Mnason 775 Moab 775; 776 Moabite stone 777; 778 Moabites 775

Moab, Moabites 61,84, 145, 280,472,482, 540, 776-777,810, 825,828 Moffatt, James 323 Moladah 777

Molech 777; 778-779, 996 Molid 779

Moloch ‘Milcom 778 Monarchy 192-193,620,627, 921,1055, 1116 Money 779; 288 Money-changers 782 Monogamy 733 Month 158 Moon 782

Mordecai 782; 247, 341-342, 782

Moreh 782; 783 Moresheth-gath 783; 783 Moriah 783; 406 Mortar and pestle 783 Mosaic authorship 275,403,

894, 896

Mosaic covenant 654, 677 Mosaic law 675, 850, 1027,

1068

Moserah, Moseroth 783 Moses ‘Exodus 783; 80, 152, 190,204,237,274-276,

297,307, 350-352,454,

458,461,520-521,523,

612, 627,641,643, 646, 658, 676, 716, 735,

754-755, 760, 784-788,

836, 956-957, 964-965, 1060, 1145, 1147, 1215; 784

—    as mediator 102

—    Plagues of Egypt 932-934 —’rod 1081

—    Sinai 675, 1015, 1200 Most High 758-759 Mount 788

Mount of Olives 133, 846 Mount 1079-1080 Mountain 788 Mouming ‘Burial, Funeral 149-150 Mouth 789

Mowinckel, S. 982-983 Muratorian Canon 429 Muratorian Fragment 1124 Murder 244 Music 789

Musical instruments 789; 792, 982; 790-791 Mustard 936 Myra 794 Myrrh 231,466 Myrtle 936 Mysia 794; 17 Mystery 794 Myth, Mythology 795

NT Apocrypha 57 Naamah 796; 30 Naaman 796; 253 Nabal 796

Nabataeans 796; 64, 828, 1074; 797

Nabonassar 114 Nabonidus 110,115,180 Nabopolassar 110,114-115,180 Naboth 797; 798 Nadab 798

Nag Hammadi gospels 820-821

—    182,416-417,867 Nahalal 798 Nahaliel 798 Nahalol 798 Nahash 798; 29-30 Nahor 798; 401 Nahshon 798; 1046 Nahum prophet 799 Nahum, book of 798 Nail 799

Nain 799 Naioth 799

Name 799; 801-802,1015 Naomi 802; 1029-1030 Naphish 802 Naphtali 802; 642

—    son ofJacob 401

—    tribe 3, 803 Naphtuhim 803 Narcissus 803 Nary, Cornelius 322 Nathan 803 Nathanael 803; 124 Nations, Table of 803 Natural laws 771

Nature 807; 288,468, 721 Nazarene 807; 575, 808 Nazareth 808; 395, 565, 807, 1264

Nazirite 808; 808-809, 1038, 1053

Neapolis 809 Near Eastem dates 187 Nebaioth 809; 796 Nebat 809 Nebo 809

—    location 2 Nebuchadnezzar,

Nebuchadrezzar 810; 110, 115, 180,255-256,641,810

—    ’s Orchestra 1020 Neck 810

Neco, Necho 811; 299, 1020 Necromancy 280 Negeb 811; 84,399,481, 855; 812

Nehelam 812

Nehemiah (person) 812; 248, 401,432,526,813, 1057 Nehemiah, book of 813; 401, 814, 1033 Nehushta 814 Neighbour 814 Nephilim 34 Nephtoah 814 Nereus 814 Nergal 815; 249 Nergal-sharezer 815; 115, 1053 Neriglissar 115,815 Nero 815; 126, 153,816, 1018, 1050; 815 Nest 816 Nethaniah 816 Nethinim 816 Netophah 817 Netophathi 101 Nets 817; 817 Nettles 936 New Jerusalem 209 New Testament 1175; 36, 136-137, 670, 675, 939

—    Apocrypha 817 New Year's Day 105 New creation 1214 Nicholas of Hereford 317 Nicodemus 823; 567 Nicolaitans 823 Nicolaus 823 Nicopolis 823

Nile 823; 293-294,301-303, 824-825,933, 1021, 1070, 1180; 824

Nimrim, waters of 825 Nimrod 825; 9,109-110, 160, 249,332,491,825, 1006 Nimrud *Calah 97,99-100, 155,1063

Nineveh 825; 826, 1063 Ninurta 1045 Nippur 112-114,160 Nisan 156,158,286 Nisroch 826 Nitre 826

No’Thebes 1180 Noah 826; 80, 235, 371-374, 401,804, 827, 1036, 1091 Nob 827; 310 Nobah 827 Nod 827 Nodab 828 Nomads 828 Norton, Andrew 322 Nose 830 Nostrils 830 No-Amon’Thebes 1180 Nubia 249,296-297,346, 824 Number 830 Numbers 832—833 Numbers, book of 835; 179; 613 Numbers, symbolism of 831, 1018

Nunc dimittis 837 Nurse 837 Nuts 19,936

Nuzi 837; 96, 99,838, 877,

998, 1111 Nympha 838; 839 Nymphas 838; 839

Oak 1204 Oaths 840 Obadiah 840

—    Ahab’s minister 840

—    prophet 840

Obadiah, book of 840; 840-841 Obal 286 Obed 842

Obedience 842; 425,434, 674-675 Obed-edom 842 Oded 842 Officers 842; 843 Og 843; 29,31, 79, 124,292, 1101

Oholiab 843

Oholibamah, Oholah, Oholibah 843; 843

Oil 843; 229,844 Ointment 844; 231 Old Testament 136,237,460, 571,672, 939,995 Olive 844; 845 Olives, Mount of 845 Olivet discourse 846 Olympas 847 Omer 1236 Omri 847; 523; 848 On 847 Onan 848 One 58,598,831 Onesimus 848; 216, 849, 915-916

Onesiphorus 849 Onias III 446 Ono 849 Onycha 849 Onyx 586 Ophel 766

Ophir 849:505,850, 1119 Ophrah 850 Oracle 850

Orchard 850 Ordination 850; 678,851 Oreb 851 Organ 793 Orion 1132 Ornaments 851 Oman 69, 545

Orontes 441,680,753, 1074; 1074

Orpah 853

Orphan, fatherless 853 Osnappar 94 Ostraca 863, 866, 1254 Othniel 853; 627, 643 Oven 147,388 Oxyrhynchus 821,867 Ox-goad *Goad 1085 Oysters 1198

P source 895, 959 Paddan 854

Paddan-aram 854; 66; 854 Padi 304 Pahath-moab 854 Pain 348 Painting 85 Palace 854

Palestine 855; 96, 114, 162, 315,394,425,447,565, 605,617,811,856, 858-861, 1000, 1092; 628, 859,861

—    geology of 857

—    Vegetation of 858 Palestinian T almud 1151 Palestinian Targum 1152-1153 Palm 1204

Palmyra 62, 64

Palsy 451

Paltite 862

Pamphylia 862; 105

Pangaeus 33

Pannag 862

Pannonia 498

Pantaenus 505

Paphlagonia 391

Paphos 862; 249

Papias 727,731,879

Papyri and Ostraca 862; 864

Papyrus 863, 1254

Parable 867

Parables 868-869

Paraclete 233

Paradise 869; 9,457,870

Paralipomena of Jeremiah 986

Parallelism 938

Paran 870; 1240; 870

Parbar 870

Parched grain 434

Pardon 381

Parents 1067

Parker, Matthew 321

Parthians 870; 871

Parvaim 871; 849

Pashhur 871

Passion 871

Passion Gospels 817,820

Passover 871; 158,247,351, 366-367, 568, 570, 679, 696-699, 872-873, 953, 1034, 1037-1038, 1214 Pastoral epistles 873 Pastors 770 Patara 873 Pathros 873 Pathrusim 873 Patience 873 Patmos 874; 519; 1017 Patriarchal age 874; 874 Patriarchs 187,874-878,921 Patristic literature 878 Paul 880; 12-15,50,59,79, 102-104, 121, 137, 144,

172, 196-197,200-202, 253,262,288, 308-309, 326-327,359, 392-393, 670-671,703,851, 883-885,916,950, 1010-1011, 1024, 1026, 1028-1029, 1114, 1154, 1180-1182, 1189

—    and Barnabas 213,707-708, 731, 881

—    ’sconversion 223

—    ’s imprisonment 919, 963, 1190

—    thoughtof 616, 637-639, 673,675-676, 685-686, 769,886-890, 920, 1003, 1012, 1014-1015,1025, 1027,1191-1192

Paulus 891 Paulus, Sergius 891 Pavement 389 Pavilion 891 Peace 891 Pearl 586 Pedaiah 891 Pekah 892; 892 Pekahiah 892 Pekod 892 Pelatiah 892 Peleg 892 Pelethites 436 Pella 268 Pelonite 893 Peloponnese 223 Penance 1034

Pentateuch 893; 165, 167,243, 275,672-673,675,683, 787-788, 894, 896-898, 1032

Pentecost, feast of 898; 899

Penuel 899

People 899

Peor 899

Peraea 900

Perdition 900

Perez 900

Perezites 900

Perfection 900; 901, 1059

Perfumery 229

Perga 901

Pergamum 901; 328, 794, 902; 902

Pericope de Adulteria 599 Perizzites 902 Persecution 902; 903 Perseverance 903 Persia 903; 255 Persians 903; 830, 905, 1065; 904

Peshitta 1172-1174,1177 Peter (Simon Peter, ‘Cephas’) 905; 12, 58, 727-728, 906, 1011, 1022, 1104

—    ’s missionary work 197-198, 907, 1024

—    in Rome 1029

Peter, first epistle of 907; 178, 671,908-911

Peter, second epistle of 911;

178, 671,912 Pethor 913; 66 Petra 62-65, 1074 Pharaoh 913; 1061; 609 Pharisees 914; 427, 467, 493, 527,529, 565, 567,570, 611,623,915,928, 1033, 1045, 1060 Pharpar 915; 251 Philadelphia 915; 268; 915 Philemon 915

Philemon, epistle to 916; 216 Philetus 917 Philip 917

—    apostle 262,464,918

—    churchat 215

—    evangelist 348

—    sons of Herod the Great 530, 533, 1196; 917

Philippi 918; 707 Philippian jailer 223 Philippians, epistle to the 918 Philistia 921; 397 Philistines 921; 176,397-398, 629, 922-923, 1053-1054 Philo 923; 924 Phinehas 924

—    son of Eleazar 102

Phoebe 924; 179,262,769, 1247 Phoenicia 924; 161,925-926, 1144, 1216, 1262; 925 Phoenician 665,927, 1099 Phoenicians 924; 1119 Phoenix 927; 242; 242 Phrygia 927; 50,391 Phut 991 Phylacteries 927 Piety 928 Pihahiroth 928

Pilate 929; 196,432,530,565, 570,1205-1206 Pilgrimage 930 Pillar 930 Pine 1204 Pinnacle 931 Pioneer 583 Pipe 792 Pirathon 931 Pirqe Aboth 1245 Pisgah 931

Pisgah *Ashdoth-pisgah 932, 1239, 1271 Pishon 446 Pisidia 932; 50,391 Pistis Sophia 416,818,823 Pit 932

Pithom 932; 297 Pi-beseth 928; 298 Plague 451 Plagues of Egypt 932 Plain 15, 1078 Plain, cities of the 934 Plane tree 1204 Plants 934 Piaster 938 Pleasure *Lust 288 Pledge 268 Pleiades 1132 Pliny 909 Ploughman 938 Pods 936

Poetry 938; 939, 981

—    dramatic 939

—    epic 939

—    lyric 939

—    prophetic 939 Poimandres 468 Poison 940 Police 940 Pollux 178 Polycarp 879 Pomegranate 1204 Pontus 940; 391 Pool 941

—    ofSiloam 558, 1101 Poplar 1204

Porch 941 Potiphar 941 Potiphera 941; 848 Potter 941; 87 Pottery 941; 87, 922, 944, 1254; 942-943 Poverty 945; 566 Power 945

Power of the keys 946 Praetorium 946 Praise 947 Prayer 947; 948-949

—    of Azariah 56, 664

—    ofManasseh 56,664 Preacher 288 Preaching 950; 951 Preachings of Peter 822 Predestination 951 Preparation 953; 158 Presbyter 954; 203 Presbytery 954

Press, winefat 955 Pride 955; 956 Priesthood 960 Priests and Levites 956 Priests 957, 959-962 Prince 962; 759 Priscilla, Prisca *Aquila 61; 1247

Prison 962 Proconsul 963 Procurator 963

Prolapsed rectum 451 Promise 963 Promised land 963 Prophecy 964; 32, 513, 770, 965-966,970, 972,974, 1130

Prophetess 975 Prophets 964; 136, 167-169, 458, 965-967, 969-974, 1153; 968

Propitiation 975; 353, 746, 976 Proselyte 976 Prostitution 977 Protevangelium of James 820 Proverb 977

Proverbs, book of 977; 165, 978,1245

Providence 979; 980 Province 980

Psalms of Solomon 492,985 Psalms 982-983 Psalms, Messianic 755, 948 Psalms, book of 981 Psaltery 792 Psammetichus 1 299 Pseudepigrapha 985 Pseudonymity 987 Ptolemais 988 Ptolemies 299; 990 Ptolemy 989 Publius 991 Pudens 991; 209 Pul 97

Punishment ’Crime and punishment 243; 244 Punt 850

Purim 991; 341-342, 367 Purity 991; 186 Purver, Anthony 322 Purvey, John 317 Put 991; 17 Puteoli 992 Python 992

Qantir *Ra’amses 108,296

Qamaim 124

Qarqar 253, 1063

Qir 65, 67

Quarry 993

Quartus 993

Queen 993

—    ofHeaven 993

—    ofSheba 64, 1087, 1119 Quicksands 993 Quirinius 993; 994 Qumran 994; 263, 340, 616,

653, 675, 863-864,927,995

—    Essenes 340

—    warscroll 264—265, 1230 Quotations 995

Raamah 996 Rabbah 996 Rabbi 996; 575, 578 — Akiba 1120 —Judah 1120 —Zadok 1068 Rabboni 996

Rabmag 996 Rabsaris 997; 1053, 1063 Rabshakeh 997 Raca 998 Rachel 998; 999 Rafts 1095

Rahab 999; 249, 1046, 1214 Rain 999; 1000 Rainbow 1000 Ram 65

Ramah 1000; 80, 799, 1054 Ramathaim-zophim 80 Ramath-mizpeh 774 Rameses 996

—    I 296

—    II 163,296-298,300

—    111 297

—    XI 297 Ramoth 207, 543 Ramoth-gilead 1001; 774 Raphana 268

Ras Shamra *Ugarit 856, 877, 1217

Rathamein 80 Ra’amses 996; 297; 997 Rebecca 1001 Rebekah 1001; 1002;1001 Rechabites 1002 Reconciliation 1002; 746, 1003 RedSea 1004; 294, 316, 1070, 1140, 1153

Redaction criticism 139,729 Redeemer 1003; 758 Redemption 1003; 102 Reed plant 936 Refiner 1004 Reftning 1004 Regeneration 1005; 223 Rehob 1006;66 Rehoboam 1006; 660 Rehoboth 1006 Rehoboth-ir 1006 Rehum 1007 Rei 1007

Religion 1007; 251,620, 972

—    of Philistines 922

—    of Phoenicians 926 Remeth 543 Remnant 516 Remphan 1008

Repentance 1007; 223,433, 440 Rephaim 1008; 315,409, 1262, 1272

Rephan 1008 Rephidim 1008; 1240 Representation 1039 Representative death 103 Reprobate 1008 Reprobation 953 Resen 1009 Rest 1009 Restoration 1009 Resurrection 1010; 122,334, 337,571,688-690, 1011-1012 Reuben 1012,1013

—    person 401,608, 1013

—    tribe 412, 1013, 1206

Reuel 1013; 583 Revelation 1017; 507 Revelation, book of 1016; 50, 53, 137, 174, 661,670, 874, 1017-1019, 1028, 1049 Revised English Bible 324 Revised Standard Version 324 Revised Version 321-323 Reward 1019 Rezeph 1019; 67 Rezin 1019; 67,253 Rezon 1019; 67,253 Rhabdomancy 280 Rhegium 1019 Rhoda 1019 Rhodes 1020 Riblah 1020 Riblath 1020 Rift Valley 856, 861 Righteousness 1020; 32, 634, 636, 1024, 1026, 1224 Rimmon 1021

—    god, person 252

—    location 445 River 1021 Rizpah 1021 Roberts, W. H. 322 Rock 1021

Rod 1022 Rogers, John 320 Rolle, Richard 317 Roman coins 781 Roman colonies ’Province 432 Roman emperors 126 Roman empire 1022; 112, 1018, 1023; 155 Roman period 74 Romanee languages 672 Romans, epistle to the 1024;

529-530,637-638, 1028 Rome 1027; 101, 112, 126,202, 460,529,531,568, 1024, 1026,1028-1029 Rope 223 Rose 936 Rosetta Stone 989 Rosh 1029 Rosh Hashanah 105 Rotherham, J. B. 322 Ruby 586 Rue 466 Rufus 1029 Ruhamah 1029 Ruler 106 Rumah 1029; 284 Rummaneh 439 Runner 1029 Rush 936

Ruth 1029; 776, 1030, 1046;

1030

Ruth, book of 1030; 645,976,

1031

Rämet el-Khälil 721

Sabaeans 1087—1088 Sabbath 1032; 240,367,677, 694, 709,953, 1009 Sabbatical year 1033

Sabta 1033 Sabtah 1033 Sabteca 1033 Sackbut 792 Sackcloth 1033 Sacraments 1034 Sacrifice and offering 1035; 103, 1040-1042, 1044, 1048

—    of Jesus Christ 1036 Sacrifice, Bumt offering, Peace

offering 1041

Sacrifice, offering 1036,1040 Sacrificial meal 1037 Sadducees 1044; 467, 529, 565, 623,945, 1010-1011, 1045, 1060

Saffron 466 Sakkuth 1045 Salamis 1045; 249 Salcah 1045 Salecah 1045 Salem 1045; 559, 1084 Salim 1045; 1046 Salma 1046 Salmon 1046; 1262 Salmone 1046; 242 Salome 1046 Salome Alexandra 529 Salt 1046; 379

—    city of 1046

—    Sea *Dead Sea 263, 378

—    valleyof 1046 Salvation 1046; 513, 758,

1047-1050, 1224, 1248 Samaria 1050; 32, 525-526, 529-531,856, 860, 1051-1052

—    wäre 861, 1046 Samaritan Pentateuch 263, 1168 Samaritan temple 526 Samaritans 1052; 525-526, 529,

567, 871-872, 929, 1090 Samgar-nebo 1053 Samos 1053 Samothrace 1053 Samson 1053; 627, 809, 1054 Samuel 1054; 523, 646, 1000, 1055-1056, 1065, 1092 Samuel, books of 1056; 1057 Sanballat 1057; 526 Sanctification 1057; 1058-1059 Sanctify 1057 Sanctuary 1059 Sand 1059 Sanhedrin 1060 Sapphira 1061 Sapphire 586

Sarah, Sarai 1061; 386, 1062; 1062

Sardinia 1022 Sardis 1062; 1063 Sardius 586 Sardonyx 586 Sargon 1063 Sarid 1063

Sarsechim 1063; 1053 Satan 1064; 49-50, 106, 108, 281,283,338,349,566,

589, 685, 687, 703, 758, 1071, 1080, 1106, 1161-1162, 1238 Satrap 1065

Saturn 1008, 1045, 1132 Satyr 1065 Saul 1065; 523, 921, 1056-1057, 1087; 1066

—    king 192-193

—    of Tarsus‘Paul 12 Saviour 103, 106,220,334,

575,582-583, 598-599, 758 Savour 1066

Sawyer, Leicester Ambrose 322 Scab 451 Scapegoat 1066 Scarlett, Nathaniel 322 Sceptre 1066 Sceva 1067 School 1067 Schoolmaster 1067 Schweitzer, Albert 650, 882, 886-887, 889-890, 1080 Scourge 1067; 1068 Scourging 1067 Scribe 1068 Scribes 1068

Scripture 1069; 67, 137, 169, 170, 172-174,292,321, 507-508,510, 1014 Sculpture 86 Scythians 1069; 93 Scythopolis ‘Bethshean 268, 1070 Sea 1070

—    of Arabah *Dead Sea 263

—    ofGalilee 134,183-184,

606, 1070, 1096

—    ofGlass 1070

—    ofreeds 316, 1214, 1240

—    ofTiberias *Galilee 183 Seah 1236

Seal, sealing 1070; 86, 852

—    of the Spirit 1072 Seasoning 378-379 Seba 1073

Sebaste *Samaria 1051 Secacah 1073 Sechu 1073

Second Temple 622, 1158

Secretary ‘Amanuensis 1068

Secu 1073

Secundus 1073; 214

Security 268

Seed 1073

Sefire 234

Seir 1073; 284,290

Sela 1073; 290, 1074

Selah 1074

Seleucia 1074; 50; 1074 Seleucis 1075

Seleucus 1 Nicator 50, 52, 1185 Self-control 1075 Semites 829

Semitic languages 665, 667,

1091,666

Semitisms 730, 866 Senaah 1075

Senate 1075 Senator 1075 Seneh 1075 Senir 1075

Sennacherib 1075; 67-68, 98, 100, 660, 825, 1076, 1086; 616

Sephar 1076 Sepharad 1076; 1062 Sephardim 1077 Sepharvaim 1077; 34 Septuagint 1169; 670, 1169 Sepulchre of David 1077 Sepulchre of the Kings 1077 Seraiah 1077; 1087 Seraphim 1077; 36 Sergius Paulus 249 Sermon on the mount 1078 Serpent 1080 Serpent, bronze 1081 Serpent’s stone 1081 Servant

—    of the Lord 1082; 307, 333-334,513,563,566, 573,581,649, 758, 760,

1043, 1082-1083,1137

—    ofYahweh 515,577-579, 757

—    songs 513,757 Seth 1083

SethosI 191,296-297


Seven churches 672, 1017; 1017

Seven words, the 1083

Seveneh 1084; 1140

Seventy, the 834

Seven,the 769

Sextus, Sentences of 416

Shaalbim 1084; 1084

Shaaraim 1084

Shadow 1084

Shadrach 443

Shalem 1084

Shalishah 1084

Shallum 1084; 545

Shalman 1085

Shalmaneser 1085; 94

—    I 96

—    111 67,96-97, 100

—    V 97, 1051, 1085 Shamash 243 Shame 1085 Shamgar 1085 Shamhuth 1086 Shammah 1086; 445 Shammai 292,735, 1151 Shammoth 1086 Shammua 1086 Shaphan 1086; 1068 Shaphir 1086 Sharezer 1086

Sharon 1086; 287, 860

Sharuhen 1086; 1084

Shaul 1087

Shaveh, valley of 1087

Shavsha 1087

Shear-jashub 1087

Sheba 1087; 63-64, 563, 1073

—    Queen of 1088

Shebna 1088; 1068; 1088 Shechem 1088; 207, 855, 1052, 1090; 1089 Sheerah 1090 Sheet 1090 Shekinah 1090; 1091 Shelah 1091; 1077 Shem 1091; 401,457, 804-806; 1091

Shema 563,701 Shemaiah 812 Shemuel 1092; 1054 Shem, paraphrase of 416 Shenazzar 1093 Sheol 1092; 127,229,337,488, 687-690

Shephelah 1092; 399,686, 774, 1152, 1261-1262 Shepherd 1092 Shepherd of Hermas 626, 879 Sherah 1090; 132 Sheshach 1093 Sheshai 34 Sheshbazzar 1093 Sheth 1083 Shibah 1093 Shibboleth 1093 Shield 81, 1143 Shihor 302-303, 824 Shihor-libnath 1093 Shiloh 1094; 1054 Shimea 1086 Shimeah 1086 Shimeam 1086 Shimeath 1094 Shimei 1094 Shimei ‘Shammah 1086 Shimron-meron 1094; 1095 Shinar 1095; 109, 112, 160,

332, 1137

Ships and boats 1095; 1096 Shisha 1087

Shishak 1097; 298, 1180;/Ö97

Shittim 1097

Shoa 1098

Shobach 1098

Shobal 1098

Shobi 1098; 30

Shovel 1098

Showbread 1098

Shrub 937

Shua 1098

Shual, land of 1098

Shuham 492

Shulammite 1099; 1121

Shunem, Shunammite 1099;

799, 1099, 1121 Shur 1099; 1240 Shushan 112,1140 Sibmah 1099 Sibylline Oracles 53, 986 Siccuth 1045 Sichern 1088 Sicily 1022 Siddim, valley of 1099 Sidon 1099; 680, 856,924-926, 1100

Sign 1100

Signs of the times 335 Sihon 1100; 31,472, 1101 Sikkuth 1045 Silas 1101; 59 Silk 1101

Siloam 1101; 1103; 1102, 1104

—    inscriptions 1101; 1103 Silvanus ‘Silas 908 Silvanus, Teachings of 416 Silver 767-768,779-781 Simeon 1103

—    ofAntioch 1104

—    of Jerusalem 837, 1103

—    tribe 401, 1103, 1206 Similitudes of Enoch 986 Simon 1104

—    brother of Jesus 146

—    Maccabaeus 527, 711

—    Magus 1104; 1105

—    ben-Shetah 292

—    theZealot 1263

Sin 1105; 102,360,404

—    location 1105; 1140

—    moon god 782

—    wildemess of 1110 Sinai 691,725, 1240-1241

—    covenant *law 236-237, 243,674, 1163

—    Mount 1109

—    peninsula 63,65,644, 1140,

1239-1241 Sinew 1109 Sion 1110 Sippar 34, 113, 1077 Sirah, cistem of 1110 Sirion 1110; 469 Sisera 1110; 122,656 Sitnah 1110 Six 834

Skin diseases 210 Skirt 1110 Sky 240

Slander 1150; 1150 Slave 1110

Slavery 1110; 1113-1114

Slavonic Enoch 325,986-987

Sleep 1114

Sleight 1114

Sling 83

Smelting 767

Smyrna 1114; 1114

Snare 1115

Snow 1115

Snuffers 1115

So 1115

Soap 1115

Soco 1116

Socoh 1116

Sodom and Gomorrah 403,479, 934

Solidarity 362

Solomon 1116; 185, 192-193, 523,650, 1006, 1057, 1120; 1117-1119

—    ’s Temple ‘Temple 1037,

1118, 1156-1157 Son

—    of David 237,576

—    ofGod 37, 102, 106,338, 419, 501-504, 566,568,

572, 578, 580-583,

594-599, 850, 1122-1123, 1200, 1209-1211, 1226,

1248

—    of Man 54, 102-103, 106, 573,575,577, 579, 582,

598, 759-760, 846-847,

1184

Song

—    of Solomon 1120; 165,982,

1122

—    of the Three Holy Children 56

Sons (children) of God Sopater 1123; 214 Sophia of Jesus Christ 416 Sorek, valley of 1123 Sosipater 1123 Sosthenes 1124 Soul 1124; 687

—    and body 284,688 Source criticism 138 Spain 1124; 1022 Spear 82

Speck 1125 Spices 397,465, 1197 Spikenard 231,466 Spinning and weaving 1125 Spirit 1125; 120, 122,200, 334-335,344-345, 393, 418-419, 440, 507, 590-591,595,599,678,

795, 1024, 1127, 1209,

1242,1249

—    gift of the 220

—    and matter 283

—    of Christ 121,773,1129,

1210

—    ofgrace 12,1128,1211

—    of God 1054

—    of prophecy 966-967, 973-974, 1126

Spirits in prison 1129

Spiritual death 265

Spiritual gifts 1130; 770

Spiritual sacrifices 1043

Spitting 1131

Spokesman 1131

Stachys 1131

Stacte 466

Staff 1022

Standing stones 499

Stars 1131

Stephanas 1133

Stephen 1133; 11,262,464

Steps 1133; 1139

Steward 1133

Stocks 1134

Stoicism 1134

Stoics 1134

Stomach 1134

Stomacher 1134

Stone 1134; 88, 766, 1022, 1254

Stoning 1135

Store-cities 1135

Storm 1135

Straight Street 252 Strangled things 1135 Straw 435 Stripes 1135 Stumbling-block 1136 Substitution 103 Suburb 1136 Succoth 1136; 765 Succoth-benoth 1136 Suez 342

Suffering 1136; 348,455, 1137 Sukkiim 1137 Sumer 1137; 109, 112; 1138 Sumerian King List 400-401, 1139

Sumerian Creation myths 240, 1138

Sumerians 1137 Sun 1139

Superscription 1139; 1139 Suph 1140

Supper 195,697,699,743, 872-873 Surety 1140 Susa 1140;114 Susanna 56,664 Sweet cane 467 Sword 82 Sycamine 1204 Sychar 1140 Sychem 1088 Syene 1140; 1084 Symbol 1140; 1100 Symeon 1104 Symmachus’ Version 1171 Synagogue 1142

—    of the Freedmen 1143 Synoptic Apocalypse 846 Synoptic Gospels 428-429,

649, 704,728 Syntyche 212 Synzygus 1143 Syracuse 1143

Syria 1143; 22,65-67, 84,96, 162-164,251,290,297, 476,680, 856, 993-994, 1001,1023,1220; 1144 Syriac 1176

—    Version ‘Peshitta

1172-1174, 1177-1178 Syrians 1143; 655 Syrophoenician 1144

Taanach 1145; 339 Tabemacle 1145; 1147-1148 Tabemacles, Feast of 1148; 1149

Tabitha 281 Table 1148

— ofNations 804-807; 804 Tablets 1255 Tabor 1148; 1149 Tabor, Mount 1148 Tadmor 1149; 64, 1150 Tahpanhes 1150; 108 Tahpenes 1150 Tahtim-hodshi 1150 Tale 1150

Talebearing, slander 1150

Talent 1233

Talithacumi 1150

Talmai 1150; 34,66

Talmud and Midrash 1150; 1151

Tamar 1152; 977

Tamarisk 1205

Tammuz 1152

Tanis *Zoan 297-298,444,

1271

Tappuah 1152

Targums 1152; 264, 1153

Tarshish 1153; 1095, 1124, 1154

Tarsus 1154; 203; 1154

Tartak 1154

Tartan 1154

Tartaros 464

Tattenai 1154; 432

Taurus 1132

Tavemer’s Bible 320

Tavems, Three 1155

Taxcollector 1155

Taxes 1155

Teacher of Righteousness 265

Teacher 575-576,578

Teaching 292, 1130

Tekoa 1155;557

Telaim 1155

Telassar 1155

Teil Abu Sifri 313

Teil MalHatah 65

Tema 1156

Teman 1156

Temple 1156; 228, 272, 356, 380,440,487-488,490,

523,525-527, 530, 532,

536, 553,559-562, 568, 570,574,621,653,759, 813-814,846,993, 1070, 1112,1157-1160,1265 —dues 531

—    guard 437

—    servant 842-843

—    of Solomon 176, 186

—    worship 947, 981,1120 Temptation 1161

Ten Commandments 1162; 344, 479,673-674, 787, 1032, 1162-1163 Ten 834 Tent 1163 Terah 1163 Teraphim 1163; 280 Terebinth 1205 Tertius 1164; 1164 Tertullian 988 Tertullus 1164; 1131 Testament —ofJob 985

—    ofourLord 817

—    of Moses‘Exodus 53 Testaments of the Twelve

Patriarchs 53, 985 Tetrarch 1164 Texts and versions 1164; 74,

1176; 1165—1167,1169 Textual criticism 139 Textus Receptus 865

Thaddaeus 1179; 1179 Tharshish 1153 Theatre 1179

Thebes 1180; 295-298, 301 Thebez 1180 Theft 244

Theocratic Fatherhood 419 Theodotion 1171 Theophilus 1180; 11 Thessalonians, epistles to the 1180

Thessalonica 1182; 105,711; 1183

Theudas 1182 Thigh 1182 Thistles 937 Thomas 1182

—    apostle 505, 1183 Thoms 937 Thoms, crown of 1183 Thrace 1184

Three 831 Threshing 19 Threshing-floor 19 Threshold 1184 Throne 1184; 1184 Thumb 1185 Thummim *Urim 146, 1219-1220

Thunder 1185; 1091, 1135 Thyatira 1185; 1185 Tiamat 683, 999 Tiberias 1185

Tiberias *GaliIee, Sea of 251, 605-606, 1186 Tiberius 1186 Tibhath 1186 Tidal 1186 Tiglath-pileser 1186

—    I 96, 1187

—    III 97, 1051, 1187 Tigris 1187; 65, 112,473 Tile 1187

Tiling 1187 Timber 1203, 1205 Timbrel 793 Time 1187; 1188 Timna 62

—    location 1188

—    person 1188 Timnath-heres 1188 Timnath-serah 1188 Timothy 1189; 262, 348, 708,

1190-1191

Timothy and Titus, epistles to 1189,1191 Tin 768

Tiphsah 1192; 1152 Tiras 1192

Tirhakah 1192; 298,346 Tirshatha 1192; 1093 Tirzah 1192 Tishbite 1193 Tishri 104, 156 Tithes 1193 Titus 1193; 214, 242, 1190-1191, 1194 Tob 1194

Tobiads 1194 Tobiah 1194; 30 Tobijah 1194 Tobit 55, 664

Today’s English Version 324

Togarmah 1194

Toi 442

Tola 1194

Tomb 150

Tongue 1195

Tongues 1195;1131

Topaz 586

Tophel 1196

Tophet 1196

Topheth 1196

Torah *Judaism 622, 1127, 1142 Torch 1196

Tower of Babel 109,112 Townclerk 1196 Town planning 488 Trachonitis 1196; 1196 Trade 1196

—    and commerce 1198

—    guilds 1197 Tradition 1199; 1200 Trance 1200 Transfiguration 1200 Transfiguration, Mount of 788 Transjordan 63, 79, 84, 394,

398,405,412,423,441,

855,860 Travail 1200

Travel in biblical times 1200 Trays 1202 Treasure 1202 Treasury 1202 Trees 1203 Trial of Jesus 1205 Tribes of Israel 1206; 1207 Tribulation 1206 Tribute 1208

Trinity 1209; 239,420, 1211 Trito-lsaiah 514 Troas 1211; 794, 1212; 1212 Trogyllium 1212 Trophimus 1212; 214 Trumpet 793 Trumpets, Feast of 1213 Trust »Faith 357 Truth 1213

Tryphaena and Tryphosa 1213 Tubal 753 Tubal-cain 1214 Tuberculosis 449 Tumbleweed 937 Tumours 451 Turin shroud 152 Tuming to God ‘Conversion 223

Tuthmosis III 296,300 Twelve 834 Twin Brothers 178 Two 831

Tychicus 1214; 214 Tyndale, William 317 Typology 1214 Tyrannus 1215

Tyre 1215; 856, 924, 926, 1099, 1216

Tyrus 1215

Tübingen School 883

Ugarit 1217; 164,877, 1111, 1218

Ulai 1218 Unbelief 1218; 842 Uncials 1175-1176 Unclean 1037, 1042 Unction 1218; 1034 Unguents 844 Unknown God 1219 Uphaz 1219 Upper Beth-horon 132 Ur (of the Chaldees) 1219; 31, 35, 112-113, 160, 238,306 Ur(dynasty) 66, HO, 114 Urartu 68 Urbanus 1219 Uriah 1219; 477 Uriel 1219

Urim and Thummin 1219 Urmia 68, 1174 Uruk *Erech 113,332 Uz 1220 Uzal 1220 Uzza 1220 Uzzi 1220

Uzziah 1220; 31, 1221 Uzziel 1221

Vagabond 1222 Vain 1222 Vale 1222 Valentinians 415 Valley 1222

—    ofSalt 291 Van 68

Vanity 1222; 288 Vashni 1222 Vashti 247,341-342 Vegetables 1223; 19, 1223 Venus 702 Vessels 1223 Vesture 1224 Via Egnatia 33, 57 Vial 1224 Victory 1224; 1230 Village 1224 Vindication 244 Vine 1224; 1048

—    of Sodom 937 Vinegar 1225; 375 Vineyard 1224 Virgin 1225

—    birth 1226; 1227

—    Mary 1121 Virtue 1227 Vision 1227

von Soden, H. 323 Vow 1227

Vulgate Version of the Bible 1171, 1177

Wadi el-Arish 302-303 Wafer 1228

Wages 1228 Wagon 178 Wakefield, Gilbert 322 Walk 1228 Walls 1229; 383, 489 War 1229; 1230 Warad-Sin 114 Wars of the Lord, book of the 1230

Washbasin 1230; 944 Watch 1230 Watchman 1231 Watch-towers 1231; 1231 Water 1231; 1232; 1231-1232 Water-supply 859 Way 1232 Waymark 1233 Wealth 1233 Weapons 82,922 Wedding ceremonies 734 Weeds 937

Weeks, feast of 367, 1035 Weights and measures 1233; 1234

Well 1238

Wellhausen, Julius 894,956, 958-960 Wen 452 Wesley, John 322 Westcott and Hort 323, 865 Western river «Nile R. 824 Wheat 435 Wheel 1238 Whirlwind 1238 Whiston, William 322 Whittingham, William 320 Wicked 1238 Wicked Priest 265 Wickedness 1238 Widow 1239 Wild vine 937 Wildemess 1239 Wildemess ofWandering 1239 Willow 1205 Wind 1242; 1125

—    instruments 792 Window 489

Wine and strong drink 1242;

375,452, 1243 Winefat 955

Wisdom 1244; 288, 576, 687, 978, 1091, 1127, 1202,1245

—    of Joshua ben-Sira 56, 664

—    literature 1245; 56,590,693, 954,977, 1116

—    of Solomon 664, 1245 Witchcraft 714 Witham, Robert 322 Withered hand 452 Witness 1246; 598 Woe 1246

Woman 1246 Womb 1247 Wood-carving 85

Wool 1247 Word 1247; 1091

—    ofGod 239,345,357,503, 597-598,693, 772

—    oflife 693 Work 1247; 1019

—    ofGod 1100, 1248 Works 1248

World 1249 Wormwood 937 Worship 1250 Worsley, John 322 Wrath 1250; 975-976

—    ofGod 1108

Writing 1251; 1258; 1252-1253

—    materials 1254 Writings 136, 1069, 1153 Writing-board 1254 Wyclif, John 317 Wynne, Richard 322

Xerxes 20, 115,341-342

Yahweh 32, 142, 186,274,343, 414—415, 420,496, 506, 513,516-518,520-521,

525, 755, 757-758,

808-809, 1162, 1202, 1232, 1247

— Elohim 261,418,421-422, 441,499, 756 Yaminites 829 Yarmuk 543,606 Yam 1260

YHWH «Yahweh 421 Yohanan ben Zakkai 532 Yoke 1260 Yom Kippur 105

Zaanan 1261

Zaanannim, Zaanaim 1261 Zabad 1261;30 —Jozachar 1094 Zabbai 1261 Zabdi 1261 Zabud 386

Zacchaeus 1261; 1155 Zachariah 1264 Zacharias 1264 Zadok 1261; 1044 Zair 1261; 1262, 1271 Zalmon 1262 Zamzummim 1262; 1272 Zanoah 1262 Zaphenath-paneah 1262 Zaphon 1262 Zarephath 1262 Zaretan 1262 Zarethan 1262 Zartanah 1262 Zarthan 1262 Zeal 1262 Zealot 1263 Zealots 530,623-624

Zebah 1263 Zebedee 1263 Zeboiim 1263 Zeboim 1263 Zeboyim 1263 Zebul 1263; 1263 Zebulun 1263

—    son of Jacob 401

—    tribe and territory 1206, 1264 Zechariah 1264

—    father of John the Baptist

128, 1264

—    prophet 758, 1264 Zechariah, book of 1264; 1264,

1266

Zedad 1266

Zedekiah 1267; 551, 1268

Zelek 30

Zelophehad 1268

Zelzah 1268

Zemaraim 1268

Zemarites 1268

Zenan 1261

Zenas 1268

Zephaniah 1268

Zephaniah, book of 1268; 1269

Zephathah 1269

Zer 1269

Zerah 1269

—    ‘the Ethiopian’ 298 Zered 1269 Zeredah 1262 Zeredathah 1262 Zerubbabel 1269; 432,440,

1075, 1093, 1265, 1270 Zeruiah 1270 Zeus 1270; 272 Ziba 1270 Zichri 1261 Ziggurat 109,111 Ziklag 1270 Zilpah 1270; 219 Zimran 1270 Zimri 1270;1261 Zin 1271

Zion 135,513,516-518,523, 757-758, 762-763, 774,

1077

Zior 1271; 1262 Ziph 1271 Zippor 1271 Zipporah 1271 Ziv 156 Ziz 1271

Zoan 1271; 298,444 Zobah 1271; 67, 1186 Zophar 1271; 589 Zophim 1271 Zorah 1271 Zoroaster 905 Zoroastrianism 415 Zuzim 1271; 441, 1272

List of animals, birds, reptiles and insects referred to under ‘ANIMALS’

ANIMALS pp. 38—43

Addax 41

Antelope 41

Ape 43

Ass 38

Aurochs 41

Bat 43

Bear 42

Behemoth 43

Black rat 43

Boar4l

Brown bear 42

Bubal hartebeest 41

Camel 39 (also 162)

Cattle 40

Cheetah 42

Colt 38

Deer 41

Dog 40-41

Donkey 38

Dragon 43

Dugong 42-43

Elephant 41^42

Faliow deer 41

Foal 38

Fox 42

Gazelle 41

Goat 40

Hare 43

Hartebeest 41

Hedgehog 43

Hippopotamus 43

Horse 38

Hyena 45

Hyrax 42

Ibex 41

Jackal 42

Jungle cat 42 Langur 43 Leopard 42 Lion 42 Macaque 43 Monkey 43 Mouflon 41 Mountain sheep 41 Mouse 43 Mule 38-39 Nubian ibex 41 Onager 38 Oryx 41 Pig40

Porcupine 43 Rat 43 Red deer 41 Rock hyrax 42 Roe deer 41 Ruminan ts 41 Sheep 39-40 Swine 40

Syrian rock hyrax 42 Weasel 42 Whale 43 Wild ass 38 Wild boar 41 Wild goat 40 Wild ox41 Wolf 42

BIRDS pp. 43^)5 Bearded vulture 44 Blue rock thrush 44 Cock 44 Cormorant 44 Crane 44

Crow 45

Domestic fowl 44 Dove 45 Eagle 44 Goose 44 Griffon vulture 44 Gull 44 Hawk 44 Hen 44 Hoopoe 44 Kite 44 Lamergeier 44 Martin 44 Night hawk 44 Osprey 44 Ossifrage 44 Ostrich 45 Owl 44 Partridge 45 Peacock 44 Pelican 45 Pigeon 45 Quail 44-45 Raven 45 Seagull 44 Sparrow 44 Stork 44 Swallow 44 Swift 44 Thrush 44 Vulture 44 Water-hen 44 White stork 44

REPTILES pp. 45-46 Adder 46 Agama 45

Asp 46

Carpet viper 46 Chameleon 45 Cobra 46 Crocodile 46 Desert viper 46 Frog 46 Gecko 45, 48 Lizard 45, 48 'Nadder’ 46 Rainbow lizard 45 Rock gecko 45 Serpent/Snake 45-46 Skink 45 Tortoise 45 Viper 46

INSECTS pp. 46—48 Am 47 Bee 47

‘Creeping things’ 48 Flea 47 Fly 47-48 Gnat 48 Grasshopper 47 Hörnet 47 Leech 48 Locust 46-41 Moth 47 Scorpion 48 Snail 48 Spider 48

‘Swarming things’ 48 Tick 48 Wasp 47 Worm 48
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interpreted by Daniel at Belshazzar's feast.
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The Jordan valley in NT times.
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